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Gas Tax 1AC

Observation One: Topic Education – 

First, transportation infrastructure is financed in one of two ways – through the general fund, or through increased revenue – Stimulus Programs finance through the general fund while failing to repair the Highway Trust Fund 

ARTBA 2k10

(American Road and Transportation Builders Association to the National Commission on Fiscal Responsibility and Reform “The Contribution of the Federal Transportation Investment Programs to Fiscal Responsibility and Deficit Reduction,” pg online @ http://www.fiscalcommission.gov/sites/fiscalcommission.gov/files/documents/ARTBA.pdf //um-ef)
Transportation Investment and User Financing When Congress created the National System of Interstate and Defense Highways in 1956, it considered two options for financing the construction costs—borrow the money by issuing highway bonds or enact pay-as-you-go taxes on highway users. After much debate, the second option was chosen. Congress raised the federal gasoline tax from two cents per gallon to four cents per gallon and directed the revenues into the newly-created Highway Trust Fund (HTF). Virtually all federal highway investment since then has been financed from the HTF. In 1982, Congress added the Mass Transit Account (MTA) to the HTF. The tax rate on gasoline was increased to 9 cents per gallon, with revenues from one cent of the five cent increase being directed into the MTA. Since then, most federal investment in mass transit has been financed from the Mass Transit Account, while highway improvements have been funded from the Highway Account (HA). Subsequently, the federal tax on gasoline has been increased only twice—in 1990 and 1993—and currently stands are 18.3 cents per gallon. There is also a 24.3 cent-per-gallon tax on diesel fuel (and equivalent taxes on other motor fuels) as well as taxes on large trucks, which are also credited to the HTF. A similar user-fee-funded trust fund finances most federal investment in the nation’s airports and air transportation system. Through the years, user fee financed trust funds have proven a remarkably responsible way to finance federal investment in highways, public transportation and airports. In fact, during most years since its creation in 1956, the Highway Trust Fund generated balances that helped mask the size of the unified federal deficit, leading stakeholders to argue that Congress was violating the trust of highway users by failing to invest all user fee receipts in highway and transit improvements. Three factors have had a significant effect on the HTF balance in recent years: • When Congress enacted the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) in 1998, it transferred $8 billion from the Highway Trust Fund balance to the General Fund at the start of FY 1999 and provided that interest on the HTF balance would henceforth be credited to the General Fund—the only trust fund so treated—costing the HTF almost $11 billion in foregone revenues. In addition, when Congress enacted motor fuel tax increases in 1990 and 1993, more than $22 billion of the revenues were deposited in the General Fund despite being taxes levied on highway users for the purpose of investing in highway and transit improvements. • Economic downturns in 2001 and 2008-09 had a depressing effect on highway travel and thus revenues into the HTF, as did unusually high gasoline and diesel fuel prices in 2008. In addition, highway construction costs skyrocketed between 2004 and 2009, due to world-wide increases in the cost of asphalt, cement and steel. Both effects put immense pressure on HTF revenues. • In 2005, Congress enacted the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, and Efficient Transportation Equity Act – A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) which increased federal investment in highway and transit improvements without increasing user fees. To accomplish that, Congress funded the federal highway and public transportation programs at a level where projected outlays through FY 2009 would not only use projected HTF revenues, but would also spend down much of the fund’s existing balance. 3 The HTF balance peaked at $31 billion in FY 2000 and has since been drawn down. Nonetheless, between 1956 and 2007—a span of more than 50 years—the federal highway and mass transit programs had no net impact on the federal budget. User revenues into the Highway Trust Fund financed all federal expenditures on highway and transit improvements, imposing no burden on the federal General Fund or the federal budget deficit. The Airport and Airways Trust Fund (AATF) has had a similar history. Created in 1971, the AATF has had positive balances most years since, punctuated only by a period in the mid-1990s when user fees on air travelers had temporarily expired. By FY 2000, the AATF had a balance of more than $7 billion. The need to improve airport security after September 11, 2001, resulted in a temporary decline in the AATF balance, but the balance is projected to bounce back to about $10 billion in FY 2010. The AATF thus has also been an example of how a user-fee financed program contributes to fiscal responsibility. American Recovery and Reinvestment Act and General Fund Transfers Since 2007, General Fund revenues have been used on several occasions to supplement HTF revenues to finance highway and public transportation improvements, which added to the unified federal deficit. This occurred for two reasons: Economic recovery. With the economy in its worst downturn since the Great Depression and unemployment approaching 10 percent, Congress included $48 billion for ready-to-go transportation improvements in the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA). All of the transportation improvements were financed from the federal General Fund, as was the rest of the $787 billion Recovery Act. Since the purpose of the legislation was to stimulate economic recovery and support jobs in the United States, it was entirely appropriate to finance the highway, transit and airport construction projects through general fund deficits. While this violated the time-honored users-pay approach to financing transportation improvements, the impetus for the spending was not to improve the transportation system, but to use such improvements to stimulate the economy and support jobs. Once this is accomplished, however, asking general taxpayers to pay for regular improvements to the nation’s transportation system would be a clear departure from the user fee financing principle that has served these programs and the federal budget well for decades. Rescue the Highway Trust Fund. Since FY 2007, user revenues into the Highway Trust Fund have been significantly less than expected, due largely to the impact of the economic recession on highway travel (both personal and freight) as discussed above. The failure to generate new HTF revenues to support the SAFETEA-LU highway and public transportation investments made the trust fund extremely vulnerable to these economic shocks. With outlays exceeding revenues, the Highway Account of the HTF was in danger of running out of funds toward the end of FY 2008—two years earlier than the authors of SAFETEA-LU had forecast. Projections showed the transit program would run out of money two years later. To prevent the U.S. government from defaulting on its highway and transit program obligations, Congress injected $8 billion into the Highway Account in FY 2008, followed by $7 billion in FY 2009 and $14.7 billion in FY 2010. In addition, $4.8 billion was injected into the Mass Transit Account in FY 2010. These transfers came from the General Fund and clearly affected the size of the federal budget deficits those years. All three transfers, however, represented previously foregone user fee revenues that should have gone into the Highway Trust Fund, which instead were credited to the General Fund—$8 billion transferred from the HTF to the GF in FY 1999, interest on the HTF balance that was credited to the GF, and federal aid to state and local governments to repair transportation infrastructure damaged by natural disasters (which for many years was paid from the HFT whereas all other federal disaster relief was paid from the GF). If Congress had not diverted these user revenues from the HTF into the GF, there would, arguably, have been no need for the General Fund transfers in FY 2008, FY 2009 and FY 2010. The injection of revenues into the HTF between FY 2008 and FY 2010 is, unfortunately, only a stopgap action. The Congressional Budget Office projects that both the Highway Account and Mass Transit Account will exhaust their existing balances during 2012 or 2013. While this is a serious concern, the far more important issue is that projected Highway Trust Fund revenues in the years ahead are far short of the nation’s transportation investment needs. The Gap Between Needs and Revenues The U.S. Department of Transportation (U.S. DOT) recently released its 2008 Report to Congress on the Status of the Nation’s Highways, Bridges, and Transit: Conditions and Performance. The report found that the United States is investing less each year than the minimum needed just to maintain current physical conditions and operational performance on the nation’s highways and transit systems. For highways, report data indicate that federal highway funding in the next surface transportation bill would have start at $69.5 billion, at minimum, in FY 2010 and grow to $76.3 billion by 2015 just to maintain physical conditions and operating performance on the nation’s highways and bridges. By contrast, Congress provided funding of only $41.1 billion for the federal highway program for FY 2010, almost $28.5 billion less than would be needed just to maintain current conditions. Beyond that, the outlook is for an even greater shortfall. Projected Highway Account revenues range from $32.6 billion in FY 2011 to $35.8 billion in FY 2015, according to the Congressional Budget Office. The annual funding gap during this period averages $39 billion. The contrast between investment needs and revenues through FY 2017 is shown in Figure 1. Federal highway funding met needs in FY 2009 only because of the ARRA highway stimulus. For public transportation, the federal share of transit capital investment during the next surface transportation bill would need to be $8.6 billion in FY 2010, rising to $9.4 billion by FY 2015. Since only 70 percent of federal transit funds go into capital improvements, funding for the transit program in the next authorization bill would thus have to range from $12.3 billion in FY 2010 to $13.5 billion in FY 2015. By comparison, Congress enacted transit program funding of $10.34 billion in FY 2010, which is somewhat less than required to maintain current conditions. It should be noted that funds to construct new transit systems are not included in the Conditions and Performance Report data. The cost of new systems would add substantially to the transit investment needs identified in the report. Moreover, the federal share of transit needs for FY 2010-2015 exceeds projected MTA revenues, which means additional revenues will be required. Federal Commission Recommendations SAFETEA-LU created two commissions to examine the nation’s transportation investment needs and recommend revenue options—the National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Financing Commission and the National Surface Transportation Policy & Revenue Study Commission. Both have issued their final reports. Both commissions arrived at the same conclusion after exhaustively studying myriad revenue enhancing options. In the short-term, both commissions concluded the most efficient way to increase revenue to finance needed federal investment in highway and transit improvements is to raise the federal gas and diesel tax rates and then index these excises annually to inflation: • The Financing Commission recommends an immediate 10 cents per gallon excise rate increase on gasoline sales and a 15 cents per gallon excise rate increase for diesel fuel sales which would both thereafter be annually adjusted to inflation. This level is intended simply to recapture purchasing power lost since the 1993 rate increase. • The Policy & Revenue Study Commission recommends that the federal fuel tax be increased from 5 to 8 cents per gallon per year over the next 5 years, after which it should be indexed to inflation. This blue-ribbon group considered not only recapturing lost purchasing power, but also generating more revenue to meet the program investments it believes are necessary to reform the program and meet future national goals for system preservation, capacity enhancements to facilitate freight movement, transportation-related emission reductions and security, among others. In the longer term, both commissions recommend transition to a vehicle-miles-travelled, or VMT-based, user fee system. The 10 cent gasoline/15 cent diesel excise enhancements would translate into approximately $20 billion per year in additional revenue for the Highway Trust Fund. With these adjustments, on average, individual households would pay approximately $9 per month more in federal gas taxes (individual households now pay on average $17 per month). By comparison, the average household pays about $300 per month to operate and maintain its cars (and about $800 per month to own and operate them). The overall level of revenue enhancement recommended by the National Surface Transportation Policy & Revenue Study Commission is in the range necessary to meet the national highway and transit needs previously discussed. It is also well worth noting that major national business and highway user organizations—including the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and the American Trucking Associations—are publicly supporting a federal motor fuels excise increase to finance an expanded transportation improvements.

Second, Congress just passed a MASSIVE transportation bill – it should have triggered your disads, but didn’t fix the Highway Trust Fund

Snyder 6/26

(Tanya Snyder became Streetsblog's Capitol Hill editor in September 2010 after covering Congress for Pacifica and public radio. She lives car-free in a transit-oriented and bike-friendly neighborhood of Washington, DC., pg online @ http://dc.streetsblog.org/2012/06/26/where-did-the-senate-get-the-extra-money-to-pay-for-its-bill/ //um-ef)

Congressional leaders announced opaquely last week that they’d “moved forward” on a deal on the highway section of the transportation bill. That means transit, rail, and safety programs are still being negotiated. And it means the financing of the bill hasn’t yet gotten the seal of approval from the House. Still, both houses of Congress have agreed to spend more on the transportation bill than the Highway Trust Fund itself can bear. (The House gave its green light a couple weeks ago when it nixed the Broun motion to keep transportation spending to HTF receipt levels.) To overspend the HTF but still plausibly deny that they’re deficit-spending, the Senate Finance Committee has done some pretty fancy footwork to offset the expenditures with other savings. Chair Max Baucus (D-MT) squeezed blood from the stone of the U.S. budget, and many of his colleagues have lauded him as a miracle worker. But Taxpayers for Common Sense – and lots of other people with common sense – say the numbers don’t really add up. The information below comes from TCS’s report, released last week, on the Senate pay-fors. Stick with me here – this is all a little convoluted, but understanding the funding is a key part of the process. While the Senate transportation bill may be a good stop-gap compared to the option of even shorter extensions, a look at the funding shows why it provides no long-term answers to the question of how to pay for transportation. The sources of new Highway Trust Fund revenue Baucus et al came up with are: A transfer from the general fund: $4.97 billion. This is the most obvious example of deficit spending – just taking money from the Treasury to pay for transportation. That’s on top of $34.5 billion the Treasury has already coughed up in the last four years to bail out the Highway Trust Fund – something no one wanted to repeat. Dedication of imported car tariffs to the Highway Trust Fund: $4.52 billion. This revenue would no longer go to the general fund. A transfer from the Leaking Underground Storage Tank Trust Fund: $3.685 billion. TCS approves of this use of funds, since they come from the gas tax and are underspent at a three-to-one ratio. This transfer just eliminates most of the backlogged surplus. Dedication of the gas guzzler tax to the Highway Trust Fund: $0.697 billion. The government levies a fee on vehicles whose combined city and highway fuel economy is worse than 22.5 mpg (with exemptions, of course, for some of the worst offenders, like SUVs and minivans). It’s transportation-related, but the tax revenues have always gone into the general fund, so this functions as another transfer from the Treasury. Total new HTF revenues: 13.872 billion. So, since the Senate proposes to take from the general fund to plug the Highway Trust Fund, they have to pay back the Treasury somehow. That’s known on Capitol Hill as an “offset,” to avoid deficit spending. The principal new source of revenue to replenish the general fund is a pension stabilization provision, expected to yield $9.394 billion. By reducing the amount companies have to contribute to employees’ pensions — which are tax-free — that money will become taxable income. Even skeptics seem to agree that $9.394 billion is probably a reasonable amount to expect from this change. But TCS notes that the Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation (PBGC), which guarantees pension benefits when a company goes bankrupt, has a $23 billion deficit, which they say would be a better fit for this chunk of money. There are 10 more offsets, most of them good for a negligible amount of money, but put them all together (with the pension change) and they total $17 billion. They include changes to arcane tax code provisions, increased enforcement of tax payment on Medicare providers and passport holders, and even a new tax on “roll-your-own” cigarette machines. So that’s enough to pay the general fund back for what the Highway Trust Fund took. But TCS says some of these represent bogus savings. For example, the government is planning to “save” $3.627 billion by further delaying a tax change that hasn’t even taken effect yet. The Senate bill would spend ten years’ worth of this “savings” in little more than a year. But that’s not all! The bill also includes extraneous spending on things that don’t have anything to do with transportation. Most of the non-transportation items have their own funding built in, but TCS wonders why they’re included in the bill at all. They include $3.627 billion for Gulf states’ coastal restoration, paid for out of fines from the BP oil spill; $1.4 billion for reauthorization of the land and water conservation fund, funded with oil drilling money; a change in the definition of a “small-issuer” bond, which is tax-exempt, and therefore forfeiting $0.761 billion in taxes; elimination of the cap on water and sewer bonds; and relief from the alternative minimum tax for investors in private activity bonds (which are often used for infrastructure). The final item under “new spending” does, in fact, deal with transportation. In fact, it’s a key priority for transportation reformers: bringing the transit tax benefit up to the level of the parking benefit for commuters. Currently, the limit is $125 a month for transit and $240 for parking. Putting transit commuters on a level playing field with drivers is a significant transportation goal for this bill to achieve. TCS grumbles that the way to handle the imbalance is to lower the parking subsidy, which is fair enough. But if that’s not going to happen, the $0.139 billion it will cost to raise the transit benefit to achieve parity is well worth it. All together, whew, that’s a lot of complicated math just to avoid raising the gas tax.

Thus the Plan:

Text: The United States federal government should increase the federal excise tax rate and phase-in a price floor and variable tax on gasoline for transportation infrastructure in the United States.
Advantage 1: U.S. Energy Policy 

First, current Federal Energy Strategies fail – they impose market distortions, and ineffective constraints on private industry

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, & Envir onmental Law 2010, pg lexis//um-ef)

The United States' current energy policies take an ineffective, piecemeal approach to addressing the nation's transportation energy needs - an approach that forestalls a comprehensive, coordinated policy from being implemented. [*147] A. Traditional Energy Policies Since the automobile replaced the train as Americans' primary mode of transportation early in the 20th century, United States foreign policy has focused on ensuring American industry and individual consumers have access to inexpensive petroleum. Enormous military and foreign policy expenditures have been maintained to this end. This is not to suggest that such government actions were unwise. n4 Rather, it shows that government foreign policy expenditures have distorted the market for oil. Foreign policy expenditures represent, effectively, a government subsidy of gasoline's true cost. Like any cost not realized by market actors, the low price of gasoline has led to overproduction and overconsumption of vehicles. These distortions have shaped the sprawling development of American society, which widespread car ownership made possible, and which requires Americans living in all but a handful of cities to rely on cars. Not only does the low price of gasoline keep car ownership high, it also decreases consumer demand for fuel-efficient vehicles. These trends have produced a country very dependent on artificially inexpensive foreign oil. Indeed, President George W. Bush went so far as to call this dependency an addiction. n5 But it is an addiction enabled by government policies; if American consumers are addicts, the United States government is their dealer. B. Alternative Energy Policies Recent government policies purportedly intended to wean Americans off oil do not correct existing market distortions, but rather impose additional distortions. Moreover, the fact that these policies are not aimed at making Americans drive less, but only at lessening the environmental impact of this level of driving, n6 suggests that considerations other than efficiency motivate lawmakers. n7 Initiatives promoting the production of biofuels and the consumption of fuel-efficient vehicles provide evidence of this distorting effect. [*148] 1. Biofuel Production Subsidies Biofuels such as ethanol and biodiesel have widely been promoted as a panacea to America's dependence on foreign oil. n8 Touted as providing emissions benefits over fossil fuels, n9 increasing national security, and revitalizing rural communities economically, n10 biofuels have received substantial political support. However, there is a broad consensus that given the low price of gasoline, these alternative fuels will not be competitive in the absences of government sub-sidies. n11 Among the many subsidies available to producers of biofuels, most notable is the Volumetric Ethanol Excise Tax Credit, or "blender's credit," which credits oil companies with $ .51 for each gallon of ethanol mixed into gasoline sold. n12 Biodiesel blenders receive a similar tax credit of $ 1.00 per gallon of "agri-biodiesel," made from plants such as soybeans, and $ .50 per gallon of "wastegrease biodiesel," made from recycled vegetable oils and animal fats. n13 Until December 31, 2008, small producers of ethanol and biodiesel received a tax credit of $ .10 per gallon of biofuel produced, up to 15 million gallons. n14 In addition, the government rewards fueling station owners with a tax credit of 30% (up to $ 30,000) towards the cost of installing biofuel-capable refueling equipment. n15 The federal government also imposes significant tariffs on imported biofuels; imported ethanol is subject first to a tariff equaling 2.5% of its total value, and second to a $ .54 per gallon tariff. n16 [*149] 2. Biofuel Consumption Incentives The government also provides tax credits to consumers who purchase hybrid vehicles, vehicles that run on biofuels, or other fuel-efficient cars. n17 Since hybrids cost $ 2,000 to $ 7,000 more than cars that run on gasoline, such incentives are necessary to make alternative fuel vehicles competitive. Savings from these vehicles' increased fuel economy take many years to compensate for the vehicles' higher prices, even when gasoline prices are high. Indeed, "from a short-term payback perspective, without the tax credits, hybrids make no sense for the average driver[.]" n18 However, tax credits available to consumers "start to go away when a car maker sells its 60,000th alternative-fuel vehicle, a level Toyota reached in mid-2006 and Honda hit in the third quarter of 2007." n19 Some states provide consumers incentives to purchase alternative fuel vehicles as well. For example, in California, hybrid and alternative-fuel vehicles are per-mitted to drive in carpool lanes regardless of the number of passengers they carry. n20 These primarily tax-based policies aim to compensate for the low relative price of gasoline by subsidizing biofuel production and consumption, in order to encourage producers and consumers to utilize non-petroleum resources more than they otherwise would. In this way, lawmakers respond to incentives produced by the artificially low price of gasoline by artificially lowering the price of alternatives. However, so distorting fuel markets has created numerous problems, described below. III. Shortcomings of the Current Approach These problems stem from the economic inefficiency inherent in government policies. Increasing the supply of alternative fuel vehicles rather than addressing the demand for them only encourages dependence on government subsidies, and burdens the government with a role better left to the private sector. As a consequence, the United States' uncoordinated assortment of transportation energy [*150] policies poorly addresses the nation's economic, national security, and environmental concerns. n21 A. Economic Inefficiency Current energy policies both produce and perpetuate inefficient externalities n22 that undermine their success. In the absence of externalities, price information encourages the optimal level of output: that where marginal cost equals marginal benefit. Market prices convey information in two ways; they tell producers what benefits consumers derive from goods and services, and they tell consumers what those goods' and services' production costs are. n23 However, the government's two-sided intervention in the transportation fuel market produces significant externalities unaccounted for in fuel prices. Government policies artificially reduce the cost of transportation fuels such as gasoline. This lower cost inflates consumer demand for these fuels, to the detriment of the United States' economy, national security, and environment. B. Economic Harm 1. Volatile Gasoline Prices Economic externalities produced by the government's current energy policies are significant. While American transportation consumes a great deal of petroleum products, especially gasoline, the United States' domestic petroleum resources are limited. As a consequence, American consumers and industry are vulnerable to price shocks in the international oil markets. n24 OPEC controls 41% of the world's petroleum reserves, providing member countries significant control over oil production and prices. n25 And as is true of any commodity, oil prices are inherently volatile. n26 "The price of crude oil fluctuates based on a wide variety of international and political events, seasonal demand, and other factors, with the [*151] price of crude [oil] determined in the global market." n27 This renders the gasoline market "vulnerable to hurricanes, accidents, crude supply interruptions, terrorists, and dictators." n28 This volatility interacts with consumer behavior in an interesting way. Although consumer demand for gasoline is relatively price inelastic n29 in the short term, n30 fluctuations in gasoline prices do affect individuals' long-term outlook, influencing consumer demand for vehicles, for example. In response to sharp increases in world oil prices during the 1970s n31 and since 2006, consumers seek more fuel-efficient vehicles, and these preferences correspondingly recede as gas prices drop. n32 However, because vehicle design and production lag behind demand, such drastic short-term shifts in consumer demand cripple the automobile industry. Publicly-traded automakers operate on short timelines. Even if they could accurately predict future consumer demand, automakers report earnings to shareholders on a quarterly basis, face constant operating costs, and must make regular payments on outstanding debt. Automakers therefore must respond to consumer demand tied to volatile gasoline prices, which is easier said than done. All too often, automakers fail to anticipate future demand accurately, causing fuel-efficient vehicles to hit the market just in time for falling oil prices to destroy the demand for them. n33 Indeed, as gas prices plunged in November 2008, "the Toyota [*152] Sequoia and Honda Pilot SUVs posted big gains while sales of most other cars plunged." n34 2. Ineffective, Unfair CAFE Standards These dynamics reveal the futility of lawmaker reliance on Corporate Average Fuel Economy ("CAFE") standards. CAFE standards mandate that automakers produce vehicles that meet certain fuel economy ratings. n35 From 1990 to 2007, cars were required to achieve an average fuel economy of 27.5 miles per gallon. n36 In an attempt to decrease the United States' dependency on foreign oil, the 2007 Energy Independence and Security Act ("EISA") removed the previous CAFE exemption for sport utility vehicles and cargo vans and raised the efficiency mandate for all new passenger vehicles to 35 miles per gallon by the year 2020. n37 This standard is projected to decrease United States oil consumption by 2.3 million barrels daily. n38 However, such "government "efficiency' edicts are never efficient." n39 The availability of efficient cars does not affect consumer purchasing decisions regarding efficiency - only gas prices do that. In the short term, people respond to higher fuel prices by purchasing more efficient vehicles, not by driving less. n40 Such behavior is emblematic of efficiency measures designed to decrease consumption. "The energy saved on a more efficient refrigerator trickles all too easily into a larger one, just as the calories saved with a Diet Coke generally trickle into a brownie." n41 Ironically, CAFE standards may even work against government policies subsidizing biofuels because improvements in vehicle efficiency may forestall private research and investment in non-petroleum sources of transportation energy. n42 [*153] Moreover, CAFE standards, intended to counterbalance incentives produced by other government policies, represent a significant uncompensated government imposition on automakers. When gas prices are low, CAFE standards force carmakers to lose money producing small vehicles for which there is less demand, in order to be allowed to produce the large vehicles that earn a profit. n43 Regulators thus dump the true cost of government policies on the private sector, creating the illusion of good government "as they impoverish society as a whole." n44

And, these Energy strategies gut U.S. Foreign Policy strategy – they ensure ineffective diplomatic leverage and lack of U.S. legitimacy

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, & Envir onmental Law 2010, pg lexis//um-ef)

C. Foreign Policy Detriment In 1828, James Madison expressed his fear that insufficient governmental intervention in economic matters might betray American interests, writing, "[a] nation leaving its foreign trade, in all cases, to regulate itself, might soon find it regulated, by other nations, into a subserviency to a foreign interest ... ." n47 Just this has occurred in petroleum markets. "To the extent OPEC could maintain high and stable world oil prices, it replaced the [government supply] and import controls that had set the terms for energy markets in the United States for many [*154] years before the [1973 energy] crisis." n48 Since the crisis, OPEC-controlled petroleum markets have cost Americans dearly. n49 Ensuring a steady supply of foreign oil requires enormous foreign policy expenditures, which must be considered in evaluating the appropriateness of current energy policies. 1. Wealth Transfers to OPEC In 2007 alone, the United States imported over 4.9 billion barrels of oil. n50 At an average price of $ 66.29 per barrel, n51 this works out to over $ 325 billion sent overseas. Not only do these expenditures represent lost opportunities for the domestic economy, n52 but much of this money was sent to countries such as Russia, Iran, and Venezuela - countries whose strategic objectives conflict with those of the United States in many policy areas. Revenue from oil sales provides these countries the financial resources to expand their national powers, potentially to the detriment of the United States. n53 Especially problematic is the fact that OPEC member countries control 41% of the world petroleum reserves under national oil companies. n54 In the middle of the 20th century, the "Seven Sisters," a group of privately held oil companies, exerted a great deal of control over oil markets, and "responded to price signals to explore, invest, and promote technologies necessary to increase production." n55 The oligopoly of national oil companies that now control oil markets operate under vastly different incentives, limiting investment and restricting production to keep prices high and prolong the production horizon. n56 In so doing, OPEC reaps profits by undermining economic efficiency in world oil markets. n57 [*155] 2. Costly International Relations Moreover, the United States' military, which maintains bases throughout the world, has as one of its strategic goals ensuring a supply of foreign oil for importation and domestic consumption. Funding such strategic holdings requires enormous annual expenditures. Estimates of the United States' FY 2009 military budget range from $ 515.4 billion n58 to $ 713.1 billion, n59 based on which items are included. Although United States military policy does not consider ensuring an adequate oil supply its only strategic objective, it is safe to assume that defense expenditures could be reduced substantially if foreign oil were less vital to the nation's stability. High oil demand imposes an additional foreign policy cost on the United States: it raises the cost of international relations. The United States' refusal to participate in international climate change initiatives impairs the country's legitimacy in the global community. This may increase the political costliness of foreign government compliance with the strategic objectives of the United States, requiring greater American concessions in exchange for international cooperation. The historical refusal of the United States to bind itself to multilateral energy use agreements also ensures that Americans will take little part in the deliberation over and drafting of such policies. n60 International law detrimental to the United States' interests may result.

That lack of legitimacy ensures Nuclear and CBW War 

Dr. Barlow 2k2 
(Jeffrey, March, Director of the Berglund Center for Internet Studies, holds the Matsushita Chair of Asian Studies at Pacific University, Ph.D. in history from UC Berkeley, 2K2, “American Power, Globalism, and the Internet: Editorial Essay”, The Journal of Education, Community and Values, http://bcis.pacificu.edu/journal/2002/03/editorial.php#6)
Much of Nye’s analysis is intended to make a relatively simple point: That the United States is indefinitely unchallengeable in terms of its “hard power”; but “soft power” is growing steadily more important in a networked world, and is the more frangible of American sources of power. There will be a natural process that somewhat vitiates the impact of American soft power in any event as other information economies mature. For example, by 2010, Nye argues, there will be more Chinese Internet users than American ones.8 While American sites will remain very attractive, because of the fact that English has become the world’s second language, China too sits at the center of a linguistic empire that not only embraces the worldwide Diaspora of Chinese people, but has also in the past embraced much of East Asia including Korea, Japan, Vietnam, and other nations.  .05. A Dichotomy or a Transition? (Return to Index) Nye’s position intersects at several points with the analysis of Manuel Castells, sociologist and the author of the encyclopedic multi-volume work, The Information Age: Economy, Society, and Culture.9  Nye’s argument follows in time upon that of Castells in that Castells wrote in 1996, Nye after September 11, 2002. But Nye’s position is ultimately grounded in an earlier tradition of “realist” definitions of power:      Power used to be in the hands of princes, oligarchies, and ruling elites; it was defined as the capacity to impose one’s will on others. Modifying their behavior. This image of power does not fit with our reality any longer10…  Castells spends far more time than does Nye considering the “Information Age.” In doing so, he perhaps has the advantage in contextualizing American power. His argument is also far more dynamic. To Castells, the Information Age is an ongoing process, which he considers from a number of perspectives.  Nye believes that there are two dichotomous kinds of power: “hard” and “soft”. For Castells, there are not two kinds of power, but a still incomplete transition from one kind of power to another.  For Castells, power is being permanently transformed; Nye’s hard power is eroding: states, even the most powerful one, the United States, now live in an environment marked by a decentralized net of “local terror equilibria.” 11 In the past, during the Cold War, several major states and their allies established an equilibrium based upon mutual assured destruction; this prevented any one power from dominating the global political or economic system, but it also protected each of the major states from the others. Following the collapse of the Soviet Union the United States then enjoyed a brief period of near absolute dominance.  .06. American Power Following 9-11(Return to Index) But global processes had already distributed a variety of weapons of mass destruction among major and minor powers, and more importantly, among non-state actors as well. September 11, 2002, revealed the vulnerabilities of even the greatest of powers to non-state actors. The devastating effect of the low-cost and relatively simple improvised weapons that were used then suddenly illuminated a terrible new world.  The use of a bacteriological weapon, Anthrax, then followed quickly upon the trauma of 9-11---so quickly that historians may well treat the two events as one. This attack revealed an additional and, to many, even more terrifying vulnerability and again showed the new power of non-state actors.  Castells refers to these sorts of weapons, including chemical and biological ones, as well as the feared low-yield “dirty” nuclear devices sometimes referred to as “suitcase bombs” as “veto technologies” and presumes that this new decentralized web of great and small states and non-state actors will require constant small interventions by many different powers to maintain a relative peace. This seems to be an apt description of events since September 11 as a variety of alliances, states, and international organizations have joined the campaign against terrorism.  There are, then, many indications that Castells is, to a considerable degree at least, correct in his analysis of state power in the Information Age, and Nye wrong. State power is evolving toward a decentralized fabric, like all else in the Information Age.  .07. The Limitations of the Networked International System (Return to Index) There are also many indications that some in the American policy-making institutions understand the implications of a world like that described by Castells. Recently (March, 2002), the Pentagon report “The Nuclear Posture Review” discussed conditions under which the United States might use nuclear weapons. This analysis immediately attracted a great deal of attention because it suggested the first-strike employment of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear powers. Since the end of World War II such use has been presumed to be outside the parameters of civilized warfare, and particularly outside American nuclear doctrine. But times have changed.  As stated by one reporter, Michael Gordon, “Another theme in the report is the possible use of nuclear weapons to destroy enemy stocks of biological weapons, chemical arms and other arms of mass destruction.” 12 These are, of course, precisely the “veto technologies” listed by Castells.13  The limitation in the current international system is probably most critically, from an American point of view, that it tends to restrain unilateral American action. As a result, great attention necessarily must be paid to alliances and coalition building. But if anything terrifies the international community it is the specter of nuclear war, or the possibility of a return to a Cold War system with its attendant enormous expenses and the inherent threat of destruction.  .08. The Nuclear Posture Review (Return to Index) The “Nuclear Posture Review” represents the Bush administration’s attempt to break the bonds that presently restrains American power: first-strike use of nuclear weapons effectively removes the need to consult allies. It amounts to an attempt to restore the brief period of absolute domination (and absolute security) enjoyed by the U.S. following the fall of the Soviet Union, before we had become aware of the terrible new forces that could be employed by “rogue states” and criminal organizations such as Al Quaeda.  If the United States were to be successful in putting the terrorist genie back in the bottle by threatening nuclear strikes on states that both harbor terrorists and possess weapons of mass destruction, including most especially chemical and bacteriological ones, then Nye is, perhaps, correct: There are two sorts of power and the United States can continue to enjoy a near monopoly of classical “hard” power.  But Nye, like Castells, recognizes that “under the influence of the information revolution and globalization, world politics is changing in a way that means Americans cannot achieve all of their international goals acting alone.”14 The uproar, both domestic and international

But effective Multilateralism – led by the United States Solves – prevents multiple triggers for conflict and destruction 

Dr. Zakaria 2k8 
(Fareed, Ph.D. in Government from Harvard University, & editor of Foreign Affairs magazine & Newsweek Internationa & professor of IR and political philosophy at Harvard and Columbia University, “Wanted: A New Grand Strategy”, 12/8/08, http://www.newsweek.com/id/171249 )
The "Global Trends" report identifies several worrying aspects of the new international order—competition for resources like oil, food, commodities and water; climate change; continued terrorist threats; and demographic shifts. But the most significant point it makes is that these changes are taking place at every level and at great speed in the global system. Nations with differing political and economic systems are flourishing. Subnational groups, with varied and contradictory agendas, are on the rise. Technology is increasing the pace of change. Such ferment is usually a recipe for instability. Sudden shifts can trigger sudden actions—terrorist attacks, secessionist outbreaks, nuclear brinksmanship. The likelihood of instability might increase because of the economic crisis. Despite some booms and busts—as well as 9/11 and the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq—the world has been living through an economic golden age. Global growth has been stronger for the past five years than in any comparable period for almost five decades. Average per capita income has risen faster than in any such period in recorded history. But that era is over. The next five years are likely to be marked by slow growth, perhaps even stagnation and retreat, in certain important areas. What will be the political effects of this slowdown? Historically, economic turmoil has been accompanied by social unrest, nationalism and protectionism. We might avoid these dangers, but it is worth being acutely aware of them. At the broadest level, the objective of the United States should be to stabilize the current global order and to create mechanisms through which change—the rise of new powers, economic turmoil, the challenge of subnational groups like Al Qaeda—can be accommodated without overturning the international order. Why? The world as it is organized today powerfully serves America's interests and ideals. The greater the openness of the global system, the better the prospects for trade, commerce, contact, pluralism and liberty. Any strategy that is likely to succeed in today's world will be one that has the active support and participation of many countries. Consider the financial crisis, which several Western governments initially tried to handle on their own. They seemed to forget about globalization—and nothing is more globalized than capital. Belatedly recognizing this, leaders held the G20 meeting in Washington. This was a good first step (though just a first step). Without a coordinated approach, efforts to patch up the system will fail. The same applies not just to "soft" problems of the future—pandemics, climate change—but to current security challenges as well. The problem of multilateralism in Afghanistan—a place where everyone claims to be united in the struggle—is a sad test case for the future. Thirty-seven nations, operating with the blessing of the United Nations and attacking an organization that has brutally killed civilians in dozens of countries, are still unable to succeed. Why? There are many reasons, but it does not help that few countries involved—from our European allies to Pakistan—are genuinely willing to put aside their narrow parochial interests for a broader common one. Terrorism in South Asia generally requires effective multinational cooperation. Business as usual will produce terrorism that will become usual. National rivalries, some will say, are in the nature of international politics. But that's no longer good enough. Without better and more sustained cooperation, it is difficult to see how we will solve most of the major problems of the 21st century. The real crisis we face is not one of capitalism or American decline, but of globalization itself. As the problems spill over borders, the demand for common action has gone up. But the institutions and mechanisms to make it happen are in decline. The United Nations, NATO and the European Union are all functioning less effectively than they should be. I hold no brief for any specific institution. The United Nations, especially the Security Council, is flawed and dysfunctional. But we need someinstitutions for global problem-solving, some mechanisms to coordinate policy. Unless we can find ways to achieve this, we should expect more crises and less success at solving them. In a world characterized by change, more and more countries—especially great powers like Russia and China and India—will begin to chart their own course. That in turn will produce greater instability. America cannot forever protect every sea lane, broker every deal and fight every terrorist group. Without some mechanisms to solve common problems, the world as we have come to know it, with an open economy and all the social and political benefits of this openness, will flounder and perhaps reverse. Now, these gloomy forecasts are not inevitable. Worst-case scenarios are developed so that they can be prevented. And there are many good signs in the world today. The most significant rising power—China—does not seem to seek to overturn the established order (as have many newly rising powers in the past) but rather to succeed within it. Considerable cooperation takes place every day at the ground level, among a large number of countries, on issues from nuclear nonproliferation to trade policy. Sometimes a crisis provides an opportunity. The Washington G20 meeting, for instance, was an interesting portent of a future "post-American" world. Every previous financial crisis had been handled by the IMF, the World Bank or the G7 (or G8). This time, the emerging nations were fully represented. At the same time, the meeting was held in Washington, and George W. Bush presided. The United States retains a unique role in the emerging world order. It remains the single global power. It has enormous convening, agenda-setting and leadership powers, although they must be properly managed and shared with all the world's major players, old and new, in order to be effective. President-elect Obama has powers of his own, too. I will not exaggerate the importance of a single personality, but Obama has become a global symbol like none I can recall in my lifetime. Were he to go to Tehran, for example, he would probably draw a crowd of millions, far larger than any mullah could dream of. Were his administration to demonstrate in its day-to-day conduct a genuine understanding of other countries' perspectives and an empathy for the aspirations of people around the world, it could change America's reputation in lasting ways. This is a rare moment in history. A more responsive America, better attuned to the rest of the world, could help create a new set of ideas and institutions—an architecture of peace for the 21st century that would bring stability, prosperity and dignity to the lives of billions of people. Ten years from now, the world will have moved on; the rising powers will have become unwilling to accept an agenda conceived in Washington or London or Brussels. But at this time and for this man, there is a unique opportunity to use American power to reshape the world. This is his moment. He should seize it.

And, specifically new CAFE regulations are coming – 

Greene 6/28

(Michael, “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//HH)

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 and greenhouse gas emissions limits by August. The new rules will hike requirements to 54.5 mpg by 2025. This is great news, because while they are flawed, CAFE standards are what we have now to move things along. They don't say how automakers must increase efficiency, just by how much. The can then figure out what solution works best.

They’ll collapse job growth and the Auto Sector 

Brownfield 11

(Mike, “How Will Obama’s EPA Regulations Affect the Auto Industry?”, http://www.askheritage.org/how-will-obamas-epa-regulations-affect-the-auto-industry//HH)

Say goodbye to cars and trucks as you know them. Say hello to a brave new future ushered in by the Environmental Protection Agency. It’s one where the federal government reshapes a major U.S. industry by administrative fiat, all in pursuit of a policy goal that will cost money, jobs, and lives—all to satisfy the left’s environmentalist factions while dishing out taxpayer dollars to an Obama-favored unionized industry. That industry is the auto industry, and the Obama Administration is yet again using the mighty fist of the federal government to recast it in its own image. The Washington Post reports that the Obama Administration and the auto industry have reached agreement on new federal regulations that would raise fuel efficiency standards for cars and light trucks, hitting an average of 54.5 miles per gallon by 2025—a 40 percent reduction in fuel consumption compared to today. Those new standards, though designed to reduce greenhouse gases, bring with them significant costs. Fourteen of Michigan’s 15 representatives in Congress—including Democrat Senators Debbie Stabenow and Carl Levin—wrote a letter to the President warning him of the consequences that draconian fuel efficiency standards could have for their state, the home of General Motors, Ford, and Chrysler, citing a report by The Center for Automotive Research which warned that overly stringent standards could add $10,000 to the cost of a new car. Heritage’s Nicolas Loris explains how those higher costs can lead to job loss: Higher prices reduce demand and force people to hold onto their older vehicles longer. Reduced demand means fewer cars produced, which means automakers have to shed jobs. The Michigan-based consulting firm Defour Group projected that a 56 mpg standard would destroy 220,000 jobs. In addition to lost jobs and costlier cars, forcing automakers to achieve those standards could result in a loss of life. In order to make cars more fuel-efficient, automakers reduce the weight of vehicles. As Reason reports, “a 2002 National Academy of Sciences study concluded that CAFE’s downsizing effect contributed to between 1,300 and 2,600 deaths in a single representative year, and to 10 times that many serious injuries.”

And, Auto Recovery is essential to U.S. Economic recovery – the auto industry will drive other sectors and ensure job growth

U.S. News 2k12

(“Is the U.S. Auto Industry on Track for a Comeback?,” pg online @ http://www.usnews.com/news/articles/2012/01/09/is-the-us-auto-industry-on-track-for-a-comeback //um-ef)

More than three years after bad management, a swooning global economy, and foreign competition gutted the U.S. auto industry, car makers are revving up for a comeback at what's likely to be one of the snazziest auto industry shows in years. The North American International Auto Show opened in Detroit this weekend for a nine-day run, and many eyes are on the annual pow-wow for clues about what's in store for 2012. The initial signs look good. The past two months have seen decent sales numbers, a trend that's likely to continue as the jobs outlook strengthens and Americans feel more financially secure, experts say. December was a good month for Nissan and especially the "Big Three"—Chevrolet, Chrysler and GM—all of which posted sales increases for the month and year. [Read: New Economic Data Points to Hope in 2012.] "The economy is such that people are feeling a little more comfortable about their job outlook and where they're going," says Bruce Belzowski, research scientist at University of Michigan's Transportation Research Institute. Economists forecast U.S. auto sales will jump to about 13.5 million in 2012, up from 12.8 million last year. While 13 or 14 million units sold certainly isn't bad, Belzowski says it's not the 15 or 16 million units auto makers used to enjoy several years ago. Still, the auto industry's recovery is playing a significant role in bolstering the broader economic recovery in the United States, primarily because automotive manufacturing touches so many other areas of the economy, from manufacturing gas caps to keeping the diner next to the plant open, says Aaron Bragman, senior analyst at IHS Global Insight. The resurgence in demand also bodes well for the job market. Auto makers have already re-hired nearly everyone they laid off during the recession, Bragman says, and if demand remains elevated, companies are likely to hire more to keep up with production needs. [See today's best photos.] Demand is likely to stay elevated, too. The average age of vehicles in the United States is the oldest it's ever been at more than 10 years old. While buying a new car might be a fun upgrade for some, for others it's becoming a necessity. "In some cases people are looking at [their cars] and saying, 'It's just time, I need to turn the car in,' as opposed to previous cycles where it was largely desire-based and not necessarily need-based," Bragman says. Auto makers are also releasing some new smaller-scale products, which wasn't entirely unexpected. Americans have been downsizing from mega-sized monster trucks for awhile, and car makers are responding by broadening their selection of mid-sized cars and even sprucing up smaller cars with luxury items that used to be only available on larger models. "Everyone has kind of stepped down a notch," Bragman says. Partly due to the earthquake and tsunami that ravaged Japan last year, it's difficult to say whether U.S. brands can hold onto the market share they captured over the past year. Furthermore, the landscape of the auto industry has changed dramatically over the past couple of years as carmakers have restructured and cut their losses on underperforming brands. [Read: Unemployment Falls to 8.5 Percent.] "GM canceled four of its eight brands and part of Chevrolet's growth is coming from the fact that the Saturn brand is no longer here," Bragman says. The big question remains whether Japanese brands can make up the market share they lost due to last year's natural disasters and the increased competitiveness of U.S. brands. "Everyone is just so much more competitive than they used to be," Bragman says, especially when it comes to U.S. brands, which have completely revamped their business models in some cases. "They've got fully competitive product, they've got fully competitive profitability, and now they've got people actually interested in what they're selling. That's going to be hard for the Japanese."

And, a weak economy causes conflict – all emprirical analysis goes our way


Royal 10 – Jedediah Royal, Director of Cooperative Threat Reduction at the U.S. Department of Defense, (Economic Integration, Economic Signaling and the Problem of Economic Crises, Economics of War and Peace: Economic, Legal and Political Perspectives, ed. Goldsmith and Brauer, p. 213-215)

Less intuitive is how periods of economic decline may increase the likelihood of external conflict. Political science literature has contributed a moderate degree of attention to the impact of economic decline and the security and defence behaviour of interdependent states. Research in this vein has been considered at systemic, dyadic and national levels. Several notable contributions follow. First, on the systemic level, Pollins (2008) advances Modclski and Thompson's (1996) work on leadership cycle theory, finding that rhythms in the global economy are associated with the rise and fall of a pre-eminent power and the often bloody transition from one pre-eminent leader to the next. As such, exogenous shocks such as economic crises could usher in a redistribution of relative power (see also Gilpin, 1981) that leads to uncertainty about power balances, increasing the risk of miscalculation (Fearon. 1995). Alternatively, even a relatively certain redistribution of power could lead to a permissive environment for conflict as a rising power may seek to challenge a declining power (Werner, 1999). Separately, Pollins (1996) also shows that global economic cycles combined with parallel leadership cycles impact the likelihood of conflict among major, medium and small powers, although he suggests that the causes and connections between global economic conditions and security conditions remain unknown. Second, on a dyadic level, Copeland's (1996. 2000) theory of trade expectations suggests that 'future expectation of trade' is a significant variable in understanding economic conditions and security behaviour of states. He argues that interdependent states are likely to gain pacific benefits from trade so long as they have an optimistic view of future trade relations. However, if the expectations of future trade decline, particularly for difficult to replace items such as energy resources, the likelihood for conflict increases, as states will be inclined to use force to gain access to those resources. Crises could potentially be the trigger for decreased trade expectations either on its own or because it triggers protectionist moves by interdependent states.4 Third, others have considered the link between economic decline and external armed conflict at a national level. Blomberg and Hess (2002) find a strong correlation between internal conflict and external conflict, particularly during periods of economic downturn. They write: The linkages between internal and external conflict and prosperity are strong and mutually reinforcing. Economic conflict tends to spawn internal conflict, which in turn returns the favour. Moreover, the presence of a recession tends to amplify the extent to which international and external conflicts self-reinforce each other. (Blomberg & Hess, 2002. p. 89) Economic decline has also been linked with an increase in the likelihood of terrorism (Blomberg. Hess. & Weerapana. 2004). which has the capacity to spill across borders and lead to external tensions. Furthermore, crises generally reduce the popularity of a sitting government. 'Diversionary theory' suggests that, when facing unpopularity arising from economic decline, sitting governments have increased incentives to fabricate external military conflicts to create a 'rally around the flag' effect. Wang (1990, DeRouen (1995). and Blomberg, Hess, and Thacker (2006) find supporting evidence showing that economic decline and use of force are at least indirectly correlated. Gelpi (1997), Miller (1999), and Kisangani and Pickering (2009) suggest that the tendency towards diversionary tactics are greater for democratic states than autocratic states, due to the fact that democratic leaders are generally more susceptible to being removed from office due to lack of domestic support. DeRouen (2000) has provided evidence showing that periods of weak economic performance in the United States, and thus weak Presidential popularity, are statistically linked to an increase in the use of force. In summary, recent economic scholarship positively correlates economic integration with an increase in the frequency of economic crises, whereas political science scholarship links economic decline with external conflict at systemic, dyadic and national levels.' This implied connection between integration, crises and armed conflict has not featured prominently in the economic-security debate and deserves more attention. This observation is not contradictory to other perspectives that link economic interdependence with a decrease in the likelihood of external conflict, such as those mentioned in the first paragraph of this chapter. Those studies tend to focus on dyadic interdependence instead of global interdependence and do not specifically consider the occurrence of and conditions created by economic crises. As such, the view presented here should be considered ancillary to those views.

Finally, an increased gas tax is the transition method – it transforms U.S. foreign policy and re-energizes U.S. Diplomacy
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, & Envir onmental Law 2010, pg lexis//um-ef)

Significantly increasing federal taxes on gasoline would generate results vastly superior to those produced by current energy policies. While politically unpopular, such Pigovian taxes promote economic efficiency. In so doing, a meaningful federal gasoline tax has the potential to yield a triple-dividend by [*159] simultaneously improving the United States' economy, furthering national security, and inhibiting climate change. n85 The scientific consensus on global warming accepts that reducing greenhouse gas emissions from fossil fuel combustion is necessary to stem the tide of global warming, and that imposing Pigovian taxes would further this goal. However, I argue that such taxes, by reducing domestic oil demand and consumption, would benefit the United States' national security outlook and economy as well. Importantly, these benefits would increase the United States' relative power in the world, and would accrue even if fuel taxes were imposed unilaterally. A. Economic Efficiency Many commentators have noted that raising gasoline taxes would increase economic efficiency by forcing drivers to realize the true costs of their driving. Historically, government policy has permitted Americans to externalize the true costs of their driving onto the national commons, which lowers the cost of driving and increases the amount of driving done. Recognition of these inefficient and unfair externalities has prompted proposals to force drivers to internalize the true cost of driving. n86 1. The Theory of Pigovian Taxation In his 1920 book, The Economics of Welfare, economist Arthur Pigou recommended imposing taxes on polluters to force them to internalize such costs. n87 Since prices act as a signaling mechanism to consumers, n88 the easiest way to reduce excess consumption is to raise prices, and the easiest way to raise prices is to impose a tax. A "Pigovian" tax would increase the cost of driving, and thereby reduce the amount of driving done to the optimal level: where marginal cost equals marginal benefit. A Pigovian gas tax thus has the potential to improve societal welfare. It seems that Pigovian fuel taxation would prove the best method of promoting economic efficiency. Although Pigovian environmental taxes are generally criticized for providing only a "second-best" solution to environmental externalities, n89 it appears that Pigovian gasoline taxation would provide close to a "first best" solution to the economic, national security, and climate change [*160] externalities discussed here. It would simultaneously address the volatile price of gasoline that produces economic problems, the high American consumption of oil that requires high national security expenditures, and the carbon emissions responsible for climate change. n90 The principal economic shortcoming of Pigovian fuel taxation is that it "discourages vehicle use uniformly, ignoring differences in emission rates." n91 As a consequence, it does not perfectly maximize emission reductions. However, higher fuel taxes are fair because the costs of driving would accrue primarily to drivers in proportion to the driving each does, not to all American citizens. n92 Moreover, "the beauty of the fuel tax is its administrative simplicity[,]" n93 which becomes all the more important given the impossibility of monitoring actual vehicle emissions. n94 The United States already levies a low federal tax on gasoline, n95 so Pigovian gasoline taxation would require no additional bureaucracy. In addition, such uniform excise taxes are comprehensive, reaching all drivers, n96 and are difficult for users to avoid. n97 Given the powerful incentives to evade or exploit government energy initiatives, n98 such rigidity and uniformity are virtues. n99 2. Effects on Gasoline Demand The long-term price elasticity of gasoline indicates that increasing fuel taxes will decrease demand for gasoline. While gasoline's short-term price elasticity is notoriously low, long-term elasticity is significantly higher. n100 Indeed, it seems that "even "addicts' consume less in the long run when prices rise." n101 Changes in [*161] consumer's long-term purchasing decisions, such as whether and what type of car to purchase, confirm this. n102 Thus, Pigovian taxes producing high long-term gas prices are likely to encourage efficient consumer behavior. n103 A corollary of the difference in short-and long-term price elasticities is the "Ramsay Rule," which posits that government policies designed to encourage economic efficiency should tax goods and activities with a low price elasticity more highly than those with a high price elasticity. n104 Pigovian gasoline taxation would correct the government's failure to maximize efficiency in this regard. In addition, Pigovian gasoline taxation would likely produce efficiency benefits greater than the current regime of CAFE fuel-efficiency standards, even if those standards were abolished. Economists have noted that although effluent charges (taxing a good that pollutes) and effluent standards (capping the amount of pollution each entity can produce) can produce identical results, effluent charges (such as Pigovian taxes) do so at a lower cost. "The nature of the effluent charge is such that it places a greater economic burden on those firms that can avoid polluting at a lower cost thereby saving society the otherwise unnecessary costs associated with a uniform effluent standard." n105 This indicates that higher gasoline taxes would "screen out, systematically, the trips that are worth least to consumers, sparing [] units of gasoline (and trips) that are worth more." n106 Effluent charges, such as federal gasoline taxes, can provide society the same benefits as effluent standards, such as CAFE standards, but at a significantly lower cost. Any lawmaker concerned with the nation's economic health should take advantage of this cost-savings when formulating national energy policy. n107 3. Forcing Innovation Pigovian gasoline taxation would reduce demand for gasoline and increase the demand for efficient alternative transportation products - products that are deemed efficient by the market, not by politicians. Current policies assume that higher gasoline prices will not provide incentives adequate to foster the research and development necessary to produce biofuels on a mass scale. n108 However, this approach ignores the competitive market's demonstrated ability to force innovation. n109 [*162] The theory of "induced innovation" posits that "changes in relative factor prices should lead to innovations that reduce the need for the relatively expensive factor." n110 For example, high copper prices during World War II prompted the U.S. government to mint steel pennies in 1943. n111 History provides examples of induced innovation in transportation fuel market as well. "When real petrol prices in the USA increased in the period up to the early 1980s, a significant increase in fuel efficiency of new cars occurred. Later, as real petrol prices decreased significantly ... the increase in fuel efficiency of new cars were brought to a halt." n112 Indeed, in his 2002 article, Induced Innovation and Energy Prices, which compared historical United States patent data against energy price trends to evaluate higher energy prices' ability to force meaningful technological discovery, David Popp concluded, The most significant result is the strong, positive impact energy prices have on new innovations. This finding suggests that environmental taxes and regulations not only reduce pollution by shifting behavior away from polluting activities but also encourage the development of new technologies that make pollution control less costly in the long run. My results also make clear that simply relying on technological change as a panacea for environmental problems is not enough. There must be some mechanism in place that encourages new innovation. n113 Popp also noted that with respect to alternative transportation fuels and vehicles, "the price elasticities found suggest [that] the reaction of the research community to a change in policy, such as a carbon tax, will be swift, and that higher prices would quickly lead to a shift toward environmentally friendly innovation." n114 4. Lessons Learned These possibilities demonstrate the shortcomings of current policies. n115 As opposed to government edicts, "it is the free market that is efficient, spontaneously efficient." n116 Therefore, the systemic nature of the nation's energy crisis indicates that lawmakers' should not be in the business of determining the [*163] best solution, but should leave that to the market. n117 While market principles alone may not provide a universal cure-all to government policy problems, the judicious application of market forces would provide significant gains in this case. n118 B. National Security Benefits Pigovian gas taxation has the potential to dramatically improve the United States' national security. Decreasing demand for gasoline will reduce the vulnerability of the United States to price shocks in international petroleum markets. Less exposure to such volatility would decrease the nation's susceptibility to disruptions in supply caused by forces outside the nation's control, such as weather or geopolitics. One such force, OPEC, would lose influence over the United States as the American thirst for oil subsides. n119 Such stability furthers national security, but there are other benefits as well. 1. Shifting Terms-of-Trade Taxing gasoline would alter the terms of international trade in favor of the United States. n120 Decreasing the domestic demand for gasoline would make alternative domestic sources of transportation comparatively more attractive to American consumers, causing the foreign oil industry to contract and domestic alternative fuel industries to expand. As a result, American industries and products would become more competitive vis-a-vis foreign competitors. n121 In response, OPEC would cut oil prices. This "terms of trade effect" would shift part of the cost of gasoline taxes onto foreign producers of oil n122 and result in more money spent domestically, stimulating economic activity. Therefore, the economically-optimal fuel tax may be greater than one merely intended to compensate for the environmental harm caused by fossil fuel combustion. n123 The national security of the United States would benefit from this trade effect as a result of the negative effects that decreased oil revenue would likely have on exporters of oil. Lower profits reduce an oil exporting regime's ability to exert its will internationally and may weaken its control domestically. This produces a relative benefit for the United States, whose international interests conflict with certain oil exporters, such as Russia, Venezuela, and Iran. With respect to Iran, for [*164] example, lower oil prices may increase pressure for economic reform, "potentially putting pressure on the clerical governing elite to loosen its grip." n124 The United States might capitalize on oil exporters' economic weaknesses by establishing aid and trade relationships in exchange for concessions on military and nuclear policies disadvantageous to the United States. n125 Under pressure to maintain their citizens' standard of living, Middle Eastern regimes would likely liberalize social policies in an effort to diversify their economies. Resulting industries would expand economic opportunities for youth in these countries, thereby reducing the attractiveness of terrorist groups, which depend on widespread discontent and unemployment for recruitment. n126 2. Lower Military Spending Geopolitical changes would, in turn, provide politically-attractive opportunities to reduce the ever-growing military expenditures of the United States. n127 Although "one cannot attribute all expenditures in the Middle East to defending oil supplies[,]" n128 preserving American access to inexpensive oil is of the utmost importance to the United States. Estimate of annual military expenditures toward security oil supplies vary widely but are enormous by any estimate, averaging in the tens of billions of dollars per year when the nation is not at war. n129 However, if the military were not so obligated, the United States could reduce significantly its military presence in other countries or at least deploy its military resources in a more cost-effective manner. This conclusion follows from a basic mathematical insight. Suppose that you maximize a function of several variables subject to a constraint on some of the variables. Then the constraint is removed and the function is maximized again. The maximal value of the function must be higher in the latter case than in the former. n130 [*165] Freed from its addiction to oil, the United States' national security outlook stands to benefit enormously from higher federal gasoline taxes. 3. International Law: A New American Weapon Reducing domestic oil consumption provides an additional national security benefit as well. While "the regulatory approach of environmental law in the United States has generally been reactive rather than truly precautionary," n131 the emissions reductions achieved under Pigovian fuel taxes would enable the United States to take an active part in formulating international law on climate change, yielding the United States significant gains in several ways. National self-interest powerfully influences international climate change agreements. For example, the Kyoto Protocol's arbitrary, inflexible emissions reduction plan was a production of signatories' "domestic self-interest, rather than sensible policy." n132 While that plan's drastic carbon dioxide reductions might inconvenience rapidly emerging economies, they would likely have crippled the economy of the United States. n133 However, the reduced greenhouse gas emissions achieved through Pigovian gasoline taxes would enable the United States to participate in international climate change initiatives to its advantage. If the United States were to propose multilateral Pigovian taxes on gasoline, it seems likely that world consumption of fossil fuels would decrease, especially considering that many states actively subsidize gasoline at present. n134 This would provide worldwide monetary gains in efficiency. Keeping in mind that the developing world would bear the brunt of climate change's negative effects, and that securing the United States' participation is vital to ensuring that meaningful emission reductions are achieved, the United States could work to structure international agreements in such a way as to gain a disproportionate amount of the efficiency surplus, which could take the form of lump-sum payments. n135 But even in the absence of universal participation and such wealth transfers, projections indicate that the economic gains from Pigovian taxes are largest when also imposed by other countries. n136 Even if imposed unilaterally, though, Pigovian taxes would likely provide the United States with cost savings in foreign policy. As an additional weapon in the nation's arsenal, climate change agreements present an opportunity for the United States to impose its will on other countries. Diplomats might shape climate change [*166] initiatives to the United States' advantage by promoting American-made technologies, for example. Moreover, such cooperative international engagement is relatively inexpensive in comparison to exercises of military might, thus providing an opportunity to reduce or realign military spending. Not only is the pen mightier than the sword; it is cheaper to use.

Advantage Two: Deficits – 

First, the deficit is on an unsustainable path – now is the CRITICAL time to re-orient policies to stave-off a new debt tragedy

Council on Foreign Relations 3/2/12

(“U.S. Deficits and the National Debt,” pg online @ http://www.cfr.org/united-states/us-deficits-national-debt/p27400 //um-ef)

At some point in the not-too-distant future, analysts say, investors may decide the lack of effective governance constitutes an increased risk of default and will no longer be willing to hold U.S. Treasuries at normal interest rates. Standard and Poor's downgrade of the U.S. debt rating in August 2011 indicated as much: "America's governance and policymaking [has become] less stable, less effective, and less predictable than what we previously believed." If many investors begin fleeing to alternatives, it may become prohibitively expensive for Washington to attract new buyers of debt, resulting in even larger deficits, increased borrowing, or what is known as a "debt spiral." Global investors may continue to fund high U.S. deficits for several years, but the recent experiences of several advanced economies in Europe--Greece, Iceland, Ireland, and Portugal--indicate the unpredictability and speed at which fiscal crises can come. Several factors have thus far helped insulate the United States from such a fate--a floating exchange rate, reserve currency status, lower borrowing costs, a higher capacity for growth, and no record of default. But there are also some striking similarities with the situation faced by some European states, including a rising debt to GDP and a reliance on foreign capital to finance debt. A 2009 report by the non-partisan Congressional Research Service suggests that a loss of confidence in the debt market could prompt foreign creditors to unload large portions of their holdings, thus inducing others to do so, and causing a run on the dollar in international markets and a sudden spike in U.S. interest rates. A study of U.S. Treasury data indicates that Beijing is beginning to diversify away from the dollar (WSJ). The percentage of China's foreign exchange reserves held in dollars fell to a decade low of 54 percent for the year ending June 2011, down from 65 percent in 2010. According to the IMF, "Low borrowing costs in Japan and the United States have arguably created a false sense of security, but should be viewed instead as providing a window of opportunity for policies to address fiscal vulnerabilities." CFR Adjunct Senior Fellow Francis Warnock writes that the United States came close to the above scenario in late 2009, when the ten-year Treasury yield jumped fifty basis points from 3.25 to 3.75 percent in response to a record U.S. deficit, the end of the Federal Reserve's quantitative easing program, and an uptick in inflation prospects. However, he says, the onset of the eurozone phase of the global financial crisis staved off an investor backlash. "U.S. policymakers need to understand that this is not a reset, not a new beginning; it is a lucky break," writes Warnock. How lawmakers use this grace period will influence the ability of the United States to borrow in the future and have "broad implications for the sustainability of an active U.S. foreign policy," he says.

And, Congress has two options for the future – increased revenue generation, or deficit spending – only NEW REVENUE ensures Fiscal Responsibility 

ARTBA 2k10

(American Road and Transportation Builders Association to the National Commission on Fiscal Responsibility and Reform “The Contribution of the Federal Transportation Investment Programs to Fiscal Responsibility and Deficit Reduction,” pg online @ http://www.fiscalcommission.gov/sites/fiscalcommission.gov/files/documents/ARTBA.pdf //um-ef)

For more than 50 years, the federal highway, public transportation and airport investment programs have demonstrated exemplary fiscal responsibility while providing critical improvements to the nation’s transportation infrastructure. Unlike most of the federal budget, these programs are financed almost exclusively by taxes and fees levied on users. Except for a small fraction of the public transportation program, they have put no burden on the nation’s general taxpayers, used no General Fund money1 , and for more than 50 years have exhibited long-term fiscal balance with no net impact on the federal budget deficit. However, projected Highway Trust Fund revenues for the foreseeable future are far short of the investment needed just to maintain current physical and performance conditions on the nation’s highways and mass transit systems. Without additional revenues, Congress has only two options—fund the programs at the level supportable by Highway Trust Fund revenues, which would cause serious deterioration of our highways and transit systems, or close the gap with General Funds, which would significantly increase the federal budget deficit. The National Commission on Fiscal Responsibility and Reform has been charged with making recommendations to Congress to reduce the federal budget deficit. One of the most reliable ways to achieve that would be to assure the future budget-neutrality of the federal transportation investment programs by generating additional user fee revenues, through any of a number of options discussed below. A safe, reliable transportation system is essential to the productivity and growth of the nation’s economy. ARTBA urges the National Commission to recommend that Congress continue financing federal transportation investment through fiscally responsible and budget-neutral user taxes and levies. 
And, the plan is a KEY TEST for future budget debates – increasing revenue ensures a sustainable fiscal path

Washington Post 3/7

(“A fiscal test for Congress,” pg lexis//um-ef)

Over the past year, many Republicans and Democrats in the Senate have indicated support for dramatic deficit reduction. So far, this exercise has resulted in lots of talk but no real action. In fact, despite a national debt of $15 trillion, the Senate continues to pass the same fiscally irresponsible legislation that created our massive deficit problem. Last March, I joined 64 of my Senate colleagues, Republicans and Democrats, in a letter to President Obama pledging our support for the kind of comprehensive plan to reduce the deficit set forth by the Simpson-Bowles commission. Six months later, after the Budget Control Act was passed, 45 Democratic and Republican senators joined again in calling for the Joint Select Committee on Deficit Reduction (commonly known as the "supercommittee") to "go big" and to cut the deficit by $4 trillion over the next 10 years. Unfortunately, neither of those calls for action produced real results. But members were on record in support of a combined strategy that overhauls the tax code, reforms Social Security and Medicare, and cuts discretionary spending. Now, the Senate is considering a two-year federal highway reauthorization bill that, as astounding as it sounds, does not correct serious flaws in our infrastructure financing. Sadly, this bill simply kicks the can down the road, making it harder to implement the kind of deficit reduction plan for which so many in the Senate expressed support multiple times in this session. A version of the highway bill considered last month in the House was built on a similar flawed funding mechanism. Enacting a long-term highway bill and investing in our nation's infrastructure are key elements for economic growth. Congress established the highway trust fund in 1956 to finance the interstate highway system through a federal fuel tax. But in recent years highway spending has outpaced gasoline tax revenue and balances in the trust fund. Since 2008 Congress has transferred $34.5 billion from the general fund to the highway trust fund, only delaying a necessary solution and adding to our deficit to cover the difference. The bill before the Senate spends more than we can afford by financing two years' worth of costs over as many as 10 years. In two years, the trust fund will still be insolvent, requiring us to fill the gap with billions more to support even current funding levels. And as the years go by, that gap will continue to grow, digging the hole even deeper. Republicans justifiably cried foul when President Obama's health-care law used 10 years' worth of revenue to cover six years' worth of costs. I know many Democrats had similar concerns. So how can we now be part of a more aggressive effort to use a similar gimmick to fund this highway bill? The Senate has an opportunity with the highway bill to stop a costly pattern of denial and evasion. We must be honest with the American people and find a way to align highway trust fund revenue with responsible spending so that they meet our country's infrastructure needs without adding to the deficit. Accordingly, I have offered two options for restoring sound financing to this bill. The first would lower spending in the bill to a level the highway trust fund can support annually. The second would require Congress to fully offset any additional expense over the two-year reauthorization period through reductions in other programs. These alternatives will require the kind of tough choices many Americans make every day. We can either spend less on highways or we can spend less on something else. For Congress to spend more than it is taking in is not rational and would demonstrate that neither party is ready to lead. The highway bill, which involves far less money each year than the Social Security and Medicare programs, is an important test of our stated bipartisan goal to put our country back on a sustainable fiscal path. The current bill takes us in the opposite direction. Federal highway infrastructure funding shares wide support in Congress and throughout the country, so members should set priorities and fund them with the resources that are available. If we fail this small test, how will we ever pass a sweeping agreement to cut the deficit and avoid what Erskine Bowles called "the most predictable economic crisis in history"?
And, Failure to Reign-In Deficits and Establish Fiscal Discipline Guts U.S.-China Relations they’ll be over-aggressive, gutting cooperation

Prasad 2/25

(Eswar, Eswar Prasad holds the New Century Chair in International Economics. He is the Tolani Senior Professor of Trade Policy at Cornell University and a Research Associate at the National Bureau of Economic Research. He was previously head of the Financial Studies Division and the China Division at the IMF, “The U.S.-China Economic Relationship: Shifts and Twists in the Balance of Power,” pg online @ http://www.brookings.edu/testimony/2010/0225_us_china_debt_prasad.aspx //um-ef)

The lopsided nature of trade and financial flows between the U.S. and China has complicated this relationship, tightening the economic entanglements between the two economies and making them more contentious. The U.S. receives a large volume of low-cost imports from China and has also gotten help in financing a significant part of its budget and current account deficits. China remains quite dependent on U.S. export markets and continues to look to U.S. Treasury bond markets to park a large portion of its rapidly rising stock of foreign exchange reserves.  Over the past year, the U.S. has become less dependent on China’s financing of its deficits, particularly as the U.S. private saving rate has gone up and the current account deficit has fallen. Nevertheless, given the sheer scale of the U.S. deficit financing requirement—a budget deficit of about $1.6 trillion in 2010 and prospects of nearly $9 trillion of deficits over the next decade—sentiments in bond and currency markets are fragile. A precipitous action by China to shift aggressively out of U.S. dollar-denominated instruments, or even an announcement of such an intention, could act as a trigger that nervous market sentiments coalesce around, leading to a sharp fall in bond prices and the value of the U.S. dollar.  However, such a move would not be without cost for China. Certainly, China would like to tear itself away from the U.S. Treasury market but faces the prospect of a capital loss on its large accumulated stock of holdings (on a mark-to-market, domestic currency basis) if U.S. Treasury bond prices were to fall as a result of a spike in interest rates or if the renminbi were to appreciate in value relative to the U.S. dollar. But the U.S. leaves itself vulnerable as China might well view these costs as worth bearing in order to preserve its national sovereignty or if trade and other economic disputes with the U.S. came to a head. Indeed, I will argue that the direct costs could in fact be rather modest from the Chinese perspective.  The prospect of economic and political disputes ratcheting up has been elevated by an increasing imbalance in this relationship. For instance, in recent months, China has aggressively sought to shift the narrative about the financial crisis and its aftermath by arguing that global current account imbalances had little or nothing to do with the crisis. Moreover, even as the world economy is recovering, China has argued that it is loose U.S. monetary policy alone that may be fueling asset price bubbles around the world. Whatever the merits of these arguments, the forcefulness with which Chinese leaders have put forward these narratives indicates their strong perception that the balance in the bilateral relationship has shifted decisively in their favor. This assertive tone is likely to continue as China’s economy becomes larger and its influence both in the Asian region and abroad becomes more pervasive.  In fact, the bargaining strengths of the two countries are finely balanced. But the changing perceptions set up a dangerous game of chicken that could spin out of control if unrealistic expectations and the desire to pander to domestic audiences trumps rational collective policymaking in one or both countries.  In my testimony, I will lay out some key facets of this complicated bilateral relationship, present my prognosis for how this relationship is likely to evolve, and then discuss how to manage some of the potentially contentious aspects of this relationship.    Trade and Financial Dependence between the Two Economies[1]  Trade between the two economies has continued to increase in volume and the U.S. remains one of China’s major export markets. Chinese exports to the U.S. rose from $100 billion in 2000 to $296 billion in 2009, while imports rose from $16 billion to $70 billion.  A central question is whether rising volumes of trade between the two economies have made them more important as mutual trading partners. Interestingly, exports to the U.S. accounted for a relatively stable share of about 21 percent of China’s overall exports from 1998 to 2006 (Figure 1). During 2007-2009, the share of China’s exports going to the U.S. fell to about 18 percent. The share of U.S. exports going to China has risen gradually over the years but is still under 5 percent.   These numbers probably understate the true importance of China’s dependence on the U.S. export market. In terms of sheer volume, U.S. imports still account for a significant share of world final consumption demand. Moreover, a great deal of intra-Asian trade is the result of proliferation of cross-country supply chains facilitated by falling costs of transportation and logistics. IMF analysis suggests that about one-third of the value added component of exports from Asia is still accounted for by the U.S. Thus, a slowdown in U.S. demand could lead to slower growth in other economies that export large quantities to the U.S. and thereby have indirect knock-on effects on Chinese export growth to those economies as well.  As a source of U.S. imports, China’s share has increased steadily, climbing to 15 percent of total U.S. imports by 2009. China’s dependence on U.S. imports, by contrast, has fallen over time, with imports from the U.S. accounting for about 7 percent of China’s imports since the mid-2000s.  Many of the thorny issues in the bilateral relationship between these two countries can be traced to the evolution of the rising bilateral U.S. trade deficit with China. This deficit rose from about $84 billion in 2000 to nearly $227 billion in 2009 (about 1.6 percent of U.S. GDP).  In 2009, the deficit with China amounted to nearly two-thirds of the overall U.S. trade deficit of $365 billion, compared to about one-third in 2008 (see Figure 2).   The U.S. current account deficit, which had hit $800 billion in 2006, declined slightly in 2007-08. The crisis-induced recession in the U.S. has shrunk the deficit to $370 billion in 2009. China’s current account surplus fell to $284 billion in 2009 (Table 1). But, as discussed below, it is likely that, as the U.S. and global economic recoveries become entrenched, structural forces will again lead to an expansion of the U.S. current account deficit and China’s current account surplus. The IMF, for instance, forecasts that the U.S. current account deficit will rise to about $400 billion in 2011 while China’s current account surplus could top $500 billion.   China’s nominal exchange relative to the dollar was flat for a decade until July 2005, when there was a step appreciation of 2 percent of the renminbi (see Figure 3). Over the next three years, the renminbi racked up a cumulative nominal appreciation of 18 percent against the dollar and a slightly lower appreciation in real effective terms. However, since July 2008, the renminbi has remained tightly pegged to the dollar, riding up with the U.S. dollar as it strengthened due to the safe-haven effect during the global financial crisis and down with the U.S. dollar since March 2009, when that effect began to wear off. This has reversed some of the appreciation of the trade-weighted measure of China’s real effective exchange rate, which is now up about 14 percent relative to its level in July 2005.   Chinese currency policy, which involves heavy intervention in the foreign exchange market to prevent the renminbi’s appreciation against the U.S. dollar, has resulted in a rapid rise in foreign exchange reserves (see Figure 4). After a tiny net increase in the first quarter of 2009, reserve accumulation picked up in pace and remained strong for the remainder of the year. At the end of 2009, China’s total stock of foreign exchange reserves stood at $2.4 trillion. China’s international investment position has improved steadily to a net asset position of $1.5 trillion at the end of 2008 (Table 2). The value of China’s foreign assets now far exceeds the value of its external liabilities. Foreign exchange reserves account for about two-thirds of China’s gross foreign assets.   It is not easy to estimate the “equilibrium” value of the renminbi—the level it would settle at if China’s capital account were open and there was no government intervention in the foreign exchange market. The fact that the People’s Bank of China has consistently intervened in just one direction and by massive amounts—as indicated by its accumulation of foreign exchange reserves—suggests that the renminbi would appreciate significantly, conditional on capital outflows being relatively restricted, if China’s central bank stopped intervening in the foreign exchange market.  Private and Official Financial Flows  Financial flows between the two economies have increased but, while private flows remain modest, official flows have become more lopsided over time. The major financial link between the two countries remains Chinese official purchases of dollar-denominated financial assets.  Contrary to the popular notion of U.S. firms investing heavily in China, official foreign direct investment (FDI) flows from the U.S. to China peaked at $5.4 billion in 2002 and have remained at a modest level around $3 billion a year since 2005 (Figure 5). This low number could partially be due to American companies’ use of offshore financial centers to channel FDI flows to China. Nevertheless, all available data indicate that most FDI flows to China are from other Asian countries that are integrating their supply chains with China. FDI from China to the U.S. remains very modest.   China does not make public the currency denomination or composition of its foreign exchange reserves. U.S. data from the government’s Treasury International Capital System (TIC) database are potentially misleading as they capture the location rather than identity of a purchaser of U.S. instruments. For instance, China’s purchases of Treasury bonds routed through a U.K. bank would be counted as a purchase by a U.K. resident or institution. Notwithstanding these caveats, the TIC data capture some interesting trends.  Estimates based on TIC data suggest that Chinese holdings of U.S. Treasury securities amounted to about $755 billion at the end of 2009 (see Table 3, Panel B). About one-third of China’s holdings of foreign exchange reserves are in U.S. Treasury securities. The true proportion is likely to be higher for the reasons noted above.[2] It is intriguing that, even based on these data, the share of China’s reserve accumulation going into U.S. Treasuries in 2008 was much higher than during the period 2004-07. During 2009, there was initially some month-to-month whipsawing from net sales to net purchases of U.S. Treasuries. In the latter half of the year, there was a discernible shift away from short-term Treasury bills to longer-term Treasury notes (see Table 3A for monthly TIC data related to China).    Apprehensions, based on TIC data for the last few months of 2009, that China may be dumping U.S. Treasuries might be an overstatement. Some analysts have argued that China might simply be shifting out of U.S. short-term Treasury bills, which currently have a very low yield, to longer-term Treasury notes that have a higher yield and that these purchases of Treasury notes are being channeled through intermediaries in the U.K. and elsewhere. This is plausible but not entirely convincing. Given the relatively flat U.S. yield curve and the high levels of U.S. deficits and debt, which the Chinese have expressed considerable concerns about, this hardly seems like a propitious time to lock into long-term U.S. government bonds for the sake of modestly higher returns.  Prognosis for the Bilateral Economic Relationship    Paradoxically, the crisis is likely to intensify the awkward embrace between the two economies. In the short run, China needs export growth in order to maintain job growth and preserve social stability. As China continues to run current account surpluses by exporting to the U.S. and other advanced country markets, it has little alternative to buying U.S. Treasuries with the reserves it accumulates while managing its exchange rate. The U.S. will continue to need willing buyers for the debt issued to finance its budget deficit, especially if the household saving rate starts drifting back towards pre-crisis levels.  Hasn’t the Chinese economy’s dramatic growth performance during the crisis shown that it has become less dependent on export markets in the West, especially as GDP growth remained strong despite a decline in the trade surplus during 2009? Answering this question requires a retrospective look at the Chinese growth model. There are two distinct features of the Chinese growth process in the decade before the crisis, when GDP growth averaged about 10 percent per annum.[3] First, investment accounted for more than half of overall GDP growth, with net exports playing an important role as well since 2005 (see Figure 6). Private consumption, by contrast, has not been a key driver of growth. Second, even high GDP growth has not translated into much employment growth, with overall net employment growth averaging only about 1 percent over the last decade.[4] Thus, the Chinese government has had to cope with the twin challenges of rebalancing growth towards domestic consumption in order to make growth more welfare-enhancing for its citizens and of generating higher employment growth in order to maintain social stability.   To counter the aftershocks of the crisis, the Chinese government embarked on a massive fiscal and monetary stimulus program in the latter half of 2008. In addition to a large expansion of government spending, it directed the state-owned banks to make credit freely available. The banks dutifully went on an unprecedented lending spree, amounting to nearly $1.5 trillion (or about one-third of China’s GDP) in 2009, a pace that has continued into January 2010. It’s a good bet that most of this lending went to large state enterprises, favored clients of the state banks. With cheap and plentiful money, along with subsidized inputs such as energy and land, conditions were ripe for a massive investment boom, which amounted to nearly 90 percent of GDP growth in 2009.[5]  This investment boom is creating excess capacity in many industries such as steel, aluminum and glass that already had some spare capacity to begin with. Down the road, this could dampen employment and household income growth. Banks fear a resurgence of bad loans on their books if consumption demand doesn’t grow fast enough to soak up the output from the new factories. Moreover, the Chinese household saving rate has trended upward in recent years; the economic uncertainty associated with the crisis and the weak global economic recovery are likely to increase saving for precautionary purposes.[6] In short, the stimulus could end up actually worsening the balance of growth by tilting it even more towards growth led by investment rather than private consumption. The only solution then is to export the fruits of this investment. Thus, investment-led growth sets the stage for export-led growth, exactly the reverse of the balanced private consumption-led economy that Chinese leaders want. The reliance on exports, as noted earlier, is also because it is a key source of net job growth.  As the U.S. recovery strengthens, imports are likely to rise, leading to a further deterioration of the U.S. overall trade deficit as well as its bilateral trade deficit with China. China’s overall current account balance is likely to continue to increase and, as the global economic recovery progresses, China will continue running large trade surpluses and accumulating foreign exchange reserves at a rapid rate. Thus, we could be in for a repeat of the global current account imbalances in 2006-07, typified by large U.S. current account deficits and Chinese current account surpluses.  How Dependent is the U.S. on Financing from China?  Based on data from TIC and other U.S. sources, it is possible to construct a profile of the owners of U.S. government debt held by the public, which stood at $7.8 trillion at the end of December 2009. China’s share of total outstanding U.S. government debt held by the public has risen steadily over the years, but fell slightly in the latter half of 2009 and now stands at 10 percent (or about one-quarter of all U.S. debt held by foreigners). This represents a one percentage point reduction relative to the share in August 2009, consistent with the fall of about $45 billion in China’s overt holdings of U.S. Treasuries from August to December 2009. Debt issued by government-sponsored enterprises (GSEs) such as Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, which amounted to about $7.2 trillion as of September 2009, represents a liability of the U.S. government as well. China’s share of outstanding U.S. agency bonds was 6.4 percent in 2007 but fell below 6 percent in 2009.  In short, even based on official data that probably understate the true picture, China has contributed to a significant proportion of U.S. government debt financing in recent years. If one were to take the TIC data literally, China has apparently cut its shares of holdings of net U.S. public and agency debt in the latter half of 2009. As noted earlier, this conclusion based on TIC data should be interpreted with considerable caution.  While it is difficult to ascertain exactly what share of U.S. government debt is held by China, the TIC data do allow us to put some bounds on this calculation. Identified Chinese holdings of U.S. Treasuries and GSE debt amounted to about $1.16 trillion at the end of 2009 ($755 billion + $405 billion; see Table 4, last panel). Based on the widely-held assumption that about 70 percent of Chinese foreign exchange reserves are in dollar-denominated bonds and also assuming that the remainder that are not accounted for in TIC are all in Treasuries, this would imply an additional holding of about $520 billion in Treasuries.[7] This would amount to a total of $1.32 trillion, or 17 percent of outstanding U.S. net public debt (excluding GSE debt).[8] In other words, it is a significant but not overwhelming share.    Is it a credible threat that China could dump a significant share of its holdings of U.S. Treasuries? Many analysts argue that any threat by China to shift a large portion of its reserves out of U.S. government paper is just bluster as such a move would impose huge costs on China itself. But these costs tend to get overstated in popular discussions of the matter. Let us examine each aspect of these costs.     1. If interest rates in the U.S. spiked as a consequence of Chinese actions, there would be a capital loss to China on the value of its Treasury bond holdings. This is correct on a mark-to-market basis, but it is likely that China has a hold-to-maturity approach on its bond portfolio, given that it has such a large stock of reserves and has no immediate liquidity needs. Hence, the actual capital loss may not be significant enough to feature in the political calculus.     2. A plunge in the value of the dollar against other major currencies would reduce the domestic currency (renminbi) value of China’s dollar-denominated holdings. This is indeed accurate. But only if the renminbi appreciated relative to the dollar. Otherwise, China would lose a modest amount on the value of its euro and yen holdings and this would be more than made up for by the benefits of higher trade competitiveness if the renminbi rode down with the dollar against other major currencies.     3. Currency appreciation would lead to a big loss on reserve holdings in local currency terms. If the renminbi appreciated substantially relative to the dollar, as economists believe it eventually must given the much higher productivity growth in China relative to the U.S., China would certainly take a capital loss. But this is likely to be at least partially offset by seigniorage revenue that China can get as it moves forward in tandem on exchange rate flexibility and capital account liberalization. By preparing the ground for the internationalization of the renminbi, China stands to gain some of the benefits that accrue to an international reserve currency, although this might happen only over a period of a decade or so. China is already taking measures to foster the adoption of the renminbi in trade and financial transactions in Asia.  In short, any Chinese threat to move aggressively out of Treasuries is a reasonably credible threat as the short-term costs to the Chinese of such an action are not likely to be large. But can China make a big difference to U.S. interest rates given that its share of the financing of the U.S. budget deficit has fallen over time? The answer lies not in the absolute amounts of financing that China brings to the table, but in how its actions could serve as a trigger around which nervous market sentiments could coalesce. Given that there are no clear prospects of reining in exploding deficits and debt in the U.S., especially if one factors in rising health care and entitlement costs, changes in availability of deficit financing at the margin can have potentially large consequences.  The real constraint to any Chinese desire to shift significantly out of investing in U.S. Treasuries may actually have more to do with the sheer size of the U.S. Treasury bond market relative to other available investments, including euro and yen government bonds. Through the China Investment Corporation--its sovereign wealth fund, which has a capital base of $200 billion--China has been seeking to diversity its investments into a broader range of asset classes. But this is a modest amount relative to the overall size of China’s foreign assets. The reality is that, so long as China continues to accumulate reserves at a pace of around $400 billion a year, there are few relatively safe investments other than U.S. government bond markets that are deep and liquid enough to absorb a significant portion of such massive inflows.[9]    Getting the Balance Right  The U.S. has been supportive of China getting its rightful place on the global economic stage. The Obama administration has actively supported a more prominent role for China at the IMF and other multilateral institutions such as the Financial Stability Board. The administration has also played a key role in supporting the ascendance of the G-20 rather than the G-7 as being the agenda-setting body on the global economic stage, effectively giving China a more prominent seat at the table in key policy discussions.  These are logical—indeed, necessary—steps to make these institutions more inclusive and effective in dealing with the many global challenges that lie ahead. While greater Chinese influence in international economic affairs is inevitable, the U.S. has played an important role in speeding up this realignment.  The question remains whether the U.S. is gaining sufficient leverage from its importance to the Chinese economy and its initiatives to give China a more prominent place on the world stage. Indeed, the shifting narratives noted earlier seem to have put the U.S. administration on the defensive in its dealings with China.  Here are some steps the Obama administration needs to take to rebalance this relationship:      * Get real on deficit reduction. The simple reality is that the U.S. has to summon the political will to decisively tackle its mammoth budget deficit and rising public debt, which have contributed to its current account deficits and dependence on funds flowing in from the rest of the world. Otherwise, the U.S. will become increasingly vulnerable to external influences. In the absence of a clear commitment and a credible plan to bring down the deficit through a combination of revenue increases and expenditure reductions, the U.S. will face a worsening balance of power in its relationship with China.      * Be more assertive in this bilateral relationship. My view is that mollification of China on economic and political issues is no longer the right approach. The administration’s actions—including certain statements by Secretary Geithner and Secretary Clinton during their respective visits to Beijing—have fed into the perception that the U.S. is on the defensive in this bilateral relationship. On human rights issues, in particular, the U.S. cannot be seen to be backing down as a result of economic pressures.      * Elicit the support of other emerging markets and developing countries in influencing Chinese currency and other economic policies. Rather than focusing on the effects of China’s currency on the U.S.-China bilateral trade balance, the implications of China’s currency policy for its own economic stability and those of other emerging markets should be highlighted. Greater currency flexibility could have considerable long-term benefits for China by allowing its monetary policy to become more independent, reducing its dependence on exports and rebalancing its economy towards domestic consumption. This would be good for China’s growth and would also make a useful contribution to the stability of the international financial system.[10] It would also ease the pressure on other emerging markets that are facing a dire loss of competitiveness relative to China if their currencies appreciate while China’s doesn’t, complicating their macroeconomic policy management.      * Continue to foster high-level engagements among leaders of the two nations through the Strategic and Economic Dialogue and other avenues. Building up trust at these higher levels will be important to ensure that low-level disputes with minor direct ramifications don’t spin out of control as pandering to domestic constituencies could lock the two nations into a cycle of confrontation that escalates disputes to a more damaging level.  Setting the China-U.S. relationship on an even keel is important not just for the principals but also for the broader world economy as the cooperative or conflicted nature of this relationship will set the tone for progress on a number of multilateral issues, including global macroeconomic stability, reform of the international monetary system and tackling climate change.

Multiple Scenarios for Extinction

Wenzhong, PRC Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2-7-4 (Zhou, “Vigorously Pushing Forward the Constructive and Cooperative Relationship Between China and the United States,” http://china-japan21.org/eng/zxxx/t64286.htm)

China's development needs a peaceful international environment, particularly in its periphery. We will continue to play a constructive role in global and regional affairs and sincerely look forward to amicable coexistence and friendly cooperation with all other countries, the United States included. We will continue to push for good-neighborliness, friendship and partnership and dedicate ourselves to peace, stability and prosperity in the region. Thus China's development will also mean stronger prospect of peace in the Asia-Pacific region and the world at large. China and the US should, and can, work together for peace, stability and prosperity in the region.  Given the highly complementary nature of the two economies, China's reform, opening up and rising economic size have opened broad horizon for sustained China-US trade and economic cooperation. By deepening our commercial partnership, which has already delivered tangible benefits to the two peoples, we can do still more and also make greater contribution to global economic stability and prosperity.  Terrorism, cross-boundary crime, proliferation of advanced weapons, and spread of deadly diseases pose a common threat to mankind. China and the US have extensive shared stake and common responsibility for meeting these challenges, maintaining world peace and security and addressing other major issues bearing on human survival and development. China is ready to keep up its coordination and cooperation in these areas with the US and the rest of the international community.  During his visit to the US nearly 25 years ago, Deng Xiaoping said, "The interests of our two peoples and those of world peace require that we view our relations from the overall international situation and a long-term strategic perspective." Thirteen years ago when China-US relations were at their lowest ebb, Mr. Deng said, "In the final analysis, China-US relations have got to get better." We are optimistic about the tomorrow of China-US relations. We have every reason to believe that so long as the two countries view and handle the relationship with a strategic perspective, adhere to the guiding principles of the three joint communiqués and firmly grasp the common interests of the two countries, we will see even greater accomplishments in China-US relations. 

Advantage Three: Transition 

First, renewable energy development is inevitable globally – the question is whether the U.S. will be a global leader 

Cuttino 2k12

(Phyllis Cuttino Director, Pew Clean Energy Program “A Bright Future for Renewable Energy,” pg online @ http://www.huffingtonpost.com/phyllis-cuttino/a-bright-future-for-renewable-energy_b_1521445.html //um-ef)

The current market for the renewable energy sector in the United States and around the world is a mix of challenge and opportunity. However, the long-term future of clean energy is bright. According to our recent report, "Who's Winning the Clean Energy Race? 2011 Edition," last year saw record private investments globally. And the United States received more investments for clean energy than any other nation. These investments resulted in record deployment levels -- 83.5 gig watts of clean generating capacity overall, including an unprecedented 30 gig watts of solar. But like other emerging high-technology industries before it, the clean-energy sector is going through a period of profound transition. The industry faces powerful financial and policy cross currents. The most important long-term dynamic in this sector is falling prices. Both wind and solar have experienced sustained and dramatic price declines. Solar module prices dropped 50 percent in 2011. Wind prices were down 10 percent. Lithium-ion batteries used in electric vehicles are down 30 percent over the past three years and fell 14 percent just last year. These price declines are good news for consumers and help explain last year's record deployments. Yet falling prices are putting manufacturers through a period of turmoil in the United States and elsewhere. Many are hard-pressed to make a profit and scrambling to remain viable. A number will fail, just as the more than 100 automakers in the early 20th century were whittled down to only a few American auto producers. This turmoil facing clean energy manufacturers is exacerbated by policy uncertainty in the most established and mature markets. Financial incentives in Europe are being curtailed in the push for budget austerity. In the United States, a variety of initiatives, passed as part of the stimulus package, expired at the end of 2011, and the production tax credit that has guided investors in wind projects is set to conclude at the end of this year. But these challenges will pass, and clean energy will continue its inexorable march forward -- pushing innovation into an energy sector that has not seen much in the way of new technologies for more than 100 years. Renewable power will soon be cost-competitive. Indeed, a range of financial and technical experts expect solar and wind to compete favorably without subsidies of any kind within this decade and perhaps in the next five years. Similarly, U.S. policy uncertainty will not deter other markets from flourishing. China, India, Brazil, and other emerging economies have strong and consistent clean energy policies to encourage private investment in and deployment of clean energy. These are the markets where most of the 2 billion people without modern energy services live and where demand growth will be greatest in the next 20 to 30 years. Clean energy offers African countries, for example, the opportunity to provide electricity to households and communities without transmission wires, just as cell phones allowed that continent to leapfrog landline phones. Residential solar already is the cheapest energy option in many parts of the world. For American policymakers, the question is not whether clean energy will be part of the world's energy future. It is and will be. The question is whether the United States will capitalize on its advantages in clean energy innovation and position itself to use, produce, and sell them to consumers looking for safe, clean, affordable energy options in the future. The hearing this week on the proposed Clean Energy Standard (CES) is an important step. Although the legislation is unlikely to move to the Senate floor for debate, a CES is the type of long-term policy needed in this country. We have a choice. Continue our current complacency and watch others seize the economic and national security benefits of clean energy, such as job growth and competitiveness. Or renew the production tax credit, pass a clean energy standard, and support innovators, entrepreneurs, and industry in developing the world's most advanced, cost-competitive clean energy technologies for Americans to use and export around the world.

And, failure to provide a consistent price signal ensures the U.S. falls behind in renewable leadership

Bloomberg 4/12/12

(“U.S. Clean Energy Policies Risk Losing Lead Over China,” pg online @ http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-04-12/u-s-clean-energy-policies-risk-losing-lead-over-china.html //um-ef)

The U.S. government is creating a “boom and bust” in renewable energy investment that threatens to undermine its lead over China, the Pew Charitable Trusts said in a report. U.S. investment reached $48.1 billion in 2011, largely in wind and solar power, the Washington-based research group said last night in a report based on Bloomberg New Energy Finance data. Those funds trumped the $45.5 billion China allocated to renewables, for lead for the U.S. since 2008. The jump to the top of the G-20 ranking followed developers’ efforts to finish projects before incentives expire. With China taking on long-term renewable energy targets and an American tax-break for wind lapsing in 2012, the U.S. again risks losing its edge, said Phyllis Cuttino, Pew’s clean energy director. “China is sending that important policy signal which the United States is failing to do to investors,” Cuttino said in an interview. “Even though China has fallen to number two, it seems as though investment there is going to continue at a very significant level for the foreseeable future. They are going to continue to be a dynamic clean-energy hub for the world.” The U.S. doesn’t have any comparable targets to China’s goals of installing a total of 160 gigawatts of wind power and 50 gigawatts of solar power by 2020, she said. At the same time, a production tax credit benefiting wind producers expires at the end of the year. That’s a threat to the wind industry and has prompted Vestas Wind Systems A/S (VWS), the world’s largest wind turbine maker, to say 1,600 U.S. factory jobs are at risk. Germany, Italy “In the absence of long-term policy, it’s hard to see how the U.S. can grow significantly in the future,” Cuttino said. “The boom-and-bust cycle of U.S. energy policy sends a very different signal to investors” from China. U.S. President Barack Obama took office three years ago pledging to generate jobs in the wind and solar industries. Since then, carbon cap-and-trade legislation has stalled and lawmakers have attacked assistance to renewables after solar manufacturer Solyndra LLC filed for bankruptcy in September. Globally, the installed capacity for renewable power now totals 565 gigawatts, 133 of it in China, 93 in the U.S. and 61 in Germany, according to today’s report. Cuttino said Pew had expected an increased deployment of renewables in 2011, with investment falling, and was surprised spending rose. “This sector is like the little engine that could -- it just keep growing somewhere, somehow,” she said. Germany ranked third for investment in clean energy in 2011, with $30.6 billion, followed by Italy on $28 billion, India on $10.2 billion and the U.K. with $9.4 billion, Pew said. U.K. Rebound The U.K.’s rebound followed a plunge to 13th in 2010 from fifth a year earlier. Investment in 2011 rose to $9.4 billion from $7 billion in 2010, which was revised up from an estimate of $3.3 billion reported a year ago, according to Pew. The latest number remained below the 2009 total of more than $11 billion. More than half of the investments came in solar power, as developers rushed to take advantage of subsidies that the government has now cut. “Many businesses have brought their investments forward before the government’s cuts to support for renewable energy come into force,” Caroline Flint, spokeswoman on energy for the opposition Labour Party, said in an e-mailed statement. “The U.K. must not be allowed to fall behind.” Ministers are “determined” to see continued growth in renewables in the U.K. and plan to pass a law reforming the electricity market that provides long term certainty for investors in low-carbon technologies, the Department for Energy and Climate Change said in an e-mailed statement.

The plan is the requisite price signal – investors will jump at renewables and away from oil at the plan’s inception

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//um-ef)

A. The Need for a Price Signal Volatile oil prices and uncertainty in the petroleum market inhibit investment in and development of desperately needed sources of clean, renewable energy. n167 The credit crisis that began in late 2008 compounds the problem. n168 Businesses and venture capitalists that were previously interested in investing in renewables are shying away from that market. n169 Worldwide financing of clean-energy projects fell by 25% in the third quarter of 2008. n170 Tight financing is especially problematic for the renewable energy companies because many of those clean-tech companies are small firms that operate on the margins. n171 Before they risk their capital on developments in clean energy technology - especially with small firms that could easily go bust - investors are waiting for a price signal from the petroleum and gasoline market that will provide them with reasonable certainty that their investments will pay off. n172 [*411] Renewable technology is primarily used in electricity generation, so it may seem odd that fluctuations in the price of transportation fuel would affect investments in renewables. There are, however, several connections between oil and renewable energy technology. n173 As a result, the price of oil exerts a degree of influence over investment decisions in the renewable energy industry. n174 For example, plug-in hybrid-electric vehicles are among the most promising new technologies in the transportation sector. n175 Many experts believe that electrification of the transport sector is "the only possible, practical response to the peaking of our traditional forms of energy." n176 In addition, some energy market analysts describe "the connection between oil and alternative energy [as] largely psychological ... ." n177 While the price of oil may not be the largest factor that influences investment decisions concerning electricity-generating renewables, it nevertheless seems that investors link oil to renewables by seeing the price of oil as a gauge of the general consumer appetite for alternative energy technologies: "Alternative-energy investors ... need to be aware of the price of a commodity like oil - the higher it goes the more attractive managing solar and wind farms becomes ... ." n178 Ultimately, investors make decisions based on consumer appetite. n179 Dr. Nathan Lewis, an energy chemist at the California Institute of Technology, explains that most consumers do not care where their energy comes from: "electricity is electricity, no matter how it is generated." n180 The difference to the consumer is in the cost. The empirical evidence indicates that high fuel prices cause widespread reductions in petroleum consumption. n181 High gasoline prices influence people to drive less, to carpool, to bike or walk, and to choose homes closer to their workplaces. n182 As oil prices were increasing throughout 2007, the Toyota Prius hybrid outsold the Ford Explorer in the U.S. market. n183 Without high gasoline prices, drivers have no incentive to make the "tough" choice to switch to a smaller vehicle with a better fuel economy as opposed to a comparatively large vehicle like an SUV. n184 The problem is that behavioral changes such [*412] as these take a long while to stick. Choices such as the location of a home or which type of car to purchase are significant long-term decisions. For Americans to make these decisions with their energy bills in mind, they have to see high gas prices and believe that they will remain high over the long-term. n185 This began to happen when the price of gasoline crept up to $ 4 per gallon. n186 The pressure to make ecologically friendly choices, however, fades when the price of fuel retreats. n187 The same holds true for investor behavior. It would be perverse to expect a business to make a long-term investment in a new technology unless that business could be reasonably certain that there would be a sure market for the new technology when it becomes commercially available. n188 Thomas Friedman explains, "lingering uncertainty about the long-term price of oil is why some of our biggest energy companies, the kind you want to be "all in' on clean-tech innovation, are not all-in." n189 That the price of oil reached $ 147 per barrel for a brief period in 2008, though, is not enough for businesses and investors to be certain that crude prices will remain high over the long-term. n190 After all, prices toppled to below $ 40 per barrel in December 2008 and were still at around $ 40 per barrel in February 2009. n191 As of this writing, oil prices have surpassed $ 80 per barrel. n192 Price volatility is why the petroleum market, left to its own devices, does not send a sufficient price signal: ""Price fluctuations are not the same as high prices.'" n193 The price increases that we witnessed over the first half of 2008 did not last long enough to permanently shift petroleum consumption or alter consumer appetite in favor of eco-friendly renewable technologies. n194 The bottom line is that investors and businesses need price certainty to be confident enough to take investment risks on renewables. Ultimately then, what is needed to encourage more responsible choices in terms of behavior and investment is a sustained period of foreseeably high fuel prices. Because the petroleum market sends mixed price signals, it falls on the government to provide the market with the appropriate signals that are necessary to encourage the [*413] widespread financing of clean, renewable energy projects. n195 A price floor and variable tax on gasoline would signal to businesses and investors that renewable energy technologies will be competitive with traditional fossil fuels over the long-term. n196 Because Americans would be relatively certain that they will face increased energy costs, a price floor would compel them to incorporate those costs into their personal budgets and consumption decisions. The result would be a dramatic decline in oil consumption that would lower the exposure of the U.S. economy to an oil supply shock and reduce its contribution to global climate change. The following Part lays the groundwork for how the government should administer such a policy. n197

And, Renewable Transition spurs innovation – creates the World’s First Green Hegemon Locking-in U.S. Dominance and ensuring U.S. Global Energy Advantages
Klarevas 2k9

(Louis, Professor, Center for Global Affairs, New York University “Securing American Primacy While Tackling Climate Change: Toward a National Strategy of Greengemony,” pg online @ http://www.huffingtonpost.com/louis-klarevas/securing-american-primacy_b_393223.html //ghs-ef)

As national leaders from around the world are gathering in Copenhagen, Denmark, to attend the United Nations Climate Change Conference, the time is ripe to re-assess America's current energy policies - but within the larger framework of how a new approach on the environment will stave off global warming and shore up American primacy.  By not addressing climate change more aggressively and creatively, the United States is squandering an opportunity to secure its global primacy for the next few generations to come. To do this, though, the U.S. must rely on innovation to help the world escape the coming environmental meltdown. Developing the key technologies that will save the planet from global warming will allow the U.S. to outmaneuver potential great power rivals seeking to replace it as the international system's hegemon. But the greening of American strategy must occur soon.  The U.S., however, seems to be stuck in time, unable to move beyond oil-centric geo-politics in any meaningful way.  Often, the gridlock is portrayed as a partisan difference, with Republicans resisting action and Democrats pleading for action.  This, though, is an unfair characterization as there are numerous proactive Republicans and quite a few reticent Democrats.  The real divide is instead one between realists and liberals.  Students of realpolitik, which still heavily guides American foreign policy, largely discount environmental issues as they are not seen as advancing national interests in a way that generates relative power advantages vis-à-vis the other major powers in the system: Russia, China, Japan, India, and the European Union.  Liberals, on the other hand, have recognized that global warming might very well become the greatest challenge ever faced by mankind. As such, their thinking often eschews narrowly defined national interests for the greater global good. This, though, ruffles elected officials whose sworn obligation is, above all, to protect and promote American national interests.  What both sides need to understand is that by becoming a lean, mean, green fighting machine, the U.S. can actually bring together liberals and realists to advance a collective interest which benefits every nation, while at the same time, securing America's global primacy well into the future.  To do so, the U.S. must re-invent itself as not just your traditional hegemon, but as history's first ever green hegemon.  Hegemons are countries that dominate the international system - bailing out other countries in times of global crisis, establishing and maintaining the most important international institutions, and covering the costs that result from free-riding and cheating global obligations. Since 1945, that role has been the purview of the United States.  Immediately after World War II, Europe and Asia laid in ruin, the global economy required resuscitation, the countries of the free world needed security guarantees, and the entire system longed for a multilateral forum where global concerns could be addressed. The U.S., emerging the least scathed by the systemic crisis of fascism's rise, stepped up to the challenge and established the postwar (and current) liberal order.  But don't let the world "liberal" fool you. While many nations benefited from America's new-found hegemony, the U.S. was driven largely by "realist" selfish national interests. The liberal order first and foremost benefited the U.S.  With the U.S. becoming bogged down in places like Afghanistan and Iraq, running a record national debt, and failing to shore up the dollar, the future of American hegemony now seems to be facing a serious contest: potential rivals - acting like sharks smelling blood in the water - wish to challenge the U.S. on a variety of fronts. This has led numerous commentators to forecast the U.S.'s imminent fall from grace.  Not all hope is lost however.  With the impending systemic crisis of global warming on the horizon, the U.S. again finds itself in a position to address a transnational problem in a way that will benefit both the international community collectively and the U.S. selfishly.  The current problem is two-fold. First, the competition for oil is fueling animosities between the major powers. The geopolitics of oil has already emboldened Russia in its 'near abroad' and China in far-off places like Africa and Latin America. As oil is a limited natural resource, a nasty zero-sum contest could be looming on the horizon for the U.S. and its major power rivals - a contest which threatens American primacy and global stability.  Second, converting fossil fuels like oil to run national economies is producing irreversible harm in the form of carbon dioxide emissions. So long as the global economy remains oil-dependent, greenhouse gases will continue to rise. Experts are predicting as much as a 60% increase in carbon dioxide emissions in the next twenty-five years. That likely means more devastating water shortages, droughts, forest fires, floods, and storms.  In other words, if global competition for access to energy resources does not undermine international security, global warming will. And in either case, oil will be a culprit for the instability.  Oil arguably has been the most precious energy resource of the last half-century. But "black gold" is so 20th century. The key resource for this century will be green gold - clean, environmentally-friendly energy like wind, solar, and hydrogen power. Climate change leaves no alternative. And the sooner we realize this, the better off we will be.  What Washington must do in order to avoid the traps of petropolitics is to convert the U.S. into the world's first-ever green hegemon.  For starters, the federal government must drastically increase investment in energy and environmental research and development (E&E R&D). This will require a serious sacrifice, committing upwards of $40 billion annually to E&E R&D - a far cry from the few billion dollars currently being spent.  By promoting a new national project, the U.S. could develop new technologies that will assure it does not drown in a pool of oil. Some solutions are already well known, such as raising fuel standards for automobiles; improving public transportation networks; and expanding nuclear and wind power sources. Others, however, have not progressed much beyond the drawing board: batteries that can store massive amounts of solar (and possibly even wind) power; efficient and cost-effective photovoltaic cells, crop-fuels, and hydrogen-based fuels; and even fusion.  Such innovations will not only provide alternatives to oil, they will also give the U.S. an edge in the global competition for hegemony. If the U.S. is able to produce technologies that allow modern, globalized societies to escape the oil trap, those nations will eventually have no choice but to adopt such technologies. And this will give the U.S. a tremendous economic boom, while simultaneously providing it with means of leverage that can be employed to keep potential foes in check.  The bottom-line is that the U.S. needs to become green energy dominant as opposed to black energy independent - and the best approach for achieving this is to promote a national strategy of greengemony.

That solves Nuclear Conflict

Gray, Professor of International Politics and Strategic Studies at the University of Reading, and founded of the National Institute for Public Policy, 2K4 (Colin, “The Sheriff: America’s Defense of the New World Order, pg. 6-10)

World order is neither self-enforcing nor is it comprehensively enforceable. Nonetheless, every such “order” requires a sheriff, or some other agent of discipline. In the modern European, then world, system, which is to say since the late eighteenth century, the ordering mechanism was the balance of power, with occasional corrections imposed by war. Order is the prime virtue; it is the essential prerequisite for security, peace, and possibly justice. Disorder is the worst condition. Because this study is not deterministic, it is possible that the necessary rule-keeping job might be abandoned and not resumed for a while. Even in that unhappy event, my argument does not sink. Rather does the world cope as best it can in the absence of superior, and by and large legitimate, force, until such force reappears. Periods of anarchy, or at best of only very weak international governance, are far from unknown historically. Invariably they invite ambitious opportunists to try their luck. That development may, or may not, suffice to awake the sleeping benign giant, should such be conveniently available to be stirred from slumber.    Every condition of international order works for the particular benefit of some countries and the interests more that others, and needs defending. The alternatives to an American-led international order are just possibly eventual leadership by some other polity or coalition (probably Chinese, though possibly European, led), or, more likely, a lengthy period with no one wearing the sheriff’s badge. In that unwelcome event, every predatory regional and local power, many a dissatisfied ethnic or religious minority, most probably would chance its arm and seek its own destiny, by violence if need be. Violent struggle is all but essential to the success of the process of nation building. No doubt there are many ways in which order for security, hopefully promoting peace and justice, might be established and maintained. In the life of the modern state’s system, which is to say from the Treaty of Westphalia in 1684 to the present day (though many now proclaim the demise of this system), in practice only one ordering mechanism has been available: the balance of power. The dying embers of that hoary approach limed on even until 1991, when many of its American aficionados could still be found muttering about “the strategic balance,” while through the 1990s many a serious reference still was made to that abominable consequence of Cold War military competition, a condition of stability keyed to the mutuality of assured destruction (MAD). But, today there is no strategic balance, central or otherwise, and there is no political context of hostility to provide meaning to military rivalry between the United States and the new Russian Federation. There is no balance of power serving as the mainstay, the organizing architecture, of the current world order. What we have instead was flagged in the 1995 as a strong desideratum by the classical historian, Donald Kagan.   What seems to work best, even though imperfectly, is the possession by those states who wish to preserve the peace of the preponderant power and of the will to accept the burdens and responsibilities required to achieve that purpose.  As written, Kagan’s words could just about fit the folly of the theory of collective security. Of Course, he has no such noble nonsense in mind. What he is saying is that peace has to be kept, actively, and that it is best kept by a preponderance, not by an ever contestable balance, of power. Kagan’s historical judgment will serve as the test for this sermon on security. In principle there is both good and bad news in Kagan’s claim. It is good news that his lifetime’s ruminations on peace and war have yielded definite advice. Many academics would be uncomfortable writing as boldly as does Kagan. The bad news is that to the best of our knowledge, there is no hidden hand of history commanded to ensure that only commercially minded popular democracies shall inherit the mantle of preponderant power. It was never probable, but that power at century’s close might have been Nazi Germany or the USSR. Fortunately, chance favored civilizational merit for once, and the only candidate for sheriff today is the United States, a fact which is our second theme.   The United States is the, indeed is the only, essential protecting power for the current world order.  Again, this is not to be deterministic. Although there are no other bidders for this crown at present, it does not follow that the United States is condemned to play this role. After all, American world leadership in Paris 1919 was succeeded post haste by a scuttle from many potential international obligations. Americans today could elect to withdraw from the outside world, insofar as they could in political-military ways. They would hope that the civilizational offense given by soft power of their now globally beamed culture would not be found unduly provocative abroad. Whether The Great Satan, as Iranian spokespeople have delighted in calling the United States, would be allowed to hunker down in peaceful sanctuary in North America, we should doubt. Still, it could be tried. After September 11, 2001, isolationist sentiment temporarily has lost much of its appeal. We may not be much interested in terrorism, but it would appear that terrorism is interested in us. For good or ill, we are what we are. Exactly what this is has been explained in no uncertain terms by Henry Kissinger in the opening lines of his book, Does America Need a Foreign Policy? No prizes are awarded for guessing that his question is strictly rhetorical. Kissinger proclaims that:  At the dawn of the new millennium, the United States is enjoying a preeminence unrivalled by even the greatest empires of the past. From weaponry to entrepreneurship, from science to technology, from higher education to popular culture, America exercises an unparalleled ascendancy around the globe. During the last decade of the twentieth century, America’s preponderant position rendered it the indispensable component of international stability. The condition of unchallenged, indeed unchallengeable, primacy will not endure-it is not strategic history’s “last move”-but while it does the United States is the only candidate for sheriff. If Americans should decline the honor, they are at least uniquely well equipped to ensure that no one else could possibly succeed in that informal office. As Donald Kagan provided our basic text, quoted under the first point above, so it is only fitting that he should also be allowed to sound the warning bell. Kagan advises that:  Unexpected changes and shifts in power are the warp and woof of international history. The current condition of the world, therefore, were war among major powers is hard to conceive because one of them has overwhelming military superiority and no wish to expand, will not last.  Quite so. However, historians, perhaps especially ancient historians, should be expected to take the long view. And in the long view everything crumbles. But a suitable vision for the inspiration of policy, judicious choice of policy goals, and competence in strategy, should allow Americans to prolong their current strategic moment, as a later point makes explicit to be the sheriff of the current world order is a thankless role. American power may be necessary to restore such order as may be restorable, but Americans will not be loved, or even much appreciated, as a consequence. The rest of the world will be envious, fearful, and resentful, all the while seeking to use the leverage of American power for local purposes. There is no term extant that precisely captures the emerging U.S. role as sheriff of world order. For the first time since the mid-1960s, it has begun to be fashionable to refer to American policy and tasks as imperial. Andrew Bacevich, for one thoughtful example, suggest that “the preeminent challenge facing the United States in the twenty-first century is not eradicating terror but managing the informal American empire acquired during the course of the past century.” Empire, imperium even better, and hegemony, for all their popularity and at least partial suitability, carry baggage that can be distracting. Unless we are careful, such concepts themselves become part of the problem in the effort to conduct focused debate on U.S. policy and strategy. Despite the grounds for unease, we cannot deny the reality of common usage. For example, a review essay in Foreign Affairs opens with this claim: “The fact of America’s empire is hardly debated these days.” Allowing for the hyperbole and certain imprecision of meaning, still it is noteworthy that the author, Thomas Donnelly, feels able to make such a bold statement.   I prefer to think of the United States as the sheriff of the current world order, for reasons both of cultural fit concept and of tolerable accuracy. Naturally, this American role is largely self-appointed, though it can enjoy added dignity when it is blessed formally by majority votes in multinational institutions. For example, the Security Council of the United Nations licensed the United States to lead military action against Iraq in 1990-91, while the war against Yugoslavia over its “ethnic cleansing” of Kosovo in 1999 was a collective NATO, though not a UN undertaking. Because world politics comprises a distinctly immature political system, we have to be somewhat relaxed about some of the legal niceties. To call the United States the sheriff of the current world order is both description and prescription. This lawman role derives most essentially from the contemporary distribution of power, which so markedly favors the American superstate. Beyond that derivation, however, the role of sheriff is made easier to sustain by the more or less willing, though variably grudging, acquiescence of most countries.   Sheriff is of course a metaphor. By its use I mean to argue that the United States will act on behalf of others, as well as itself, undertaking some of the tough jobs of international security that no other agent or agency is competent to perform.   The American sheriff serves itself by serving the world selectively. This role requires the clearest of foreign policy explanations, lest it descend into strategic opportunism, or at least appears to do so.   U.S. material and spiritual resources are great, but not inexhaustible. They should not be expended casually in the pursuit of goals of only marginal national interest. Notwithstanding September 11 and its aftermath, the jury is out, and is likely to stay out awhile longer, on whether American society will tolerate the sheriff’s role as specified here, expect in contexts highly specific to obvious American interest. Those contexts may not include some which the world order will need a prudent sheriff to influence coercively (if not necessarily with force).  The United States is not, and should not and cannot be, the world’s policeman vis a vis any and every disturbance. The actions of this American sheriff of order are guided frankly by a national interest discriminator. The U.S. President needs to know: what has happened (or plausibly might happen); whether it matters to the United States, and if so, how much; what, if anything, he can do about it; and what cost, of all kinds, are likely to attach to action, or inaction. If the United States does not serve itself through its peacemaking behavior, its career as sheriff will be brief indeed. Altruism has a thin record in strategic history and, we must assume, an unpromising future. That is just the way it is in world politics. However, if the United States seeks to serve only itself, and rides roughshod over the interests of others, again its career as functional sheriff will be brief. The world at large will discern scant reason to cooperate with the United States, if American statecraft is crassly applied strictly on behalf of narrowly American interests. At the level of principle, if not always in attempted application, some of the critics of American so called unilateralism are correct. The United States often is more powerful when it can act with others. This is not an invariable rule. By extension, when the sheriff departs the town he has cleansed, he wants to leave it in the hands of right-minded and hopefully capable citizens. One of the indispensable keys to success in this emerging era of American guardianship is for the maximum number of countries, and extra-national interests, to believe that the United States is protecting a world order in which they all have a vital, if sometimes differential, stake. People may resent the American sheriff, and naturally be residually suspicious of American motives. But they should be prepared to welcome American ordering activity which benefits all potential victims of disorder. Americans do not need to be loved. It is sufficient to be respected and, perhaps, appreciated for the self-assumed lawman role.  The United States has an imperial history, of a sort, but has never acquired much of an imperial mindset. Commentators may discover new forms of imperialism to cover current American attitudes and behavior, and perhaps, but only perhaps, there is some small merit in the exercise. Americans are apt to view the world though missionary lenses. American is an idea, a civilization even (to stretch conceptual domain), rather than just another state. Globalization, beneath the hyperbole, is seen in America and elsewhere as equating approximately with Americanization. Whether or not, or to what extent, that is true is not a prime concern here. Instead, our gaze is fixed upon America’s role as chief protector, guardian, or sheriff of this new world with its globalizing flows of information, people, and goods. First and foremost, the United States is the agent of its own national interest, an interest that Washington, on a prudent day, judges vitally bound up with a particular idea of world order. The national  interest discriminator to which reference has been made, allows a fairly reliable four-way categorization of issues. Issues can be of survival character: they can be vital: they can be major: or they can be “other.” Survival issues must be fought for. Vital interests should be defended forcefully. Major interests might possibly be protected militarily. “Other” interests should not attract the U.S. cavalry – unless, that is, the cost is believed to be extraordinarily low (but beware of the surprise that friction and chance in war may throw your way.) The political context, or perhaps the timing, may multiply the significance of matters that otherwise would be of little concern to Washington (e.g. almost anything in the Balkans).  A useful approach to understanding the U.S. role as sheriff is by means of another four-way split. Given the contemporary, and at least short-term predictable, distribution of power (which admittedly is different in its political-military, economic, and cultural dimensions), the objectively desirable U.S. role typically is as plain as it is not yet acceptable politically to proclaim out loud. With respect to protecting the world order, my seconf four-way split, tied inalienably to the four-way national interest discriminator, is the following: There are problems that only the United States can address in hopes of achieving decisive success; there are problems that the United States should stand a reasonable prospect of meeting and at least alleviating; there are problems concerning which the United States should be expected to fare poorly; and finally, there are problems that the United States has absolutely no plausible prospect whatsoever of alleviating, let alone of resolving (e.g., resucuing and restoring certain failed states). It may be needless to add that in most cases the active support of some friends and allies will, on balance, be a significant, though rarely essential, benefit.  The United States could pick up its military ball and go home. It could choose to rely for world order on the hidden hand of universal commercial self-interest somewhat guided by such regional and local balances and imbalances of power as may be extant or might emerge. In effect, frequently this would translate as a green light for regional bullies to mark out their territories (and sea space and air space). Thus far, the contemporary United States is showing no persuasive evidence of an inclination to bring itself home as a political military influence. The issue is not whether America’s skills in statescraft are fully adequate for the sheriff role (whose would be?). Rather, it is whether there is to be a sheriff at all. If the United States declines the honor, or takes early retirement, there is no deputy sheriff, waiting, trained and ready for promotion. Furthermore, there is no world-ordering mechanism worthy of the name which could substitute for the authority and strength of the American Superpower. At present there is no central axis of a balance of power to keep order, while the regional balances in the Middle East and South and East Asia are as likely to provoke as to cool conflict – and conflict with weapons of mass destruction (WMD) at that.

And, a gas tax gives the U.S. comparative technology advantages over international competitors 

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, & Envir onmental Law 2010, pg lexis//um-ef)
1. Shifting Terms-of-Trade Taxing gasoline would alter the terms of international trade in favor of the United States. n120 Decreasing the domestic demand for gasoline would make alternative domestic sources of transportation comparatively more attractive to American consumers, causing the foreign oil industry to contract and domestic alternative fuel industries to expand. As a result, American industries and products would become more competitive vis-a-vis foreign competitors. n121 In response, OPEC would cut oil prices. This "terms of trade effect" would shift part of the cost of gasoline taxes onto foreign producers of oil n122 and result in more money spent domestically, stimulating economic activity. Therefore, the economically-optimal fuel tax may be greater than one merely intended to compensate for the environmental harm caused by fossil fuel combustion. n123 The national security of the United States would benefit from this trade effect as a result of the negative effects that decreased oil revenue would likely have on exporters of oil. Lower profits reduce an oil exporting regime's ability to exert its will internationally and may weaken its control domestically. This produces a relative benefit for the United States, whose international interests conflict with certain oil exporters, such as Russia, Venezuela, and Iran. With respect to Iran, for [*164] example, lower oil prices may increase pressure for economic reform, "potentially putting pressure on the clerical governing elite to loosen its grip." n124 The United States might capitalize on oil exporters' economic weaknesses by establishing aid and trade relationships in exchange for concessions on military and nuclear policies disadvantageous to the United States. n125 Under pressure to maintain their citizens' standard of living, Middle Eastern regimes would likely liberalize social policies in an effort to diversify their economies. Resulting industries would expand economic opportunities for youth in these countries, thereby reducing the attractiveness of terrorist groups, which depend on widespread discontent and unemployment for recruitment. n126 2. Lower Military Spending Geopolitical changes would, in turn, provide politically-attractive opportunities to reduce the ever-growing military expenditures of the United States. n127 Although "one cannot attribute all expenditures in the Middle East to defending oil supplies[,]" n128 preserving American access to inexpensive oil is of the utmost importance to the United States. Estimate of annual military expenditures toward security oil supplies vary widely but are enormous by any estimate, averaging in the tens of billions of dollars per year when the nation is not at war. n129 However, if the military were not so obligated, the United States could reduce significantly its military presence in other countries or at least deploy its military resources in a more cost-effective manner. This conclusion follows from a basic mathematical insight. Suppose that you maximize a function of several variables subject to a constraint on some of the variables. Then the constraint is removed and the function is maximized again. The maximal value of the function must be higher in the latter case than in the former. n130 [*165] Freed from its addiction to oil, the United States' national security outlook stands to benefit enormously from higher federal gasoline taxes.

And, that is independently essential to prevent a violent U.S. lash-out – risking power wars

Goldstein 7 — Avery Goldstein, David M. Knott Professor of Global Politics and International Relations at the University of Pennsylvania, Associate Director of the Christopher H. Browne Center for International Politics, Senior Fellow at the Foreign Policy Research Institute, holds a Ph.D. from the University of California-Berkeley, 2007 (“Power transitions, institutions, and China's rise in East Asia: Theoretical expectations and evidence,” Journal of Strategic Studies, Volume 30, Number 4-5, August-October, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via Taylor & Francis Online, p. 647-648)
Two closely related, though distinct, theoretical arguments focus explicitly on the consequences for international politics of a shift in power between a dominant state and a rising power. In War and Change in World Politics, Robert Gilpin suggested that peace prevails when a dominant state’s capabilities enable it to ‘govern’ an international order that it has shaped. Over time, however, as economic and technological diffusion proceeds during eras of peace and development, other states are empowered. Moreover, the burdens of international governance drain and distract the reigning hegemon, and challengers eventually emerge who seek to rewrite the rules of governance. As the power advantage of the erstwhile hegemon ebbs, it may become desperate enough to resort to theultima ratio of international politics, force, to forestall the increasingly urgent demands of a rising challenger. Or as the power of the challenger rises, it may be tempted to press its case with threats to use force. It is the rise and fall of the great powers that creates the circumstances under which major wars, what Gilpin labels ‘hegemonic wars’, break out.13 Gilpin’s argument logically encourages pessimism about the implications of a rising China. It leads to the expectation that international trade, investment, and technology transfer will result in a steady diffusion of American economic power, benefiting the rapidly developing states of the world, including China. As the US simultaneously scurries to put out the many brushfires that threaten its far-flung global interests (i.e., the classic problem of overextension), it will be unable to devote sufficient resources to maintain or restore its former advantage over emerging competitors like China. While the erosion of the once clear American advantage plays itself out, the US will find it ever more difficult to preserve the order in Asia that it created during its era of preponderance. The expectation is an increase in the likelihood for the use of force – either by a Chinese challenger able to field a stronger military in support of its demands for greater influence over international arrangements in Asia, or by a besieged American hegemon desperate to head off further decline. Among the trends that alarm those who would look at Asia through the lens of Gilpin’s theory are China’s expanding share of world trade and wealth(much of it resulting from the gains made possible by the international economic order a dominant US established); its acquisition of technology in key sectors that have both civilian and military applications (e.g., information, communications, and electronics linked with to forestall, and the challenger becomes increasingly determined to realize the transition to a new international order whose contours it will define. the ‘revolution in military affairs’); and an expanding military burden for the US (as it copes with the challenges of its global war on terrorism and especially its struggle in Iraq) that limits the resources it can devote to preserving its interests in East Asia.14 Although similar to Gilpin’s work insofar as it emphasizes the importance of shifts in the capabilities of a dominant state and a rising challenger, the power-transition theory A. F. K. Organski and Jacek Kugler present in The War Ledger focuses more closely on the allegedly dangerous phenomenon of ‘crossover’– the point at which a dissatisfied challenger is about to overtake the established leading state.15 In such cases, when the power gap narrows, the dominant state becomes increasingly desperate. Though suggesting why a rising China may ultimately present grave dangers for international peace when its capabilities make it a peer competitor of America, Organski and Kugler’s power-transition theory is less clear about the dangers while a potential challenger still lags far behind and faces a difficult struggle to catch up. This clarification is important in thinking about the theory’s relevance to interpreting China’s rise because a broad consensus prevails among analysts that Chinese military capabilities are at a minimum two decades from putting it in a league with the US in Asia.16 Their theory, then, points with alarm to trends in China’s growing wealth and power relative to the United States, but especially looks ahead to what it sees as the period of maximum danger – that time when a dissatisfied China could be in a position to overtake the US on dimensions believed crucial for assessing power. Reports beginning in the mid-1990s that offered extrapolations suggesting China’s growth would give it the world’s largest gross domestic product (GDP aggregate, not per capita) sometime in the first few decades of the twentieth century fed these sorts of concerns about a potentially dangerous challenge to American leadership in Asia.17 The huge gap between Chinese and American military capabilities (especially in terms of technological sophistication) has so far discouraged prediction of comparably disquieting trends on this dimension, but inklings of similar concerns may be reflected in occasionally alarmist reports about purchases of advanced Russian air and naval equipment, as well as concern that Chinese espionage may have undermined the American advantage in nuclear and missile technology, and speculation about the potential military purposes of China’s manned space program.18 Moreover, because a dominant state may react to the prospect of a crossover and believe that it is wiser to embrace the logic of preventive war and act early to delay a transition while the task is more manageable, Organski and Kugler’s power-transition theory also provides grounds for concern about the period prior to the possible crossover.19 pg. 647-650

Advantage Four: Dependence

Oil Price Spikes are coming - Peak oil inevitable by 2015 

Macalister 10 
(Terry, energy editor of the Guardian, “Branson Warns Oil Crunch is coming in the Next Five Years”, 2010, http://www.guardian.co.uk/business/2010/feb/07/branson-warns-peak-oil-close) CM

"The next five years will see us face another crunch – the oil crunch. This time, we do have the chance to prepare. The challenge is to use that time well," Branson will say. "Our message to government and businesses is clear: act," he says in a foreword to a new report on the crisis. "Don't let the oil crunch catch us out in the way that the credit crunch did." Other British executives who will support the warning include Ian Marchant, chief executive of Scottish and Southern Energy group, and Brian Souter, chief executive of transport operator Stagecoach. Their call for urgent government action comes amid a wider debate on the issue and follows allegations by insiders at the International Energy Agency that the organisation had deliberately underplayed the threat of so-called "peak oil" to avoid panic on the stock markets. Ministers have until now refused to take predictions of oil droughts seriously, preferring to side with oil companies such as BP and ExxonMobil and crude producers such as the Saudis, who insist there is nothing to worry about. But there are signs this is about to change, according to Jeremy Leggett, founder of the Solarcentury renewable power company and a member of a peak oil taskforce within the business community. "[We are] in regular contact with government; we have reason to believe their risk thinking on peak oil may be evolving away from BP et al's and we await the results of further consultations with keen interest." The issue came up at the recent World Economic Forum in Davos where Thierry Desmarest, chief executive of the Total oil company in France, also broke ranks. The world could struggle to produce more than 95m barrels of oil a day in future, he said – 10% above present levels. "The problem of peak oil remains." Chris Skrebowski, an independent oil consultant who prepared parts of the peak oil report for Branson and others, said that only recession is holding back a crisis: "The next major supply constraint, along with spiking oil prices, will not occur until recession-hit demand grows to the point that it removes the current excess oil stocks and the large spare capacity held by Opec. However, once these are removed, possibly as early as 2012-13 and no later than 2014-15, oil prices are likely to spike, imperilling economic growth and causing economic dislocation."
And, random variables mean an oil shock can come at any time

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//HH)

The United States burns more oil than any other nation and imports roughly 60% of the oil it consumes. n30 The Energy Information Administration (EIA) estimates that domestic consumption of petroleum will average 19.7 million barrels per day (bbl/d) in 2009. n31 Given America's mammoth level of consumption - popularly referenced as its "addiction to oil" n32 - and dependence on foreign sources of petroleum, the United States is particularly vulnerable to an oil supply shock. n33 An oil supply shock occurs when a perceived or actual decline in the supply of crude causes a rapid increase in the market price and subsequent harm to the economy as a whole. n34 Such a shock could come unexpectedly and arise under a variety of circumstances. n35 There is a high risk that violent conflict or political instability will disrupt oil supplies in the near future. n36 An attack on a pipeline or refinery in Nigeria, Iraq, or Saudi Arabia or a possible conflict between the United States and Iran could severely disrupt the flow of oil to the marketplace. n37 Even though Canada and Mexico are among the [*399] United States' primary sources of oil, n38 the United States would not be shielded from the effects of a supply disruption of this nature because the "price of oil is determined in the world market and depends mainly on the balance between world demand and supply." n39 This is reason for concern given that 85% of the world's proven reserves are in nations to which the Government Accountability Office assigns medium-to-high investment risk. n40 Of course, the severity of supply shocks will vary in degree. An attack on a pipeline, for example, would not be as significant as an obstruction to shipping traffic through the Strait of Hormuz, which would threaten the flow of 55% of the world's oil reserves. n41 Oil is a fungible commodity, and the ability of the international economy to absorb limited supply shocks has increased since the 1973 oil embargo. n42 The gravity of a supply shock is dependent on how suddenly it occurs, whether it will obstruct the flow of oil in the long-term, and the overall state of the economy: It is not clear how the economy would react to a sudden as opposed to a gradual increase in the price of oil or how it would overcome a long-term reduction in the oil supply. A jump in the cost of oil would strike at the margin of an economy that is facing substantially elevated oil cost already. n43 Extreme weather events, for example, are isolated; but even small losses of supply have regional consequences. The series of hurricanes that struck the Gulf of Mexico in the fall of 2008 significantly upset the southeastern oil distribution system, causing gasoline shortages throughout that region. n44 This relatively small shock, however, did not greatly affect the price of oil or alter long-term investment decisions in the energy market in the way that the onset of a fresh conflict in the Middle East could. n45 Structural problems throughout the petroleum sector also have the potential to instigate an economic crisis. n46 Eighty percent of the world's oil infrastructure is "corroded - literally rusting through ... ." n47 Some economists forecast that inadequate investment in production and refining infrastructure will cause a severe oil supply crunch within the next decade. n48 In other words, as demand for oil steadily increases, [*400] deteriorating infrastructure may impede the ability of oil producers to refine "below-ground oil resources ... into producing capacity." n49 A more notable limit on oil production capacity is that oil is a finite resource; one day in the not-too-distant future, oil production will reach its peak and then steadily decrease over time. n50 Many scholars have attempted to predict when world oil production will peak, and forecasts vary wildly. n51 A loose consensus of analysts, though, projects that worldwide conventional crude oil production n52 could peak before 2012. n53 The accepted rate of global oil depletion is 2.5% annually. n54 The production capacity of nearly all of the largest oil fields is already in decline, n55 and of the top twenty oil producing nations, which together account for 85% of all oil production, ten are already in decline. n56 The discovery of new oil fields is "just barely able to compensate for the decline [in production] from larger fields; [new discoveries] will not allow us to increase overall production any further." n57 After world oil production reaches its peak, it will decline at an exponential rate. n58 The effect will be a supply shock more severe than any [*401] the world has previously experienced. n59 The shock will significantly impair oil-reliant industries such as the transportation and agriculture sectors, n60 cause conflicts over energy resources, n61 and wreck the already-strained global economy. n62

That’s the biggest internal link to conflict and regional instability

Arizona State Law Journal 09

(41 Ariz. St. L.J. 315, “Choosing the Nuclear Option: The Case for a Strong Regulatory Response to Encourage Nuclear Energy Development, #315, Lexis//HH)

Additionally, the oil economy threatens American and global security in several ways. First, oil-exporting countries use their trade positions to constrain American foreign policy objectives. n40 The United States must carefully frame its foreign policy such that it does not upset oil markets. n41 As long as the United States relies so heavily on oil, it must pay credence to those who control the oil supply, effectively giving both friendly and hostile nations a critical bargaining chip. n42 Second, oil dependency may create conflict between oil purchasers, who must compete for the planet's limited supply; namely, oil could strain relations between the United States and the emerging economies of China and India, all of whom must power growing [*324] industrialized societies. n43 In other words, as fossil fuel demand continues to outpace supply, this limited-resource economy inevitably creates conflict, whether military or otherwise. n44 Third, oil dependency forces the United States to mortgage its energy future on volatile regions of the world, such as the Middle East, South Asia, and South America. n45 Such reliance allows regional instability to threaten United States oil supply and may even force the United States into conflict simply to protect its oil assets. Furthermore, although the average American likely sees rising gasoline prices as a harbinger of economic problems caused by oil's limited supply, the actual economic impact of declining oil supply will extend far beyond the gas pumps. Dangerously, this economic collapse will come sooner, rather than later, as peak oil approaches in the coming decades. n46 Even the last remaining oil is largely unavailable, because cost, technological, and political barriers prevent its use; remaining oil in other words, is only "theoretical." n47 Peak oil is the point at which global oil output reaches its maximum, the point at which the rate of production enters a terminal decline. n48 At this point, oil prices rise at an exponential and unstoppable rate because global supply cannot meet demand. n49 Peak oil would have an economic ripple effect "that would make 1929 look like a dress rehearsal and could touch off a deperate and probably violent contest for whatever oil supplies remained." n50 The rising price of oil is already impacting the economy in nearly all sectors - transportation, electricity, manufacturing. n51 Anticipated higher prices would force businesses either to endure the costs or to pass the costs on to consumers. n52 In either event, the wide-ranging economic effect would be devastating beyond recovery. Until this economic crash occurs, oil will continue to destroy the environment by depositing dangerous emissions into the atmosphere. As with coal, oil contributes strongly to pollution and global warming, risking extreme environmental damage to the planet and endangering populations' well-being. n53 Whether oil's legacy is systemic environmental and health [*325] damage or an eventual economic or planetary collapse, oil is ultimately unsustainable.

Extinction

Lendmen 07

(Stephen, “Resource Wars - Can We Survive Them?”, 6-6-7, http://www.rense.com/general76/resrouce.htm//HH)
Near the end of WW II, Franklin Roosevelt met with Saudi King ibn Saud on the USS Quincy. It began a six decade relationship guaranteeing US access to what his State Department called a "stupendous source of strategic power, and one of the greatest material prizes in world history" - the region's oil and huge amount of it in Saudi Arabia. Today, the Middle East has two-thirds of the world's proved oil reserves (around 675 billion barrels) and the Caspian basin an estimated 270 billion barrels more plus one-eighth of the world's natural gas reserves. It explains a lot about why we're at war with Iraq and Afghanistan and plan maintaining control over both countries. We want a permanent military presence in them aimed at controlling both regions' proved energy reserves with puppet regimes, masquerading as democracies, beholden to Washington as client states. They're in place to observe what their ousted predecessors ignored: the rules of imperial management, especially Rule One - we're boss and what we say goes. The Bush administration is "boss" writ large. It intends ruling the world by force, saying so in its National Security Strategy (NSS) in 2002, then updated in even stronger terms in 2006. It plainly states our newly claimed sovereign right allowed no other country - the right to wage preventive wars against perceived threats or any nations daring to challenge our status as lord and master of the universe. Key to the strategy is controlling the world's energy reserves starting with the Middle East and Central Asia's vast amount outside Russia and China with enough military strength to control their own, at least for now. These resources give us veto power over which nations will or won't get them and assures Big Oil gets the lion's share of the profits. In Iraq, the new "Hydrocarbon Law," if it passes the puppet parliament, is a shameless scheme to rape and plunder the country's oil treasure. It's a blueprint for privatization giving foreign investors (meaning US and UK mainly) a bonanza of resources, leaving Iraqis a sliver for themselves. Its complex provisions give the Iraqi National Oil Company exclusive control of just 17 of the country's 80 known oil fields with all yet-to-be-discovered deposits set aside for foreign investors. It's even worse with Big Oil free to expropriate all earnings with no obligation to invest anything in Iraq's economy, partner with Iraqi companies, hire local workers, respect union rights, or share new technologies. Foreign investors would be granted long-term contracts up to 35 years, dispossessing Iraq of its own resources in a scheme to steal them. That's what launched our road to war in 1991 having nothing to do with Saddam threatening anyone. It hasn't stopped since. The Bush (preventive war) Doctrine spelled out our intentions in June, 2002. It then became NSS policy in September getting us directly embroiled in the Middle East and Central Asia and indirectly with proxy forces in countries like Somalia so other oil-rich African nations (like Sudan) get the message either accede to our will or you're next in the target queue. With the world's energy supplies finite, the US heavily dependent on imports, and "peak oil" near or approaching, "security" for America means assuring a sustainable supply of what we can't do without. It includes waging wars to get it, protect it, and defend the maritime trade routes over which it travels. That means energy's partnered with predatory New World Order globalization, militarism, wars, ecological recklessness, and now an extremist US administration willing to risk Armageddon for world dominance. Central to its plan is first controlling essential resources everywhere, at any cost, starting with oil and where most of it is located in the Middle East and Central Asia. The New "Great Game" and Perils From It The new "Great Game's" begun, but this time the stakes are greater than ever as explained above. The old one lasted nearly 100 years pitting the British empire against Tsarist Russia when the issue wasn't oil. This time, it's the US with help from Israel, Britain, the West, and satellite states like Japan, South Korea and Taiwan challenging Russia and China with today's weapons and technology on both sides making earlier ones look like toys. At stake is more than oil. It's planet earth with survival of all life on it issue number one twice over. Resources and wars for them means militarism is increasing, peace declining, and the planet's ability to sustain life front and center, if anyone's paying attention. They'd better be because beyond the point of no return, there's no second chance the way Einstein explained after the atom was split. His famous quote on future wars was : "I know not with what weapons World War III will be fought, but World War IV will be fought with sticks and stones." Under a worst case scenario, it's more dire than that. There may be nothing left but resilient beetles and bacteria in the wake of a nuclear holocaust meaning even a new stone age is way in the future, if at all. The threat is real and once nearly happened during the Cuban Missile Crisis in October, 1962. We later learned a miracle saved us at the 40th anniversary October, 2002 summit meeting in Havana attended by the US and Russia along with host country Cuba. For the first time, we were told how close we came to nuclear Armageddon. Devastation was avoided only because Soviet submarine captain Vasily Arkhipov countermanded his order to fire nuclear-tipped torpedos when Russian submarines were attacked by US destroyers near Kennedy's "quarantine" line. Had he done it, only our imagination can speculate what might have followed and whether planet earth, or at least a big part of it, would have survived.

And, escalation will be quick – resulting in complete planetary annihilation
Bearden, 6/12/2000 
(Thomas – Association of Distinguished American Scientists and LTC, U.S. Army (Retired), Why The Energy Crisis Needlessly Exists and How to Solve It, p. www.cheniere.org/techpapers/Unnecessary%20Energy%20Crisis.doc)

History bears out that desperate nations take desperate actions. Prior to the final economic collapse, the stress on nations will have increased the intensity and number of their conflicts, to the point where the arsenals of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) now possessed by some 25 nations, are almost certain to be released. As an example, suppose a starving North Korea [7] launches nuclear weapons upon Japan and South Korea, including U.S. forces there, in a spasmodic suicidal response. Or suppose a desperate China--whose long-range nuclear missiles (some) can reach the United States--attacks Taiwan. In addition to immediate responses, the mutual treaties involved in such scenarios will quickly draw other nations into the conflict, escalating it significantly. Strategic nuclear studies have shown for decades that, under such extreme stress conditions, once a few nukes are launched, adversaries and potential adversaries are then compelled to launch on perception of preparations by one's adversary. The real legacy of the MAD concept is this side of the MAD coin that is almost never discussed. Without effective defense, the only chance a nation has to survive at all is to launch immediate full-bore pre-emptive strikes and try to take out its perceived foes as rapidly and massively as possible. As the studies showed, rapid escalation to full WMD exchange occurs. Today, a great percent of the WMD arsenals that will be unleashed, are already on site within the United States itself [8]. The resulting great Armageddon will destroy civilization as we know it, and perhaps most of the biosphere, at least for many decades. My personal estimate is that, beginning about 2007, on our present energy course we will have reached an 80% probability of this "final destruction of civilization itself" scenario occurring at any time, with the probability slowly increasing as time passes. One may argue about the timing, slide the dates a year or two, etc., but the basic premise and general time frame holds. We face not only a world economic crisis, but also a world destruction crisis. So unless we dramatically and quickly solve the energy crisis — rapidly replacing a substantial part of the "electrical power derived from oil" by "electrical power freely derived from the vacuum" — we are going to incur the final "Great Armageddon" the nations of the world have been fearing for so long. I personally regard this as the greatest strategic threat of all times — to the United States, the Western World, all the rest of the nations of the world, and civilization itself { } { }. What Is Required to Solve the Problem To avoid the impending collapse of the world economy and/or the destruction of civilization and the biosphere, we must quickly replace much of the "electrical energy from oil" heart of the crisis at great speed, and simultaneously replace a significant part of the "transportation using oil products" factor also.  

Contention Two: Solvency – 

The plan solves – establishing a price floor sends a signal for renewable energy development, while increasing revenue for transportation infrastructure

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//um-ef)

Congress should enact legislation to restructure the federal gasoline tax to better internalize the external costs of gasoline consumption and to send a price signal to investors that would afford them the certainty that they require to take risks on clean energy technology. The following Parts outline a recipe for how the government should accomplish this task. A. Phase-In a Price Floor and Variable Tax on Gasoline Congress should phase-in a price floor and variable tax on gasoline. The price floor mechanism begins with a target price. The amount of the variable tax is the difference between the target price and the market price. Thus, if the market price of a gallon of gasoline falls below the target, then the variable tax makes up the difference. n256 The "variable fuel tax ... increases as the market price drops and decreases as [market] prices rise." n257 If the market price rises above the price floor, then the variable tax becomes zero. The price floor and variable tax will function to stabilize the price at the pump: [*421] regardless of how much the market price fluctuates, the consumer will never pay less than the price floor for a gallon of gasoline. The target price is the key to the success of the price floor mechanism. If the target price is too low, then consumers will not change their consumption patterns and businesses will not feel confident enough to make investments in clean energy technology to the degree necessary to meaningfully contribute to the solution to climate change and oil dependence. If the target price is too high, then it could have a negative effect on economic productivity. There are two ways to limit the tax's economic fallout. First, the target price must not be set too high too early. This is easier said than done; but consider the state of the oil and gas market in mid-2008. The price of oil rose to $ 147 per barrel and gasoline peaked above $ 4 per gallon. Charles Krauthammer argues that "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." n258 The relentless march of oil prices through mid-2008 certainly affected economic productivity, but high oil prices are not among the primary causes of the financial crisis. n259 Dramatic spikes in the price of oil are inevitable in the long-term n260 and could arise in the short-term. n261 The alternative to a gradual decline in consumption beginning in the short-term is an abrupt decline in consumption brought on by a supply shock and severe economic contraction in the medium-to-long-term. n262 The longer the delay, the worse the contraction will be. n263 It took $ 4 per gallon gasoline to change American consumption patterns in 2008, and it may take less of a price increase to maintain more manageable consumption patterns in the future. n264 Therefore, the ultimate price target should be between $ 3 and $ 4. n265 A $ 4 gallon of gasoline would still cost less than the $ 5 to $ 15 that it would cost if the price were to include all of gasoline's externalities. n266 Moreover, gasoline would still be cheaper in the United States at $ 4 per gallon than it would be in Canada or many EU nations, which tax gasoline at much higher rates. n267 The second way to limit the tax's economic fallout is to phase it in. n268 Beginning with a modest price floor of $ 2 per gallon, for example, and gradually increasing the [*422] target over time would provide consumers and businesses with lead time to prepare for the increased fuel costs. If Congress offsets the gasoline tax increases by simultaneously phasing out payroll or income taxes, then it could set the gasoline price floor higher. As a failsafe, Congress could include a provision in the tax that would allow the IRS to adjust the target price based on its observed effects on gasoline consumption and economic activity. Finally, the statute should adjust the price floor to account for inflation. n269 B. Phase-In Increases in the Current Gasoline Tax In addition to establishing a variable tax on gasoline, Congress should maintain and increase the current excise gasoline tax. Retailers set the price of gasoline, but each phase of the value chain adds to the gasoline's cost. n270 Retailers incorporate these costs into the ultimate price. n271 If gasoline retailers and producers know that the new tax will force consumers to pay a minimum price, then they could simply raise their prices to capture the tax revenue that would otherwise go to the federal government. In other words, in response to a price floor on gasoline, the market could price gasoline equal to or near the statutorily mandated target price. With a price floor of $ 4 per gallon and a market price of, say, $ 3.50 per gallon, the federal government should collect $ 0.50 per gallon in tax revenue. Knowing that consumers will pay $ 4 per gallon, though, refiners, distributors, and retailers could simply raise their prices - thereby raising the market price - to, say, $ 3.75 per gallon. The market, then, would capture $ 0.25 per gallon that would otherwise have been federal tax revenue. Of course, competition always operates to drive down the market price, and this scenario also raises the specter of anticompetitive collusion and possible antitrust violations. This situation, though, is not outside the realm of possibility. States could also raise their respective gasoline taxes to capture a larger portion of the would-be federal tax revenue. Again, imagine a price floor of $ 4 per gallon and a market price of $ 3.50 per gallon in State A. State A, knowing that the federal price floor will compel consumers to pay $ 4 per gallon, could simply raise its own state tax on gasoline by $ 0.50 to capture the tax revenue that would otherwise go to the federal government. This scenario is easy to envision and likely to occur. To ensure that it captures a greater share of the revenue from the variable tax than the current $ 0.184 per gallon excise tax, the federal government should increase the federal excise tax rate. The level of the tax increase will depend on how much revenue the federal government determines that it wants to capture from the variable tax. If Congress phases out payroll or income taxes or issues rebates to low-income earners to offset the economic effects of the increase in the gasoline tax, then it will likely also need to increase its current excise tax on gasoline or make do with a smaller budget. Regardless of who captures the tax revenue, though, the establishment of a price floor on gasoline would send an appropriate price signal to the energy market and achieve more efficient cost/price integration than does the present market for gasoline. [*423] C. Revenue Distribution and Tax Offsets The current gasoline tax is the Highway Trust Fund's (HTF) primary source of revenue. n272 Many supporters of gasoline tax reform argue, however, that additional revenue from gasoline tax increases should be devoted to investment in renewable energy technology. n273 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. n274 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. n275 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, n276 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.

The plan kills damaging CAFÉ Standards and transitions away from government interventions into the market

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. One nice detail is that the $14 rebate is mildly progressive. The lower wage earner gets a slightly greater percentage of his payroll tax reduced than does the higher earner. But that's a side effect. The main point is that the federal government is left with no net revenue--even temporarily. And the average worker is left with no net loss. (As the tax takes effect and demand is suppressed, average gas consumption will begin to fall below 14 gallons a week. There would need to be a review, say yearly, to adjust the payroll tax rebate to maintain revenue neutrality. For example, at 13 gallons purchased per week, the rebate would be reduced to $13.) Of course, as with any simple proposal, there are complications. Doesn't reimbursement-by-payroll-tax-cut just cancel out the incentive to drive less and shift to fuel-efficient cars? No. The $14 in cash can be spent on anything. You can blow it all on gas by driving your usual number of miles, or you can drive a bit less and actually have money in your pocket for something else. There's no particular reason why the individual consumer would want to plow it all back into a commodity that is now $1 more expensive. When something becomes more expensive, less of it is bought. The idea that the demand for gasoline is inelastic is a myth. A 2007 study done at the University of California, Davis, shows that during the oil shocks of the late 1970s, a 20 percent increase in oil prices produced a 6 percent drop in per capita gas consumption. During the first half of this decade, demand proved more resistant to change--until the dramatic increases of the last two years. Between November 2007 and October 2008, the United States experienced the largest continual decline in driving history (100 billion miles). Last August, shortly after pump prices peaked at $4.11 per gallon, the year-on-year decrease in driving reached 5.6 percent--the largest ever year-to-year decline recorded in a single month, reported the Department of Transportation. (Records go back to 1942.) At the same time, mass transit--buses, subways, and light rail--has seen record increases in ridership. Amtrak reported more riders and revenue in fiscal 2008 than ever in its 37-year history. Gasoline demand can be stubbornly inelastic, but only up to a point. In this last run-up, the point of free fall appeared to be around $4. If it turns out that at the current world price of $39 a barrel, a $1 tax does not discourage demand enough to keep the price down, we simply increase the tax. The beauty of the gas tax is that we--and not OPEC--do the adjusting. And that increase in price doesn't go into the pocket of various foreign thugs and unfriendlies, but back into the pocket of the American consumer. What about special cases? Of course there are variations in how much people drive. It depends on geography, occupation, and a host of other factors. These variations are unavoidable, and in part, welcome. The whole idea is to reward those who drive less and to disadvantage those who drive more. Indeed, inequities of this sort are always introduced when, for overarching national reasons, government creates incentives and disincentives for certain behaviors. A tax credit for college tuition essentially takes money out of the non-college going population to subsidize those who do go--and will likely be wealthier in the end than their non-college contributors. Not very fair. Nonetheless, we support such incentives because college education is a national good that we wish to encourage. Decreased oil consumption is a similarly desirable national good. There will certainly be special cases, such as truck drivers and others for whom longer distance driving is a necessity that might warrant some special program of relief. That would require some small bureaucracy, some filings for exemption or rebate, and perhaps even some very minor tweak of the gas tax (say, an extra penny or two beyond the dollar). But that's a detail. Most people can drive less. They already do. Why a $1 tax? Because we need a significant increase in the cost of gasoline to change our habits--or, more accurately, maintain the new driving habits and auto purchase patterns that have already occurred as a result of the recent oil shock. We know from the history of the 1980s and 1990s that these habits will be undone and unlearned if gasoline remains at today's amazingly low price. In the very short time that prices have been this low, we have already seen a slight rebound in SUV sales. They remain far below the level of last year--in part because no one is buying anything in this recession, and in part because we have not fully recovered from the psychological impact of $4 gasoline. We are not quite ready to believe that gas will remain this low. But if it does remain this low, as the night follows day, we will resume our gas-guzzling habits. It might therefore be objected that a $1 gasoline tax won't be enough. If $4 was the price point that precipitated a major decrease in driving and a collapse of SUV sales, an immediate imposition of a $1 gas tax would only bring the average price to $2.65. To which I have two answers. First, my preliminary assumption is that it takes $4 to break the habit of gas-guzzling profligacy. But once that is done, it might take something less, only in the range of $3, to maintain the new habit. It may turn out that these guesses are slightly off. The virtue of a gas tax is that these conjectures can be empirically tested and refined, and the precise amount of the tax adjusted to consumer response. Second, my personal preference would be a $1.25 tax today (at $1.65 gasoline) or even a $1.50 tax if gas prices begin to slide below $1.50--the target being near-$3 gasoline. (The payroll tax rebate would, of course, be adjusted accordingly: If the tax is $1.50, the rebate is $21 a week.) The $1 proposal is offered because it seems more politically palatable. My personal preference for a higher initial tax stems from my assumption that the more sharply and quickly the higher prices are imposed, the greater and more lasting the effect on consumption. But whatever one's assumptions and choice of initial tax, the net-zero tax swap remains flexible, adjustable, testable, and nonbureaucratic. Behavior is changed, driving is curtailed, fuel efficiency is increased, without any of the arbitrary, shifting, often mindless mandates decreed by Congress. This is a major benefit of the gas tax that is generally overlooked. It is not just an alternative to regulation; because it is so much more efficient, it is a killer of regulation. The most egregious of these regulations are the fleet fuel efficiency (CAFE) standards forced on auto companies. Rather than creating market conditions that encourage people to voluntarily buy greener cars, the CAFE standards simply impose them. And once the regulations are written--with their arbitrary miles-per-gallon numbers and target dates--they are not easily changed. If they are changed, moreover, they cause massive dislocation, and yet more inefficiency, in the auto industry. CAFE standards have proven devastating to Detroit. When oil prices were relatively low, they forced U.S. auto companies to produce small cars that they could only sell at a loss. They were essentially making unsellable cars to fulfill mandated quotas, like steel producers in socialist countries meeting five-year plan production targets with equal disregard for demand. Yet the great 2008 run-up in world oil prices showed what happens without any government coercion. As the price of gas approached $4 a gallon, there was a collapse of big-car sales that caused U.S. manufacturers to begin cutting SUV production and restructuring the composition of their fleets. GM's CEO, for example, declared in June, "these prices are changing consumer behavior and changing it rapidly," and announced the closing of four SUV plants and the addition of a third shift in two plants making smaller cars. Which is precisely why a gas tax would render these government-dictated regulations irrelevant and obsolete. If you want to shift to fuel-efficient cars, don't mandate, don't scold, don't appeal to the better angels of our nature. Find the price point, reach it with a tax, and let the market do the rest. Yes, a high gas tax constitutes a very serious government intervention. But it has the virtue of simplicity. It is clean, adaptable, and easy to administer. Admittedly, it takes a massive external force to alter behavior and tastes. But given the national security and the economic need for more fuel efficiency, and given the leverage that environmental considerations will have on the incoming Democratic administration and Democratic Congress, that change in behavior and taste will occur one way or the other. Better a gas tax that activates free market mechanisms rather than regulation that causes cascading market distortions. 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.
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And, Gas Tax Goes to the Highway Trust Fund – its invested in Transportation Infrastructure

Jackson 2k6

(Pamela J. Jackson Analyst in Public Sector Economics Government and Finance Division ,“The Federal Excise Tax on Gasoline and the Highway Trust Fund: A Short History,” pg online @ http://assets.opencrs.com/rpts/RL30304_20060404.pdf //um-ef)

The Highway Revenue Act of 1956 established the federal Highway Trust Fund for the direct purpose of funding the construction of an interstate highway system, and aiding in the finance of primary, secondary, and urban routes. This act increased the tax on gasoline from two to three cents per gallon. Each time Congress has extended the Highway Trust Fund it has also extended the federal excise tax on gasoline. As recently as 1990 and 1993, Congress passed legislation dedicating a portion of gasoline tax revenue for deficit reduction. However, none of the current 18.4-cent per gallon tax imposed on gasoline is dedicated to the General Fund. One tenth of one cent per gallon is dedicated to the Leaking Underground Storage Tank Trust Fund; 2.86 cents per gallon is allocated for mass transit purposes and earmarked to the Mass Transit Account within the Highway Trust Fund; and the balance, 15.44 cents per gallon, is earmarked to the Highway Account, also within the Highway Trust Fund.

And, the Gas Tax goes to the HTF and straight to TI

US Federal News 1/25/2k6

(“REP. English Renews Effort To Help Ease Pain At The Pump,” pg lexis//um-ef)

The Gas Tax Relief Act would ease the financial burden caused by current market prices at the pump by suspending the 18.4 cent federal excise tax on gasoline for 30 days. Currently, proceeds from the federal gasoline tax go into the Highway Trust Fund, which is dedicated to highway programs. In order to maintain the necessary funds for these programs, the lost revenue caused by the temporary suspension, would be replenished by funds from the general revenue. -more-
2AC TI/Invest/Extra

1. We Meet – the Plan ONLY increases revenue DIRECTLY for TI – that’s federal spending 

2. We Meet– ALL of the Gas Tax revenue goes to the Highway Trust Fund – it’s used for Transportation Infrastructure Investment, and empirically its considered FEDERAL FUNDING

Jackson 2k6

(Pamela J. Jackson Analyst in Public Sector Economics Government and Finance Division ,“The Federal Excise Tax on Gasoline and the Highway Trust Fund: A Short History,” pg online @ http://assets.opencrs.com/rpts/RL30304_20060404.pdf //um-ef)

Highway Trust Fund The Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956 12 provided for a significant expansion in the federal-aid highway program and authorized federal funding over a longer period to permit long-range planning. It was considered necessary to authorize the entire interstate highway program to assure orderly planning and completion of this network of highways throughout the United States as efficiently and as economically as possible. Consequently, this act authorized appropriations for the13-year period from FY1957 through 1969 for this highway system. To make the federal aid highway program self-financing, the Highway Revenue Act of 195613 was incorporated as Title II of this legislation and imposed new taxes and increased others levied on highway users who directly benefitted from this program. Section 205 of this Highway Revenue Act authorized an increase in the federal gasoline tax from two to three cents per gallon for the16-year period from July 1, 1956, through June 30, 1972. After that, the Congress scheduled the tax to be reduced to 1.5 cents per gallon. Section 209 of this act authorized the creation of the Highway Trust Fund to which there was to be appropriated from the General Fund of the Treasury certain percentages of receipts derived from highway-user taxes: gasoline, diesel and special motor fuel, tread rubber, tires and inner tubes, trucks, buses, etc. One hundred percent of the federal gasoline tax receipts was transferred to the Highway Trust Fund. It was argued that transferring such taxes to the Highway Trust Fund was necessary to cover anticipated expenditures to be made under the federal aid highway program for the 16-year period from FY1957 through 1972. House Report 2022 (84th Congress), issued on this legislation, estimated that highway-user taxes would yield some $38.5 billion in revenues for this trust fund during this 16-year period — enough to cover anticipated expenditures of approximately $37.3 billion (during this same period) for the federal aid highway program. This legislation also arranged for refunding a certain portion of federal gasoline taxes paid that were used for non-highway purposes or by local transit systems. Since enactment of this legislation, Congress has continued to pass laws extending the life of the Highway Trust Fund and extending and increasing the rates imposed on gasoline. Under Section 201(a) of the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1959,14 the federal gasoline tax was increased from three to four cents per gallon which was to be in effect from October 1, 1959, through June 30, 1961. Under Section 201(b) of the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1961,15 this four-cent rate was extended beyond June 30, 1961. The scheduled reduction to1.5 cents per gallon, which the Highway Revenue Act of 1956 had authorized to take place on July 1, 1972, was deferred until October 1, 1972. Following the 1961 Act, the next law affecting the federal gasoline tax was the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1970.16 Under Section 303(a)(6) of this act, the scheduled reduction in the rate of this tax to 1.5 cents per gallon was deferred from September 30, 1972, to September 30, 1977. Again in 1976, an extension of excise tax rates without the scheduled rate reductions allocated to the Highway Trust Fund was provided in Title III of the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1976.17 The Interstate Highway System was obviously not going to be completed in 1977 (it was estimated in 1976 that it might be completed in 1988). Lack of time to study and report to Congress on modifications to the Highway Trust Fund led to the two-year extension. Congress was concerned that without this legislation funding would be interrupted. Thus, Congress merely delayed decision-making until it could gather additional information. Two years later, Congress had not yet decided on modifications to the Trust Fund and its related taxes. The Ways and Means Committee accepted the recommendation of the Public Works Committee and approved an extension of the Trust Fund and the taxes payable to the Fund. This five-year extension through September 30, 1984, became part of the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1978.18 Congress gathered extensive information on highway finance and related taxes in 1982. Two major studies were submitted to Congress. The first was a cost allocation study done by the Department of Transportation in May 1982. The second was a study of the excise tax structure that the Department of the Treasury provided to Congress in December 1982. Further, Congress held more than a dozen hearings before the passage of the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982.19 The act contains what is commonly called the 4R Program: interstate reconstruction, resurfacing, restoration, and rehabilitation. The completion and selective expansion of the Interstate Highway System remained the primary goals under the bill. Congress raised the gasoline excise tax from its previous level of four cents per gallon to nine cents per gallon. With this increase, Congress eliminated some highway user charges while increasing others. The act also provided that one cent of the five-cent increase in the motor fuel taxes was to be allocated for mass transit purposes. The bill set up a special Mass Transit Account for expenditures made under the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964. In 1986, in response to concerns for the cost of the cleanup of leaking underground storage tanks containing petroleum products, Congress established the Leaking Underground Storage Tank Trust Fund.20 This fund received revenues of 0.1 cent per gallon on the sale or use of gasoline (first effective January 1, 1987). Congress scheduled the tax to expire on the earlier of December 31, 1991, or the last day of the month in which the Secretary of the Treasury estimated that net revenues in the fund were at least $500 million. This additional tax ended after August 31, 1990, because the Leaking Underground Storage Trust Fund had reached its net revenue target for cancellation.21 The Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 198722 extended the highway-related excise taxes (including the tax on gasoline) through September 30, 1993. Gasoline Excise Tax for Deficit Reduction Under provisions of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990 (OBRA90)23 the tax rate on highway and motorboat fuels was increased by five cents per gallon. Thus, the tax increased from nine to 14 cents per gallon of gasoline. Half of the increase in revenues from the gasoline tax imposed on highway use vehicles was dedicated as additional funding for the Highway Trust Fund. The remaining half of revenues was deposited in the General Fund and dedicated for federal deficit reduction. Of the 2.5-cent increase dedicated to the Highway Trust Fund, 0.5 cent was dedicated to the Mass Transit Account in that trust fund. Thus, Congress raised the Mass Transit Account funding from one cent to 1.5 cents. OBRA90 also reinstated the Leaking Underground Storage Tank Trust Fund (LUST). The LUST tax recommenced at the same 0.1-cent per gallon tax rate.24 The 14-cent tax rate was scheduled to expire on September 30, 1995, while the LUST tax was scheduled to terminate three months later on December 31, 1995. The conventional view that had held since the establishment of the Highway Trust Fund, which was that the gasoline tax was a user tax, was challenged. With the passage of OBRA90, the gasoline tax returned to the role it served prior to 1957: a general fund revenue source, at least in part. The following year Congress passed the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) of 1991.25 The revenue title is the Surface Transportation Revenue Act of 1991. This act extended the highway-related excise taxes (including the tax on gasoline in section 8002(a)(3)) for four years. Hence, this law extended the tax on gasoline (without an increase in tax rate) through September 30, 1999. In addition, under provisions of the act, states were permitted to spend their Highway Trust Fund grants on a broader range of alternative transportation modes and related infrastructure needs. This was done in response to the argument that highway users benefit from expenditures on mass transit and other transportation modes because the availability of these travel alternatives alleviates congestion on existing highways which in turn reduces the need to build additional roadways. Also included in provisions of ISTEA was the establishment of a new trust fund known as the National Recreational Trails Trust Fund. This fund receives tax transfers from the Highway Trust Fund that represent tax receipts (imposed on gasoline, diesel, and special motor fuels) collected from non-highway recreational fuel use. Examples of recreational fuels are those used in vehicles on recreational trails or back country terrain, and non-business fuel used in outdoor recreational equipment such as camp stoves. Once again, the gasoline excise tax was changed under provisions of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 (OBRA93; (Section 13241(a)).26 Under provisions of OBRA93, the additional 2.5-cent gasoline tax dedicated for deficit reduction was transferred to the Highway Trust Fund beginning October 1, 1995. This additional 2.5-cents tax rate was extended from October 1, 1995, to September 30, 1999. The highway portion of the fund receives two cents, while the Mass Transit Account is credited with 0.5 cent of the increased funding. In addition, OBRA93 provided for a permanent, additional 4.3 cents per gallon tax on gasoline starting on October 1, 1993. Thus, the combination of the 2.5-cents OBRA90 gasoline tax rate and the permanent 4.3-cent OBRA93 gasoline tax rate resulted in a total of 6.8 cents per gallon dedicated to deficit reduction purposes between October 1, 1993, and October 1, 1995. Revenues collected from this 6.8-cent portion of the tax were placed in the General Fund of the United States Treasury. As previously related, provisions of OBRA90 terminated the LUST tax rate of 0.1 cent on December 31, 1995. Thus, the 18.3 cents federal gasoline excise tax rate was in effect from January 1, 1996, to October 1, 1997, before increasing to 18.4 cents with the reintroduction of the LUST tax. This 18.3-cent rate includes the permanent 4.3 cents initially dedicated to federal deficit reduction but which now goes to the Highway Trust Fund. During the early months of 1996, the price of gasoline at the pump was rising and a renewed interest developed in federal gasoline excise taxes. Three principal views developed. The first view was that the 4.3 cents increase in federal excise taxes imposed under OBRA93 should be repealed. Proponents of repeal argued that the 4.3 cents repeal could lead to a similar reduction in gasoline pump prices. Two camps developed which supported retaining the tax. Some supporters of the tax expressed the view that while the 4.3-cent tax should be retained, the tax revenues should be returned to the Highway Trust Fund for long-term capital improvements. They argued for increased funding of the nation’s highway infrastructure. Others expressed the view that the monies should continue to be collected and used for deficit reduction. This camp of supporters argued that the gasoline price increase was temporary and that over the long term prices would trend lower. Partially in response to this debate, the Chairman of the House Ways and Means Committee, Representative Bill Archer, appointed a bi-partisan group to examine the tax treatment of each of the transportation modes with a goal of rationalizing the current myriad tax rules applying to the transportation sector. Included in the Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997 27 was a provision that returns the General Fund portion of the tax back to the Highway Trust Fund. This provision, first added by a Senate amendment (and modified in conference), provides that the 4.3-cent tax is divided between the Highway Account (3.45 cents) and the Mass Transit Account (0.85 cent). The provision was effective on October 1, 1997. Thus, of the total 18.3 cents dedicated to the Highway Trust Fund, 15.44 cents goes to the Highway Account and 2.86 cents to the Mass Transit Account.28 As a consequence, the disposition of revenues was altered by the act so that all revenues now accrue to the Highway Trust Fund and none are applied to deficit reduction. Consumers experienced no price change due to enactment of this provision since the federal tax rate on gasoline remained the same.

3. that proves the Plan Cant be Extra Topical – it cant be dedicated for anything else 

4. [insert counter-interp]

W/M: Federal Spending

And, increasing gas tax is invest – its key transportation funding

U.S. Federal News 6/29

(“Congress Passes Highway, Transit Bill,” pg online @ http://www.governing.com/news/federal/gov-congress-releases-details-of-transportation-legislation.html //um-ef)

Congress has finally passed a bill authorizing federal spending on highways and transit for the next two years, just a day before the current legislation was set to expire. It's legislation that's more than two-and-a-half years in the making. SAFETEA-LU -- the previous version of the legislation -- expired in September 2009, and Congress has passed nine temporary extensions since then to keep the country's transportation programs afloat. On Friday afternoon, the U.S. House of Representatives passed the transportation authorization bill on a 373-52 vote. Shortly afterwards, the U.S. Senate passed the legislation 74-19. The bills were part of a package included with legislation that prevented student loan rate increases. The sentiment among most stakeholders is that while the legislation wasn't particularly ambitious -- it fails to substantively increase funding for transportation, and it relies on what many call accounting gimmicks to provide the funding that's there -- it's better than allowing the legislation to expire. As recently as last week, some legislators, stakeholders and advocates believed the legislation was at risk of dying, as it appeared negotiators on a conference committee might not reach agreement. "People did not think this was possible," Sen. Mary Landrieu (D-La.) said on the floor of the Senate after the legislation passed. The previous longstanding uncertainty about transportation legislation had caused endless frustration for state and local leaders, who said the nine stopgap extensions made it difficult to conduct long-range planning for big infrastructure projects, since they didn't know how much federal funding to expect in the future. Relief is now in sight. Highlights of the legislation include provisions to streamline the federal approval process of transportation infrastructure projects and consolidate the number of highway programs by two-thirds in a move that's being praised as a way to reduce red tape and promote efficiency. The legislation also gives "categorical exclusions" to some types of projects that exempt them from the full force of federal environmental regulations. That includes repairs to infrastructure damaged in emergencies, work being done in some existing rights-of-way, and projects that get a low percentage of federal funding. Environmentalists don't like those reforms, but state highway programs will likely enjoy less red tape and delays as they pursue projects. The bill does not include approval of the controversial Keystone XL pipeline, which House Republicans had hoped to include. “This agreement will help strengthen our nation’s construction industry and provide stability to highway, bridge and infrastructure projects across the country," said Rep. John Mica (R-Fla.), who chairs the U.S. House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, in a statement earlier this week when it became clear the legislation was poised to pass. Sen. Barbara Boxer (D-Calif.), who chairs the U.S. Senate Environment and Public Works Committee, said the agreement "provides stability and flexibility for the nation's transportation planners, invests in America's crumbling roads and bridges, and puts people back to work." The legislation doesn't increase federal gas taxes, and legislators never seriously considered doing so, even though it's a step most experts believe is necessary to protect the long-term solvency of the Highway Trust Fund, which helps fund the federal government's transportation spending.
Taxation = TI Investment/Spending

The CBO is the FEDERAL AUTHORITY on spending and government costs – the two ways to increase infrastructure investments are through increased spending or increased taxation
Congressional Budget Office 2k8

(“Issues and Options in Infrastructure Investment,” pg online @ http://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/cbofiles/ftpdocs/91xx/doc9135/05-16-infrastructure.pdf //um-ef)

Options for Meeting Demand for Infrastructure Services Broadly speaking, the federal government can take four basic approaches— separately or together—to contribute to meeting the growing demand for services associated with the nation’s infrastructure: It can increase spending, improve the cost-effectiveness of tax expenditures, reduce the cost of providing infrastructure, and promote reductions in demand for services to an economically efficient level. Increase Federal Spending If the Congress were to decide that there is justification for building additional infrastructure, it could choose to increase federal spending (although such increases might not translate dollar for dollar into increased total spending if state governments or other funders decided in response to redirect some of their own spending away from infrastructure). Increases in federal support for infrastructure could come from any combination of increased receipts, reduced spending elsewhere, and higher deficits. However, most such funding currently comes either from dedicated receipts or through tax expenditures. Most of the federal government’s programs for surface transportation are financed through the Highway Trust Fund (see Appendix B). About 90 percent of total revenues credited to the trust fund come from two taxes on motor fuels. The tax of 18.4 cents per gallon on gasoline and gasoline–ethanol blends currently accounts for about two-thirds of the trust fund’s total revenues. The levy of 24.3 cents per gallon on diesel fuel accounts for about one-quarter more. 22 Both tax rates have been unchanged since 1993. In 2007, receipts to the Highway Trust Fund from those taxes totaled about $38.8 billion. The trust fund’s taxes are scheduled to expire in 2011. If they are reauthorized at current levels, CBO projects that, over the coming decade, revenues credited to the trust fund will rise at an average annual rate of about 2 percent. However, they will decline as a share of GDP (which CBO expects to rise at an average annual rate of 4.4 percent during the same period), from 0.28 percent of GDP in 2007 to 0.20 percent of GDP in 2018. The main reason for that relative decline is that fuel tax collections depend on the quantity of fuel consumed rather than on the price of gasoline. Moreover, the purchasing power of fuel taxes has eroded since 1993. On the basis of a price index produced by the Bureau of Economic Analysis to analyze spending by state and local governments, CBO estimates that a current gasoline tax would need to be about 30 cents per gallon to match 1993 purchasing power. CBO projects that, even before the current taxes expire, the trust fund’s highway account will be depleted because revenues are not keeping pace with the outlays that have increased under the latest two authorization acts (see Appendix B). To avoid that result, spending must be reduced or the revenues going into the trust fund must be increased. On the basis of information supplied by the Joint Committee on Taxation (JCT), CBO estimates that a 1 cent increase in gasoline and diesel taxes would raise about $1.8 billion per year for the trust fund over the next 10 years and that a 10 cent increase would raise about $18 billion annually. 23 The National Surface Transportation Policy and Revenue Study Commission recommended that the Congress raise fuel taxes between 25 cents and 40 cents per gallon, by 2012, to help finance infrastructure investments. Using information from JCT, CBO estimates that an increase of 25 cents per gallon would generate $44 billion per year for the trust fund; an increase of 40 cents would generate $70 billion annually
And, the gas tax is the FUNDING mechanism to finance investment in TI

Yglesias 2k11

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

GT = TI Invest

Increased Gas Tax increases investment in infrastructure

Robinson 2k10

(Aaron, “Aaron Robinson: Can’t We Just Talk About a Gasoline Tax?,” pg online @ http://www.caranddriver.com/columns/aaron-robinson-cant-we-just-talk-about-a-gasoline-tax //um-ef)

To those, I’ll add a few predictions of my own. We’d get better cars with a gas tax than with CAFE, especially a tax that establishes a floor for pump prices. Having a five-year lead time to plan a product that will live or die on the future spot price for crude makes the industry extremely risk averse. Investment in cool, compact vehicles with small, high-efficiency gas and diesel engines—such as the gems that rule Europe’s roads—requires some confidence that people will buy them. A fuel tax would help instill that confidence without forcing down our throats the desperate, costly changes necessitated by CAFE. And if enough people still want Lincoln Navigators, Ford could still build them. Also, America needs more of its money to stay at home. For decades, we’ve been transferring vast quantities of our wealth to the world oil cartel. And, as we aren’t very good at saving, much of what’s left in our pockets bleeds away to places like China. A fuel tax would keep more of that money at home, where, if we ride our leaders to use it where it’s desperately needed, it will pay for fixing our worn-out infrastructure. Any revenue generated by CAFE’s higher sticker prices goes to automakers and their suppliers and shareholders, wherever they may be (hint: frequently not in the United States).

(_) Transportation infrastructure investment includes gas tax

Wiener 9 – 
[Aaron, the Washington Independent “More Experts Back LaHood’s Mileage Tax Proposal” 2/26/09 http://washingtonindependent.com/31726/more-experts-back-lahoods-mileage-tax-proposal //NGopaul]

The National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Financing Commission, established by Congress “to address the growing transportation infrastructure investment deficit,” released a report today advocating a 10-cent gas tax, to be replaced by a vehicle mileage tax in 2020.

GT = Fed Financing

And, Highway Trust Fund is to support Highway Program Financing

AASHTO 2k7

(American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, “Revenue Sources to Fund transportation Needs,” pg online @ http://www.transportation1.org/tif4report/TIF4-1.pdf //um-ef)

The current Federal gasoline tax rate is 18.4 cents per gallon, of which 15.44 cents is dedicated to the Highway Account of the Highway Trust Fund, and 2.86 cents is dedicated to the Mass Transit Account. The tax rate on diesel fuel is 24.4 cents, of which 21.44 cents is deposited to the Highway Account, and 2.86 cents to the Transit Account. One-tenth of a cent of both gasoline and diesel fuel taxes goes to the Leaking Underground Storage Tank Trust Fund. According to the U.S. Treasury, federal Highway Trust Fund revenues will have grown from $22.2 billion in 1995 to $39.7 billion in 2007, a 12-year increase of 79 percent. In 1998, fuel tax revenues from the 4.3 cent increase was recaptured by the Highway Trust Fund. While the increase was passed in 1993, Congress had used the funds for the national deficit reduction. The 4.3-cent increase is one of the factors which enabled the significant increase in revenues over this period. In 2007, $26 billion in revenues is expected to come from gas taxes and $9.8 billion from diesel taxes. So 90 percent of Highway Trust Fund revenues is expected to come from fuel taxes. The remaining 10 percent is expected to come from commercial vehicle taxes and fees including a sales tax on trucks, tire taxes, and a heavy vehicle use tax. Highway Trust Fund receipts are forecast to increase from $39.7 billion in 2007 to $48 billion by 2017. The chart below from the U.S.Treasury estimates future revenues for 2007 by source.

A key revenue question Congress directed the Commission to assess is “whether the amount of revenue flowing into the Highway Trust Fund is likely to increase, decrease, or remain constant, taking into consideration the impact of possible changes in vehicle choice, fuel use, or travel alternatives?” The Commission was asked to build on related analysis such as the recent Transportation Research Board study on alternatives to the fuel tax to support highway program financing. Prior to the Commission being created, there was speculation that the fuel efficiency of the vehicles on America’s highways was increasing so fast, and the use of alternative fuel was advancing at such a rate, that the fuel tax could no longer be relied on to support the Highway Trust Fund. A review of current studies shows that that speculation is not supported by the facts. The 2006, TRB study titled, The Fuel Tax and Alternatives for Transportation Funding, concluded that fuel taxes would continue to be a viable source of support for the Highway Trust Fund for at least the next 15 years. The report stated, “The risk is not great that the challenges evident today will prevent the highway finance system from maintaining its historical performance over the next 15 years.” The Environmental Protection Agency in its July 2006 report, Light-Duty Automotive Technology and Fuel Economy Trends: 1975 Through 2006, showed that the fuel economy measured in average miles per gallon for the light-duty automotive fleet, which is made up of automobiles, light trucks, and sports utility vehicles, actually has declined 5 percent over the past 19 years from 22.1 mpg in 1987 to 21 mpg in 2006. (Figure 2.)

Needs Assessment Summary AASHTO’s February 2007 report titled, “Future Needs of the U.S. Surface Transportation System,” made the following findings: The future needs of the U.S. surface transportation system are great and the costs to provide them are increasing. Much of the system of highways, bridges, public transportation, and railroads built during the past century is getting older and needs to be rebuilt or replaced. Our population grew by 130 million over the past 50 years, and is expected to increase by 140 million over the next 50 years. Highway demand measured in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) has increased five-fold over the past 50 years, from 600 billion VMT to three trillion VMT, and is expected to continue to grow by over 2 percent annually. Because of a strong economy, which is increasingly dependent on international trade, freight demand is increasing. Truck freight is expected to double by 2035, and rail freight to grow by more than 60 percent. The amount of highway mileage added over the past 50 years, especially that provided through the construction of highway arterials, was substantial. However, the increase in travel has been so great that most of the capacity and redundancy planned when the system was built has been used up. Over the past 50 years, to reduce costs and increase productivity, railroad track miles have been reduced from 380,000 to 175,000 miles. However, current demand on railroads has resulted in a capacity shortage. As a consequence of these factors, congestion on the highways and on the railroads is a growing problem in nearly every region of the country. The costs of preserving and modernizing the system in place, as well as providing the capacity needed for the future, are substantial. Because of a spike in commodity prices for steel, concrete, asphalt, petroleum, and construction machinery over the past three years, skyrocketing construction costs are eroding the purchasing power of the funding being provided by federal, state, and local governments and the railroads. So the United States faces three challenges. As never before we are engaged in an intensive competition in the global economy with Japan and Europe and emerging economies such as China and India, all of which are investing massively to modernize their transportation systems. Our current levels of capital investment for highways, transit and rail fall 40 to 50 percent short of the levels needed. The purchasing power of the funding currently provided is being undercut by rapidly increasing construction costs.

Plan = Capital Investment

T-Type Card – Good Language

AASHTO 2k7

(American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, “Revenue Sources to Fund transportation Needs,” pg online @ http://www.transportation1.org/tif4report/TIF4-1.pdf //um-ef)

Restoring the Purchasing Power of Federal Assistance Commodity prices for steel, concrete, petroleum, asphalt, and construction machinery increased dramatically in 2004 to 2007. As a result, it is our estimate that between 1993, the year in which federal fuel taxes were last adjusted, and 2015, construction costs will have increased by at least 70 percent. (Figure 4.) To restore the purchasing power of the program, federal highway funding will have to be increased from $43 billion in 2009 to $73 billion by 2015. Over the past 15 years, the federal share of highway capital spending has been 45 percent, and the state and local share 55 percent. To sustain their share at 55 percent of the total in 2015, state and local governments would have to increase their investment to $89 billion. Federal gas tax rates have remained static since 1993 when the rate was increased to 18.3 cents with 4.3 cents dedicated to the General Fund for deficit reduction. (Figure 6.) The Highway Trust Fund did not receive any investment benefit until 1998 when the 4.3 cents were recaptured. Our estimate of what it would take to restore the program’s purchasing power is calculated to coincide with the level of revenue in 1998 under TEA-21. Inflation has and will continue to dramatically decrease the purchasing power of current revenues due to a lack of rate adjustments. Because of the rising costs of construction, the value of the 18.3 cents Federal gas tax rate will decline 55 percent or to 8.3 cents between 1998 and the end of 2015, if corrective action is not taken to preserve Federal capital investment. Between 2009 and 2015, federal fuel taxes would have to be increased by a total of 10 cents or its equivalent: 3 cents or its equivalent in 2009 to sustain the program at the level guaranteed in SAFETEA-LU, and another 7 cents or its equivalent in 2010 to restore the program’s purchasing power. (Figure 5.) Historical Background on Federal Fuel Tax Rate Adjustments Because fuel tax rates are set as a fixed number of cents per gallon, they lose purchasing power as program costs increase. This has been the pattern for the past 50 years. To deal with this problem Congress has periodically adjusted fuel tax rates. To fund the Interstate Highway System, President Eisenhower signed bills increasing fuel taxes from two to four cents in the late 1950s. Twenty-five years later, after the Highway Trust Fund lost 62 percent of its purchasing power, President Reagan successfully urged Congress to raise fuel taxes by 5 cents. In 1990, President H.W. George Bush agreed to sign a bill increasing fuel taxes 5 cents, and in 1993 President Clinton persuaded Congress to increase fuel taxes by 4.3 cents. The last two increases were enacted to help reduce the deficit, but revenues were later recaptured by the Highway Trust Fund. (Figure 6.) The time is approaching when Congress will have to face the need to adjust the fuel tax rate again to restore the program’s purchasing power.
Others Prove plan = T

(_) Highway programs are usually funded by taxes

Transportation Research Board 6 – 
[The Transportation Research Board is a division of the National Research Council, which serves as an independent adviser to the President, the Congress and federal agencies on scientific and technical questions of national importance.  “The Fuel Tax and Alternatives For Transportation Funding” 2006 http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/sr/sr285.pdf //NGopaul]

Highway1 programs derive most of their funding from user fees, which are special taxes and charges incurred by vehicle operators in relation to their use of roads. Governments dedicate most highway user fee revenue to highway spending ($85 billion out of $107 billion collected in 2004) and also devote a share to transit ($11 billion in 2004). Fuel taxes generate most highway user fee revenue (64 percent of the total in 2004); other user fee revenues are from vehicle registration fees, excise taxes on truck sales, and tolls.

(_) HSR is implemented with new revenue

Logistics View 11 – 
[“White House wants high-speed rail funding” 2/8/11

http://logisticsview.com/index.php?/201102092879/intermodal-news/white-house-wants-high-speed-rail-funding.html //NGopaul]

30th Street Station, where the nation's only rail line approaching high speed passes through, as the backdrop to announce that the White House will be asking Congress to invest $53 billion over six years in faster passenger rail. The funding, like the $8 billion set aside in the 2008 economic stimulus for the same purpose, would support building new high-speed rail corridors and upping speeds on existing lines. Biden said it's about "seizing the future." For President Barack Obama, creating a European-style rail system in the United States, with trains whisking passengers between cities at up to 240 mph, has shaped his transportation vision from Day 1. His administration has identified 11 corridors, including the Keystone Corridor that runs from Philadelphia through Harrisburg to Pittsburgh, as potential routes for high-speed rail. In his State of the Union address at the end of January, Obama announced a goal of providing high-speed rail access to 80 percent of Americans in 25 years. "We say amen," said Sean O'Shea, vice president for outreach and development at Building America's Future, a coalition started in part by former Gov. Ed Rendell. The plan aligns with Obama's calls for global competitiveness, but runs contrary to his promise to freeze discretionary spending for the next five years. To pay for it, Obama will have to propose deep spending cuts elsewhere or find a new revenue source. Biden announced that Obama's proposal for a six-year authorization of surface transportation programs, which traditionally covers only highways, bridges and transit, would now include intercity passenger rail. The authorization has been delayed more than a year because there is a shortage of revenue and no one can decide where to find the money.

(_) Mass transit is funded with new revenue

Gallibrand 12 – 
[Kirsten, United States Senator for New York “Schumer, Gillibrand Protect New York Mass Transit Funding and Block House Efforts to Gut Transit Formula; Bill Now Headed to President’s Desk for Signature” 6/29/12 http://www.gillibrand.senate.gov/newsroom/press/release/schumer-gillibrand-protect-new-york-mass-transit-funding-and-block-house-efforts-to-gut-transit-formula-bill-now-headed-to-presidents-desk-for-signature- //NGopaul]

In February, Schumer and Gillibrand urged members of the conference committee to reject the House legislation, and today they announced they had successfully blocked it. Schumer and Gillibrand noted limiting the highway trust fund just to roads would have made it more difficult for states to efficiently move commuters, reduce congestion and maintain a world-class transportation network. Having blocked this legislation, the transportation bill will now continue long-standing precedent and dedicate a fair share of the new revenue to the mass transit account. Moreover, Senators Schumer and Gillibrand successfully negotiated public transportation formula funding so New York will be awarded an additional $200 million in new direct funding. This funding level will enable the New York State’s public transportation systems to address a portion of the repair, rehabilitation and replacement needs.

*****Inherency/SQ*****

SQ Transportation Bill Fails

Current bill funds based on accounting gimmicks – HTF will still run out

U.S. Federal News 6/29

(“Congress Passes Highway, Transit Bill,” pg online @ http://www.governing.com/news/federal/gov-congress-releases-details-of-transportation-legislation.html //um-ef)

Congress has finally passed a bill authorizing federal spending on highways and transit for the next two years, just a day before the current legislation was set to expire. It's legislation that's more than two-and-a-half years in the making. SAFETEA-LU -- the previous version of the legislation -- expired in September 2009, and Congress has passed nine temporary extensions since then to keep the country's transportation programs afloat. On Friday afternoon, the U.S. House of Representatives passed the transportation authorization bill on a 373-52 vote. Shortly afterwards, the U.S. Senate passed the legislation 74-19. The bills were part of a package included with legislation that prevented student loan rate increases. The sentiment among most stakeholders is that while the legislation wasn't particularly ambitious -- it fails to substantively increase funding for transportation, and it relies on what many call accounting gimmicks to provide the funding that's there -- it's better than allowing the legislation to expire. As recently as last week, some legislators, stakeholders and advocates believed the legislation was at risk of dying, as it appeared negotiators on a conference committee might not reach agreement. "People did not think this was possible," Sen. Mary Landrieu (D-La.) said on the floor of the Senate after the legislation passed. The previous longstanding uncertainty about transportation legislation had caused endless frustration for state and local leaders, who said the nine stopgap extensions made it difficult to conduct long-range planning for big infrastructure projects, since they didn't know how much federal funding to expect in the future. Relief is now in sight. Highlights of the legislation include provisions to streamline the federal approval process of transportation infrastructure projects and consolidate the number of highway programs by two-thirds in a move that's being praised as a way to reduce red tape and promote efficiency. The legislation also gives "categorical exclusions" to some types of projects that exempt them from the full force of federal environmental regulations. That includes repairs to infrastructure damaged in emergencies, work being done in some existing rights-of-way, and projects that get a low percentage of federal funding. Environmentalists don't like those reforms, but state highway programs will likely enjoy less red tape and delays as they pursue projects. The bill does not include approval of the controversial Keystone XL pipeline, which House Republicans had hoped to include. “This agreement will help strengthen our nation’s construction industry and provide stability to highway, bridge and infrastructure projects across the country," said Rep. John Mica (R-Fla.), who chairs the U.S. House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, in a statement earlier this week when it became clear the legislation was poised to pass. Sen. Barbara Boxer (D-Calif.), who chairs the U.S. Senate Environment and Public Works Committee, said the agreement "provides stability and flexibility for the nation's transportation planners, invests in America's crumbling roads and bridges, and puts people back to work." The legislation doesn't increase federal gas taxes, and legislators never seriously considered doing so, even though it's a step most experts believe is necessary to protect the long-term solvency of the Highway Trust Fund, which helps fund the federal government's transportation spending.

Uniq: No Revenue

And, the bill just passed does NOTHING to solve the revenue issue – increasing the gas tax is essential 

Kansas City Start 1/3

(“Federal highway fund is running on fumes,” Pg online @ http://www.kansascity.com/2012/07/01/3687765/federal-highway-fund-is-running.html#storylink=cpy //um-ef)

WASHINGTON -- Last week, lawmakers in Congress approved a bill that keeps highway and transit spending at current levels for the next two years, but there was a catch: They came up nearly $20 billion short. Rather than cut spending or raise taxes to make up the difference, they tapped the U.S. Treasury, something they’d done three times already. Transportation and budget experts say lawmakers can’t have it both ways: The once-self-sustaining mechanism for highway spending no longer works the way it was intended. For half a century, revenue from federal taxes on gasoline and diesel fuel paid for the nation’s highway projects. But since 2008, lawmakers have transferred $35 billion in general funds into the Highway Trust Fund to keep it from going bankrupt. Negotiators who sorted out the differences between the Republican-majority House of Representatives and the Democratic-controlled Senate call it a necessary compromise; fiscal conservatives call it deficit spending. “We have a shell game up here,” Sen. Rand Paul, R-Ky., said Friday before he voted against the bill. “We say one thing’s going to pay for it. Now this is going to pay for it. Money disappears.” There are potential solutions on the table, including increasing the gasoline tax or replacing it with another dedicated source of funding. Other proposals would shift more responsibility for funding transportation projects to the states. Some states have acted already. But it took three years for Congress to agree to a two-year bill, and transportation experts say it’s a shortsighted measure that delays making hard choices. “We’d all love to budget by pretending we can pull money out of thin air,” said Erich Zimmermann, a senior policy analyst for transportation at Taxpayers for Common Sense, a Washington budget watchdog. “This is clearly going on the nation’s credit card.” The Highway Trust Fund was designed to pay for roads with fees from their users, in the form of a tax on every gallon of motor fuel. But the current tax of 18.4 cents took effect in 1993 and has lost a third of its spending power since then, according to a report last year by the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. And construction costs have gone up. Meanwhile, cars have become more fuel efficient. Rising gasoline prices and a weak economy have led Americans to cut back on driving. Both mean less money for road construction and maintenance under the current structure. “We’ve stepped very far away from the user-pays principle,” Zimmermann said. “We think it’s important to do what we can to get back to that.” A major obstacle to getting there is the reluctance by many in Congress and President Barack Obama to raising the gasoline tax. A bipartisan deficit-reduction commission in 2009 proposed raising the tax by 15 cents a gallon. A Senate proposal would index the tax to inflation. Another plan would authorize a study of a tax based on the miles people drive instead of the fuel they consume, known as the vehicle mile tax. “It’s imperative that we identify alternative funding sources,” said John Horsley, the executive director of the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials, which is studying the vehicle mile tax, among other solutions. While all these ideas have been discussed in the three years since the last transportation bill expired, none made it into the legislation Congress approved last week. “That’s why it’s taken three years to pass a bill,” Horsley said. “No one has the courage to raise taxes.” In the absence of a solution from Washington, several states have raised their own gasoline taxes over the past decade. Minnesota is raising its tax by 8.5 cents a gallon in increments after the fatal Interstate 35 West bridge collapse in Minneapolis in 2007. Republican then-Gov. Tim Pawlenty vetoed the tax increase, but state lawmakers overrode him. “It took a crisis to move the Legislature to do what it did,” Horsley said. A 6-cent-a-gallon increase took effect in Oregon last year. Washington state voters approved a 5-cent-a gallon increase in 2003, and the Legislature raised the tax again by 9.5 cents over four years starting in 2005. Part of a 1-cent state sales tax increase in Kansas will go toward transportation projects, and neighboring Missouri has discussed a similar measure. Other states are trying tolls and public-private partnerships to finance road construction and maintenance. Indiana leased its toll road to a private company for 75 years, and Pennsylvania considered a similar arrangement for its famous turnpike. Missouri, North Carolina and Virginia are moving toward collecting tolls on major portions of free interstate highways in order to add lanes and rebuild interchanges.

Uniq: No Funding Now

Funding will run out in 15 months without a deal

BusinessWeek 6/22
(Jeff Pungis, http://www.businessweek.com/news/2012-06-22/patchwork-u-dot-s-dot-highway-deals-leave-states-hanging//HH)

One consideration above all others may be pushing the political odd couple of Senator Barbara Boxer and Representative John Mica toward a deal on U.S. highway spending through next year: Failure to reach one may idle thousands of construction workers. The Highway Trust Fund, which enables the federal government to pay for state road and bridge projects, may run out of money if Congress resorts, as it has nine times already, to a temporary extension of current law. States will become cautious about starting or continuing projects if Congress can’t agree on a funding plan soon, possibly putting an entire year’s construction on hold, said Brian Turmail, spokesman for the Associated General Contractors of America, an Arlington, Virginia-based trade group. “We’re going to come back and will have a harder problem,” he said. “There’s no incentive to kick the can here.” After weeks of growing doubts within the transportation and construction industries that a deal was possible before the current law’s June 30 expiration, congressional negotiators took steps this week toward working out their differences. Boxer, a California Democrat, and Mica, a Florida Republican, said yesterday they’re making progress and will work into next week. The Highway Trust Fund will run out of money sometime in the next 15 months without a congressional transportation deal, according to the Congressional Budget Office. The fund, which works as a kind of credit card to reimburse states for construction they’re undertaking, is paid for through taxes on gasoline, diesel, new-truck purchases and truck tires.

Uniq: Collapse in 2 Yrs

And, they’ll have to deal with the problem again in 2 years – the funding source isn’t permanent

Plumer 6/29

(Brad Plumer is a reporter focusing on energy and environmental issues. He was previously an associate editor at The New Republic, “Highway bill showdown: Five things to know,” pg online @ http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/ezra-klein/wp/2012/06/29/highway-bill-showdown-five-things-to-know/ //um-ef)

With all that Supreme Court health-care business out of the way, Congress can now turn to other pressing matters … like making sure that billions of dollars in highway projects across the country don’t screech to a halt when funding expires Saturday. That’s right, another infrastructure armageddon is looming. In theory, there’s a deal at hand to avert chaos. Key members of the House and Senate just tentatively agreed on a new $120 billion transportation bill (pdf) that will fund the nation’s roads, bridges and mass transit for the next 27 months. Both chambers are expected to take a final vote on the measure Friday. But, as always, there might be a few last hiccups. Here are five key things to know about the bill: 1) Transportation spending stays at current levels — but one-time gimmicks are making up for an ongoing shortfall in gas taxes. Most members of Congress would prefer not to cut spending on highways. That’s rarely popular. Trouble is, the highway bill has typically been paid for by the 18.4-cents-per-gallon federal gas tax. And with fewer people driving these days, there’s not enough gas tax money to pay for everything. So, instead of raising the gas tax, Congress scrounged up an extra $18.8 billion for the Highway Trust Fund. This money mostly came from changes to pension rules (see here for a rundown) and from a fund meant to clean up leaking underground storage tanks. It’s not a permanent solution. And, yes, 27 months from now, Congress will face this exact same gas-tax crisis.

Inherency- HTF specific

Highway Trust fund will inevitably run out of revenue-it is just a matter of time

Cullen 12 [Executive Editor, David Cullen offers his take on how actions taken by government agencies, industry suppliers and other trucking stakeholders impact truck fleet owners. Executive Editor of FleetOwner, Cullen has been covering trucking since 1981 and has been on the staff of FleetOwner since 1989. “CBO: Proposed CAFÉ rules will hit Highway Trust Fund hard down the road”. Lexis] H. Kenner

With long-term reauthorization of the highway bill still on the table for the House and the Senate, the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) has issued a sobering report on how it expects the Highway Trust Fund to be impacted in future years by the expected tightening of federal corporate average fuel economy (CAFE) standards for light-duty vehicles (cars, SUVs, crossovers, minivans and pickups) manufactured from 2017 through 2025 to up fuel efficiency and cut greenhouse-gas emissions. As CBO sees it, the Highway Trust Fund-- which finances most federal surface-transportation programs and is largely funded by fuel taxes—will be severely impacted by the resulting drop in gasoline tax revenues as more light-duty vehicles meeting the proposed harsher CAFE standards start hitting the road. The impact, of course, will not be felt immediately, but it will be substantial enough that policymakers should start thinking about how to deal with it today.  CBO estimates that the proposed CAFE standards would gradually lower gasoline tax revenues and eventually cause them to drop by no less than 21%. CBO noted that the full effect would not be realized until “around 2040” because the standards would gradually increase in stringency-- only reaching their maximum level in 2025-- and because the nation’s light-duty fleet changes slowly as older vehicles are replaced with new ones. To illustrate the eventual effect of the standards on the trust fund’s cash flows, CBO looked at how a 21% falloff in gas tax collections would alter the agency’s current projections for the trust fund, spanning the period from 2012 through 2022. CBO estimates that “such a decrease would result in a $57 billion drop in revenues credited to the Highway Trust Fund over those 11 years— a 13% reduction in the fund’s total receipts from all sources. The full 21% reduction in gasoline tax revenues, however, would not occur for about 30 years.” That may be so, but given the glacial swiftness of Congressional action in the ongoing era of political polarization in Washington, DC, an issue that won’t be fully felt for three decades may in the end creep right up on trucking. And CBO is not waiting to weigh in with its advice on what lawmakers should consider doing to avoid constraining the Highway Trust Fund in this coming revenue trap. According to CBO, “Policymakers could consider several options to avoid adding to a shortfall in the Highway Trust Fund,” including these: Reducing spending on highways and mass transit. Transferring additional money from the U.S. Treasury’s General Fund to the Highway Trust Fund. Increasing the gasoline tax or raise revenue from other sources to provide receipts to the trust fund. Certainly, none of those options will be any easier to sell politically in the future than they would be now: Highway and mass transit projects are not only necessary, they are pork-barrel rollers of the first order. Transferring monies from the Treasury’s General Fund— which is already being tapped to cover shortfalls in today’s Highway Trust Fund— will likely be achieved only if lawmakers make matching cuts elsewhere. Upping the gasoline tax won’t be popular with any but the greenest of voters. What’s more, the CBO report makes no mention of what “other sources” may be tapped to add to the Highway Trust Fund. In the report, CBO did point out these specifics regarding future actions that could be taken: Spending from the trust fund would have to be reduced by about 10% to offset the 2% reduction in gasoline tax revenues. Lawmakers could allocate such reductions in various ways between the highway and mass transit accounts.” ·         “Transferring more money from the [Treasury’s] general fund to the Highway Trust Fund is the action the Congress took to address the shortfall each year from 2008 to 2010. Those actions ensured that the fund maintained a positive balance, but they weakened the relationship between spending on highways and the taxes imposed on users of those highways…. with such transfers, the trust fund will, over time, contribute to budget deficits rather than yield a balance between receipts from the designated transportation-related excise taxes and outlays for federal highway and transit programs.” ·         The gasoline tax would have to be raised “about 5 cents per gallon” to make up the shortfall in revenue projected as a result of the proposed CAFE standards. To read the full CBO report “How Would Proposed Fuel Economy Standards Affect the Highway Trust Fund?,” click here.          
Options exist but without action the Highway Trust Fund will perish

Elmendorf 12 [Douglas is an American economist who is currently the Director of the Congressional Budget Office under Speaker of the House of Representatives John Boehner.[2] He was a Brookings Institution senior fellow from 2007 to 2009, and was a director of the Hamilton Project at Brookings.[3] Joining the Congressional Budget Office in late December 2008, Elmendorf is responsible for providing estimates of the cost of legislation on the federal budget. “How would Proposed Fuel Economy Standards Affect the Highway Trust Fund?” http://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/cbofiles/attachments/05-02-CAFE_brief.pdf] H.Kenner
The federal government’s surface transportation programs are financed mostly through the Highway Trust Fund. Revenues from a variety of transportation-related excise taxes are credited to the fund; the largest share comes from federal taxes on gasoline, including gasoline that is blended with ethanol. Those revenues are allocated to two separate accounts within the fund, one for spending on highways and one for spending on mass transit. Although the fund’s balances were stable for many years, for much of the past decade its outlays have exceeded receipts. In recent years, the shortfall has been covered by transfers from the U.S. Treasury’s general fund.1 Policies that are designed to reduce gasoline consumption, including those that would impose stricter standards for the fuel economy of vehicles, could decrease revenues for the trust fund and thus could add to the shortfall. In 2011, the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) jointly proposed a rule that would tighten corporate average fuel economy (CAFE) standards for light-duty vehicles (including cars, sport utility vehicles, pickup trucks, minivans, and crossover utility vehicles) manufactured over the period from 2017 through 2025. By the end of that time, the proposed standards are expected to raise the average fuel economy of the newvehicle fleet from 34.1 miles per gallon (mpg)—the average anticipated for 2016 and beyond under current standards—to 49.6 mpg. The proposed rule also would require gradual reductions in greenhouse gas emissions from light-duty vehicles, which would be accomplished primarily through reduced fuel consumption.2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates that the proposed CAFE standards would gradually lower gasoline tax revenues, eventually causing them to fall by 21 percent. That full effect would not be realized until around 2040 because the standards would gradually increase in stringency (only reaching their maximum level in 2025) and because the vehicle fleet changes slowly as older vehicles are replaced with new ones. To illustrate the eventual effect of the standards on the trust fund’s cash flows, CBO has examined how a 21 percent reduction in gasoline tax collections would alter the agency’s current projections for the trust fund, spanning the period from 2012 through 2022.3 CBO estimates that such a decrease would result in a $57 billion drop in revenues credited to the Highway Trust Fund over those 11 years—a 13 percent reduction in the fund’s total receipts from all sources. The full 21 percent reduction in gasoline tax revenues, however, would not occur for about 30 years. Policymakers could consider several options to avoid adding to a shortfall in the Highway Trust Fund, including the following: Reducing spending on highways and mass transit, B Transferring additional money from the Treasury’s general fund to the Highway Trust Fund, and B Increasing the gasoline tax or raise revenue from other sources to provide receipts to the trust fund.
Uniq: Current Bill = Gimmick

Transportation Bill Filled with Increased Spending and Accounting Gimmicks

U.S. Federal News 6/29

(“Congress Passes Highway, Transit Bill,” pg online @ http://www.governing.com/news/federal/gov-congress-releases-details-of-transportation-legislation.html //um-ef)

Transportation advocates also scored a big victory with the expansion of the popular TIFIA program, which provides low-interest loans for transportation projects. One of its biggest cheerleaders has been Los Angeles Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa, who hopes to utilize the expansion of the federal program to help with his own local transit projects. The program will be expanded from $122 million annually to $1 billion annually, and it can now help finance up to 49 percent of a projects' costs, up from 33 percent. States and localities had argued for those reforms to TIFIA, making the case that it was the best way for the federal government to leverage its resources, since it primarily helps with financing as opposed to funding like a grant program. Because the legislation doesn't increase gas taxes, it calls for a $6.2 billion transfer of general U.S. Treasury funds to the Highway Trust Fund's account in FY 2013 -- essentially a bailout -- as well as another $10.4 billion infusion in FY 2014, coupled with a $2.2 billion transfer into the fund's transit account. The bill doesn't raise taxes but instead takes steps that some have derided as accounting gimmicks to fill the funding gap. Those steps include increasing the size of insurance payments that pension plan sponsors must make to the Pension Benefit Guarantee Corporation, and appropriating money from a tax on motor fuels that is intended to help clean up environmental damage done by leaking underground storage tanks.

Uniq: Transpo Bill = $

And, new transportation bill shorts HTF while massively increasing spending

The Hill 6/29

(“CBO says highway bill reduces the deficit,” pg online @ http://thehill.com/blogs/on-the-money/budget/235599-cbo-says-highway-bill-reduces-deficit //um-ef)

The CBO's score is unlikely to sway some conservatives who are objecting to the bill over the level of spending it contains. Heritage Action and the Club for Growth are against the bill and urging lawmakers to vote no. CBO says the bill includes $95.9 billion in discretionary spending from 2013 to 2017, but that amount is scored as subject to future appropriations bills. Other direct spending is found to decrease by $7 billion compared to what would otherwise occur, CBO says. The bill generates $9.3 billion in new revenue over 10 years, according to CBO. The revenue increases include one that alters the way interest rates are factored in to allow companies to contribute less to pensions.This reduces tax deductions companies can claim, raising revenue. Changing the premiums that companies pay to the Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation (PBGC) to insure their pension plans is scored separately by CBO as a spending cut of $11.2 billion. Other revenue increases include $94 million from defining businesses that make roll-your-own cigarette machines as tobacco manufacturers. The bill also reauthorizes the National Flood Insurance Program through 2017 and increases premiums. That generates $2.6 billion in new revenue to the NFIP. The bill leaves $4 billion in the Highway Trust Fund's highway account by 2014, and $1 billion in its transit account. The score also offers a clue as to why leaders included the flood insurance bill in the package even through that program does not expire until the end of next month. Under House budget rules — which treat the highway trust fund differently — the bill would increase the deficit by $2.5 billion. But when the new flood insurance revenues are factored in, the bill reduces the deficit under House rules as well. The fiscal group Taxpayers for Common Sense (TCS), however, said the CBO score is based on faulty assumptions. Erich Zimmermann of TCS points out that the Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation is in debt, as is the National Flood Insurance Program, so any new revenue for those programs should be used to pay down those debts. Zimmermann also argued that transfers to the Highway Trust Fund, which are supposed to be paid for by gas tax money, need to be counted under House rules. Thus, the group concludes that the bill actually creates $13.6 billion in new spending.

And, the new bill fails to increase HTF sustainability and massively increases spending

Pittsburgh Post Gazette 7/2

(“Transit Bill 'Kicks Can Down The Road',” pg lexis//um-ef)

In a TV ad, several owners of hybrid cars boast about how rarely they need to stop for gas. While doing a good turn for the environment and their wallets, they are emblematic of a growing problem: By avoiding the gas station, they also avoid paying to maintain the nation's roads and bridges. Federal and state gasoline taxes finance most road and bridge improvements. Better fuel economy, alternative fuels and a decline in overall driving have choked the flow of that revenue, and experts for years have called for changes in how money is raised for improvements to the transportation system. A new long-term transportation authorization bill approved by Congress last week does little in that regard, and relies instead on nearly $20 billion from non-transportation sources just to maintain road, bridge and transit spending at current levels for the next 26 months. The bill, which replaces one that expired in October 2009 and had been extended nine times, has gotten a lukewarm reception in transportation circles. Environmentalists and bicycle and pedestrian advocates hate it, as do those who believe the nation needs to significantly increase its investment in transportation infrastructure. "This is a step backwards," said James Corless, director of Transportation for America, a broad-based coalition that favors major reforms in transportation spending, in a conference call with reporters last week. "I would characterize this bill as bumping along for the next two years," said Robert Latham, executive vice president of the Associated Pennsylvania Constructors. "It's kind of another way for Congress to kick the can down the road." Mr. Latham, who served on Gov. Tom Corbett's advisory commission on transportation funding, said the outcome "underscores the need for the governor and legislative leadership to act on transportation funding ... we're looking at the continued deterioration of the transportation system unless we do something in Harrisburg." The governor's Transportation Funding Advisory Commission began its work last year with an admonition not to expect significant new federal funding. The new federal legislation, called Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century, or MAP-21, actually reduces Pennsylvania's allocation by about $100 million in its first year, to $1.6 billion. The governor's commission recommended lifting a cap on the tax paid by gasoline wholesalers and a variety of fee increases for motorists to generate an additional $2.7 billion per year for transportation, but Mr. Corbett has not embraced any of the proposals. Congress kept the federal gasoline tax at 18.4 cents per gallon. The levy has not been increased since 1993 and is not indexed to inflation. Because of its dwindling revenue, the federal Highway Trust Fund has needed nearly $35 billion in bailouts in the past four years, and the new legislation contemplates about $20 billion in infusions by the time it expires Oct. 1, 2014. Critics have accused Congress of using accounting gimmickry, including something called "pension smoothing," to generate some of that. Pension smoothing allows employers to contribute less to pension plans, reducing the tax deductions they can claim -- "a risky and potentially foolish way to increase federal revenue," said Erich Zimmermann, senior policy analyst for Washington, D.C.-based Taxpayers for Common Sense. Some have credited Congress for at least getting a bill done, giving states clarity about their funding for the first time since the former law expired in 2009. Dennis Buterbaugh, spokesman for the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation, said the department was still analyzing the bill on Friday but said it would at least help the state with its planning. "Two years is a lot better in the transportation planning process than two months," he said. "Overall, we're happy there was movement," said Gregory Scott, a regional governor of the American Society of Civil Engineers, which issues periodic report cards to call attention to decaying infrastructure. "We would love to see a longer-term bill but a two-year bill is definitely better than extensions. We don't think it's enough funding," he said.

Link Uniqueness

The transportation bill just passed by massive majorities

Everett and Snider 6-29 (BURGESS EVERETT and ADAM SNIDER. "POLITICO." POLITICO. N.p., 6/29/12. Web. 03 July 2012. <http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0612/78032.html>.)

Congress passed a transportation bill Friday worth over $100 billion, sending the bill to the president’s desk after months of brinksmanship. The massive majorities by which the package passed — 373-52 in the House and 74-19 in the Senate – do not capture the weeks of wrangling ahead of the votes. Continue Reading Text Size + reset The bill was in doubt until the last minute, with current transportation policy set to expire. The bill also capped federal student loan interest rates, which were expected to jump on Sunday. And it extended federal flood insurance programs. But the House was able to rush the legislation through after a Thursday night Rules Committee meeting. Meanwhile, supporters in the Senate fended off dissenters who argued the bill violated Senate rules. There was a trio of procedural votes to get to final passage as outside groups like Heritage Action for America decried the rushed process. “Any of the amendments were to kill the bill. And I couldn’t let that happen,” Sen. Jim Inhofe (R-Okla.) told POLITICO of overcoming objections from Sen. Rand Paul (R-Ky.), who wanted the upper chamber to have more time to read the bill. Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) had tried to push through the measure by unanimous consent Thursday to allow lawmakers to go home early for the recess week, but leadership decided to kick the vote until Friday to allow for a consent agreement and give the upper chamber time to review a score from the Congressional Budget Office. Lawmakers from both parties and chambers say the bill is imperfect, but most agree it represents an improvement over current policy. House Republicans dropped insistence on including the Keystone XL pipeline and other environmental provisions as the Senate Democrats moved toward the House position on environmental streamlining and dropped funds for conservation. 

Congress quickly and easily passed the transportation bill – it should have triggered the link
O’Keefe 6-29 (O'Keefe, Ed. "Congress Passes Two-year Transportation Bill." Washington Post. The Washington Post, 29 June 2012. Web. 03 July 2012. <http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/2chambers/post/congress-passes-two-year-transportation-bill/2012/06/29/gJQApmDtBW_blog.html>.)

On the eve of the Fourth of July travel rush, Congress agreed Friday to a two-year plan to fund the nation’s transportation projects, as part of a broader package that included resolution of other long-simmering issues. The package passed the House 373 to 52 and later cleared the Senate 74 to 19, with one member voting present. Under the agreement, federal transportation funding will continue at roughly $54 billion a year, averting a crisis for the nation’s highway construction projects that could have occurred if Congress not agreed on the money before the expiration of a short-term measure Saturday night. The agreement does not include a provision launching construction of the Keystone XL oil pipeline, which Republicans had sought. But it also omits a $1.4 billion for conservation that Democrats favored, and dropped restrictions on how states use money once mandated for aesthetic transportation improvements. The measure marks the first time since 2005 that Congress has agreed to a long-term transportation bill. “I think everybody realized that tomorrow [Saturday], if we hadn’t acted, thousands of transportation projects across the nation would come to a halt and the potential for millions of people being laid off as opposed to the opposite,” said Rep. John Mica (R-Fla.), who chairs the House Transportation Committee. After weeks of debate, the House and Senate quickly passed a package that approved new federal transportation dollars and and agreement to freeze federally subsidized student loan rates at 3.4 percent, rather than allowing them to rise Saturday night to 6.8 percent — a cost increase that would have affected more than 7 million students. The package is now headed to the White House for President Obama’s signature. “This is a bill that everyone can be proud of — whether they’re Republican or Democrat,” said Sen. Barbara Boxer (D-Calif.), chairwoman of the Environment and Public Works Committee, who led negotiations with Mica over the final package. Throughout the negotiations, Boxer, Mica and other supporters that the transportation dollars would ultimately help save more than 2 million jobs — making the bill one of the most significant pieces of jobs legislation passed by lawmakers this year.
Link Uniqueness

No link uniqueness – the transportation bill just passed with bipartisan support 

Cohen 6-29 (Cohen, Tom, CNNMoney's Jennifer Liberto, Ted Barrett, and Deirdre Walsh. "Congress OKs Highway Funds-student Loan Bill - CNN.com." CNN. Cable News Network, june 29, 2012. Web. 03 July 2012. <http://www.cnn.com/2012/06/29/politics/congress-highway-bill/index.html>.)

Washington (CNN) -- Congress gave final approval Friday to a giant transportation funding bill as part of a package that includes a measure holding down interest rates on federal student loans. Both issues are priorities of President Barack Obama's, and the legislation demonstrated rare bipartisan agreement in the deeply divided Congress. The package won Senate approval with a 74-19 vote after passing the House 373-52. Hours later, President Barack Obama signed into a law a bill that temporarily -- from June 30 through July 6 -- assures there will be continued funding for certain transportation projects and halts potential student loan interest rate hikes, according to a news release issued by the White House shortly after 8 p.m. Friday. He could sign the larger legislation at a later date, presumably by the end of next week before the stopgap bill expires. Compromises on the transportation bill and the student loan issue, as well as a third component reauthorizing national flood insurance, came in rare bipartisan agreement during the same week that House Republicans enraged Democrats by voting to hold Attorney General Eric Holder in contempt of Congress. None of the rancor from Thursday's contempt vote was evident Friday, as legislators involved in reaching the compromise praised the bipartisan effort. The top senators in the negotiations, Democrat Barbara Boxer of California and Republican James Inhofe of Oklahoma, issued a joint statement expressing thanks and praise for all involved in getting the package passed. A White House statement said the legislation prevents middle-class families from getting hurt by congressional inaction on extending transportation funding and preventing the federal student loan rate from doubling. Passing the package meant Congress beat looming deadlines, with highway repair funding and the lower student loan rates set to expire Saturday. The transportation bill funds construction for highways, bridges and other transportation projects for two years in every state and congressional district in the nation. Obama has pushed for it as a way to boost job growth in the construction industry, and both parties expressed interest in reaching a deal. Still, enactment of the measure marks a significant accomplishment for legislators. In recent years, Congress was able to agree only on a series of short-term extensions of the previous transportation bill passed in 2005. Aides predicted the final bill would get the large bipartisan majorities it did, although some Republicans opposed the measure's price of just over $100 billion. Both parties had to compromise on core issues. 

*****Solvency*****
1AC/2AC Solvency: Laundry

And, increasing the gas tax gives Obama leverage, reduces oil dependence, terrorism, and provides a price signal for renewable transition (can cut if necessary)

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 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 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.

2AC Solvency: TI, Laundry

Tax Increases TI and Solves all of the aff 

Crane Burger and Wachs 12 [ Keith is director of the Environment, Energy, and Economic Development Program at the RAND Corporation. Nicholas is an associate economist at RAND working in the areas of environmental economics and international development, in particular on energy and climate change. He was a lead author on the Fourth Assessment Report produced by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. Martin is senior principal researcher at the RAND Corporation and is professor emeritus of city and regional planning and of city and regional planning at the University of California, Berkeley. “Putting a Tax on Oil.” http://pwm.sagepub.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/content/17/3/256.full.pdf+html] H.Kenner
The need for highway expenditures in the United States is increasing while revenues from traditional funding sources, taxes on gasoline and diesel, are declining (Figure 1). As Americans continue to drive, but motor vehicles become more fuel efficient, this funding gap will continue to widen, presenting Congress with the challenge of finding a new way to reliably fund transportation infrastructure. Each year, U.S. citizens incur a number of real, if unseen, costs associated with the consumption of gasoline and diesel and, by extension, oil. These range from environmental pollution stemming from the consumption of gasoline and diesel fuel to macroeconomic instability from oil price shocks to national security costs related to oil production by unfriendly regimes. Because these costs are external to consumers, the price of gasoline, diesel, and other oil-based products does not accurately reflect the true cost of oil consumption. An oil tax—imposed on petroleum and petroleum products consumed in the United States—is one way to simultaneously provide a reliable source of funding for U.S. transportation infrastructure and ensure that the price of oil more accurately reflects its true costs. In this article, we present one option for a federal oil tax and estimate potential revenue streams that might be generated by such a tax. We then discuss the benefits and challenges associated with implementing an oil tax. Specifically, we identify and describe—quantitatively where feasible—the external costs associated with oil consumption that are not currently paid by consumers of oil. An oil tax is an effective mechanism through which to shift these costs from the public at large to those who impose these costs on society. The oil tax we propose is a percentage tax applied to domestic oil, imported oil, and imported oil products that would be periodically adjusted to reflect changes in the price of oil so that sufficient revenues are generated to cover government expenditures and external costs.1 It would be designed to rise with inflation and to increase to cover increased costs of federally funded roads and surface transportation, while not overly burdening consumers when oil prices rise. We also discuss potential distributional implications for the tax, including how the burden would be shared between consumers and producers, how much of the tax foreign producers might bear, and which income and geographic groups would be likely to pay the tax. The article is organized as follows: The next section, “Why Tax Oil?” introduces the concept of an oil tax as a mechanism to fund federal spending on transportation. It discusses a design for such a tax. The third section, “How Much Might Oil Be Taxed?” explores the potential types of expenditures an oil tax would fund and describes the external costs associated with oil consumption. In the last section, “Who Would Pay the Tax?” we discuss who would pay for an oil tax, focusing on income and distributional effects, and implications for federal transportation funding. 
2AC Solvency: TI, Laundry

Tax is key- a prerequisite to Economic Hegemony

Li 12 [Shanjun is an assistant professor of Economics at Cornell University and holds a Ph.D from Duke University. “Gasoline Prices and Consumer Behavior.”] http://www.hks.harvard.edu/m-rcbg/rpp/Working%20papers/RPP_2012_02_li_linn_muehlegger.pdf] H. Kenner

The gasoline tax is an important policy tool to control externalities associated with automobile use, to reduce dependency on oil imports, and to raise government revenue. Automobile use imposes externalities including local air pollution, carbon dioxide emissions, traffic accidents, and traffic congestion (Parry, Walls, and Harrington (2007)). Although the gasoline tax is not the theoretically optimal tax for all of these externalities, a single tax avoids the need for multiple instruments (e.g., distance-based taxes and real time congestion pricing) and offers an administratively simple way to control these externalities at the same time. Besides correcting environmental externalities, the gasoline tax can reduce gasoline consumption and may mitigate concerns about the sensitivity of the U.S. economy to oil price volatility, constraints on foreign policy, and other military and geopolitical costs. Moreover, gasoline taxes at the federal and state levels are major funding sources for building and maintaining transportation infrastructure. Federal fuel taxes provide the majority of revenue for the Highway Trust Fund, which is used to finance highway and transit programs. Past increases in federal gasoline taxes have been used to generate revenue for such programs, but the federal gasoline tax has stayed constant since 1993. Greater infrastructure investment needs and declining fuel tax revenues due to the recent economic downtown have led the Highway Trust Fund to be insolvent since 2008 and required Congress to provide funding from the General Fund.1 Growing concerns of climate change, air pollution, energy security, the national budget deficit, and insolvency of the Highway Trust Fund have brought renewed interests in increasing state and federal gasoline taxes. Understanding how gasoline tax changes affect automobile use and gasoline consumption is crucial in effectively leveraging this instrument to achieve these policy goals. An underlying assumption used in previous policy analysis on the effectiveness of higher gasoline taxes and the optimal gasoline tax is that consumers react to gasoline tax changes similarly to gasoline price changes. Consequently, the consumer response to oil-price induced changes in gasoline prices is often used as a proxy for the response to a commensurate change in the gasoline tax. The recent economics literature finds that consumers respond little to rising gasoline prices at least in the short run.2 Together with the maintained assumption, these estimates suggest that a large increase in the gasoline tax would be required to significantly reduce fuel consumption. Not only may this exacerbate the perceived political cost of increasing gasoline taxes, but it may partially explain why U.S. policy makers have tended to favor less-salient fuel economy standards over gasoline taxes, despite the broad conclusion of a long literature examining the Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) Standards that gasoline taxes are more cost-effective in achieving  targeted fuel reductions.3 

Must be done now- it’s feasible efficient and needed to maintain competitiveness

Crane Burger and Wachs 12 [ Keith is director of the Environment, Energy, and Economic Development Program at the RAND Corporation. Nicholas is an associate economist at RAND working in the areas of environmental economics and international development, in particular on energy and climate change. He was a lead author on the Fourth Assessment Report produced by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. Martin is senior principal researcher at the RAND Corporation and is professor emeritus of city and regional planning and of city and regional planning at the University of California, Berkeley. “Putting a Tax on Oil.” http://pwm.sagepub.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/content/17/3/256.full.pdf+html] H. Kenner 

 There are compelling reasons to consider alternatives to existing motor fuel taxes in the United States. Current federal gasoline and diesel taxes—the largest contributors to U.S. federal transportation funding—are not indexed to inflation, and have not been raised to produce sufficient revenue to cover federal transportation infrastructure costs. An alternative, explored in this article, is to replace existing fuel taxes with a single tax on oil and imported refined oil products. An oil tax would have appealing features: It is likely to be relatively easy to administer because it would be collected at the refinery or ports;7 it would spread the cost of transportation funding across a larger pool of users than current taxes do; it could account for the external costs associated with oil production and consumption; and it could be designed in ways to provide consistent funding for transportation infrastructure and other spending priorities. By tying tax rates to appropriated monies for transportation spending, and adjusting those rates to changes in world market oil prices, the tax would ensure that future revenues keep pace with transportation expenditures. At the same time, imposing and implementing a percentage tax on crude oil would be challenging, and an oil tax is not without its limitations. Antitax sentiment is a major reason that existing federal fuel taxes have not been raised since 1994. Similar antitax political pressure could stall an oil tax proposal, although national security concerns might lend support to a tax on oil that other taxes lack. Phasing in might also help garner public acceptance for an oil tax. Ensuring that the transition away from motor fuel taxes toward a unified oil tax is gradual could make the tax more politically feasible. Setting the right rate for the tax is a key challenge, especially if one goal of the tax is to address the external costs of oil consumption. We have provided estimates of some of environmental, macroeconomic, and national security costs, but more detailed analysis would be needed to fully justify both a particular external cost estimate and the appropriate balance between revenue goals and reducing externalities. Finally, just as gasoline tax revenues fall as cars become more fuel efficient, an oil tax would be subject to the same revenue limitations.8 Consequently, an oil tax would likely be one part of a more complete transportation funding approach, which could include policy instruments like VMT taxes to account for fuel efficiency and local externalities. We also acknowledge that existing fuel taxes could be adjusted to take advantage of some of the features we have proposed for an oil tax. In particular, the gasoline and diesel taxes could be converted to an adjustable, percentage based system. In this way, revised versions of existing fuel taxes could adjust automatically for inflation and/or be adjusted periodically to provide sufficient revenue for transportation expenditure. It is difficult to assess whether changing the existing tax structure would be more or less political feasible than implanting a new tax although it is possible that it would be easier to create an optimal tax “from scratch” than trying to adjust an existing tax. Nevertheless, an oil tax would be a broader based tax, it could more effectively account for externalities associated with petroleum consumption, and it would go further in reducing oil consumption in our economy.  

Solvency: TI

Gas tax is the most sustainable, reasonable, and economical way to fund HTF

Plungis and Keane.- Plungis was a transportation issues with Congressional Quarterly in Washington in 1999 and 2000. He was assistant managing editor for CQ’s daily publication, the CQ Daily Monitor. Angela Greiling Keane’s reporting has taken her to the crowded intersection where autos, technology and government merge. [“Highway Deal Leaves U.S. Trust Fund in Bankrupting Cycle” Bloomberg. < http://www.sfgate.com/business/bloomberg/article/Highway-Deal-Leaves-U-S-Trust-Fund-in-3673804.php> MRaina
June 29 (Bloomberg) -- The hard-fought compromise on transportation that Congress cleared today doesn’t resolve the quandary that’s dogged U.S. lawmakers since 2009: There isn’t enough money to pay for what they want to build. Instead of raising the U.S. gasoline tax, the largest source of revenue for road, bridge and transit spending, the legislation uses $18.8 billion in general taxpayer money, on top of fuel taxes, to keep spending at current levels through fiscal 2014. “Congress was unable or unwilling to raise revenue to match their desired level of spending or cut their spending to match revenue,” said Erich Zimmerman, senior policy analyst with Taxpayers for Common Sense, a Washington watchdog group. The bill’s passage today, by votes of 373-52 in the House and 74-19 in the Senate, marks the first time since the U.S. Highway Trust Fund was established in 1956 that Congress has authorized transportation programs that won’t pay for themselves, Zimmerman said. The non-transportation revenue sources, including changes to corporate pension rules, will take 10 years to pay for just over two years of transportation funding, he said. Congress has dipped into the general fund to prop up highway and transit spending since the last long-term authorization, a four-year bill, ended in 2009. Since then, lawmakers have passed nine short-term extensions. Avoiding Cutoff Without a long-term bill or another extension of previous law, U.S. authority to collect the 18.4-cents-a-gallon gasoline tax and spend on highways and transit would have run out tomorrow, cutting off money to states for programs funded by the Highway Trust Fund. The Congressional Budget Office has said the fund’s highway account would run out of money during the fiscal year starting in October without additional income sources or spending cuts. While it doesn’t solve the fund’s underlying issues, the bill exceeded what the U.S. Chamber of Commerce expected to get done this year, said Janet Kavinoky, the group’s executive director for transportation and infrastructure. The measure expands the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act, or TIFIA, which leverages federal money with local funding, to $1 billion a year from $122 million annually. It will cut down the time needed to complete projects, Kavinoky said. “It solves 27 months of problems,” Kavinoky said in a telephone interview. “If you’re setting your expectations from back pre-recession and pre-landmark turnover elections, you’re going to be disappointed.” Sustainable Funding Transportation proponents will keep pushing for a long- term, sustainable funding source, Kavinoky said. Their work was made harder this time around because President Barack Obama and lawmakers ruled out a boost in gasoline taxes and alternatives such as more tolls or a tax linked to vehicle miles traveled. The challenge in finding new funding sources was underscored June 27 when Representative Chip Cravaack, a first- term Minnesota Republican, amended aTransportation Department appropriations bill to prevent the government from imposing or even studying a vehicle-miles-traveled tax. The Carnegie Endowment for International Peace backed an effort last year by former Senator Bill Bradley, a New Jersey Democrat, Tom Ridge, the former Republican governor of Pennsylvania and David Walker, former head of the Government Accountability Office, to find a sustaining, fiscally sound revenue stream for highways.
Solvency: Consumer Dependence/Oil

Consumer Dependency is the only variable we need to solve- it spills over to all future consumption

Crane Burger and Wachs 12 [ Keith is director of the Environment, Energy, and Economic Development Program at the RAND Corporation. Nicholas is an associate economist at RAND working in the areas of environmental economics and international development, in particular on energy and climate change. He was a lead author on the Fourth Assessment Report produced by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. Martin is senior principal researcher at the RAND Corporation and is professor emeritus of city and regional planning and of city and regional planning at the University of California, Berkeley. “Putting a Tax on Oil.” http://pwm.sagepub.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/content/17/3/256.full.pdf+html] H.Kenner
A tax on oil would encounter some of the same antitax concerns that have made Congress unwilling to raise federal gasoline and diesel taxes. However, the public might be more willing to support a tax on oil in lieu of raising motor fuel taxes or as a substitute for these taxes. The American public has long been concerned about national security risks associated with oil consumption; this concern has engendered support in some quarters for measures designed to reduce dependence on oil—especially imported oil. However, because a tax on oil would necessarily affect a large number of interest groups, including groups that have active and effective lobbying power, the political challenges facing a proposed oil tax are likely to be significant.2 In light of opposition to raising federal gasoline taxes, one option for covering increased costs of maintaining and improving our roads and transportation infrastructure would be to replace fixed-rate per gallon taxes on gasoline and diesel fuel with a percentage tax on each barrel of oil consumed in the United States. We argue that the percentage rate levied under this tax should be flexible: It should be set so as to ensure adequate revenues for surface transportation and other expenditures deemed to be tied to U.S. oil consumption. This percentage should be adjusted on an annual or quarterly basis to ensure that sufficient revenues are available but that consumers are not penalized during periods when prices spike. Accordingly, when oil prices rise, the tax rate would fall so that consumers and businesses are not doubly penalized by both higher oil prices and higher taxes. Conversely, when oil prices fall, the tax rate would rise, ensuring that sufficient revenues are available to cover the cost of roads. The tax would probably best be collected at the refinery. To ensure that the domestic refining industry faces a level international playing field, imports of refined petroleum products would incur a tax equivalent to that on oil.3 To preserve their competitiveness, exporters of refined petroleum products would receive a tax rebate equivalent to the tax on the crude oil used to produce the exported products. Crane et al. 261 There are multiple advantages to employing an adjustable percentage tax on oil as opposed to fixed per-gallon taxes on gasoline and diesel. First, one of the greatest problems with the current tax is that it is not adjusted for inflation. Road construction costs rise over time, but the tax does not. Revenues from an adjustable percentage tax would increase as oil prices rise, and the percentage rate could be automatically adjusted to ensure that a sufficient level of revenue for transportation funding is available if prices drop. Second, the tax could replace multiple other taxes, potentially simplifying the tax system. If the proposed tax were adopted, excise taxes on gasoline, diesel fuel, and aviation fuel all could be eliminated, reducing the number of transportation taxes collected. Third, an oil tax could be designed to internalize various external costs associated with the production and consumption of petroleum products. As so vividly demonstrated by the recent oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico, producing oil imposes environmental costs. Consuming oil also imposes environmental and human health costs. An oil tax that incorporates the costs of damage to the environment would allow consumers and producers to make decisions based on prices that reflect the full environmental costs of their activities. On the other hand, to the extent that different transportation modes impose different external costs (as discussed in the third section, “How Much Might Oil Be Taxed?”), a single tax would be less effective than differentiated taxes in providing proper signals to consumers of gasoline and diesel concerning the real costs of their behavior. In addition to environmental costs, imported oil from unstable or unfriendly states imposes national security costs on the United States. Abrupt cutoffs in the global supply of oil, no matter the source, would trigger a sharp rise in world oil prices, potentially harming the U.S. economy. By imposing a tax on oil, the U.S. government would tap into a stream of revenues that would defray some of the costs of preserving economic stability in the event of a surge in oil prices. For example, the tax could be designed to cover the cost of stocking and maintaining the Strategic Petroleum Reserve. Since the presidency of Jimmy Carter, U.S. armed forces have been tasked with defending sources of oil and the transportation routes along which oil is shipped.4 The cost of this mission is significant. In line with sound economic principles, the cost of this service could be incorporated into the price of oil through a tax yielding an offsetting amount of revenue. An oil tax would be more broadly based than taxes on specific transportation fuels. An oil tax, as opposed to taxes on just gasoline and diesel, would spread the burden of environmental and national security costs across all consumers of petroleum products, home heating oil, and petroleum coke. A tax imposed on all oil products ensures that tax policies do not distort the development of new technologies by encouraging the substitution of other refined oil products for diesel and gasoline

Solvency: Consumer Shift

Higher gas tax motivates people to shift away from cars

Mankiw, Gregory. 2009. [American macroeconomist and Professor of Economics at Harvard University and known in academia for his work on New Keynesian economics. “Smart taxes: An open invitation to join the Pigou club”  Eastern Economic Journal 35(1): 14-23.]<http://dash.harvard.edu.proxy.lib.umich.edu/bitstream/handle/1/4263740/Mankiw_SmartTaxes.pdf?sequence=2>MRaina

As long as I am speaking about incidence and OPEC, let me note a couple of arguments that one hears about this topic. Sometimes, when the world price of oil rises, as it has done recently, commentators say that this is a good thing. They claim, in essence, the price increase is equivalent to the optimal Pigovian tax. This argument is, in my view, more wrong than right. An increase in world oil prices is like a tax on oil, where the revenue from the tax is handed over to world suppliers of oil. I would be a lot less supportive of a Pigovian tax on gasoline if the Congress were going to hand the tax revenue over to the Saudis. I am eager for this tax only if the revenue is to be used to reduce other taxes, either contemporaneously or in the future. Another argument you sometimes hear when the world price of oil rises is that Congress should protect consumers from these shocks by suspending gas taxes until world oil prices return to normal. This is a poor idea for a couple reasons. First, the tax is already too low, for the reasons I have been describing. Second, think about how this policy response would affect the incentives facing OPEC. Lowering the gas tax as the world price rises reduces the response of U.S. oil consumption to higher world prices. In other words, it makes the effective demand curve less elastic. With a less elastic demand curve, OPEC would have even more market power than it already has, and it would jack up the price even higher. 18Distribution Effects While I am on the topic of who pays, let me try to dispel a common fear about higher Pigovian taxes, such as taxes on carbon or gasoline--that they will fall disproportionately on the poor. Certainly, a gasoline tax would, by itself, raise the tax burden on anyone who drives a car. And a carbon tax would, in addition, raise the tax burden on anyone who uses electricity produced with fossil fuels, which includes just about everybody. Some might fear these taxes would be particularly hard on those at the bottom of the economic ladder. Yet that is not necessarily the case. A 1991 study by MIT economist James Poterba called "Is the Gasoline Tax Regressive?" concluded that "low-expenditure households devote a smaller share of their budget to gasoline than do their counterparts in the middle of the expenditure distribution." The poor are far more likely than higherincome households to ride the bus or subway to work. Moreover, if Congress were to use a hike in Pigovian taxes to pay for a cut in other taxes, there is nothing to stop it from cutting tax rates on lower incomes more than on higher incomes. Gilbert Metcalf, an economist at Tufts, has shown how revenue from a carbon tax could be used to reduce payroll taxes in a way that would leave the distribution of total tax burden approximately unchanged. He proposes a tax of $15 per metric ton of carbon dioxide, together with a rebate of the federal payroll tax on the first $3,660 of earnings for each worker. (Note that $15 per ton of carbon dioxide is equivalent to $55 per ton of carbon.) 

Solvency: Price Floor
And, a price floor on gas at $4 solves and keeps revenues in the U.S.

Krauthammer 2k8
(Charles, “At $4, Everybody Gets Rational,” pg online @ http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2008/06/05/AR2008060503434.html //um-ef)
So now we know: The price point is $4. At $3 a gallon, Americans just grin and bear it, suck it up and, while complaining profusely, keep driving like crazy. At $4, it is a world transformed. Americans become rational creatures. Mass transit ridership is at a 50-year high. Driving is down 4 percent. (Any U.S. decline is something close to a miracle.) Hybrids and compacts are flying off the lots. SUV sales are in free fall. The wholesale flight from gas guzzlers is stunning in its swiftness, but utterly predictable. Everything has a price point. Remember that "love affair" with SUVs? Love, it seems, has its price too. America's sudden change in car-buying habits makes suitable mockery of that absurd debate Congress put on last December on fuel efficiency standards. At stake was precisely what miles-per-gallon average would every car company's fleet have to meet by precisely what date. It was one out-of-a-hat number (35 mpg) compounded by another (by 2020). It involved, as always, dozens of regulations, loopholes and throws at a dartboard. And we already knew from past history what the fleet average number does. When oil is cheap and everybody wants a gas guzzler, fuel efficiency standards force manufacturers to make cars that nobody wants to buy. When gas prices go through the roof, this agent of inefficiency becomes an utter redundancy. At $4 a gallon, the fleet composition is changing spontaneously and overnight, not over the 13 years mandated by Congress. (Even Stalin had the modesty to restrict himself to five-year plans.) Just Tuesday, GM announced that it would shutter four SUV and truck plants, add a third shift to its compact and midsize sedan plants in Ohio and Michigan, and green-light for 2010 the Chevy Volt, an electric hybrid. Some things, like renal physiology, are difficult. Some things, like Arab-Israeli peace, are impossible. And some things are preternaturally simple. You want more fuel-efficient cars? Don't regulate. Don't mandate. 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. On this page 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 this week. 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. Announce a schedule of gas tax hikes of 50 cents every six months for the next two years. And put a tax floor under $4 gasoline, so that as high gas prices transform the U.S. auto fleet, change driving habits and thus hugely reduce U.S. demand -- and bring down world crude oil prices -- the American consumer and the American economy reap all of the benefit.

Solvency: Price Signal

And, a price floor sets a price signal – transitions from gas guzzlers to hybrid and electric cars

Friedman 2k8

(Thomas, “Truth or Consequences,” pg online @ http://www.nytimes.com/2008/05/28/opinion/28friedman.html //um-ef)

No, our mythical candidate would say the long-term answer is to go exactly the other way: guarantee people a high price of gasoline — forever. This candidate would note that $4-a-gallon gasoline is really starting to impact driving behavior and buying behavior in way that $3-a-gallon gas did not. The first time we got such a strong price signal, after the 1973 oil shock, we responded as a country by demanding and producing more fuel-efficient cars. But as soon as oil prices started falling in the late 1980s and early 1990s, we let Detroit get us readdicted to gas guzzlers, and the price steadily crept back up to where it is today. We must not make that mistake again. Therefore, what our mythical candidate would be proposing, argues the energy economist Philip Verleger Jr., is a “price floor” for gasoline: $4 a gallon for regular unleaded, which is still half the going rate in Europe today. Washington would declare that it would never let the price fall below that level. If it does, it would increase the federal gasoline tax on a monthly basis to make up the difference between the pump price and the market price. To ease the burden on the less well-off, “anyone earning under $80,000 a year would be compensated with a reduction in the payroll taxes,” said Verleger. Or, he suggested, the government could use the gasoline tax to buy back gas guzzlers from the public and “crush them.” But the message going forward to every car buyer and carmaker would be this: The price of gasoline is never going back down. Therefore, if you buy a big gas guzzler today, you are locking yourself into perpetually high gasoline bills. You are buying a pig that will eat you out of house and home. At the same time, if you, a manufacturer, continue building fleets of nonhybrid gas guzzlers, you are condemning yourself, your employees and shareholders to oblivion. What a cruel thing for a candidate to say? I disagree. Every decade we look back and say: “If only we had done the right thing then, we would be in a different position today.” But no politician dared to do so. When gasoline was $2 a gallon, the government never would have imposed a $2 tax. Now that it is $4 a gallon, the government should at least keep it there, since it is really having the right effect. I was visiting my local Toyota dealer in Bethesda, Md., last week to trade in one hybrid car for another. There is now a two-month wait to buy a Prius, which gets close to 50 miles per gallon. The dealer told me I was lucky. My hybrid was going up in value every day, so I didn’t have to worry about waiting a while for my new car. But if it were not a hybrid, he said, he would deduct each day $200 from the trade-in price for every $1-a-barrel increase in the OPEC price of crude oil. When I saw the rows and rows of unsold S.U.V.’s parked in his lot, I understood why. We need to make a structural shift in our energy economy. Ultimately, we need to move our entire fleet to plug-in electric cars. The only way to get from here to there is to start now with a price signal that will force the change.

Solvency: Gas Tax
And, it solves 

Friedman 2k9

(Thomas, Hot, Flat, and Crowded, pg 314//um-ef)

I wish such a hill could he combined with an increase in the federal gasoline tax, still 18.4 cents a gallon. In most European countries, the gasoline tax is S4 to S5 a gallon. It is hard to imagine anything that would have a more positive impact on clean transportation than a gas tax hike. Gasoline taxes help reduce consumption, shift people to more fuel-efficient vehicles, shrink the amount of money we send to petrodictators, improve the air quality, strengthen the dollar and the balance of payments, help mitigate global warming, and give citizens a feeling they arc Contributing something to the war on terrorism.
Solvency: Gas Tax Increase key

U.S. Federal News 6/29

(“Congress Passes Highway, Transit Bill,” pg online @ http://www.governing.com/news/federal/gov-congress-releases-details-of-transportation-legislation.html //um-ef)

Congress has finally passed a bill authorizing federal spending on highways and transit for the next two years, just a day before the current legislation was set to expire. It's legislation that's more than two-and-a-half years in the making. SAFETEA-LU -- the previous version of the legislation -- expired in September 2009, and Congress has passed nine temporary extensions since then to keep the country's transportation programs afloat. On Friday afternoon, the U.S. House of Representatives passed the transportation authorization bill on a 373-52 vote. Shortly afterwards, the U.S. Senate passed the legislation 74-19. The bills were part of a package included with legislation that prevented student loan rate increases. The sentiment among most stakeholders is that while the legislation wasn't particularly ambitious -- it fails to substantively increase funding for transportation, and it relies on what many call accounting gimmicks to provide the funding that's there -- it's better than allowing the legislation to expire. As recently as last week, some legislators, stakeholders and advocates believed the legislation was at risk of dying, as it appeared negotiators on a conference committee might not reach agreement. "People did not think this was possible," Sen. Mary Landrieu (D-La.) said on the floor of the Senate after the legislation passed. The previous longstanding uncertainty about transportation legislation had caused endless frustration for state and local leaders, who said the nine stopgap extensions made it difficult to conduct long-range planning for big infrastructure projects, since they didn't know how much federal funding to expect in the future. Relief is now in sight. Highlights of the legislation include provisions to streamline the federal approval process of transportation infrastructure projects and consolidate the number of highway programs by two-thirds in a move that's being praised as a way to reduce red tape and promote efficiency. The legislation also gives "categorical exclusions" to some types of projects that exempt them from the full force of federal environmental regulations. That includes repairs to infrastructure damaged in emergencies, work being done in some existing rights-of-way, and projects that get a low percentage of federal funding. Environmentalists don't like those reforms, but state highway programs will likely enjoy less red tape and delays as they pursue projects. The bill does not include approval of the controversial Keystone XL pipeline, which House Republicans had hoped to include. “This agreement will help strengthen our nation’s construction industry and provide stability to highway, bridge and infrastructure projects across the country," said Rep. John Mica (R-Fla.), who chairs the U.S. House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, in a statement earlier this week when it became clear the legislation was poised to pass. Sen. Barbara Boxer (D-Calif.), who chairs the U.S. Senate Environment and Public Works Committee, said the agreement "provides stability and flexibility for the nation's transportation planners, invests in America's crumbling roads and bridges, and puts people back to work." The legislation doesn't increase federal gas taxes, and legislators never seriously considered doing so, even though it's a step most experts believe is necessary to protect the long-term solvency of the Highway Trust Fund, which helps fund the federal government's transportation spending.

After the Senate passed the bill, Boxer said that legislators will address that problem as they craft the next highway bill. "We know gas tax receipts are going down and we have to look at the problem," Boxer said on the Senate floor.
Solvency: Jobs, Stim

Plan is the biggest internal link to the economy—alternative energy creates sustainable jobs, generates internal stimulus

Appleby 09

(Andrew, Graduate Tax Scholar in the LL.M. in Taxation program at Georgetown University Law Center for the 2009-2010 academic year. Prior to focusing on tax law, he was an associate in the Energy Infrastructure, Climate, & Technology Group of a leading law firm; J.D. 2008, Wake Forest University School of Law; M.B.A. 2004, University of Massachusetts-Amherst; B.S. 2003, Florida State University.  Transportation Energy Policy In National And Global Perspective: A New Beginning?: Pay At The Pump: How $ 11 Per Gallon Gasoline Can Solve The United States' Most Pressing Challenges, Cumberland Law Review #40//HH)

The only solution to our current economic crisis is a radical shift to alternative-energy development. Investment in the alternative-energy industry would immediately create domestic jobs in the United States' hardest hit industries, such as construction and manufacturing. n3 "Green" investments can create up to four times [*4] as many domestic jobs per dollar invested than traditional fossil-fuel investments. n4 In addition to creating jobs, alternative-energy development will reduce utility bills in American households, freeing up income for consumer spending. n5 Further, if the United States eliminates its foreign oil consumption, oil import money will stay in the United States and provide a huge economic stimulus -- easily over $ 100 billion annually. n6 Over the past two years, the money the United States spent to import oil could have generated $ 7 trillion in economic activity if it were spent domestically. n7 The United States needs to shift oil import spending to alternative-energy investing that will "immediately stimulate the economy, move the country along the road toward economic recovery, create millions of good jobs," and build a foundation for sustainable, long-term economic growth. n8 Additionally, the United States' staggering oil consumption critically impairs our national security. The United States is the world's largest consumer of oil, transferring over $ 300 billion annually [*5] to hostile nations such as Saudi Arabia, Iran, and Venezuela. n9 Through our oil consumption and subsequent wealth transfer, the United States ultimately finances both sides of the "War on Terror." n10 This wealth transfer has far-reaching effects, as "[o]il is the great empowerer of tyrants, and tyranny is the great breeder of terror and the great enemy of American values and interests." n11 Further, dependence on Middle Eastern oil handcuffs the United States' foreign policy. n12

Solvency: Fed Key

The federal government is key—we need to send a signal of abandoning the status quo foreign policy, key to international cooperation with climate change initiatives

Turgeon 10

(Evan, 2010 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, #145//HH)

Moreover, the United States' military, which maintains bases throughout the world, has as one of its strategic goals ensuring a supply of foreign oil for importation and domestic consumption. Funding such strategic holdings requires enormous annual expenditures. Estimates of the United States' FY 2009 military budget range from $ 515.4 billion n58 to $ 713.1 billion, n59 based on which items are included. Although United States military policy does not consider ensuring an adequate oil supply its only strategic objective, it is safe to assume that defense expenditures could be reduced substantially if foreign oil were less vital to the nation's stability. High oil demand imposes an additional foreign policy cost on the United States: it raises the cost of international relations. The United States' refusal to participate in international climate change initiatives impairs the country's legitimacy in the global community. This may increase the political costliness of foreign government compliance with the strategic objectives of the United States, requiring greater American concessions in exchange for international cooperation. The historical refusal of the United States to bind itself to multilateral energy use agreements also ensures that Americans will take little part in the deliberation over and drafting of such policies. n60 International law detrimental to the United States' interests may result.

Solvency: GT Increase--> Less consumer dependency

Gasoline Tax solves climate change, pollution and energy security 
Li 12 [Shanjun is an assistant professor of economics at Cornell University and holds a Ph.D from Duke University. “Gasoline Tax and ConsumerBehavior.”http://www.nber.org/papers/w17891.pdf?new_window=1] H. Kenner

Our findings have several implications. First, they suggest that the gasoline tax would be more effective than the previous empirical literature has suggested at addressing climate change, air pollution, and energy security. Several recent proposals have called for higher gasoline taxes for either fiscal motives (see, e.g., the proposal of the Deficit Reduction Committee), to maintain the solvency of the Highway Trust Fund, or to internalize the cost of greenhouse gas emissions. By focusing on the effects of gas taxes, our paper speaks directly to the effectiveness of these proposals. Second, separating gasoline taxes from tax-exclusive prices offers a strategy to address a challenging identification problem in environmental and energy economics. Energy efficiency-related policies such as CAFE are often advocated because consumers are widely believed to use a high implicit discount rate to value future energy savings. Beginning with Hausman (1979) and Dubin and McFadden (1984), a long literature estimates implicit discount rates consumers use to evaluate durable good purchases. The identification problem arises because the econometrician does not observe a consumer’s expectation of future energy costs. Consequently, it is impossible to estimate implicit discount rates without making assumptions on consumers’ expectations of future energy prices. In some cases, assumptions of future expectations are innocuous (e.g., for regulated retail electricity markets) but in others, such as gasoline prices, which are subject to influences from numerous domestic and international factors, modeling consumer expectations is not straightforward. Nevertheless, as Section 5.1 illustrates, under assumptions regarding consumer perceptions on state and federal taxes, the implicit discount rate could be identified without making assumptions regarding consumer expectations of gasoline prices. Finally, the results have implications for the literature on the optimal gasoline tax (e.g., Parry and Small (2005)). The literature estimates the optimal tax based partly on empirical estimates of the elasticity of gasoline consumption to gasoline prices, under assumptions that the gasoline tax and gasoline price elasticities of demand are the same. Our analysis focuses on short-term responses to gasoline taxes and tax-exclusive prices. Although we find evidence of differential responses in gasoline consumption from lagged tax and price changes, we leave the estimation of long-run responses for future research. The paper proceeds as follows. In section 2, we present some background on U.S. gasoline prices and taxes. We present our analysis of the aggregate state-level data in section 3 and present our analysis of the household-level data in section 4. In section 5, we discuss the implications of our results for the estimation of implicit discount rates and the elasticity of fiscal revenue. Section 6 concludes.  The purpose of our paper is to test the maintained assumption that consumers respond to gasoline tax and tax-exclusive price changes in the same way. In contrast to the literature, our analysis directly estimates consumer responses to gasoline taxes by decomposing retail gasoline prices into tax and tax-exclusive components. We use three outcomes to examine consumer behavior over short time horizons: gasoline consumption, vehicle miles traveled (VMT), and vehicle fuel economy (miles per gallon, MPG). Gasoline consumption and VMT represent the intensive margin and MPG represents the extensive margin. Two separate data sets are employed in our analysis: aggregate state-level data that allow us examine gasoline consumption, and household-level data that allow us to examine VMT and MPG. We find that rising gasoline taxes are associated with much larger reductions in gasoline consumption than comparable increases in gasoline prices. The results from the baseline specification suggest that a 5-cent increase in the gasoline tax reduces gasoline consumption by 1.3 percent in the short-run while an equivalent change in the tax-exclusive price reduces gasoline consumption by 0.16 percent. Dissecting the intensive and extensive margins, we find a significant differential effect in household MPG, especially among newer vehicles. Although we focus on short-term responses, the large effect of taxes on MPG suggests that the long run response to taxes may also be greater than the long run response to tax-exclusive gasoline prices. Our analysis also shows that the gasoline tax has a stronger effect on VMT than the tax-exclusive price, but the difference is not precisely estimated. There are at least two possible (and not mutually exclusive) explanations for the larger response to gasoline taxes than to tax-exclusive prices. First, legislation and proposals to change gasoline taxes are often subject to intensive public debate and attract a large amount of media coverage. Therefore, changes in gasoline taxes may be more salient than equal-sized changes in tax-exclusive prices (e.g., due to oil price shocks). As a result, consumers may respond more to a tax increase than a commensurate increase in the tax-exclusive price. Recent empirical studies have shown that consumers are more responsive to salient price or tax changes (Busse, Silva-Risso, and Zettelmeyer (2006), Chetty, Looney, and Kroft (2009), and Finkelstein (2009)).4 Second, the durable goods nature of automobiles implies that a change in fuel prices depends on consumer expectations of future fuel costs. If consumers consider tax changes to be more persistent than gasoline price changes due to other factors, a larger response to gasoline taxes than prices could arise through vehicle choice in both the short and long run. Although the short-run response of VMT to gasoline price changes is unlikely to depend on the persistence of price changes, as our analysis suggests, the long-run response to persistent changes could be greater than to less persistent changes because of transaction costs involved in travel mode and intensity decisions 

Gas Tax hikes spur public cooperation and makes consumers take a dramatic response

Li 12 [Shanjun is an assistant professor of economics at Cornell University and holds a Ph.D from Duke University. “Gasoline Tax and ConsumerBehavior.”http://www.nber.org/papers/w17891.pdf?new_window=1] H. Kenner

As discussed in the introduction, there are at least two explanations for the larger effect of gasoline taxes. First, gasoline tax changes at both the federal and state levels are often subject to public debates and attract a great deal of attention from the media. This could contribute to the salience of gasoline tax changes: a 5-cents increase in gasoline taxes could very well receive more attention from the media and consumers than a gasoline price increase of the same size.13 Several recent empirical studies find that salience is an important factor in consumer responses to prices and taxes. Using experimental data, Chetty, Looney, and Kroft (2009) find that including sales tax in the price tag (hence increasing its salience) reduces demand by nearly the same amount as an equivalent price increase. In addition, using observational data they show that alcohol purchases are more responsive to the excise tax (which is included in the posted price) than the sales tax. Finkelstein (2009) finds that driving become less elastic under electric toll collection (ETC) because tolls are less salient than manual toll collection. As a result, toll-setting behavior becomes less sensitive to local election cycles and toll rates increases after adoption of an ETC system. Second, consumers may perceive changes in gasoline taxes to be more long-lasting than gasoline price changes caused by other factors such as temporary demand and supply shocks. Given that automobiles are durable goods, the expectation of future gasoline prices affects vehicle purchase decisions. Therefore, vehicle purchasers may respond more to a gasoline tax change than to a price change caused by other factors. Both of these explanations could work in concert with each other and we do not attempt to disentangle the two. In the following, we provide several pieces of suggestive evidence for their validity. First, to examine the persistence of gasoline taxes and tax-exclusive prices, we conduct AR(1) regressions with these two variables using the state-level panel data and controlling for state and year fixed effects. Using the dynamic panel data approach in Blundell and Bond (1998), we obtain an AR(1) coefficient of 0.925 with a robust standard error of 0.018 for gasoline taxes and 0.775 with a robust standard error of 0.018 for tax-exclusive prices. This suggests that gasoline tax changes are more persistent; of course, consumer perceptions of persistence could be different from these estimates.
Solvency: Consumer Dependence

Best studies prove that Gas Prices and consumer dependency are intrinsically tied
Li 12 [Shanjun is an assistant professor of economics at Cornell University and holds a Ph.D from Duke University. “Gasoline Tax and ConsumerBehavior.”http://www.nber.org/papers/w17891.pdf?new_window=1] H. Kenner
Despite multiple policy goals that the gasoline tax can help to achieve, the United States taxes gasoline at the lowest rate among industrialized countries. In 2009, average state and federal gasoline taxes were 46 cents per gallon, compared to $3.40 per gallon in the United Kingdom. Heightened environmental and energy concerns, a record national budget deficit, and an insolvent Highway Trust Fund have brought about renewed interest in raising the gasoline tax in the United States. Estimates of the effects of higher gasoline taxes often rely on the estimated gasoline demand elasticity with respect to gasoline prices, with an implicit assumption that consumers respond to a change in gasoline taxes in the same way as they respond to a commensurate change in tax-exclusive gasoline prices. This paper investigates this underlying assumption by separately estimating consumer responses to gasoline taxes and the tax-exclusive gasoline price. We examine the short-run impacts of changes in these two components on gasoline consumption, vehicle miles traveled, and vehicle choices using both state-level and household-level data. We find strong and robust evidence that gasoline tax changes are associated with larger changes in gasoline consumption and vehicle choices than are commensurate changes in the tax-exclusive gasoline price. The finding that not all variations in gasoline prices are created equal has important implications for transportation and tax policies. First and foremost, our work indicates that fuel taxes may be a more effective measure of reducing gasoline consumption or inducing consumers to adopt  more fuel efficient vehicles than previously thought. Second, our research shows that gasoline tax changes could provide a useful source to identity the implied discount rate and to quantify the extent of an energy paradox in automobile demand. Third, our estimates suggest that traditional analysis on gasoline taxes may slightly overestimate the fiscal benefits of a gasoline tax. Our research points to three questions that warrant further investigation. First, recent studies have estimated that the optimal gasoline tax in the United States is more than twice as large as the current level (Parry and Small, 2005, andWest andWilliams, 2007). These studies employ the long-run consumer response to gasoline prices as one of the key inputs for analysis. Our analysis provides evidence of a differential effect of lagged price changes. Nevertheless, the precise long-run estimates and their implications for the optimal gasoline tax are unknown. Second, we conjecture two potential sources for the differential effect: the more long-lasting nature of tax changes, and the more salient nature of tax increases. Further work is needed to disentangle the importance of these two factors. Perhaps most importantly is the question of generality. Our finding suggests that it may be important to consider the source of the price variation when estimating demand elasticities and conducting policy analysis for other goods and services. 

Solvency: Consumption 
Gas Tax Solves- curbs consumer spending
Tullos and Levy 06 [  Kristen is a Legal Volunteer at Georgia Law Center for the Homeless, Past Legal Intern at Atlanta Legal Aid Society, Legal Intern at National Law Center on Homelessness and Poverty, and Legal Intern at Federal Trade Commission. Emory Law student and University of Georgia graduate. Brian L. Levy is a student at the Roosevelt Institution at the University of Georgia.”Breaking America’s Oil Addiction A Plan to Support Sustainable Energy.” http://lilt.ilstu.edu/critique/fall2002docs/fall2006docs/Breakin%20America's-%20Oli%20Addiction.pdf] H. Kenner

The additional funding for energy alternatives generated by the gas tax will have far-reaching positive effects for the United States. It will address both the supply and demand sides of the oil addiction, creating a more holistic proposal than is currently available. Regarding demand, the tax will naturally curb American oil consumption. However, the limits of policies that only tackle the demand for oil are well-noted. The continually dwindling oil supply, as well as the environmental problems already present, underscores the fact that even significant conservation is no longer a viable policy by itself. Instead, the tax will generate necessary revenue to fund an alternative energy industry. This will promote a long-term solution by creating a robust supply of sustainable energy. Since Americans agree that oil consumption should be reduced (Alliance to Save Energy 2005), any increases in the price of gasoline would seemingly cause a decrease in consumption patterns. After the sudden price increases caused by the oil crisis of the 1970’s, consumer demand dropped (Schwartz 2006). Granted, the enactment of this proposed tax will neither be as large, nor as unexpected. Nonetheless, the public most certainly will not increase consumption in response to the slightly higher cost; so, the only possibility is for consumption patterns to either stay the same or decrease. One model of potential tax-based effects, produced by Roosevelt Institution fellows Joseph Kastner and David Felix, predicts that for every $0.01 increase in the price of gas, the average American would respond by consuming one-half gallon less of gasoline annually (Kastner and Felix 2005). It appears, therefore, that consumption has an inverse relationship with gas prices. This is an anticipated benefit—to slightly decrease consumption without causing economic distress—but not the focus of this proposal. Conservation is a short-term bandage, while funding for sustainable generation and supply of alternative energy provides the long-term remedy that is necessary. The gas tax, along with the generation of a large amount of government investment in energy alternatives, would encourage the private sector to invest in new energy sources. In a report commissioned by the U.S. Agency for International Development, A. John Armstrong and Jan Hamrin conclude that two of the main barriers to private sector development of alternative energy technologies are a perceived lack of financing and deficiency in institutional networks that support project development (Armstrong and Hamrin 2006). Therefore, any measures that promote alternative fuel technology should attempt to engage the private sector by minimizing these perceived hindrances. According to National Renewable Energy Laboratory Director Dan Arvizu there is " very little of what I'd call robust corporate [research and development] in this business. The capital costs are too great and the risks are too high, especially when any company investing knows it will be fighting to earn a return head to head against Big Oil” (Lavelle 2006). Ostensibly, with the widely publicized goal of reducing America’s dependence on oil, federal funding should not be deficient; still, under President Bush’s Advanced Energy Initiative, only 289 million dollars of the proposed alternative energy funding is appropriated for fuel cell development (The White House 2006). This pales in comparison to the amount it would cost—500 billion dollars (Mintz 2002)—to change the nation’s car fuel  system to one of fuel cells, not to mention other costs for eliminating other realms of dependency (industry, homes, etc.). The 5 billion dollars generated every year by the gas tax will serve as a strong stimulus for development in, as well as demonstrate the government’s unwavering commitment to, the alternative energy industry.  Armstrong and Hamrin’s second concern regarding development of viable institutional networks for project development is more difficult to remedy. After all, despite whatever efforts the government makes, an effective nexus of the public, private, and educational sectors cannot exist without a mutual system of cooperation. Establishing the CIP is a good faith start because it incorporates all of these sectors in an active discourse for developing collaborative, efficient policy. Hopefully, in this fashion the various sectors will begin to cultivate more organic relationships that grow into a functioning institutional network. 

Solvency: HTF, Econ, Stim

Tax independently gets Highway Trust Fund out of the gutter and stimulates the economy

Li 12 [Shanjun is an assistant professor of economics at Cornell University and holds a Ph.D from Duke University. “Gasoline Tax and ConsumerBehavior.”http://www.nber.org/papers/w17891.pdf?new_window=1] H. Kenner

Finally, our approach may have implications for fiscal policy related to gasoline taxes. As an illustration, we calculate the change in tax revenues associated with a 5 cent-per-gallon increase in federal gasoline taxes based on (1) a naive estimate using the tax-inclusive price elasticity in column 1 of Table 3; and (2) the corresponding tax elasticity estimate from column 2 of Table 3. Based on a tax-inclusive price elasticity of -0.052, an average tax-inclusive gasoline price of $1.10, and average combined state and federal taxes of $0.25, the naive estimate would imply that a 5 cent-per-gallon increase in state gasoline prices would increase tax revenues approximately 19.8 percent over the sample. This corresponds to tax revenue of about $6.5 billion, which is about one-third of the deficit for the Highway Trust Fund forecasted by the Congressional Budget Office. Using the separately estimated tax and price coefficients, a 5 cent-per-gallon tax increase would raise tax revenue by 18.9 percent. Interestingly, the naive prediction does not substantially overestimate the implied increase in tax revenues associated with a gas tax increase. Gasoline demand is sufficiently inelastic and gasoline taxes are sufficiently far from the revenue m maximizing

level so as to make the distinction between techniques less relevant for fiscal policy.
Solvency: Pollution/Warming
Tax reduces external factors that hurt the environment- guaranteed to solve warming
Crane Burger and Wachs 12 [ Keith is director of the Environment, Energy, and Economic Development Program at the RAND Corporation. Nicholas is an associate economist at RAND working in the areas of environmental economics and international development, in particular on energy and climate change. He was a lead author on the Fourth Assessment Report produced by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. Martin is senior principal researcher at the RAND Corporation and is professor emeritus of city and regional planning and of city and regional planning at the University of California, Berkeley. “Putting a Tax on Oil.” http://pwm.sagepub.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/content/17/3/256.full.pdf+html] H. Kenner
In addition to generating revenue for federal government expenditures on transportation, a tax on oil could help to ensure that markets more efficiently allocate goods by taxing oil for the unpaid or external costs that oil production and consumption impose on society. External costs, in the case of oil and other goods, are real costs but are typically not incorporated into market prices, leading to greater consumption or production than would be warranted if consumers or producers had to pay the full costs of the product. In this section, we review costs stemming from environmental damage; where available, we provide quantitative estimates of these costs. We also include costs associated with macroeconomic disruptions and costs pertaining to national security associated with oil. We do not wish to suggest that an oil tax that would generate offsetting revenues for all these costs would be optimal: Calculating a socially optimal internalized—that is, they are shifted to the individuals who are responsible for these costs: producers of oil and consumers of oil products. Here, we review the major environmental externalities associated with petroleum products and, where possible, provide estimates of their economic costs. Oil consumption. Refined petroleum products, including gasoline, diesel fuel, aviation fuel, and heating oil, when combusted, produce a variety of airborne pollutants. These include sulfur oxides (SOx), nitrogen oxides (NOx), particulate matter (PM), hydrocarbons, carbon monoxide (CO), and carbon dioxide (CO2); some pollutants combine to form other air pollution, such as tropospheric ozone. Most of these pollutants have adverse health effects, some of which (e.g., PM and ozone) are especially harmful to at-risk populations, including children and the elderly. Others, such as sulfur dioxide (SO2), damage crops and have other adverse economic effects. The use of refined oil products indirectly generates external costs associated with transportation, including congestion and vehicular crashes. Most research on fossil-fuel externalities focuses on roadway congestion and crashes associated with gasoline consumption (e.g., Parry & Small, 2005), but these externalities also apply to transportationrelated diesel fuel use and air travel. Congestion imposes significant time costs on all drivers (or aircraft operators) in the congested area, not just the individual driver. In addition, some costs associated with roadway crashes are not borne by the driver and are not taken into account when drivers decide how much to drive—and thus how much oil to consume. A great deal of research has focused on the external costs of oil or gasoline consumption by passenger vehicles. A recent review paper calculated the external costs associated with gasoline consumption at approximately US$2.30 (US$2009) per gallon (Parry, Walls, & Harrington, 2007). This equates to approximately US$44.85 per barrel of oil at current levels of gasoline consumption. However, many of these external costs are associated with the marginal mile driven rather than barrel of oil consumed. An oil tax is unlikely to be the most-efficient way to account for these indirect costs, although, as with gasoline taxes, an oil tax could be a second-best alternative to other more direct taxes, such as congestion surcharges. Policy instruments directly focused on reducing congestion or accidents are likely to be more effective than a tax on oil for addressing these externalities. For example, a congestion tax is a more efficient way to internalize the costs that each driver imposes on others during congested periods. Emissions that damage the environment can be reduced through policies that improve fuel economy or directly reduce pollution per gallon of gasoline combusted. Consequently, under a scenario in which distance-based costs are internalized through alternative policies, we exclude the indirect costs associated with the consumption of oil through passenger travel from our estimates of total external costs. We know less about the external costs of freight transport, whether by heavy trucks or rail. Like passenger vehicles, these transport modes produce local air pollution, CO2, noise, congestion, and crashes. In the case of truck travel, there is also the cost of wear and tear on public infrastructure, which might not be internalized by current policies (such as weight restrictions). tax—a Pigovian tax that accurately reflects all external costs—is beyond the scope of this article and the data available.5 Rather, the discussion illustrates—numerically, when feasible—some of the costs associated with oil production and consumption that an oil tax could help reduce. Damage to the Environment. Extracting oil from the ground and using it to power vehicles, pave roads, and heat homes generates adverse side effects that harm human health and environmental quality. These additional costs are external to the person making the decision to consume oil—they are borne by society. Markets allocate goods and services more efficiently and more equitably when these external costs are . There are few estimates of the external costs associated with burning aviation fuel. As with freight travel, much of the pollution produced by airplanes has little effect on human health because it takes place far from population centers. Another significant pollutant produced by aviation, CO2, is relatively straightforward to internalize through appropriate greenhouse gas charges. Noise, as with automobile transport, is a significant external cost of air transport. But, like road congestion, noise is a function of aircraft characteristics and flight flows and paths, and is highly localized. An oil tax is not the most-efficient way to address these associated costs. The remaining external costs from oil combustion are those associated with other economic activities for which we consume oil, including home heating, road paving, and finished goods for which petroleum is an input (such as plastics). There are few, if any, estimates of these costs, even though there are cases, such as emissions from asphalt paving, in which costs exist. Oil production. The process of exploring for, extracting, and transporting petroleum generates external costs. These range from environmental damage and pollution resulting from oil spills caused by drilling for and extracting oil—as with the Macondo oil spill off the coast of Louisiana—or during transport, such as the oil spill from the Exxon Valdez oil tanker. The key issue is the extent to which these costs are borne by oil producers. Some states, such as Alaska, impose surcharges on oil production that are designed to be “environmental taxes,” though these are not universal and are relatively low. Oil companies are also liable for the costs of oil spills, although the liability to private parties (noncleanup costs) was capped at US$75 million per spill, an amount that would not cover the cost of a major spill. These types of measures help to internalize the external costs of oil production, but, if they are limited or incomplete, they will not fully account for these costs. Until recently, the literature on the external costs of oil spills focused on spills associated with intra- and international shipping. Spills associated with, for example, offshore drilling, were not typically included in calculations of total costs (see, for example, Delucchi, 2004). Consequently, existing estimates do not take into account the costs of oil spills from blowouts, such as the spill in the Gulf of Mexico. Estimating the externalities associated with producing the “marginal” barrel of oil is challenging. Existing policies, such as the Oil Pollution Act of 1990 (Oil Pollution Act of 1990, Pub. L. No. 101-380), make it difficult to use historical data on production risks because these policies internalize some external costs and make it difficult to model the relationship between fuel use and oil spills. Nevertheless, our best estimate of the environmental externalities associated with production is about US$0.15 (in 2009 dollars) per barrel (Delucchi, 2000) although we acknowledge that this estimate is out of date. Moreover, Delucchi focuses on tanker-based spills and not, for example, spills associated with deepwater drilling; consequently, this estimate could be considered a lower bound. Climate change. A rough estimate of the external costs associated with emissions of CO2 from burning refined oil products is approximately US$5.45 per ton of CO2 or US$2.37 (in 2009 dollars) per barrel (Nordhaus, 2007; Parry et al., 2007). However, potential damage to the environment from climate change caused by emissions of CO2 and other greenhouse gases is more difficult to estimate than environmental damage from localized sources. Economists have estimated charges (taxes) on CO2 emissions necessary to substantially reduce emissions in a cost-effective manner. Reductions need to be deep enough and come quickly enough to cause concentrations of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere to stabilize before climate change becomes catastrophic. However, if charges are too high, they might impose substantial economic costs, for example, scrapping parts of the existing capital stock before they are fully depreciated. This approach differs from calculating the costs of global warming associated with oil consumption, as these estimates focus on inducing changes in technologies and behavior, not estimating discounted economic costs of climate change. A US$30-per-ton tax on CO2 has been discussed in connection with climate change legislation as a point at which a number of generating technologies (nuclear, wind, biomass, geothermal) might become competitive with coal-fired electricity, the cheapest source of base-load electricity in the United States. Coal-fired power plants are also the largest source of greenhouse gas emissions in the United States. One barrel of oil generates 0.432 metric tons of CO2. Consequently, imposing a US$30-per-ton charge on emissions of CO2 would be equivalent to a US$13 tax per barrel of oil. At a price of US$72 per barrel, this would be equivalent to an 18% tax on a barrel of oil. Total environmental costs. To calculate total external costs associated with oil consumption and production, one would ideally combine estimates of each cost component for which there are credible estimates (e.g., air pollution, oil spills, climate change). However, there are a number of external costs for which no credible estimate exists; therefore, our estimate of total environmental costs is likely to be on the low side. From this analysis, we find that one could argue for a tax on oil of as much as US$58.00 (high estimates, including local pollution) per barrel or as low as US$2.52 per barrel (low estimates, excluding local pollution). The high number incorporates “indirect” costs associated with oil consumption—for which other policy instruments are preferable and an oil tax would be second best. The low estimate excludes these costs 
Gas tax will reduce emissions- studies prove people will get on board- solves health problems

MIT. 2012. [“Fuel for thought” MIT News.] < http://web.mit.edu/newsoffice/2012/profile-knittel-0305.html> MRaina
*Knittel is the William Barton Rogers Professor of Energy Economics at the MIT Sloan School of Management

Cars and light trucks produce about 15 percent of U.S. greenhouse gases. The best policy for reducing energy consumption from those sources, Knittel believes, would be higher fuel prices. “That would incentivize all the things we want,” Knittel says. “When gas prices go up, people shift to more fuel-efficient cars, they drive fewer miles, and insofar as there are lower-carbon-intensive fuels out there, people shift to them. They get rid of their clunkers faster.”
That’s not just an assumption; Knittel has studied the responses of auto owners nationwide to rising gas prices from 1999 to 2008 in another research paper, “Pain at the Pump,” co-authored with Meghan Busse and Florian Zettelmeyer of Northwestern University. The researchers found that with each $1 rise in the price of gas, purchases of highly fuel-efficient autos increase 21 percent, while purchases of gas-guzzling vehicles drop 27 percent. 
A shift to newer, more fuel-efficient vehicles would actually help people in another way, besides releasing fewer greenhouse gases: It would reduce the amount of harmful local pollution in the air, as Knittel detailed in a paper written with Ryan Sandler of U.C. Davis, based on a study of California from 1998 to 2008. “When gas prices go up, you’re getting bigger mileage reductions from cars that are worse in terms of these pollutants,” Knittel observes. 
That produces significant health benefits beyond the problems associated with climate change. “We’re talking about asthma attacks and respiratory problems,” he adds. “This isn’t just a matter of helping the world two generations from now. You can point to this and say, ‘Here is a more immediate, salient reason for a gas tax.’” According to Knittel and Sandler, 70 percent of the costs of a gas tax of $1 per gallon could be recouped by immediate health benefits from reduced pollution. Other possible benefits from the tax — reductions in climate change, traffic congestion and accidents — could make it a net winner for people in economic terms alone.
Solvency: Econ/Warming

Increased gas tax reduces car numbers and size which solves warming, congestion, economic growth, and safer roads- 
 Mankiw, Gregory. 1999. [American macroeconomist and Professor of Economics at Harvard University and known in academia for his work on New Keynesian economics. “Gas Tax Now!” Fortune Magazine. 139.10. 60-64.] http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/pqrl/docview/213274662/137A9D1821A598664B7/1?accountid=14667> MRaina
Many members of Congress have been pushing for a cut in income taxes, but they've been unsure how to pay for it. Fortunately, I've figured out an answer: with a tax increase. Let's cut income taxes by 10% and finance it with a 50-cent-per-gallon hike in the gasoline tax.

Yes, I know, this may sound like one of those pantywaist ideas only a pointy-headed Cambridge academic can love. But hear me out: By marrying the tax-cutting logic of the Republican right with the environmental concerns of the Democratic left, this might be a package that works for both.
Any would-be tax cutter faces a basic problem: Taxes are at a historical high as a percentage of national income, and the government is running a budget surplus, but cutting taxes somehow seems fiscally irresponsible. The explanation is that the impending retirement of the baby boom, together with the existing commitments to Social Security and Medicare, make the federal government's long-term fiscal position tenuous at best. The era of big government, rather than being over, as President Clinton once claimed, is very much with us.

The debate over tax policy, therefore, needs to go beyond arguments about the level of taxation and consider the mix. Unless we get serious about shrinking the role of government--which neither political party seems willing to do right now--taxes are going to remain high for the foreseeable future. Yet not all taxes are created equal. Some dampen prosperity by adversely changing the incentives people face, while others do the opposite.

Supply-siders have long argued that income taxes reduce the incentive to work and save, and thus depress economic growth. About this, they are exactly right. In the past, however, some supply-siders pushed their arguments to ridiculous extremes--claiming, for instance, that tax cuts would generate so much growth that they would be self-financing. The experience of the Reagan years put this theory to rest, but it should not cast doubt on the more modest view that lower income tax rates would be good for the economy.

Gasoline taxes, by contrast, actually improve incentives in various ways. If you have ever been stuck in bumper-to-bumper traffic, you have probably wished there were fewer cars on the road. A gasoline tax would help to accomplish this by encouraging people to car-pool, take public transportation, or live closer to work.

Another benefit of a rise in the gas tax would be a reduction in the size of vehicles. Whenever a person buys a large car or a sport-utility vehicle, he makes himself safer, but he puts his neighbors at risk. According to the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, a person driving a typical car is five times more likely to die if hit by a sport-utility vehicle than if hit by another car. A gas tax is an indirect way of making people pay when their massive vehicles impose risk on others, which in turn makes them take account of this risk when choosing whether to buy some monster urban-assault vehicle or go with a sensible compact.
Environmentalists should also favor a higher gasoline tax. The burning of fossil fuels such as gasoline is widely believed to be the cause of global warming. Experts disagree about how dangerous this threat really is, and most economists who have studied the subject believe global warming would not be nearly the economic catastrophe that some environmentalists claim. But there is no doubt that a tax on gasoline, or on fossil fuels more generally, would help cut such emissions.

A common fear about the gasoline tax is that it might fall disproportionately on the poor. Yet that is not necessarily the case. A 1991 study by MIT economist James Poterba called "Is the Gasoline Tax Regressive?" concluded that "low-expenditure households devote a smaller share of their budget to gasoline than do their counterparts in the middle of the expenditure distribution." Moreover, if Congress were to use a hike in the gas tax to pay for a cut in income taxes, there is nothing to stop it from cutting tax rates on lower incomes more than on higher incomes.

Cutting income taxes while increasing gasoline taxes would lead to more rapid economic growth, less traffic congestion, safer roads, and reduced risk of global warming--all without jeopardizing long-term fiscal solvency. This may be the closest thing to a free lunch that economics has to offer.

Gas tax is key to reduce carbon emissions, pollution, and congestion

Mankiw, Gregory. 2009. [American macroeconomist and Professor of Economics at Harvard University and known in academia for his work on New Keynesian economics. “Smart taxes: An open invitation to join the Pigou club”  Eastern Economic Journal 35(1): 14-23.]<http://dash.harvard.edu.proxy.lib.umich.edu/bitstream/handle/1/4263740/Mankiw_SmartTaxes.pdf?sequence=2>MRaina

Agreement on a truly global cap-and-trade system, however, is hard to imagine. Think about how the allowances would be allocated between, say, China and the United States. China is unlikely to be persuaded to accept fewer carbon allowances per person than the United States. Using a historical baseline to allocate allowances, as is often proposed, would reward the United States for having been a leading cause of the problem. China is never going to agree to that. But allocating carbon allowances based on population alone would create a system in which the United States, with its higher standard of living, would buy allowances from China. American voters are not going to embrace a system of higher energy prices, coupled with a large transfer of national income to the Chinese. Such a system would amount to a massive foreign aid program to one of the world’s most rapidly growing economies. A global carbon tax would be much easier to negotiate. All governments require revenue for public purposes. The world’s nations could agree to use a carbon tax as one instrument to raise some of that revenue. No money need change hands across national borders. Each government could keep the revenue from its tax and use it to finance spending or whatever form of tax relief it considered best. 12Related Externalities So far, I have been talking about global climate change and the case for a carbon tax. I know that some people are skeptical about global warming, and if you are, I am certainly not enough of a scientist to convince you otherwise. I will leave that job to Al Gore. But the case for higher Pigovian taxes is based on more than the conclusion of that particular debate. Let me focus on the activity of driving—an activity that takes a sizeable fraction of the average American’s waking hours. This activity has a large number of external costs. One of them is carbon emissions, as I have been discussing. Another is local pollution, such as smog. A third external cost is congestion. Every time I am stuck in traffic, I wish my fellow motorists would drive less, perhaps by living closer to where they work or by taking public transport. And they might well be thinking the same about me. In essence, each of us is imposing external costs on everyone else. A fourth external cost is accidents and the higher insurance rates we all pay. That is, when I choose to drive, I make it more likely that I will be in an accident. That is, of course, an internal cost that I fully take into account when deciding whether to take my car out of the garage. But, in addition, when I drive, I make it more likely that you will be in an accident. That is an external cost, which from an economic standpoint is equivalent to pollution. The numbers here are staggering. According to the U.S. 13National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, there are more than 30 million traffic accidents a year. It estimates that the annual dollar cost of accidents, including property damage and personal injury, amounts to more than $400 billion a year. There is a large literature that tries to put numbers on each of these external costs of driving. An article published in the Journal of Economic Literature in June 2007 summarized the many studies and concluded that the optimal Pigovian tax on gasoline was $2.10 per gallon. (Parry, Walls, and Harrington 2007) That is well above the current level of taxation in the United States, which is about 40 cents a gallon. Such a huge increase in the gasoline tax may seem unrealistic to you, but international experience suggests that it is in fact a plausible public policy. Other nations, such as Japan and Ireland, have gas taxes at about the $2 level suggested in the study. And other nations, such as Germany and England, have gas taxes about $3 a gallon. The United States is very much an outlier in how little we tax gasoline. Let’s look a little deeper at that $2.10 figure. Only about 6 cents of that amount came from the external effects associated with global warming. Most of it came from the more mundane externalities. The largest, making up half of the total external cost, was from congestion. The second largest was from accidents. So even if God came down today and told us that global warming was a complete hoax, the case for a much higher Pigovian tax on gasoline would survive, for the simple reason that every time you get in 14your car and drive, you inconvenience other drivers with increased road congestion and you put them at increased risk of being in a traffic accident. I should note that a gasoline tax is an imperfect instrument for dealing with externalities such as congestion. One problem is that some roads are more congested than others, and congestion varies by time of day. An ideal Pigovian tax to deal with congestion externalities would adjust the tax to driving conditions. That is not as crazy as it sounds. The city of London has instituted a fee for driving in the most congested part of the city. The idea was pushed by Mayor Ken Livingstone. Livingstone is so leftleaning politically that he has been nicknamed “Red Ken.” Livingstone says, however, that he got the idea of congestion pricing from the renowned free-market economist Milton Friedman. New York mayor Michael Bloomberg has recently proposed a similar plan for his city. Energy Independence There is one argument that you sometimes hear for higher gasoline taxes that I should probably comment on—that it would help us achieve the goal of “energy independence.” Politicians from both political parties often proclaim the importance of energy independence as a policy goal, and such proclamations win easy applause from crowds. But they often leave economists scratching their heads. Without doubt, it would be great if we could wave a magic wand and costlessly reduce the need for imported energy. And, indeed, calls for energy independence are 15usually followed by magic-wand-like claims about what conservation or technological advance is likely to produce. But if we don’t have a magic wand, and I don’t think we do, what does it mean to call for energy independence? Another word for "independence" is "autarky." If free trade is in general good for a nation, the same set of arguments should apply to energy products. 

Solvency: TI, Econ, Oil
Gas Tax increase weans consumers off oil and increases revenue for Transportation Infrastructure

Washington Post 12 [Editorial Board piece on the Gas Tax. “Raising the Gas Tax” http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/raise-the-gas-tax/2012/05/25/gJQA46siqU_story.html] H. Kenner

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

Solvency: Oil, Warming, Innovation

Increasing the gas tax solves warming, oil dependence, and an independent foreign policy

Lugar 09 [Richard is  a member of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, and is also a ranking Republican Senator from Indiana. “Raise the Gas Tax, End our Oil Addiction.” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/01/30/AR2009013002728.html] H. Kenner

Reality is stark: Nearly every major foreign policy challenge we face is aggravated by our continued addiction to oil. Recent developments in Europe, the Middle East and Africa only underscore this fact. But a new president and changed economic conditions offer the chance to take a bold step toward freeing our nation from the grip of foreign petroleum. In March 2006, I characterized America's excessive reliance on oil as "the albatross of national security." When oil prices soared to a peak of nearly $150 a barrel last summer, oil riches emboldened authoritarian rulers from Venezuela to Iran to the genocidal regime in Sudan. Poor countries struggling to grow were crushed by the weight of oil import expenses. Allies in Europe have gone cold this winter as Russia wielded its near-monopoly on gas supplies as a political weapon. And our own economic woes were exacerbated as we shipped billions of dollars overseas to pay our oil bills. Yet the huge external costs of our oil addiction -- in terms of national security, economic vulnerability and environmental damage -- are not accounted for in the price Americans pay at the pump. Classic economics identifies two basic options to intercede where Adam Smith's invisible hand fails: Governments can regulate to force, or prevent, certain actions. The government also can impose targeted taxes, which are almost always the most efficient, least invasive and most transparent remedy for market failure. 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. One of the simplest and most effective means available for strengthening U.S. national security is to dramatically reduce our oil dependence. A gas tax that returns money to Americans would take us a long way toward that goal. The writer, a member of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, is a Republican from Indiana. 

Solvency: Oil/Warming

Increased gas taxes are more effective than raising auto efficiency standards

NYT. 2006. [“Raise the Gasoline Tax? Funny, It Doesn’t Sound Republican” New York Times. < http://www.nytimes.com/2006/10/08/business/yourmoney/08view.html>]MRaina

Top of Form

Bottom of Form

FOR nearly two decades, Alan Greenspan owned the biggest megaphone in Washington as chairman of the Federal Reserve. When Mr. Greenspan dispensed advice on matters economic — interest rates, budget and tax policies, entitlements, the stock market, the best kind of mortgage — people listened.

Tax Break
As a rule, Mr. Greenspan, a Republican by temperament and background who was reappointed twice by Bill Clinton, adhered closely to Republican orthodoxy on taxes: the lower the better. Mr. Greenspan was hardly a proponent of raising taxes on energy to encourage conservation, a policy prescription generally associated with the politicians and economists of the left.
Until now. In late September, as he spoke to a group of business executives in Massachusetts, a question was posed as to whether he’d like to see an increase in the federal gasoline tax, which has stood at 18.4 cents a gallon since 1993. “Yes, I would,” Mr. Greenspan responded with atypical clarity. “That’s the way to get consumption down. It’s a national security issue.”
Mr. Greenspan isn’t the only Republican-aligned economist to have discovered, or rediscovered, a fondness for higher energy taxes since leaving government service. N. Gregory Mankiw, the Harvard economist who served as chairman of President Bush’s Council of Economic Advisers from 2003 to 2005, favored a higher gas tax before going to Washington, and has been banging the drum loudly for it since he left. On his blog, Mr. Mankiw has formed the Pigou Club, named for Arthur C. Pigou, the British economist credited with introducing the notion that taxes could be used to correct imperfections in the market. The roster of what Mr. Mankiw calls “economists and pundits with the good sense to have publicly advocated higher Pigovian taxes, such as gasoline taxes or carbon taxes,” includes some of the usual suspects — Paul Krugman, a columnist for The New York Times, and Al Gore, for example — as well as unusual suspects like Gary S. Becker, the economics professor and Nobel laureate at the University of Chicago.
Andrew A. Samwick, chief economist on the Council of Economic Advisers from July 2003 to June 2004, and a professor of economics at Dartmouth, is a member in good standing. So is Martin S. Feldstein, the intellectual godfather of a generation of Republican economists. In June, Mr. Feldstein laid out his own Pigovian plan on the home page of Republican economic orthodoxy — the Wall Street Journal editorial page. The government, Mr. Feldstein said, should essentially ration gas by distributing tradable gas rights that entitle people to use gasoline. Those who don’t want to use them could sell them, and those who want to drive more would buy them. “The 50-cent price of the T.G.R. would have the same incentive effect as a 50-cent gasoline tax,” he wrote.

What gives? Clearly, there is an emerging consensus among economists — right and left — that the nation would be better off, geopolitically and economically, if Americans used less gasoline. “Given the role that imported oil plays today, you can’t continue to be a responsible economist and not talk about ways to reduce that dependence,” Mr. Samwick said. “If you are concerned about the external consequences of imported oil, then you should raise the cost of it.” And free-market economists view a higher gas tax as a more elegant solution than, for example, raising auto efficiency standards.
Others chalk up the rising chorus for a higher gas tax to a growing unity among economists across the political spectrum on the deleterious effects of global warming. “The U.S. has reasonable arguments for not signing the Kyoto treaty, but we need to propose some other measure that will help reduce emissions,” said Kenneth Rogoff, former chief economist at the International Monetary Fund and professor of economics at Harvard. A sharply higher tax on gas would help reduce consumption, and hence emissions.
But as much as Republican-leaning economists like Messrs. Greenspan, Mankiw and Samwick may think that it’s a good idea, the Republican politicians who control the levers of power in Washington think that it’s an awfully bad one, even though gas taxes in the United States are far lower than those in other industrialized countries. According to the International Energy Agency, American gas taxes in August were a mere 40 cents a gallon on average, compared with $4.24 a gallon in Britain and $3.99 in Germany.

The last increase in the federal gas tax was enacted as part of the so-called deficit reduction act of 1993, a package of spending cuts and tax hikes that didn’t receive a single Republican vote in Congress. And because President Bush and his top political advisers are known to be adamantly opposed to any increase in the gas tax, economic advisers haven’t pushed it much. “We didn’t have policy discussions about raising the gas tax,” Mr. Samwick recalls of his time in the White House.

THIS highlights a professional hazard faced by academic economists who serve in presidential administrations. They must act as team players who value the overall success of the administration — even if they don’t agree with all of its policies. As a result, economists must often stow some of their policy ideas in an intellectual coat check at the White House gates, where they can be reclaimed upon return to private life.

Solvency: Indexed to Inflation, TI

And the status quo cannot solve- it has to be a direct federal tax
Crane Burger and Wachs 12 [ Keith is director of the Environment, Energy, and Economic Development Program at the RAND Corporation. Nicholas is an associate economist at RAND working in the areas of environmental economics and international development, in particular on energy and climate change. He was a lead author on the Fourth Assessment Report produced by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. Martin is senior principal researcher at the RAND Corporation and is professor emeritus of city and regional planning and of city and regional planning at the University of California, Berkeley. “Putting a Tax on Oil.” http://pwm.sagepub.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/content/17/3/256.full.pdf+html] H. Kenner 

The most important failure of current gasoline and diesel taxes is that revenues have not kept pace with the cost of building and maintaining federally funded highways, nor have they covered the external costs associated with oil. For an oil tax to be an effective means of raising needed revenues for transportation, it will have to be structured in such a way that revenues keep pace with costs. We also argue that such a tax could usefully tax producers and consumers of oil for external costs imposed on society by this product. One way to rectify these problems is to set the percentage rate each year at a level that would cover appropriated expenditures and an estimate of external costs. Congress would appropriate funds for transportation; the percentage tax rate would be set so that the tax would be projected to generate sufficient funds to cover these expenditures and to cover external costs. For example, if the price of oil were US$80 per barrel, a rate of approximately 40% would cover desired transportation expenditures (17%) and externalities (23%), under a hypothetical scenario in which these costs are additive. Because oil prices fluctuate, the percentage rate would need to be adjusted so as to ensure that sufficient revenues are raised while cushioning taxpayers when prices spike. One way to achieve this goal would be to adjust the percentage rate quarterly, based on the average price of oil in the first two months of the previous quarter. For example, drawing on the example above, if the percentage rate had been fixed at 40% because oil prices had averaged US$80 per barrel, and oil prices surged to US$100 per barrel, the percentage rate would be cut to 32% in subsequent quarters because this rate would maintain revenues at the projected level. Phasing in the Tax. In the previous section, we discussed potential shifts in prices on refined oil products and world market oil prices following the imposition of a tax. How these shifts will actually play out will depend on a wide range of market forces. Because of these uncertainties, Congress might choose to phase in an oil tax while reducing existing taxes on gasoline and diesel fuel. Such an approach would give policy makers time to determine how the tax affects refined oil product prices and therefore how the tax is being distributed across producers, domestic and foreign, refiners, and consumers. Using this analysis, Congress could make adjustments in terms of either expenditures or percentage rates.
Solvency: Generic

Plan increases federal revenue, solves gasoline consumption, and reduces dependence on foreign oil

Krasner 07

(Samantha, “America's Addiction to Oil: A Comprehensive Strategy For Reducing Our Nation's Dependence”, Connecticut Law Review, #209, Lexis//HH)

b. Effects of Gasoline Elasticity Even if gasoline prices are not as elastic as some may predict and people do not change their consumption levels due to an increase, there will still be the positive effect of a rise in revenue collected from these taxes. The revenue collected from an increase will still allow for programs aimed at feasibly reducing the nation's consumption of gasoline. n156 Any increase is going to have some impact in terms of reducing demand. Depending on the actual elasticity of a price increase, more revenue will be generated or demand will be further lowered; in any event, both possibilities have positive implications. The revenue collected on both the short-term and long-term would amount to a considerable revenue increase and gasoline consumption decrease (see Figure 5). One study, using a fourteen year span, determined that a forty-six cent increase would cost the U.S. economy about $ 2.9 billion annually, which includes inconvenience and expenditure costs that consumers might incur, but would save over ninety one billion gallons of gasoline. n157 The potential for generating revenue through an increased gas tax is substantial; each penny increase in federal tax can raise about $ 1 billion in revenue. n158 [*234] Figure 5-Revenue Effects of a 15-Cent Increase in the Federal Gasoline Tax n159 [SEE FIGURE 5 IN ORIGINAL] The effectiveness of an increase will be improved if adjusted to keep pace with inflation. n160 Since the increase in 1993, in order to keep up with inflation, the gasoline tax should have increased six cents; instead, it has not budged a single cent. n161 A tangential benefit to higher gasoline prices, assuming one effect of the increase is the decrease in vehicle miles traveled, would be the lowering of the number of vehicle accidents. n162 The social benefits of a gasoline tax increase, such as reducing traffic congestion and lowering the social cost of driving, justify a tax rate significantly higher than the existing rate. n163 Additionally, the increase will also bring environmental and foreign policy benefits. n164 The reduction of carbon emissions may be a major benefit of decreased driving resulting from an increased gas tax. n165 Reducing our nation's dependency on oil will also reduce our country's vulnerability to disruptions in the world supply of oil. n166

AT: Fraud/Ineffectiveness

Gas taxes have low collection costs and are fraud proof

Wachs. 2003.- Directorof the Institute of Transportation Studies at the University of California, Berkeley, Carlson Distinguished Professor of Civil & Environmental Engineering and professor of city and regional planning.[Martin, “A DOZEN REASONS FOR RAISING GASOLINE TAXES” Public Works Management Policy 2003 7: 235. Published by: http://www.sagepublications.com]MRaina

9. Fuel Taxes Have Low Collection Costs and Are Relatively Fraud Proof
Governments have a responsibility to their citizens to be concerned about the cost of collecting revenues and the possibility that revenues can be lost to fraud and tax evasion. In comparison

with many other revenue instruments, the fuel tax is unusually efficient in this regard. Whereas

traditional manual toll collection, for example, incurs costs that range from 20% to 25% of the

revenue produced, the cost of administering the fuel tax is typically only 1% or 2% of the revenue. Fuel taxes can be collected from a reasonably small number of fuel wholesalers or at the

refineries, with the charges being passed along to the retailers and ultimately their customers.

This keeps costs low and it also reduces prospects for fraud or evasion. When the tax is paid, a

dye is added to the fuel to change its color, enabling authorities to more readily identify fuels for

sale that have not been subjected to the required tax.

AT: Hurts the Poor
Gas taxes aren’t oppressive to the poor

Wachs. 2003.- Directorof the Institute of Transportation Studies at the University of California, Berkeley, Carlson Distinguished Professor of Civil & Environmental Engineering and professor of city and regional planning.[Martin, “A DOZEN REASONS FOR RAISING GASOLINE TAXES” Public Works Management Policy 2003 7: 235. Published by: http://www.sagepublications.com]MRaina
11. Fuel Taxes Are Fairer Toward the Poor Than Alternatives Currently Available People almost instinctively ask whether higher fuel taxes would not harm the poor. On close reflection, this concern would appear to be exaggerated and, depending on specific circumstances, higher fuel taxes might even benefit lower income communities. This is so, in part, because the fairness of a tax is a complex matter. Regressivity is one aspect of the fairness of a tax. Regressivity is usually measured by the extent to which the proportion of a population’s income is taken by the tax as income rises. When the poor have a larger fraction of their income taken by a tax than do higher income groups, the tax is said to be regressive; a progressive tax is one that takes a greater fraction of income from richer people. Fuel taxes and sales taxes are both moderately regressive. Regressivity is by itself an inadequate test of fairness. The income tax provides a perfect example of this. Income taxes are, in principle, very progressive because richer people occupy higher tax brackets and pay higher income tax rates than poorer people. On the other hand, polls have shown that the majority of Americans think the income tax is unfair because the rich benefit from tax deductions that are not available to the poor. Although a flat income tax would be less progressive, many people consider it to be fairer than our graduated income tax. An analogous situation exists with respect to the fuel tax. Rich people and truckers drive more than poor people and thus pay a larger share of fuel tax collections. Nevertheless, the fuel tax is fairly regressive because the poor do pay a higher proportion of their income in fuel tax than the rich. On the other hand, there are at least three ways in which the fuel tax appears to be fairer than alternative ways of funding transportation. First, only those poor people who drive actually pay the fuel tax, so only the poor who benefit from the road system pay the tax, whereas those whose poverty precludes them from driving are not charged. Second, the users of public transit as a group have much lower incomes than highway users; to the extent that fuel taxes are diverted to transit expenditures, lower income people are the primary beneficiaries. Third, in most jurisdictions in which the fuel tax is kept low, the most rapidly rising alternative source of transportation finance is sales taxes, which, according to most measures, are roughly as regressive as gasoline taxes. But sales taxes are paid by people whether or not they use highways and are less fair because they charge the nondriving poor as much for highways as they charge the poor who do drive. Fourth, it is reasonable to expect that jurisdictions that increase fuel taxes earmarked for transportation are less likely to raise general sales taxes specifically to use their proceeds for transportation improvements. Because most jurisdictions have some practical upper bound on their sales taxing capacity, greater reliance on fuel taxes for transportation allows governments to devote their general sales taxing capacity to the support of nontransportation programs that could benefit everyone including the nondriving poor—such as education, police services, and health care. In many circumstances, therefore, reliance on earmarked transportation fuel taxes would benefit the poor by providing them with both lower general sales taxes and a higher level of nontransportation services that rely for funding on general sales taxes.

A2: Economy turn

Key to US economy – protects the trade balance and the dollar

Charles Krauthammer, a Pulitzer Prize-winning syndicated columnist and commentator, political science and economics, Oxford University and Harvard (M.D.), The Weekly Standard, “The Net-Zero Gas Tax; A once-in-a-generation chance” 1-12, 2009 lexis

The further advantage of keeping it artificially high by means of a tax is that it keeps a large part of the money paid at the pump at home in the U.S. economy. Last year, we sent $246 billion to foreign countries to pay for oil. With oil fetching a price today more than 70 percent below its peak, billions that just this summer were going overseas are now getting pumped back into the U.S. economy. This does not just look pretty on our trade balance sheet. It helps protect the dollar by reducing the number of dollars that would otherwise be held abroad, often by countries whose attitude towards America is ambivalent, if not hostile.

Revenue-neutral gas taxes would not hurt the economy – it likely increases consumer spending in other areas
Charles Krauthammer, a Pulitzer Prize-winning syndicated columnist and commentator, political science and economics, Oxford University and Harvard (M.D.), The Weekly Standard, “The Net-Zero Gas Tax; A once-in-a-generation chance” 1-12, 2009 lexis

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. One nice detail is that the $14 rebate is mildly progressive. The lower wage earner gets a slightly greater percentage of his payroll tax reduced than does the higher earner. But that's a side effect. The main point is that the federal government is left with no net revenue--even temporarily. And the average worker is left with no net loss. (As the tax takes effect and demand is suppressed, average gas consumption will begin to fall below 14 gallons a week. There would need to be a review, say yearly, to adjust the payroll tax rebate to maintain revenue neutrality. For example, at 13 gallons purchased per week, the rebate would be reduced to $13.) Of course, as with any simple proposal, there are complications. Doesn't reimbursement-by-payroll-tax-cut just cancel out the incentive to drive less and shift to fuel-efficient cars? No. The $14 in cash can be spent on anything. You can blow it all on gas by driving your usual number of miles, or you can drive a bit less and actually have money in your pocket for something else. There's no particular reason why the individual consumer would want to plow it all back into a commodity that is now $1 more expensive. When something becomes more expensive, less of it is bought.

A2: Demand is inelastic

Demand has drastically declined in the past year – current prices have already encouraged an SUV rebound. A gas tax is key to curbing US consumption
Charles Krauthammer, a Pulitzer Prize-winning syndicated columnist and commentator, political science and economics, Oxford University and Harvard (M.D.), The Weekly Standard, “The Net-Zero Gas Tax; A once-in-a-generation chance” 1-12, 2009 lexis

The idea that the demand for gasoline is inelastic is a myth. A 2007 study done at the University of California, Davis, shows that during the oil shocks of the late 1970s, a 20 percent increase in oil prices produced a 6 percent drop in per capita gas consumption. During the first half of this decade, demand proved more resistant to change--until the dramatic increases of the last two years. Between November 2007 and October 2008, the United States experienced the largest continual decline in driving history (100 billion miles). Last August, shortly after pump prices peaked at $4.11 per gallon, the year-on-year decrease in driving reached 5.6 percent--the largest ever year-to-year decline recorded in a single month, reported the Department of Transportation. (Records go back to 1942.) At the same time, mass transit--buses, subways, and light rail--has seen record increases in ridership. Amtrak reported more riders and revenue in fiscal 2008 than ever in its 37-year history. Gasoline demand can be stubbornly inelastic, but only up to a point. In this last run-up, the point of free fall appeared to be around $4. If it turns out that at the current world price of $39 a barrel, a $1 tax does not discourage demand enough to keep the price down, we simply increase the tax. The beauty of the gas tax is that we--and not OPEC--do the adjusting. And that increase in price doesn't go into the pocket of various foreign thugs and unfriendlies, but back into the pocket of the American consumer. What about special cases? Of course there are variations in how much people drive. It depends on geography, occupation, and a host of other factors. These variations are unavoidable, and in part, welcome. The whole idea is to reward those who drive less and to disadvantage those who drive more. Indeed, inequities of this sort are always introduced when, for overarching national reasons, government creates incentives and disincentives for certain behaviors. A tax credit for college tuition essentially takes money out of the non-college going population to subsidize those who do go--and will likely be wealthier in the end than their non-college contributors. Not very fair. Nonetheless, we support such incentives because college education is a national good that we wish to encourage. Decreased oil consumption is a similarly desirable national good. There will certainly be special cases, such as truck drivers and others for whom longer distance driving is a necessity that might warrant some special program of relief. That would require some small bureaucracy, some filings for exemption or rebate, and perhaps even some very minor tweak of the gas tax (say, an extra penny or two beyond the dollar). But that's a detail. Most people can drive less. They already do. Why a $1 tax? Because we need a significant increase in the cost of gasoline to change our habits--or, more accurately, maintain the new driving habits and auto purchase patterns that have already occurred as a result of the recent oil shock. We know from the history of the 1980s and 1990s that these habits will be undone and unlearned if gasoline remains at today's amazingly low price. In the very short time that prices have been this low, we have already seen a slight rebound in SUV sales. They remain far below the level of last year--in part because no one is buying anything in this recession, and in part because we have not fully recovered from the psychological impact of $4 gasoline. We are not quite ready to believe that gas will remain this low. But if it does remain this low, as the night follows day, we will resume our gas-guzzling habits.

A2: 1$ won’t solve

1$ is enough to alter consumption behavior – the price would be adjusted upward if necessary
Charles Krauthammer, a Pulitzer Prize-winning syndicated columnist and commentator, political science and economics, Oxford University and Harvard (M.D.), The Weekly Standard, “The Net-Zero Gas Tax; A once-in-a-generation chance” 1-12, 2009 lexis

It might therefore be objected that a $1 gasoline tax won't be enough. If $4 was the price point that precipitated a major decrease in driving and a collapse of SUV sales, an immediate imposition of a $1 gas tax would only bring the average price to $2.65. To which I have two answers. First, my preliminary assumption is that it takes $4 to break the habit of gas-guzzling profligacy. But once that is done, it might take something less, only in the range of $3, to maintain the new habit. It may turn out that these guesses are slightly off. The virtue of a gas tax is that these conjectures can be empirically tested and refined, and the precise amount of the tax adjusted to consumer response. Second, my personal preference would be a $1.25 tax today (at $1.65 gasoline) or even a $1.50 tax if gas prices begin to slide below $1.50--the target being near-$3 gasoline. (The payroll tax rebate would, of course, be adjusted accordingly: If the tax is $1.50, the rebate is $21 a week.) The $1 proposal is offered because it seems more politically palatable. My personal preference for a higher initial tax stems from my assumption that the more sharply and quickly the higher prices are imposed, the greater and more lasting the effect on consumption. But whatever one's assumptions and choice of initial tax, the net-zero tax swap remains flexible, adjustable, testable, and nonbureaucratic. Behavior is changed, driving is curtailed, fuel efficiency is increased, without any of the arbitrary, shifting, often mindless mandates decreed by Congress.

*****Highway Trust Fund Good*****

And, the plan is key to job creation

Boxer 2k9

(Barbara, “Sen. Barbara Boxer Holds A Hearing On Impacts Of Expected Highway Trust Fund Insolvency,” pg lexis//um-ef)

Thank you so much, Secretary LaHood, and the rest of today's witnesses, for being here today to discuss such an important issue: the solvency of the Highway Trust Fund. And I'd ask unanimous consent to place in the record a document that shows the 24 entities that are calling upon us to fix this Trust Fund before August. I'll just read a couple of them: Alaska Department of Transportation, Arizona Department of Transportation, California, the Rural Transportation Advisory Council of Arizona, Kent County, Delaware, a lot of agencies in Florida, Georgia, Illinois, Missouri, Oregon, Indiana, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, Washington State, Wisconsin, the American Highway Users Alliance, the American Society of Highway Engineers and the National Governors Association. So I think we all understand that the job before us is urgent. And the good news is, I think we all do agree on that across party lines. I certainly know that Secretary LaHood made himself available to come to the Hill with a team from the administration to discuss this matter, and I know that he is very bound and determined to work with us across party lines to solve this problem. Look, this is about jobs. It's about our economy. For every $1 billion in federal funds invested in transportation and matched by state and locals, there are 34,779 jobs created and $6.1 billion of economic activity. So I know all of us are focused on economic recovery. We cannot come forward with a plan that's a year -- that doesn't do it. We -- I like what the administration did on an 18-month timeframe because that gave certainty to our people.
And, gas taxes are part of Transportation Investment

Carper 2k9

(“Sen. Barbara Boxer Holds A Hearing On Impacts Of Expected Highway Trust Fund Insolvency,” pg lexis//um-ef)

CARPER: Thank you, Madam Chair. Secretary LaHood, very nice to see you. Welcome back. Wonder what is like sitting on that side of the table as opposed to this side, but you look pretty comfortable -- at least, so far. This is -- these are important issues we all know, we got a serious problem, we appreciate very much your thoughts as to how we might address this problem. We have a simultaneous meeting going on in the Finance Committee on health care reform, and I need to switch over there. So I won't be able to stay for as long as I'd like. But we're grateful for this opportunity to have some conversation and look forward to more in the months to come. I want to applaud the administration's proposal for an 18-month extension of safety rule. And though we all would prefer a full authorization bill now, I don't believe that's practical given our current economic environment and our funding uncertainties. When we do pass a full authorization bill, I believe that we must increase our nation's investment in transportation when the economy begins to improve. And I see growing signs, at least, we're bottoming out, I'm encouraged by that. But when it finally improves, I think some increase in the federal gasoline tax will be an important component of that investment.

Jobs/Infra Add-ons

A. Increasing the Gas tax is key to infrastructure development and job growth 

Davenport. 2011.- Energy and environment correspondent for National Journal- past correspondent for Christian Science Monitor,USA Today, and Politico. [Coral, “The Case for a Gas-Tax Increase” National Journal.] MRaina

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 years by 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 thatidea.

B. Low job growth causes trade conflict with China 

NPR 6/1/12

(“Struggling U.S. Economy Drags Down The World,” pg online @ http://www.wbur.org/npr/154161623/struggling-u-s-economy-ripples-around-the-world //um-ef)
The sputtering U.S. economy isn't just bad news for America, it's a drag on the global economic outlook as well. "What matters to the rest of the world is the amount of demand the United States is going to generate," says economist Eswar Prasad, a professor of trade policy at Cornell. "Weak job growth translates to weak domestic demand in the U.S., and that concerns all of the U.S.'s major trading partners," he says. Prasad is an expert on the economy in China, whose turbocharged economic growth has already slipped this year, in part because of declining demand for its exports in the United States and Europe. "If employment growth in the U.S. continues to remain weak, it will lead to greater trade tensions with China," says Prasad , noting that politicians in both countries will likely be looking for someone to blame for economic problems. The value of China's currency, the renminbi, fell in relation to the dollar in May, a sign that China's central bank may be trying to make Chinese exports cheaper and therefore more competitive.
C. Causes a War with China 
Liu, Chairman of New York private investment group, 2k5 
(Henry, Aug 25th, “Trade Wars Can Lead to Shooting Wars”, Asia Times Online, http://atimes.com/atimes/Global_Economy/GH20Dj01.html) 

US geopolitical hostility toward China will manifest itself first in trade friction, which will lead to a mutually recriminatory trade war between the two major economies that will attract opportunistic trade realignments among the traditional allies of the United States. US multinational corporations, unable to steer US domestic politics, will increasingly trade with China through their foreign subsidiaries, leaving the US economy with even fewer jobs, and a condition that will further exacerbate anti-China popular sentiments that translate into more anti-free-trade policies generally and anti-China policies specifically. The resultant global economic depression from a trade war between the world's two largest economies will in turn heighten further mutual recriminations. An external curb from the US of Chinese export trade will accelerate a redirection of Chinese growth momentum inward, increasing Chinese power, including military power, while further encouraging anti-US sentiment in Chinese policy circles. This in turn will validate US apprehension of a China threat, increasing the prospect for armed conflict. A war between the US and China can have no winners, particularly on the political front. Even if the US were to prevail militarily through its technological superiority, the political cost of military victory would be so severe that the US as it currently exists would not be recognizable after the conflict and the original geopolitical aim behind the conflict would remain elusive, as the Vietnam War and the Iraq war have demonstrated. By comparison, the Vietnam and Iraq conflicts, destructive as they have been to the US social fabric, are mere minor scrimmages compared with a war with China. US policymakers have an option to make China a friend and partner in a peaceful world for the benefit of all nations. To do so, they must first recognize that the world can operate on the principle of plentitude and that prosperity is not something to be fought over by killing consumers in a world plagued with overcapacity.

Impacts: Econ

Crushes global economic recovery

Xinhua, 2k10 
(Xinhua News Agency, 9/15/10, “Commentary: Time to reveal truth about China's yuan debate,” )

At the same time, many people worry that the yuan issue could spark a trade war between the world's two largest economies and trigger a spate of protectionism that might endanger the fragile global economic recovery. Past experience shows that global peace and prosperity is impossible without China's participation, and as the world's biggest developing country, China cannot develop itself without the help of other countries. Therefore, the U.S. should rein in those congressmen yapping for Beijing to revalue the yuan and join hands with China to build a positive, cooperative and comprehensive relationship for the 21st century. 

Key to Growth 
And, its key to construction and long-term growth

Fleet Owner 8/5

(“Federal fuel tax in jeopardy,” pg lexis//um-ef)

Both the federal highway bill and the federal fuel tax must be reauthorized by the end of next month and though they are separate pieces of legislation, it will be impossible to debate, let alone pass one, without debating the other. This confluence of great consequence to trucking hopefully will garner the necessary attention of Capitol Hill in the coming weeks so that both measures can be passed by September’s end. Per a tax legislation update prepared by Nancy Faussett, CPA, and posted on BNASoftware.com, these are provisions of the Highway Trust Fund excise tax rates that will expire come Sept. 30: All but 4.3 cents per gallon of taxes on highway gasoline, diesel fuel, kerosene, and alternative fuels [Secs. 4041(a) and 4081(d)(1)] Reduced rate of tax on partially exempt methanol or ethanol fuel [Sec. 4041(m)] Tax on retail sale of heavy highway vehicles [Sec. 4051(c)] Tax on heavy-truck tires [Sec. 4071(d)] Annual use tax on heavy highway vehicles [Sec. 4481(f)] According to a post on DC.Streetsblog.org by Congress-watcher Tanya Snyder, “No one on Capitol Hill is seriously suggesting an increase in the tax, and transportation advocates are just hoping no one targets it for a cut.” Snyder notes that while expiration of the highway reauthorization bill is “the subject of much fanfare, the impending expiration of the gas [sic] tax has mostly flown under the radar, and that’s just the way many advocates want it.” While it is too soon to say whether or not the fuel tax will be up for a cut, advocates for raising the fuel tax include trucking’s largest lobby, the American Trucking Assns. (ATA). Back on Dec. 1, ATA – along with 20 other advocacy groups—issued a news release that praised former Sen. Alan Simpson and former White House Chief of Staff Erskine Bowles, co-chairmen of the National Commission on Fiscal Responsibility and Reform, for their proposal to phase in a 15-cent federal fuel-tax hike “to ensure the U.S. surface transportation network is strategically upgraded to promote and accommodate future economic growth.” In the joint release, the lobbies stated they supported the phased-in increase because “it reinforces the long-standing policy of pay-as-you-go financing by system users as the foundation of the federal surface transportation program’s success over the past half century.” The release went on to state that such an increase in the federal fuel tax would have two immediate and tangible results:  “The new revenues would help stabilize the Highway Trust Fund, which the Congressional Budget Office currently forecasts would require $34 billion in general funds to prevent devastating cuts in federal highway and transit investments through FY2016…[It] would also allow Congress to move forward with a long-term reauthorization of the surface transportation program that provides the resources and policy reforms necessary to facilitate long-term economic growth.” According to a “web memo” posted online last month by Ronald Utt, Ph.D, the Herbert and Joyce Morgan senior research fellow in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, since the mid-’90s, legislative attempts have sought  to “phase out the [existing] federal highway program by shifting the existing federal taxing authority to states in a multi-year phase-out that would restore most surface transportation responsibility—and the revenues to fulfill it—to the states.” However, noted Utt, that solution has been considered too extreme by some, including states that would benefit from it. As a result, such “turnback” legislation “never gained much traction and has not been a serious contender to displace the increasingly dysfunctional federal program.” The Heritage Foundation, however, recognized that the all-or-nothing approach was a “deterrent to widespread support” and in 2004 devised a “hybrid proposal.” Utt said the proposal would allow the existing highway program to continue as is but permit states to opt out of it if they determined that doing so would be to their benefit. “By opting out, the state—depending upon the plan—would collect or receive as a block grant all of the federal fuel tax revenues raised within its borders and would be entitled to spend them on transportation priorities of its own choosing.” Utt pointed out that so far this year several pieces of opt-out legislation already have been introduced, including the State Highway Flexibility Act (H.R. 1585), introduced by Rep. William Lankford (R–OK); the Highway Fairness and Reform Act (H.R. 632 and S. 252), introduced by Rep. Jeff Flake (R–AZ) and Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchison (R–TX); and the State Act (H.R. 1737), introduced by Rep. Scott Garrett (R–NJ). Utt stated that under an opt-out program, “a state would forgo its annual authorization from the Highway Trust Fund—with its many mandates, regulations, and dozens of specific spending allocations—and instead choose to receive its share of the federal fuel taxes collected within its borders. “Depending on which bill became law, the state would either receive these revenues as a block grant from the U.S. Dept of Transportation equal to the federal fuel tax revenues collected in that state or directly collect, keep, and spend the 18.3 cents per gallon fuel tax once collected by the federal government in the state.” At this stage of the game, it appears unlikely fuel taxes will be hiked and they may not be cut, either, given that highway funds are the generator of construction projects across the country. It seems the wild card may well be whether or not Congress will seriously examine the various bills that if passed would implement the type of “opt-out” funding reform described in the Heritage Foundaton’s “hybrid proposal.”

Highways k Econ

A. Highway Revenues Key – Failure Causes Economic Collapse 

McDonald 2k6

(Stephen McDonald is a 2006 J.D. candidate at the William and Mary School of Law, “Why VEETC Is Not Enough: Protecting the National Highway Transportation Infrastructure,” Spring, 2006 30 Wm. & Mary Envtl. L. & Pol'y Rev. 731, pg lexis//um-ef)
For decades, the highway has been one of the most enduring symbols of American freedom, as well as one of the primary modes of facilitating commerce among the states. As the United States has evolved both commercially and technologically, the national highway system has become increasingly vital to the success of the United States's economy, eclipsing the role previously played by railroads and dwarfing the role currently played by airways. n1 Despite the importance of the U.S. highway infrastructure, a lack of adequate funds dedicated to its creation and maintenance has left it in a state of increasing deterioration. n2 Under the current system of highway funding, n3 most of the revenue used to fund the creation and maintenance of the national highway infrastructure comes from state and federal gasoline taxes. n4 Currently, this system is significantly unbalanced, leaving states without enough money to adequately manage their road- [*732] ways. n5 This already inadequate system of funding roadway maintenance and construction is in serious danger of becoming further overwhelmed by a confluence of environmental, social, and economic factors that have prompted a recent movement towards more environmentally responsible transportation. n6 While the environmental and social benefits of such a shift are clear, the long- term economic costs of such progress are much less apparent. As the movement towards more environmentally responsible methods of transportation gains momentum, it is important for both taxpayers and legislators to realize that transportation, the environment, and energy use are all related, and gains for one can equal losses for another. n7 In the recent movement towards less environmentally harmful fuels and vehicles, the United States's system of funding the construction and maintenance of highways has largely paid the price. The federal government has only recently began taking steps to address the very serious issue of inadequate highway funding, n8 and  [*733]  unless more proactive measures are taken soon, n9 the integrity of the national highway transportation infrastructure will continue to decline, ultimately causing widespread economic disruption. n10

Highway k Econ

And, Highway infrastructure is critical to the Economy

Halsey ’11 
(Ashley Halsey III, Washington Post Staff Writer, “Decaying infrastructure costs U.S. billions each year, report says”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/local/decaying-infrastructure-costing-us-billions-report-says/2011/07/27/gIQAAI0zcI_story.html, July 27, 2011)

As Congress debates how to meet the nation’s long-term transportation needs, decaying roads, bridges, railroads and transit systems are costing the United States $129 billion a year, according to a report issued Wednesday by a professional group whose members are responsible for designing and building such infrastructure. Complex calculations done for the American Society of Civil Engineers indicate that infrastructure deficiencies add $97  billion a year to the cost of operating vehicles and result in travel delays that cost $32 billion. “If investments in surface transportation infrastructure are not made soon, these costs are expected to grow exponentially,” the ASCE said. “Within 10 years, U.S. businesses would pay an added $430 billion in transportation costs, household incomes would fall by more than $7,000, and U.S. exports will fall by $28 billion.” Deterioration of the U.S. transportation system has been likened to an iceberg, with just the tip of an enormous obstacle to economic growth showing above the surface. The ASCE report contends that infrastructure failure already is dramatically affecting travel and commerce. It is the latest of several reports to predict dire consequences if the nation does not swiftly address the need to rebuild 60-year-old highway systems and rail lines often far older than that. In May, a report by the Urban Land Institute warned that the United States is falling behind three emerging economic competitors: Brazil, China and India. The institute’s report put in global perspective an issue addressed last year by 80 experts led by former transportation secretaries Norman Y. Mineta and Samuel K. Skinner. That group concluded that as much as $262 billion a year must be spent on U.S. highways, rail networks and air transportation systems. The infrastructure crisis is not lost on Congress, but Republicans who control the House and Democrats who control the Senate have different ideas about how to address it. Unable to agree on long-term aviation funding, Congress proved incapable last week of passing a simple extension of current funding levels, something it has done 20 times since funding for the Federal Aviation Administration expired in 2007. The agency has been operating in a partial shutdown since midnight Friday, losing an estimated $30 million a day in airline ticket tax revenue. There is an equally deep divide between the two houses on a long-term plan for funding surface transportation. House Republicans favor a six-year plan that would provide about $35 billion a year, an amount that transportation committee Chairman John L. Mica (R-Fla.) says can be leveraged into about $75 billion through a variety of means, including public-private partnerships. Mica calls a two-year, $109 billion funding proposal that has won bipartisan support in the Senate “a recipe for bankruptcy” of the Federal Highway Trust Fund, which bankrolls surface transportation. Rep. Nick J. Rahall II (W.Va.), ranking Democrat on Mica’s committee, said the ASCE report underscored the folly of efforts to “do more with less.” “Today’s report provides the cold hard truth that America’s economic recovery and long-term competitiveness will suffer if we continue to under-invest in our future,” Rahall said. “Slashing investments by one-third, as Republicans have proposed to do, will make the economic impact on America’s middle class even worse than the grim predictions by the economists in this report.” The ASCE report predicted that without infrastructure investment, 870,000 jobs would be lost and economic growth would be stifled to the tune of $3.1 trillion by 2020. To avert that, the report says, will require an investment of about $1.7  trillion by 2020. It estimated the gap between what is being spent and what needs to be spent at $94 billion a year. “The link between a nation’s infrastructure and its economic competitiveness has always been understood,” said Kathy J. Caldwell, president of the ASCE. “But today, for the first time, we have data showing how much failing to invest in our surface transportation system can negatively impact job growth and family budgets.” Thomas J. Donohue, president of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, said the necessary spending was “not just transportation for transportation’s sake.” “Without more robust economic growth, the U.S. will not create the 20 million jobs needed in the next decade to replace those lost during the recession and to keep up with a growing workforce,” he said. Ultimately, Americans would get paid less, the ASCE report says. The economy would lose jobs, and the paychecks of those who are able to find work would be cut by nearly 30 percent. The cost of a crumbling transportation system was described by Steven Landau of Boston’s Economic Development Research Group, which did the research for the ASCE. “Business 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,” Landau said.

Heg Add-on 

A. Highways are key to Hegemony – military deployments

DOT 05.  
(“Introduction to the Current Military Deployment Concepts”, Federal Highway Administration for the Department of Transportation, May 10, http://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/OpsSecurity/dev-mx/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.

B. Heg collapse causes nuclear war

Gray 2K5 

(Professor of International Politics and Strategic Studies, and Director of the Center for Strategic Studies, at the University of Reading (Spring 2005, Colin S., Parameters, “How Has War Changed Since the End of the Cold War?” http://www.carlisle.army. mil/usawc/parameters/05spring/gray.htm)

6. Interstate War, Down but Far from Out Logically, the reverse side of the coin which proclaims a trend favoring political violence internal to states is the claim that interstate warfare is becoming, or has become, a historical curiosity. Steven Metz and Raymond Millen assure us that “most armed conflicts in coming decades are likely to be internal ones.”21 That is probably a safe prediction, though one might choose to be troubled by their prudent hedging with the qualifier “most.” Their plausible claim would look a little different in hindsight were it to prove true except for a mere one or two interstate nuclear conflicts, say between India and Pakistan, or North Korea and the United States and its allies. The same authors also offer the comforting judgment that “decisive war between major states is rapidly moving toward history’s dustbin.”22 It is an attractive claim; it is a shame that it is wrong. War, let alone “decisive war,” between major states currently is enjoying an off-season for one main reason: So extreme is the imbalance of military power in favor of the United States that potential rivals rule out policies that might lead to hostilities with the superpower. It is fashionable to argue that major interstate war is yesterday’s problem—recall that the yesterday in question is barely 15 years in the past—because now there is nothing to fight about and nothing to be gained by armed conflict. Would that those points were true; unfortunately they are not. The menace of major, if not necessarily decisive, interstate war will return to frighten us when great-power rivals feel able to challenge American hegemony. If you read Thucydides, or Donald Kagan, you will be reminded of the deadly and eternal influence of the triad of motives for war: “fear, honor, and interest.”23 

2AC Competitiveness

A) Highway Infrastructure is key to Competitiveness
HSN ’11 

(Homeland Security NewsWire, “U.S. infrastructure lagging far behind Europe”, http://www.homelandsecuritynewswire.com/us-infrastructure-lagging-far-behind-europe, May 2, 2011)

America’s transportation infrastructure is quickly falling behind the rest of the world as roads continue to fall into disrepair, railroad lines age, and airports become more congested resulting in longer commute times, more delays, and increasing transportation-related fatalities; the United States now ranks twenty-third overall for infrastructure quality between Spain and Chile; government expenditures on infrastructure have fallen to just 2.4 percent of GDP; in contrast Europe invests 5 percent of its GDP on infrastructure and China 9 percent; U.S. infrastructure investment has fallen behind largely as a result of the highway trust fund’s declining revenues, which are generated from gas and vehicle taxes America’s transportation infrastructure is quickly falling behind the rest of the world as roads continue to fall into disrepair, railroad lines age, and airports become more congested resulting in longer commute times, more delays, and increasing transportation-related fatalities. Engineers frequently give poor ratings to the quality of U.S. roads, bridges, and railways. More troublingly, in recent years the United States has suffered from several major infrastructure calamities including the failure of levees in New Orleans during Hurricane Katrina, the collapse of a bridge in 2007 in Minneapolis, and the collision of two passenger trains in Washington, D.C. The Economist reports that the World Economic Forum now ranks the United States twenty-third overall for infrastructure quality between Spain and Chile. Compared to Europe, individuals in the United States now spend more time on their average commute home than the overwhelming majority of their European counterparts. More time spent on lower quality roads has also led to more fatal accidents. In 2010, 33,000 Americans were killed in vehicular accidents, 60 percent above the average for most advanced industrial nations. The Economist also points out that the fastest train in the United States is the Acela, travelling between Washington and Boston at an average of 70 miles per hour, in contrast, the French TGV runs at an average of 140 miles per hour. In addition, American trains are often late with only a 77 percent punctuality rating compared to European trains that are on time 90 percent of the time. The Economist finds it “puzzling” that the United States is falling far behind the rest of the world in transportation infrastructure, despite the fact that “America’s economy remains the world’s largest; its citizens are among the world’s richest.” A steady decrease in public spending on transportation and water infrastructure as well as maintenance is largely to blame for poor U.S. infrastructure. Since its peak in the 1960s, when the government financed the construction of a massive interstate highway system, government expenditures on infrastructure have fallen to just 2.4 percent of GDP. In contrast Europe invests 5 percent of its GDP on infrastructure and China 9 percent. Furthermore, while the United States continues to build new roads, it spends little on their upkeep and maintenance. In 2006 the United States spent more than double what Britain spent per person on building new roads, but the U.K. spent 23 percent more per person on their upkeep. To help improve U.S. infrastructure and boost investment, The Economist recommends that lawmakers increase taxes on gas and automobiles. U.S. infrastructure investment has fallen behind largely as a result of the highway trust fund’s declining revenues, which are generated from gas and vehicle taxes. Currently fuel taxes are at 18.4 cents a gallon, far below European levels, and since 2008 the highway trust fund could no longer support current spending on infrastructure and Congress has been forced to appropriate $30 billion to the fund. Owning a car in Germany costs 50 percent more than in the United States and higher taxes on gas and other driving related fees have helped generate a surplus in its infrastructure fund. In 2006 taxes brought in 2.6 times as much money for the German government as it had spent on building and maintaining roads, while for that same year American taxes only covered 72 percent of the money spent on highways. With lawmakers wary of increasing taxes, some have proposed taxing oil rather than gas. In the past, during the negotiations for the Senate Kerry-Graham-Lieberman climate change bill, large oil companies have even expressed a willingness to accept such a policy. Other suggestions include increasing tolls or even a tax on the number of miles driven, which some cities are contemplating implementing. While each of these proposals have their drawbacks, The Economist states that American lawmakers have no choice but to find new ways to fund transportation infrastructure as the U.S population is expected to grow by 40 percent over the next forty years placing an enormous strain on aging and inefficient infrastructure. They write, “Whatever the source of new revenue, America’s Byzantine funding system will remain an obstacle to improved planning,” and if lawmakers cannot find a solution, “the American economy risks grinding to a standstill.”
B. Competitiveness prevents great power nuclear war. 

Khalilzad, ’11 
[Zalmay Khalilzad was the United States ambassador to Afghanistan, Iraq, and the United Nations during the presidency of George W. Bush and the director of policy planning at the Defense Department from 1990 to 1992, “ The Economy and National Security”, 2-8-11, http://www.nationalreview.com/articles/print/259024]
We face this domestic challenge while other major powers are experiencing rapid economic growth. Even though countries such as China, India, and Brazil have profound political, social, demographic, and economic problems, their economies are growing faster than ours, and this could alter the global distribution of power. These trends could in the long term produce a multi-polar world. If U.S. policymakers fail to act and other powers continue to grow, it is not a question of whether but when a new international order will emerge. The closing of the gap between the United States and its rivals could intensify geopolitical competition among major powers, increase incentives for local powers to play major powers against one another, and undercut our will to preclude or respond to international crises because of the higher risk of escalation. The stakes are high. In modern history, the longest period of peace among the great powers has been the era of U.S. leadership. By contrast, multi-polar systems have been unstable, with their competitive dynamics resulting in frequent crises and major wars among the great powers. Failures of multi-polar international systems produced both world wars. American retrenchment could have devastating consequences. Without an American security blanket, regional powers could rearm in an attempt to balance against emerging threats. Under this scenario, there would be a heightened possibility of arms races, miscalculation, or other crises spiraling into all-out conflict. Alternatively, in seeking to accommodate the stronger powers, weaker powers may shift their geopolitical posture away from the United States. Either way, hostile states would be emboldened to make aggressive moves in their regions. As rival powers rise, Asia in particular is likely to emerge as a zone of great-power competition. Beijing’s economic rise has enabled a dramatic military buildup focused on acquisitions of naval, cruise, and ballistic missiles, long-range stealth aircraft, and anti-satellite capabilities. China’s strategic modernization is aimed, ultimately, at denying the United States access to the seas around China. Even as cooperative economic ties in the region have grown, China’s expansive territorial claims — and provocative statements and actions following crises in Korea and incidents at sea — have roiled its relations with South Korea, Japan, India, and Southeast Asian states. Still, the United States is the most significant barrier facing Chinese hegemony and aggression. Given the risks, the United States must focus on restoring its economic and fiscal condition while checking and managing the rise of potential adversarial regional powers such as China. While we face significant challenges, the U.S. economy still accounts for over 20 percent of the world’s GDP. American institutions — particularly those providing enforceable rule of law — set it apart from all the rising powers. Social cohesion underwrites political stability. U.S. demographic trends are healthier than those of any other developed country. A culture of innovation, excellent institutions of higher education, and a vital sector of small and medium-sized enterprises propel the U.S. economy in ways difficult to quantify. Historically, Americans have responded pragmatically, and sometimes through trial and error, to work our way through the kind of crisis that we face today.

TI Invest. Key

The gas tax needs to be raised to cover rising transportation costs – but lack of federal leadership means policymakers aren’t even taking the effort to consider it 
Grant ’12 (David Grant. "MinnPost." MinnPost. N.p., 05/09/12. Web. 03 July 2012. <http://www.minnpost.com/christian-science-monitor/2012/05/transportation-bill-not-yet-passed-already-blasted-critics>.)

House and Senate negotiators may be weeks or even months away from reaching a compromise bill to fund America's transportation needs. But transportation experts don't need to wait for the final product, set to be hammered out by a conference committee beginning Tuesday afternoon. Whatever bill emerges, they say, will once again succeed only in kicking the can of sustainably funding American infrastructure down an ever-more-rutted road. Bipartisan commissions have repeatedly suggested two crucial changes in how America pays for its infrastructure: A short-term increase in the gasoline tax to make sure US highway funding doesn’t go belly-up. A long-term plan for charging drivers directly for how many miles they drive. Neither the House's basic 90-day extension of funding passed April 20, nor the Senate's more ambitious two-year plan passed March 14 addresses those suggestions. Until Congress is willing to consider such proposals, any transportation bill is merely papering over the cracks, say economic groups. “We’re at a point where we’re at the ‘searching under the couch cushions’ portion of finding transportation funding as opposed to dealing directly with the question of user fees,” says Janet Kavinoky, executive director for transportation and infrastructure at the US Chamber of Commerce. What’s wrong with America’s transportation situation? In large measure, it's the gas tax. The federal gas tax is a primary means of funding highway construction and maintenance. The problem is that it is not indexed for inflation, so while road repair costs creep upward, the gas tax stays the same. While that might be good news for American pocketbooks, it's devastating for America's highways. The tax was last increased in 1993, meaning that drivers are paying more than a third less into the Highway Trust Fund than they were at the beginning of the Clinton administration. Moreover, the sluggish economy, high gas prices, and environmental concerns have led Americans to drive less and to buy more efficient vehicles. The lower demand for gasoline has further cut into federal taxes. The result has been neglect of America's roadways, according to the National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Financing Commission. Its 2009 report suggests that the federal government needs to spend roughly $100 billion per year to maintain and improve its infrastructure. The Senate transportation bill offers $109 billion over two years. “The gap between what we’re investing and what we need is just enormous,” says Rob Atkinson, former chairman of the NSTIFC. “And they make almost no effort to address that.” The problem is that paying for American infrastructure more fully means raising taxes on someone. One solution, pegging the gas tax to inflation — or raising it outright — would risk further angering Americans already angry about gas prices. A recent Washington Post/ABC News poll showed 65 percent of Americans disapprove of how President Obama has handled gasoline prices, compared with 26 percent who approve. Another solution, perhaps even more promising to transportation experts, involves taxing drivers by the number of miles they drive — an idea known as a vehicle miles traveled system, or VMT. This ensures a stable funding stream even as drivers increasingly turn to hybrid and electric cars. While there are many permutations of such a system, one method currently being piloted in Oregon will allow about 50 drivers to use a variety of devices to track how many miles they drive and charge them accordingly. “The states as innovators will find the solution,” says Jim Whitty, manager of the division of the Oregon Department of Transportation group implementing the VMT pilot program this September, noting that Oregon was the first to pass a gas tax in 1919. “The key is to get the thing started” on the national level. Getting a VMT system up and running could take 15 years, estimates Mr. Atkinson. “That’s why people like myself have been urging Congress to be more proactive,” says R. Richard Geddes, a professor at Cornell University who served on a commission preceding the NSTIFC focused on transportation policy. Some cities, such as Stockholm, Singapore, and London" have started, he said, "but there really is no federal leadership on this.” Still, the Senate bill sponsored by Sens. Barbara Boxer (D) of California and Jim Inhofe (R) of Oklahoma, which is touted as creating or maintaining as many as 1.8 million jobs, has merits, experts say. It significantly consolidates federal transportation programs from roughly 100 to a third as many. It speeds up the delivery of projects by cutting back on regulations. It offers more flexibility to states to partner with the private sector on infrastructure projects, particularly tolls. It eliminates the nearly 6,000 "pork-barrel" projects that riddled its most recent predecessor, among them the vaunted “bridge to nowhere” in Alaska. It heads off a massive downshift in federal aid for highway spending slated for the 2013 fiscal year, when funds would wither to $12.8 billion from $38.9 billion the previous year. The shortfall is a parable of Congress's ad hoc approach to transportation funding. Congress approved more projects than it could pay for in 2005, assuaging itself with a promise to consider how it could reform its transportation-funding mechanisms. No reforms followed, but a recession did, dramatically shrinking revenues in the trust fund. In 2008, Congress gave the fund a $35 billion infusion to keep it afloat, but that has now been chewed up, leaving the potential $26 billion shortfall next year.

*****Deficits Advantage*****

2AC Internal Link 

And, the federal nature of the plan is the ONLY way to create NATIONAL surplus

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//um-ef)

The opportunity to reduce federal spending domestically and internationally indicates that taxing gasoline at Pigovian levels has the potential to yield triple dividends, benefiting the United States' economy and national security outlook, as well as the global environment. While this article paints in admittedly broad strokes, it seems likely that efficiency gains would produce a sizeable surplus providing the United States a significant relative advantage over other countries.

[this card is also in the states cp answers]

Internals: Transportation = Key Test

And, TI Investment is a KEY TEST for Congress – More deficit spending ensures a Greek-Like Tragedy (Remove from 1AC)

Ayotte 3/25

(Sen. Kelly Ayotte, Union Leader, “UL: Ayotte: Highway bill poses a big test for Congress,” pg online @ http://www.ayotte.senate.gov/?p=news&id=504 //um-ef)

Everyone in Congress recognizes the clear value of strengthening America's transportation infrastructure. How to pay for it, though, is another matter. This week, the Senate continues debate on a federal highway bill - presenting a test for Congress. We are simultaneously confronted by two important priorities: the need to responsibly improve transportation infrastructure and the need to stop running massive deficits. Republicans and Democrats from all parts of the country claim to support doing both. But when the rubber hits the road, it's clear that we can't achieve these goals without making some very tough choices. After Congress' earmark-fueled spending binge of the past decade, we can no longer afford transportation bills that perpetuate our broken infrastructure financing system that causes us to borrow more money from China. As currently proposed, the highway bill uses an old Washington trick: it finances two years of infrastructure spending, but pays for it over a period of 10 years. And most of the repayment wouldn't start until after the first two years of spending. These numbers just don't add up. And if this sounds familiar, you may recall that the federal health care law pays for the first six years of costs with 10 years of new taxes. This is the same sort of "buy now, pay later" scheme that in years past has depleted the highway trust fund, which is supposed to be financed through federal fuel taxes. Because revenue hasn't come in as fast as Washington spends the money, it takes more deficit spending to replenish the fund. Over the past four years, Congress has bailed out the highway trust fund to the tune of $34.5 billion - with your money. We need a highway bill that funds justifiable needs within our transportation system without raiding taxpayer dollars in our treasury to replenish the highway trust fund. That's why I am supporting an amendment that would lower the overall 2013 federal spending cap by $20 billion - thereby reducing spending in one area to pay for critical transportation projects. Just like in a household budget, it's necessary to reduce spending in some places to pay for other more pressing priorities. This is a common sense measure that I would hope my colleagues could easily support. Under this legislation, the highway trust fund will run dry in two years. And Congress will be back to square one, forced to make up another trust fund shortfall with more deficit spending. We can't keep kicking the can down the road, hoping future members of Congress will have the backbone to write a fiscally responsible transportation funding bill. Here's another example of why the highway bill currently being considered raises serious red flags. It allows one state - Nevada - to pocket a $45 million earmark that had been set aside several years ago for never-completed interstate high-speed rail project. Apparently in Washington, old habits die hard - even though Senate rules prohibit earmarks. With the national debt now matching the size of our entire economy, we can't keep spending money we don't have. Deficits have consequences. Spending beyond our means has already resulted in our nation's credit rating being downgraded. Failure to fix business-as-usual spending legislation, such as the highway bill, will only keep putting off the tough decisions that inevitably must be made to avoid the kind of fiscal crisis that countries like Greece are facing. Senators on both sides of the aisle want to improve our roads, highways and bridges. Many senators from both parties also want greater fiscal discipline. With a more responsible transportation bill, we can do both.

And, failure to fix the Highway Trust Fund through increased revenues dooms fiscal discipline and ensures collapse of the budget process

Freemark 6/10/12

(Yonah, pg online @ http://www.thetransportpolitic.com/2012/06/10/in-which-the-rhetoric-of-fiscal-conservatism-ceases-to-convince/ //um-ef)

Left with a chance to set in stone the rule that transportation funding should remain based on user fees alone, the House punts. On Friday, members of the U.S. House took one of the most significant votes on transportation in years. A non-binding motion brought forward by Representative Paul Broun (R-GA) to limit federal transportation expenditures to receipts from the fuel tax assembled in the Highway Trust Fund was defeated, massively defeated, by a 82 to 323 vote. Translation: A large majority of the lower chamber endorsed the idea that the government should be using funds sourced outside of user fees – generally that means deficit-increasing debt — to pay for transportation investments. Listening to the rhetoric of many political leaders in Washington, the outcome may come as a surprise. After all, isn’t this supposed to be a new age of fiscal discipline? Doesn’t everyone care about keeping expenditures in line with revenues to limit the deficit? Apparently not when it comes to transportation. If last week’s vote proves anything, it is that support for the idea that spending on transportation should be limited to user revenues is confined to a right-wing minority so far on the sidelines that it does not even account for half of House Republicans. Faced with the choice between drastically reduced spending on infrastructure — a reduction of 30% or more if spending on transportation were to match revenues, according to some estimates (because of the fall-off in collections from the federal fuel taxes, which have historically paid for national spending on roads and transit) – or keep spending in line with demand, rather than the money available, the majority of elected officials across the political spectrum continue to select the latter. The House’s vote comes almost 1,000 days since the transportation authorization legislation officially expired and it indicates that members of the Democratic and Republican Parties may not be as far apart in ideological terms as we might have thought. While the House GOP’s legislation announced earlier this year — H.R. 7, which would have significantly damaged transit funding — was certainly far from bipartisan, its Senate counterpart MAP-21 has just the right elements of moderation that can please politicians on both sides of the aisle, and indeed it made it through that chamber with a large majority of votes. For a month now, House and Senate leaders have been working on a compromise between hard-core right-wing views about spending on transportation and the Senate’s moderation, and little has come of the negotiations. In fact, last week House Speaker John Boehner (R-OH) suggested that transportation spending be extended another six months, until the end of December, to avoid making any sort of hard decisions now about a long-term piece of legislation. (The current extension, which basically keeps federal spending at 2009 levels, will expire at the end of this month.) But now that it is obvious that members of both political parties really do want to keep spending going on infrastructure, perhaps compromise is in the offing. Of course, in today’s Washington, in the middle of election season, you can’t count on anything of the sort. Nonetheless, what choice do leaders on either side of the aisle have other than to compromise? Without a new law, spending on transportation won’t go up or down, but it will certainly remain above the levels provided for by the Highway Trust Fund. If that’s the case, why not at least make provisions for reforms of the transportation grant system, which everyone claims is too complicated already? That’s pretty much what MAP-21 does. Republicans have demonstrated that they are unwilling to make the cuts to the federal budget for transportation that would be necessary if they wanted to honor their pledge to reduce the budget deficit; the vote last week proved that they care more about ensuring adequate investment in infrastructure (as they should!) than they do about taking out more federal debt in a period of record-low interest rates. Democrats in Washington, meanwhile, have shown no real interest in actually fighting for revenue increases through an increase in the fuel tax, major installation of tolling facilities, or the creation of a vehicle-miles traveled fee, all of which could restore the fiscal health of the Highway Trust Fund but which are considered too politically explosive to fight. Thus here we are. Members of Congress seem to agree: The politically obvious choice is maintaining transportation spending and in the process doing nothing to increase taxes to pay for the program. Is that a big problem? Not really. But it certainly won’t do anything to reduce the deficit. What does this suggest about the future of federal transportation spending? What seems clear is that it would be delusional to think that there will be any sort of quick return to a system in which expenditures are defined based on revenues. The grave for the user fee based model for transportation funding has just been dug a bit deeper.

Internals: Plan = First Step

And, a gas-tax is a first step to deficit reduction 

Engineering News Record 12/13/2010

(“Deficit Panel’s Majority Backs Gas-Tax Hike,” pg lexis//um-ef)

More than half of the members of a presidential commission have endorsed an aggressive deficit-cutting blueprint that includes a proposed 15¢-per-gallon boost in the federal gasoline tax. Eleven of 18 National Commission on Fiscal Responsibility and Reform members voted for the wide-ranging plan, but that was three votes short of the 14-member supermajority needed for formal approval. Still, commission members who gathered on Dec. 3 in a Senate hearing room for the voting session were optimistic that the plan, contained in a final report titled «The Moment of Truth,» would have an impact on future federal budget debates. One panel member who voted for the report, Sen. Mike Crapo (R-Idaho), said although the final report did not win 14 yes votes, that «should not be an indication that there is not powerful support behind this plan and the need for Congress to engage.» He said the 11 votes are a signal the deficit-reduction recommendations could win the majority needed to get them approved in Congress. The commission's plan would trim the deficit by $3.9 trillion by 2020. More than half of that amount would come from cuts in defense and non-defense discretionary spending. The panel's gas-tax recommendation—boosting the 18.4¢-per-gal levy by 15¢ per gal over 2013-2015's rate—won praise from a group of 21 construction, transportation and labor-union organizations. Earlier transportation commissions supported a fuels-tax increase; however, on an encouraging note for advocates of the hike, the panel that made the recommendation has a charter that is broader in scope and a roster of members that is more diverse. Still, the real «moment of truth» for the gas-tax proposal—and the rest of the commission’s recommendations—lies ahead. If the past is any guide, raising the gas tax will be a difficult pull. The levy has not been increased since 1993, as White House administrations and Congress have resisted a boost. So far, that view hasn't changed in the Obama Administration and the current Congress.

Internals: Plan k Revenue

Increasing the gas tax generates insane revenue and decreases the deficit while decreasing oil consumption

OMB Watch 2-9-12 (Investing in America's Economy, both Center for American Progress' First Step and Budgeting for Growth, Andy Sterns' 21st Century Plan, the Institute for America's Future Citizens' Commission, Esquire's Commission to Balance the Federal Budget, and the Stephen Pearlstein's Budget Op-Ed., “Increase the gas tax to 43 cents a gallon and index it to inflation: $291 billion over 10 years”, http://www.ombwatch.org/files/budget/Revenue/RevenueChoices.pdf) CM

Currently, the federal tax on gas is 18.4 cents per gallon. All the funds collected are directed to the Highway Trust Fund to support important transportation infrastructure projects around the nation. The gas tax has not been raised since 1993, and it has lost 33 percent of its purchasing power over the past 18 years. If Congress raised the gas tax by 25 cents, to 43.4 cents per gallon, the country could raise $291 billion10 in revenue over the next 10 years to help pay for important infrastructure projects, which would create jobs. President Herbert Hoover signed the first federal gas tax into law in 1932. The tax of one cent per gallon (equal to 16 cents in today’s dollars) was used to support the general operations of the federal government. In 1956, with the creation of the interstate highway system, gas tax revenue was targeted specifically for infrastructure projects. The value of the tax was eaten away by inflation over the next several decades (see the chart below) until President Reagan increased the tax, which went from 4 cents per gallon to 14 cents. Under President Bill Clinton, it was increased again to its current rate of 18.4 cents, but since Congress did not index it to inflation, its value is again eroding. In the past, the gas tax generated more than enough revenue to fill the Highway Trust Fund. Today, the tax cannot keep up with infrastructure costs, and the fund requires regular infusions from the federal government’s general fund (in 2010, a $20 billion infusion was needed). The Rationale: Raising the gas tax would put more of the burden of road development onto the individuals who use them most heavily. The failure to index the federal gas tax to inflation means that maintenance of our current transportation infrastructure and the build-out of new roads to accommodate population increases have to be paid out of the federal government’s general revenues. In 2010, almost $20 billion was transferred out of general federal funds to the Highway Trust Fund. A higher gas tax would close this gap. In addition to bringing in needed revenue, an increased gas tax would reduce fossil fuel consumption, thereby decreasing America’s dependence on foreign energy sources as well as helping to reduce use of one of the major contributors to environmental damage, public health risks, and global warming. According to the Congressional Budget Office, the environmental and public health costs of using gas are at least $1 per gallon more than users currently pay. 

Raising the gas tax effectively reduces the deficit and is a better economic strategy than CAFE

Worstall 2-22-12 (Tim, Forbes, Senior Fellow @ the Adam Smith Institute in London, “Of Course Politicians Prefer CAFÉ to Gas Taxes”, February 22nd, 2012, http://www.forbes.com/sites/timworstall/2012/02/22/of-course-politicians-prefer-cafe-to-gas-taxes/)

I do have to admit that I’ve been most puzzled, even from a political point of view, by the recent moves over the CAFE standards. The Federal budget is crying out for more revenue and a decent sized, say $1 a gallon, gas tax would raise a reasonably large amount even when compared to the budget deficit. It would also be more efficient than the CAFE standards in increasing the mpg of the US car fleet. Further, given the climate change thing, the Stern Review implies that there should be an extra 60 cents a gallon on gas anyway. 

1AC/2AC Impact: Econ
Deficit Spending Collapses the Economy – deficits outweigh EVERY OTHER indicator 

Hunt 2k12

(Lacy H. Hunt, Master of Business Administration from the Wharton School of the University of Pennsylvania, and a doctorate in economics from Temple University, is executive vice president of Hoisington Investment Management Company (HIMCO), a Texas-based registered investment adviser specializing in the management of fixed-income portfolios for large institutional clients. The firm has more than $4.5 billion under management, with a client base of corporate and public funds, foundations, endowments, Taft-Hartley funds and insurance companies. An internationally known economist, Hunt joined HIMCO in 1996. His background includes roles as chief U.S. economist for the HSBC Group, one of the world's largest banks, executive vice president and chief economist for Fidelity Bank, vice president for monetary economics at Chase Econometrics Associates, Inc. and senior economist for the Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas, “Economic Recovery Via Shared Sacrifice, Cutting Government Spending, Deficit and Debts,” pg online @ http://www.marketoracle.co.uk/Article34706.html)

LH: It may occur sooner than we think. If interest rates in the marketplace were to go up 200 basis points, it would add approximately $350B a year to the federal budget deficit. Of course, you'd have to borrow that, and then borrow more and more in succeeding years. So the interest expense is really a potential time bomb. I don't think a rise in long-term rates is at hand, but it's very problematic as we go forward. TGR: You also write about a negative risk premium—when the total return of the S&P 500 is less than the return on long-term Treasuries and thus equity investors aren't being rewarded for the risks they take. It seems to contradict the concept that we're marching toward this bang point. Will the negative risk premium continue until we reach the bang point? LH: First of all, let me explain a bit more about the negative risk premium. We know that over very long periods of time investors in stocks have received a premium over investors in long-term Treasuries. If that didn't hold true over the long run, people wouldn't take the risk. But there have been significant exceptions. Following the build-up of debt in the 1860s and 1870s, we had a 20-year span during which the S&P 500 return was lower than long-term Treasury returns. Then, even though World War II interrupted, another period of negative risk premiums lasted from 1928 to 1948. In both instances, 20 years was a long time to wait for risk to be rewarded. Certainly there were quarters, even years, during those spans when the S&P 500 returns were better than the Treasuries, but when you stand back and you look at the entire period, risk was not rewarded. We've had another massive build-up of debt over the last 20 years, and since 1991 we've been in another negative risk premium cycle. We've past the 20-year point already, and if we continue along the path toward increased indebtedness, we'll extend the negative risk premium interval this time around. I think it will be very difficult for the normal economic conditions to prevail. A lot of the pioneering work on the role of debt was done by Irving Fisher. He thought the economy operated on a normal business cycle model, one to two bad years, four to five good years. The one to two got a little testy, but it was over and you went on. That's why he was fooled by the Great Depression. He freely admitted he was fooled. He made some outrageous statements about the health of the economy in 1929, but he did his mea culpa, reexamined what he thought and concluded that the normal business cycle doesn't work in highly over-indebted situations. In those situations, the indebtedness controls nearly all other economic variables—including the risk premium. The normal bounds don't work, just as they did not work after the panics of 1873, 1929, and 1989, when risk was not rewarded. So by trying to solve this over-indebtedness problem by getting further in debt, the standard of living will not rise and, in the final analysis, the stock market will reflect how well our people are doing. And our people are not doing well. Of course, the bang point is a point of calamitous development, but it would mark the climax of a prolonged period of underperformance and financial risk management. It's not at hand. We have the ability to control it, but we have to have the political will to do so. At present, it doesn't appear to be forthcoming. TGR: You've indicated that the only way for developed nations to get out from under this debt burden is austerity, not inflation or more Quantitative Easing (QE). With the income of average American citizens stagnant, at best, for a decade already, what would spark the political will to force austerity measures on a beleaguered populace? LH: No one wants austerity. Neither the politicians nor the public want it. The McKinsey Global Institute did an outstanding study of what happens to highly overleveraged countries that get into crisis situations. It found 32 cases that have fully played out, starting with the 1930s. In 16 cases of the 32—or half—austerity was required. Only eight cases were resolved by higher inflation, but they were all very small, emerging economies. A small country with no major role in world markets can get away with debasing its currency, but a major player cannot do that.

Deficit spending kills investor confidence and destroys the perception of the dollar

Bergsten 09

(Fred, Director of the Institute for International Economics, former Assistant Secretary of the Treasury for International Affairs and Assistant for International Economic Affairs to the National Security Council “The Dollar and the Deficits,” Foreign Affairs, Lexis//HH)

Even as efforts to recover from the current crisis go forward, the United States should launch new policies to avoid large external deficits, balance the budget, and adapt to a global currency system less centered on the dollar. Although it will take a number of years to fully implement these measures, they should be initiated promptly both to bolster confidence in the recovery and to build the foundation for a sustainable U.S. economy over the long haul. This is not just an economic imperative but a foreign policy and national security one as well. A first step is to recognize the dangers of standing pat. For example, the United States' trade and current account deficits have declined sharply over the last three years, but absent new policy action, they are likely to start climbing again, rising to record levels and far beyond. Or take the dollar. Its role as the dominant international currency has made it much easier for the United States to finance, and thus run up, large trade and current account deficits with the rest of the world over the past 30 years. These huge inflows of foreign capital, however, turned out to be an important cause of the current economic crisis, because they contributed to the low interest rates, excessive liquidity, and loose monetary policies that -- in combination with lax financial supervision -- brought on the overleveraging and underpricing of risk that produced the meltdown. It has long been known that large external deficits pose substantial risks to the U.S. economy because foreign investors might at some point refuse to finance these deficits on terms compatible with U.S. prosperity. Any sudden stop in lending to the United States would drive the dollar down, push inflation and interest rates up, and perhaps bring on a hard landing for the United States -- and the world economy at large. But it is now evident that it can be equally or even more damaging if foreign investors do finance large U.S. deficits for prolonged periods. U.S. policymakers, therefore, must recognize that large external deficits, the dominance of the dollar, and the large capital inflows that necessarily accompany deficits and currency dominance are no longer in the United States' national interest. Washington should welcome initiatives put forward over the past year by China and others to begin a serious discussion of reforming the international monetary system If the rest of the world again finances the United States' large external deficits, the conditions that brought on the current crisis will be replicated. To a large extent, the US external deficit has an internal counterpart: the budget deficit. Higher budget deficits generally increase domestic demand for foreign goods and foreign capital and thus promote larger current account deficits. But the two deficits are not "twin" in any mechanistic sense, and they have moved in opposite directions at times, including at present. The latest projections by the Obama administration and the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) suggest that both in the short run, as a result of the crisis, and over the next decade or so, as baby boomers age, the US budget deficit will exceed all previous records by considerable margins. The Peterson Institute for International Economics projects that the international economic position of the United States is likely to deteriorate enormously as a result, with the current account deficit rising from a previous record of six percent of GDP to over 15 percent (more than $5 trillion annually) by 2030 and net debt climbing from $3.5 trillion today to $50 trillion (the equivalent of 140 percent of GDP and more than 700 percent of exports) by 2030. The United States would then be transferring a full seven percent ($2.5 trillion) of its entire economic output to foreigners every year in order to service its external debt. This untenable scenario highlights a grave triple threat for the United States. If the rest of the world again finances the United States' large external deficits, the conditions that brought on the current crisis will be replicated and the risk of calamity renewed. At the same time, increasing US demands on foreign investors would probably become unsustainable and produce a severe drop in the value of the dollar well before 2030, possibly bringing on a hard landing. And even if the United States were lucky enough to avoid future crises, the steadily rising transfer of US income to the rest of the world to service foreign debt would seriously erode Americans' standards of living. Hence, new record levels of trade and current account deficits would likely levy very heavy costs on the United States whether or not the rest of the world was willing to finance these deficits at prices compatible with US prosperity. Washington should seek to sharply limit these external deficits in the future—and it is encouraging that the Obama administration has indicated its intention to move in that direction, opting for future US growth that is export-oriented, rather than consumption-oriented, and rejecting the role of the United States as the world's consumer of last resort. Balancing the budget is the only reliable policy instrument for preventing such a buildup of foreign deficits and debt for the United States. As soon as the US economy recovers from the current crisis, it is imperative that US policymakers restore a budget that is balanced over the economic cycle and, in fact, runs surpluses during boom years. Measures that could be adopted now and phased in as growth is restored include containing the cost of medical care, reforming Social Security, and enacting new taxes on consumption. The US government's continued failure to responsibly address the fiscal future of the United States will imperil its global position as well as its future prosperity. The country's fate is already largely in the hands of its foreign creditors, starting with China but also including Japan, Russia, and a number of oil-exporting countries. Unless the United States quickly achieves and maintains a sustainable economic position, its ability to pursue autonomous economic and foreign policies will become increasingly compromised.

Unrelenting budget deficits collapse the economy 

Lab Business Week 9-28-8 (“CBO Report Highlights Dire Fiscal Situation”)

The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) released its annual summer update to The Budget and Economic Outlook, projecting larger budget deficits than previously thought. With the U.S. financial situation reaching crisis levels for both current and future generations of Americans, the Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget (CRFB) is urging the candidates to take action and prioritize deficit and debt reduction (see also The Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget).  "Both Sen. McCain and Sen. Obama are promising hundreds of billions more in spending and tax cuts than they are paying for," stated CRFB President Maya MacGuineas. "With growing short-term deficits and unsustainable entitlement growth over the long-run, our economy can't afford even more borrowing."  Significantly, today's CBO report provided a new baseline that captures the full budgetary impact of the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, along with revised economic and budgetary projections. Therefore, CBO now projects deficits lasting indefinitely into the future; its previous baseline had projected surpluses beginning in 2012.  In total, the new CBO baseline projects more than $2.3 trillion in deficits over the next 10 years - even when assuming President Bush's tax cuts are all allowed to expire and the alternative minimum tax (AMT) is not patched. With both candidates supporting that the AMT be patched and most of the tax cuts are renewed, regardless of whom is elected in November, his campaign promises will put the country on downward financial spiral unless significant changes are made.  U.S. Budget Watch, a project of CRFB, recently released Promises, Promises: A Fiscal Voter Guide to the 2008 Election. The report analyzed the deficit impacts of the campaign promises of Sen. John McCain and Sen. Barack Obama. Based on the previous CBO baseline, the report found that both candidates' policies would increase the deficit by well over $300 billion in 2013 alone.  "It's easy to make big promises, but promises come at a price," Ms. MacGuineas continues. "Our next President will need to work with Congress to start making the hard choices before it is too late for our country to change course." 

Impacts: Deficits Kill Econ
Deficits kill the economy—investment and interest rates

Thoma, Mark. May 2011. (Thoma is a macroeconomist and time-series econometrician at U of Oregon. His research focuses on how monetary policy affects the economy, works on political business cycle models, "Government Deficits: The Good, the Bad, and the Ugly".  CBS News, May 22, 2011. http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-505123_162-39741324/government-deficits-the-good-the-bad-and-the-ugly/. NVG). 

The main worry about deficits is crowding out. Crowding in was just described as it occurs when deficits cause output to go up and business confidence is increased. Crowding out comes about when deficit spending raises interest rates. There is a limited amount of funds available for investment, and when government competes with the private sector for a share of these funds to finance its deficit spending, it drives the cost of these funds . Interest rates are higher. The increase in the interest rates causes investment to fall, and lower investment translates into lower output and lower economic growth. In addition, to the extent that the private sector is more efficient than the public sector, crowding out, i.e. more government spending and less private investment, can result in a less efficient use of resources (though in the case of public goods government can be the more efficient provider, and hence it is not always the case that efficiency falls). Another worry about deficits is that they will be monetized leading to inflation. Debt monetization occurs when the Fed prints new money and uses it to purchase government bonds help by the private sector. This removes debt from the private sector and replaces it with money, and if the money is used to purchase goods and services, as it's likely to be, this can be inflationary (though when there is an excess supply of goods, as in a deep recession, inflation is unlikely to be a problem). The Showdown Which of these concerns is most important? Notice that in the short-run, the consequences of deficits are mostly positive when the economy is in a recession. Deficits allow us to stabilize the economy (though it's important we pay the bills when times get better), deficit spending can stimulate investment through crowding in, and there's little danger that the spending will drive up interest rates or be inflationary due to the large amount of slack in the economy. But in the longer run deficits are mostly problematic. As the economy nears full employment deficits can lead to higher interest rates, crowding out, less investment, and slower growth. Inflation can also be a problem, and if the debt burden gets bad enough, outright default is a possibility. 

Impacts: China Scenario

Lack of fiscal discipline means China will inevitably stop taking US bonds—causes Chinese economic and political instability

Foster 09

(J.D., Foster received his doctorate in economics from Georgetown University, his master's degree in economics from Brown University, and bachelor's degrees in economics and mathematics from the University of Colorado. “Will China Keep Buying Our Debt?”, http://www.heritage.org/about/staff/f/j-d--foster//HH)

Some suspect the Chinese are building financial leverage - that is, building a "club" to coerce the US government to yield to their demands on other fronts, lest they dump their dollar reserves on the world market and tank the US dollar and possibly economy. But there's a big hole in this idea. Remember the old joke: When you owe the bank $1 million, the bank tells you what to do - but when you owe the bank a $100 million, you can tell the bank what to do. In other words, China can't dump its reserves without taking huge losses - and tanking its own export-driven economy. The Chinese have accumulated reserves as they prevent their currency, the renminbi, from appreciating. They sell their currency and buy dollars in world markets to offset market pressures that would otherwise force the renminbi up and the dollar down. But why are the Chinese manipulating the value of their currency? It may be, as Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner briefly suggested, to protect their competitiveness in global markets, or they might be trying to protect their domestic financial system. Whatever China's reasons for its past policies, it's now, like everybody else, in economic trouble. (Memo to President Hu Jintao: An export platform is especially vulnerable to a world-trade collapse.) The Beijing central planners face a real conundrum. To sustain their economy and avoid a political upheaval, they need to keep on exporting more than they import. With exports plunging, this means they must clamp down on imports. It also means acquiring more international reserves (and buying US Treasury bonds). But they may also need to use their existing reserves to prop up their own economy and possibly to recapitalize their banks much as we are doing. Yet doing so would mean selling US Treasuries and triggering the soaring renminbi and declining exports they tried to avoid in the first place.. And as they consider their options, party leaders watch us closely. They see a US government borrowing trillions a year in a forlorn attempt to spend its way out of the unfolding recession. They know that US government borrowing will drive up US interest rates, relieving some of the upward pressure on the renminbi. But those higher interest rates also mean a longer recession, a weaker recovery and fewer imports from China. And all this government borrowing is threatening the US credit rating. The Chinese must soon wonder if the United States is such a safe place to invest after all. Add in the fact that it's faced its own troubles at home, and Beijing may lose its appetite for US Treasuries. What happens then? If China simply starts buying more of other countries' debt, and less of ours, it will put a little upward pressure on US interest rates. But if it stops buying Treasuries, then the dollar would slide and US interest rates would jump. And if Beijing stopped buying any foreign debt, its exports would plunge further and unemployment would skyrocket. Economic and political implosion of China itself would be near-certain. Bottom line: This is an inherently unstable situation, fraught with peril for both countries. We'd all be best off if Beijing were to gradually reduce its purchases of US securities - producing an orderly rebalancing of global trade and capital flows as China became less export-dependent and the US less dependent on China's ATM (and exchange rates trended toward market-based levels). This is how countries fix economic problems before they create a global meltdown.

Causes Korean North-South conflict

Perkinson 12

(Jessica, Falculty of The School of International Service of American University, “The Potential For Instability in the PRC: How The Doomsday Theory Misses the Mark”, http://aladinrc.wrlc.org/bitstream/handle/1961/10330/Perkinson_american_0008N_10238display.pdf?sequence=1//HH)
Though the potential consequences of Chinese political instability for the international community are grave and vast, there are few regions of the world whose cooperation with China is more important than that of the United States. The hegemonic leader of the international system and of all major international institutions for more than the last two decades, the stability and continuation of the US’s growing cooperation with China are more critical to the stability of the entire global order than any other relationship. Because the United States continues to grow both its economic and security commitment not only with China, but with the entire East Asian region, it is increasingly critical that China’s government maintain a stable and secure internal environment. Various aspects of US national security that could be affected by Chinese political instability include its military commitment to East Asian countries such as South Korea, 94 Taiwan and Japan, its interests in the denuclearization of Iran, and the stability of its already volatile economy. Potential Consequences for US Military Commitments in East Asia Among the US’s three military commitments in the East Asian region that could be affected by political instability in China, one that has grown rapidly in recent years and continues to reap benefits for the US is its alliance with South Korea. China plays a significant role in this alliance, as it continues to balance against North Korea and prevent South Korea from being pulled into a serious conflict with the North that would call for US intervention. In order to maintain stability on the Korean Peninsula, China has continued to grow its trade with North Korea to offset the effects of international sanctions that may drive North Korea to do something drastic. As is evident from Table 2, North Korea continues to rely on China’s continued stability for its own stability, which in turn affects the stability, or at least predictability, of the North-South relationship. This is critical to US national security in order to avoid being pulled into a conflict on the Korean Peninsula in which the US would have to defend South Korea from North Korea, and possibly from a China sympathetic to the North Korean plight.

Extinction

Hayes and Hammel-Green 09

(Peter, Michael; Peter Hayes is Professor of International Relations, RMIT University, Melbourne; and Director, Nautilus Institute, San Francisco, email phayes@nautilus.org. Michael Hamel-Green is Dean of and Professor in the Faculty of Arts, Education and Human Development, Victoria University, Melbourne, email michael.hamel-green@vu.edu.au, “The Path Not Taken, The Way Still Open: Denuclearizing The Korean Peninsula And Northeast Asia”, http://hnn.us/node/121366//HH)

The international community is increasingly aware that cooperative diplomacy is the most productive way to tackle the multiple, interconnected global challenges facing humanity, not least of which is the increasing proliferation of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction. Korea and Northeast Asia are instances where risks of nuclear proliferation and actual nuclear use arguably have increased in recent years. This negative trend is a product of continued US nuclear threat projection against the DPRK as part of a general program of coercive diplomacy in this region, North Korea’s nuclear weapons programme, the breakdown in the Chinese-hosted Six Party Talks towards the end of the Bush Administration, regional concerns over China’s increasing military power, and concerns within some quarters in regional states (Japan, South Korea, Taiwan) about whether US extended deterrence (“nuclear umbrella”) afforded under bilateral security treaties can be relied upon for protection. The consequences of failing to address the proliferation threat posed by the North Korea developments, and related political and economic issues, are serious, not only for the Northeast Asian region but for the whole international community. At worst, there is the possibility of nuclear attack1, whether by intention, miscalculation, or merely accident, leading to the resumption of Korean War hostilities. On the Korean Peninsula itself, key population centres are well within short or medium range missiles. The whole of Japan is likely to come within North Korean missile range. Pyongyang has a population of over 2 million, Seoul (close to the North Korean border) 11 million, and Tokyo over 20 million. Even a limited nuclear exchange would result in a holocaust of unprecedented proportions. But the catastrophe within the region would not be the only outcome. New research indicates that even a limited nuclear war in the region would rearrange our global climate far more quickly than global warming. Westberg draws attention to new studies modelling the effects of even a limited nuclear exchange involving approximately 100 Hiroshima-sized 15 kt bombs2 (by comparison it should be noted that the United States currently deploys warheads in the range 100 to 477 kt, that is, individual warheads equivalent in yield to a range of 6 to 32 Hiroshimas).The studies indicate that the soot from the fires produced would lead to a decrease in global temperature by 1.25 degrees Celsius for a period of 6-8 years.3 In Westberg’s view: That is not global winter, but the nuclear darkness will cause a deeper drop in temperature than at any time during the last 1000 years. The temperature over the continents would decrease substantially more than the global average. A decrease in rainfall over the continents would also follow…The period of nuclear darkness will cause much greater decrease in grain production than 5% and it will continue for many years...hundreds of millions of people will die from hunger…To make matters even worse, such amounts of smoke injected into the stratosphere would cause a huge reduction in the Earth’s protective ozone.4 These, of course, are not the only consequences. Reactors might also be targeted, causing further mayhem and downwind radiation effects, superimposed on a smoking, radiating ruin left by nuclear next-use. Millions of refugees would flee the affected regions. The direct impacts, and the follow-on impacts on the global economy via ecological and food insecurity, could make the present global financial crisis pale by comparison. How the great powers, especially the nuclear weapons states respond to such a crisis, and in particular, whether nuclear weapons are used in response to nuclear first-use, could make or break the global non proliferation and disarmament regimes. There could be many unanticipated impacts on regional and global security relationships5, with subsequent nuclear breakout and geopolitical turbulence, including possible loss-of-control over fissile material or warheads in the chaos of nuclear war, and aftermath chain-reaction affects involving other potential proliferant states. The Korean nuclear proliferation issue is not just a regional threat but a global one that warrants priority consideration from the international community. North Korea is currently believed to have sufficient plutonium stocks to produce up to 12 nuclear weapons.6 If and when it is successful in implementing a uranium enrichment program - having announced publicly that it is experimenting with enrichment technology on September 4, 20097 in a communication with the UN Security Council - it would likely acquire the capacity to produce over 100 such weapons. Although some may dismiss Korean Peninsula proliferation risks on the assumption that the North Korean regime will implode as a result of its own economic problems, food problems, and treatment of its own populace, there is little to suggest that this is imminent. If this were to happen, there would be the risk of nuclear weapons falling into hands of non-state actors in the disorder and chaos that would ensue. Even without the outbreak of nuclear hostilities on the Korean Peninsula in either the near or longer term, North Korea has every financial incentive under current economic sanctions and the needs of its military command economy to export its nuclear and missile technologies to other states. Indeed, it has already been doing this for some time. The Proliferation Security Initiative may conceivably prove effective in intercepting ship-borne nuclear exports, but it is by no means clear how air-transported materials could similarly be intercepted.

Impacts: Deficits Kill Econ
Deficit spending threatens global economic collapse

Farrell 2006 [Lt. Gen. Lawrence P, USAF (Ret) “We Must Prepare for Defense Budget Crunch”, January 2006

http://www.ndia.org/Resources/PresidentsPerspective/Pages/January2006.aspx]

For years, dire warnings have sounded about an impending defense budget "train wreck" that would inevitably result from mounting Pentagon financial commitments against a backdrop of spending cuts.  The looming train wreck has not yet happened, but pundits, legislative leaders and analysts are beginning to talk about it.  Substantial growth in defense spending after 9/11 gave the Pentagon's budget a reprieve. The day of financial reckoning, however, may fast be approaching if the current state of the nation's balance sheet offers any clues.  Today, the United States is saddled by a large national debt and a rising deficit. Even if increases to military spending were to end immediately, an explosion in the growth of entitlement programs -- especially Social Security and Medicare -- will be very difficult to manage with 78 million baby boomers slated to retire in the coming decades.  Without fundamental reforms, the nation is headed for economic collapse, cautioned David Walker, the U.S. comptroller general. "We could be doing nothing more than paying interest on federal debt in 2040," he told lawmakers.  Just this month, outgoing Federal Reserve Chairman Alan Greenspan expressed concern that failure to deal with the exploding budget deficit would not only affect the United States but also the global economy.  As to what this means specifically for the Defense Department, the answer is that a funding derailment will occur sooner than later.  The much talked-about October memo from acting Deputy Defense Secretary Gordon England called for $32 billion in spending cuts ($7.5 billion in 2007) during the next six years.  But if we are to believe the dire predictions from Walker and Greenspan, it is clear that even a $32 billion cut hardly will make a dent.
Impacts: Deficits Kill Econ
Deficit spending destroys the economy

Fraser 06 (“The real worry about U.S. budget policy? Spending” Alison Acosta Fraser Director of the Thomas A.

Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies. August 19, 2006, http://www.heritage.org/Press/Commentary/ed081906a.cfm)

But what about spending? This is where the single-minded focus on the deficit becomes a problem. The good news is unexpected revenue growth overshadowed the bad news of persistent spending growth. Federal spending has grown 45 percent since 2001, 8 percent this year alone. Not just for defense, but for things like the Rock and Roll Hall of Fame and Museum, an indoor tropical rain forest in Iowa, and huge subsidies to farmers to not grow crops.When George W. Bush took office, spending was 18.4 percent of GDP. By the end of this year it willreach 20.3 percent. While his strong tax policy has helped the economy, his spending policies have not.If policymakers had reined in spending to grow at the same rate as the economy, they would havevirtually eliminated the deficit by now.The real worry about Washington's budget policy is spending. As baby boomers start to retire, the budget will spiral out of sight, fueled by Social Security, Medicare and Medicaid. That comes on top of recent spending growth. By reasonable accounts, the budget could reach 50 percent of GDP by 2050 - and continue to grow after that. The deficits and spending levels of today don't foretell the harm this will bring. However, the stagnant economies of Europe, complete with high tax-and-spend welfare policies and soaring unemployment, do. To be sure, pro-growth tax policies are working. As a pleasant distraction, they are also driving down the deficit, masking the effect of high spending. But don't be fooled by all this crowing about reducing the deficit. Washington shouldn't rest on its deficit-reduction laurels. 

Impacts: Deficits Kill Heg
American leadership must start anew –restraining runaway spending is key to shore up hegemony

Sung-chul 2008 [Yang, former South Korean ambassador to the US, China Daily, http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/world/2008-11/06/content_7178245.htm, 11/06/2008]

As a layman, my answer to the present panic is rather mundane. Not only is there no free lunch in America, nothing is free in the United States or anywhere else in the world. Nor should it be. I have worked all my adult years and have learned a precious and simple lesson: individuals and collectives, be they companies, conglomerates or countries, must live within, not beyond, their means. Prudence, not prodigality, should rule individual behavior or the conduct of such collectives.  Differently put, an individual, a corporation or a nation can easily fall into a vicious circle of debt if one indulges in the life of living beyond his/her means. Need, not greed; discretion, not deceit and thievery; and proper income, not extortion, must prevail both on Wall Street and Main Street - and in household, company and government coffers, for that matter.  Three concrete examples lend credence to the above maxim.  First, corporate money grabbing has been out of whack. I am appalled by the rampant greed of the corporate world. For example, as of this summer amid the subprime mortgage fiasco, the highest paid chief executive officers in the US were making tens of millions of dollars, topped by John Tran, CEO at Merrill Lynch ($83.8 million), followed by Lloyd Blankfein of Goldman Sacks ($54 million), Kenneth Chenault of American Express ($50.1 million) and John J. Mack of Morgan Stanley ($41 million).  These CEOs may be indispensable, like the legendary golden goose. Still, how can anyone in all conscience make such an irrational and even extortionate sum while the minimum wage in the US is just $6.55 an hour, and average per capita income is less than $45,000?  Second, the US dollar hegemony - first the dollar-gold convertibility from 1945 to 1971 under the Bretton Woods system and next, the dollar-oil arrangement with OPEC from 1971 to use US dollars for all worldwide oil transactions - was being challenged even before the present financial fiasco.  Experts, pundits and policymakers in the US and around the world are demanding drastic reform in the existing Bretton Woods system (the International Bank for Reconstruction and Develpment and the International Monetary Fund), or a new alternative which will reflect and represent the fundamentally transformed global economic and financial landscapes of both developed and developing nations.  I hope that this time around the US-led "currency-swap" is not a scratching-the-surface stopgap measure.  Third, the Bush administration's runaway spending spree, especially on military expenditures, needs to be curbed. The US cannot afford, and the world would not continue to support, his eight years of garrison state-like direction anymore.  Nothing short of F. D. Roosevelt's "New Deal" amid the Great Depression is called for, even before the inauguration of the new US president next January. The groundwork for the new visionary program must start now before it is too late to avert the "tsunami."  The unprecedented US national debt ($10.2 trillion) and current account deficit ($850 billion in 2007) under Bush tell only half the story. The US military budget ($651.2 billion in 2008) alone constitutes more than half of world military expenditures ($1.1 trillion in 2008). Of the total, the cost of the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan in 2008 was $200 billion. Joseph Stiglitz and Linda Bilmore's estimation of the cost of the Iraq and Afghanistan wars is more than $3 trillion, excluding British spending of some $30-35 billion.  Either an individual household or a nation cannot pretend that it is business as usual while its debt is piling up daily. A nation cannot sustain itself indefinitely simply because it is the sole military super power and oil is pegged to its currency. It must restrain consumer spending and runaway deficits and debts and encourage frugal lifestyles and productive work ethics. Where has America's "Protestant ethic" of honesty, frugality, industry and piety gone?  Let me close this piece by illustrating three events during Bush years as harbingers for a new direction in America and beyond. The first is the 9/11 horror, which shocked everyone. But the Bush-led global war on terror is ill-conceived and misdirected. Plainly it has proven to be neither a solution nor a strategy. Besides, might is not right. To the contrary, right is might in the long run.  The next two catastrophes were the August 2005 hurricane Katrina disaster in the Gulf Coast and the August 2007 Minnesota bridge collapse. To be sure, the blame was heaped on the negligence and impotence of the Federal Emergency Management Agency, which worsened one of the most punishing and the costliest hurricanes ever to hit the United States. Likewise, faulty design was reportedly the cause for the interstate 35W bridge collapse in Minneapolis.  Personally, however, I see more fundamental problems associated with these events than the aforesaid surface causes. The 9/11 and these two disasters, not to mention the current global financial meltdown, sternly urge that incoming American leadership must start anew.  Instead of wasting precious human lives and money in foreign military adventure, the policy priority should be redirected to investment in infrastructure projects like roads, bridges and embankments by repairing existing infrastructure and building new ones at home, to protect the nation from the imminent dangers of global warming and to help development abroad, including the abovementioned new alternative to the present Bretton Woods system. In doing so, Bush's foreign and domestic policy fiasco during his term of office should be avoided as "an anti-model" for the new leadership in the US. 

Impacts: Deficits Kill Heg 

A renewed commitment to fiscal discipline is necessary to restore American leadership

STEIL, Sr. Fellow of Economics-CFR, 6

http://www.cfr.org/publication/11293/why_deficits_matter.html

First among these measures—and the one meaningful action the Administration and Congress can undertake in short order—is to forge a serious and workable plan to reduce the federal budget deficit over the next five years, and the trajectory of future deficits going further forward.  This, of course, is easier said than done. Political forces arrayed against spending cuts and tax increases remain very strong.

The impact of budget cuts on the trade deficit is difficult to measure precisely – studies find that every $100 in budget deficit reduction yields from $20 to $50 in trade deficit reduction. Yet budget deficit reduction is the only lever available to cut America’s dependence on imported capital that is both economically sensible and under the US government’s direct control. Many commentators have pointed to America’s low and declining private savings rate as an important target, but decades of government tax incentives to boost private savings have yielded little more than windfalls to those wealthy enough to be able to shuffle their existing savings toward whatever tax carrots are dangled before them.

Broad-scale protectionism as an answer is so demonstrably self-defeating that it must be resisted through vigorous public diplomacy. Schumer-Graham tariffs of 27.5% on Chinese goods would become this century’s Smoot-Hawley disaster. The trade deficit is ultimately determined by national saving and investment: protectionism does not increase production and, absent an outright banning of trade, does not even affect the trade balance. With China feverishly pursuing new bilateral trade agreements around the globe, America can ill-afford this short-sighted domestic political pacifier. America must, to the contrary, seek to bolster the multilateral trading system, which is the country’s only effective bulwark against contagious global protectionism in times of political stress.

The Administration can continue to look for help from abroad by pressing Western Europe and Japan ever more firmly to boost their growth rates. Better growth among America’s richest trading partners will fuel U.S. exports and bring down the trade deficit. But the Europeans will be slow or worse to eliminate disincentives to work and job creation, and the Japanese will remain disinclined to consume as long as they continue to doubt their government’s ability and commitment to carry on providing for the retired while creating opportunity for the young. Thus the policy burden is necessarily on America to reverse its growing fiscal imbalance. A painful period of world economic adjustment appears inevitable without firm and immediate action on the budget deficit, and it will have serious implications for America’s power in the world. A plunging dollar accompanied by rapidly rising interest rates and a weakening American economy will make other nations less deferential to American wishes at the International Monetary Fund, at the World Bank, and in trade negotiations. Oil-producing Arab states will become even more resistant to American pressures for reform of their political and economic systems, and turn increasingly to Europe and Asia to place their investments and to garner political support. It will become ever more difficult for the United States to afford military action abroad. As it is, the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq are costing the U.S. over $70 billion annually. That high a level will soon become politically and economically unsupportable, and it will become clear both to Americans and to others that the U.S. will hesitate to act even where future threats appear to be dire. America’s standing in the world very directly hinges on what others believe the country can give to them or withhold from them. Washington can prevent a dollar-driven decline of U.S. global power by demonstrating that it has the political leadership and will to make the hard decisions necessary to sustain American economic strength. This must be grounded in restored budgetary responsibility. America is, at this moment, effectively an economic diabetic. Its insulin is fiscal rectitude. It will not cure the trade gap on its own, but it will allow the world to live with it by preserving the dollar as the bedrock of world commerce and finance.
Impacts: Deficits Kill Heg

Failure to reign-in infrastructure budgets trade-off with DOD Budgets

Armed Forces Journal 11-5-8 
(“A glass half full: The financial crisis isn’t necessarily bad news for defense spending,” http://www.afji.com/2008/11/3758514)

Expensive as it is, the $700 billion economic bailout package may have surprisingly little effect on the U.S. military’s budget — if the bailout works, defense scholars say.   But that doesn’t mean the Pentagon’s spending plan isn’t in trouble. Even before the bailout and before the economic downturn slid into recession, all of the military services were planning to buy many more new weapons than their budgets can afford.   The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) calculates that the military’s plans to buy new weapons exceed military their expected budgets by $17 billion to $57 billion each year for the next five years. So the services almost certainly are going to have to trim, stretch out and even cancel some of their desired weapons purchases.   But their plight probably won’t be made markedly worse by the bailout. That’s because if the bailout works as designed, the government won’t lose much money on it. With the $700 billion, “we will be buying assets that have some value,” said Steven Kosiak, chief of budget studies at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments. The “assets” are investments such as mortgage-related securities that banks own but can’t sell. With so many mortgages in default, it is impossible to determine an accurate value for securities that are based on mortgages, so nobody wants to buy them.   The bailout makes the government the buyer of last resort. But in theory, at least, as the mortgage crisis subsides, the securities that the government buys will be worth something, perhaps even as much as they cost. “Ultimately, the cost [to the government] will be much less than the $700 billion” that the U.S. Treasury is preparing to spend, Kosiak said. “In theory, it’s possible that a profit can be made.”   “If the bailout works and there is not an economic meltdown and the money gets paid back to the treasury, then there shouldn’t be much effect” on the defense budget, agreed Cindy Williams, a security studies research scientist at Massachusetts Institute of Technology.   But what if the bailout doesn’t work? Then the $700 billion mostly vanishes, and the U.S. goes into a deep, long-lasting recession, said Williams, a former assistant director of the CBO. Millions of people lose their jobs, companies go out of business, tax revenues shrink and the government’s unemployment costs rise. Under those circumstances, government budget officials will be forced to search hard for spending that can be cut. They’ll find it in the “discretionary” part of the budget, which is only about a third of the $3.1 trillion the U.S. government spends annually. Discretionary spending ranges from money for agricultural subsidies and energy development to environmental protection and education. But the biggest chunk — more than half — of discretionary spending goes to the military. That’s $611.1 billion for defense for 2009 out of $1.1 trillion in total discretionary spending.   A bigger chunk of the federal budget — $1.8 trillion — is “mandatory spending” for “entitlement programs” such as Social Security, Medicare, food stamps, unemployment compensation and the like. Mandatory spending can’t be cut. Nor can $255 billion in interest payments on federal debt.   So the logical place to look if budget cuts have to be made will be the defense budget — that’s where so much of the money is.   “The pressure to do this will be very strong in Congress and the incoming administration. Regardless of who is elected, there will be pressure to push down defense spending,” said James Carafano, a national security expert at the conservative Heritage Foundation. “I think they will cut the top line and force the services to decide whether to cut programs or stretch them out,” he said. Carafano’s gloomy forecast: Programs will be scaled back. “[The Army’s Future Combat Systems program] will get whittled down. There will be fewer F-22s. There might not be some new starts.”   A prolonged economic downturn could prompt even more profound changes in the military, said P.J. Crowley, a retired Air Force colonel and former national security assistant to President Clinton. “It might involve relooking at which services do what,” with an eye toward eliminating overlapping missions, Crowley said.   “Do we really need three services doing close-air support? Do we need two services doing long-range strike? Why do we still have a Cold War triad? These kinds of decisions have been deferred,” said Crowley, who now is a senior fellow at the liberal Center for American Progress.   Defense Secretary Robert Gates made a similar point in a speech Sept. 29 at the National Defense University. Gates criticized the defense establishment for focusing too much on well-established, costly weapons programs for notional conflicts of the future, while failing to meet needs — military and nonmilitary — for real wars today. But Gates knows that change won’t be easy: “Support for conventional modernization programs is deeply embedded in our budget, in our bureaucracy, in the defense industry, and in Congress.”   Indeed, bad economic times could increase support for costly weapons programs, said James Quinlivan, a researcher and defense expert at Rand Corp. “Defense spending is a stimulus package,” he said. “Do you want to unemploy people who are highly specialized and are important to defense” in the midst of an economic downturn by cutting or scaling back weapons programs? “There are a lot of reasons not to cut defense.”   The problem for those who would cut defense spending is that “buying things has constituencies,” said Nathan Freier, a defense scholar at the Center for Strategic and International Studies. “Members of Congress, governors and mayors are all pushing for these things.” The jobs on aircraft assembly lines, shipyards and defense plants keep local economies afloat even as they strain the federal budget.   Guns vs. butter   The last time the U.S. faced a similar economic crisis was 1968, Quinlivan said. Then, the Vietnam War was increasingly costly, inflation was high and rising, the federal deficit was climbing and President Lyndon Johnson wanted to keep money flowing into the social reform programs of his Great Society initiative.   Tension between war spending and domestic improvement erupted into the “guns vs. butter” debate over national spending priorities. But rather than cut defense or domestic spending, Johnson successfully pressured Congress to pass a 10 percent surtax on corporate and income taxes, Quinlivan said.   With both presidential candidates promising tax cuts, a similar surtax during the current economic crisis seems unlikely.   Quinlivan and fellow Rand researcher Bruce Held contend in a paper written this summer that defense spending is due for a “significant” decrease, and the economic slump is only one factor. Following a pattern that has prevailed for 70 years, defense rises and falls every 18 to 20 years, they wrote. If the cycle holds, defense spending has reached its zenith and is about to decline. Quinlivan said a decrease could be on the order of $30 billion a year. Military spending began to grow again in the late 1990s and accelerated after the 2001 terrorist attacks, they said. “But the days of high defense budgets are numbered. The pressures that have historically led to cuts in defense budgets have re-emerged,” they said. “Voter fatigue with ongoing conflicts will pressure Congress and the White House to reduce military spending, just as a sputtering economy will spread thinning tax revenues over a growing number of claimants.”   Among those competing for defense dollars are the nation’s neglected infrastructure and retiring baby boomers who want more from the Social Security and Medicare programs, they said.   Freier offers a similar forecast for smaller defense budgets. He says lower military budgets would be “renormalization.” He suggests that spending reductions will show up first in operations and maintenance accounts as “nonessential” operations, maintenance and “nonessential training” are cut. They could also appear in resetting, such that 10 pieces of war-worn equipment might be replaced with seven new or refurbished ones, he said.   “This clearly puts a stake in the heart of doubling the buy of F-22s,” Freier said of the controversial stealth fighter. The Air Force wants 380 planes; Gates wanted to end the program at 183. Neither side won. The F-22’s fate has been left to the next administration and Congress.   “Every item in the budget will get a fresh look,” said Williams, the MIT research scientist. But the whether programs actually are eliminated may depend on the depth of current economic troubles. If the economic outlook is less than dire, weapons buys may be delayed or trimmed rather than canceled, she said.   For the near term, deep defense spending cuts are unlikely, said Kosiak, the CSBA budget expert. “When you’re at war, it’s difficult to cut costs.”  
Adequate defense spending is critical to preventing just about every conflict on the planet.

Kagan, Fellow at Brookings, 1-24-11 
(Robert, Senior Fellow in Foreign Policy at the Brookings Institution, “The Price of Power: The benefits of U.S. defense spending far outweigh the costs,” Weekly Standard)

Today the international situation is also one of high risk.    • The terrorists who would like to kill Americans on U.S. soil constantly search for safe havens from which to plan and carry out their attacks. American military actions in Afghanistan, Pakistan, Iraq, Yemen, and elsewhere make it harder for them to strike and are a large part of the reason why for almost a decade there has been no repetition of September 11. To the degree that we limit our ability to deny them safe haven, we increase the chances they will succeed.   • American forces deployed in East Asia and the Western Pacific have for decades prevented the outbreak of major war, provided stability, and kept open international trading routes, making possible an unprecedented era of growth and prosperity for Asians and Americans alike. Now the United States faces a new challenge and potential threat from a rising China which seeks eventually to push the U.S. military’s area of operations back to Hawaii and exercise hegemony over the world’s most rapidly growing economies. Meanwhile, a nuclear-armed North Korea threatens war with South Korea and fires ballistic missiles over Japan that will someday be capable of reaching the west coast of the United States. Democratic nations in the region, worried that the United States may be losing influence, turn to Washington for reassurance that the U.S. security guarantee remains firm. If the United States cannot provide that assurance because it is cutting back its military capabilities, they will have to choose between accepting Chinese dominance and striking out on their own, possibly by building nuclear weapons.  • In the Middle East, Iran seeks to build its own nuclear arsenal, supports armed radical Islamic groups in Lebanon and Palestine, and has linked up with anti-American dictatorships in the Western Hemisphere. The prospects of new instability in the region grow every day as a decrepit regime in Egypt clings to power, crushes all moderate opposition, and drives the Muslim Brotherhood into the streets. A nuclear-armed Pakistan seems to be ever on the brink of collapse into anarchy and radicalism. Turkey, once an ally, now seems bent on an increasingly anti-American Islamist course. The prospect of war between Hezbollah and Israel grows, and with it the possibility of war between Israel and Syria and possibly Iran. There, too, nations in the region increasingly look to Washington for reassurance, and if they decide the United States cannot be relied upon they will have to decide whether to succumb to Iranian influence or build their own nuclear weapons to resist it.   In the 1990s, after the Soviet Union had collapsed and the biggest problem in the world seemed to be ethnic conflict in the Balkans, it was at least plausible to talk about cutting back on American military capabilities. In the present, increasingly dangerous international environment, in which terrorism and great power rivalry vie as the greatest threat to American security and interests, cutting military capacities is simply reckless. Would we increase the risk of strategic failure in an already risky world, despite the near irrelevance of the defense budget to American fiscal health, just so we could tell American voters that their military had suffered its “fair share” of the pain?  The nature of the risk becomes plain when one considers the nature of the cuts that would have to be made to have even a marginal effect on the U.S. fiscal crisis. Many are under the illusion, for instance, that if the United States simply withdrew from Iraq and Afghanistan and didn’t intervene anywhere else for a while, this would have a significant impact on future deficits. But, in fact, projections of future massive deficits already assume the winding down of these interventions. Withdrawal from the two wars would scarcely make a dent in the fiscal crisis. Nor can meaningful reductions be achieved by cutting back on waste at the Pentagon—which Secretary of Defense Gates has already begun to do and which has also been factored into deficit projections. If the United States withdrew from Iraq and Afghanistan tomorrow, cut all the waste Gates can find, and even eliminated a few weapons programs—all this together would still not produce a 10 percent decrease in overall defense spending.   In fact, the only way to get significant savings from the defense budget—and by “significant,” we are still talking about a tiny fraction of the cuts needed to bring down future deficits—is to cut force structure: fewer troops on the ground; fewer airplanes in the skies; fewer ships in the water; fewer soldiers, pilots, and sailors to feed and clothe and provide benefits for. To cut the size of the force, however, requires reducing or eliminating the missions those forces have been performing. Of course, there are any number of think tank experts who insist U.S. forces can be cut by a quarter or third or even by half and still perform those missions. But this is snake oil. Over the past two decades, the force has already been cut by a third. Yet no administration has reduced the missions that the larger force structures of the past were designed to meet. To fulfill existing security commitments, to remain the “world’s power balancer of choice,” as Leslie Gelb puts it, to act as “the only regional balancer against China in Asia, Russia in eastern Europe, and Iran in the Middle East” requires at least the current force structure, and almost certainly more than current force levels. Those who recommend doing the same with less are only proposing a policy of insufficiency, where the United States makes commitments it cannot meet except at high risk of failure.  

***Impacts: U.S.-China Relations***

U.S.-Sino relations good – extinction/nuclear war

Relations with China are key to every global problem – we can’t risk going it alone

Shirk, former Deputy Assistance Secretary for China at the US State Department, ’07 (Susan, “China: Fragile Superpower”, p. 269)

Our best hope is that as China's leaders address their domestic problems, they will be able to deal with the world in an increasingly responsible way. It won't happen automatically. Prosperity and progress inside China could make its Communist leaders feel all the more politically vulnerable. That is why our own words and actions are so crucial. The way America approaches China's rise can either reinforce its responsible personality or inflame its emotional one. If the responsible China succeeds, then we can expect that China will put its growing power and influence behind our common efforts to preserve peace, fight terrorism, maintain global economic stability and openness, reduce poverty, and slow global warming. Some optimistic Chinese even believe that someday the relationship between the United States and China could become as close as the alliance of the United States and Great Britain: China would lead Asia and the United States would lead the world. So long as China remains a communist state it's hard to imagine such perfect harmony between our two countries. America also would expect Japan, Russia, and India, as the other major powers in Asia, to share regional leadership with China. But the vision of a partnership in which the United States and China share responsibility for regional and global leadership can be realized if America has the wisdom to appreciate China's fragility and the maturity not to try to go it alone. 

Relations with China outweigh – they’re most important

Fu, formed Senior Research Professor of the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences and former Fellow at the Center for Advanced Study in Behavioral Science at Stanford, ’06 (Zhengyuan, Fall, “The Taiwan Issue and Sino-US Relations” 16 Transnat'l L. & Contemp. Probs. 253, Transational Law and Contemporary Problems, lexis)

I. Introduction In the Twenty-First Century, China's relations with the United States will be its most important foreign relationship. For the United States, no other country will have a greater influence on its future global status than China. For the world, the Sino-U.S. relationship in the coming decades will become increasingly significant. A stable and cooperative relationship between the two countries would be a cornerstone for a more harmonious world; however, the corrosion of this relationship would have tremendously harmful consequences not only for the two peoples, who account for more than one-fourth of mankind, but for the rest of the world as well.

US-China cooperation is critical to prevent extinction

Ratliff, Senior Research Fellow at the Hoover Institution, ’95 (William, July 31, Washington Times, p. A21)

Much of the growth and prosperity of the Pacific Rim countries in general – ranging from Japan and China through Southeast Asia to the United States and the Pacific Coast of South America – depends on peace and stability in East Asia. The United States and China must lead other nations in fostering this peace and stability. Today, this means cooperating on such varied issues as the potential nuclear threat of North Korea, the resolution of the China-Taiwan controversy and the exploration of – and safety of sea lanes through – the South China Sea, the superhighway of the Southeast Asian economic miracle. These matters will recur, and other problems unforeseen today will turn up, in the years ahead. So the world spins. To be sure, cooperation often will not be easy, for fear as to Chinese intentions pervades Washington and suspicions of U.S. motives remain widespread here in China. Americans, for example, are particularly concerned at the size of the Chinese military budget and what Beijing intends to do with its modernized and expanded military capacity. Thus as Mr. Perry noted, increasing contacts between the militaries of the two countries, and each nation's clearer understanding of the defense policies and strategic intentions of the other, are essential. This was the particular importance of Mr. Perry's visit to the PLA gathering, a type of exchange both sides must foster in the future for everyone's good. Short-term issues are not necessarily unimportant because they are short-term, but they must be worked out by each side having consistent policies the other can understand that look beyond short-term problems to longer-term interests. The high probability is that the United States and China will be the two superpowers of the early 21st century and our living together in peace will be essential to the prosperity if not the survival of the world. 

U.S.-sino relations good – us-sino war

US-Sino relations are key to preventing military conflict

Roy, Managing Director at Kissinger Associates, ’03 (J, Stapleton, “US-China Relations in the Twenty-first Century, p. 106-107)

At the moment, therefore, relations between the United States and China are relatively smooth. China is now a member of the WTO, which has stimulated enormous interest in our business community in trade and investment opportunities in China. Moreover, China's economy continues to be one of the fastest growing economies in the world. Nevertheless, while there are myriad reasons why we should use this opportunity to try to stabilize our relationship with China, there are lurking problems in the U.S.-China relationship (hat we would be foolish to ignore. First, Americans have widely divergent views of China. It was no accident that during the 2000 presidential campaign advisors to Governor Bush talked about China as a strategic competitor. Even now it is easy to find articles and speakers explaining why a stronger China is going to be more threatening to the United States. On the other hand, one can also find people who think that China has been moving in the right direction over the last twenty years. As some of the contributors to this volume argue in preceding chapters, China today is a more open country, and power is more institutionalized. Additionally, as Minxin Pei discussed, Chinese students are flooding our country. China today has officials at al I levels of government who have been educated in American universities. None of this existed twenty years ago. Not surprisingly, many people see this as a positive evolution. However, if one looks at the way China is sometimes discussed by U.S. government officials, it is often not clear which China it is that they are talking about: the China that has abandoned the rigid ideology of the past, that sees its interests as closely linked to the industrialized countries of the West, and that is successfully implementing market-based economic development; or the China that is growing stronger and potentially more threatening, and that is preparing for military conflict with the United States. The second problem is the challenge posed to America by the modernization of China's military. And finally, there is the very troublesome issue of Taiwan, which is getting worse, not better. It is a problem that, if mishandled, poses a genuine risk of military conflict between the United States and China. Such a conflict would have an enormous impact not only on both countries, but on the world as a whole. In the pages that follow, I will consider each of these issues and hopefully shed some light on the situation as I see it. 

It goes nuclear

Kolko, historian of modern warfare, ’06 (Gabriel, “The Age of War: The United States Confronts the World, p. 102)

It is neither possible nor in its interests for the United States to remain the dominant power in East Asia, but it will not accept the reality of Chinese influence in the region. China will not disappear, and it defies both geography and facts to treat it as a "peer competitor" and risk conflict with it. China is a nuclear power, and war between it and the United States is likely to be nuclear. Despite occasional statements to the contrary, Washington is in favor of Taiwan's autonomy and is hostile to Chinese interests and ambitions most of the time. Its planned movement of its European bases and troops closer to China is part of an effort to contain it. All this augurs badly for the 'future, unless events intercede and drive the Americans elsewhere. But their global pretensions and ambitions remain, even if their immediate priorities shift—as they often have—to other parts of the world. US interest in maintaining its hegemony in East Asia is a reflection of its worldview—its psychology and dangerous pretension. In an age of nuclear weapons and missiles, it is also consummate folly.

U.S.-sino relations good – aids

Cooperation key to solve AIDS

Ratchford, Distinguished Professor at George Mason University, ’00 (Thomas, December 4, “US-China Forum on Biotechnology and Biomedicine” www.nsftokyo.org/asia/eaprm01-09.htm)

Most of the above progress in AIDS research has been made through close cooperation with international scientists, including the US colleagues. Being the largest developing and developed country in the world respectively, China and US not only shared the past collaborative experience, but also have great potential for its future expansion, especially in the AIDS vaccine field. The AIDS epidemic in the developed world is slowing down, but is still in its fast expanding phase in the developing countries. Considering the size of the cohorts needed to show a statistically significance, it becomes more difficult to evaluate low efficacy vaccines in a developed country, but much easier to do so in a developing country. Therefore, the close collaboration between them is crucial. The US has the state of the art technology to improve the design and upgrade the vaccine products. China has good infrastructure and professional teams experienced for clinical evaluation of vaccines. China is also capable of producing large quantity of cheap vaccines was proved successful in providing them to her huge population. A closer collaboration between China and US in the AIDS vaccine field could greatly speed up the process to reach the ultimate goal of an effective and affordable AIDS vaccine for the whole world.

Extinction

Muchiri, Lecturer in HRM/Management at Central Queensland University, member of the Kenyan Ministry of Education, ’00 (Michael, March 6, “Will Annan Finally Put Out Africa’s Fires” Jakarta Post, lexis)

There is no doubt that AIDS is the most serious threat to humankind, more serious than hurricanes, earthquakes, economic crises, capital crashes or floods. It has no cure yet. We are watching a whole continent degenerate into ghostly skeletons that finally succumb to a most excruciating, dehumanizing death. Gore said that his new initiative, if approved by the U.S. Congress, would bring U.S. contributions to fighting AIDS and other infectious diseases to $ 325 million. Does this mean that the UN Security Council and the U.S. in particular have at last decided to remember Africa? Suddenly, AIDS was seen as threat to world peace, and Gore would ask the congress to set up millions of dollars on this case. The hope is that Gore does not intend to make political capital out of this by painting the usually disagreeable Republican-controlled Congress as the bad guy and hope the buck stops on the whole of current and future U.S. governments' conscience. Maybe there is nothing left to salvage in Africa after all and this talk is about the African-American vote in November's U.S. presidential vote. Although the UN and the Security Council cannot solve all African problems, the AIDS challenge is a fundamental one in that it threatens to wipe out man. The challenge is not one of a single continent alone because Africa cannot be quarantined. The trouble is that AIDS has no cure -- and thus even the West has stakes in the AIDS challenge. Once sub-Saharan Africa is wiped out, it shall not be long before another continent is on the brink of extinction. Sure as death, Africa's time has run out, signaling the beginning of the end of the black race and maybe the human race.

U.S.-sino relations good – disease

US-Sino cooperation key to solve disease

Haas, Ambassador and Director of the Policy Planning Staffin the US Department of State to the National Committee on US China Relations, ’02 (Richard, December 5, “China and the Future of US-China Relations” www.ncuscr.org/articlesandspeeches/haass_speech.htm)

Globalization itself is a dynamic, evolving process that creates new vulnerabilities along with new opportunities.  It ties us to others for trading goods and knowledge.  But it also is a conduit for the spread of terrorism, weapons of mass destruction, disease, crime, drugs, financial contagion, global climate change, and trafficking in human beings. Such problems, inevitably, demand collective responses.  Without partners, the United States cannot easily or efficiently tackle problems that transcend America’s borders.  Al-Qaeda operates in more than sixty countries.  HIV/AIDS and tuberculosis do not stop at Immigration and Customs.  Industrial emissions from one country do not respect borders.  To be sure, there will undoubtedly be occasions when unilateral action is warranted or necessary.  Yet joint efforts need to be the norm, not the exception, if we are to successfully address the transnational challenges that define this era. For this reason, the U.S. approach to China seeks to capture the opportunities presented by the absence of great power conflict.  President Bush himself put this best in his speech at West Point last June:  “We have our best chance since the rise of the nation-state in the 17th century to build a world where the great powers compete in peace instead of preparing for war.”  The 20th century was marked by struggles among great powers.  But there is no reason why the 21st century should bear the same stamp.  We can turn our efforts from containment and confrontation to consultation and cooperation.  We can move and in fact are moving from a defensive balance of power to a pooling of power to meet the challenges and seize the opportunities of the new century.

Extinction

Fox, external researcher and Commander of Bayne-Jones Army Hospital, ’97 (William, Winter, “Phantom Warriors: Disease as a Threat to US National Security” Parameters, Vol XXVII No 4 p 121-136, http://www.carlisle.army.mil/usawc/Parameters/97winter/fox.htm)

It is difficult to overstate the effects of disease on life in Africa. Of all the world's populations, Africans have the least chance of survival to the age of five. After that age, diseases and the effects of poor diets and other health threats in the environment begin to take a serious toll. If fortunate enough to make it to adulthood, Africans are the least likely of the world's peoples to live beyond the age of 50. The diseases to be discussed are among the primary reasons for this depressing statistic. They also pose a potential threat to US national security. HIV is a pandemic killer without a cure, and viruses such as Ebola-Zaire are merely a plane ride away from the population centers of the developed world. Viruses like Ebola, which are endemic to Africa, have the potential to inflict morbidity and mortality on a scale not seen in the world since the Black Plague epidemics of medieval Europe, which killed a quarter of Europe's population in the 13th and 14th centuries. These diseases are not merely African problems; they present real threats to mankind. They should be taken every bit as seriously as the concern for deliberate use of weapons of mass destruction. 

U.S.-sino relations good – environment

Relations key to protect the environment

Xu, Senior Research Fellow at the Chinese Academy for International Trade and Economic Cooperation, ’01 (Xianquan, “China, the United States, and the Global Economy” p. 282)

China is a major partner with the United States in the global effort to protect the environment. Although China's per-capita production is very low, with one-fifth of the world's population, China should expect to cooperate more on and contribute more than it has in the past to pollution control and environmental protection. Currently, China is the world's number one producer of steel, coal, cement, fertilizer, and similar products. And two-decade's economic growth, which has lifted millions out of poverty, has caused serious environmental damage that will be felt for many years to come. Some of this damage is already devastating. A survey in 1997 shows more than one-third of monitored urban river sections are seriously polluted and that they do not even meet the lowest standards necessary for irrigation water, not to mention drinking water. In many major cities, such as Hangzhou and Yibin, over 70 percent of rainfall is acid rain. The frequency of acid rainfall in some cities, such as Changsha and Zhuengyi, reaches 90 percent. Although China has taken many measures to prevent environmental damage, it will likely see its environment get worse before it gets before. The United States and China are both among the top polluting countries in the world. The principal pollutants include carbon monoxide, lead, nitrogen oxide, and sulfur oxide. China is the world's second largest greenhouse gas producer, trailing behind only the United States. 

Extinction

Dernbach, Associate Professor of Law at Widener University, ’98 (John, Fall, “Sustainable Development as a Framework for National Governance” Case Western University Law Review, Vol 49 p 16, lexis)

The global scale and severity of environmental degradation and poverty are unprecedented in human history. Major adverse consequences are not inevitable, but they are likely if these problems are not addressed. Many civilizations collapsed or were severely weakened because they exhausted or degraded the natural resource base on which they depended. n76 In addition, substantial economic and social inequalities have caused or contributed to many wars and revolutions. n77 These problems are intensified by the speed at which they have occurred and are worsening, making it difficult for natural systems to adapt. The complexity of natural and human systems also means that the effects of these problems are difficult to anticipate. The potential impact of global warming on the transmission of tropical diseases in a time of substantial international travel and commerce is but one example.

U.S.-sino relations good – terrorism

US-Sino relations are key to solve global terrorism

Roy, Managing Director of Missinger Associates, ’03 (J Stapleton, “US-China Relations in the Twenty-First Century” p. 106)

Fortunately, for the moment U.S.-China relations are relatively stable and cooperative. As Strobe Talbott pointed out in chapter 1, however, it was not that long ago that this administration's rhetoric referred to China as our strategic competitor. Nor has it been long since the United States and China came uncomfortably close to confrontation over the EP-3 incident of April 2001. The important thing to remember, however, is that the Bush Administration was already seeking to develop a more normal relationship with China well before September 11, 2001. This was reflected in June 2001 testimony to Congress by Assistant Secretary of State James Kelly, and demonstrated again when the United States was able to reach final agreement on China's terms for entry into the World Trade Organization before September 11. There is no question, of course, that September 11 had an enormous impact on the U.S. view of relations with China. Suddenly the U.S. focus on the terrorist threat made it imperative for us to give priority to cooperation with a government like China's, if at all possible, in order to pursue more effectively the war against terrorism. Fortunately, and this was not an accidental decision on Beijing's part, China facilitated such cooperation by its quick and positive response to the September 11 attacks. 

Extinction

Alexander, Professor and Director at the Inter-University Center for Terrorism, ’00 (Yonah, Spring, “Terrorism in the Twnty-First Century: Threats and Responses” DePaul Business Law Journal, Vol 12 p 66-67, lexis)

More specifically, present-day terrorists have introduced into contemporary life a new scale of terror violence in terms of both threats and responses that has made clear that we have entered into an Age of Terrorism with all of its serious implications to national, regional, and global security concerns. n25 Perhaps the most significant dangers that evolve from modern day terrorism are those relating to the safety, welfare, and rights of ordinary people; the stability of the state system; the health of economic  [*67]  development; the expansion of democracy; and possibly the survival of civilization itself.

U.S.-sino relations good – prolif

US-China relations key to solve proliferation and nuclear war

Adhariri, Professor of National Security at the Armed Forces Staff College, ’99 (Eschan, August 1, Jane’s Intelligence Review)

Looking ahead, a continued deterioration of Sino-US ties does not bode well for the regional stability of the very large and equally important Asia Pacific. Yet this regional stability might be negatively affected for a long time if Washington and Beijing fail to bounce back from this fiasco and assiduously work to improve their strategic relations. In the meantime, the issue of immediate concern for the USA is nuclear non-proliferation. Immediate work has to be done by both sides to minimize damages on this issue. The PRC, armed with the knowledge of America's premier nuclear programs, is likely to be a much more sought after sources for nuclear proliferation than it has ever been in the past by those countries keenly interested in enhancing the sophistication of their extant nuclear programs and by those who have not yet developed indigenous nuclear know-how but desire to purchase it. China, along with Russia, has an established record proliferating nuclear technology. This reality is not likely to change in the foreseeable future, much to the continued consternation of now-nuclear India. The increased nuclear sophistication on the troubled subcontinent carries with it the risk of a potential nuclear holocaust. The Kashmir issue still remains unresolved and very explosive given the continued intransigence of both India and Pakistan to amicably resolve it. 

Extinction

Taylor, Nonresident Senior Fellow in Governance Studies at the Brookings Institute, ’02 (Stuart Jr, September 14, “Invading Iraq Wouldn't Necessarily Make Us Safer” National Journal, lexis)

The truth is, no matter what we do about Iraq, if we don't stop proliferation another five or ten potentially unstable nations may go nuclear before long, making it ever more likely that one or more bombs will be set off on our soil by terrorists or terrorist governments. Even an airtight missile defense will be useless against a nuke hidden in a truck, a shipping container, or a boat. Unless we get serious about stopping proliferation, we are headed for "a world filled with nuclear-weapons states where every crisis threatens to go nuclear," where "the survival of civilization truly is in question from day to day," and where "it would be impossible to keep these weapons out of the hands of terrorists, religious cults, and criminal organizations," So writes Ambassador Thomas Graham Jr., a moderate Republican who served as a career arms-controller under six presidents and led the successful Clinton administration effort to extend the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty.

U.S.-sino relations good – chinese prolif

Strong relations prevent Chinese proliferation

Yuan, Senior Researcher at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute, ’01 (Jing-Dong, “Assessing Chinese Nonproliferation Policy” http://cns.miis.edu/pubs/other/jdtest.htm)

In sum, US attempts to pressure China into accepting Western arms-transfer guidelines through the use of releasing/withholding advanced technologies have so far produced mixed results. Although one cannot deny that from time to time China has exercised restraint and has made good on its pledges, this is likely a reflection of Beijing's assessment of its national interests after weighing expected rewards (Western technologies) against forsaken commercial opportunities (missile/nuclear transfers). One important factor that may have influenced China's nonproliferation policy is its perception of how progress in this policy area could contribute to the overall bilateral relationship. This may have influenced China's decision to discontinue sales of anti-ship missiles (C-802, C-801) to Iran. It may also provide the rationale for China to issue its key nuclear and dual-use export control regulations in 1997-98: to facilitate the development of a "strategic partnership" between China and the United States, as well as to secure the Clinton administration certification for implementation of the 1985 NCA. This linkage suggests that a serious deterioration in Sino-US relations could cause China to increase its proliferation activities. 

That spreads and goes nuclear

Circinione, Director of the Nonproliferation Project at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, ’00 (Joseph, Spring, Foreign Policy, p. 123)

The blocks would fall quickest and hardest in Asia, where proliferation pressures are already building more quickly than anywhere else in the world. If a nuclear breakout takes place in Asia, then the international arms control agreements that have been painstakingly negotiated over the past 40 years will crumble. Moreover, the United States could find itself embroiled in its fourth war on the Asian continent in six decades-a costly rebuke tot hose who seek the safety of Fortress America by hiding behind national missile defense.Consider what is already happening: North Korea continues to play guessing games with its nuclear and missile programs; South Korea wants its own missiles to match Pyongyang's; India and Pakistan shoot across borders while running a slow-motion nuclear arms race; China modernizes its nuclear arsenal amid tensions with Taiwan and the United States; Japan's vice defense minister is forced to resign after extolling the benefits of nuclear weapons; and Russia-whose Far East nuclear deployments alone make the largest Asian nuclear power-struggles to maintain territorial coherence. Five of these states have nuclear weapons; the others are capable of constructing them. Like neutrons firing from a split atom, one nation's actions can trigger reactions throughout the region, which in turn, stimulate additional actions. These nations form an interlocking Asian nuclear reaction chain that vibrates dangerously with each new development. If the frequency and intensity of this reaction cycle increase, critical decisions taken by any one of these governments could cascade into the second great wave of nuclear-weapon proliferation, bringing regional and global economic and political instability and, perhaps, the first combat use of a nuclear weapon since 1945. 

U.S.-sino Relations good – indo-pak

Relations prevent nuclear conflict over Kashmir

Xu, Senior Research Fellow at the Chinese Academy for International Trade and Economic Cooperation, ’01 (Xianquan, “China, the United States, and the Global Economy” p. 266)

Both the United States and China want to see a stable South Asia and prevent conflicts between nuclear-equipped India and Pakistan from getting out of control. Recently, the high-profile race for nuclear weapons tests between the two in 1998 and the Kashmir conflict in 1999 alerted the world to the instability in this region and confirmed the possible use of the ultimate threat. These incidents further remind the world of how disturbing their profound distrust could be to the region specifically and the world in general if a hostile game of threatened nuclear weapons use abruptly escalated. The United States is expected to continue to play a role in cooling down crises between India and Pakistan. China, although historically inclined to favor Pakistan, would be the last to want to see relations between the two escalate, both of which share borders with China. Since China has increasingly neutralized its position in such conflicts, both countries will try to garner China's favor, as indicated by both India and Pakistan sending top envoys to Beijing during their most recent confrontation. China, thus, could provide strong support to the United States in preventing any such crises from becoming extreme. 

Extinction

Caldicott, Founder of the Physicians for Social Responsibility and Nobel Peace Prize Nominee, ’02 (Helen, “The New Nuclear Danger” 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.

U.S.-sino relations good – taiwan

Relatoins prevent conflict over Taiwan

Shirk, former Deputy Assistance Secretary for China at the US State Department, ’07 (Susan, “China: Fragile Superpower”, p. 184)

The ideal solution from the standpoint of the leaders in Beijing is to solve the Taiwan problem through Washington—to have the U.S. government push Taiwan into reunification or at least stop it from moving further toward legal independence. The Chinese government has been trying to get the United States to do just that for decades, beginning with Premier Zhou Enlai's first discussions with Henry Kissinger about restoring U.S.-China diplomatic relations in 1971. But the leaders in Beijing overestimate America's influence over the behavior of Taiwanese politicians. Beijing puts Taiwan front and center in all its dealings with Washington, trying to condition its commitments on issues such as nonproliferation with American promises to constrain Taiwan. In the eyes of China's policy experts, the "most important factor in the. Taiwan matter is the state of China-U.S. relations . . . without good China-U.S. relations, the Taiwan matter will probably be essentially unresolved in the foreseeable future and its deterioration will be hard to stop."' 

Nuclear war

Johnson, International Relations Author, 5-14-2K1 (Chalmers, The Nation, “Time to Bring the Troops Home”)

China is another matter. No sane figure in the Pentagon wants a war with China, and all serious US militarists know that China’s minuscule nuclear capacity is not offensive but a deterrent against the overwhelming US power arrayed against it (twenty archaic Chinese warheads versus more than 7,000 US warheads). Taiwan, whose status constitutes the still incomplete last act of the Chinese civil war, remains the most dangerous place on earth. Much as the 1914 assassination of the Austrian crown prince in Sarajevo led to a war that no wanted, a misstep in Taiwan by any side could bring the United States and China into a conflict that neither wants. Such a war would bankrupt the United States, deeply divide Japan and probably end in a Chinese victory, given that China is the world’s most populous country and would be defending itself against a foreign aggressor. More seriously, it could easily escalate into a nuclear holocaust. However, given the nationalistic challenge to China’s sovereignty of any Taiwanese attempt to declare its independence formally,

*****Renewable Energy*****
Internals: Green Leadership k Heg
Green leadership maintains primacy --- weak and piecemeal measures will cause a collapse
Crawford 2010/2011 
(Colin – J.D. Wake Forest University School of Law, Green Warfare: An American Grand Strategy for the 21st Century, Wake Forest Journal of Business and Intellectual Property Law, p. Lexis)

The United States is in desperate need of such farsighted leadership. This country is in the midst of an identity crisis, having struggled to define itself since the end of the Cold War. As the world's lone superpower, the United States has learned the hard way that along with its strong standing comes immense responsibility in terms of leading efforts to eliminate climate change, nonproliferation, and global poverty. n7 Recent developments in international affairs, sustained economic woes, and partisan gridlock have divided the nation's attention and resources. Lawmakers are currently playing whack-a-mole with America's priorities, n8 lacking both the vision and direction needed to combat the long-term challenges that await. However, all is not lost. Despite increasing (and oftentimes overblown) fears of "American decline," the United States remains the world's top dog in terms of economic and military power. n9 What these fears reflect, however, is the very real sentiment that the United States can no longer sustain itself as the head of a purely unipolar world. n10 Economies in emerging markets such as China, India, and Brazil have shaken off their lethargy and are growing in a manner which suggests a global realignment of wealth is beginning to take place, shifting from West to East and from North to South. n11 Because [*245] this new wealth begets power, it is clear that the United States will face increasing competition in the coming decades. n12 This is a departure point in American history. Increasingly burdened by the prosecution of two wars, a historic financial crisis, and ever-mounting interest on the national debt, the United States faces deep and painful cuts in spending in order to restore its fiscal health. n13 Yet American politicians must take care not to sacrifice long-term programs in pursuit of short-term political gains. It is said that the most dangerous animal in the woods is the wounded one; as the U.S. begins to recapture its economic momentum, it will be poised to make radical changes in terms of aligning the nation's policy objectives. President Obama presented a vision of "Winning the Future" in his 2011 State of the Union address, offering a feel-good story that was ultimately short on detail and made vague calls for investment in high-speed rail and clean energy. n14 As the United States emerges from this economic crisis, it should not fall back on piecemeal measures and disjointed policies. This is a time for a fundamental realignment of American resources toward a defined and overarching national objective. n15 The crafting of a grand strategy for the United States will require radical thought and near-panoramic insight. This Comment seeks to offer a glimpse of what such a grand strategy could look like, drawing on the strengths of the American model to fundamentally reshape the way the U.S. produces, supports, and defends its way of life. In short, this Comment advocates an Apollo Program-type mentality in terms of "greening" American society from the top [*246] down--beginning with the military--in order to break the country's addiction to fossil fuels. In embracing a broad-based "green" strategy, the United States can weave together a number of priorities heretofore thought irreconcilable: national security, environmental protection, and economic growth. In defining a clear "enemy" - our dependence on fossil fuels--the U.S. can unite various segments of society around a value-neutral and universally beneficial policy objective. By calling upon the resources of academia, the military, and the business community, the government can harness the institutions in which America has traditionally had the most palpable innovative advantages. n16 By becoming the international leader in green technology invention, production, and deployment, the United States can help ameliorate the effects of its last industrial revolution while triggering a new one in the process.

Uniq: Other countries investing

Global energy investment peaking now

Joredans 6/11,  An Associated Press reporter at the United Nations in Geneva, Switzerland and writer for Bloomberg businessweek, (Frank, “ $257 billion invested in renewable energy in 2011”, Bloomberg Businessweek, June 11, 2012, http://www.businessweek.com/ap/2012-06/D9VB0DC03.htm)//AG 

Global investment in renewable energy reached a record of $257 billion last year, with solar attracting more than half the total spending, according to a U.N. report released Monday. Investment in solar energy surged to $147 billion in 2011, a year-on-year increase of 52 percent thanks to strong demand for rooftop photovoltaic installations in Germany, Italy, China and Britain. Large-scale solar thermal installations in Spain and the United States also contributed to growth during a fiercely competitive year for the solar industry. Several large American and German manufacturers fell victim to price pressure from Chinese rivals that helped to halve the cost of photovoltaic modules in 2011. The report's authors said the demise of companies such as Solyndra, Evergreen Solar, SpectraWatt, Solar Millenium and Solon was a sign that the solar industry is maturing. "In 1903, the United States had over 500 car companies, most of which quickly fell by the wayside even as the automobile sector grew into an industrial juggernaut," the report said. "Today, the renewable energy sector is experiencing similar growing pains as the sector consolidates." China was responsible for almost a fifth of the total investment volume, spending $52 billion on renewable energy last year. The United States was close behind with investments of $51 billion, as developers sought to benefit from government incentive programs before they expired. Germany, Italy and India rounded out the top five. 
International investment in global renewable energy tech now—US leading the way

BusinessWire 6/19,  The Leader in Press Release Distribution and a Berkshire Hathaway company, (BusinessWire, “OPIC Board Approves $175 Million for Two Renewable Energy Investment Funds”, Businesswire: A Berkshire Hathaway Company, June 19, 2012, http://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20120619006818/en/OPIC-Board-Approves-175-Million-Renewable-Energy)//AG

WASHINGTON--(BUSINESS WIRE)--The Board of Directors of the Overseas Private Investment Corporation (OPIC), the U.S. Government’s development finance institution, approved $175 million in financing for two new investment funds that will bring the latest renewable energy technologies to emerging markets in Latin America, Southeast Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa, helping to lay the foundation for the sector’s growth in those regions for years to come. “The GEF Africa Growth Fund will make investments that accelerate the development of Africa’s energy infrastructure, particularly in industries that can raise agribusiness output to meet consumption needs.” The Board approved $125 million in financing for TPG Alternative & Renewable Technologies Partners (TPG ART). TPG will invest in companies matching the best renewable technologies from the United States and Europe to markets in Latin America and Southeast Asia. TPG will also support the adoption of renewable technologies that will have a lower environmental impact than the traditional methods of energy generation used today. “Taking the latest renewable energy technologies and applying them to emerging markets is one of the great development challenges of the coming years. Be it converting local biomass to high-value products, improving energy storage, or making use of state-of-the-art building materials, the technologies invested in by this fund will represent an important step toward meeting that challenge,” said OPIC President and CEO Elizabeth Littlefield. The Board also approved $50 million for the GEF Africa Growth Fund, which will invest in environment-related energy infrastructure across Sub-Saharan Africa in order to improve the efficiency of energy and agribusiness production in the region. The fund will target investments in clean electricity generation; energy management systems; distribution infrastructure; energy efficiency technologies and services; and companies which promote sustainable management and harvesting of timber and agriculture. The fund has a target capitalization of $150 million. GEF’s investments in clean and renewable forms of energy will help offset the increased demand for fossil‐fuel power generation in the subcontinent. Rapid economic growth across Africa has resulted in a significant electricity shortage that requires a dependence on costly diesel generators or improvised kerosene lighting. Similarly, the expansion is prompting higher levels of food consumption, which is expected to grow by 2.6 percent annually through 2018. “Rising energy demand and food consumption in Sub-Saharan Africa makes the connection between renewable energy and agribusiness critical to the subcontinent’s future,” said Ms. Littlefield. “The GEF Africa Growth Fund will make investments that accelerate the development of Africa’s energy infrastructure, particularly in industries that can raise agribusiness output to meet consumption needs.” 
Pledges to reduce emissions now—international and private consensus now

Volcovici 6/21, Washington, DC-based journalist for Point Carbon, a Thomson Reuters company that provides news and intelligence on climate change, (Valerie, U.N. chief unveils clean energy pledges, investments, Chicago Tribune Business, June 21, 2012,http://articles.chicagotribune.com/2012-06-21/business/sns-rt-us-un-climate-energybre85k1ri-20120621_1_clean-energy-renewable-energy-energy-projects)//AG

RIO DE JANEIRO (Reuters) - U.N. Secretary General Ban Ki-moon said on Thursday that more than 50 governments have launched new energy strategies, while private investors have pledged more than $50 billion to help carry out his goal to double the share of global renewable energy and the rate of energy efficiency improvement by 2030. The U.N. chief unveiled these commitments to his "Sustainable Energy For All" initiative at the Rio+20 U.N. development conference in Brazil, the first public pledges made to the program since its launch in September 2011. "This initiative is already mobilizing significant action from all sectors of society. Working together, we can provide solutions that drive economic growth, expand equity and reduce the risks of climate change," Ban said. The initiative aims to transform the world's energy systems to ensure universal access to modern energy services by 2030 and is one of the key outcomes Ban has been keen to highlight before the conclusion of the Rio summit. At a press conference on Thursday, Kandeh Yumkella, Director-General of the U.N. Industrial Development Organization and co-chair of Ban's high-level working group on the project, said the initiative was a way to ensure that 1.3 billion people will gain access to clean energy and to ensure that sustainable development stays on the agenda even after the Rio talks close. "We were thinking beyond Rio. We were thinking what happens on July 1 when we leave here," he said. Yumkella highlighted a few commitments that have so far been pledged. Brazil committed to investing $4.3 billion to achieve universal energy access by 2014. The United States pledged $2 billion in grants, loans and loan guarantees, as well as public-private energy technology to support the initiative. The government of Barbados will increase the amount of renewable energy it uses to 29 percent of its electricity consumption by 2030. A number of companies also submitted plans to the initiative to either reduce their own carbon footprints, change the way they produce energy or invest in clean energy projects. The commitments from the private sector totaled over $50 billion, according to the U.N. French utility company GDF Suez, for example, said it will invest in 50 local energy projects in developing countries by 2020 and boost its own installed capacity in renewable energy by 50 percent from 2009-2015. Italian utility Eni said it has earmarked $5 billion to reduce its carbon intensity and spend $32 million in the Democratic Republic of Congo to capture gas from oil flaring. Software giant Microsoft submitted its plan to become carbon neutral and implement an internal carbon fee across its business operations in over 100 countries. Analysts at HSBC said in a report Thursday that while government negotiators at the Rio+20 summit are "haggling over a dwindling pool of traditional aid," the private sector is focused on the need to scale up "trillions of investment dollars" per year for clean and accessible energy. 
Global investment and energy competitiveness rising now

Martin 6/15, editorial director of Pike Research and author of SuperFuel: Thorium, the Green Energy Source for the Future, (Richard, As Investment in Clean Energy Rises, Muddling Through is the Only Way Forward, Forbes Pike Research Section, June 15, 2012,http://www.forbes.com/sites/pikeresearch/2012/06/15/as-investment-in-clean-energy-rises-muddling-through-is-the-only-way-forward)//AG 

Pike Research’s Smart Energy Annual Report 2012,released last week, estimated total revenue from smart energy and smart energy storage at $222 billion in 2011. By 2015, that figure will reach $420 billion – nearly doubling in 5 years. That actually understates the case, if you refer to Global Trends in Renewable Energy Investment 2012, which was released earlier this year by the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), based on data from Bloomberg New Energy Finance. Global investment in clean energy hit a record $260 billion in 2011, the UNEP report stated. The difference, while not small – $38 billion – is mostly related to the definitions of “revenue” and “investment.” However you slice it, that’s a big pile of change. And the UNEP report contains some other data worth considering if you believe, as some commentators do, that the clean energy “bubble” has burst: Driven by a 50 percent drop in prices for photovoltaic panels, investment in solar power grew by 36 percent to $136.6 billion The two companies investing the largest amounts in clean energy are the planet’s two largest emitters of carbon: China and the United States The last 3 months of 2011 saw funding for several utility-scale renewable energy projects, including a 288 megawatt (MW) offshore wind farm off Germany for $1.3 billion, a 272 MW wind farm in Canada ($756 million), and solar thermal plant in China ($354 million) “Rumors of the death of clean energy have been greatly exaggerated,” summed up Michael Leibreich, the CEO of Bloomberg New Energy Finance. 
Investment now—India Proves

Businessline 6/13, Business and Finance daily covering economy, markets, companies and policy issues, (Hindu BusinessLine, India setting up investment cell for new energy: Abdullah, Hindu Business Line, June 13, 2012,http://www.thehindubusinessline.com/industry-and-economy/article3523106.ece?ref=wl_opinion)//AG 

India is setting up an Investment Promotion Cell for the energy sector to provide a single point of contact for investors, Minister of New and Renewable Energy, Mr Farooq Abdullah, has said. In the next five years, the country plans to invest $50 billion in renewable energy, including $19 billion in wind, $25 billion in solar and $3 billion each in the hydro and biomass segments, he said. “The cell will be our window for potential investors to engage with us and bring their efforts and ideas to fruition,” Mr Abdullah told presspersons after addressing an investors’ meet here last evening. He asked global investors to invest in India’s renewable energy sector and support its quest for a low-carbon and environmentally sustainable growth path. “We strongly believe that it will be a win-win situation for all of us,” he said, asking investors to forge partnerships in the country. Mr Abdullah said more than 40 investors attended the meet and “they seemed to be very keen to invest in solar and wind projects”. Further, he said India has seen an “impressive increase in installed power capacity, from about 1,350 MW at the time of independence 65 years ago to about 2,00,000 MW at present”. 
Uniq: Oil Guts Invest.

Oil price fluctuations gut investment in renewable energy, transportation sector, and the electrical grid

Abelkop 2k9

(Adam, J.D. Candidate, University of Iowa College of Law, 2010; B.A., Wake Forest University, “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//um-ef)

American drivers pay close attention to changes in the price of gasoline. Gasoline prices across the United States rose above $ 4 per gallon in August 2008, but by November 2008, the price of gasoline in many states had fallen to $ 2 per gallon. n1 The price of gasoline is tied to the price of its primary source, crude oil, and the price of crude oil is fluctuating rapidly. The International Energy Agency reports, "rarely has the outlook for oil prices been more uncertain than now ... . Pronounced short-term swings in prices are likely to remain the norm and temporary price spikes or collapses cannot be ruled out. Prices are likely to remain highly volatile ... ." n2 Although consumers may welcome the current decline in oil and gasoline prices, uncertainty in the petroleum market discourages energy investments in the transportation sector, the electrical grid, and even in the renewable energy industry. n3 Investors rely upon long-term predictability to make decisions, but this confidence is undermined by price volatility. Underinvestment in these sectors is a significant barrier to a comprehensive solution to global climate change and the United States' over-reliance on petroleum. n4 Efficiency improvements realized by an improved electrical grid and the development of renewable energy technologies serve the dual purposes of diminishing the undesirable consequences of climate change and the United States' dependence on oil. n5 Nobel Prize winner and former vice president Al Gore fervently insists that "the United States should undertake a massive strategic effort to solve the climate crisis and the fossil fuel dependency crisis simultaneously" because they are "inextricably linked." n6 The causes and effects of climate change and dependence on oil are so diverse that no single course of action can possibly offer a sufficient solution. n7 Indeed, "we will need to attack the  [*395]  problem from both ends: by reducing demand and by increasing supply (from renewables) simultaneously." n8

Solvency: Plan Key/Incentives Fail

And, incentives for renewables fail – ensures a boom-bust cycle and lack of development and innovation – full transition is critical 

Victor 2k11
(David G. Victor is a Professor at the School of International Relations and Pacific Studies at the University of California, San Diego, and Director of the school's Laboratory on International Law and Regulation, “The Crisis in Clean Energy: Stark Realities of the Renewables Craze,” pg online @ http://www.ihavenet.com/World-The-Crisis-in-Clean-Energy-Stark-Realities-of-the-Renewables-Craze-Foreign-Affairs.html //um-ef)

After years of staggering growth, the clean-energy industry is headed for a crisis. In most of the Western countries leading the industry, the public subsidies that have propelled it to 25 percent annual growth rates in recent years have now become politically unsustainable. Temporary government stimulus programs -- which in 2010 supplied one-fifth of the record investment in clean energy worldwide -- have merely delayed the bad news. Last year, after 20 years of growth, the number of new wind turbine installations dropped for the first time; in the United States, the figure fell by as much as half. The market value of leading clean-energy equipment manufacturing companies has plummeted and is poised to decline further as governments strapped for cash scale back their support. The coming crisis could make some of the toughest foreign policy challenges facing the United States -- from energy insecurity to the trade deficit to global warming -- even more difficult to resolve. The revolution in clean energy was supposed to help fix these problems while also creating green jobs that would power the economic recovery. Some niches in clean energy will still be viable, such as residential rooftop solar installations and biofuel made from Brazilian sugar cane, which is already competitive with oil. But overall, the picture is grim. Whether this shakeout will strengthen or weaken the clean-energy industry will depend on how policymakers respond. The root cause of today's troubles is a boom-and-bust cycle of policies that have encouraged investors to flock to clean-energy projects that are quick and easy to build rather than invest in more innovative technologies that could stand a better chance of competing with conventional energy sources over the long haul. Indeed, nearly seven-eighths of all clean-energy investment worldwide now goes to deploying existing technologies, most of which are not competitive without the help of government subsidies. Only a tiny share of the money spent on clean energy actually goes to innovation. Building a more viable clean energy economy will require three shifts in approach, all designed to increase innovation and competition. First, the U.S. government should adopt policies that give private industry a stronger incentive to buy clean energy technology. Today's policies rely too much on unreliable subsidies to "push" new technologies into service. Indeed, these subsidies are the root cause of the clean energy industry's boom-bust cycle. Every few years, key federal subsidies for most sources of clean energy expire. Investment freezes until, usually in the final hours of budget negotiations, Congress finds the money and investors rush back in. This volatile approach to policy explains why most money in clean energy favors low-risk conventional technologies that can be built quickly, before the next bust. Moving beyond subsidies -- essential in this new era of tight public budgets -- will help build a more competitive industry over the long term. The best approach to "pull" new clean technologies into the market would be to impose a cap or tax on global-warming pollution. For now, however, such ideas are dead in Congress. Second best would be to set a federal clean-energy standard. Making such a standard work will require rethinking what counts as clean energy. Most policy has focused on renewable energy, which in practice has been a huge bet on wind power and corn-based biofuels. A broader approach that includes clean natural gas and even new nuclear power sources would help build a bigger political coalition in favor of clean energy innovation. Second, the U.S. government must focus the scarce fiscal resources it devotes to clean energy on smarter subsidies that can close the funding gaps in technology and commercialization. (Pull strategies cannot do all the work alone; the push effect of subsidies must be shifted from mature technologies to a wider array of earlier-stage technologies that need government funding.) Money should focus on fundamental research as well as on funding demonstration projects for the most promising ideas. Third, the U.S. government must do more to engage with emerging markets, which is where most of the growth in energy consumption and investment in infrastructure will occur in the future. Doing so will require, among other things, launching cross-border partnerships that include both governments and firms and creating larger markets for clean energy. The U.S. government should encourage U.S. firms to spend funds from government-sponsored clean-energy research on joint projects with foreign companies. Big changes in the energy industry do not happen overnight. The bold goals of energy independence and of radically shifting to renewable energy may be attractive to politicians who prize what is popular over what actually works in the long run. Today's short-term policies have produced a clean energy industry that depends too much on subsidies and focuses on technologies that cannot compete at scale with conventional energy. The crisis in the clean-energy sector is here. It presents an opportunity for the U.S. government to devise smarter, more sustainable policies -- policies that put a higher priority on innovating today with an eye toward tomorrow. Such a strategy will be politically difficult to carry out in these times of shrinking government budgets. But these are also the times for making tough choices.

Solvency: Price signals Key

And, raising the gas tax provides a price signal necessary to transition to renewables – 
Seeking Alpha 2k10

(“Can We Get Ourselves Off Gas?,” pg online @ http://seekingalpha.com/article/208377-can-we-get-ourselves-off-gas //um-ef)

Ezra highlights some nice new language from the president, who may be considering a new push for climate legislation in the wake of the BP oil spill: The only way the transition to clean energy will ultimately succeed is if the private sector is fully invested in this future — if capital comes off the sidelines and the ingenuity of our entrepreneurs is unleashed. And the only way to do that is by finally putting a price on carbon pollution. Hey, I agree with that. I think a carbon price is a crucial part of the policy portfolio needed to address climate change. The problem is that it will have almost no effect on gasoline consumption, at least in the short term. Any politically feasible carbon price would add no more than 10 to 20 cents to the price of a gallon of gas. That’s about as much as the change in the average price of a gallon of gas from the beginning of May of this year to the end. And that’s not nothing; presumably some people curtailed their driving in some way as a result of that swing. But in terms of getting the US off oil, it’s not going to do the job. So what if you did want to significantly reduce American oil consumption? Well, you’d want to increase the price of gas by more than 10 cents per gallon, a shift likely to be lost amid normal market swings. If you want people to invest in new technologies, like more efficient vehicles, to reduce their consumption, you need to send them a powerful price signal. And then you might also want to make it easier for Americans to change their behavior, by investing in alternative infrastructure. But for that you’d need money. Sadly, the nation’s transportation coffers are going dry, primarily because the real value of the gasoline tax has been declining steadily since 1993. Oh wait, you could increase the gas tax. America’s gas tax is embarrassingly low among developed nations, and it hasn’t been increased since 1993. A carbon tax is the most direct way to reduce economy-wide emissions of carbon, but a gas tax is the most direct way to reduce the consumption of gas — and all the annoyances that go along with oil-dependence. The price of gas is probably going to be going up a lot anyway, thanks to market pressures, but if the gas tax is raised then some of the increase cost can be directed to the government’s coffers. Otherwise, the whole of the increase will accrue to oil producers. And an increase in the gas tax, combined with indexing of the tax to inflation, would ensure a nice flow of revenue that could be used to keep roads in good repair and to invest in rail, transit, buses and other infrastructure to facilitate reductions in oil use.

Solvency: Alternative Energy
Prefer our timeframe- action must be taken any CP that balks in terms of funding or commitment does not solve
Tullos and Levy 06 [  Kristen is a Legal Volunteer at Georgia Law Center for the Homeless, Past Legal Intern at Atlanta Legal Aid Society, Legal Intern at National Law Center on Homelessness and Poverty, and Legal Intern at Federal Trade Commission. Emory Law student and University of Georgia graduate. Brian L. Levy is a student at the Roosevelt Institution at the University of Georgia.”Breaking America’s Oil Addiction A Plan to Support Sustainable Energy.” http://lilt.ilstu.edu/critique/fall2002docs/fall2006docs/Breakin%20America's-%20Oli%20Addiction.pdf] H. Kenner 

The time for action to promote a sustainable energy policy is now. As the various scientific and political leaders worldwide have emphasized, consequences for passivity or inaction are dire. Therefore, the United States must commence a large-scale, national effort to eliminate its oil addiction. In this way—and only in this way—will the necessary funding, institutional networks, and political ethos for change be realized. In fact, energy reform can be a politically advantageous issue for Congressmen to adopt. The American public has demonstrated that it desires substantive change now. Through thoughtful explanation of and education regarding proposed reform measures, elected officials could capitalize on the current public sentiment. The volatile and increasing price of gasoline has been a public concern, but current policy proposals, like tax reductions and rebates, do nothing to fix the long-term problem. The instability of many oil-rich nations, as well as the double-edged problem of decreasing supply and increasing demand of oil, forecasts an American future that is full of supply disruptions and rising prices. The best way to address the problem is to invest in viable alternative energy options. Of course, sustainable energy is not easy to develop. As explained, developing a fuel cell or PV infrastructure is an extensive undertaking. For this reason, it is even more crucial to begin vigorously developing oil alternatives now. The more progress America makes before a calamity, the better prepared the nation will be to handle it. Additionally, the conservation incentive offered by the gas tax would serve as a meaningful bandage in alternative energy’s stead. Such a comprehensive effort seems to be the most effective possibility for combating the energy crisis. No matter what the rationale, however, one truth is evident: change is necessary. Not only does the American public demand it, but the nation’s economic, political, and environmental future also depends on it. 
Solvency: Pollution

Solves Warming
 Tullos and Levy 06 [  Kristen is a Legal Volunteer at Georgia Law Center for the Homeless, Past Legal Intern at Atlanta Legal Aid Society, Legal Intern at National Law Center on Homelessness and Poverty, and Legal Intern at Federal Trade Commission. Emory Law student and University of Georgia graduate. Brian L. Levy is a student at the Roosevelt Institution at the University of Georgia.”Breaking America’s Oil Addiction A Plan to Support Sustainable Energy.” http://lilt.ilstu.edu/critique/fall2002docs/fall2006docs/Breakin%20America's-%20Oli%20Addiction.pdf] H. Kenner 
One last area that will profit from a national shift toward renewable energy is the environment. A recent satellite study of the Greenland ice cap found that it is “melting far faster than scientists had feared - twice as much ice is going into the sea as it was five years ago,” with implications “for rising sea levels and climate change [that] could be dramatic” (Hansen 2006). As a result, Jim Hansen, a leading NASA climate scientist, is calling for swift cutbacks in greenhouse gas emissions (Hansen 2006). Carbon dioxide is the dominant greenhouse gas causing global warming, and fossil fuels are the primary source of carbon emissions. In addition, America’s carbon emissions account for about 25 percent of the world’s total—more than twice the amount of China, the world’s next largest polluter (Environmental Defense 2002). Over one-third of those emissions are transportation related, and if America’s cars and light trucks, which run almost exclusively on oil, were aggregated, they would be fifth on the list of nations with the highest carbon emissions (Environmental Defense 2002). A shift to a renewable energy-based economy would signal a strong commitment to curbing extant climate problems. Eliminating American dependence on oil would also substantially improve the nation’s air quality. Most air toxins originate from man-made sources, almost all of which operate primarily on gasoline—“mobile sources (e.g., cars, trucks, buses) and stationary sources (e.g., factories, refineries, power plants)” (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 2005). Mobile sources are particularly problematic. Carbon monoxide, which is one of the major air pollutants, has approximately 60 percent of its emissions from motor vehicles nationwide—with that number ballooning to as high as 95 percent in some major cities (Clean Air Trust 1999). In addition, EPA estimate models suggest that cars, trucks, and buses “account for as much as half of all cancers attributed to outdoor sources of air toxics” (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 2004). Clearly, oil usage, in its various forms, has contributed to America’s deteriorating air quality. Of course, the advantages of alternative energy technologies are not limited to the economic, political, and environmental realms. These are, however, some of the major rewards available for the nation, underscoring the far-reaching benefits of breaking America’s oil addiction. 
Solvency: Heg

And, Alt Energy transitions ensures an independent foreign policy, fosters democracy and transitions to a sustainable energy source
Tullos and Levy 06 [  Kristen is a Legal Volunteer at Georgia Law Center for the Homeless, Past Legal Intern at Atlanta Legal Aid Society, Legal Intern at National Law Center on Homelessness and Poverty, and Legal Intern at Federal Trade Commission. Emory Law student and University of Georgia graduate. Brian L. Levy is a student at the Roosevelt Institution at the University of Georgia.”Breaking America’s Oil Addiction A Plan to Support Sustainable Energy.” http://lilt.ilstu.edu/critique/fall2002docs/fall2006docs/Breakin%20America's-%20Oli%20Addiction.pdf] H. Kenner 
In addition to the economic advantages to be gained, a switch to alternative energy puts America in a more stable political position worldwide. As long as America is addicted to oil, it will remain dependent on rogue states like Saudi Arabia and Iran, as well as other suspect states such as Venezuela. Energy reform would, therefore, be justified even if enacted solely to dissociate the United States from these dubious countries. Besides promoting American political security, a national commitment to reduce oil dependency would also act as a strong impetus for change, potentially in the form of transition to democracy, in nations like Venezuela, Nigeria, Saudi Arabia, and Iran. Thomas Friedman notes that “as long as the monarchs and dictators who run these oil states can get rich by drilling their natural resources…they can stay in office forever” (Friedman 2005). The logical outcome from such existing situations is the monopolization of power, which diametrically opposes a progressive advancement toward democracy. Without bringing down the price of oil, which can be instigated by reducing American dependence, Friedman argues that “aspirations for reform in all these areas will be stillborn” (Friedman 2005). Additionally, America stands to gain political capital from Europe and the rest of the world through a shift to cleaner, renewable energy. When the Bush administration rejected the Kyoto Protocol in 2001, they assumed that other nations would follow suit; such was not the case, however. In fact, that deviance highlights the growing disapproval with which the international community views America, her moral authority, and her environmental stewardship (Purvis 2004). With anti-Americanism on the rise from the Iraq war as well, the United States would be well served to adopt an agenda that better aligns with the goals of Kyoto—even if it does not ratify the Protocol. Therefore, alternative energy policies would afford America some much-needed political approval from the world. 
Federal Incentives Good

Expiration of renewable energy incentives kills jobs and increases pollution

Greene 6/13, nember of the Natural Resources Defense Council, (Nathaniel, Congress' $2 trillion dollar clean energy challenge, National Resources Defense Council: SwitchBoard, June 13, 2012,http://switchboard.nrdc.org/blogs/ngreene/congresss_2_trillion_dollar_cl.html)//AG 

As an advocate for technologies such as wind and solar power, energy efficiency, and geothermal energy, I’m thrilled at the prospect of all that investment in clean, renewable power. After all, renewable energy has produced jobs by the tens of thousands annually here in the US in recent years—jobs for construction workers and engineers, accountants, secretaries and scientists. Renewable energy creates clean air for our kids to breathe. As the father of two beautiful girls, this is what drives me the most. And, importantly, clean, renewable energy promotes American self-reliance. It can free us from some of the world’s military and economic conflicts over energy. But as excited as I am about the incredible advances renewable energy has made, I am equally concerned that the US will miss out on the paradigm shift in the world energy market. That concern was highlighted recently by the release of three important reports, one from Third Way, one from the Pew Charitable Trusts, and one published jointly by the Breakthrough Institute, the Brookings Institute and the World Resources Institute. All three highlight that we’ve made incredible progress in the last several years towards a clean, renewable energy future. But all three also point to the same conclusion: We can let slip this incredible economic opportunity if we allow key federal incentives for clean, renewable energy to expire. The Third Way report likened our current moment to one faced by photography giant Kodak which failed capitalize on its early—in fact, industry-leading—digital photography technology. Congress, too, seems to be having a Kodak moment, failing to grasp the energy paradigm shift now underway. Perhaps that’s why, they’ve let several key renewable energy incentives lapse, including the Section 1603 cash grant program for solar, credited with producing 75,000 jobs. Others, like the Production Tax Credit for wind, and several advanced energy manufacturing incentives will expire soon, reduce employment in wind by 37,000 jobs. All told, per the Institute report, federal investment in clean, renewable energy will fall to just a quarter of its 2009 total by the end of 2014. If we fail to continue investing in renewable energy, we’ll lose our recent global leadership in clean energy investment to countries such as China, Germany and South Korea. They’re still pouring hundreds of billions of dollars into this exciting field, just as it’s starting to transform the way the world gets power. 
Federal incentive in renewables being cut now

Cassel 6/19, hief analyst, coal sector. Cassell has covered the coal industry for more than 23 years, most recently as editor of SNL Energy's Coal Report, (Barry, House Republicans Implore President to Revisit Mercury Rules, EnergyBiz, June 19, 2012,http://www.energybiz.com/article/12/06/house-republicans-implore-president-revisit-mercury-rules)//AG  

Senator James Inhofe, R-Okla., Ranking Member of the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works, came out swinging in a floor speech June 18 ahead of a scheduled June 20 vote on his proposal to kill the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Utility Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) rule, also known as the Mercury and Air Toxics Standards (MATS). Inhofe urged his colleagues to join him in his effort to put an end to President Barack Obama's “war on coal” just after Obama announced that he would veto the measure if it were to pass. Said Inhofe in his prepared remarks for his floor speech: “Mr. President, as you know the Senate will take up a vote this week on my resolution, SJR 37, to stop the Environmental Protection Agency's Utility MACT rule, which is the centerpiece of President Obama's war on coal. As we look ahead to this vote, it's clear that there is a coordinated effort between the White House and Congressional Democrats to paint our efforts to stop an out of control EPA as extreme. This is breaking news: President Obama just issued a statement this afternoon that he will veto my resolution if it passes.”
Federal incentives critical to wind and solar energy infrastructure

Galbrath 11,  porter at The Texas Tribune, New York Times, assistant editor at Slate, (Kate,  Future of Solar and Wind Power May Hinge on Federal Aid, The New York Times, October 26, 2011, LexisNexis)//AG 

IN recent years, wind and solar power have been among the fastest-growing sources of energy in the country. But questions loom over their future: Will federal incentives that are important to their growth continue? And what happens if those incentives expire? For wind power, the situation is especially precarious, energy specialists say. The federal production tax credit, which has provided incentives for wind farm operators to produce power since 1992, expires at the end of 2012. Congress has extended it in the past, most recently in 2009 as part of the federal stimulus package. But this time, some in the industry fear that the mood for limited government in Washington could imperil an extension. If Congress does not extend the credit, ''I believe 2013 would have minimal if not close to zero wind built in the United States,'' said Michael O'Sullivan, the senior vice president for development at NextEra Energy Resources, a huge clean energy developer in Juno Beach, Fla. The solar business faces the expiration of an important grant program at the end of this year. The grants were created as part of the stimulus package, and the industry is lobbying for a one-year extension. The expiration of the program would have a ''really significant compressing effect on the amount of renewable energy that gets financed,'' said Edward Fenster, the chief executive of SunRun, a San Francisco-based company that leases solar installations to homeowners. An extension would allow SunRun's business to grow 50 percent faster, though the company would grow even without it, he said. Even if the grants expire, the solar industry can still use a 30 percent federal investment tax credit in place through 2016. Some other technologies, like fuel cells and small wind turbines, have access to similar tax credits through 2016. The solar industry argues that the grant program is far more effective than the tax credit because it provides incentives for a broader range of private investors to help finance projects, as opposed to merely those with high tax obligations (the credit helps offset these). The grant program also applies to wind power, though wind developers say the tax credit is more important for their industry. Another major federal program, the provision of loan guarantees to aid large renewable energy projects, ended last month. That program became controversial after Solyndra, the first solar recipient, filed for bankruptcy, leaving taxpayers potentially liable for more than $500 million. 
Federal incentives are good and spur new technology—amounts are dependent upon oil price 

Semple 11, associate editor of The New York Times editorial page, and a Pulitzer Prize-winning journalist, (Robert B.,  Oil and Gas Had Help. Why Not Renewables?, the new York Times, October 16, 2011, LexisNexis)//AG 
Solyndra was clearly a bad bet for the government, which now stands to lose all or part of about $500 million in loan guarantees. But one case hardly discredits the whole idea of government support for energy innovation. The federal government has always been in the energy business, and with good reason. Private capital may be good at identifying and incubating new technologies, but bringing those technologies to commercial scale often requires significant public capital. Land grants, for instance, helped build the coal industry, Depression-era spending created hydroelectric dams, and the Defense Department helped develop the first nuclear reactors. The oil and gas business benefited hugely from tax breaks like the oil depletion allowances that go back to the 1920s and were intended to encourage production in what was then a risky game. Subsidies for newer technologies follow in that tradition. As priorities have changed and many politicians have come to realize that fossil fuels exact big social costs, federal subsidies have swung slowly toward projects that produce wind and solar power and biofuels from crops and plant matter. The chart -- which focuses on tax breaks and credits to promote development of various types of fuel -- shows the trend. (The nuclear industry is not included; its subsidies are largely direct grants and loan guarantees, not tax credits.) Tax incentives for fossil fuels surpassed $12 billion during the price spikes of the late 1970s and early '80s, then plunged -- partly because tax subsidies tied to the price of oil declined when prices did. As the chart suggests, Congressional interest in renewables like wind and solar rises and falls with the price of oil. The oil shocks of the 1970s and President Jimmy Carter's personal commitment to alternative fuels inspired a burst of enthusiasm that tapered off along with oil prices. Then, in 2005, with prices rising, Congress passed a comprehensive energy bill loaded with incentives for renewables. That bill, plus President Obama's stimulus package, have propelled tax credits for renewable energy, principally wind and solar, from virtually nothing 10 years ago to more than $7 billion today. (This includes $4.2 billion in direct grants provided in 2009 to companies that could not take advantage of the tax credit because of the financial crisis.) The same impulses inspired a renewed interest in energy-efficient buildings; largely because of the Obama stimulus, tax incentives for efficiency jumped to $2 billion in 2010. Corn ethanol continues to get a tax subsidy of about $6 billion annually, even though its production almost certainly contributes to rising food prices and is of dubious environmental value. Subsidies for non-fossil fuels now dominate the picture. The Congressional Research Service estimates that benefits for wind, solar, ethanol and energy efficiency account for three-quarters of the $20 billion total of annual federal tax support. 

Federal subsidies empirically key to renewable power development

Dolley 11,  esearch director, and Paul Leventhal is president, of the Nuclear Control Institute, (Steven, “ Federal subsidies needed to develop new energy sources: report”, Platts Nucleonics week Magazine, September 29, 2011, LexisNexis)//AG 

A report released September 23 says that government subsidies for new energy sources are at the "lowest point in US history," and subsidies for nuclear power and fossil fuels have far outstripped those for renewable energy sources. However, "government support has been and should continue to be an essential component in the growth of emerging energy sources," said Nancy Pfund, managing partner at DBL investors and one of the report's co-authors. DBL Investors is "a San Francisco venture capital firm with an extensive renewables investment portfolio," spokeswoman Christine Hinton said in a September 26 email. Pfund and Ben Healey, a graduate student at Yale, said in the report, "From land grants for timber and coal in the 1800s to tax expenditures for oil and gas in the early 20th century, from federal investment in hydroelectric power to research and development funding for nuclear energy and today's incentives for alternative energy sources, America's support for energy innovation has helped drive our country's growth." The authors said their report is, to their knowledge, "the first to quantify exactly how the current federal commitment to renewables compares to support for earlier energy transitions. Our findings suggest that current renewable energy subsidies do not constitute an over-subsidized outlier when compared to the historical norm for emerging sources of energy." They said that "as a percentage of inflation-adjusted federal spending, nuclear subsidies accounted for more than 1% of the federal budget over their first 15 years, and oil and gas subsidies made up half a percent of the total budget, while renewables have constituted only about a tenth of a percent. That is to say, the federal commitment to [oil and gas] was five times greater than the federal commitment to renewables during the first 15 years of each subsidies' life, and it was more than 10 times greater for nuclear." 
Internals: Key to Competitiveness

Alternative Energy development spurs economic growth- independently stimulates competitiveness
Sanders 04 [Robert is a staff writer for the University of California at Berkeley “Investment in renewable energy better for jobs as well as environment.” April 13th 2004. http://www.berkeley.edu/news/media/releases/2004/04/13_kamm.shtml] H. Kenner
BERKELEY – Investing in renewable energy such as solar, wind and the use of municipal and agricultural waste for fuel would produce more American jobs than a comparable investment in the fossil fuel energy sources in place today, according to a report issued today (Tuesday, April 13) by researchers at the University of California, Berkeley. "Across a broad range of scenarios, the renewable energy sector generates more jobs per average megawatt of power installed, and per unit of energy produced, than the fossil fuel-based energy sector," the report concludes. "All states of the Union stand to gain in terms of net employment from the implementation of a portfolio of clean energy policies at the federal level." Daniel Kammen, a professor in UC Berkeley's Energy & Resources Group and Goldman School of Public Policy, and head of UC Berkeley's Renewable and Appropriate Energy Laboratory (RAEL), directed the team that reviewed 13 previous reports that looked at the economic and employment impacts of the clean energy industry in the United States and Europe. Though the independent studies used a range of different methods that made comparison difficult, their uniform conclusions held up under scrutiny, he said. "Renewable energy is not only good for our economic security and the environment, it creates new jobs," Kammen said. "At a time when rising gas prices have raised our annual gas bill to $240 billion, investing in new clean energy technologies would both reduce our trade deficit and reestablish the U. S. as a leader in energy technology, the largest global industry today." Kammen released the report at a forum in Seattle on the New Apollo Energy Project, an initiative toreplace the energy bill now languishing in Congress with a new bill emphasizing energy independence and weaning the country from a reliance on imported fossil fuels by 2010. The project is spearheaded by U.S. Representative Jay Inslee (D-Wash.), sponsor of the day-long forum at Seattle's Jackson Federal Building. The UC Berkeley report found that a comprehensive, coordinated energy policy works best, emphasizing not only renewable energy sources but also energy efficiency and sustainable transportation. These, it said, "yield far greater employment benefits than supporting one or two of these sectors separately." "While certain sectors of the economy may be net losers, policy interventions can help minimize the impact of a transition from the current fossil fuel-dominated economy to a more balanced portfolio that includes significant amounts of clean energy," the report continued. "Further, generating local employment through the deployment of local and sustainable energy technologies is an important and underutilized way to enhance national security and international stability." In their study, Kammen and colleagues Kamal Kapadia and Matthias Fripp of the Energy & Resources Group at UC Berkeley considered all types of job creation, both direct - those created in the manufacturing, delivery, construction and installation, project management and operation and maintenance of the different components of the technology or power plant under consideration - and indirect, that is, those induced through multiplier effects of the industry under consideration. Installing wind turbines, for example, is a direct job, while jobs created to manufacture the steel used to build the wind turbine are indirect jobs. They then calculated the jobs created by investing in renewable energy sources so that by 2020 they would constitute 20 percent of all energy sources. They assumed various mixes of renewable energy sources, from the current situation, where the bulk of renewable energy is from the burning of waste or biomass, such as corn stalks (85 percent, versus 14 percent for wind energy and a mere 1 percent from solar), to improved scenarios in which wind energy dominates at 55 percent of all renewable power sources, biomass energy makes up 40 percent and solar photovoltaic constitutes 5 percent. The non-renewable alternative, in which fossil fuels comprise the 20 percent that could have been renewable sources by 2020, were assumed to be either half coal-powered and half natural gas, or 100 percent natural gas. They found that for all feasible scenarios, the renewables industry consistently generated more jobs per average megaWatt generated in construction, manufacturing and installation, in operations and maintenance and in fuel processing, than the fossil fuel industries. In the scenario assuming most renewable energy comes from biomass burning, this could amount to as many as 240,000 new jobs created by 2020, versus no more than 75,000 new jobs if the country sticks to fossil fuels. Investment in renewables also generates more jobs per dollar invested than does the fossil fuel energy sector. Most states would benefit from the move to renewables, the study found. The Midwest, for example, has the best wind power resources in the United States. According to Greenpeace-USA, North Dakota alone has enough to produce 1.2 trillion kilowatt hours of electricity each year, which amounts to 32 percent of the total U.S. electricity consumption in 2002. Part of the job-creating advantage of renewables over fossil fuels lies in the fact that the employment rate in fossil fuel-related industries has been declining steadily, Kammen said, for reasons that have little to do with environmental regulations. Though a shift from fossil fuels to renewables in the energy sector will create some job losses, these losses can be adequately compensated for through a number of policy actions. "For too long, innovations in solar, wind, and biomass/waste technologies, green buildings, highly efficient vehicles, and construction practices that minimize waste have languished in the market despite impressive technical advances, cost reductions, and great potential that make these renewable energy technologies competitive with imported oil and gas supplies," Kammen said. "Investment in new renewable energy sources leads to roughly 10 times more jobs than a comparable investment in the fossil-fuel sector. This difference underscores the economic benefits of moving our economy and society from one of energy 'hunter gatherers' to one of 'energy farmers' and innovators."

Internals: Econ/Competitiveness 
Solves the economy- stimulates competitiveness

Tullos and Levy 06 [  Kristen is a Legal Volunteer at Georgia Law Center for the Homeless, Past Legal Intern at Atlanta Legal Aid Society, Legal Intern at National Law Center on Homelessness and Poverty, and Legal Intern at Federal Trade Commission. Emory Law student and University of Georgia graduate. Brian L. Levy is a student at the Roosevelt Institution at the University of Georgia.”Breaking America’s Oil Addiction A Plan to Support Sustainable Energy.” http://lilt.ilstu.edu/critique/fall2002docs/fall2006docs/Breakin%20America's-%20Oli%20Addiction.pdf] H. Kenner 
Clearly, the transformation to alternative energy sources will generate multiple advantages—economic, political, and environmental to name a few. Such benefits will result from ameliorating the problems inherent in America’s oil-based energy system. Economically, a shift to alternative energy will pave the way for the construction of an entirely new American industry. At a time when the economy is globalizing at an increasingly rapid pace, such a development could help maintain the nation’s position of prominence within the world. After all, it is America’s “ability to constantly innovate new products, services, and companies that has been the source of [its] horn of plenty…for the last two centuries (Friedman 2005.” With the ubiquitous necessity of the energy industry, the prospects for economic sustenance that American innovation offers are massive, to say the least. Concurrent with the rise of the new industry, investing in alternative energy will also provide new jobs for Americans. In a recent study by UC Berkeley researchers, investing in renewable energy “would produce more American jobs than a comparable investment in the fossil fuel energy sources in place today” (Sanders 2004). Accordingly, a model of implementing certain Apollo Alliance energy projects in Ohio was predicted to create 130,000 new jobs for that state alone (Rothstein 2004). Within a globalizing world, secure jobs for Americans are likely to be at a premium. Therefore, maximizing job creation in government spending efforts is a wise policy. The transition from jobs within the current oil-based market to jobs in a new alternative energy industry should be fairly smooth. Because small alternative energy companies already possess the industry skills and training techniques, larger energy companies can partner with them to provide a framework for energy transition. In Michigan, an effective transition of auto-workers into a newly created and well-funded solar energy industry highlights such a conversion (Bodipo-Memba 2006). Along with placing the American economy in a position to succeed well into the future, a commitment to alternative energy would protect the economy from the short-term crises highlighted previously. Such calamities could be approaching soon, and with the tenuous political state of Iran, oil exportation could take a significant hit. Whereas Iran, for its own economic considerations, may not withhold its 10 percent of the world’s reserves, it “could threaten to disrupt oil shipped from the Persian Gulf through the Straits of Hormuz, a key chokepoint through which oil from Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and Iraq also passes” (Bahree 2006). Such a scenario could pose significant economic consequences. Consider, for example, the effect of Hurricane Katrina in the United States: the resultant energy dilemma led gas prices to skyrocket to over 3 dollars per gallon (Foertsch and Rector 2005). At that point, it was unrealistic to expect that consumers—especially lower-income consumers for whom gasoline purchases take up a relatively high percentage of their budget—would continue consuming gasoline at the same level  as before the price increase (Behravesh 2006). Hence, after another prolonged and potentially more substantial oil shortage, the increased energy costs and decreased non-energy consumer spending could reach alarming amounts. Logically, the most reliable protection from such results is greater energy security through alternative technologies. Finally, switching to renewable energy sources simply saves money. While research, development, and production costs may rise in the short-term, long-term benefits will overcome such costs. For instance, current fuel cell prototypes being developed by the Department of Energy’s Solid State Energy Conversion Alliance (SECA) are projected to save the nation more than 50 billion dollars by 2025 through greater efficiency and lower fuel costs (National Energy Technology Laboratory 2006). To achieve these economic gains, however, strong commitment is required not only by private industries, but also by the government. In such a fashion, the initial losses can be weathered with prescient foresight of the advantages to come. 

Internals: AE k Jobs

Alternative Energy development spurs economic growth- independently stimulates competitiveness
Sanders 04 
[Robert is a staff writer for the University of California at Berkeley “Investment in renewable energy better for jobs as well as environment.” April 13th 2004. http://www.berkeley.edu/news/media/releases/2004/04/13_kamm.shtml] H. Kenner

BERKELEY – Investing in renewable energy such as solar, wind and the use of municipal and agricultural waste for fuel would produce more American jobs than a comparable investment in the fossil fuel energy sources in place today, according to a report issued today (Tuesday, April 13) by researchers at the University of California, Berkeley. "Across a broad range of scenarios, the renewable energy sector generates more jobs per average megawatt of power installed, and per unit of energy produced, than the fossil fuel-based energy sector," the report concludes. "All states of the Union stand to gain in terms of net employment from the implementation of a portfolio of clean energy policies at the federal level." Daniel Kammen, a professor in UC Berkeley's Energy & Resources Group and Goldman School of Public Policy, and head of UC Berkeley's Renewable and Appropriate Energy Laboratory (RAEL), directed the team that reviewed 13 previous reports that looked at the economic and employment impacts of the clean energy industry in the United States and Europe. Though the independent studies used a range of different methods that made comparison difficult, their uniform conclusions held up under scrutiny, he said. "Renewable energy is not only good for our economic security and the environment, it creates new jobs," Kammen said. "At a time when rising gas prices have raised our annual gas bill to $240 billion, investing in new clean energy technologies would both reduce our trade deficit and reestablish the U. S. as a leader in energy technology, the largest global industry today." Kammen released the report at a forum in Seattle on the New Apollo Energy Project, an initiative toreplace the energy bill now languishing in Congress with a new bill emphasizing energy independence and weaning the country from a reliance on imported fossil fuels by 2010. The project is spearheaded by U.S. Representative Jay Inslee (D-Wash.), sponsor of the day-long forum at Seattle's Jackson Federal Building. The UC Berkeley report found that a comprehensive, coordinated energy policy works best, emphasizing not only renewable energy sources but also energy efficiency and sustainable transportation. These, it said, "yield far greater employment benefits than supporting one or two of these sectors separately." "While certain sectors of the economy may be net losers, policy interventions can help minimize the impact of a transition from the current fossil fuel-dominated economy to a more balanced portfolio that includes significant amounts of clean energy," the report continued. "Further, generating local employment through the deployment of local and sustainable energy technologies is an important and underutilized way to enhance national security and international stability." In their study, Kammen and colleagues Kamal Kapadia and Matthias Fripp of the Energy & Resources Group at UC Berkeley considered all types of job creation, both direct - those created in the manufacturing, delivery, construction and installation, project management and operation and maintenance of the different components of the technology or power plant under consideration - and indirect, that is, those induced through multiplier effects of the industry under consideration. Installing wind turbines, for example, is a direct job, while jobs created to manufacture the steel used to build the wind turbine are indirect jobs. They then calculated the jobs created by investing in renewable energy sources so that by 2020 they would constitute 20 percent of all energy sources. They assumed various mixes of renewable energy sources, from the current situation, where the bulk of renewable energy is from the burning of waste or biomass, such as corn stalks (85 percent, versus 14 percent for wind energy and a mere 1 percent from solar), to improved scenarios in which wind energy dominates at 55 percent of all renewable power sources, biomass energy makes up 40 percent and solar photovoltaic constitutes 5 percent. The non-renewable alternative, in which fossil fuels comprise the 20 percent that could have been renewable sources by 2020, were assumed to be either half coal-powered and half natural gas, or 100 percent natural gas. They found that for all feasible scenarios, the renewables industry consistently generated more jobs per average megaWatt generated in construction, manufacturing and installation, in operations and maintenance and in fuel processing, than the fossil fuel industries. In the scenario assuming most renewable energy comes from biomass burning, this could amount to as many as 240,000 new jobs created by 2020, versus no more than 75,000 new jobs if the country sticks to fossil fuels. Investment in renewables also generates more jobs per dollar invested than does the fossil fuel energy sector. Most states would benefit from the move to renewables, the study found. The Midwest, for example, has the best wind power resources in the United States. According to Greenpeace-USA, North Dakota alone has enough to produce 1.2 trillion kilowatt hours of electricity each year, which amounts to 32 percent of the total U.S. electricity consumption in 2002. Part of the job-creating advantage of renewables over fossil fuels lies in the fact that the employment rate in fossil fuel-related industries has been declining steadily, Kammen said, for reasons that have little to do with environmental regulations. Though a shift from fossil fuels to renewables in the energy sector will create some job losses, these losses can be adequately compensated for through a number of policy actions. "For too long, innovations in solar, wind, and biomass/waste technologies, green buildings, highly efficient vehicles, and construction practices that minimize waste have languished in the market despite impressive technical advances, cost reductions, and great potential that make these renewable energy technologies competitive with imported oil and gas supplies," Kammen said. "Investment in new renewable energy sources leads to roughly 10 times more jobs than a comparable investment in the fossil-fuel sector. This difference underscores the economic benefits of moving our economy and society from one of energy 'hunter gatherers' to one of 'energy farmers' and innovators."

Internals: Spill-over 

US expansion of its clean energy sector spills over globally  

Kammen, Professor of Public Policy @ UC Berkeley, 7 
(Daniel, "Green Jobs Created by Global Warming Initiative," September 25th, http://www.unep.org/civil_society/GCSF9/pdfs/karmen-senate.pdf)

In addition to supporting domestic job creation, clean energy is an important and fastest growing international sector, and one where overseas policy can be used to support poor developing regions – such as Africa (Jacobsen and Kammen, 2007) and Central America – as well as regaining market share in solar, fuel cell and wind technologies, where European nations and Japan have invested heavily and are reaping the benefits of month to year backlogs in clean energy orders. Some of those orders are for U. S. installations, but many more could be if we choose to make clean and green energy a national priority for both domestic installation and overseas export. Technology exports have impacts well beyond domestic job creation. In fact, if properly managed, the development of a thriving ‘cleantech’ sector can address a vital global issues, namely the emissions trajectories of major developing nations. China and India are often singled out for attention as major, emerging global emitters. China, in fact, will become the world’s largest greenhouse emitter in the near future, if it has not already. This fact, is often used – mistakenly in my view – to argue against unilateral climate protection efforts by nations such as the United States.  This view is shortsighted in two vital respects. First, China is demonstrably already suffering from the impacts of fossil fuel use. Crop yields in many parts of China are significantly lower than they would be without the significant sulfur and particulate burden that results from domestic coal combustion. (In fact, coal combustions emissions from China have significant air quality impacts on Japan, and can be measured in the U. S. as well.) Crop losses of over 20% have been reported in part of China, with the decrease unambiguously linked to air pollution. China also experiences significant human health impacts from this pollution burden as well. Second, China has committed, on paper, to a ‘circular economy’ where waste is reduced and overall productivity is enhanced. If the United States were to become a major exporter, or even a partner, in the production of low-emissions technologies – from truly carbon-capture coal-fired power plants, to increased numbers of solar, wind, and biofuel technologies – China would be an eager trading partner, so that they could install increasing numbers of low-emissions technologies. This would directly help the Chinese economy and their environmental and public health situation. On both of these grounds, U. S. domestic expansion of the clean energy sector will likely positively impact the ability and the actions of a number of emerging economies to ‘go green’.

Impacts: AE Solves Ext.

Independently, Clean energy solves extinction--we’re on the brink 
Pernick et al 7 

(Ron Pernick and Clint Wilder are coauthors of The Clean Tech Revolution and co-founder/principal and contributing editor, respectively, of Clean Edge, Inc., "Extinction or Innovation? U.S. Government Must Enact Clean Energy Policy", 7/23/07, www.renewableenergyworld.com/rea/news/article/2007/07/extinction-or-innovation-u-s-government-must-enact-clean-energy-policy-49399)
Detractors and naysayers, of course, will say that clean energy is subsidy-dependent and therefore can't compete in the marketplace. But this is disingenuous double-speak. Close observers of the energy industry know that there is no such thing as a subsidy—and policy—independent energy source. The oil, coal, and nuclear power industries have all relied heavily not only on government policy, but also on rich and lucrative subsidy programs.  Others will argue that clean technologies can't scale up. But this is misguided thinking. Spain and Denmark, for example, already generate about 20 percent of their nation's electricity from wind power and leading states like California are targeting around 30 percent of their grid electricity from new renewables before the end of the next decade.  The U.S., known for its innovation in earlier tech revolutions such as computer chips, telecom, and the Internet can lead once again. But it will take a concerted effort by an army of corporate innovators and startup entrepreneurs—and, like any revolution—it will require supportive government policies. Sure, we're big supporters of the American free-market economy but it's unrealistic to act as if government policy and leadership doesn't matter. In today's increasingly competitive global marketplace, you either innovate or die—and government has a critical role in this process.  Now is the time to push the envelope on the development of 21st century clean technologies. We need to embed silicon, like we have in our communication networks, into the electric grid. We need cars that don't just get 30 or 40 miles per gallon, but a new breed of plug-in hybrids that get up to 100 miles per gallon or more. Google.org recently awarded $1 million in grants and announced plans to provide $10 million toward the development, adoption, and commercialization of plug-in hybrids and fully electric cars.  We believe that we are in the midst of one of the greatest shifts in human history. Within 50 years, we'll look back at the beginning of the 21st century and see it as the tipping point for clean technology.  The choice for investors, companies, governments, and individuals is simple. Be part of one of the greatest business and economic shifts in recorded human history, or become extinct like the dinosaurs whose fossils fueled the last great industrial revolution. The opportunity for wealth creation and economic leadership stands on one side of the equation—and the very real threat of the collapse of civilization as we know it on the other.   

Impacts: Naval Heg

Key to Naval Hegemony

Mabus 2k11

(Ray, Secretary of the Navy, 3/2/2011. http://www.navy.mil/navydata/people/secnav/Mabus/Speech/ARPAe02Mar11.pdf )

To use your director’s own words, “Our dependence on fossil fuels severely threatens our national and environmental security due to our growing foreign energy independence. We as a nation need to change course with fierce urgency.” “Fierce urgency.” He’s exactly right. That’s why what ARPA-e does is so critically important for our country, for our military, for our economy. Having an institution that’s focused on finding, researching and developing the next eureka moments or the thousand more routine moments; finding technology that will change the way we work, you really can’t put a value on that. The Navy and Marine Corps, the services I am privileged to lead, have always supported innovation and always led technological change. We have constantly searched for those technologies that would improve our capabilities and allow us to better defend this country. This very week, 128 years ago, Congress authorized the ABCD ships - Atlanta, Boston, Chicago and Dolphin - the first four ships of the Navy to be constructed completely out of steel. In the 1880s, this was a pretty revolutionary concept because for most people – and I probably would have been in that group in 1880 – it was difficult to get past the notion that steel sinks. But it was the way that we power our ships that maybe best shows the Navy’s willingness to innovate. In the 1850s, not long before we built the ABCD ships, the Navy changed from wind to coal. In the early part of the 20th century we changed again from coal to oil. In the 1950s, we pioneered nuclear as a manner of propulsion. In every single case, in every one of these cases, there were naysayers that said, you’re trading one form of very proven energy for another form that we just don’t know if it’s going to work. It’s too expensive, it’s too hard, it’s too unproven. In fact, when we went from sail to coal, the uniformed leaders of the Navy objected saying that sail had been proven for thousands of years, what were we doing? Every single time there were naysayers and every single time they were wrong. And I am absolutely confident that as we make our next change - as we lead again in changing the way we power our ships and our aircraft, that the naysayers who say it’s too expensive, the technology is just not there - they are going to be proven wrong again because every time we’ve changed we’ve made us a better Navy. Every time we’ve changed, we’ve been better able to defend the United States. I think that today we’re at the cusp of another one of these changes, one that will move us off of an over-reliance on a very fragile global oil infrastructure and toward alternative and renewable sources of energy. It’s a move that we absolutely have to make because changing the way we produce energy, changing the way we use energy is fundamentally about improving the national security of this country. All you have to do is look at the headlines today. All you have to do is look at what is happening in the world. Our dependence on fossil fuels creates strategic operational and tactical vulnerabilities for our forces and makes them too susceptible to supply and price shocks caused by instability or natural disasters in volatile areas of the world where most of our fossil fuels are produced. Now, we would never allow these regions to build our ships. We would never allow these folks to build our aircraft or our ground vehicles, but we give them a say on whether our ships sail, our aircraft fly or our ground vehicles work. The security and the economic costs to the Navy and Marine Corps of using fossil fuels are significant. When the price of oil goes up, the price of defending this country goes up. Every dollar that a barrel of oil goes up in price, the Navy spends $31 million more for fuel. So, if the price goes up $30 a barrel, which it has more than once in the last decade, that’s a billion dollars. A billion dollars that we can’t use for other things, a billion dollars that we can’t budget for, a billion dollars that goes just to power the ships and aircraft and ground vehicles that we have. Now, that’s sort of the strategic and economic argument for change but there’s a different and more personal reason; it’s the Sailors and Marines in the field and how our dependence puts them at risk. In Afghanistan, the thing we import the most – the single thing that we spend the most effort getting to Afghanistan - is fuel. And just think about getting a gallon of gasoline to a Marine front-line unit in Helmand province in Afghanistan. First you’ve got to put it on a ship and go across one ocean - the Pacific or the Atlantic. Then you have to take it either up through Pakistan or down through the Northern Distribution Network, through the Baltics and across Russia. And when you get to Afghanistan, you have to go across the Hindu Kush from the south or the Amu Darya River from the north. There are huge financial costs associated with it, but maybe, more important, there are huge other costs. The Army did a study that for every 24 convoys we’d lose a Soldier or a Marine, killed or wounded guarding that convoy. That’s a high price to pay for fuel. And we keep those Marines, those Sailors, those Soldiers, those Airmen from doing what they were sent there to do, which is fight and engage and rebuild. So we have to find another way to do this. We have to find a different way to power the things we need to power. And it’s for all those reasons that, in the fall of 2009, 17 months ago, I issued five energy goals for the Department of the Navy, for the Navy and the Marine Corps. The most important one is that by no later than 2020, no less than half of all the energy that the Navy and the Marine Corps uses afloat and ashore will come from non-fossil fuel sources. Also, by that same date of 2020, at least half our bases will be net-zero in terms of energy consumption, and in a lot of cases, those bases are going to be returning power to the grid instead of pulling power off of it. I think it’s important though to say that we’re not just changing for change’s sake. Everything that we’re doing is to make us better fighters and to make us more secure. Every time we make a change that improves the efficiencies of our engines or our systems, every time we move to an alternate source of power – every time – we get better and we make people safer. We’re already seeing the results. Right before Christmas I went to Afghanistan and one of the first Forward Operating Bases that I flew into was Sangin. And when we flew in, there was a firefight going on about 500 yards away because some of the toughest fighting that’s going on for the Marines all over Afghanistan is in Sangin. They’re fighting almost every day. But the 3rd Battalion, 5th Marines who went into Sangin as the first Marines deployed with alternate power units were also there. Now, the Marines have led in this, as they do in a lot of things, and they’ve set up two experimental Forward Operating Bases - one in Quantico, Virginia and one in Twentynine Palms, California - and they’re looking for ways to get power differently in the field. When the 3rd of the 5th left, going to Afghanistan, they were basically given solar power systems and told, try this out; see it if helps you. And the 3rd Battalion, 5th Marines go in Sangin, into heavy combat, and at the same time are trying some of these alternative ways to get fuel, to get power, and some amazing things happened. Their fossil fuel usage has gone down 20 percent, even though they weren’t given a whole lot of training on the things that they were taking and even though they were in the fight. One of the larger solar systems they took is being used to power their operations center. And across the battalion operating areas, there are a lot of man-portable systems. They’ve got these flexible solar panels they roll up, stick them in the back of their pack and take to charge their radios and their small electronics. And because of doing this, a foot patrol is able to operate without 700 pounds of batteries – 700 pounds that they don’t have to hump over the mountains, across the rivers and into the fight in Afghanistan. Now, at sea we’re trying to do some of the same things. One example is the first hybrid ship, what Tom Friedman called the “Prius of the seas.” But if you see it, it’s a big-deck amphibious ship, the USS MAKIN ISLAND, the biggest amphibious type that we have. It uses a hybrid drive and uses an electric drive for speeds of under 12 knots And it comes with a lot of benefits. The first thing, on its first voyage from Pascagoula, Mississippi, my home state, around to its home port – it went around South America to San Diego – it saved almost $2 million in fuel. And at current fuel prices, over the lifetime of that ship, it’s going to save a quarter of a billion dollars in fuel. Second, the less time we have to refuel on it or any other ship, the more time we get to patrol, do what we’re supposed to do, giving our commanders a lot more flexibility and a lot more time on station if they need it. And, finally, just by reducing the frequency of refueling operations, we make our ships safer. The COLE was in Aden to get fuel when it was attacked in 2001. But there are still a whole lot of challenges that we’re facing for our installations, our ships and our Forward Operating Bases. Our ships – the systems that we use and the power requirements that they have are getting bigger all the time. Every system we’re putting on a ship now or in an aircraft is in some ways sort of a power hog. Just like the commercial world, the march of technology in the military has created an ever-increasing appetite for energy. A Marine platoon in Vietnam took two or three radios on patrol with them. A Marine platoon in Afghanistan takes 30 to 50 radios on patrol with them. On our ships, high-tech radar systems and missile defense technologies and advanced gun systems use and need a lot of energy. The ability to maintain steady, uninterrupted power, even if damaged, becomes absolutely critical for the success of these ships. But what we don’t have and what we need is the ability to store the energy that we create to be able to use it when we need it, to be able to use it where we need it.

And, Naval superiority is the foundation of U.S. geopolitical dominance - It provides the “bandwidth” needed to confront all other threats
Stratfor, 8

(world's leading private intelligence firm, clients range from Fortune 500 companies to international government agencies, 8-5-8 (“U.S. Naval Dominance and the Importance of the Oceans,” http://www.stratfor.com/ana

lysis/u_s_naval_dominance_and_importance_oceans)

The geographic position of the United States, situated comfortably between the Atlantic and Pacific oceans, is a critical dynamic in its fundamental security, and U.S. naval dominance in the world’s oceans is a key dynamic of the international system.  Our statement that control of the world’s oceans is a cornerstone of U.S. geopolitical security and keeps any potential adversary half a world away sparked extensive comment. This is a long-standing STRATFOR position, not a casual assertion, and is crucial to the way we see the world.  In his 1890 classic “The Influence of Sea Power Upon History,” U.S. Naval officer Alfred Thayer Mahan examines the decisive role superior sea power played in geopolitical competition and conflict from 1660 to 1783. His work has made him perhaps the foremost theorist of naval power in the United States. At the risk of oversimplification, Mahan’s thesis is that control of the sea can be decisive in both peacetime and wartime, and has far-reaching military, economic and geopolitical ramifications. Mahan is required reading at STRATFOR.  The world has changed quite a bit since the time of Mahan, who wrote as sail was giving way to steam as the principal method of naval propulsion. Indeed, a common question from our readers has been about the applicability of the oceans to U.S. security in the 21st century, particularly in the context of globalization. In essence, readers have asked us whether oceans still matter after globalization has so reduced transit times and increased interconnectivity that transnational terrorism and cyberspace have come into existence.  While aviation, the intercontinental ballistic missile, satellites and the Internet have all fundamentally altered the way the world interacts and how wars are fought, Mahan’s analysis holds true.  Over the course of a century, but particularly during and after World War II, the United States honed and perfected expeditionary naval operations. Washington’s ability to function on the other side of the planet from home port is unparalleled and has surpassed the sea power of the British Empire that Mahan so admired. The importance of this cannot be overstated, and has broad applicability. Globalization has massively increased, not decreased seaborne commerce. As the dominant global naval power, Washington exercises a decisive influence over the principal avenue of both international trade and the flow of the world’s oil (and, increasingly, natural gas). In addition to wielding this as a lever over other countries, the U.S. Navy is the guarantor of America’s global supply lines. That Washington has claim to both the world’s foremost navy and the world’s foremost economy is no coincidence, and it is a key dynamic of the entire international system.  From a military perspective, the last shooting war in the Western Hemisphere of any strategic significance for the United States was the Spanish-American War. That conflict resulted in the expulsion at the end of the 19th century of the last Eastern Hemispheric power from Washington’s periphery. For more than a century now, the United States has fought its wars abroad, with the only strategic threat to the homeland being Soviet (and to a much lesser extent, Chinese) nuclear weapons.  Indeed, the fundamental value of naval dominance was demonstrated in 1962. During the Cuban Missile Crisis, Washington was able to prevent the re-emergence of an outside power’s beachhead in Cuba because U.S. naval dominance made the situation untenable for the Kremlin. The Russian navy was not in a position to sustain forces there in the face of concerted U.S. naval opposition.  And while the notion of “invasion” in the 21st century may seem anachronistic in the U.S. perspective, the rest of the world sees things very differently. That apparent anachronism is symptomatic of fundamental U.S. geopolitical security. Across the oceans, even much of Europe still looks east over the open Northern European plain and remembers columns of Soviet armor.  Nations the world over continue to struggle day in and day out with their neighbors. Pakistan, India and China continue to squabble over Kashmir, which they each consider core to their geographic security. Russia’s foremost geopolitical struggle is the re-establishment of some semblance of a peripheral buffer in Europe and the Caucasus — necessary buffers, but a poor compensation for unfavorable geography.  These issues — crucial geopolitical objectives — keep Eurasia divided and restrict (but obviously do not eliminate) other countries’ bandwidth to deal with global issues farther afield. The ultimate consequence of this division is the prevention of the emergence of a potential challenger to the United States. By this, we mean the emergence of a country so secure in its geopolitical position that the mustering of resources necessary to project military force across the Atlantic or Pacific to meaningfully challenge the strategic security of the North American continent becomes a possibility.  More simply, U.S. naval dominance allows Washington to keep the costs of projecting hostile military force across the world’s oceans prohibitively high. The countries of the world are thus largely left confronting geopolitical challenges in their own backyards, unable to militarily challenge the United States in its backyard. All the while, the U.S. Navy conducts operations daily in Eurasia’s backyard. This is a secure and enviable geopolitical position.  This is not to say that threats to the United States do not exist. But while hijacked airliners, rogue ballistic missiles, smuggling in shipping containers and cybercrime are all legitimate security threats that must be defended against, they are generally not strategic security threats. That the United States has the bandwidth to confront them is emblematic of the fundamental strategic security — not insecurity — of the American position, insulated as it is by the waters of the Atlantic and Pacific.
*****Oil Advantage*****

1AC Oil Dependence Scenario
The status quo exacerbates oil dependence

Appleby 09

(Andrew, Graduate Tax Scholar in the LL.M. in Taxation program at Georgetown University Law Center for the 2009-2010 academic year. Prior to focusing on tax law, he was an associate in the Energy Infrastructure, Climate, & Technology Group of a leading law firm; J.D. 2008, Wake Forest University School of Law; M.B.A. 2004, University of Massachusetts-Amherst; B.S. 2003, Florida State University.  Transportation Energy Policy In National And Global Perspective: A New Beginning?: Pay At The Pump: How $ 11 Per Gallon Gasoline Can Solve The United States' Most Pressing Challenges, Cumberland Law Review #40//HH)

The United States consumes oil on a level that is difficult to conceptualize. In the area of transportation alone, Americans burn over $ 850,000 worth of gasoline each minute. n19 In today's economic climate, Americans could certainly find more productive uses for over $ 1 billion each day that literally goes up in smoke. n20 On a global basis, transportation consumes 74% of liquid petroleum  [*8]  supply because there are currently very few cost-effective alternatives. n21 Furthermore, virtually all goods that Americans consume must be transported, which strengthens our dependence on foreign oil. n22 In 2007, Americans burned 175 billion gallons of fuel, roughly 600 gallons per American. n23 Incredibly, Americans' stunning consumption continues to grow. Between 2002 and 2006, overall vehicle miles traveled (VMT) increased 6% each year, while SUV and pickup VMTs increased 13% each year. n24 Total VMTs in each state increased drastically -- between 9% and 57% -- from 1995 to 2005. n25

And, random variables mean an oil shock can come at any time

Abelkop 09

(Adam, “Why the Government Should Drink Your Milkshake: The Case for Restructuring the Federal Gas Tax”, The Journal Of Corporation Law, 35 Iowa J. Corp. L. 393, Winter, 2009//HH)

The United States burns more oil than any other nation and imports roughly 60% of the oil it consumes. n30 The Energy Information Administration (EIA) estimates that domestic consumption of petroleum will average 19.7 million barrels per day (bbl/d) in 2009. n31 Given America's mammoth level of consumption - popularly referenced as its "addiction to oil" n32 - and dependence on foreign sources of petroleum, the United States is particularly vulnerable to an oil supply shock. n33 An oil supply shock occurs when a perceived or actual decline in the supply of crude causes a rapid increase in the market price and subsequent harm to the economy as a whole. n34 Such a shock could come unexpectedly and arise under a variety of circumstances. n35 There is a high risk that violent conflict or political instability will disrupt oil supplies in the near future. n36 An attack on a pipeline or refinery in Nigeria, Iraq, or Saudi Arabia or a possible conflict between the United States and Iran could severely disrupt the flow of oil to the marketplace. n37 Even though Canada and Mexico are among the [*399] United States' primary sources of oil, n38 the United States would not be shielded from the effects of a supply disruption of this nature because the "price of oil is determined in the world market and depends mainly on the balance between world demand and supply." n39 This is reason for concern given that 85% of the world's proven reserves are in nations to which the Government Accountability Office assigns medium-to-high investment risk. n40 Of course, the severity of supply shocks will vary in degree. An attack on a pipeline, for example, would not be as significant as an obstruction to shipping traffic through the Strait of Hormuz, which would threaten the flow of 55% of the world's oil reserves. n41 Oil is a fungible commodity, and the ability of the international economy to absorb limited supply shocks has increased since the 1973 oil embargo. n42 The gravity of a supply shock is dependent on how suddenly it occurs, whether it will obstruct the flow of oil in the long-term, and the overall state of the economy: It is not clear how the economy would react to a sudden as opposed to a gradual increase in the price of oil or how it would overcome a long-term reduction in the oil supply. A jump in the cost of oil would strike at the margin of an economy that is facing substantially elevated oil cost already. n43 Extreme weather events, for example, are isolated; but even small losses of supply have regional consequences. The series of hurricanes that struck the Gulf of Mexico in the fall of 2008 significantly upset the southeastern oil distribution system, causing gasoline shortages throughout that region. n44 This relatively small shock, however, did not greatly affect the price of oil or alter long-term investment decisions in the energy market in the way that the onset of a fresh conflict in the Middle East could. n45 Structural problems throughout the petroleum sector also have the potential to instigate an economic crisis. n46 Eighty percent of the world's oil infrastructure is "corroded - literally rusting through ... ." n47 Some economists forecast that inadequate investment in production and refining infrastructure will cause a severe oil supply crunch within the next decade. n48 In other words, as demand for oil steadily increases, [*400] deteriorating infrastructure may impede the ability of oil producers to refine "below-ground oil resources ... into producing capacity." n49 A more notable limit on oil production capacity is that oil is a finite resource; one day in the not-too-distant future, oil production will reach its peak and then steadily decrease over time. n50 Many scholars have attempted to predict when world oil production will peak, and forecasts vary wildly. n51 A loose consensus of analysts, though, projects that worldwide conventional crude oil production n52 could peak before 2012. n53 The accepted rate of global oil depletion is 2.5% annually. n54 The production capacity of nearly all of the largest oil fields is already in decline, n55 and of the top twenty oil producing nations, which together account for 85% of all oil production, ten are already in decline. n56 The discovery of new oil fields is "just barely able to compensate for the decline [in production] from larger fields; [new discoveries] will not allow us to increase overall production any further." n57 After world oil production reaches its peak, it will decline at an exponential rate. n58 The effect will be a supply shock more severe than any [*401] the world has previously experienced. n59 The shock will significantly impair oil-reliant industries such as the transportation and agriculture sectors, n60 cause conflicts over energy resources, n61 and wreck the already-strained global economy. n62

That’s the biggest internal link to conflict and regional instability

Arizona State Law Journal 09

(41 Ariz. St. L.J. 315, “Choosing the Nuclear Option: The Case for a Strong Regulatory Response to Encourage Nuclear Energy Development, #315, Lexis//HH)

Additionally, the oil economy threatens American and global security in several ways. First, oil-exporting countries use their trade positions to constrain American foreign policy objectives. n40 The United States must carefully frame its foreign policy such that it does not upset oil markets. n41 As long as the United States relies so heavily on oil, it must pay credence to those who control the oil supply, effectively giving both friendly and hostile nations a critical bargaining chip. n42 Second, oil dependency may create conflict between oil purchasers, who must compete for the planet's limited supply; namely, oil could strain relations between the United States and the emerging economies of China and India, all of whom must power growing [*324] industrialized societies. n43 In other words, as fossil fuel demand continues to outpace supply, this limited-resource economy inevitably creates conflict, whether military or otherwise. n44 Third, oil dependency forces the United States to mortgage its energy future on volatile regions of the world, such as the Middle East, South Asia, and South America. n45 Such reliance allows regional instability to threaten United States oil supply and may even force the United States into conflict simply to protect its oil assets. Furthermore, although the average American likely sees rising gasoline prices as a harbinger of economic problems caused by oil's limited supply, the actual economic impact of declining oil supply will extend far beyond the gas pumps. Dangerously, this economic collapse will come sooner, rather than later, as peak oil approaches in the coming decades. n46 Even the last remaining oil is largely unavailable, because cost, technological, and political barriers prevent its use; remaining oil in other words, is only "theoretical." n47 Peak oil is the point at which global oil output reaches its maximum, the point at which the rate of production enters a terminal decline. n48 At this point, oil prices rise at an exponential and unstoppable rate because global supply cannot meet demand. n49 Peak oil would have an economic ripple effect "that would make 1929 look like a dress rehearsal and could touch off a deperate and probably violent contest for whatever oil supplies remained." n50 The rising price of oil is already impacting the economy in nearly all sectors - transportation, electricity, manufacturing. n51 Anticipated higher prices would force businesses either to endure the costs or to pass the costs on to consumers. n52 In either event, the wide-ranging economic effect would be devastating beyond recovery. Until this economic crash occurs, oil will continue to destroy the environment by depositing dangerous emissions into the atmosphere. As with coal, oil contributes strongly to pollution and global warming, risking extreme environmental damage to the planet and endangering populations' well-being. n53 Whether oil's legacy is systemic environmental and health [*325] damage or an eventual economic or planetary collapse, oil is ultimately unsustainable.

Extinction

Lendmen 07

(Stephen, “Resource Wars - Can We Survive Them?”, 6-6-7, http://www.rense.com/general76/resrouce.htm//HH)
Near the end of WW II, Franklin Roosevelt met with Saudi King ibn Saud on the USS Quincy. It began a six decade relationship guaranteeing US access to what his State Department called a "stupendous source of strategic power, and one of the greatest material prizes in world history" - the region's oil and huge amount of it in Saudi Arabia. Today, the Middle East has two-thirds of the world's proved oil reserves (around 675 billion barrels) and the Caspian basin an estimated 270 billion barrels more plus one-eighth of the world's natural gas reserves. It explains a lot about why we're at war with Iraq and Afghanistan and plan maintaining control over both countries. We want a permanent military presence in them aimed at controlling both regions' proved energy reserves with puppet regimes, masquerading as democracies, beholden to Washington as client states. They're in place to observe what their ousted predecessors ignored: the rules of imperial management, especially Rule One - we're boss and what we say goes. The Bush administration is "boss" writ large. It intends ruling the world by force, saying so in its National Security Strategy (NSS) in 2002, then updated in even stronger terms in 2006. It plainly states our newly claimed sovereign right allowed no other country - the right to wage preventive wars against perceived threats or any nations daring to challenge our status as lord and master of the universe. Key to the strategy is controlling the world's energy reserves starting with the Middle East and Central Asia's vast amount outside Russia and China with enough military strength to control their own, at least for now. These resources give us veto power over which nations will or won't get them and assures Big Oil gets the lion's share of the profits. In Iraq, the new "Hydrocarbon Law," if it passes the puppet parliament, is a shameless scheme to rape and plunder the country's oil treasure. It's a blueprint for privatization giving foreign investors (meaning US and UK mainly) a bonanza of resources, leaving Iraqis a sliver for themselves. Its complex provisions give the Iraqi National Oil Company exclusive control of just 17 of the country's 80 known oil fields with all yet-to-be-discovered deposits set aside for foreign investors. It's even worse with Big Oil free to expropriate all earnings with no obligation to invest anything in Iraq's economy, partner with Iraqi companies, hire local workers, respect union rights, or share new technologies. Foreign investors would be granted long-term contracts up to 35 years, dispossessing Iraq of its own resources in a scheme to steal them. That's what launched our road to war in 1991 having nothing to do with Saddam threatening anyone. It hasn't stopped since. The Bush (preventive war) Doctrine spelled out our intentions in June, 2002. It then became NSS policy in September getting us directly embroiled in the Middle East and Central Asia and indirectly with proxy forces in countries like Somalia so other oil-rich African nations (like Sudan) get the message either accede to our will or you're next in the target queue. With the world's energy supplies finite, the US heavily dependent on imports, and "peak oil" near or approaching, "security" for America means assuring a sustainable supply of what we can't do without. It includes waging wars to get it, protect it, and defend the maritime trade routes over which it travels. That means energy's partnered with predatory New World Order globalization, militarism, wars, ecological recklessness, and now an extremist US administration willing to risk Armageddon for world dominance. Central to its plan is first controlling essential resources everywhere, at any cost, starting with oil and where most of it is located in the Middle East and Central Asia. The New "Great Game" and Perils From It The new "Great Game's" begun, but this time the stakes are greater than ever as explained above. The old one lasted nearly 100 years pitting the British empire against Tsarist Russia when the issue wasn't oil. This time, it's the US with help from Israel, Britain, the West, and satellite states like Japan, South Korea and Taiwan challenging Russia and China with today's weapons and technology on both sides making earlier ones look like toys. At stake is more than oil. It's planet earth with survival of all life on it issue number one twice over. Resources and wars for them means militarism is increasing, peace declining, and the planet's ability to sustain life front and center, if anyone's paying attention. They'd better be because beyond the point of no return, there's no second chance the way Einstein explained after the atom was split. His famous quote on future wars was : "I know not with what weapons World War III will be fought, but World War IV will be fought with sticks and stones." Under a worst case scenario, it's more dire than that. There may be nothing left but resilient beetles and bacteria in the wake of a nuclear holocaust meaning even a new stone age is way in the future, if at all. The threat is real and once nearly happened during the Cuban Missile Crisis in October, 1962. We later learned a miracle saved us at the 40th anniversary October, 2002 summit meeting in Havana attended by the US and Russia along with host country Cuba. For the first time, we were told how close we came to nuclear Armageddon. Devastation was avoided only because Soviet submarine captain Vasily Arkhipov countermanded his order to fire nuclear-tipped torpedos when Russian submarines were attacked by US destroyers near Kennedy's "quarantine" line. Had he done it, only our imagination can speculate what might have followed and whether planet earth, or at least a big part of it, would have survived.

Specifically, ending oil imports cause Iran to abandon their nuclear program

Strange 09

(Rick, Weaving A Tangled Web: The Intersection Of Energy Policy And Broader Governmental Policies, Texas Journal of Oil, Gas, and Energy Law, 5 Tex. J. Oil Gas & Energy L. 1//HH)

The Middle East has long been a repository for complex foreign policy issues. In the recent past the region has seen armed conflict between neighboring nations (e.g., Iran vs. Iraq, Iraq vs. Kuwait), between different religious sects (e.g., Sunni vs. Shia), and between different political groups (e.g., Hamas vs. Fatah). Because much of U.S. oil comes from and through the Middle East, U.S. foreign policy in this region is a critical component of energy policy. Oil-producing countries are more reliable sources of supplies when they are not involved in armed conflict with their neighbors, embroiled in civil war, or destabilized by internal political discord. The absence of armed conflict near major trade routes promotes stable supply. Thus, promoting stability in the region promotes the U.S.'s energy policy. Assume that, in an effort to discourage Iran from developing nuclear weapons, the U.S. pursues a policy of discouraging investment in Iran by Western governments, businesses, and banks. If the effort is successful, Iran would produce and sell less oil and would, therefore, receive less oil-related revenue. That financial pressure could ultimately lead Tehran to abandon any nuclear weapons program. But, so long as the problem remains unresolved, a successful U.S. foreign policy would result in less oil being available on the world market and would mean higher oil prices for importing countries. In the case of Iran, that risk is considerable. Iran controls 10% of the world's oil reserves and has the world's second-largest natural gas reserves. n20 The potential unintended consequence of exerting foreign economic pressure on it cannot be ignored. A disruption in Iran's ability to produce and sell oil and natural gas could, conceivably, have significant impact on world prices. Either because of this or in addition to, international cooperation by oil importing countries against oil exporters can be difficult to achieve [*8] because each importer has an incentive to forgo diplomatic cooperation if it can thereby secure a favorable purchase agreement with the recalcitrant producer. This temptation is not simply an excuse for a rogue nation to justify its actions but a legitimate national security concern for any oil-importing country. For example, consider India. It is the sixth-largest, and one of the fastest growing, energy consumers in the world. n21 India has limited petroleum reserves and must import 72% of its crude oil and petroleum products. n22 As India's economy grows, that number is expected to increase. n23 India has attempted to meet its national security needs by developing "as many potential supply arrangements, with as many potential suppliers, as it . . . can and [by] neutraliz[ing] its potential competitors (principally China) with cooperation agreements." n24

<<IMPACT>>

Raising the gas tax incentivizes manufacturers to develop new alternatives and the public to change driving patterns, ending our addiction to oil

Appleby 09

(Andrew, Graduate Tax Scholar in the LL.M. in Taxation program at Georgetown University Law Center for the 2009-2010 academic year. Prior to focusing on tax law, he was an associate in the Energy Infrastructure, Climate, & Technology Group of a leading law firm; J.D. 2008, Wake Forest University School of Law; M.B.A. 2004, University of Massachusetts-Amherst; B.S. 2003, Florida State University.  Transportation Energy Policy In National And Global Perspective: A New Beginning?: Pay At The Pump: How $ 11 Per Gallon Gasoline Can Solve The United States' Most Pressing Challenges, Cumberland Law Review #40//HH)

Although our nation's challenges are complex and daunting, there is a simple solution. A substantial federal gasoline tax would effectively and efficiently eliminate the United States' foreign oil dependence, thus freeing our nation to solve its most pressing challenges. Without an increased gasoline tax, the United States will never break its petro-shackles. Although the United States recognizes the need for energy independence, it continues to perpetuate two directly contradictory overarching energy policies. n99 On one hand, our government attempts to keep fuel as inexpensive as possible. n100 In our current economy, lower fuel prices translate into lower costs of goods and higher discretionary income for consumers to spend on those goods. Low fuel prices make voters happy, and some politicians frequently call for gas tax holidays to reduce [*19] fuel prices further. n101 Through the tax code, our government even subsidizes parking costs. n102 On the other hand, our government increasingly recognizes the urgent need to reduce oil consumption drastically. n103 These two policies are mutually exclusive. Although an increased gasoline tax makes perfect economic and tax sense, it faces formidable political and cultural challenges. From a basic economic perspective, higher prices reduce consumption and stimulate alternatives. American consumers do not have a strong incentive to cut consumption or demand alternative-fuel vehicles in the absence of extremely high gasoline prices. n104 Subsequently, Detroit has little incentive to develop alternative-energy vehicles if consumers are demanding light trucks and SUVs. In order to break our dependence on foreign oil, Congress must create an environment that starkly alters consumers' preferences and thereby forces Detroit to quickly mass-produce alternative-energy [*20] vehicles. n105 Detroit is simply "giving consumers what they want," n106 so our government needs to change what consumers want. The simplest and most effective way to shift consumer preference to alternative-energy vehicles is for Congress to impose a substantial gasoline tax.

2AC Oil Add-on

A. Raising the gas tax incentivizes manufacturers to develop new alternatives and the public to change driving patterns, ending our addiction to oil

Appleby 09

(Andrew, Graduate Tax Scholar in the LL.M. in Taxation program at Georgetown University Law Center for the 2009-2010 academic year. Prior to focusing on tax law, he was an associate in the Energy Infrastructure, Climate, & Technology Group of a leading law firm; J.D. 2008, Wake Forest University School of Law; M.B.A. 2004, University of Massachusetts-Amherst; B.S. 2003, Florida State University.  Transportation Energy Policy In National And Global Perspective: A New Beginning?: Pay At The Pump: How $ 11 Per Gallon Gasoline Can Solve The United States' Most Pressing Challenges, Cumberland Law Review #40//HH)

Although our nation's challenges are complex and daunting, there is a simple solution. A substantial federal gasoline tax would effectively and efficiently eliminate the United States' foreign oil dependence, thus freeing our nation to solve its most pressing challenges. Without an increased gasoline tax, the United States will never break its petro-shackles. Although the United States recognizes the need for energy independence, it continues to perpetuate two directly contradictory overarching energy policies. n99 On one hand, our government attempts to keep fuel as inexpensive as possible. n100 In our current economy, lower fuel prices translate into lower costs of goods and higher discretionary income for consumers to spend on those goods. Low fuel prices make voters happy, and some politicians frequently call for gas tax holidays to reduce [*19] fuel prices further. n101 Through the tax code, our government even subsidizes parking costs. n102 On the other hand, our government increasingly recognizes the urgent need to reduce oil consumption drastically. n103 These two policies are mutually exclusive. Although an increased gasoline tax makes perfect economic and tax sense, it faces formidable political and cultural challenges. From a basic economic perspective, higher prices reduce consumption and stimulate alternatives. American consumers do not have a strong incentive to cut consumption or demand alternative-fuel vehicles in the absence of extremely high gasoline prices. n104 Subsequently, Detroit has little incentive to develop alternative-energy vehicles if consumers are demanding light trucks and SUVs. In order to break our dependence on foreign oil, Congress must create an environment that starkly alters consumers' preferences and thereby forces Detroit to quickly mass-produce alternative-energy [*20] vehicles. n105 Detroit is simply "giving consumers what they want," n106 so our government needs to change what consumers want. The simplest and most effective way to shift consumer preference to alternative-energy vehicles is for Congress to impose a substantial gasoline tax.

B. Extinction

Lendmen 07

(Stephen, “Resource Wars - Can We Survive Them?”, 6-6-7, http://www.rense.com/general76/resrouce.htm//HH)
Near the end of WW II, Franklin Roosevelt met with Saudi King ibn Saud on the USS Quincy. It began a six decade relationship guaranteeing US access to what his State Department called a "stupendous source of strategic power, and one of the greatest material prizes in world history" - the region's oil and huge amount of it in Saudi Arabia. Today, the Middle East has two-thirds of the world's proved oil reserves (around 675 billion barrels) and the Caspian basin an estimated 270 billion barrels more plus one-eighth of the world's natural gas reserves. It explains a lot about why we're at war with Iraq and Afghanistan and plan maintaining control over both countries. We want a permanent military presence in them aimed at controlling both regions' proved energy reserves with puppet regimes, masquerading as democracies, beholden to Washington as client states. They're in place to observe what their ousted predecessors ignored: the rules of imperial management, especially Rule One - we're boss and what we say goes. The Bush administration is "boss" writ large. It intends ruling the world by force, saying so in its National Security Strategy (NSS) in 2002, then updated in even stronger terms in 2006. It plainly states our newly claimed sovereign right allowed no other country - the right to wage preventive wars against perceived threats or any nations daring to challenge our status as lord and master of the universe. Key to the strategy is controlling the world's energy reserves starting with the Middle East and Central Asia's vast amount outside Russia and China with enough military strength to control their own, at least for now. These resources give us veto power over which nations will or won't get them and assures Big Oil gets the lion's share of the profits. In Iraq, the new "Hydrocarbon Law," if it passes the puppet parliament, is a shameless scheme to rape and plunder the country's oil treasure. It's a blueprint for privatization giving foreign investors (meaning US and UK mainly) a bonanza of resources, leaving Iraqis a sliver for themselves. Its complex provisions give the Iraqi National Oil Company exclusive control of just 17 of the country's 80 known oil fields with all yet-to-be-discovered deposits set aside for foreign investors. It's even worse with Big Oil free to expropriate all earnings with no obligation to invest anything in Iraq's economy, partner with Iraqi companies, hire local workers, respect union rights, or share new technologies. Foreign investors would be granted long-term contracts up to 35 years, dispossessing Iraq of its own resources in a scheme to steal them. That's what launched our road to war in 1991 having nothing to do with Saddam threatening anyone. It hasn't stopped since. The Bush (preventive war) Doctrine spelled out our intentions in June, 2002. It then became NSS policy in September getting us directly embroiled in the Middle East and Central Asia and indirectly with proxy forces in countries like Somalia so other oil-rich African nations (like Sudan) get the message either accede to our will or you're next in the target queue. With the world's energy supplies finite, the US heavily dependent on imports, and "peak oil" near or approaching, "security" for America means assuring a sustainable supply of what we can't do without. It includes waging wars to get it, protect it, and defend the maritime trade routes over which it travels. That means energy's partnered with predatory New World Order globalization, militarism, wars, ecological recklessness, and now an extremist US administration willing to risk Armageddon for world dominance. Central to its plan is first controlling essential resources everywhere, at any cost, starting with oil and where most of it is located in the Middle East and Central Asia. The New "Great Game" and Perils From It The new "Great Game's" begun, but this time the stakes are greater than ever as explained above. The old one lasted nearly 100 years pitting the British empire against Tsarist Russia when the issue wasn't oil. This time, it's the US with help from Israel, Britain, the West, and satellite states like Japan, South Korea and Taiwan challenging Russia and China with today's weapons and technology on both sides making earlier ones look like toys. At stake is more than oil. It's planet earth with survival of all life on it issue number one twice over. Resources and wars for them means militarism is increasing, peace declining, and the planet's ability to sustain life front and center, if anyone's paying attention. They'd better be because beyond the point of no return, there's no second chance the way Einstein explained after the atom was split. His famous quote on future wars was : "I know not with what weapons World War III will be fought, but World War IV will be fought with sticks and stones." Under a worst case scenario, it's more dire than that. There may be nothing left but resilient beetles and bacteria in the wake of a nuclear holocaust meaning even a new stone age is way in the future, if at all. The threat is real and once nearly happened during the Cuban Missile Crisis in October, 1962. We later learned a miracle saved us at the 40th anniversary October, 2002 summit meeting in Havana attended by the US and Russia along with host country Cuba. For the first time, we were told how close we came to nuclear Armageddon. Devastation was avoided only because Soviet submarine captain Vasily Arkhipov countermanded his order to fire nuclear-tipped torpedos when Russian submarines were attacked by US destroyers near Kennedy's "quarantine" line. Had he done it, only our imagination can speculate what might have followed and whether planet earth, or at least a big part of it, would have survived.

Resource Nationalism Scenario

Dependence empowers oil producers—sparks resource nationalism
Maniruzzaman 09

(AF, Professor of International Management at the Harvard Business School, The Issue Of Resource Nationalism: Risk Engineering And Dispute Management In The Oil And Gas Industry, 5 Tex. J. Oil Gas & Energy L. 79, Lexis//HH)

Resource nationalism has been sparked by rising energy prices caused by various geopolitical and market conditions. Such a phenomenon has manifested itself in different forms and shapes of events over the years in a resource cycle. Resource nationalism being a cyclical phenomenon, the intensity of the nationalism of a resource-producing country is felt far more acutely at the upper end of the resource cycle than at the lower end when it begins. Resource nationalism can be better understood in the cause-and-effect scenario. In other words, what causes resource nationalism and what effects it produces or what consequences it leads to need to be appreciated in order to understand the phenomenon. Resource nationalism came and resource nationalism went, but one thing is painfully clear: it leaves a deep scar in the relationship between the contracting resource-producing country and the foreign investor (i.e., IOCs) or destroys such relationships altogether. The last resource nationalism of the 1970s and 1980s came in the early 1970s with the Arab oil embargo when the Arab oil-producing countries reduced exports and raised prices in retaliation for Western support of Israel in the Yom Kippur War. n4 It caused a rippling effect across the oil-rich countries. Resource nationalism manifested itself in resource nationalizations in many countries and led to the clarion call by the developing countries for the establishment of a NIEO. The recent round of resource nationalism (2003-2008) in the oil-rich states was triggered by various factors such as increasingly high demand of energy in the emerging economies like China and India and the prolonged conflicts between the West and the Middle Eastern countries like Iraq and Iran. All these factors have contributed to the skyrocketing of energy prices, and the resource-rich countries have again found their energy resources as a strategic weapon as in the previous rounds of resource nationalism. The fallout of these events was felt across the globe and ignited again the passion for resource nationalism in countries including Russia, Venezuela, Algeria, Libya, Bolivia, Ecuador, Nigeria, Kazakhstan, and Indonesia. It has to be acknowledged that the current round of resource nationalism appears in a context different from that in the previous round of the 1970s-1980s. There happens to be new challenges, such as the constant concern for energy security because of the rising demand for energy, especially in the emerging economies, the [*82] urge to harness renewable energy sources, the current acute environmental awareness including climate change, and an anti-Western sentiment of resource-rich developing countries against economic globalization and the Western IOCs. In the latter context, resource nationalism appears more as resource protectionism, a shield against Western dominance in the energy sector through their IOCs. As usual, the initial action of resource nationalism manifests itself in the resource-producing countries' desire to control the resources by various measures, such as majority ownership at the initial stage, which may culminate into nationalization at the upper end of the cycle. Other specific manifestations of resource nationalism may be found in the resource-producing country's move to maximize revenue from oil and gas production by unilaterally changing the terms of the original contract (the phenomenon described by Harvard economist Raymond Vernon as "obsolescing bargain" n5), by forced renegotiation of the original contract, or by other forms of economic coercion such as forced sale. n6. 

That increases insecurity among superpowers—leads to hot resource war

Maniruzzaman 09

(AF, Professor of International Management at the Harvard Business School, The Issue Of Resource Nationalism: Risk Engineering And Dispute Management In The Oil And Gas Industry, 5 Tex. J. Oil Gas & Energy L. 79, Lexis//HH)

An important dimension of the current round of resource nationalism across the globe has been the growing strength of national oil companies ("NOCs") to take control of their oil and gas resources and the consequent limiting of the access of IOCs to such resources. n7 IOCs have  [*83]  also been kept at bay by increasing cooperative activities of the NOCs of the energy hungry states like China and India with their counterparts in many resource-rich countries. n8 This phenomenon, known as NOC-NOC alliances, has been an anti-Western IOCs campaign--a further dimension of resource nationalism with a geopolitical edge. n9 Thus, China has signed oil and natural gas agreements with Angola, Brazil, Iran, Nigeria, Venezuela, and Sudan over the past few years. n10 This is a drive to ensure the steady and uninterrupted supply of oil and gas to meet their growing need. Asian NOCs such as China's China National Petroleum Corporation ("CNPC"), India's ONGC Videsh Limited ("OVL"), and Malaysia's Petronas have completely dominated Sudan's oil industry. It is remarkable that they have jointly raised national output from near 0 to 375,000 barrels per day ("bpd") within a decade. India is aggressively bidding in many resource-rich countries for control of the supply of energy. Very lately, IOC, OVL, and Oil India are reported to have been expected to invest $ 4 billion in an Iranian gas field in association with National Iranian Oil Company for the purpose of liquefying the gas and exporting it to India in the form of liquefied natural gas ("LNG"). n11 Venezuela has signed energy cooperation pacts with Angola, Syria, and China. Other Latin American NOCs have also stretched out to other countries. Brazil's Petrobras, which has enviable command of deep water technology, has invested in Libya, West Africa, the Gulf of Mexico, and South America. It has been noted, "A race for access to oil and gas began that could easily escalate into a 'new Cold War' for energy or into a 'Hot  [*84]  Resource War.'" n12 The Western IOCs are thus seeing a paradigm shift in resource development in the wave of the recent round of resource nationalism, perhaps leaving them to reinvent their wheels. As it has been observed lately:

Extinction

Heinberg 4, Senior Fellow of Post Carbon Institute, 2004 (Richard, Book Excerpt: Powerdown: Options and Actions for a Port-Carbon World, http://www.energybulletin.net/node/2291)

Last One Standing – The path of competition for remaining resources. If the leadership of the US continues with current policies, the next decades will be filled with war, economic crises, and environmental catastrophe. Resource depletion and population pressure are about to catch up with us, and no one is prepared. The political elites, especially in the US, are incapable of dealing with the situation. Their preferred “solution” is simply to commandeer other nations’ resources, using military force. The worst-case scenario would be the general destruction of human civilization and most of the ecological life-support system of the planet. That is, of course, a breathtakingly alarming prospect. As such, we might prefer not to contemplate it – except for the fact that considerable evidence attests to its likelihood. The notion that resource scarcity often leads to increased competition is certainly well founded. This is general true among non-human animals, among which competition for diminishing resources typically leads to aggressive behaviour. Iraq is actually the nexus of several different kinds of conflict – between consuming nations (e.g., France and the US); between western industrial nations and “terrorist” groups; and – most obviously – between a powerful consuming nation and a weaker, troublesome, producing nation. Politicians may find it easier to persuade their constituents to fight a common enemy than to conserve and share. War is always grim, but as resources become more scarce and valuable, as societies become more centralized and therefore more vulnerable, and as weaponry becomes more sophisticated and widely dispersed, warfare could become even more destructive that the case during the past century. By far the greatest concern for the future of warfare must be the proliferation of nuclear weapons. The US is conducting research into new types of nuclear weapons—bunker busters, small earth-penetrators, etc. Recent US administrations have enunciated a policy of nuclear first-strike. Chemical and biological weapons are of secondary concern, although new genetic engineering techniques may enable the creation of highly infectious and antibiotic-resistant “supergerms” cable of singling out specific ethnic groups. Additionally, the US has announced its intention to maintain clear military superiority to any potential rival (“full-spectrum dominance”), and is actively developing space-based weapons and supersonic drone aircraft capable of destroying targets anywhere on the planet at a moment’s notice. It is also developing an entirely new class of gamma-ray weapons that blur the critical distinction between conventional and nuclear weapons.

Uniq: Peak Coming

Peak oil inevitable by 2015 

Macalister 10 (Terry, energy editor of the Guardian, “Branson Warns Oil Crunch is coming in the Next Five Years”, 2010, http://www.guardian.co.uk/business/2010/feb/07/branson-warns-peak-oil-close) CM
"The next five years will see us face another crunch – the oil crunch. This time, we do have the chance to prepare. The challenge is to use that time well," Branson will say. "Our message to government and businesses is clear: act," he says in a foreword to a new report on the crisis. "Don't let the oil crunch catch us out in the way that the credit crunch did." Other British executives who will support the warning include Ian Marchant, chief executive of Scottish and Southern Energy group, and Brian Souter, chief executive of transport operator Stagecoach. Their call for urgent government action comes amid a wider debate on the issue and follows allegations by insiders at the International Energy Agency that the organisation had deliberately underplayed the threat of so-called "peak oil" to avoid panic on the stock markets. Ministers have until now refused to take predictions of oil droughts seriously, preferring to side with oil companies such as BP and ExxonMobil and crude producers such as the Saudis, who insist there is nothing to worry about. But there are signs this is about to change, according to Jeremy Leggett, founder of the Solarcentury renewable power company and a member of a peak oil taskforce within the business community. "[We are] in regular contact with government; we have reason to believe their risk thinking on peak oil may be evolving away from BP et al's and we await the results of further consultations with keen interest." The issue came up at the recent World Economic Forum in Davos where Thierry Desmarest, chief executive of the Total oil company in France, also broke ranks. The world could struggle to produce more than 95m barrels of oil a day in future, he said – 10% above present levels. "The problem of peak oil remains." Chris Skrebowski, an independent oil consultant who prepared parts of the peak oil report for Branson and others, said that only recession is holding back a crisis: "The next major supply constraint, along with spiking oil prices, will not occur until recession-hit demand grows to the point that it removes the current excess oil stocks and the large spare capacity held by Opec. However, once these are removed, possibly as early as 2012-13 and no later than 2014-15, oil prices are likely to spike, imperilling economic growth and causing economic dislocation."
Future shocks are inevitable – diminishing reserves and emerging markets

Askari 7-6-12 (Hossien, Professor of Business and International Affairs @ George Washington University, Asia Times, “Oil Price Shocks Lie in Wait”, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/NG06Ak03.html) CM

Will there be future price shocks? Yes, you can bet on it. Will they be less or more pronounced? Our guess is much more pronounced as new discoveries (or additions to global reserves) have slowed while gross domestic product, and thus oil consumption, seems to just keep on going up rapidly in a number of emerging markets, especially China. The oil market is likely to become tighter and tighter, with less and less spare oil production capacity around the world; at the same time, the likelihood of conflicts in the Persian Gulf region is higher than at any time since World War II - the perfect mix for bigger oil price shocks. 

Price spikes inevitable by 2015

Ketchell 8 (Melissa, Coureir Mail, “Future Crises Looms by 2015”, January 27th, 2008, http://www.couriermail.com.au/news/queensland/fuel-crisis-looms-by-2015/story-e6freoof-1111115412310) CM
Adding to concerns long held by energy experts, Shell CEO Jeroen van der Veer said that by 2015, supplies of easy-to-access oil and gas would not keep up with demand. "We are experiencing a step-change in the growth rate of energy demand due to population growth and energy development," Mr van der Veer said in an email to Shell employees. Society would have no choice but to use nuclear power and unconventional fossil fuels such as oil sands, as well as renewable energies, he said. Australian Association for the Study of Peak Oil and Gas Brisbane spokesman Stuart McCarthy said yesterday it was time for governments to act, now that big businesses were speaking openly about the problem. Mr McCarthy wants the Queensland Government to move on a report by a committee chaired by the state's Minister for Sustainability, Andrew McNamara. The McNamara report warns the peak oil crisis could hit the tourism industry hard, put pressure on inflation and dramatically increase demand for effective public transport. "We need the Government to act. This will impact far sooner than climate change," Mr McCarthy said. Shell has developed two scenarios for how it sees the energy crisis unfolding. The first, dubbed Scramble, envisages policymakers paying little attention to curbing consumption until supplies run short. When major shocks trigger political reactions, they would be severe and lead to energy price spikes and volatility.

Even the most conservative estimates put peak oil at 2015

Laherre 6 (Jean, ASPO (Association for the Study of Peak Oil and gas), Gronigen annual Energy Convention, “Oil and Gas: What Future?”, November 21st, 2006, http://oilcrisis.com/laherrere/groningen.pdf) CM
Crude oil less extra-heavy (cheap oil) is modelled in the previous graph with an ultimate of 2 Tb.. The rest being expensive oil is modelled (red curve) with an ultimate of 1 Tb, making an all liquids ultimate of 3 Tb, with a peak around 2050. The all liquids peak is around 2015 and over 90 Mb/d, but this is theoretical assuming no constraint from the demand or from investments. The all planned megaprojects up to 2010 are well known for oilfields with estimates of cost, maximum plateau and timing despite most are optimist (McNamara law saying that the ratio for frontier projects between initial estimate and reality is pi (3,14) for cost and e (Euler number = 2,8) for time. Skrebowski (Petroleum Review 2006) has forecasted an oil peak in 2010 at 94 Mb/d. This detailed forecast is in line with our theoretical forecast from ultimate 3 Tb. But CERA (OGJ 14 Aug. 2006) forecasts, using the same megaprojects, that oil production in 2015 will be 110 Mb/d (but from 88.74 Mb/d in 2006?), forgetting to allow a likely lag and reduction in the realization of the projects as did Skrebowski. But these forecast are only for oil projects and do not included synthetic oil. Doubling the ultimate of expensive oil (red curve), making the all liquids ultimate at 4 Tb, will not change the oil peak date, changing only the slope after the peak.

Peak oil by 2020

Maugeri 12 (Leonardo, currently a research fellow with the Belfer Center’s Geopolitics of Energy Project and is a former senior executive of Eni, "Global Oil Production is Surging: Implications for Prices, Geopolitics, and the Environment", June 2012, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/22147/global_oil_production_is_surging.html?breadcrumb=%2Fexperts%2F2510%2Fleonardo_maugeri) CM
Oil Prices May Collapse. Contrary to prevailing wisdom that increasing global demand for oil will increase prices, the report finds oil production capacity is growing at such an unprecedented level that supply might outpace consumption. When the glut of oil hits the market, it could trigger a collapse in oil prices. While the age of “cheap oil” may be ending, it is still uncertain what the future level of oil prices might be. Technology may turn today’s expensive oil into tomorrow’s cheap oil. The oil market will remain highly volatile until 2015 and prone to extreme movements in opposite directions, representing a challenge for investors. After 2015, however, most of the oil exploration and development projects analyzed in the report will advance significantly and contribute to a shoring up of the world’s production capacity. This could provoke overproduction and lead to a significant, steady dip of oil prices, unless oil demand were to grow at a sustained yearly rate of at least 1.6 percent trough 2020.

Peak oil by 2020

Burton 11 (Bob, November 2011, http://www.boilerjuice.com/news/1780/Heating-oil-demand-to-peak-over-next-decade.html) CM

Individuals looking for cheap home heating oil may be interested in a new report that claims demand for oil products will have peaked by 2020.  According to a study from industrial consultancy group Ricardo, changes in the market and diminishing supplies will lead to many applications turning towards new sources of energy such as biofuels.  It predicted that peak demand will be at no more then four per cent above the level reached in 2010, before steadily declining.  Managing director of the energy practice at Ricardo Peter Hughes said: "The drivers working against oil demand growth are increasing in number and intensity, with the world's consuming nations increasingly focused on their need to reduce their dependency on oil."  The report added biofuels will play an increasing role in energy use as new technology and increasing crop yields overcome worries about the long-term sustainability of the fuel.  Recently, it was also announced by the University of Maine that researchers have developed a new method to convert biomass into products such as heating oil most efficiently.

Uniq: Peak Coming

Lack of gas tax means peak oil is coming soon

Iaione 10

(Christian, THE TRAGEDY OF URBAN ROADS: SAVING CITIES FROM CHOKING, CALLING ON CITIZENS TO COMBAT CLIMATE CHANGE, 37 Fordham Urb. L.J. 889. Lexis//HH)

In most of the industrialized world, including Europe and Japan, pump prices are much higher than in the United States even though the wholesale price is roughly the same, because the United States has the lowest gasoline tax of any industrialized country: 14% at current prices. n33 Gasoline taxes have always been a politically sensitive issue. For instance, candidates for the 2008 presidential elections proposed a gas tax break for the summer [*897] travel season to ease the impact of the 2008 surge in oil prices on U.S. drivers. n34 As a matter of fact, in the summer of 2008, crude oil prices jumped for the first time above $ 100 a barrel. n35 At the time, research indicated that the price of oil would have gone on to touch $ 7 per gallon in the United States over the course of the following four years. The official estimate of crude oil was considered flawed and actually lower than the estimates. As a result of an increase in demand and a lack of adequate supply, the price of crude oil was believed to likely increase steadily over the following four years. n36 Although some analysts maintained that the summer 2008 surge in oil markets was related to financial flows and had nothing to do with fundamental factors, n37 many economists believed that the surge of oil prices would be permanent due to the increased demand from new buyers and the inadequacy of the reserves. Due to the spreading global recession in late 2008, oil prices began to fall and the 2008 oil price surge proved to be transitory. n38 However, some commentators think that the oil price surge of summer 2008 has to be considered "a sort of dress rehearsal for the energy crisis we must still endure, at some point in the coming months or years, once the world's demand for oil has permanently outstripped the world's ability to supply it." n39 David Goodstein has already predicted that "the world will soon start to run out of conventionally produced, cheap oil" and explains that humans have consumed about a trillion barrels (42 trillion gallons) which, according to Goodstein's estimates, is equal to about half of the earth's total recoverable [*898] supply. n40 In Goodstein's view, a devastating global oil crisis will begin not when we will completely run out of oil, but when we will have reached the halfway point. This event is also known as the peak oil or the Hubbert's peak, after the geophysicist who first predicted it. n41 The Hubbert peak theory n42 contends that peak oil is the point in time at which the maximum global petroleum production rate is reached. After this point, the rate of production will enter terminal decline and the price of oil can only increase. n43 Once the peak is hit, oil will not just run out, but the supply of conventional oil will significantly drop and prices will dramatically increase.

Uniq: Risk High 

And, risk of peak oil is high – peak causes 

Abelkop 2k9

(Adam, J.D. Candidate, University of Iowa College of Law, 2010; B.A., Wake Forest University, “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//um-ef)

A more notable limit on oil production capacity is that oil is a finite resource; one day in the not-too-distant future, oil production will reach its peak and then steadily decrease over time. n50 Many scholars have attempted to predict when world oil production will peak, and forecasts vary wildly. n51 A loose consensus of analysts, though, projects that worldwide conventional crude oil production n52 could peak before 2012. n53 The accepted rate of global oil depletion is 2.5% annually. n54 The production capacity of nearly all of the largest oil fields is already in decline, n55 and of the top twenty oil producing nations, which together account for 85% of all oil production, ten are already in decline. n56 The discovery of new oil fields is "just barely able to compensate for the decline [in production] from larger fields; [new discoveries] will not allow us to increase overall production any further." n57 After world oil production reaches its peak, it will decline at an exponential rate. n58 The effect will be a supply shock more severe than any  [*401]  the world has previously experienced. n59 The shock will significantly impair oil-reliant industries such as the transportation and agriculture sectors, n60 cause conflicts over energy resources, n61 and wreck the already-strained global economy. n62
Oil disruption risk is high – collapses the economy and causes massive price spikes

Abelkop 2k9

(Adam, J.D. Candidate, University of Iowa College of Law, 2010; B.A., Wake Forest University, “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//um-ef)

2. Oil Dependence The United States burns more oil than any other nation and imports roughly 60% of the oil it consumes. n30 The Energy Information Administration (EIA) estimates that domestic consumption of petroleum will average 19.7 million barrels per day (bbl/d) in 2009. n31 Given America's mammoth level of consumption - popularly referenced as its "addiction to oil" n32 - and dependence on foreign sources of petroleum, the United States is particularly vulnerable to an oil supply shock. n33 An oil supply shock occurs when a perceived or actual decline in the supply of crude causes a rapid increase in the market price and subsequent harm to the economy as a whole. n34 Such a shock could come unexpectedly and arise under a variety of circumstances. n35 There is a high risk that violent conflict or political instability will disrupt oil supplies in the near future. n36 An attack on a pipeline or refinery in Nigeria, Iraq, or Saudi Arabia or a possible conflict between the United States and Iran could severely disrupt the flow of oil to the marketplace. n37 Even though Canada and Mexico are among the [*399] United States' primary sources of oil, n38 the United States would not be shielded from the effects of a supply disruption of this nature because the "price of oil is determined in the world market and depends mainly on the balance between world demand and supply." n39 This is reason for concern given that 85% of the world's proven reserves are in nations to which the Government Accountability Office assigns medium-to-high investment risk. n40 Of course, the severity of supply shocks will vary in degree. An attack on a pipeline, for example, would not be as significant as an obstruction to shipping traffic through the Strait of Hormuz, which would threaten the flow of 55% of the world's oil reserves. n41 Oil is a fungible commodity, and the ability of the international economy to absorb limited supply shocks has increased since the 1973 oil embargo. n42 The gravity of a supply shock is dependent on how suddenly it occurs, whether it will obstruct the flow of oil in the long-term, and the overall state of the economy:

Solvency: Plan Solves Dep
Plan solves oil dependence and ensures a federal commitment to smarter energy policies—reason your states counterplan can’t solve

Jaffe and Medlock 09

(Amy and Kenneth, Senior Contributors to the Houston Chronicle, Higher gas tax could help solve U.S. economic woes, http://www.chron.com/opinion/outlook/article/Higher-gas-tax-could-help-solve-U-S-economic-woes-1730411.php, January 18, 2009//HH) 

Gasoline consumption is the single most important factor behind the rising American dependence on foreign oil. In addition to broader concerns of energy security, increased dependence contributes to a worsening U.S. trade balance. In 2007 the U.S. oil import bill totaled $327 billion and it was around $450 billion in 2008. In fact, the U.S. oil import bill is accounting for an increasing share of the overall U.S. trade deficit. The associated financial burden reduces the value of the U.S. dollar and creates challenges for the U.S. economy. Massive financial transfers to oil producing countries as oil prices rise have also created global “hot money” investment bubbles, such as those that have plagued the financial system in recent years and contributed to the current U.S. banking and financial crises. A higher gasoline tax could accomplish several goals at once. For one, it would signal that the administration understands that improving the U.S. balance of trade is important to the longer-term health of the U.S. economy. A stimulus package without such a signal could portend a weaker dollar and higher inflation, which would only serve to exacerbate the situation in the long term. A higher gasoline tax is also part of smart energy policy because it would encourage continued conservation and efficiency, thus ensuring that we avoid a return to the general pattern of rising gasoline demand endemic to the last 20 years. Moreover, a combined policy of more aggressive CAFE standards for the U.S. automobile fleet, perhaps to 50 miles per gallon, and a higher federal gasoline tax could eliminate more than 50 percent of our oil imports over the next two decades. Lowering U.S. gasoline use also serves to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, thereby supporting a stronger, more effective U.S. climate policy. Data indicate that as retail prices increase, Americans’ driving habits tend to change. Using estimates from the economic literature, a tax on the order of $0.50 per gallon, pushing today’s average pump prices up to about $2.00 per gallon, could be sufficient to hold gasoline demand fixed at current levels. This would also result in additional annual federal receipts of nearly $75 billion at 2007 consumption levels of about 142 billion gallons per year. The increased tax revenues from a larger federal gasoline tax could be beneficial in providing a rebate to lower income households to offset any regressive effects of the tax, paying for the repair of our aging bridges and roads, developing public transportation options and funding research into alternative energy technologies. These potential benefits could offset the burden on low income Americans and put more Americans back to work.

Solvency: GT Solves Dep
Raising the gas tax is a vital step to ending oil dependence – incentives to drive less

Williford 11 (Sam, Economy in Crises, “Oil Dependence Threatens Economic Stability”, February 2011, http://economyincrisis.org/content/oil-dependence-threatens-economic-stability) CM

The recent protests in the Middle East prove yet again that our economy is too heavily dependent upon foreign oil for its survival and that we must takes steps to correct this issue. While Egypt is a relatively small provider of oil (only 700,000 barrels per day, compared to more than 8 million per day from Saudi Arabia), the Suez Canal is a vital lifeline between Asia and Europe. If disturbances were to affect the flow of traffic through this corridor, it would greatly disrupt international commerce, causing oil prices to spike further than they have already. This is due to the fact that America imports a vast amount of black gold everyday. Our reliance on gasoline powered personal transportation and shipping are the largest causes. Thus, to minimize the impact of price shocks, we must implement measures to reduce demand. Goals to increase usage of electric vehicles is a start, but alone will do too little, too late in dealing with the problem. A gradual raising of the gasoline tax that would go to fund public transportation alternatives would encourage people to drive less. While geological and economic factors show that little can be done to increase domestic production of oil, we must return to offshore drilling in the Gulf of Mexico, which could immediately increase production by 200,000 barrels per day. We cannot continue to let our nation and economy be held hostage by a volatile oil market. Supply side shocks and disruptions cannot be planned, which threatens constant uncertainty (and thus higher prices). The cost of energy isn’t even factored into government inflation reports, which affects cost of living increases for government employees and Social Security benefits. Oil is also one of the leading contributors to our trade deficit. In 2008, when prices were above $140 a barrel, oil imports made up nearly half of the value of our trade deficit. Obviously, assaulting this issue would go a long way toward creating balanced trade in this nation. As we continue to send money overseas, our money is no longer staying in America to support domestic industries. 
Gas tax is critical to a smooth transition from oil dependence

Kruas 8 (Aaron Kraus, Senior Energy Consultant, Energy Analyst at Energetics, Public Information Officer at State of Maryland, Department of Natural Resources, “U.S. Energy Policy: Impacts of an Increased Federal Revenue Neutral Gasoline Tax”, 2008, https://jscholarship.library.jhu.edu/bitstream/handle/1774.2/32759/Aaron%20Kraus%20Thesis.pdf) CM

The phenomenon of “peak oil” has been demonstrated many times before. As evident in Figure F, the lower 48 states in the United States experienced peak oil production around 1970.58 Since that time, oil production in the United States has been decreasing steadily. Many other oil producing areas of the world have also experienced “peakoil.” For example, Chart K shows the production decline found in some major British fields.59 Enacting a gas tax may help conserve fuel so that the country may go through an energy transition more smoothly. While consumption reduction from a moderate gas tax increase would not be drastic, it could be significant enough to possibly prolong certain “peak oil” consequences for a certain amount of time.

Solvency: GT Solves Dep
Increasing gas tax solves a mindset shift to reducing gasoline consumption

Krasner 07

(Samantha,  B.A. 2005; University of Connecticut School of Law, J.D. Candidate 2008 “America's Addiction to Oil: A Comprehensive Strategy For Reducing Our Nation's Dependence”, Connecticut Law Review, #209, Lexis//HH)

Two key issues that must be addressed are what to do with the money and how to address the fairness of the tax. n137 What must be remembered is that the goal of this proposal is not to raise revenue per se, but to change the consumer mindset. n138 1. Benefits: Reducing Demand and Raising Revenue An increase in the federal tax on gasoline would give consumers an immediate and direct incentive to reduce gasoline consumption. n139 A fuel tax, unlike the criticism levied against raising CAFE standards, does not "work against itself" by encouraging people to drive more. n140 A tax increase raises the cost of driving, for new and existing vehicles, and therefore consumers would have an increased incentive to drive less, purchase more fuel-efficient cars, and undertake other activities that could lead to lower gasoline use. n141 As a general proposition, people engage in these types of activities up to the point at which the cost of the activities equals the savings in gasoline spending. n142 If consumers are forced to pay higher gasoline prices, as a corollary it seems that consumers would in turn attach a higher value to fuel economy. n143 In the short run, consumers would primarily respond to a gas price change by adjusting their driving behavior, while in the long run consumers would fully adapt to a gas tax by replacing their old vehicles and placing a higher value on fuel economy in new vehicles. n144 

Solvency: Kills OPEC/key Econ

Gas Tax spurts economic growth
Craft 08 [Erik Craft, an associate professor of economics at the University of Richmond s Robins School of Business, is a transportation-economics expert. “Boosting Gasoline Tax is a great idea.” Providence Journal Commentary Pg. 4,lexis] H.Kenner 
WITH GASOLINE PRICES near record highs, voters who may be excited about choosing between two somewhat unconventional presidential candidates are also sure to be vetting Barack Obama and John McCain s energy-policy proposals. Unfortunately, with the exception of a summer gasoline-tax holiday and an electric-car prize, those proposals thus far are conventional and old-fashioned. It appears that neither candidate has been paying attention to basic economic theory, which suggests an entirely different approach to reducing U.S. dependence on foreign oil. Do you want to hurt OPEC? Then raise gasoline taxes, which will reduce U.S. oil imports. Do you want a cut in your income taxes? Then substitute increased revenue from higher fuel and energy taxes. By taxing products whose consumption hurts others, we don t have to tax workers and investors as much. But neither the Republican Party nor the Democratic Party is thinking clearly about the efficient response to the U.S. energy situation. First, we must realize that high energy prices are probably here to stay. Oil prices are unlikely to return to their old levels on account of rising demand from growing economies around the world, especially China and India. Obama s main response to high energy prices is to propose $150 billion in federal spending on new energy sources. McCain wants a temporary federal gasoline-tax holiday, a $300 million prize for an electric car, and a removal of the ban on offshore drilling. Both support increased nuclear energy and cap-and-trade policies to reduce carbon emissions. Having the federal government choose future energy alternatives is risky business. There is little reason to believe that bureaucrats have the best information and incentives to make the appropriate decisions. What did billions of federal dollars spent on synfuel research back in the 1970s give us? One wonders how appropriate technical requirements to win a $300 million prize can be written. If by chance the government should choose the correct standards, the company that wins probably doesn t require a $300 million prize anyway to profit. Economists know that the burden of gasoline excise taxes is shared by both consumers and producers. Similarly, a reduction in gasoline taxes would lower government revenue to the benefit of both consumers and producers. But it is not clear why oil companies require tax cuts to encourage more exploration. They possess the necessary capital already. We don t require more incentives to find energy; we require the correct incentives. Further, cutting taxes when energy prices are high encourages OPEC to raise oil prices even further, since the quantity demanded would not fall if higher crude-oil prices are offset by reduced taxes. A fundamental principle of economics is that to achieve efficiency, consumers must bear the full costs of their actions. To encourage the efficient use of gasoline, consumers must bear the full social cost of each gallon burned. Recently economists have estimated that for each gallon of gasoline purchased, there are additional external costs (those not borne by the driver) of between $1 and $2. These externalities arise because of increased road congestion, accident costs, global warming and U.S. military involvement around the world. Undesirable as it may seem, that implies a similarly sized gas tax to encourage an efficient response to the challenges facing the country. Such a gasoline tax would lower imports and encourage research into the most realistic alternatives, not those favored by powerful politicians, but rather by profit-seeking firms and venture capitalists. Alternative-energy sources would become feasible and more profitable when traditional energy sources are priced at their true social cost. While it is now difficult for politicians to propose higher gas taxes, it must be emphasized that increased gas taxes can be offset by reductions in other taxes. By taxing activities that create additional problems such as gasoline consumption, America could reduce taxes on efficient activities. In other words, income, payroll or capital-gains taxes could be reduced to offset higher energy taxes. So, let s leave behind the Republican demand for incentives for more of the same and the Democratic faith that government can identify the appropriate new energies. Instead, by ensuring that the price of a gallon of gasoline includes its true social costs, we will encourage both its efficient use and provide market opportunities for alternative-energy sources. At the same time, you can help drive a nail into OPEC s coffin. Erik Craft, an associate professor of economics at the University of Richmond s Robins School of Business, is a transportation-economics expert. 
Impacts: Escalation

And it makes instability and escalation inevitable

Klare 11 

(Michael T. Klare, Nation defense correspondent, is professor of peace and world security studies at Hampshire College. His latest book is Rising Powers, Shrinking Planet: The New Geopolitics of Energy, "Resource Revolts", 1/24/11, www.thenation.com/article/157974/resource-revolts)
Soaring food prices are being driven as well by speculative investments and the rising price of oil. Partly in response to the diminishing value of the dollar, some investors are sinking their money into food futures (along with gold and silver) as a speculative hedge. At the same time, the price of oil is edging toward the $100 mark, making it increasingly profitable for farmers to switch from growing corn for human consumption to growing it for the manufacture of ethanol, which in turn reduces the amount of farm acreage devoted to staples. Oil would have to fall below $50 per barrel to make the cultivation of corn as a food product competitive with ethanol production—and that's not likely to happen. So even if more corn is produced this year, less will be available for food purposes and the price of what remains is bound to rise. The precipitous rise in oil prices has startled the experts. Not so long ago, the US Department of Energy was projecting a price range of $70–$80 per barrel in 2011, but as the year began oil was already trading above $90 a barrel and some analysts predict that it will reach $100 before the year is out. A few are even talking about the $150 barrel and gas prices at the pump of $4 or more. If prices climb above $100, global consumer spending could take another nosedive. "Oil prices are entering a dangerous zone for the global economy," says Fatih Birol, the chief economist for the International Energy Agency (IEA). "The oil import bills are becoming a threat to the economic recovery." As with food, the rising cost of oil is a product of growing demand, insufficient supplies, and speculative investments. According to the most recent projections from the IEA, daily global oil consumption in 2011 will average 87.4 million barrels, an increase of about two million barrels from the first quarter of 2010. Much of the extra demand is coming from China, where a newly minted middle class is buying automobiles at a record clip, as well as from the United States, where previously cautious consumers are slowly returning to pre-2008 driving habits. At a time when the oil industry is experiencing declining rates of output at many existing oil fields and finding it ever more difficult to add production, even two million extra barrels per day can be a daunting challenge (and greater demand is expected in the coming years). In the United States, for example, much hope was placed in oil exploration in the deep waters of the Gulf of Mexico and offshore Alaska, but in the wake of the BP disaster, this seems like a forlorn prospect. Production in Mexico and the North Sea, two bright spots of recent years, is facing a sharp decline, while other key producers, including those in the Middle East, are struggling to maintain current output levels at existing fields. Many energy analysts believe that the world is at (or will soon reach) peak oil—the moment when global petroleum output achieves a maximum sustainable daily rate and begins a long-term, irreversible decline. Others contend that higher levels of output are still possible. Whatever the truth of the matter, at this moment the oil industry is finding it increasingly difficult, and ever more costly, to boost output above current levels. This, combined with insatiable demand, is driving prices skyward. Under these circumstances, speculators are again being drawn into the oil market as a rare sure bet. Such speculators helped push oil prices to a record $147 per barrel back in 2008, but fled the market when prices crashed as the American economy headed to a meltdown. Now, they're coming back. "Hedge funds and private investors are buying up financial instruments tied to the price of crude, and thereby helping push up oil prices," theWall Street Journal reported in late December. Most analysts are expecting a price surge this spring or summer when American motorists hit the road. "We will have a spring rally that will take us to between $3.10 and $3.50 a gallon for gasoline at service stations in the United States," predicted Tom Kloza, chief oil analyst at the Oil Price Information Service. The rising price of gas will, in turn, hurt consumers just as they show signs of opening their wallets again. No less worrisome, oil-importing countries like the United States, Japan and many in Europe will face soaring bills for fuel imports, further enfeebling economies already suffering from profound weakness. According to some calculations, oil prices added another $72 billion to America's mammoth balance-of-payments deficit last year. Europe had to cough up an additional $70 billion for imported oil and Japan $27 billion. "It is a very telling story," says the IEA's Fatih Birol of recent oil-price data. "2010 rang the first alarm bells and 2011 price levels could bring us to the same financial crisis times that we saw in 2008." Rising food prices leading to riots, protests, and revolts, mounting oil prices, mammoth worldwide unemployment and a collapsed recovery—it looks like the perfect set of preconditions for a global tsunami of instability and turmoil. Events in Algeria and Tunisia give us just an inkling of what this maelstrom might look like, but where and how it will next erupt, and in what form, is anyone's guess. A single guarantee: we haven't seen the last of resource revolts which, in the coming years, could reach an intensity we scarcely imagine today.  

Impacts: Oil Shocks --> Govt Interv
Your government bad turns are non-unique—oil shocks inevitably result in government intervention

Stevens 09

(Paul, “The Coming Oil Supply Crunch”, http://www.chathamhouse.org/sites/default/files/public/Research/Energy,%20Environment%20and%20Development/0808oilcrunch.pdf, 2009//HH)

It is quite feasible to argue that a supply crunch leading to an oil price spike would be sufficient to break down some of the last vestiges of opposition to a much greater interventionist approach by governments in their energy sectors. 76 If this coincided with a growing awareness and concern about climate change, it could strongly encourage intervention. Of course, this is not necessarily guaranteed to produce positive results. Certainly much government intervention in the 1970s was ill advised and unhelpful. However, it seems clear that given the market failures associated with energy markets, governments must intervene to a much greater extent than they have so far been willing to do in this century. 77 For reasons already discussed, in recent years state intervention in other parts of the economy, especially in developing countries, has been in decline. Policy intervention in energy triggered by a supply crunch could well buck this trend and conceivably could even become the Trojan horse which gives greater government intervention a way back into the general economic policy mix. Of course the Trojan horse led to the fall of Troy, and it could be that greater government intervention might return us to the ‘bad old days’ when much of the intervention was ill informed, unhelpful and positively damaging. However, it may be that more government intervention, if done thoughtfully and intelligently, could actually help to improve the situation and manage the extensive market failures which characterize energy markets today. What is needed is intelligent and informed debates about which energy policy interventions are desirable and which are not, and on what basis such judgments should be made.

Impacts: Spikes—econ downturn

Increasing prices will lead to a decline in economic productivity
Newman 12 [Rick Newman, who has written for U.S. News for more than 15 years, covers corporate and consumer trends from the magazine’s New York bureau. He is also the magazine’s car reviewer. Newman frequently writes about bellwether firms such as General Motors, Yahoo!, Hewlett-Packard, IBM, The Carlyle Group, and the nation’s major airlines, focusing on issues that impact consumers. He has also played a key role in the expansion of the magazine’s online business coverage at www.usnews.com. Gerald R. Ford Prize for Distinguished Reporting on National Defense | Society of Professional Journalists Award for Public Service | National Press Club Consumer Journalism Award | Finalist, National Magazine Award | Finalist, Livingston Award for Young Journalists | Best Story on a Web-based News Site, International Association of Firefighters “ 5 Things That Change When Gas Prices Spike” http://www.usnews.com/news/blogs/rick-newman/2012/03/16/5-things-that-change-when-gas-prices-spike ] H. Kenner
We all know how lousy it feels to pump $50 worth of gas into your car, when it used to cost $40 or even $30. It's an acute metaphor for falling behind, rather than getting ahead. [Photo Gallery: Borrowed Time--Missed Payments Bring the "Repo Man."] That's obviously a big worry today, as average gas prices get close to the key threshold of $4 per gallon. With a long-awaited economic recovery finally starting to take root, some economists fear that rising gas prices could damage fragile consumer psyches and hamstring family budgets enough to stall growth for the third time in three years. But rising gas prices affect the economy in a lot of ways that aren't immediately obvious. Some of them can even be positive in the long run. Economists have been studying gas-price shocks for decades, from the gas lines of the 1970s to the still-hard-to-explain surge in oil prices in 2008 that pushed U.S. pump prices over $4 for the first time ever. Here's what tends to happen every time gas prices rise, with some handicapping about how these forces might affect the economy in 2012: Consumer spending falls. A 20 percent increase in gas prices—which is about what we've seen so far this year—means that spending on other things needs to fall by about 1 percent. That's because motor fuel accounts for about 5 percent of the typical consumer's spending, and most people have little choice but to pay the extra money when gas prices rise. So if spending on gas rises to 6 percent of the typical budget, spending on everything else must fall from 95 percent to 94 percent, more or less. [See why high gas prices may help Obama.] Some shoppers cut back on small things, like snacks and drinks they might otherwise buy at the gas station, where the impact of higher gas prices is felt immediately. But for the most part, people put off big purchases like appliances or a new car, which are usually easy to delay for a while. Some people may also delay or cancel vacations, since that's something that's nice to have but not essential. "The big effects on the economy come not from buying fewer soft drinks but from these bigger shocks," says James Hamilton, an economics professor at the University of California, San Diego, who has done extensive research on gas price shocks. This year, however, consumers are getting a break from a warm winter and falling prices for natural gas, which have lowered overall energy costs. That could change if it's an unusually hot summer and cooling bills skyrocket, but for now, many Americans are able to maintain their spending on other things because rising gasoline costs are being offset by savings elsewhere. [See how warm weather trumps rising gas prices.] Car shoppers buy fewer domestic cars and more imports. That's what happened in 2008, when the domestic automakers had few fuel-efficient models to offer but Toyota and Honda sold out of hybrids other gas-sippers. This, too, is moderating, however, since Detroit learned its lesson in 2008 and got serious about building small cars that could compete with the best from Japan and Europe. General Motors, Ford, and Chrysler still fare best when sales of trucks and SUVs are strong, but new small cars such as Ford's Focus and Fiesta and Chevrolet's Cruze and Spark have captured many buyers who otherwise would have bought imports. Detroit's market share has still fallen a bit recently, as gas prices have risen, but that could be due to other factors, such as the recovery of the Japanese automakers after last year's tsunami knocked them offline. [See why the economic recovery might be real this time.] Automakers spend less. This is one way that rising gas prices can have a negative multiplier effect on the broader economy. In the past, as consumers cut back on durable goods purchases—and on domestic automobiles in particular—that forced U.S. automakers to cut back their own spending and lay off some of their workers. Hamilton says that this ripple effect can turn a 1 percent cutback in consumer spending into a 2 percent drop in overall spending, when business activity is taken into account. But again, this doesn't seem likely in 2012 unless gas prices go a lot higher. That's partly because auto sales were so low over recent years that pent-up demand is driving them higher, even with the increase in gas prices we've seen so far. Some forecasters expect sales of nearly 15 million cars this year in the United States, which would be a healthy improvement over 2011 sales of 12.8 million, and a huge gain from the low point of 10.4 million cars sold in 2009. It also helps that industry-wide restructuring has reduced capacity and significantly lowered the break-even point for the Detroit 3, which allows them to operate at a profit and avoid painful cost-cutting, even when sales slip. [See how to cash in on the economic recovery.] Confidence suffers. Research by forecasting firm IHS Global Insight shows that every 10 percent increase in gas prices lowers consumer confidence by about 1.5 percent, with the depressive effect more than doubled when prices crest a round number such as $4, which intensifies media exposure and gets people's attention even more. Rising gas prices also make consumers think that future inflation is likely to be worse than it might otherwise be, another reason they become gloomy and rein in spending. That's not always rational, because people tend to take less notice of things that are getting less expensive and easing the strains on their budget, such as anything with a microprocessor. But rational or not, the psychological effect of costly gas can be powerful. Consumers adjust. Changes in consumer behavior can take the sting out of rising gas prices and help keep confidence buoyant. People try to drive less when gas costs more, but the bigger effects are the ones that occur over longer periods of time, such as buying a more efficient car or moving to reduce the expense of commuting. Americans are still adjusting to the price shock of 2008, for example, by purchasing smaller cars as it comes time to trade in their old wheels, and changing the way they budget for energy costs. New rules mandating higher mileage help: The average mileage of a new car has risen from 20 MPG at the beginning of 2008 to about 23 MPG today, according to TrueCar.com. It will probably keep rising, as car buyers continue to downshift. That's why the prospect of $4 gas today is less frightening than it was four years ago. "It's not that people are happy with $4 gas," says Hamilton. It's that they've already figured out what they would do with those kinds of prices." If prices hit $5, of course, consumers would freak out anew. But over time, they'd learn how to adjust to that, too. 
Impacts: Dep --> Mideast War
Oil dependence increases US forward deployment and makes US involvement in Mid East conflicts inevitable

Collina 05

(Tom, Director of the Global Security Program at the Union of Concerned Scientists,  Executive Director of the Institute for Science and International Security and Senior Research Analyst at the Federation of American Scientists, Tom has briefed congressional staff on numerous occasions and testified before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on energy security in 2005; Oil Dependence and U.S. Foreign Policy: Real Dangers, Realistic Solutions; http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/congress/2005_hr/051020-collina.pdf; October 19, 2005//HH)

America imports almost 60% of its oil today and, at this rate, we’ll import 70% by 2025. Where will that oil come from? Two-thirds of the world’s oil is in the Middle East, primarily in Saudi Arabia, Iran and Iraq. The United States has less than 3% of global oil. The Department of Energy predicts that North American oil imports from the Persian Gulf will double from 2001 to 2025. Other oil suppliers, such as Venezuela, Russia, and West Africa, are also politically unstable and hold no significant long-term oil reserves compared to those in the Middle East. Bottom line: our economy and security are increasingly dependent on one of the most unstable regions on earth. Unless we change our ways, we will find ourselves even more at the mercy of Middle East oil and thus more likely to get involved in future conflicts. The greater our dependence on oil, the greater the pressure to protect and control that oil. The growing American dependence on imported oil is the primary driver of U.S. foreign and military policy today, particularly in the Middle East, and motivates an aggressive military policy now on display in Iraq. To help avoid similar wars in the future and to encourage a more cooperative, responsible, and multilateral foreign policy the United States must significantly reduce its oil use. Before the Iraq war started, Anthony H. Cordesman of the Center for Strategic and International Studies said: “Regardless of whether we say so publicly, we will go to war, because Saddam sits at the center of a region with more than 60 percent of all the world's oil reserves.” Unfortunately, he was right. In fact, the use of military power to protect the flow of oil has been a central tenet of U.S. foreign policy since 1945. That was the year that President Franklin D. Roosevelt promised King Abdul Aziz of Saudi Arabia that the United States would protect the kingdom in return for special access to Saudi oil—a promise that governs U.S. foreign policy today. This policy was formalized by President Jimmy Carter in 1980 when he announced that the secure flow of oil from the Persian Gulf was in “the vital interests of the United States of America” and that America would use “any means necessary, including military force” to protect those interests from outside forces. This doctrine was expanded by President Ronald Reagan in 1981 to cover internal threats, and was used by the first President Bush to justify the Gulf War of 1990-91, and provided a key, if unspoken rationale for the second President Bush’s invasion of Iraq in 2003. ii The Carter/Reagan Doctrine also led to the build up of U.S. forces in the Persian Gulf on a permanent basis and to the establishment of the Rapid Deployment Force and the U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM). The United States now spends over $50 Billion per year (in peacetime) to maintain our readiness to intervene in the Gulf.  America has tried to address its oil vulnerability by using our military to protect supply routes and to prop up or install friendly regimes. But as Iraq shows the price is astronomical—$200 Billion and counting. Moreover, it doesn’t work—Iraq is now producing less oil than it did before the invasion. While the reasons behind the Bush administration’s decision to invade Iraq may be complex, can anyone doubt that we would not be there today if Iraq exported coffee instead of oil?

Impacts: Dep --> ME Conflict

Oil dependence finances terrorist organizations and increases the risk of Middle Eastern conflict—plan solves this by cutting off cash flow to hostile regimes

Appleby 09

(Andrew, Graduate Tax Scholar in the LL.M. in Taxation program at Georgetown University Law Center for the 2009-2010 academic year. Prior to focusing on tax law, he was an associate in the Energy Infrastructure, Climate, & Technology Group of a leading law firm; J.D. 2008, Wake Forest University School of Law; M.B.A. 2004, University of Massachusetts-Amherst; B.S. 2003, Florida State University.  Transportation Energy Policy In National And Global Perspective: A New Beginning?: Pay At The Pump: How $ 11 Per Gallon Gasoline Can Solve The United States' Most Pressing Challenges, Cumberland Law Review #40//HH)

The vast majority of Americans -- including politicians -- underestimate the severity of our national security threat attributable to foreign oil dependence. Foundationally, Americans continue to overlook that we are financing both sides of the "War on Terror" through our gasoline consumption and subsequent wealth transfer. n44 Through our purchase of oil, the United States transfers "an enormous amount of wealth" from our own pockets to those of autocratic and adversarial regimes, thereby damaging the United [*11] States economy. n45 Essentially, when the United States transfers its wealth to oil exporters, "oil exporters get rich and Americans lose jobs." n46 Beyond the economic effects, the transfer of United States wealth to hostile nations indirectly funds terrorism and its ideological support. n47 The United States depends on several countries in the Middle East, Africa, and South America for oil. n48 Virtually all of these countries are governed by regimes that are hostile -- often openly and explicitly -- to the interests of the United States. n49 Former CIA Director R. James Woolsey predicts that our war with several Middle East Islamist totalitarian movements will last at least forty-five years. n50 As a point of reference, the seemingly endless Iraq War began only six years ago. n51 Because the United States' wealth transfer indirectly funds terrorism, the "best and perhaps only way to cut terrorist funding is to stop the cash flow to supporters." n52 The [*12] United States has the ability to eliminate many hostile nations' power by eliminating oil demand. As former Saudi oil minister Sheikh Ahmed Zaki Yamani recognized, "the Stone Age did not end for lack of stone." n53 Even after the events of 9/11, many Americans naively perceive Saudi Arabia as an ally. Just because the Saudis are not overtly hostile to the interests of the United States does not mean they are allies. n54 Saudi Arabia supports the Wahhabi sect, a group with "essentially the same ideology as Al-Qaeda." n55 Saudi Arabia sends billions of dollars from its oil revenues to the Wahhabis -- an estimated $ 70 billion to $ 100 billion in the last thirty years. n56 Like Al-Qaeda, the Wahhabis boast a "genocidal approach" to Shiite Muslims, Jews, Christians, women, homosexuals, and modernity in general. n57 The two radical groups also "agree on the degree of repression, near total, that everyone else, particularly women, should live under." n58 In addition to state support, many oil-rich Middle [*13] Eastern families fund terrorist groups directly. n59 Evidencing Saudi Arabia's potentially disruptive power, Bin Laden advocated for Saudi Arabia to cut oil production in order to raise the price of oil to $ 200 per barrel. n60 Further, there is a significant possibility that Saudi Arabia will become much more openly hostile to the United States' interests in the near future. n61 The world's oil producing regions -- largely the Middle East -- will be "characterized by chaotic change and unpredictable governmental behavior" in the foreseeable future. n62 United States foreign policy is handcuffed because we must retain relationships with hostile nations because we need their oil. n63 And foreign policy challenges continue to multiply. n64 The United States is "forced to be interested in parts of the world because of our energy consumption . . . . Solving the energy problem solves a real security problem. You get to choose your points of engagement." n65 The United States' elimination of oil imports would unlock another important foreign policy tool, specifically regarding Iran. Because Iran has not developed a significant refining capability, it is heavily dependent on oil imports. n66 It is difficult and hypocritical [*14] for the United States to ask allied nations to freeze oil exports to Iran when the requesting nation is the world's largest oil-consumer. If the United States sets an oil-free example, however, it could easily request that allied nations freeze oil exports to Iran. n67 Such an oil freeze could provide a tipping point at which Iran's current hostile regime loses its grip over protesting Iranian citizens. n68 This type of economic pressure is far superior to engaging in another Middle Eastern war.

Impacts: Dep --> Terror
That increases the risk of terrorism

Collina 05

(Tom, Director of the Global Security Program at the Union of Concerned Scientists,  Executive Director of the Institute for Science and International Security and Senior Research Analyst at the Federation of American Scientists, Tom has briefed congressional staff on numerous occasions and testified before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on energy security in 2005; Oil Dependence and U.S. Foreign Policy: Real Dangers, Realistic Solutions; http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/congress/2005_hr/051020-collina.pdf; October 19, 2005//HH)

The more dependent we are on foreign oil, the more troops we will deploy abroad to protect that oil. This creates resentment and invites terrorist attacks on our troops—and on oil supply routes. The U.S. troop presence in Saudi Arabia during the first Gulf War was a major contributor to the rise of Islamic terrorist groups like Al Qaeda, and U.S. troops in Iraq are now a main justification for the insurgency there. We must break our oil habit so we can reduce our military footprint abroad. Moreover, much of the money we pay for our imported oil goes to countries or groups that support terrorism. It is no accident that 15 of the 19 September 11 hijackers came from Saudi Arabia, as does Osama Bin Laden. It is time we stop funneling money to our own enemies. According to a 2003 article in Foreign Affairs: “It is…increasingly clear that the riches from oil trickle down to those who would do harm to America and its friends. If this situation remains unchanged, the United States will find itself sending soldiers into battle again and again, adding the lives of American men and women in uniform to the already high cost of oil.” Iv

Impacts: Dep --> Terror
Oil dependence causes terrorism

Sandalow 07

(David,Senior Fellow at the Brookings Instit “Ending Oil Dependence”, http://www.brookings.edu/views/papers/fellows/sandalow20070122.pdf, Jan 22, 2007//HH)

The United States is in a long war. Islamic fundamentalists struck our shores and are determined to do so again. Like the Cold War, this struggle has many causes and will last for generations. Unlike the Cold War, oil dependence plays a central role in the struggle. Oil dependence lies behind the jihadist threat – not as the only cause, but as an important one. For example, according to Brent Scowcroft, National Security Adviser at the time of the first Gulf War, “…what gave enormous urgency to [Saddam’s invasion of Kuwait] was the issue of oil.” After removing Saddam from Kuwait in 1991, U.S. troops remained in Saudi Arabia where their presence bred great resentment. Osama bin Laden’s first fatwa, in 1996, was titled “Declaration of War against the Americans Occupying the Land of the Two Holy Places.” Today, deep resentment of the U.S. role in the Persian Gulf remains a powerful recruitment tool for jihadists. That resentment grows not just from the war in Iraq, but from the U.S. relationship with the House of Saud, the presence of U.S. forces throughout the region and more. Yet the United States faces severe constraints in responding to this resentment. With half the world’s proven oil reserves, the world’s cheapest oil and the world’s only spare production capacity, the Persian Gulf will remain the indispensable region for the global economy so long as modern vehicles run only on oil. To protect oil flows, the U.S. policymakers will feel compelled to maintain relationships and exert power in the region in ways likely to fuel the jihadist movement. Compounding this problem, the huge money flows into the region from oil purchases help finance terrorist networks. Saudi money provides critical support for madrassas with virulent anti-American views. Still worse, diplomatic efforts to enlist Saudi government help in choking off such funding, or even to investigate terrorist attacks, are hampered by the priority we attach to preserving Saudi cooperation in managing world oil markets. This points to a broader problem -- oil dependence reduces the leverage of the world community in responding to threats from oil-exporting nations. Today, the most prominent threat comes from Iran, whose nuclear ambitions could further destabilize the Persian Gulf and put terrifying new weapons into the hands of terrorists. Yet efforts to respond to this threat with multilateral sanctions have foundered on fears that Iran would retaliate by withholding oil from world markets. Experts predict this would drive prices above $100 per barrel – a risk many governments are unwilling to accept. In short, three decades after the first oil shocks -- and a quarter-century after the humiliating capture of U.S. diplomats in Tehran – we remain hostage to our continuing dependence on oil. 

Impacts: Dep --> China Ctrbalance
That causes China counterbalancing

Collina 05

(Tom, Director of the Global Security Program at the Union of Concerned Scientists,  Executive Director of the Institute for Science and International Security and Senior Research Analyst at the Federation of American Scientists, Tom has briefed congressional staff on numerous occasions and testified before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on energy security in 2005; Oil Dependence and U.S. Foreign Policy: Real Dangers, Realistic Solutions; http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/congress/2005_hr/051020-collina.pdf; October 19, 2005//HH)

With over one billion people, China is second only to the U.S. in oil consumption—and gaining fast. China has one of the fastest growing economies in the world and an energy demand that is projected to grow by 150% by 2020. China’s oil demand is increasing seven times faster than America’s. v China currently imports half of its oil, and like the United States, China will become increasingly dependent on oil from the Middle East. As a result, access to Middle East oil will over time become a key issue in relations between the two nations. The more U.S. actions in the Middle East are perceived as an effort to dominate oil resources there, the more China will consider the United States a threat to its interests, and visa-versa. In the current context of stagnating supply, this kind of demand competition is very destabilizing. Defusing a potential U.S.-Chinese rivalry over global oil supplies is a key driver for reducing U.S. oil dependency. While China’s oil demand is growing rapidly, U.S. demand in absolute terms is much larger, accounting for a quarter of the world’s oil consumption. To its credit, China is taking steps to protect itself from the increasingly tight, volatile global oil market by controlling its oil demand. Last year China set fuel economy standards that are higher than those here in the United States.

Impacts: Dep --> Coll Econ

Dependance on foreign oil devastates the economy – extremist control makes shocks inevitable

Kruas 8 (Aaron Kraus, Senior Energy Consultant, Energy Analyst at Energetics, Public Information Officer at State of Maryland, Department of Natural Resources, “U.S. Energy Policy: Impacts of an Increased Federal Revenue Neutral Gasoline Tax”, 2008, https://jscholarship.library.jhu.edu/bitstream/handle/1774.2/32759/Aaron%20Kraus%20Thesis.pdf) CM

In this situation, assume extremists exert control over the entire 21.7 mbd production in Arab Muslim nations, and that they cut this total production by 10 mbd, or nearly half. Perry notes that this situation is plausible. Bin Laden and other extremists want most of all to overthrow the Saudi monarchy and the other dynastic rulers in the region. On the other hand, the United States would be expected to use military force to prevent it. Although a U.S. military occupation of the region could maintain oil supplies, it would have imponderable consequences for our relations with the wider Muslim world and could prove unsustainable. Furthermore, apart from the particular scenario sketched above, 10 mbd of supply could conceivably be lost to some other combination of political takeover or coercion, destruction of facilities, and interruption of distribution. So its consequences are worth examining. The economic consequences of these three scenarios could be damaging for the United States and its allies. Oil disruptions at this magnitude could cause massive instability in world markets and lead to deep economic problems that could impact national security and welfare.

Oil prices devastate the economy

Kruas 8 (Aaron Kraus, Senior Energy Consultant, Energy Analyst at Energetics, Public Information Officer at State of Maryland, Department of Natural Resources, “U.S. Energy Policy: Impacts of an Increased Federal Revenue Neutral Gasoline Tax”, 2008, https://jscholarship.library.jhu.edu/bitstream/handle/1774.2/32759/Aaron%20Kraus%20Thesis.pdf) CM

In the worst case or third scenario, the impacts would be devastating. Oil prices could triple or quadruple. Perry notes that the increase in the nation's bill for products of crude oil could rise by about 10% of GDP, which adds approximately 15% to the inflation rate in the first year. In addition, the recession is the steepest and deepest of the postwar period, with GDP declining nearly 5% during the first year.104
Impacts: Dep --> Collapse Econ & Terror

Consuming Oil at this rate exacerbates terrorism
Crane Burger and Wachs 12 [ Keith is director of the Environment, Energy, and Economic Development Program at the RAND Corporation. Nicholas is an associate economist at RAND working in the areas of environmental economics and international development, in particular on energy and climate change. He was a lead author on the Fourth Assessment Report produced by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. Martin is senior principal researcher at the RAND Corporation and is professor emeritus of city and regional planning and of city and regional planning at the University of California, Berkeley. “Putting a Tax on Oil.” http://pwm.sagepub.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/content/17/3/256.full.pdf+html] H. Kenner 
Consuming oil creates or exacerbates economic and political threats to U.S. national security. In addition, there are costs related to maintaining military forces to reduce these risks to U.S. security. Consumption of oil creates two major economic risks to the United States. One, an abrupt fall in the global supply of oil would result in a surge in the world market price. Because refined oil products are an important input to economic activity in the United States and a sharp price increase disrupts U.S. economic activity, several economists argue that past price surges precipitated economic recessions (Brown & Huntington, 2010). A surge in oil prices triggered by instability among oil exporters or an embargo would threaten U.S. security through the economic disruption it would entail. Two, because the United States is a net importer of oil, large increases in U.S. consumers’ oil payments associated with shifts in oil prices—or because of deliberate  reductions in supply by major exporters—result in a shift in the terms of trade, reducing the value of U.S. income and assets. Although economic in nature, a large shift in payments reduces resources within the United States to pay for the Department of Defense, the Office of the Director of National Intelligence, and other efforts to make the United States secure. Oil consumption, especially of imported oil, has been linked with multiple political threats to U.S. national security. These include the following: • the potential of major oil exporters to manipulate exports to influence other countries in ways inimical to U.S. interests; • the potential for competition for oil supplies to exacerbate international tensions or disrupt international oil markets; • the effect of higher revenues from oil exports on the ability of “rogue” oil exporters, such as Venezuela and Iran, to thwart U.S. policy goals; and • the potential role that oil export revenues can play in supporting terrorist groups. Among these linkages, embargoes on exports of oil (and natural gas) have been unsuccessful in changing policies of nations that were targeted by an embargo (Crane et al., 2009). As long as oil is a globally traded commodity, oil-exporting nations cannot successfully target specific countries because importers can purchase alternative supplies on the global market. Crane et al. (2009) found that higher oil export revenues have enhanced the ability of certain states, such as Iran and Venezuela, to pursue policies contrary to U.S. interests. However, the importance of donations  from individuals and charities in oil-rich Middle Eastern states for financing al Qaeda and its affiliates has declined as terrorist groups have increasingly turned to crime to finance their attacks. Moreover, the costs of perpetrating a terrorist attack are so small (US$15,000 to US$500,000) that even a substantial fall in Middle Eastern oil revenues would not affect al Qaeda’s ability to raise sufficient funds to finance its operations. Some scholars have attempted to calculate these national security costs. Brown and Huntington (2010) estimate the additional costs associated with importing oil from unstable states at US$2.35 per barrel on domestic oil and US$4.60 per barrel on imported oil (both in 2009 dollars). If we assume that these estimates are accurate, then a US$2.35 oil tax on all oil consumption combined with an additional tariff of US$2.25 (US$4.60 – US$2.35) would internalize the external economic costs associated with oil consumption. 

Impacts: Peak Collapses Econ
Peak oil decimates the economy if we are dependent—it’s the biggest internal link

Hirsch 05

(Robert, former senior energy program adviser for Science Applications International Corporation and is a Senior Energy Advisor at MISI and a consultant in energy, technology, and management, “Peaking Of World Oil Production: Impacts, Mitigation, & Risk Management”//HH)

A shortfall of oil supplies caused by world conventional oil production peaking will sharply increase oil prices and oil price volatility. As oil peaking is approached, relatively minor events will likely have more pronounced impacts on oil prices and futures markets. Oil prices remain a key determinant of global economic performance, and world economic growth over the past 50 years has been negatively impacted in the wake of increased oil prices. The greater the supply shortfall, the higher the price increases; the longer the shortfall, the greater will be the adverse economic affects. The long-run impact of sustained, significantly increased oil prices associated with oil peaking will be severe. Virtually certain are increases in inflation and unemployment, declines in the output of goods and services, and a degradation of living standards. Without timely mitigation, the long-run impact on the The impact of oil price changes will likely be asymmetric. The negative economic effects of oil price increases are usually not offset by the economic stimulus resulting from a fall in oil prices. The increase in economic growth in oil exporting countries provided by higher oil prices has been less than the loss of economic 2. The United States For the U.S., each 50 percent sustained increase in the price of oil will lower real U.S. GDP by about 0.5 percent, and a doubling of oil prices would reduce GDP by a full percentage point. Depending on the U.S. economic growth rate at the time, this could be a sufficient negative impact to drive the country into recession. Thus, assuming an oil price in the $25 per barrel range -- the 2002-2003 average, an increase of the price of oil to $50 per barrel would cost the economy a reduction in GDP of around $125 billion. If the shortfall persisted or worsened (as is likely in the case of peaking), the economic impacts would be much greater. Oil supply disruptions over the past three decades have cost the U.S. economy about $4 trillion, so supply shortfalls associated with the approach of peaking could cost the U.S. as much as all of the oil supply disruptions since the early 1970s combined. The effects of oil shortages on the U.S. are also likely to be asymmetric. Oil supply disruptions and oil price increases reduce economic activity, but oil price declines have a less beneficial impact. 46 Oil shortfalls and price increases will cause larger responses in job destruction than job creation, and many more jobs may be lost in response to oil price increases than will be regained if oil prices were to decrease. These effects will be more pronounced when oil price volatility increases as peaking is approached. The repeated economic and job losses experienced during price spikes will not be replaced as prices decrease. As these cycles continue, the net economic and job losses will increase. 44 A $10/bbl. increase in oil prices, if sustained for a year, will reduce global GDP by 0.6 percent, ignoring the secondary effects on confidence, stock markets, and policy responses; see Bird, op. cit. A sustained increase of $10/bbl. would reduce economic growth by 0.5 percent in the industrialized countries and by 0.75 percent or more in the developing countries; see Ibid., OECD Standing Group on Long-Term Cooperation, op. cit., and International Monetary Fund, World Economic Outlook, September 2003. Larger oil price increases will have even more severe economic effects. 45 K.A. Mork, “Business Cycles and the Oil Market,” Energy Journal, special issue, 1994, pp. 1538. Continuing oil shortages will likely have disruptive inter-sectoral, interindustry, and inter-regional effects, and the sectors that are (both directly and indirectly) oil-dependant could be severely impacted. 48 Monetary policy is more effective in controlling the inflationary effects of a supply disruption than in averting related recessionary effects. 49 Thus, while appropriate monetary policy may be successful in lessening the inflationary impacts of oil price increases, it may do so at the cost of recession and increased unemployment. Monetary policies tend to be used to increase interest rates to control inflation, and it is the high interest rates that cause most of the economic damage. As peaking is approached, devising appropriate offsetting fiscal, monetary, and energy policies will become more difficult. Economically, the decade following peaking may resemble the 1970s, only worse, with dramatic increases in inflation, long-term recession, high unemployment, and declining living standards. 50

Impacts: Each Day Key

The time is now- must commit to resource replenishment

Tullos and Levy 06 [  Kristen is a Legal Volunteer at Georgia Law Center for the Homeless, Past Legal Intern at Atlanta Legal Aid Society, Legal Intern at National Law Center on Homelessness and Poverty, and Legal Intern at Federal Trade Commission. Emory Law student and University of Georgia graduate. Brian L. Levy is a student at the Roosevelt Institution at the University of Georgia.”Breaking America’s Oil Addiction A Plan to Support Sustainable Energy.” http://lilt.ilstu.edu/critique/fall2002docs/fall2006docs/Breakin%20America's-%20Oli%20Addiction.pdf] H. Kenner
 Eliminating America’s dependency on oil is one of the most important challenges facing American policymakers. For an energy transition to be smooth and effective, early commitment is critical. Changing America’s energy infrastructure will require a great deal of time and money, and every day that passes without significant action makes the United States more vulnerable to future price shocks and shortages in the depleting international oil market. In a recent speech to the British Parliament, Prime Minister Tony Blair argued that the world has approximately seven years to find an appropriate solution: “If we don't get the right agreement internationally for the period after which the Kyoto protocol will expire -- that's in 2012 -- if we don't do that then I think we are in serious trouble” (Baldwin 2006). Scientific studies support Blair’s concern. A BP Statistical Review of World Energy shows that the 18 major oil-producing countries have already exceeded their peak production levels. According to a 2003 study, their combined annual output is dropping by over a million barrels a day (Institute of Science in Society 2005). This group of countries now accounts for almost 29 percent of total world production. The Oil Depletion Analysis Center predicts that even additional oil-recovery projects will fail to meet demand in the coming years (Science in Society 2005). In addition to the diminishing sources of oil, other disruptions, both political and environmental, have the potential to shock the unsteady oil market. Ton Hoff, manager of the Energy Research Center of the Netherlands, notes that viable alternatives will take a few decades to develop, during which time oil prices could skyrocket, and that prudent and economic use of oil is imperative (Mudeva 2005). These overwhelming statistics, analyses, and trends should compel American leaders to take action today. Still, while both public concern and political rhetoric escalate, few reasonable and practical policy options exist. Most recently, in his 2006 State of the Union address, President Bush proposed the Advanced Energy Initiative to replace over 75 percent of Middle Eastern oil imports by 2025 (CNN 2006). Although this seems like a large step forward, only 12 percent of America’s oil imports come from Middle Eastern countries, and this will thus result in a meager 9 percent overall reduction of imports (Sandalow 2006). In addition, three of the six alternative energy programs that President Bush proposed in the initiative only address electricity issues and therefore do little to combat oil dependency (Sandalow 2006). Thus, at this critical time for progressive reform, America’s leaders are failing to adequately address the challenge. Recent events, such as Hurricane Katrina, have revealed our dependence on oil to be a serious economic concern—one that leaves Americans vulnerable to short-term disasters and dependent on foreign nations. Unless America quickly begins to eliminate its reliance on oil, it will likely continue to encounter extremely unstable prices, affected by hurricanes, strikes, and a chaotic world market (The Economist 2006). Such continued volatility would clearly wreak havoc on the American economy, affecting everything from consumer confidence to business production. Still, American policymakers seem willing to wait for disaster to strike before taking action, leaving the nation unnecessarily vulnerable to economic depression. In addition to economic problems, the energy crisis also puts America in a tenuous political situation. James Schlesinger, former Secretary of Defense, observes that until America ends its dependence on imported oil, it will not “end dependence on the volatile Middle East, with all the political and economic consequences that flow from that reality. Instead of energy security, [America] shall have to acknowledge and to live with various degrees of insecurity” (The Economist 2006). This means relying on Iran, which holds more than 10 percent of the world’s oil reserves (Bahree 2006) and Saudi Arabia, which controls 25 percent of the world’s total oil (Baer 2003). Depending on turbulent authoritarian states is not only dangerous for our energy security, but it is also a dubious ethical policy. Continuing to support undemocratic regimes by purchasing oil does not coalesce with America’s desire to advance freedom and democracy. Finally, reliance on oil jeopardizes the world’s natural environment. In a recent report on climate change commissioned by the British government, Prime Minister Tony Blair concluded that “global warming [is increasing] at a rate that is unsustainable” (CNN 2006). Scientists widely recognize that the use of fossil fuels, especially burning oil through the process of combustion, induces climate change. The resultant global warming has a variety of adverse effects. Experts anticipate that its influence will eventually “raise ocean levels, intensify storms, spread disease to new areas, and shift climate zones, possibly making farmlands drier and deserts wetter” (CNN 2006). According to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), if carbon dioxide emissions merely continue at the 2000 level without any increases, temperature levels will continue to rise for centuries. For example, Jonathan Gregory, a climatologist for the Centre for Global Atmospheric Modeling and the Hadley Centre for Climate Protection and Research, has concluded that "the Greenland ice sheet is likely to be eliminated [within 50 years] unless much more substantial reductions in emissions are made than those envisaged [and will] probably be irreversible, this side of a new ice age” (New Scientist 2004). Considering the economic, political, and environmental implications of   American energy sources, developing a manageable, sustainable policy must be a foremost priority for American policymakers. Each day that passes without the enactment of an effective policy pushes us further down the road of no return, where market turmoil, suspect associations with Middle Eastern nations, and irreversible environmental damage await America. Still, substantive action has not been taken. President Bush’s Advanced Energy Initiative proposes a 2007 increase in alternative energy spending; yet the 771 million dollars allocated to alternative energy is less than 1 percent of the federal government’s annual spending on research as a whole (Lavelle 2006). Such an insufficient federal commitment leaves private companies and states to support the majority of alternative energy research and development. However, they have been unwilling to coordinate the effort needed to combat “oil addiction.” Thus, the federal government must take the lead role in promoting alternative energy research and implementation. 
Impacts: International Political Capital
Reduced Oil Dependence is key to International Political Capital

Carbaugh and Wassell. 2006. –Carbaugh- PhD in economics, professor at Central Washington University. Wassell- PhD in economics, professor at Central Washington University 2011 CB Excellence in Research Award. [“Reducing American Dependence on Oil” M.E. Sharpe. JSTOR.]MRaina
The growth of U.S. reliance on oil imports has intensified its vulnerability and endangered national security. Not only are Americans consuming more oil than ever before, but in 2006 about 59 percent of the oil consumed in the United States is imported. In the 1970s, we imported a third of our oil. Today, our oil imports are larger than the total oil consumption of any other country in the world. Although the majority of U.S. oil imports come from Canada and Mexico, a large amount comes from less stable or democratic countries such as Venezuela and Saudi Arabia. Moreover, as the economies of China and India continue to expand, they will demand larger amounts of oil, putting upward pressure on price. Without substantial spare capacity in Saudi Arabia or additional refining capacity in the Middle East or Asia, we will remain susceptible to the same exogenous oil shocks that we have experienced in the past three years, whether the shocks are due to the weather, civil strife, or geopolitics. A reduction in the demand for foreign oil would offer a number of important benefits for the United States. It would reduce the number of dollars flowing out of the country and help to moderate prices in world oil markets. It would also increase our margin of safety when the next accident, such as Hurricane Katrina or a breakage of the Alaska oil pipeline, interrupts domestic supply. It would provide more for- eign policy flexibility by making the United States less dependent on suppliers in a volatile Middle East. Finally, it would provide political capital for dealing with European nations on trade and environmental issues. Therefore, a substantial reduction in U.S. oil dependence would enhance the international position of the United States. .

A2: US not key

US is the key State in the oil demand game
Charles Krauthammer, a Pulitzer Prize-winning syndicated columnist and commentator, political science and economics, Oxford University and Harvard (M.D.), The Weekly Standard, “The Net-Zero Gas Tax; A once-in-a-generation chance” 1-12, 2009 lexis

We underestimate our power. Of course, the slump in China and other rapidly growing economies has contributed to the current extreme price collapse. But China consumes only 9 percent of the world's oil. The United States consumes 24 percent. On the other hand, Saudi Arabia produces 13 percent of the world's oil. We don't generally see ourselves as the Saudi Arabia of oil consumers, but we are. The Saudis have the most effect on the world price because they are the swing producer. We are, in effect, the swing consumer. And since oil peaked earlier this year, we are consuming less. October was yet another month of record year-on-year decline of gasoline consumption in the United States. And that's just the immediate effect, before the long-term impact of changes in our automobile fleet can take hold. And that long-term change will only occur if we keep the domestic price high.

AFF – AT: Monboit

Monboit wrong – spike coming soon

Toke 7-5-12 (David, PhD in Political Science @ University of Birmingham, “Extracting the Truth about Peak Oil, July 5th, 2012, http://www.guardian.co.uk/business/2012/jul/05/extracting-truth-peak-oil?newsfeed=true) CM

Oil supply problems may abate, as George Monbiot suggests (Comment, 2 July), but crises are likely to return soon because of demand pressures. The oil crises of the 1970s were resolved in the 80s because of a mixture of expansion in oil supply, encouraged by high oil prices, as is happening today, but also by the substitution of oil use – by other fuels in electricity production, industry and in domestic central heating. However, there was no substitution in the transport sector, which has been expanding ever since. The increase in car use in emerging economies is not going away and it will be quite a few years before substitution of oil by electricity in cars makes a big impact. The fall in oil prices – following the recent slowdown in world economic activity – is likely to be followed by a temporary return to growth. But this in turn will be followed by a further oil price spike and recession. In the longer term there is likely to be a natural gas resource crisis as more and more is used to produce electricity used by cars. We must focus on both resource and climate issues. The world should be negotiating agreements covering conservation of fuel use in cars as well as pursuing effective climate change agreements. Otherwise we will both fry and have resource crises.

Monboit wrong about peak oil – misunderstanding 

Leggett 7-4-12 (John, The Guardian, “Monbiot Wrong About Peak Oil?”, July 4th, 2012, http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/blog/2012/jul/04/monbiot-wrong-peak-oil?newsfeed=true) CM

Ahead of the credit crunch, commentators echoed the incumbency mantras right across the media. Ahead of the oil crisis, the same is happening. Just Google "peak oil myth" and see what comes up. Yesterday George Monbiot joined this group with an article entitled We were wrong about peak oil. There's enough to fry us all. The many misunderstandings he relays begin with the title. There is more than enough potential oil resource below ground to create the climate disaster he refers to. Peak oil is not about that. It is about when global production falls never again to reach past levels: a disaster, if the descent hits an oil-dependent global economy years ahead of expectations. This descent depends on flow rates in oilfields, not the amount of oil left. What worries those who believe the global oil peak is imminent is the evidence that the oil industry will not be able to maintain growing flow rates for much longer. The whistleblowing in the run-up to the credit crunch involved a few maverick economists and some far-sighted financial journalists. The peak-oil whistleblowing is different. Many within the incumbency itself are sounding alarms. Every year, when the Association for the Study of Peak Oil (ASPO) meets, recently retired oilmen queue to give their latest assessments of how their industry is getting its asset assessment wrong. The latest ASPO event was held a few weeks ago in Vienna, which I attended. There has been "a boom in oil production" of late, Monbiot says. Wrong. Global production has been essentially struggling along a plateau since 2004, as Bob Hirsch, an ex-Exxon advisor to the US Department of Energy describes. Hirsch expects the descent to begin in one to four years.

Algae Scenario 

A. Low Oil Prices Kill Algae development

Earth Magazine 2/13/9 
("as green as it gets: algae biofuels", http://www.earthmagazine.org/earth/article/1d6-7d9-2-d //um-ef))
Green-lighting algae fuel After a decade-long hiatus, the federal government is getting back into the algae biofuels game. In October 2007, the National Renewable Energy Laboratory announced a partnership with Chevron to look for and develop strains of algae that can be processed into transportation fuels, such as jet fuel. The military is also interested, Quinn says: Growing algae oil near a military base in Hawaii instead of shipping fuel to Hawaii from the mainland could potentially offer huge savings.  In January 2008, Congress passed a budget bill that increased federal funding for biomass and hydrogen fuels research. Although the bill included no funds specifically for algae fuel research, Congress did urge the Department of Energy to “study the CO₂ accelerated growth algae technology to recycle carbon and produce fuels.”  Whether DOE plans to commit any funds to algae is still uncertain, but algae industry leaders are hopeful. In December 2008, scientists and algae business leaders met with DOE in Washington, D.C., to outline a roadmap of technology challenges and funding needs, says Mayfield, who participated in the meeting. “This is the intellectual exercise that has to be done if we are going to make logical, correct investments in this.”  Indeed, the industry has picked up a lot of steam over the last year or two. Last October, more than 700 people gathered in Seattle, Wash., for the second annual Algae Biomass Summit (more than double the number of attendees at the inaugural summit the year before). The 2008 crowd included not only algae scientists, engineers and longtime biofuels proponents, but also venture capitalists, military representatives and commercial aviation companies like Boeing and KLM. They were all drawn to what seemed in the early summer months to be a perfect storm of opportunity for a hot new renewable fuel: record-high oil prices, rapidly growing concerns over carbon dioxide emissions and global warming, and panicky speculation over whether the world has already passed the peak oil pinnacle.  Despite the growing enthusiasm, the October summit made it clear that the industry is not yet integrated, Glover says. “There isn’t an emergent leader in algae development. There are a variety of players, from basic cultivation and [algae] strain collection, to processing and post-processing technologies. But there isn’t really some group that is bringing that whole chain together in an integrated fashion.” That integration, he adds, is one of the things he expects to see emerge as the industry matures over the next few years.  “There’s a realization that the U.S. can establish itself as a world leader in this area,” Quinn says. “A lot of us in the universities have thought this for a long time.”  Falling oil The Algae Biomass Summit came on the heels of high oil prices, but falling prices threaten to wreak havoc on the fledgling industry. The larger companies, however, expect to weather the price fluctuations. Sapphire Energy says its business model has always included being cost-competitive with oil companies — even when the cost of oil was $60 a barrel. “So the daily fluctuations in the price do not worry us,” the company says.  Algenol is also cushioned to some extent, because it isn’t looking for investors, Woods says. “We’re a private company. If we were out looking for money right now we would probably just shut our doors — it’s an impossible environment to [raise] money in.” He says he also worries that the low oil prices will take attention away from renewable energy. “I’m incredibly fearful that it will. We had a run-up of fuel prices in the 1970s and 1980s and a huge scream for renewables, and peoples’ attention just died away” when the oil prices dropped. However, he says, one hopeful note is that the Obama administration has promised to focus on renewable energy.  The algae industry probably will take a hit from the dropping prices — particularly the smaller upstart companies, Mayfield says. Those who think it’s a simple matter of setting up ponds — who aren’t making the necessary investment in science and technology — are the people who’ll be shaken out if oil prices stay low and investors balk, he adds. “I’m just hoping that the pendulum doesn’t swing back and get rid of people who are willing to make the investment.”   

B. Algae biofuel development causes spin-offs necessary for planetary survival 

The Guardian 6/27/2k8 
("Microbe economics," pg online @ http://www.guardian.co.uk/business/2008/jun/27/green.fuel.algae //um-ef) 

Already in the US there are almost 20 venture capital funded start-ups that see potential in algae. Many entrepreneurs believe algae could be used commercially to produce biofuels, or burned to generate energy.  Because its photosynthesis relies on a supply of carbon dioxide, advocates of this nascent technology see a bright future mopping up waste gases from power plants and turning them into "green crude" for cars and planes.  One man cautiously welcoming the bubble is Dr Bob Metcalfe, the inventor of Ethernet, the technology that links most computers to the internet. He has just completed a year as chief executive of Greenfuel Technologies, a company that is trying to grow algae on a massive scale in a controlled environment. And as a survivor of the dotcom bubble and bust, he is drawing parallels.  "I am an expert on the internet bubble and I am applying many of those lessons to the energy space. I am part of this bubble and I am inflating energy bubbles just like I inflated internet bubbles. I think bubbles are a good thing but you have to be careful," said Metcalfe.  Being careful, according to Metcalfe, is not making bad investments. Just as in the heyday of internet start-ups, Metcalfe predicts that "charlatans" will roam the alternative energy space, making outrageous claims for unproven technologies. They will receive millions from gullible investors and then never be heard of again.  "I don't regret the dotcom bubble, it was very useful for progress. I am just happy that I wasn't one of the losers who made stupid investment decisions; investing in the likes of pets.com, which was really a bad idea," said Metcalfe.  He is determined that Greenfuel won't be tarnished with the charlatan moniker, although he took over as chief executive when the company realised its technology wasn't working as advertised and was burning through its funding too quickly.   He believes Greenfuel is back on track and has reverted to his role as board member representing Polaris Ventures, an investor in the company. Greenfuel has just begun a huge project aiming to grow algae at a plant somewhere in Europe. Metcalfe said he could not reveal more details. Greenfuel's trials have involved three-metre high glass tubes filled with algae, which it calls bioreactors.   The algae are fed on water, sunlight and CO2, and harvested to produce biodiesel. The waste can be sold off as high-protein animal feed.  Algae's appetite for CO2 explains why Greenfuel is keen to team up with deep-pocketed power companies looking to cut CO2 emissions.   If Greenfuel and other companies can grow algae on a commercial scale it will impact not only on the fuel world but also the animal and human food chains. It is potentially much greener than growing corn or ethanol, as it does not use crops otherwise destined for human consumption. Algae can also be used to produce Omega 3, which is increasingly popular as a health supplement.  Barry Cohen, who recently founded the National Algae Association to provide a business forum for companies interested in exploiting it, said fuel was only one avenue to potential profits. Algae can be used in pharmaceuticals and even green plastics and packaging.  "Feed, food and fuel," is the alliterative phrase Metcalfe likes to use.  Perhaps surprisingly, there are 3,000 strains of algae with some being better suited to the production of biofuels than others. While companies such as Greenfuel are interested in producing core algae, others are manipulating it for use in making fuel.  The blog Earth2Tech tracked down 15 start-ups earlier this year and that list did not include Sapphire Energy, which includes the UK's Wellcome Trust among its investors.  Sapphire said it had created green crude from algae, a technique also pursued by other companies such as Solazyme and Solix Biofuels. A couple of companies are looking to come to the rescue of the airline industry by creating an algae-based jet fuel. They are Inventure Chemical and Aquaflow, which is working with Boeing.  IT and business consultancy Infosys estimates that once large-scale commercialisation has been achieved, algae has the potential to produce the feedstock for the biodiesel industry at 100 to 200 times the rate of the current best sources of vegetable oil feedstock.  "With algae, production is continuous. With standing crops such as corn or soy there is a harvest at once or at best twice a year," said Richard Fortune, author of an Infosys white paper on how algae should be the feedstock of choice for the biodiesel industry. He claims that while an acre of soy beans can produce 150 gallons of oil a year, an acre of algae can produce 10,000 gallons and has the potential to produce 100,000 gallons.  Fortune says biodiesel producers can make a profit from algae-based fuel. This can no longer happen with crop-based fuels because they have become too expensive. These high prices explain why the US produced only 450m gallons of biodiesel, when it had the capacity to produce 2bn gallons.  Like Metcalfe, Fortune sees parallels between the algae bubble and the dotcom one, but he also sees major differences. The dotcom era threw up vaporware or technologies that were nice to have but not essential, algae companies are developing products that are important to the planet's survival.
*****CAFÉ/Energy Policy Adv*****

2AC GT key to Auto

And, CAFÉ Kills the Auto Industry – Gas Tax Solves 

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//um-ef)

4. American Automaker Gains A Pigovian gasoline tax would provide the United States' automobile industry with much-needed stability. Constantly high gasoline prices would reduce the severity of price fluctuations in terms of a percentage change, stabilizing the demand for fuel and resulting consumer preferences. Competing automakers would respond to consumer demand for affordable, fuel-efficient vehicles by developing [*170] new technologies and producing cars that satisfy consumer demand, n167 taking existing infrastructure and technology into account. Automakers would thus make money by producing vehicles that satisfy consumer demand, rather than government mandates. The advantage of such market-driven strategies reveals the shortcomings of the bail out of American automakers. Some proposals conditioned government relief on automakers producing more fuel-efficient vehicles that can use biofuels. n168 These suggestions ignored the reality that in a world of free trade, the cars sold in the United States will reflect consumer demand, regardless of what American automakers produce. Supply does not create demand, and "companies can't pay their creditors in fuel-economy standards." n169 Rather than addressing consumer demand, "Washington here is just marching Detroit deeper into an unsustainable business model, requiring ever more interventions in the future." n170 This demonstrates that government subsidies fail to establish self-sufficient markets, and instead merely perpetuate inefficiencies that require ever-increasing government funding.

2AC CAFÉ Coming/Bad

Second, Obama is pushing massive new CAFÉ Standards that wont solve Oil, but WILL decimate markets (This card needs to be replaced with a better card that makes all of these arguments)

Business Insider 7/15

(“Is a 56.2 MPG Fuel Economy Standard Really a Good Idea?,” pg lexis//um-ef)

According to news reports, the Obama administration is talking to automakers about raising the Corporate Average Fuel Economy standard for passenger cars to 56.2 miles per gallon by 2025, more than double the 27.5 MPG in force for the 20 years up to 2010. Economists, even those like myself who favor policies to reduce fuel use, have argued that CAFE standards are a bad idea. Has anything changed to make stricter fuel economy standards look better now than in the past? The fundamental problem with CAFE standards is that they attack the negative externalities of motor fuel use (pollution, national security concerns, highway congestion, accidents) only partially and indirectly. As a result, the cost of achieving a given reduction in fuel use via CAFE standards is higher than it would be if the same result were achieved more directly through an increase in the federal gasoline tax. To understand why, we need to consider the various ways consumers can cut back on fuel use. In the short run, they they can buy an efficient hybrid instead of a gas-guzzling SUV, they can reduce discretionary driving, or they can shift some trips from their Ford F-250 to their Honda, if they happen to have one of each in the driveway. Given more time to adjust, they can make work and lifestyle changes like moving closer to public transportation, work and shopping, changing jobs, or working at home. Higher fuel prices directly affect all of these choices. They encourage people to make whatever marginal adjustments best suit their circumstances. A recent New York Times article gave these examples of how people were reacting as gasoline approached $4 per gallon in May, 2011: An upstate New York customer relations manager moved to a new apartment that cut her daily commute from 50 miles to 8 miles. She preferred that to trading her beloved truck for a low-mileage vehicle. Traffic on San Francisco's bridges fell while ridership on buses and ferries rose. New York-based Topical BioMedics switched to cloud computing to make it more convenient for employees to work from home. A Los Angeles hair products business found more workers taking advantage of a long-standing offer of a 20-cent per mile bonus for car pooling. The problem with higher CAFE standards is that they encourage fuel saving only with regard to the choice of what car to buy. Once a consumer buys a low-mileage vehicle, the cost of driving and extra mile goes down, thereby reducing the incentive for fuel-saving measures like moving closer to work, working at home, riding the bus to work, or consolidating errands. The tendency of more fuel-efficient vehicles to induce additional driving is known as the "rebound effect." For example, suppose that the elasticity of demand for driving with respect to fuel-cost per mile is -0.3. That means a 10% increase in fuel efficiency would cause a 3 percent increase in driving. The increased miles driven would partly offset the increase in miles per gallon, so that total fuel consumption would decrease by only about 7%. Even taking the rebound effect into account, higher CAFE standards are still somewhat helpful in reducing those externalities that are proportional to the quantities of fuel consumed, including externalities of pollution and national security. However, the rebound effect causes an absolute increase in those externalities that are proportional to miles driven, including road congestion and traffic accidents. It also increases the cost of road maintenance, because the wear and tear from more miles driven is only partly offset by the lower average weight of high-mileage vehicles. The very fuel-saving strategies that CAFE standards discourage, like moving closer to work or consolidating errands, are often the ones that have the lowest costs. That is why the total cost of reaching a given national fuel-saving target will be greater when achieved through CAFE standards than when induced by an increase in fuel taxes. A 2004 study from the Congressional Budget Office concluded that an increase in the federal gasoline tax would achieve a given reduction in fuel economy at a cost 27 percent less than that of an equivalent tightening of CAFE standards. Furthermore, its effects would be felt more quickly, because they would not have to wait for the gradual turnover of the national motor vehicle fleet. Over the 14-year time horizon of the CBO study, the gas tax increase would save 42 percent more total fuel. The variable most critical to the size of the rebound effect, and therefore to the relative merits of CAFE standards vs. fuel taxes, is the price-elasticity of demand for fuel. The less elastic is demand, the stronger is the case for CAFE standards; the more elastic, the larger the rebound effect and the stronger the case for raising fuel taxes. So what do we know about price elasticity?

Uniq: CAFÉ Coming Now

And, Obama pushing CAFÉ Standards now – massive regulations are coming

Detroit News 5/3

(“CBO Report Says Federal Gas Tax Must Increase Due to Proposed CAFE Standards,” pg online @ http://www.dailytech.com/CBO+Report+Says+Federal+Gas+Tax+Must+Increase+Due+to+Proposed+CAFE+Standards/article24601.htm //um-ef)

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. The proposed regulations will increase fuel economy to 54.5 mpg between 2017 and 2025. The remedy to reduced tax revenue through increased efficiency according to the CBO is an increase in the federal tax on gasoline. The tax is currently 18.4 cents per gallon, and the amount of the tax hasn't increased since 1993. The budget office has concluded that an additional five cents per gallon in tax would be needed to make up for the loss in tax revenue attributed to increased efficiency.

New CAFE standards were upheld by the Supreme Court—means increased regulations are coming

Greene 6/28

(Michael, “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//HH)

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 and greenhouse gas emissions limits by August. The new rules will hike requirements to 54.5 mpg by 2025. This is great news, because while they are flawed, CAFE standards are what we have now to move things along. They don't say how automakers must increase efficiency, just by how much. The can then figure out what solution works best.

CAFE regulations for the 2017-25 period are set to increase fuel economy to 54.5 mpg

O’Dell 11

(John, Senior Editor for Edmunds; “6 Ways New CAFE Standards Could Affect You”, http://www.edmunds.com/fuel-economy/6-ways-new-cafe-standards-could-affect-you.html//HH)

Federal regulators officially unveiled the Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) proposal for the 2017-'25 period on November 16, after months of behind-the-scenes rule-making. It's a complex bundle of regulations that would have profound effects on car buyers across the nation. There are no big consumer surprises in the proposed new 2025 CAFE standards. As already announced, the government wants automakers to build more efficient passenger vehicles that average the equivalent of 54.5 mpg, and get it done by 2025. The proposal estimates that the technologies needed to achieve that standard will add $2,000 to a 2025 model-year vehicle. It also estimates that fuel cost savings will more than offset that additional expense over the life of the vehicle. The provisions of the nearly 900-page "Notice of Proposed Rule-Making" also would have broad repercussions for highway safety and the costs of buying, insuring and operating a new car or truck. The rules also could affect the cost of fuel and even the vehicles that are available on new-car dealers' lots.

Uniq: CAFÉ Triggers Ptix

Implementing CAFÉ standards leads to a political war 

McGlaun ’11 (Shane McGlaun - S a Freelance Technology Writer. "Republicans Try to Block 54.5 MPG CAFE Standard." Daily Tech. N.p., october 21, 2011. Web. <http://www.dailytech.com/Republicans+Try+to+Block+545+MPG+CAFE+Standard/article23081.htm>. Alyssa)

Even a few Democrats are in on the action California, the Obama administration, and the big three from Detroit have all agreed in spirit to the proposed fuel economy standards that will push fleet wide economy to 54.5 mpg by 2025. While states and automakers have agreed to the standard, there are still battles being waged in Washington in an attempt to get the rules overturned. More than 60 Republicans in the House are working to bar the Obama administration from finalizing the fuel economy standards for the 2017 through 2025 model years. There were also three Democrats among those backing the bill to stop the fuel economy hikes. The lawmakers are trying to convince the House to add a provision to a spending bill that would block the EPA and California from moving forward with fuel emissions limits. According to the proposal, the NHTSA would be able to set fuel economy standards, but only through 2021. "A one-year 'timeout' is necessary as EPA and (California) are setting national fuel economy standards without explicit authorization by Congress, under laws not designed to regulate fuel economy," said the letter signed by Reps. Mike Rogers, R-Brighton; Joe Barton, R-Texas; Tim Walberg, R-Tipton; Darrell Issa, R-Calif.; and others." The effort to bar the new fuel economy standards is strongly backed by the National Automobile Dealers Association (NADA). The NADA is lobbying congress to block the proposed fuel economy standards. The fear is that the new standards would regulate out of existence most new vehicles that sell for under $15,000. However, there are a group of CEOs from eight different environmental, science, and public interest groups that are urging the NADA to stop its lobbying efforts. "These standards are supported by major automakers, the United Auto Workers, California and other clean car states, and numerous consumer, environmental, business and national security organizations. By continuing to oppose these standards, NADA is trying to sell Congress, dealers and the American people a lemon," said the letter from leaders of the Natural Resources Defense Council, the Sierra Club, Environment America, the Safe Climate Campaign, the Union of Concerned Scientists and others. 

Strong conservative opposition to CAFÉ standards – concerns about the auto industry 

Frick ‘8 (Ali Frick - Ali Frick is a research associate for The Progress Report and Think Progress at the American Progress Action Fund Center. She holds a B.A. in history from Yale. Before joining Think Progress, she interned with the D.C. Prisoners’ Project at the Washington Lawyers’ Committee. At Yale, she worked as a writer and editor at The Yale Herald, a weekly campus newspaper. "Conservatives Blame CAFE Standards For Auto Industryâ€™s Troubles." Conservatives Blame CAFE Standards For Auto Industry's Troubles. N.p., nov 20, 2008. Web. 10 July 2012. <http://thinkprogress.org/politics/2008/11/20/32632/conservatives-blame-cafe/>.)

As the CEOs of Detroit’s Big Three automakers pleaded for a $25 billion bailout from Congress this week, conservatives have been looking for an easy culprit to blame for the auto industry’s seeming collapse. First it was the unions. Now conservatives have turned their attention to the modest fuel economy (CAFE) standards — fleetwide average of 35 miles per gallon by 2020 — imposed in last year’s Energy Independence and Security Act. Last night on Fox News, former Massachusetts governor Mitt Romney echoed other conservatives in pointing the finger at the fuel economy changes: – MITT ROMNEY: Well, government did [cause a lot of this]. There’s no question but that the CAFE standards have put an unusual burden on the domestic automobile manufacturers. And our energy policies as a country continue to put burdens on domestic manufacturers. That’s just — that’s reality. [11/19/08] – WILLIAM KRISTOL: Well, one problem with the auto industry is we have been telling them how to operate an awful lot, you know, in terms of CAFE standards and other things, probably which should not have been most — may have been the most — not the most intelligent way to help that industry. [11/16/08] – SEAN HANNITY: They [the government] — you know, between the unions, between trade policy, safety standards, CAFE standards, you know, economy, fuel economy standards, they’re forcing these auto companies to be in a position where they’re not as competitive. [11/14/08] Last year’s stonewalling attempts by the auto industry notwithstanding, improving fuel economy is not difficult for the Big Three. As the Sierra Club explained in 2006, “The technology exists today to make all new vehicles average 40 miles per gallon within ten years.” A 2002 report by the Board on Energy and Environmental Systems of the National Research Council found that technologies existed then that “would significantly reduce fuel consumption within 15 years” — technologies that manufacturers were “already offering or introducing” in overseas markets. What’s more, those existing technologies would hardly bankrupt the auto industry. NPR reported that technologies to raise fuel-efficiency “to around 33 mpg across the fleet pay for themselves within three to four years.” Indeed, Tom Cole of the Center for Automotive Research, said that with only about $1,000 worth of changes, “a conventional, gas-powered car could go 25 percent farther on a single gallon of gas.” 
New CAFE standards are empirically unpopular—means a fight over energy policy is inevitable

AFP 11

(Americans For Prosperity; “New CAFE Standards: Undercutting Consumer Choice AND the American Auto Industry”, http://americansforprosperity.org/newsroom/080211-new-cafe-standards-undercutting-consumer-choice-and-american-car-industry//HH)

On Friday, President Obama announced new fuel economy standards for the automobile industry. The new regulations require cars and light trucks to get 54.5 mpg by 2025. This announcement marks the EPA’s continued efforts to expand its authority and control over specific industries by issuing new laws disguised as new regulations. The EPA seems to think they have the authority to usurp the legislative power that the people delegated to Congress in the Constitution, pushing the same disastrous policies Congress and the American people have already rejected. This time, the implications could be devastating for the economy, the car industry, and the American people. Last week 14 out of the 15 representatives from Michigan, including Republican Representative Fred Upton and Democrat Senator Carl Levin, sent a bipartisan letter to President Obama expressing their deep concerns over the impact of these new regulations. The letter warns that the car industry simply does not have the technology to keep up with the ever-moving, arbitrary miles per gallon goalposts, and that the new rules would benefit foreign competitors since they cater more to consumers who purchase smaller cars. U.S. car manufacturers already have to rely on government subsidies just to meet the previous CAFE standards of 34.2 mpg by 2016, and there is little doubt this move is intended to make the car industry more dependent on the federal government for its survival.

Uniq: Obama Endorsing CAFÉ

Obama is endorsing new CAFÉ regulations now 
Alter Group ’11 (Alter NOW - The Alter Group Has Abided by the Same Values, Culture and Philosophy. As One of the Country's Leading Commercial Real Estate Firms, The Alter Group Has Created Some of the Most Significant Business Facilities; Played a Vital Role in the Nation's Social, Economic and Environmental Evolutions; and Maintained Its Commitment to Developing Lasting Relationships with Clients, Colleagues and Communities. "President Obama Proposes Significant Increase in CAFE Standards | Alter NOW." President Obama Proposes Significant Increase in CAFE Standards | Alter NOW. N.p., august 16th, 2011. Web. 09 July 2012. <http://www.altergroup.com/blog/index.php/general/president-obama-proposes-significant-increase-in-cafe-standards/>. Alyssa)

President Barack Obama and the nation’s predominant automakers have agreed to increase new vehicles’ fuel mileage. The major way to accomplish this is to reduce the size of vehicles. By 2025, the Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) must be 55.4 mpg for cars. That’s up from the 2009 Obama mandate of 35.5 mpg by 2016. The CAFE standard for 2011 is 30.2 mpg, with light trucks having slightly less burdensome standards. The Obama administration says the new standards will save drivers $8,200 in fuel over the life of a car. Between now and 2015, Americans will save $1.7 trillion on fuel costs, eliminate six billion metric tons of carbon dioxide pollution and use 12 billion fewer barrels of oil. Environmentalists applauded the new standards. According to President Obama, “This agreement on fuel standards represents the single most important step we’ve ever taken as a nation to reduce our dependence on foreign oil.” Joining the president at the announcement were executives of Detroit’s Big Three automakers: GM, Chrysler and Ford. GM and Chrysler were bailed out of insolvency by the Obama administration with taxpayer money. The government still owns 27 percent of GM; the United Auto Workers, an ally of the Obama administration and which supports the revised CAFE standards, owns 46.5 percent of Chrysler. The tiered standards are expected to yield approximately $50 billion in net benefits over the life of model year 2014 to 2018 vehicles. Additionally, it will result in significant long-terms savings for vehicle owners and operators. President Obama, the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) worked closely with truck and engine manufacturers, fleet owners, the State of California, and environmental groups – among them, Navistar, Volvo, Chrysler, and Con-way – to garner support for the new standards. “While we were working to improve the efficiency of cars and light-duty trucks, something interesting happened,” said President Obama. “We started getting letters asking that we do the same for medium and heavy-duty trucks. They were from the people who build, buy, and drive these trucks. And today, I’m proud to have the support of these companies as we announce the first-ever national policy to increase fuel efficiency and decrease greenhouse gas pollution from medium-and heavy-duty trucks.” Waste Management CEO David Steiner said the rules will help his company meet a goal of reducing emissions 15 percent by 2020. The company will save 350 million gallons of fuel over the life of their vehicles. FedEx CEO Fred Smith said that commercial vehicles account for 20 percent of all transportation emissions. “Today’s progress is a win for the transportation industry, for the environment and for all Americans as we seek to decrease U.S. dependency on oil,” Smith said. According to the White House, the revised heavy-truck rules will cost owners as much as $8 billion in additional technology, but “will save American businesses that operate and own commercial vehicles approximately $50 billion in fuel costs over the life of the program.” The majority of fleet operators, according to the EPA, are likely to recover their up-front costs within a year or two. Under the new program, heavy-duty vehicles are divided into three major categories: combination tractors (semi-trucks), heavy-duty pickup trucks and vans, and what is referred to as “vocational” or special-purpose vehicles such as transit buses and garbage trucks. More specific targets within each of these categories are based on each vehicle’s design and purpose. American Trucking Association (ATA) president & CEO Bill Graves said the new regulations are “welcome news to us in the trucking industry. Our members have been pushing for the setting of fuel efficiency standards for some time and today marks the culmination of those efforts.” He said that in 2007, the ATA endorsed a six-point sustainability program that included a proposal to set “technologically feasible” efficiency standards. The new rules do not mean that President Obama has given up on his backing of electric vehicles. Writing on the Climate Spectator website, Jessie Giles says that “While there has been some suggestion that Barack Obama’s new measure to double fuel economy targets for cars in the U.S. might be bad news for electric cars, at Better Place our assessment is that this will in fact be important for increasing the adoption of zero-emission vehicles. The agreement to increase the CAFE standards is good news, not just in terms of taking steps to stretch our limited oil resources further and helping to reduce our carbon emissions. Critically, it will also help to increase the adoption of zero-emissions vehicles such as electric cars. Now, the twist: manufacturers must meet the CAFE standards on a sales-weighted basis – that is, the average fuel economy of all the cars sold by that particular car company.  What’s the easiest way of achieving the new standards on a sales-weighted basis?  It’s by increasing the proportion of electric cars in the manufacturer’s sales mix. It’s far easier to increase this proportion of electric cars than it is to make improvements in the current fuel consumption of every single car in the rest of the portfolio, where years of product development have produced incremental, but relatively minor improvements.”

Uniq: Recovery Fragile

That recovery is fragile now – the risk of catastrophic economic failure is high 
Xinhua News, 5/23/12 
[OECD: Global Economy Recovery Fragile, reprinted, http://english.cri.cn/6826/2012/05/23/191s701502.htm] 
The global economy has embarked on a fragile recovery, which might be derailed by the crisis hovering over the eurozone, warned the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) on Tuesday. In its latest economic outlook, the Paris-based organization pointed out that regions have been recovering at different speed worldwide, with the United States and Japan taking lead over the sluggish euro area, while large emerging economies saw a moderate upswing. Gross Domestic Product (GDP) growth across the OECD is projected to slow from an annual rate of 1.8 percent in 2011 to 1.6 percent in 2012, before recovering to 2.2 percent in 2013, according to the outlook. Meanwhile, the organization forecast a mild recession in the eurozone this year, with GDP growth rate declined by 0.1 percent before rebound to 0.9 percent in 2013. "The crisis in the euro zone remains the single biggest downside risk facing the global outlook," said OECD chief economist Pier Carlo Padoan. "We need a euro area compact with 3 main goals: to avoid downside scenario, create sustained growth, build or rebuild monetary union ... ," Padoan told a press conference at the launching of the biannual report. The report found that business and household confidence is rising in the United States, flat in Japan, but weak or even falling in Europe where financial markets are tight and the adverse impacts of fiscal consolidation on near-term growth may be significant, particularly in countries hardest hit by the euro crisis. Similar trends were seen in labor markets, as unemployment is edging down in the United States, but rising in Europe, said the report. A downside scenario may materialize and spill over outside the euro area with very serious consequences for the global economy, the OECD warned. "The global economic outlook is still cloudy," said OECD Secretary-General Angel Gurria, adding that "the global economic recovery is weak, considerable downside risks remain and sizeable imbalances remain to be addressed." "We need decisive policy action now," the OECD chief stressed, urging government leaders to find new approaches to pave ways for economic growth by "go structural, go social, go green" to foster an inclusive society and promote social equity as "these structural reforms are not only good at creating growth, they can help address the problem of income inequality."
Internals: CAFÉ Kills Auto Industry

CAFÉ standards will hurt the auto industry because of foreign competition. A gas tax is better.

Washington Times, 6-26-2007, Just say no to CAFÉ, lexis, S.O. 

The legislative action by the Senate to dramatically increase corporate average fuel economy (CAFE) standards is a perfect example of how a poor law is created when non-engineers (i.e. senators) dictate engineering advances ("CAFE quicksand," Commentary, June 14).  The arbitrary deadlines and requirements assume that the automakers can maintain the same product mix of large and small cars, vans, SUVs, trucks and so on, at various price points, while simultaneously marching steadfast toward the requirement as if it can proceed precisely as legislated.  And if the automakers can't succeed, they will simply limit the product mix to meet the requirement and we can cede the industry to the overseas automakers.  The bottom line is this: If an automaker can produce a vehicle that has dramatically better gas mileage than comparable models, that vehicle will dominate its market. Therefore, market forces can and will force mileage improvements automatically within a timetable determined by engineering and technical advances. If the senators truly wanted to reduce gas consumption for the good of the country and the world, they would follow the model set by other industrialized nations and raise the gas tax. This can be a floating tax designed to minimize large price swings so automakers can plan appropriately and not be subjected to sudden market disruptions that scuttle product plans.  As it is, the Senate is content to lay the burden of reduced oil consumption on U.S. automakers, who are obviously struggling and could be bankrupted by these requirements, instead of on the oil companies, which have been wallowing in tens of billions in profits over the last few years.  For the sake of the Midwest, Michigan and our domestic auto industry, I urge the House to reject this bill. This area and our industry have suffered enough and we do not need another nail in our coffin in the form of a poorly conceived solution to our oil consumption. 
The 2017-25 CAFE regulations threaten the security of the auto industry—makes cost of developing vehicles too risky

Millikin 11

(Mike, Editor at Green Car Congress; “Center for Automotive Research calls long-run economic risk to auto industry of mandating permanent fuel economy standards “very serious”; recommends periodic reviews”, http://www.greencarcongress.com/2011/06/car-20110614.html//HH)

The Center for Automotive Research (CAR) has released a new study estimating the parameters of the US motor vehicle market and industry in 2025, given the “most likely dramatic changes” likely to be soon mandated by the federal government for the purpose of improving the fuel economy performance of vehicles not determined by market forces, as well as additional safety and environmental mandates and regulations. Based on the results of the study, CAR believes the economic risk to the auto industry connected to mandating permanent fuel economy standards in the long run is “very serious”. The group recommends periodic review to assess the rate of technology development and cost reduction of advanced technologies leading up to 2025. The CAR report, the US Automotive Market and Industry in 2025, relies on technology and market forecast data from the National Research Council (NRC) and J.D. Power and Associates to project the technology segmentation necessary to achieve anticipated fuel economy mandates in 2025. The 2010 NRC study, conducted under contract to NHTSA, provided estimated incremental retail cost and performance estimates for more than 40 technologies expected to be commercially available over the next fifteen years. CAR used this study to estimate the likely cost and price impact on new motor vehicles for three different powertrain pathways: spark-ignited; compression-ignited; and electrification. CAR expanded the three basic pathways to a total of nine pathways, primarily by adding additional extensions for increased mass reduction in the vehicle, further variants of vehicle electrification, and the use of stop/start technology. Each of these nine pathways produced a specific fuel economy standard and cost estimate measured at retail price equivalence. CAR did not assume any downsizing of the vehicle sales fleet or significant reduction in performance by vehicles in any segment as a means for increasing fuel economy standards by 2025.

Internals: CAFÉ Kills Auto

And, they wont work and will decimate the auto industry – gas tax is critical

Gas 2.0

(“White House Wants 56.5 MPG CAFE Standard by 2025,” pg lexis//um-ef)

In its relentless pursuit of better fuel economy, the Obama Administration is again floating the idea of applying a 56.5 mpg CAFE standard to all automakers that sell cars in the U.S. Good intentions, bad idea. 

The most important thing to realize about the CAFE standards and the EPA sticker ratings are not really related. For example, the 35.5 mpg standard due to take effect in 2016 would actually equate to a fleet-wide average fuel economy of just 27 mpg. The 56.5 mpg standard that the Obama Administration is considering for 2025 (after previously considering up to 62 mpg) would actually result in an average fleetwide fuel economy of about 41 mpg (combined.) This is not a bill, just an idea from the White House right now, and not even a new one. Im not a fan of this huge fuel economy jump though, and here is why.

Americans love big cars. Were starting to warm up to small cars, to be sure, but pickup trucks are still, by far, the best selling vehicles in America. While I like the 35.5 mpg standard for nudging automakers towards better fuel efficiency, it is only working right now because of high gas prices. Studies estimate that these higher standards could add between $1,000 to $15,000 to the price of a new car or truck, and if gas prices fall again, automakers will be left with a glut of expensive, efficient cars that nobody wants to buy. That hurts the auto industry and the governments credibility, at a time when both are suffering.

A better answer would be to increase the gas tax, even if it was only by a few cents. Beyond raising much needed capital for our rapidly deteriorating infrastructure, it would also give consumers pause when considering their next new car. This would make the transition to higher fuel economy cars organic, in response to higher gas prices. But thats not likely to happen anytime soon, what with the verdant anti-tax stance of the GOP right now and the political untouchability of raising the gas tax. So perhaps a 56.5 mpg standard is the only recourse Obama has left. What do you think?

Internals: CAFÉ Guts Revenue 

New CAFE standards will decrease revenue and destroy the nations infrastructure
Richardson 11 
(Aron, “New Cafe Standards Will Result in 65b in Lost Revenue for Roads”, August 9th, 2011, http://www.autoblog.com/2011/08/01/new-cafe-standards-will-result-in-65b-in-lost-revenue-for-road/) CM (Table 1 omitted)

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. Established in 1902 and headquartered in the Nation's Capital, ARTBA represents the public and private sectors of the U.S. transportation design and construction industry. The latest reports indicate that Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) standards for cars and light trucks will be increased from 34.1 miles per gallon in 2016 to a fleet-wide average of 54.5 mpg by 2025. The table included in the linked image shows the potential impact of actual and proposed increases in CAFE standards on Highway Trust Fund (HTF) revenues during the next six-year reauthorization period and the subsequent decade. The table assumes the required increase in CAFE standards through 2016 will occur and that the standard will be increased 5.0 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 by the amounts shown in the table. The baseline for computing percentage losses is total HTF revenues, which includes diesel fuel and truck tax revenues that are unchanged from the February 2009 baseline.

CAFÉ Increases Congestion 
CAFÉ increases congestion

McCortney and Parry. 2003.- McCortney has a Ph.D. Economics, Northwestern University, Ian Parry is Technical Assistance Advisor on Climate Change and Environmental Policy in the Fiscal Affairs Department of the International Monetary Fund. [“Policy Watch: The Economics of Fuel Economy Standards” The Journal of Economic Perspectives, Vol. 17, No. 4. American Economic Association. JSTOR.]MRaina

Another possibly perverse effect of mandated higher fuel economy is that, by lowering the per-mile cost of driving, it may induce people to drive their vehicles more. Gasoline consumed is the product of gallons/mile times the number of miles traveled. While CAFE standards reduce gallons/mile, they increase the number of miles traveled by making driving cheaper. Empirical estimates by Jones (1993) and Greene, Kahn and Gibson (1999) suggest that this "rebound effect" offsets 10-20 percent or more of the initial fuel reduction from tighter CAFE standards. The significance of this rebound effect is its implications for the costs of other externalities that vary with the amount of driving, namely congestion and traffic accidents. Economists measure congestion costs by the extra time it takes to drive under congested conditions, multiplied by the value of travel time (usually taken to be about half the market wage). Detailed analyses by the Texas Transportation Institute suggest that travel delays and the resulting extra fuel combustion now cost the nation around $70 billion annually (Schrank and Lomax, 2002). A "best estimate" for the economy-wide marginal congestion cost, one that reflects the shares of driving in both rural and urban areas and at peak and off-peak periods, as well as the smaller elasticity of demand for driving during congested periods, is 3.5 cents per mile (Parry and Small, 2001). Even congestion costs might be swamped by the societal costs of road accidents occasioned by increased driving, which are responsible for around 40,000 deaths 3 More generally, the resulting welfare cost per gallon of fuel reduction (ignoring externalities) equals the gasoline tax rate times the marginal social value of fuel tax revenue. If the social value of a dollar of tax revenue is assumed to be a dollar, the welfare loss is simply the tax rate. In practice, revenues finance highway maintenance and expansion; in this more general case, the welfare loss is higher (or lower) than the tax rate if the marginal social value of highway spending is greater (or less) than a dollar. Policy Watch: The Economics of Fuel Economy Standards 211 each year; other costs include nonfatal injuries, property damage and traffic holdups. Miller (1993) pegged aggregate accident costs in 1988 at more than $300 billion. However, we need to be careful in assessing what portion of accident costs is actually external pedestrian injuries, travel delays and a portion of property damage are probably external, but people presumably internalize injury risks to themselves. Whether one person's driving raises the accident risk to other drivers is unclear: the frequency of collisions rises with more road traffic but, if people drive more slowly in heavier traffic, a given accident will be less deadly. Parry and Small (2001) put the average accident externality at 3 cents per mile for the United States. Note that this accident effect is separate from and in addition to the well- publicized controversy about accidents attributable to CAFE's effect on vehicle size, which we take up below. To add up the negative externalities associated with the possible additional driving that might result from tighter fuel economy standards, let's assume a rebound effect of 15 percent and on-road fuel efficiency of 20 miles per gallon. A "back-of-the-envelope" calculation would be that the rebound effect results in added congestion and accident externalities of 19.5 cents for each gallon of mandated fuel economy improvement (= 6.5 X 0.15 X 20), or perhaps 95 percent of the carbon and oil dependency benefits.4

CAFÉ Now/Bad
CAFÉ coming now – increases costs and doesn’t transition

Murdock 6/27/12 

(Deroy Murdock is a nationally syndicated columnist with the Scripps Howard News Service and a media fellow with the Hoover Institution on War, Revolution and Peace at Stanford University. “EPA s new CAFE mileage standards kill,” Western Front America pg lexis//um-ef)
 They will prevent many families from buying cars and leave more grieving for lost loved ones. Washington taxes and regulations keep yanking money from Americans wallets. Now EPA is preparing to make prices for cars and light trucks rise beyond the reach of low-income drivers. That s bad enough. But from there, things grow deadly. At fault is a regulatory regime known as Corporate Average Fuel Economy, and commonly called CAFÉ standards. Congress mandated these mileage rules in 1975, during a seemingly decade-long energy crisis. Washington has periodically hiked CAFÉ standards in an ongoing effort to boost automobile efficiency. Lacking magic wands, car manufacturers spend money to obey these laws. And then surprise! up go sticker prices. Now EPA is using its self-proclaimed authority over carbon dioxide to justify tough new mileage standards, on the ground that they will reduce global warming and thus improve human health and welfare. The National Automobile Dealers Association calculated on April 12 that a Chevrolet Aveo, the most affordable vehicle it studied, would climb from $12,700 to $15,700 by 2025, because of the rules. This $3,000 hike (in 2010 dollars, and without factoring in the costs of carrying a three to five-year loan) would prevent 6.8 million humble drivers from qualifying for loans to finance their purchases. Fuel economy improvements must be affordable, New Mexico Ford dealer Don Chalmers told journalists at the estimate s unveiling. If my customers can t buy what I ve got to sell, there are no savings at the gas pump and there is no environmental benefit. Is this what Environmental Protection Agency chief Lisa Jackson calls environmental justice? Team Obama is fueling these anticipated price hikes by boosting CAFÉ standards from 35.5 miles per gallon in 2016 to 54.5 MPG by 2025. As they have for 37 years, car companies will follow these new rules by making cars thinner and lighter, and made more from plastic and aluminum than from crash-resistant steel. Smaller, slighter vehicles get better mileage. But that hardly matters when a car smacks into a sycamore or cement wall, tumbles down a slope, or slams head-on into another vehicle. That s when even the most eco-conscious drivers would trade lower MPG for protective layers of thick steel. That s real health and welfare. The laws of physics are stubbornly impervious to Obama s green slogans, no matter how abrasively he shouts them. (And note that the President and many Administration officials get chauffeured around in big limousines that are anything but low-mileage.) The Insurance Institute for Highway Safety concluded in 2007 that None of the 15 vehicles with the lowest driver death rates is a small model. In contrast, 11 of the 16 vehicles with the highest death rates are mini or small models.

Solvency: GT > CAFE
Plan solves best—cost and efficiency

CBO 04

(Congressional Budget Office, Fuel Economy Standards Versus a Gasoline Tax, http://www.ftc.gov/bcp/workshops/energymarkets/background/austin.pdf//HH)

A gasoline tax is a good policy to compare with CAFE standards because it is the most direct way to reduce gasoline consumption. By raising the price of gasoline to consumers, a tax raises the cost of driving and encourages consumers to buy more-fuel-efficient vehicles. The federal gasoline tax, which dates from 1932 and is used to support mass transit and highways, is currently 18.4 cents per gallon. The average tax on gasoline, including federal, state, and local taxes, is 41 cents per gallon. By CBO’s estimate, increasing the federal tax on gasoline by 46 cents per gallon would achieve a 10 percent reduction in gasoline consumption in the long run (once all existing vehicles were retired) at lower economic costs overall than either of the CAFE policies considered. The gasoline tax increase would cost the U.S. economy $2.9 billion annually, 19 percent less than the increase in CAFE standards without trading and 3 percent less than the increase in the standards with trading. That $2.9 billion incorporates costs for the inconvenience and expenditures that consumers might incur to reduce their gasoline consumption (including, for example, car-pooling or taking public transportation) as well as a reduction in gasoline producers’ profits as a result of reduced sales. It does not include the tax payments because they would be transfers—from people who paid the tax to people who benefited from the increase in revenue (for example, through increased public expenditures or reductions in other tax payments)—and, as such, would not be costs to society as a whole. (See Table 1.) The advantage of the gasoline tax over CAFE standards would be most apparent in the initial 14 years—that is, before all of the existing vehicles were retired. Although both approaches would produce fuel savings gradually as old passenger vehicles were replaced by more-fuel-efficient ones, the gas tax would provide greater immediate savings by also encouraging vehicle owners (of both new and older vehicles) to drive less. In contrast, higher CAFE standards would give new-vehicle owners an incentive to drive more—because higher fuel economy would decrease their gasoline cost per mile—and would not alter the driving incentives for owners of existing vehicles at all. 

CAFE regulations result in higher fuel consumption—only a gas tax solves

Appleby 09

(Andrew, Graduate Tax Scholar in the LL.M. in Taxation program at Georgetown University Law Center for the 2009-2010 academic year. Prior to focusing on tax law, he was an associate in the Energy Infrastructure, Climate, & Technology Group of a leading law firm; J.D. 2008, Wake Forest University School of Law; M.B.A. 2004, University of Massachusetts-Amherst; B.S. 2003, Florida State University.  Transportation Energy Policy In National And Global Perspective: A New Beginning?: Pay At The Pump: How $ 11 Per Gallon Gasoline Can Solve The United States' Most Pressing Challenges, Cumberland Law Review #40//HH)

The most politically palatable method to reconcile our nation's two contradictory energy policies is to mandate increased fuel efficiency standards. The government currently mandates such standards under the Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) program, which the Obama administration recently made stricter. n111 Unfortunately, increased fuel efficiency standards are [*21] counterproductive. n112 Increased fuel efficiency standards often result in higher oil consumption because drivers have incentive to increase VMTs since the cost per mile is less in a more fuel-efficient vehicle. The most effective and efficient method to reduce oil consumption is a significant tax on oil consumption itself. This market-based approach has many benefits over a command-and-control regulatory mechanism. n113 If a consumer wants to drive a gas-guzzling SUV, they are welcome to do so, as long as they are willing to pay the price. Unlike CAFE standards, an increased gasoline tax aligns automakers' and consumers' interests. n114 And an increased gasoline tax simply utilizes existing collection and enforcement mechanisms, avoiding administrative costs

Gas tax solves any benefits to CAFE better—this evidence is comparative

Wilson 11

(Brooks, Instructor of Economics, PHD In Agricultural Economics, “Akerson on Gas Tax and CAFE Standards”, http://drbseconomicblog.blogspot.com/2011/06/akerson-on-gas-tax-and-cafe-standards.html//HH) 

With Friedman’s admonition in mind, I read the following interview of GM’s CEO, Dan Akerson (David Shepardson and Christina Rogers, “GM's Akerson pushing for higher gas taxes,” The Detroit News). Detroit — General Motors Co. CEO Dan Akerson wants the federal gas tax boosted as much as $1 a gallon to nudge consumers toward more fuel-efficient cars…Akerson would like to see it (the federal government) step up to the challenge of setting a higher gas tax, as part of a comprehensive energy policy. A government-imposed tax hike, Akerson believes, will prompt more people to buy small cars and do more good for the environment than forcing automakers to comply with higher gas-mileage (CAFE) standards. If you believe that Americans should consume less oil, Akerson’s statement holds up pretty well. GM does sell an electric car, the Volt that is highly subsidized by the government and the cost of driving the Volt would be much less sensitive to gas prices than a car that is only powered by gas. They also make a number of fuel efficient cars that might do well relative to competitors if the cost of fuel rises due to a $1.00 per gallon tax. Consumers would face a tradeoff. They would substitute new car purchases toward more fuel efficient cars but the increase in gas prices is the same as a decrease in income. The income effect would lower the overall sales of new cars.CAFE standards have several disadvantages relative to increasing the gas tax. They increase the cost of making a vehicle, but lower the marginal cost of driving by increasing fuel efficiency. We will drive more because we will spend less at the pump, but not as much as we would have driven in absence of the increase in the CAFE standards. Increased CAFE standards only result in increased fuel efficiency of new cars that meet higher standards. It does nothing to increase the efficiency of cars we already drive. Furthermore, to the extent that drivers resist buying efficient cars as they have in the past, the higher CAFE standards will result in an older U.S. fleet. Crandall (1992),[1] estimates that the full impact of the higher standards would not be realized for eight years after implementation. Old cars also pollute more than new cars. An increase in the gasoline tax would decrease the impact on automakers and consumers compared with increasing CAFE standards. People would drive less, reducing the demand for new vehicles. Demand would shift from less fuel efficient vehicles to more efficient vehicles. More subtle market signals for increased efficiency would replace heavy handed mandates. All drivers, including those with older vehicles, face incentives to drive less with an increase in the gasoline tax. Gone is the adverse impact of the CAFE standards which incentives people to drive more by reducing the marginal cost of driving. Less driving also lowers pollution and congestion. Crandall concludes that The existing empirical literature suggests that CAFE costs about 7 to 10 times as much as a petroleum tax that would induce comparable reductions in oil consumption, because CAFE fails to equate the marginal costs of reducing fuel consumption across all uses, including usage of older vehicles and nonvehicular consumption. CAFE is an even less efficient mechanism to reduce greenhouse gases. To reduce CO2 emissions, a carbon tax is much more efficient than a petroleum tax, which in turn is decidedly more efficient than CAFE standards. The empirical evidence suggests that CAFE would cost the economy at least 8.5 times as a carbon tax with equivalent effects on carbon emissions. [1] Crandall, Robert W. Journal of Economic Perspectives, "Policy Watch: Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards," Vol. 6, Num. 2, Spring 1992.

Impacts: Auto Industry k Air Power 

Auto Industry Key To Heg – Air Power And Naval Power

Ronis, Director Of Mba Programs At Walsh College, 7/17/2006

[SHEILA R, http://www.uscc.gov/hearings/2006hearings/written_testimonies/06_07_17wrts/ronis_statement.pdf]

The DMSMS database is an example of how badly the industrial base is deteriorating. According to the Government Industry Data Exchange Program (GIDEP), in 2002, “1,523 manufacturers reported 253,832 DMSMS parts.  According to the Air Force DMSMS Guide, “In today’s high-tech Air Force, the ultimate performance of aircraft, missiles, and numerous other weapon systems depends on a multitude of important and often complex components. When one of these components (e.g. a microcircuit) becomes obsolete or unavailable, the impact can extend throughout the weapon system affecting cost and system readiness.” The services are all trying to “lessen or eliminate the risks caused by parts non-availability before the weapon system is adversely affected.”  The commercial manufacturers increasingly lose interest in supporting the military market because it is so small. Many manufacturing companies find that it is not economically feasible to support very small volumes over long periods of time.  All the services have DMSMS issues.  As an example for the DMSMS effort at the Air Force Research Laboratory at Wright-Patterson AFB, “DMSMS impacts every weapon system in the inventory – past, present and future….”  The Air Force has said that DMSMS is driven by many factors but one reason is the extended weapon system’s life in the Air Force inventory. For example, B-52s may be used more than 94 years, C-130s, more than 79 years, C-135s, more than 86 years and the F-15, more than 51 years. None of these planes was designed to fly that long.  So, mission capable systems and readiness are put at risk if DMSMS issues are left unresolved. What is not always understood is the reality that the auto industry affects DMSMS at DoD because the industrial infrastructure that supports the Department of Defense is shared by the auto industry. When a tier supplier to the automobile industry goes under whether it is a machine tool company or in micro-electronics, it reduces DoD’s ability to function and solve its DMSMS problems. When government R&D investment in an industry deteriorates, it is only a matter of time before an industry is in trouble. Manufacturing R&D by the federal government is declining. According to Manufacturing News, “in the mid 1990s, the government was spending $1.5 billion on manufacturing related R&D, including such programs as Technologies Enabling Agile Manufacturing at the Energy Department and $500 million in electronics manufacturing programs at DARPA. Both of those programs have been discontinued.” In May 2001, the U.S. Department of Commerce’s Office of Strategic Industries and Economic Security, in partnership with the Carderock Division of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, completed a three-year national security assessment of the U.S. shipbuilding and repair industry. Some of the findings were disconcerting though related to both DMSMS and the auto industry.  According to the study, employment in the industry has “dropped sharply since the early 1980s, when total private employment was close to 180,000 workers. Survey estimates indicated that employment would decline to about 83,500 in 2000.” In addition, “orders for U.S. warships have declined 60 percent during the 10 years since the end of the Cold War.”  Young people no longer view working in a shipyard as a viable way to make a living. Consequently, according to DOC, “survey responses indicate that labor shortages have reduced profits, impacted construction costs, and delayed project completion for most shipyards.”  According to the study, the basis for U.S. ship-building superiority has been the research and development expertise that currently resides in Navy’s laboratories, acquisition commands, and certain shipbuilders and universities. “Collectively, these organizations have conceived and designed most of the state-of-the-art hull, mechanical, electrical, power projection, air defense and undersea warfare capabilities that are operational today. With reduced research and development budgets, some of that capability now is becoming fragmented.” Many lower tier companies supply to both the auto industry and shipbuilding, but the auto industry is much larger.  This situation in shipbuilding also exists in other industries, such as machine tools, the high performance explosives and explosive components industry, cartridge and propellant actuated device sector and welding and all of these industries share the bottom of the base with the auto industry.  We need to maintain a capability to be globally competitive in product and process innovation – we must regain our manufacturing prowess and leadership. We cannot become a country that manufactures little. We need to reinvigorate the Manufacturing Extension Partnership program at the National Institute of Standards and Technology.  We need to prioritize those technologies that are critical to regaining and then maintaining leadership and competitive advantage in the overall industrial base so China does not become the world’s leader in technologies we need to be a superpower. China is becoming the manufacturing capital of the world. A small example is that Chinese officials have publicly stated they want to become the foundry capital of the world to have a world-wide monopoly on cast parts. The Casting Emissions Reduction Program (CERP) of the U.S. Army is an excellent example of ways that Congress can provide mechanisms for industry and the military to work together to stem the erosion of the industrial base to everyone’s benefit.   We need to increase our investment in R&D to produce the leading edge knowledge, capabilities and patents the country must have to remain an economic and military superpower. This means we must increase funding to the national laboratories not only from Energy, Commerce and Defense but across the board.  We also need to rethink our trade, offset and CFIUS policies to encourage the maintenance of high value-added jobs inside the country and we need to reform those national systems that are keeping our industry uncompetitive including pension and health care, particularly in the auto industry. The bankruptcy of Delphi is only the first of many dominos to fall if we don’t do something dramatic about this situation. CFIUS must be completely rethought. Having General Motors under the control of foreigners is not the answer. Many foreign entities buy U.S. assets not to use them, but to dismantle them. Even Daimler’s takeover of Chrysler removed serious capabilities to Germany, though no one will go on the record with specifics.  The Department of Defense regularly implies that the U.S. industrial base is healthy. DoD does not take into consideration all the systems that compose their piece of the industrial base, nor how their systems interact with others such as autos.  Cooperation between government and industry is essential because there are elements of the U.S. industrial base that are disintegrating, and are putting the national security of the United States at risk. Unless we look at the industrial base as a system, we do not even see the problem or the possible military implications. We also are not even asking whether or not a U.S. “owned” industrial base matters, and we must explore this issue as a nation.  The White House, Congress and the entire spectrum of the agencies and departments of the federal government need to understand these issues. At the moment they do not. Unless something changes, the U.S. may cease to be a superpower. 

And, Flexible rapid reaction of US airpower is crucial to averting and de-escalating WMD conflicts in the Persian Gulf, Koreas, South China Seas and between India and Pakistan

Zalmay Khalizad and Ian Lesser, Senior Analysts at RAND. Sources of Conflict in the 21st Century, 1998, 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. The second key implication derived from the analysis of trends in Asia suggests that air and space power will function as a vital rapid reaction force in a breaking crisis. Current guidance tasks the Air Force to prepare for two major regional conflicts that could break out in the Persian Gulf and on the Korean peninsula. In other areas of Asia, however, such as the Indian subcontinent, the South China Sea, Southeast Asia, and Myanmar, the United States has no treaty obligations requiring it to commit the use of its military forces. But as past experience has shown, American policymakers have regularly displayed the disconcerting habit of discovering strategic interests in parts of the world previously neglected after conflicts have already broken out. Mindful of this trend, it would behoove U.S. Air Force planners to prudently plan for regional contingencies in nontraditional areas of interest, because naval and air power will of necessity be the primary instruments constituting the American response. Such responses would be necessitated by three general classes of contingencies. The first involves the politico-military collapse of a key regional actor, as might occur in the case of North Korea, Myanmar, Indonesia, or Pakistan. The second involves acute politicalmilitary crises that have a potential for rapid escalation, as may occur in the Taiwan Strait, the Spratlys, the Indian subcontinent, or on the Korean peninsula. The third involves cases of prolonged domestic instability that may have either spillover or contagion effects, as in China, Indonesia, Myanmar, or North Korea.

Impacts: Kills the RFS

CAFÉ standards will undermine the RFS – killing biofuels
EnergyWashington Week 6/13/12

(“GM OFFICIAL SAYS EPA MUST ADDRESS CONFLICTS BETWEEN RFS AND CAFÉ,” pg lexis//um-ef)

A senior biofuels expert with General Motors says EPA's new fuel economy and greenhouse gas (GHG) standards could undermine the renewable fuel standard (RFS) by creating a disincentive for biofuel use in vehicles. The GM official says the impacts of new fuel economy standards on the RFS need to be addressed by EPA moving forward. A meeting this month involving automakers, biofuel firms and the oil and gas industry to discuss new corporate average fuel economy (CAFE) and GHG standards for 2017-2025 model vehicles is expected to focus on some of the impacts, says the official. But it unclear how useful the meeting will be, the source adds, with a variety of issues impinging on the RFS -- and with EPA declining to participate in the meeting. The June 18-20 meeting in Washington, DC, will address the impact of EPA's CAFE and Tier III vehicle and fuel standards on the development of next-generation engines. GM, Ford and other major automakers will take part in the meeting, which is being billed as a major stakeholder forum on fuels and vehicles policy. The official says the conflict between the RFS and CAFE comes from the limitations EPA places on flexible fuel vehicles (FFVs) under the proposed GHG vehicle rules. FFVs can use higher blends of ethanol and will be needed to meet the RFS goal of 36 billion gallons by 2022, the official says. Automakers will no longer be allowed to count FFVs toward GHG reductions after 2016, when EPA will begin calculating FFV benefits based on the amount of renewable fuel used, according to the official. The hurdle for FFVs is the refueling infrastructure needed to use higher biofuel blends to meet EPA's GHG standard, says the official. FFVs can run on an 85-percent ethanol blend, but they can also use regular gasoline if the fuel is not available. Yet, because there are so few E85 refueling stations nationwide, the GM officials says, EPA assumes FFVs will be burning primarily gasoline, thus eliminating their GHG benefits. GM and Ford continue to build FFVs across many of their light-duty vehicle product lines, and plan to introduce several million more of the vehicles this year. EPA, however, could reverse that trend if it makes it less advantageous for FFVs to receive credits under the new CAFE-GHG rules. The official says it is also less clear how much more biofuels will be available to meet the growing number of FFVs, and if another 16 billion gallons of cellulosic ethanol and advanced biofuels will be available in line with the RFS to meet the growing number of FFVs on the market. GM and other automakers provided ways to address the FFV concerns in comments submitted to EPA earlier this year by the Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers on the proposed CAFE-GHG rules. But it appears the Obama administration and EPA are more focused on vehicle electrification than resolving the hurdles facing FFVs and the RFS, the official says. The automakers' comments reinforce the need for biofuels to meet the CAFE and GHG standards. The comments also emphasize the need for renewable fuels in order to attain more stringent reductions in gasoline sulfur content, and underscore the automakers' preparations for EPA Tier III fuel standards. "For that reason, emerging new powertrain and related technologies designed to improve fuel efficiency and reduce GHGs, criteria pollutants, and air toxics emissions will likely require that the U.S. market transitions to new and improved fuels as well," according to the comments. "Two key fuel properties of concern to Alliance members for market fuel gasoline and gasoline blends are: (1) the need for continued reductions to minimize sulfur content, and (2) the need to transition to higher octane grades (most likely commensurate with higher ethanol or other bio-based fuel blend content), and related issues about renewable fuel and base gasoline contributions." The ethanol industry, in the lead-up to the June fuel and vehicles forum, has emphasized the automakers' requirements for greater amounts of ethanol to meet the CAFE-GHG standards. Some biofuel proponents have recently touted the need for a transition to higher 30-percent ethanol (E30) fuel blends to meet the CAFE and Tier III standards. The GM source says the automaker is not going that far, saying there is no data on E30 that demonstrates the benefits some in the biofuel industry are espousing. The source says he will wait for the data before backing such a move. The auto-alliance comments say, "Reduced sulfur will also optimize emission control systems and reduce emissions in existing vehicles. Higher octane grades in market fuels would enable optimization of combustion/thermal efficiency, for example in certain high compression or turbocharged engines. Other fuel-related characteristics to assure timely compatibility with advanced technology vehicles may also need to be addressed during the period covered by this rulemaking." "While EPA staff have stressed that these proposed fuel economy and GHG standards are based on analyses that assume no fuel changes, no one can fully predict consumer behavior or exactly what technologies will be successful in the marketplace, and therefore, what fuel change needs might emerge over the full period covered by this rulemaking," read the comments. "In the meantime, it is expected that market fuel sulfur content and possibly other fuel properties will be addressed as part of the pending EPA 'Tier 3' rulemaking. As noted above, market fuel developments need to be part of the planned Mid Term Evaluation incorporated in this rule." EPA plans to issue a Tier III proposal next month.

Impacts: RFS Solves Dep

(_) RFS Biofuels solves energy security and GHG emissions – solves oil dependence

The National Academy of Sciences 11- [The National Academy of the Sciences is a non-profit organization in the United States whose members serve scienceas "advisers to the nation on , engineering, and medicine." "Renewable Fuel Standard: Potential Economic and Environmental Effects of U.S. Biofuel Policy" http://dels.nas.edu/resources/static-assets/materials-based-on-reports/reports-in-brief/Renewable-Fuel-Standard-Final.pdf //NGopaul]

The United States is the world’s biggest consumer of crude oil. High U.S. consumption has contributed to two major problems: low U.S. energy security and high greenhouse-gas emissions. About 52 to 60 percent of oil consumed in the United States from 2005-2009 was imported, and transportation fuels contribute about 30 percent of all carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions in the United States. Biofuels offer an alternative to petroleum-based fuels. Interest in biofuels stems from their potential to improve U.S. energy security because they are produced from renewable domestic sources and from their potential to provide life-cycle greenhouse-gas benefits compared to fossil fuels (see Table 1). The U.S. Congress enacted the Energy Independence and Security Act (EISA) in 2007 (110. P.L. 140) “to move the United States toward greater energy independence and security,” and “to increase the production of clean renewable fuels.” The Renewable Fuel Standard subtitle within EISA mandates that different types of biofuels be consumed each year (Figure 1). This report, produced at the request of the U.S. Congress, provides an independent assessment of the economic and environmental effects associated with achieving the RFS. RFS Cellulosic Fuel Mandate Unlikely to be Met by 2022 The United States is already producing 14 billion gallons of corn-grain ethanol (an amount close to the consumption mandate for conventional biofuels in 2022) and has infrastructure for producing 2.7 billion gallons of biomass-based diesel (an installed capacity that exceeds the consumption mandate for biomass-based diesel in 2022, see Table 1). However, the consumption mandate for cellulosic biofuels will not likely be met. Although the United States can likely produce adequate cellulosic feedstock to be converted into biofuels to meet the 16 billion-gallon-consumption mandate in 2022, there are currently no commercially viable biorefineries to convert such plant matter into fuel. A previous National Academies report, Liquid Transportation Fuels from Coal and Biomass: Technological Status, Costs, and Environmental Impacts, estimated that if robust commercial-scale technology was available by 2015, aggressive deployment of this technology—where capacity build rate would double the build rate for corn-grain ethanol seen in recent years—would be needed to meet the 2022 goal. However, policy uncertainty and high production costs may deter investors from supporting aggressive The Renewable Fuel Standard (RFS), which mandates that 35 billion gallons of ethanol-equivalent biofuels and 1 billion gallons of biomass-based diesel be consumed in the United States by 2022, is not likely to be met. Even if RFS is to be achieved, it may not be effective in addressing global greenhous-gas emissions because the extent of emissions reductions depends to a great degree on how the biofuels are produced and what land-use or land-cover changes occur in the process.

2AC Biofuels Scenario

A. Proposed CAFE standards collapse the Biofuel industry

Bevill 6/29

(Kris, associate editor with Ethanol Producer Magazine, “Proposed CAFE standards could pose deadly threat to biofuels”, http://www.ethanolproducer.com/articles/8910/proposed-cafe-standards-could-pose-deadly-threat-to-biofuels//HH)

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. 

AT: CAFÉ Solves

Squo doesn’t solve- CAFÉ fails

Ferguson. 07.-  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> MRaina
5.  Environment

Government programs and taxes that aim to help the environment are not new. Examples that are specifically meant to combat the environmental problems associated with gasoline usage are the Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) program and the Gas Guzzler Tax. The CAFE program requires all automobile manufacturers selling at least 10,000 vehicles per year in the U.S. to meet or exceed an average level of fuel efficiency on the vehicles produced [Kleit, 2004, 280]. The Gas Guzzler Tax is collected from drivers whose cars get less than 22.5 miles per gallon [U.S. Department of Energy, 2007, table 1]. Many economists believe that an increased federal gasoline tax would be better than the current CAFE system. Andrew Samwick, professor of economics at Dartmouth, cites three problems with the CAFE program.First, CAFE standards only address fuel economy and not miles driven.
The standards increase the supply of high-fuel-economy vehicles but do not discourage driving. A higher gasoline tax would both increase demand for high-fuel-economy vehicles and reduce miles driven. Second, the standards are set at different levels for cars and trucks. Since the CAFE program is enforced on a manufacturer’s entire fleet produced, a manufacturer who exceeds the mileage standard on cars can produce below-standard trucks without penalty. Finally, Samwick argues that the CAFE system is becoming too complex and manufacturers are finding loopholes [Samwick, 2005, para. 3-5]. 

The increased gasoline tax would be a simple and cost-effective policy that no driver or auto manufacturer could avoid. Andrew Kleit of Penn State studied the effect of a 3-miles-per-gallon increase in CAFE standards. His cost-benefit analysis showed that the increase in standards would cost about 12 times as much as the cost of a gasoline tax increase that would save an equivalent amount of gasoline [Kleit, 2004, 293]. According to Mankiw, the CAFE standards encourage people to drive more and are partly responsible for the recent growth in SUV production [Mankiw, 2006b, A12.]
*****Add-ons*****

2AC Warming Real/Anthro/High-Risk

And, warming is real, human-induced and risks collapse of biodiversity the economy – transition in the transportation sector is critical 

Abelkop 2k9

(Adam, J.D. Candidate, University of Iowa College of Law, 2010; B.A., Wake Forest University, “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//um-ef)

Climate change is human-induced, caused by emissions of greenhouse gases (GHGs), primarily carbon dioxide (CO(2)). n14 Although the burning of coal is the largest fossil fuel source of GHG emissions, n15 oil burned primarily through the transportation sector also contributes materially to climate change. The Energy Information Administration indicates that among end-use sectors, the transport sector is responsible for roughly one-third of all carbon dioxide emissions and "has led all U.S. end-use sectors in emissions of carbon dioxide since 1999." n16 Energy experts, therefore, reason that "the increasing levels of emissions from transport suggest that stronger mitigation efforts may be necessary for this sector." n17 Because of its potentially dire consequences, climate change must be taken seriously. n18 Projections as to the extent of warming and its consequences vary in degree and reliability. n19 A consensus of scientific authorities, however, indicates that positive [*397] feedbacks n20 and climatic oscillation as a result of atmospheric warming may be sudden and severe, n21 triggering a number of undesirable events such as acute biodiversity loss, n22 sea-level rise, n23 enhanced droughts and floods, n24 disruption of the Atlantic Current, n25 the spread of insect-borne and other diseases, n26 and international conflicts over adversely affected agricultural, land, and water resources. n27 Taken together, these factors could ultimately culminate in the extinction of an alarming number of species and stress the global economy to its breaking point. n28 Many of these projections may seem unduly alarmist; however, uncertainty as to the extent of the consequences of global climate change is a reason to err on the side of caution. n29

2AC Warming Add-on (GT)

A. Gas Tax Solves CO2 – Eliminates Warming 
Mankiw 06

(Gregory, Professor of Economics at Harvard, “Raise the Gas Tax”, http://gregmankiw.blogspot.com/2006/10/pigou-club-manifesto.html//HH)

With the midterm election around the corner, here's a wacky idea you won't often hear from our elected leaders: We should raise the tax on gasoline. Not quickly, but substantially. I would like to see Congress increase the gas tax by $1 per gallon, phased in gradually by 10 cents per year over the next decade. Campaign consultants aren't fond of this kind of proposal, but policy wonks keep pushing for it. Here's why: The environment. The burning of gasoline emits several pollutants. These include carbon dioxide, a cause of global warming. Higher gasoline taxes, perhaps as part of a broader carbon tax, would be the most direct and least invasive policy to address environmental concerns. Road congestion. Every time I am stuck in traffic, I wish my fellow motorists would drive less, perhaps by living closer to where they work or by taking public transport. A higher gas tax would give all of us the incentive to do just that, reducing congestion on streets and highways. Regulatory relief. Congress has tried to reduce energy dependence with corporate average fuel economy standards. These CAFE rules are heavy-handed government regulations replete with unintended consequences: They are partly responsible for the growth of SUVs, because light trucks have laxer standards than cars. In addition, by making the car fleet more fuel-efficient, the regulations encourage people to drive more, offsetting some of the conservation benefits and exacerbating road congestion. A higher gas tax would accomplish everything CAFE standards do, but without the adverse side effects. 

B. causes extinction

New York End Times 6 
(The New York End Times is a non-partisan, non-religious, non-ideological, free news filter. We monitor world trends and events as they pertain to two vital threats - war and extinction. We use a proprietary methodology to quantify movements between the extremes of war and peace, harmony and extinction. http://newyorkendtimes.com/extinctionscale.asp)

We rate Global Climate Change as a greater threat for human extinction in this century. Most scientists forecast disruptions and dislocations, if current trends persist. The extinction danger is more likely if we alter an environmental process that causes harmful effects and leads to conditions that make the planet uninhabitable to humans. Considering that there is so much that is unknown about global systems, we consider climate change to be the greatest danger to human extinction. However, there is no evidence of imminent danger. Nuclear war at some point in this century might happen. It is unlikely to cause human extinction though. While several countries have nuclear weapons, there are few with the firepower to annihilate the world. For those nations it would be suicidal to exercise that option. The pattern is that the more destructive technology a nation has, the more it tends towards rational behavior. Sophisticated precision weapons then become better tactical options. The bigger danger comes from nuclear weapons in the hands of terrorists with the help of a rogue state, such as North Korea. The size of such an explosion would not be sufficient to threaten humanity as a whole. Instead it could trigger a major war or even world war. Under this scenario human extinction would only be possible if other threats were present, such as disease and climate change. We monitor war separately. However we also need to incorporate the dangers here . 

2AC Warming Add-on (Congestion)

A. Congestion exacerbates warming

Iaione 10

(Christian, The Tragedy Of Urban Roads: Saving Cities From Choking, Calling On Citizens To Combat Climate Change, 37 Fordham Urb. L.J. 889. Lexis//HH)

Urban congestion is primarily an environmental problem. Automobiles are currently responsible for 75% of hydrocarbon emissions, 45% of nitrogen oxide emissions, and 34% of the volatile organic compound emissions in the United States. n20 In addition, automobiles contribute substantially to the amount of carbon monoxide emissions. n21 Indeed, vehicle emissions are [*895] 250% higher under congestion conditions than under conditions of freely flowing traffic. n22 Automobiles also damage the global climate. Motor fossil fuels are major contributors of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gas emissions. "Congestion caused an extra thirty million tons of carbon dioxide to be released into the air in the United States in a recent year." n23 Vehicle use is also responsible for a significant amount of water pollution, as pollutants originating as air emissions often find their way into surface waters. Paving land for roads and parking in urban areas (amounting to about 40% in many cities) increases the amount of impermeable surface which results in increased runoff. n24 The environmental negative externalities caused by carbon emissions have been quantified and apparently impose on society a cost of about $ 20 billion a year. n25 Congestion is, however, a cross-cutting issue that has more than just environmental pitfalls. It is a phenomenon that also has energy, n26 economic, n27 safety, n28 and public health n29 implications. As to the economic loss caused by road congestion, a Texas Transportation Institute study discovered that wasted fuel and lost productivity due to congestion cost $ 78 billion [*896] a year. n30 But the "too much driving" lifestyle presents even worse figures when it comes to car accident ratios. In 2006, two economists demonstrated that accidents impose an unpaid cost of roughly $ 220 billion a year. n31 In sum, 200 million U.S. licensed drivers who drive three trillion miles each year produce about $ 300 billion in externality costs. According to Dubner and Levitt, drivers should probably bear "at least an extra ten cents per mile if we want them to pay the full societal cost of their driving." n32 Before turning to the possible solutions to achieve the goal of internalization of road transport externalities, one should question why Americans drive too much. In the United States, this is a problem that originates in idiosyncratic cultural, land use, and political patterns.

B. Global warming will cause extinction -- scientific consensus that it’s real and anthropogenic.
Morgan 2k9
[Dennis Ray, Professor of Current Affairs @ Hankuk University of Foreign Studies, South Korea, “World on fire: two scenarios of the destruction of human civilization and possible extinction of the human race”, Futures, Volume 41, Issue 10, December 2009, Pages 683-693, ScienceDirect]
As horrifying as the scenario of human extinction by sudden, fast-burning nuclear fire may seem, the one consolation is that this future can be avoided within a relatively short period of time if responsible world leaders change Cold War thinking to move away from aggressive wars over natural resources and towards the eventual dismantlement of most if not all nuclear weapons. On the other hand, another scenario of human extinction by fire is one that may not so easily be reversed within a short period of time because it is not a fast-burning fire; rather, a slow burning fire is gradually heating up the planet as industrial civilization progresses and develops globally. This gradual process and course is long-lasting; thus it cannot easily be changed, even if responsible world leaders change their thinking about ‘‘progress’’ and industrial development based on the burning of fossil fuels. The way that global warming will impact humanity in the future has often been depicted through the analogy of the proverbial frog in a pot of water who does not realize that the temperature of the water is gradually rising. Instead of trying to escape, the frog tries to adjust to the gradual temperature change; finally, the heat of the water sneaks up on it until it is debilitated. Though it finally realizes its predicament and attempts to escape, it is too late; its feeble attempt is to no avail— and the frog dies. Whether this fable can actually be applied to frogs in heated water or not is irrelevant; it still serves as a comparable scenario of how the slow burning fire of global warming may eventually lead to a runaway condition and take humanity by surprise. Unfortunately, by the time the politicians finally all agree with the scientific consensus that global warming is indeed human caused, its development could be too advanced to arrest; the poor frog has become too weak and enfeebled to get himself out of hot water. The Intergovernmental Panel of Climate Change (IPCC) was established in 1988 by the WorldMeteorological Organization (WMO) and the United Nations Environmental Programme to ‘‘assess on a comprehensive, objective, open and transparent basis the scientific, technical and socio-economic information relevant to understanding the scientific basis of risk of humaninduced climate change, its potential impacts and options for adaptation and mitigation.’’[16]. Since then, it has given assessments and reports every six or seven years. Thus far, it has given four assessments.13 With all prior assessments came attacks fromsome parts of the scientific community, especially by industry scientists, to attempt to prove that the theory had no basis in planetary history and present-day reality; nevertheless, as more andmore research continually provided concrete and empirical evidence to confirm the global warming hypothesis, that it is indeed human-caused, mostly due to the burning of fossil fuels, the scientific consensus grew stronger that human induced global warming is verifiable. As a matter of fact, according to Bill McKibben [17], 12 years of ‘‘impressive scientific research’’ strongly confirms the 1995 report ‘‘that humans had grown so large in numbers and especially in appetite for energy that they were now damaging the most basic of the earth’s systems—the balance between incoming and outgoing solar energy’’; ‘‘. . . their findings have essentially been complementary to the 1995 report – a constant strengthening of the simple basic truth that humans were burning too much fossil fuel.’’ [17]. Indeed, 12 years later, the 2007 report not only confirms global warming, with a stronger scientific consensus that the slow burn is ‘‘very likely’’ human caused, but it also finds that the ‘‘amount of carbon in the atmosphere is now increasing at a faster rate even than before’’ and the temperature increases would be ‘‘considerably higher than they have been so far were it not for the blanket of soot and other pollution that is temporarily helping to cool the planet.’’ [17]. Furthermore, almost ‘‘everything frozen on earth is melting. Heavy rainfalls are becoming more common since the air is warmer and therefore holds more water than cold air, and ‘cold days, cold nights and frost have become less frequent, while hot days, hot nights, and heat waves have become more frequent.’’ [17]. Unless drastic action is taken soon, the average global temperature is predicted to rise about 5 degrees this century, but it could rise as much as 8 degrees. As has already been evidenced in recent years, the rise in global temperature is melting the Arctic sheets. This runaway polar melting will inflict great damage upon coastal areas, which could be much greater than what has been previously forecasted. However, what is missing in the IPCC report, as dire as it may seem, is sufficient emphasis on the less likely but still plausible worst case scenarios, which could prove to have the most devastating, catastrophic consequences for the long-term future of human civilization. In other words, the IPCC report places too much emphasis on a linear progression that does not take sufficient account of the dynamics of systems theory, which leads to a fundamentally different premise regarding the relationship between industrial civilization and nature. As a matter of fact, as early as the 1950s, Hannah Arendt [18] observed this radical shift of emphasis in the human-nature relationship, which starkly contrasts with previous times because the very distinction between nature and man as ‘‘Homo faber’’ has become blurred, as man no longer merely takes from nature what is needed for fabrication; instead, he now acts into nature to augment and transform natural processes, which are then directed into the evolution of human civilization itself such that we become a part of the very processes that we make. The more human civilization becomes an integral part of this dynamic system, the more difficult it becomes to extricate ourselves from it. As Arendt pointed out, this dynamism is dangerous because of its unpredictability. Acting into nature to transform natural processes brings about an . . . endless new change of happenings whose eventual outcome the actor is entirely incapable of knowing or controlling beforehand. The moment we started natural processes of our own - and the splitting of the atom is precisely such a man-made natural process -we not only increased our power over nature, or became more aggressive in our dealings with the given forces of the earth, but for the first time have taken nature into the human world as such and obliterated the defensive boundaries between natural elements and the human artifice by which all previous civilizations were hedged in’’ [18]. So, in as much as we act into nature, we carry our own unpredictability into our world; thus, Nature can no longer be thought of as having absolute or iron-clad laws. We no longer know what the laws of nature are because the unpredictability of Nature increases in proportion to the degree by which industrial civilization injects its own processes into it; through selfcreated, dynamic, transformative processes, we carry human unpredictability into the future with a precarious recklessness that may indeed end in human catastrophe or extinction, for elemental forces that we have yet to understand may be unleashed upon us by the very environment that we experiment with. Nature may yet have her revenge and the last word, as the Earth and its delicate ecosystems, environment, and atmosphere reach a tipping point, which could turn out to be a point of no return. This is exactly the conclusion reached by the scientist, inventor, and author, James Lovelock. The creator of the wellknown yet controversial Gaia Theory, Lovelock has recently written that it may be already too late for humanity to change course since climate centers around the world, . . . which are the equivalent of the pathology lab of a hospital, have reported the Earth’s physical condition, and the climate specialists see it as seriously ill, and soon to pass into a morbid fever that may last as long as 100,000 years. I have to tell you, as members of the Earth’s family and an intimate part of it, that you and especially civilisation are in grave danger. It was ill luck that we started polluting at a time when the sun is too hot for comfort. We have given Gaia a fever and soon her condition will worsen to a state like a coma. She has been there before and recovered, but it took more than 100,000 years. We are responsible and will suffer the consequences: as the century progresses, the temperature will rise 8 degrees centigrade in temperate regions and 5 degrees in the tropics. Much of the tropical land mass will become scrub and desert, and will no longer serve for regulation; this adds to the 40 per cent of the Earth’s surface we have depleted to feed ourselves. . . . Curiously, aerosol pollution of the northern hemisphere reduces global warming by reflecting sunlight back to space. This ‘global dimming’ is transient and could disappear in a few days like the smoke that it is, leaving us fully exposed to the heat of the global greenhouse. We are in a fool’s climate, accidentally kept cool by smoke, and before this century is over billions of us will die and the few breeding pairs of people that survive will be in the Arctic where the climate remains tolerable. [19] Moreover, Lovelock states that the task of trying to correct our course is hopelessly impossible, for we are not in charge. It is foolish and arrogant to think that we can regulate the atmosphere, oceans and land surface in order to maintain the conditions right for life. It is as impossible as trying to regulate your own temperature and the composition of your blood, for those with ‘‘failing kidneys know the never-ending daily difficulty of adjusting water, salt and protein intake. The technological fix of dialysis helps, but is no replacement for living healthy kidneys’’ [19]. Lovelock concludes his analysis on the fate of human civilization and Gaia by saying that we will do ‘‘our best to survive, but sadly I cannot see the United States or the emerging economies of China and India cutting back in time, and they are the main source of emissions. The worst will happen and survivors will have to adapt to a hell of a climate’’ [19]. Lovelock’s forecast for climate change is based on a systems dynamics analysis of the interaction between humancreated processes and natural processes. It is a multidimensional model that appropriately reflects the dynamism of industrial civilization responsible for climate change. For one thing, it takes into account positive feedback loops that lead to ‘‘runaway’’ conditions. This mode of analysis is consistent  with recent research on how ecosystems suddenly disappear. A 2001 article in Nature, based on a scientific study by an international consortium, reported that changes in ecosystems are not just gradual but are often sudden and catastrophic [20]. Thus, a scientific consensus is emerging (after repeated studies of ecological change) that ‘‘stressed ecosystems, given the right nudge, are capable of slipping rapidly from a seemingly steady state to something entirely different,’’ according to Stephen Carpenter, a limnologist at the University of Wisconsin-Madison (who is also a co-author of the report). Carpenter continues, ‘‘We realize that there is a common pattern we’re seeing in ecosystems around the world, . . . Gradual changes in vulnerability accumulate and eventually you get a shock to the system - a flood or a drought - and, boom, you’re over into another regime. It becomes a self-sustaining collapse.’’ [20]. If ecosystems are in fact mini-models of the system of the Earth, as Lovelock maintains, then we can expect the same kind of behavior. As Jonathon Foley, a UW-Madison climatologist and another co-author of the Nature report, puts it, ‘‘Nature isn’t linear. Sometimes you can push on a system and push on a system and, finally, you have the straw that breaks the camel’s back.’’ Also, once the ‘‘flip’’ occurs, as Foley maintains, then the catastrophic change is ‘‘irreversible.’’ [20]. When we expand this analysis of ecosystems to the Earth itself, it’s frightening. What could be the final push on a stressed system that could ‘‘break the camel’s back?’’ Recently, another factor has been discovered in some areas of the arctic regions, which will surely compound the problem of global ‘‘heating’’ (as Lovelock calls it) in unpredictable and perhaps catastrophic ways. This disturbing development, also reported in Nature, concerns the permafrost that has locked up who knows how many tons of the greenhouse gasses, methane and carbon dioxide. Scientists are particularly worried about permafrost because, as it thaws, it releases these gases into the atmosphere, thus, contributing and accelerating global heating. It is a vicious positive feedback loop that compounds the prognosis of global warming in ways that could very well prove to be the tipping point of no return. Seth Borenstein of the Associated Press describes this disturbing positive feedback loop of permafrost greenhouse gasses, as when warming ‘‘. already under way thaws permafrost, soil that has been continuously frozen for thousands of years. Thawed permafrost releases methane and carbon dioxide. Those gases reach the atmosphere and help trap heat on Earth in the greenhouse effect. The trapped heat thaws more permafrost and so on.’’ [21]. The significance and severity of this problem cannot be understated since scientists have discovered that ‘‘the amount of carbon trapped in this type of permafrost called ‘‘yedoma’’ is much more prevalent than originally thought and may be 100 times [my emphasis] the amount of carbon released into the air each year by the burning of fossil fuels’’ [21]. Of course, it won’t come out all at once, at least by time as we commonly reckon it, but in terms of geological time, the ‘‘several decades’’ that scientists say it will probably take to come out can just as well be considered ‘‘all at once.’’ Surely, within the next 100 years, much of the world we live in will be quite hot and may be unlivable, as Lovelock has predicted. Professor Ted Schuur, a professor of ecosystem ecology at the University of Florida and co-author of the study that appeared in Science, describes it as a ‘‘slow motion time bomb.’’ [21]. Permafrost under lakes will be released as methane while that which is under dry ground will be released as carbon dioxide. Scientists aren’t sure which is worse. Whereas methane is a much more powerful agent to trap heat, it only lasts for about 10 years before it dissipates into carbon dioxide or other chemicals. The less powerful heat-trapping agent, carbon dioxide, lasts for 100 years [21]. Both of the greenhouse gasses present in permafrost represent a global dilemma and challenge that compounds the effects of global warming and runaway climate change. The scary thing about it, as one researcher put it, is that there are ‘‘lots of mechanisms that tend to be self-perpetuating and relatively few that tend to shut it off’’ [21].14 In an accompanying AP article, Katey Walters of the University of Alaska at Fairbanks describes the effects as ‘‘huge’’ and, unless we have a ‘‘major cooling,’’ - unstoppable [22]. Also, there’s so much more that has not even been discovered yet, she writes: ‘‘It’s coming out a lot and there’s a lot more to come out.’’ [22]. 4. Is it the end of human civilization and possible extinction of humankind? What Jonathon Schell wrote concerning death by the fire of nuclear holocaust also applies to the slow burning death of global warming: Once we learn that a [holocaust] might lead to extinction, we have no right to gamble, because if we lose, the game will be over, and neither we nor anyone else will ever get another chance. Therefore, although, scientifically speaking, there is all the difference in the world between the mere possibility that a holocaust will bring about extinction and the certainty of it, morally they are the same, and we have no choice but to address the issue of nuclear weapons as though we knew for a certainty that their use would put an end to our species [23].15 When we consider that beyond the horror of nuclear war, another horror is set into motion to interact with the subsequent nuclear winter to produce a poisonous and super heated planet, the chances of human survival seem even smaller. Who knows, even if some small remnant does manage to survive, what the poisonous environmental conditions would have on human evolution in the future. A remnant of mutated, sub-human creatures might survive such harsh conditions, but for all purposes, human civilization has been destroyed, and the question concerning human extinction becomes moot. Thus, we have no other choice but to consider the finality of it all, as Schell does: ‘‘Death lies at the core of each person’s private existence, but part of death’s meaning is to be found in the fact that it occurs in a biological and social world that survives.’’ [23].16 But what if the world itself were to perish, Schell asks. Would not it bring about a sort of ‘‘second death’’ – the death of the species – a possibility that the vast majority of the human race is in denial about? Talbot writes in the review of Schell’s book that it is not only the ‘‘death of the species, not just of the earth’s population on doomsday, but of countless unborn generations. They would be spared literal death but would nonetheless be victims . . .’’ [23]. That is the ‘‘second death’’ of humanity – the horrifying, unthinkable prospect that there are no prospects – that there will be no future. In the second chapter of Schell’s book, he writes that since we have not made a positive decision to exterminate ourselves but instead have ‘‘chosen to live on the edge of extinction, periodically lunging toward the abyss only to draw back at the last second, our situation is one of uncertainty and nervous insecurity rather than of absolute hopelessness.’’ [23].17 In other words, the fate of the Earth and its inhabitants has not yet been determined. Yet time is not on our side. Will we relinquish the fire and our use of it to dominate the Earth and each other, or will we continue to gamble with our future at this game of Russian roulette while time increasingly stacks the cards against our chances of survival?

2AC Warming Add-on (Oil Dep)

A. Oil Dependence guts investment – ensures warming

Abelkop 2k9

(Adam, J.D. Candidate, University of Iowa College of Law, 2010; B.A., Wake Forest University, “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//um-ef)

Although consumers may welcome the current decline in oil and gasoline prices, uncertainty in the petroleum market discourages energy investments in the transportation sector, the electrical grid, and even in the renewable energy industry. n3 Investors rely upon long-term predictability to make decisions, but this confidence is undermined by price volatility. Underinvestment in these sectors is a significant barrier to a comprehensive solution to global climate change and the United States' over-reliance on petroleum. n4 Efficiency improvements realized by an improved electrical grid and the development of renewable energy technologies serve the dual purposes of diminishing the undesirable consequences of climate change and the United States' dependence on oil. n5 Nobel Prize winner and former vice president Al Gore fervently insists that "the United States should undertake a massive strategic effort to solve the climate crisis and the fossil fuel dependency crisis simultaneously" because they are "inextricably linked." n6 The causes and effects of climate change and dependence on oil are so diverse that no single course of action can possibly offer a sufficient solution. n7 Indeed, "we will need to attack the  [*395]  problem from both ends: by reducing demand and by increasing supply (from renewables) simultaneously." n8
B. causes extinction

New York End Times 2k6 
(The New York End Times is a non-partisan, non-religious, non-ideological, free news filter. We monitor world trends and events as they pertain to two vital threats - war and extinction. We use a proprietary methodology to quantify movements between the extremes of war and peace, harmony and extinction. http://newyorkendtimes.com/extinctionscale.asp)

We rate Global Climate Change as a greater threat for human extinction in this century. Most scientists forecast disruptions and dislocations, if current trends persist. The extinction danger is more likely if we alter an environmental process that causes harmful effects and leads to conditions that make the planet uninhabitable to humans. Considering that there is so much that is unknown about global systems, we consider climate change to be the greatest danger to human extinction. However, there is no evidence of imminent danger. Nuclear war at some point in this century might happen. It is unlikely to cause human extinction though. While several countries have nuclear weapons, there are few with the firepower to annihilate the world. For those nations it would be suicidal to exercise that option. The pattern is that the more destructive technology a nation has, the more it tends towards rational behavior. Sophisticated precision weapons then become better tactical options. The bigger danger comes from nuclear weapons in the hands of terrorists with the help of a rogue state, such as North Korea. The size of such an explosion would not be sufficient to threaten humanity as a whole. Instead it could trigger a major war or even world war. Under this scenario human extinction would only be possible if other threats were present, such as disease and climate change. We monitor war separately. However we also need to incorporate the dangers here . 

2AC Auto Industry Addon
A. Foreign oil dependence cripples the automobile industry—they can’t predict shocks

Turgeon 10

(Evan, 2010 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, #145//HH)

Economic externalities produced by the government's current energy policies are significant. While American transportation consumes a great deal of petroleum products, especially gasoline, the United States' domestic petroleum resources are limited. As a consequence, American consumers and industry are vulnerable to price shocks in the international oil markets. n24 OPEC controls 41% of the world's petroleum reserves, providing member countries significant control over oil production and prices. n25 And as is true of any commodity, oil prices are inherently volatile. n26 "The price of crude oil fluctuates based on a wide variety of international and political events, seasonal demand, and other factors, with the [*151] price of crude [oil] determined in the global market." n27 This renders the gasoline market "vulnerable to hurricanes, accidents, crude supply interruptions, terrorists, and dictators." n28 This volatility interacts with consumer behavior in an interesting way. Although consumer demand for gasoline is relatively price inelastic n29 in the short term, n30 fluctuations in gasoline prices do affect individuals' long-term outlook, influencing consumer demand for vehicles, for example. In response to sharp increases in world oil prices during the 1970s n31 and since 2006, consumers seek more fuel-efficient vehicles, and these preferences correspondingly recede as gas prices drop. n32 However, because vehicle design and production lag behind demand, such drastic short-term shifts in consumer demand cripple the automobile industry. Publicly-traded automakers operate on short timelines. Even if they could accurately predict future consumer demand, automakers report earnings to shareholders on a quarterly basis, face constant operating costs, and must make regular payments on outstanding debt. Automakers therefore must respond to consumer demand tied to volatile gasoline prices, which is easier said than done. All too often, automakers fail to anticipate future demand accurately, causing fuel-efficient vehicles to hit the market just in time for falling oil prices to destroy the demand for them. n33 Indeed, as gas prices plunged in November 2008, "the Toyota [*152] Sequoia and Honda Pilot SUVs posted big gains while sales of most other cars plunged." n34

B. The auto industry is key to overall manufacturing and economic growth

Szczensny 09

(Joseph, “Auto Industry Key to Future Economic Growth”, http://www.thedetroitbureau.com/2009/06/auto-industry-key-to-future-economic-growth/, Jun 4, 2009//HH)

The domestic automobile industry is an important element in innovation engine that is critical to prosperity in the U.S., suggests a new study from a Washington think tank. America’s future depends on its ability to translate new ideas into investment, jobs, and long-term productivity growth, said Kent Hughes, director of the Science, Technology, America, and the Global Economy program at the Woodrow Wilson Center in Washington D.C., and one of the authors of the new study. “In the debate over handling the bankruptcies of Chrysler and General Motors,” he said, “the impact on innovation and the U.S. industrial base has been largely ignored. “The auto sector – including its parts suppliers, engineers, and related services – is a key part of our innovation system that encompasses much more than the goal of producing new, fuel-efficient cars,” Hughes said. “We need an even stronger industrial base so that we can pay our way in the world, instead of borrowing hundreds of billions of dollars from China, Japan, Germany, and many oil-rich states. It is hard to envision America having the capacity to produce hundreds of billions of dollars of manufactured goods in the future without a strong, innovative automotive sector,” he said. In fact, visitors to the Telematics 2009 conference in Novi., Mi., this week, said automakers are pushing for new futures that could help spark sales. “By 2016, the majority of consumers will consider in-vehicle connectivity and the ability of driver/passenger-centric, contextual information as important as traditional automobile features such as high safety and fuel efficiency standards,” says Thilo Koslowski vice president and automotive practice leader at the consulting firm of Gartner Inc. of Stamford, Conn. “The continued rise of connected consumer devices, such as smartphones and mobile Internet devices, will increase consumer expectations for always-on data availability throughout their work and home, and when being mobile – including when driving,” Kosowski said. GM vice chairman Robert Lutz made the same point last week when he said there seems to be a growing realization in Washington D.C., or at least on the part of the Obama administration, that if the U.S. wanted to remain a factor in world affairs, it needed to be able to back up its words with economic might. “It took 30 years for somebody to finally figure it out,” said Lutz, adding, “They want to revitalize the American automobile industry. There finally is a realization that our country cannot remain economically strong and militarily strong and have a global impact if it’s not backed up by wealth-producing industries. Hughes said the role of the government has become more complex. It must act as lender, owner, regulator, and strategist, working toward energy efficiency and energy security, he said. The auto industry’s challenges, however, also come from the market, he added. “Demand for autos is down and the U.S.-based auto sector has to contend with highly competitive exchange rates in China and other parts of East Asia as well as overseas incentives to lure production offshore,” Hughes said. “Going forward,” Hughes warned, “we need national policies that support the auto and other industrial sectors coupled with national investments in advanced manufacturing. We neglect the industrial base at our peril.”

2AC Ethanol Add-on
A. Gas Tax is key to ethanol sales production and distribution 
Rask 04 [Kevin is an Associate Professor in the Department of Economics at Colgate University.  Journal of Transport Economics and Policy, Volume 38, Part 1, January 2004, pp. 30-31. http://docserver.ingentaconnect.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/deliver/connect/lse/00225258/v38n1/s2.pdf?expires=1341170064&id=69514342&titleid=1311&accname=University+of+Michigan+At+Ann+Arbor&checksum=73ED982EF10A5A0D291A15DC02A744F0
The US Highway Trust Fund (HTF) was established in 1956 in order to expand and maintain the national system of highways. The trust fund is financed primarily through the use of federal excise taxes on motor fuel. The allocations from the fund back to the individual States are calculated from formulae determined most recently by the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21). TEA-21 was authorised in 1998, and it was largely based on the structure of previous authorising acts so we can expect the dynamics that previously governed the trust fund to continue. In the early 1980s, independent of TEA-21 (and its predecessors) the federal government began to promote the use of ethanol as a substitute for gasoline. By promoting ethanol markets through the relief of motor fuel taxes, the federal government introduced a link between these two disparate programmes. In this paper the extent to which the ethanol promotion subsidies have had unintended consequences on the trust fund appropriations is analysed. Using a state-level panel of data, the consequence of ethanol policy on individual state highway . nances is estimated. It provides a case study on the welfare impacts of an environmental promotion programme on an unrelated federal trust fund. The HTF allocates funds to individual States based upon complex formulae that have changed periodically over the sample period under study. Although most comparisons are made between a State’s total contributions and total apportionment from the fund, during the sample period there were actually 12 different funding programmes (covering areas such as interstate maintenance, bridge replacement and rehabilitation, and highway safety funds). In spite of the different programmes, a main objective of the operation of the overall fund is to ensure that each State receives approximately as much back as they contribute in excise taxes. However, rarely do States ever receive exactly what they contribute, and often the ratio of the two is signi. cantly different from unity. The characteristics of the different layers of formulae and guaranteed minimum pass-backs open the possibility for signi. cant redistr ibutions of apportionment when contributions to the fund change. An important consequence of this structure is that changes in the apportionment from the fund can happen independently of changes in state-level highway maintenance needs. Independent of the operation of HTF, the federal government began to promote ethanol use as a gasoline substitute in response to the oil crises of the late 1970s and early 1980s. Ethanol has long been used around the world as a fuel additive, both for environmental reasons and as a fossil fuel Journal of Transport Economics and Policy Volume 38, Part 1 30 import substitute. Most ethanol in the US is distilled from corn, but it can be made from any biomass (Brazil has the worlds largest ethanol industry and it uses sugarcane as the primary feedstock). Ethanol is usually blended with gasoline in a 10 ethanol to 90 gasoline mix known as gasohol, and since 1992 the federal government has mandated the use of oxygenated gasoline (ethanol blends included) in cities in the US with the worst air pollution problems. Exempting a portion of the federal motor fuel excise tax was the initial instrument chosen to promote ethanol sales. In the early 1980s ethanol was exempted from all of the federal motor fuel excise tax. Since 1980 the exemption has been between 4 cents and 6 cents per gallon, and since 1991 it has been $0.054 of a tax of $0.14 per gallon of gasoline. Gasohol is exempted, so these . gures translate to a subsidy of 40 to 60 cents that currently stands at 54 cents/gallon of ethanol. In response to federal incentives, federal regulations, and additional incentives provided at the state-level, the ethanol industry has grown from a 50 million gallon industry in 1980 to over 1.1 billion gallons sold in 1995. The salient characteristics of the ethanol market for this analysis are that it has grown considerably in the past decade and a half; that its sales are distr ibuted unevenly across states; and the policy instrument chosen to promote ethanol ties the ethanol market directly to the HTF. As the market for cleaner-burning renewable fuels grows, there is a signi. cant gap in the literature assessing the impacts of the policies put in place to promote the use of these fuels. Rask (1998), Rask, Rask and Tiefenthaler (1993), House et al. (1993), and Kane and Reilly (1989) have examined various market, international, and technical aspects of ethanol use. The local impacts of ethanol promotion have largely been ignored, however, and it is precisely at the State level that the impacts of the ethanol policies are likely to be felt. Kelly and Brannon (1997) present a theoretical partial equilibrium analysis of the possible links between declining trust fund contributions from one State and the resulting level of apportionment to other States. Theirs is an important . rst step in identifying the mechanisms through which the ethanol market and the trust fund could be linked. There is also a related literature that addresses the history, the costs, and the bene. ts of earmarked taxation. The interested reader is directed to Buchanan (1963) as an introduction, and Brett and Keen (2000) and Gwilliam and Shalizi (1999) for the bene. ts. Shortcomings of earmarking taxes are examined in Bo¨s (2000) and Heyns (1996) and the lit erature cited therein. More recent lit erature focusing on the politica l economy of trust funds can be found in Patashnik (2000) and Wilkinson (1994).

2AC Pollution Add-on

A. Gas Tax spills over to curb all forms of pollution

NCHRP 03 [ The National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) conducts research in problem areas that affect highway planning, design, construction, operation, and maintenance nationwide. “Assessing and Mitigating Future Impacts to the Federal Highway Trust Fund Such as Alternative Fuel Consumption .” http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/nchrp/nchrp_w121.pdf] H. Kenner

The FHWA estimates that for every one mile-per-gallon increase in fuel efficiency, the Highway Trust Fund loses about $3.5 billion in revenue. After a sharp increase in LDV fuel economy between 1975 and 1985, there has been a gradual decrease between 1985 and 2001, while heavy-duty trucks (HDTs) have seen almost continuous increases in fuel economy since 1984. This section examines the likelihood of a significant deviation from these trends in the pre-2010 timeframe. The United States is the world’s largest importer of oil, and domestic supplies and production have been declining. This economic reason alone has made fuel economy resurface regularly as a balance of payments and political issue. Two related prominent issues have served to increase present attention on fuel economy. First, energy security issues have come into focus as events in the Middle East serve to raise a question mark over the supply of crude oil. Second, increasing concern over global warming has led almost all other national governments to make commitments to reduce the emissions of greenhouse gases. Although the United States has not signed the most significant of these commitments, the Kyoto Protocol, there is continuing domestic pressure to address the issue of greenhouse gas emissions. This is manifest in the recently enacted legislation by the California Assembly that would require the Air Resources Board (CARB) to regulate the “maximum feasible” reductions in greenhouse gas emissions by passenger cars and light-duty trucks (LDTs). In the United States, the current debate is over whether and by how much emission should be reduced and whether voluntary or mandatory measures should be utilized. A significant increase in fuel economy may occur through one or more of the following ways: • Congress could mandate an increase in CAFÉ standards. • Auto manufacturers could take voluntary steps to increase the fuel economy of their cars, trucks, and SUVs; this could be a result of competitive pressures or an attempt to head off mandated increases. • Hybrid vehicle technology could become more wisely utilized, which could occur under either the mandatory or the voluntary scenarios above. Hybrid technology is achieving limited market penetration at present. This technology offers fuel economy gains of 40 to 50 percent and, if sales of these vehicles was to take off more rapidly than expected, this could significantly raise fuel economy for LDVs and some freight trucks. • If the greenhouse gas legislation passes, it could have an impact similar to that of raising CAFÉ standards significantly. Under the Clean Air Act, California has the ability to set its own automobile emission standards, and other states tend to follow California’s lead. The prospects for this legislation and its likely implications are very hard to determine at present
B. Air pollution results in extinction
Driesen 2003 – Professor of Law, Syracuse, Buffalo Environmental Law Journal (David,, Fall, 2002 / Spring, 2003, p. LN) 

Air pollution can make life unsustainable by harming the ecosystem upon which all life depends and harming the health of both future and present generations. The Rio Declaration articulates six key principles that are relevant to air pollution. These principles can also be understood as goals, because they describe a state of affairs [*27] that is worth achieving. Agenda 21, in turn, states a program of action for realizing those goals. Between them, they aid understanding of sustainable development's meaning for air quality.     The first principle is that "human beings. . . are entitled to a healthy and productive life in harmony with nature", because they are "at the center of concerns for sustainable development."  n3 While the Rio Declaration refers to human health, its reference to life "in harmony with nature" also reflects a concern about the natural environment. n4 Since air pollution damages both human health and the environment, air quality implicates both of these concerns. 

2AC Biofuels Add-on (GT)

A. Increase in the Gas Tax Spurs Biofuels

Lugar 09 [Richard is  a member of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, and is also a ranking Republican Senator from Indiana. “Raise the Gas Tax, End our Oil Addiction.” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/01/30/AR2009013002728.html] H. Kenner
Reality is stark: Nearly every major foreign policy challenge we face is aggravated by our continued addiction to oil. Recent developments in Europe, the Middle East and Africa only underscore this fact. But a new president and changed economic conditions offer the chance to take a bold step toward freeing our nation from the grip of foreign petroleum. In March 2006, I characterized America's excessive reliance on oil as "the albatross of national security." When oil prices soared to a peak of nearly $150 a barrel last summer, oil riches emboldened authoritarian rulers from Venezuela to Iran to the genocidal regime in Sudan. Poor countries struggling to grow were crushed by the weight of oil import expenses. Allies in Europe have gone cold this winter as Russia wielded its near-monopoly on gas supplies as a political weapon. And our own economic woes were exacerbated as we shipped billions of dollars overseas to pay our oil bills. Yet the huge external costs of our oil addiction -- in terms of national security, economic vulnerability and environmental damage -- are not accounted for in the price Americans pay at the pump. Classic economics identifies two basic options to intercede where Adam Smith's invisible hand fails: Governments can regulate to force, or prevent, certain actions. The government also can impose targeted taxes, which are almost always the most efficient, least invasive and most transparent remedy for market failure. 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. One of the simplest and most effective means available for strengthening U.S. national security is to dramatically reduce our oil dependence. A gas tax that returns money to Americans would take us a long way toward that goal. The writer, a member of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, is a Republican from Indiana. 

B. Algae will be the choice

Alana Herro, staff writer @ World Watch, 07 http://www.worldwatch.org/node/5391 

One acre of algae can produce enough oil to make 5,000 gallons of biodiesel in a year. Forget corn, sugar cane, and even switchgrass. Some experts believe that algae is set to eclipse all other biofuel feedstocks as the cheapest, easiest, and most environmentally friendly way to produce liquid fuel, reports Kiplinger’s Biofuels Market Alert. “It is easy to get excited about algae,” says Worldwatch Institute biofuels expert Raya Widenoja. “It looks like such a promising fuel source, especially if it’s combined with advances in biodiesel processing.” The inputs for algae are simple: the single-celled organisms only need sunlight, water, and carbon dioxide to grow. They can quadruple in biomass in just one day, and they help remove carbon from the air and nitrogen from wastewater, another environmental benefit. Some types of algae comprise more than 50 percent oil, and an average acre of algae grown today for pharmaceutical industries can produce 5,000 gallons (19,000 liters) of biodiesel each year. By comparison, an average acre of corn produces 420 gallons (1,600 liters) of ethanol per year, and an acre of soybeans yields just 70 gallons (265 liters) of biodiesel per year. “Your bang for your buck is just bigger because you can really do this on a much smaller amount of land and yet yield much, much higher biomass,” said Michael S. Atkins, CEO of San Francisco area-based Ocean Technology & Environmental Consulting (OTEC). Douglas Henston, CEO of Solix Biofuels, a company that grows algae for biofuels, has estimated that replacing all current U.S. diesel fuel use with algae biodiesel would require using only about one half of 1 percent of the farmland in production today. Algae can also grow on marginal lands, such as in desert areas where the groundwater is saline.
C. Algae key to spin-offs necessary for planetary survival 

The Guardian 6/27/2k8 
("Microbe economics," pg online @ http://www.guardian.co.uk/business/2008/jun/27/green.fuel.algae //um-ef) 

Already in the US there are almost 20 venture capital funded start-ups that see potential in algae. Many entrepreneurs believe algae could be used commercially to produce biofuels, or burned to generate energy.  Because its photosynthesis relies on a supply of carbon dioxide, advocates of this nascent technology see a bright future mopping up waste gases from power plants and turning them into "green crude" for cars and planes.  One man cautiously welcoming the bubble is Dr Bob Metcalfe, the inventor of Ethernet, the technology that links most computers to the internet. He has just completed a year as chief executive of Greenfuel Technologies, a company that is trying to grow algae on a massive scale in a controlled environment. And as a survivor of the dotcom bubble and bust, he is drawing parallels.  "I am an expert on the internet bubble and I am applying many of those lessons to the energy space. I am part of this bubble and I am inflating energy bubbles just like I inflated internet bubbles. I think bubbles are a good thing but you have to be careful," said Metcalfe.  Being careful, according to Metcalfe, is not making bad investments. Just as in the heyday of internet start-ups, Metcalfe predicts that "charlatans" will roam the alternative energy space, making outrageous claims for unproven technologies. They will receive millions from gullible investors and then never be heard of again.  "I don't regret the dotcom bubble, it was very useful for progress. I am just happy that I wasn't one of the losers who made stupid investment decisions; investing in the likes of pets.com, which was really a bad idea," said Metcalfe.  He is determined that Greenfuel won't be tarnished with the charlatan moniker, although he took over as chief executive when the company realised its technology wasn't working as advertised and was burning through its funding too quickly.   He believes Greenfuel is back on track and has reverted to his role as board member representing Polaris Ventures, an investor in the company. Greenfuel has just begun a huge project aiming to grow algae at a plant somewhere in Europe. Metcalfe said he could not reveal more details. Greenfuel's trials have involved three-metre high glass tubes filled with algae, which it calls bioreactors.   The algae are fed on water, sunlight and CO2, and harvested to produce biodiesel. The waste can be sold off as high-protein animal feed.  Algae's appetite for CO2 explains why Greenfuel is keen to team up with deep-pocketed power companies looking to cut CO2 emissions.   If Greenfuel and other companies can grow algae on a commercial scale it will impact not only on the fuel world but also the animal and human food chains. It is potentially much greener than growing corn or ethanol, as it does not use crops otherwise destined for human consumption. Algae can also be used to produce Omega 3, which is increasingly popular as a health supplement.  Barry Cohen, who recently founded the National Algae Association to provide a business forum for companies interested in exploiting it, said fuel was only one avenue to potential profits. Algae can be used in pharmaceuticals and even green plastics and packaging.  "Feed, food and fuel," is the alliterative phrase Metcalfe likes to use.  Perhaps surprisingly, there are 3,000 strains of algae with some being better suited to the production of biofuels than others. While companies such as Greenfuel are interested in producing core algae, others are manipulating it for use in making fuel.  The blog Earth2Tech tracked down 15 start-ups earlier this year and that list did not include Sapphire Energy, which includes the UK's Wellcome Trust among its investors.  Sapphire said it had created green crude from algae, a technique also pursued by other companies such as Solazyme and Solix Biofuels. A couple of companies are looking to come to the rescue of the airline industry by creating an algae-based jet fuel. They are Inventure Chemical and Aquaflow, which is working with Boeing.  IT and business consultancy Infosys estimates that once large-scale commercialisation has been achieved, algae has the potential to produce the feedstock for the biodiesel industry at 100 to 200 times the rate of the current best sources of vegetable oil feedstock.  "With algae, production is continuous. With standing crops such as corn or soy there is a harvest at once or at best twice a year," said Richard Fortune, author of an Infosys white paper on how algae should be the feedstock of choice for the biodiesel industry. He claims that while an acre of soy beans can produce 150 gallons of oil a year, an acre of algae can produce 10,000 gallons and has the potential to produce 100,000 gallons.  Fortune says biodiesel producers can make a profit from algae-based fuel. This can no longer happen with crop-based fuels because they have become too expensive. These high prices explain why the US produced only 450m gallons of biodiesel, when it had the capacity to produce 2bn gallons.  Like Metcalfe, Fortune sees parallels between the algae bubble and the dotcom one, but he also sees major differences. The dotcom era threw up vaporware or technologies that were nice to have but not essential, algae companies are developing products that are important to the planet's survival.
2AC Biofuels Add-on (Price Floor)

A. Price Floor is a key signal for stable investment in biofuels

Sperling and Gordon 2k9

(Daniel, Ph.D., founding director of the Institute of Transportation Studies at UC Davis, a professor of civil engineering and environmental science and policy, and Deborah, Two Billion Cars: Driving Toward Sustainability, Pg 150 //um-ef) 

A second important approach is to establish a price floor for gasoline and dicscl fuel. As indicated above, the price floor would assure that the fuel price would never drop below a specified level. Setting this price floor would reduce uncertainty for those investing in biofuels and hydrogen, as well as more efficient vehicle technologies.
2AC Terrorism Add-on

A. Gas Tax Reduces Revenue for Terrorism

Ferguson. 07.-  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> MRaina
A.  REASONS FOR INCREASING THE FEDERAL GASOLINE TAX

1. Reduce U.S. Dependency on Foreign Oil The United States’ dependence on foreign oil is a pressing issue today. The dependence on foreign oil affects U. S. foreign policy and the stability of the entire American economy [Council on Foreign Relations, 2006, 3]. George W. Bush noted that "dependence on foreign oil jeopardizes our capacity to grow." [Riechmann, 2006, para. 2] Alan Greenspan would like to see higher gasoline taxes to increase national security [Mankiw, 2006c, para. 2]. 

The main source of the United States’ dependency on foreign oil comes from oil demand for transportation [Rauch, 2002, para. 4]. An increased federal gasoline tax would discourage consumption, leading to less demand for foreign oil. The reduced demand in the U.S. would lead to lower oil prices if the world oil market were perfectly competitive. But the world oil market is not perfectly competitive. It is controlled by the world’s largest cartel, OPEC, which restricts the quantity of oil produced [Friedman, 2006, para. 5]. Although the current market price for a barrel of oil is about $54, one researcher asserts that the competitive market price for oil would be between $4 and $10 per barrel [Stern, 2006, 1650; Energy Information Administration, 2006, table 13]. 

Even though OPEC has price setting power, Mankiw believes the price of oil would fall in world markets and the burden of the tax would be shared by U. S. consumers and foreign suppliers [Mankiw, 2006b, A12]. One source warns that the OPEC countries could adjust their prices downward to maintain demand in the face of an increased U. S. gasoline tax [Corcoran, 2006a, 1]. If the price of oil falls, the price of gasoline also falls, which would return the quantity demanded of gasoline to near its original level. The objective of reducing U.S. dependency on foreign oil would not be accomplished. Mankiw’s argument is still valid, though, since foreign suppliers will suffer from lower profits. This may reduce the financing available for terrorist groups.
B. Extinction 

Alexander 2k3 
(Yonah, professor and director of the Inter-University for Terrorism Studies, Washington Times, 8/28)  
Last week's brutal suicide bombings in Baghdad and Jerusalem have once again illustrated dramatically that the international community failed, thus far at least, to understand the magnitude and implications of the terrorist threats to the very survival of civilization itself. Even the United States and Israel have for decades tended to regard terrorism as a mere tactical nuisance or irritant rather than a critical strategic challenge to their national security concerns. It is not surprising, therefore, that on September 11, 2001, Americans were stunned by the unprecedented tragedy of 19 al Qaeda terrorists striking a devastating blow at the center of the nation's commercial and military powers. Likewise, Israel and its citizens, despite the collapse of the Oslo Agreements of 1993 and numerous acts of terrorism triggered by the second intifada that began almost three years ago, are still "shocked" by each suicide attack at a time of intensive diplomatic efforts to revive the moribund peace process through the now revoked cease-fire arrangements (hudna). Why are the United States and Israel, as well as scores of other countries affected by the universal nightmare of modern terrorism surprised by new terrorist "surprises"? There are many reasons, including misunderstanding of the manifold specific factors that contribute to terrorism's expansion, such as lack of a universal definition of terrorism, the religionization of politics, double standards of morality, weak punishment of terrorists, and the exploitation of the media by terrorist propaganda and psychological warfare. Unlike their historical counterparts, contemporary terrorists have introduced a new scale of violence in terms of conventional and unconventional threats and impact. The internationalization and brutalization of current and future terrorism make it clear we have entered an Age of Super Terrorism (e.g. biological, chemical, radiological, nuclear and cyber) with its serious implications concerning national, regional and global security concerns. Two myths in particular must be debunked immediately if an effective counterterrorism "best practices" strategy can be developed (e.g., strengthening international cooperation). The first illusion is that terrorism can be greatly reduced, if not eliminated completely, provided the root causes of conflicts - political, social and economic - are addressed. The conventional illusion is that terrorism must be justified by oppressed people seeking to achieve their goals and consequently the argument advanced "freedom fighters" anywhere, "give me liberty and I will give you death," should be tolerated if not glorified. This traditional rationalization of "sacred" violence often conceals that the real purpose of terrorist groups is to gain political power through the barrel of the gun, in violation of fundamental human rights of the noncombatant segment of societies. For instance, Palestinians religious movements (e.g., Hamas, Islamic Jihad) and secular entities (such as Fatah's Tanzim and Aqsa Martyr Brigades)) wish not only to resolve national grievances (such as Jewish settlements, right of return, Jerusalem) but primarily to destroy the Jewish state. Similarly, Osama bin Laden's international network not only opposes the presence of American military in the Arabian Peninsula and Iraq, but its stated objective is to "unite all Muslims and establish a government that follows the rule of the Caliphs." The second myth is that strong action against terrorist infrastructure (leaders, recruitment, funding, propaganda, training, weapons, operational command and control) will only increase terrorism. The argument here is that law-enforcement efforts and military retaliation inevitably will fuel more brutal acts of violent revenge. Clearly, if this perception continues to prevail, particularly in democratic societies, there is the danger it will paralyze governments and thereby encourage further terrorist attacks. In sum, past experience provides useful lessons for a realistic future strategy. The prudent application of force has been demonstrated to be an effective tool for short- and long-term deterrence of terrorism. For example, Israel's targeted killing of Mohammed Sider, the Hebron commander of the Islamic Jihad, defused a "ticking bomb." The assassination of Ismail Abu Shanab - a top Hamas leader in the Gaza Strip who was directly responsible for several suicide bombings including the latest bus attack in Jerusalem - disrupted potential terrorist operations. Similarly, the U.S. military operation in Iraq eliminated Saddam Hussein's regime as a state sponsor of terror. Thus, it behooves those countries victimized by terrorism to understand a cardinal message communicated by Winston Churchill to the House of Commons on May 13, 1940: "Victory at all costs, victory in spite of terror, victory however long and hard the road may be: For without victory, there is no survival. " 
2AC Russian Adventurism

A. High gas tax creates low worldwide oil prices – that prevents Russian and Iranian adventurism and solves terrorism and proliferation
Krauthammer 9 
(Charles, an American Pulitzer Prize–winning syndicated columnist, political commentator, and physician, “The Net-Zero Gas Tax; A once-in-a-generation chance”, http://staging.weeklystandard.com/Content/Public/Articles/000/000/015/949rsrgi.asp, 1/5/09, AD: 7/9/12 | Sina)

The point of a high U.S. gas tax is to suppress domestic demand and thus suppress the world price. Low world prices are a huge blow to overseas producers, particularly ones with relatively large populations, nationalized industries that are increasingly inefficient, and budgetary obligations built on the expectation of a continuing energy bonanza. Countries such as Russia, Venezuela, and Iran. A UBS analysis estimates that Iran and Venezuela need $90 oil to balance their budgets. And at $70, according to Russian finance minister Alexei Kudrin, Russia goes into deficit. It is now draining the reserves built up during the fat years. At current oil prices, Russia will soon become a debtor nation. The World Bank's lead economist for Russia, Zeljko Bogetic, said on December 19 that at $30 a barrel, "financing constraint would become so sharp that it's possible even to envisage Russia's return from a creditor to international organizations to [that of] a borrower." This will be a far humbler Russia than the one that invaded Georgia, built a nuclear reactor in Iran, threatens Poland and the Czech Republic, and is reestablishing naval bases in such former Soviet satellites as Syria. The Russian navy just made calls in Nicaragua and Cuba. It has conducted joint exercises with Venezuela in an open challenge to America. These are, as yet, not serious threats. But with a stronger Russia and Venezuela, they could be. The projection of power is very expensive, as Americans very well know. Oil at $39 would simply starve Russia and Venezuela of the means to sustain this adventurism. Similarly Iran, which is already under sanctions, already suffering high inflation, already the subject of popular discontent over corruption and economic mismanagement. All this was cushioned by high oil prices. They allowed the Islamic republic to act like the regional superpower, giving military and financial support to Hezbollah in Lebanon, Hamas in Gaza, "special groups" and Sadrist militias in Iraq, and various other terrorists. And, of course, oil revenues permit the continued large-scale operation of Iran's nuclear weapons development program. Of all the instruments of foreign policy, military and diplomatic, that we have at our disposal against these adversaries, none is as powerful as $39 (or less) oil. It makes power projection by these regimes far more expensive and difficult. And even more profoundly, if world oil prices remain this low for a significant period of time, the very stability of the regimes in Russia, Venezuela, and Iran will be jeopardized--increasing the possibility of regime change without the expenditure of a single U.S. defense dollar and without the risk of a single U.S. soldier. Not all oil exporters are adversaries. But many are indifferent to the economic repercussions of high world prices on the American consumer and the American economy. Three of the last four global recessions were preceded--and significantly precipitated--by major oil price spikes. Suppressing the world price through the help of a high U.S. gas tax weakens these producers and makes far more problematic their periodic attempt to extort yet more revenue from us by means of cartel-wide production cuts. Combined with reduction of our overall oil importation, that significantly reduces our dependence on--and our helplessness in the face of--their production decisions. It reduces the power of OPEC over oil prices, and thus over our economic life. And it constitutes the beginning of energy independence--particularly if coupled with increased production of various kinds at home. (But that's another subject.) We underestimate our power. Of course, the slump in China and other rapidly growing economies has contributed to the current extreme price collapse. But China consumes only 9 percent of the world's oil. The United States consumes 24 percent. On the other hand, Saudi Arabia produces 13 percent of the world's oil. We don't generally see ourselves as the Saudi Arabia of oil consumers, but we are. The Saudis have the most effect on the world price because they are the swing producer. We are, in effect, the swing consumer. And since oil peaked earlier this year, we are consuming less. October was yet another month of record year-on-year decline of gasoline consumption in the United States. And that's just the immediate effect, before the long-term impact of changes in our automobile fleet can take hold. And that long-term change will only occur if we keep the domestic price high. 

B.  Russian adventurism causes wmd conflict and accidental launch
Cohen 96 

(Ariel, Ph.D from the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy at Tufts University in Massachusetts, Senior Research Fellow at the Heritage Foundation, “THE NEW “GREAT GAME”: OIL POLITICS IN THE CAUCASUS AND CENTRAL ASIA”, pg. 10, accessed at policyarchive.org, 1/25/96, AD: 7/10/12, http://www.policyarchive.org/handle/10207/bitstreams/8368.pdf | Sina)

Much is at stake in Eurasia for the U.S. and its allies. Attempts to restore its empire will doom Russia’s transition to a democracy and free-market economy. The ongoing war in Chechnya alone has cost Russia $6 billion to date (equal to Russia’s IMF and World Bank loans for 1995). Moreover, it has extracted a tremendous price from Russian society. The wars which would be required to restore the Russian empire would prove much more costly not just for Russia and the region, but for peace, world stability, and security. As the former Soviet arsenals are spread throughout the NIS, these conflicts may escalate to include the use of weapons of mass destruction. Scenarios including unauthorized missile launches are especially threatening. Moreover, if successful, a reconstituted Russian empire would become a major destabilizing influence both in Eurasia and throughout the world. It would endanger not only Russia’s neighbors, but also the US. and its allies in Europe and the Middle East. And, of course, a neo-imperialist Russia could imperil the oil reserves of the Persian Gulf.” Domination of the Caucasus would bring Russia closer to the Balkans, the Mediterranean Sea, and the Middle East. Russian imperialists, such as radical nationalist Vladimir Zhirinovsky, have resurrected the old dream of obtaining a warm port on the Indian Ocean. If Russia succeeds in establishing its domination in the south, the threat to Ukraine, Turkey, Iran, and Afganistan will increase. The independence of pro-Westem Georgia and Azerbaijan already has been undermined by pressures from the Russian armed forces and covert actions by the intelligence and security services, in addition to which Russian hegemony would make 

2AC Grid Add-on

A. Oil swings gut investment in the Grid

Abelkop 2k9

(Adam, J.D. Candidate, University of Iowa College of Law, 2010; B.A., Wake Forest University, “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//um-ef)

Although consumers may welcome the current decline in oil and gasoline prices, uncertainty in the petroleum market discourages energy investments in the transportation sector, the electrical grid, and even in the renewable energy industry. n3 Investors rely upon long-term predictability to make decisions, but this confidence is undermined by price volatility. Underinvestment in these sectors is a significant barrier to a comprehensive solution to global climate change and the United States' over-reliance on petroleum. n4 Efficiency improvements realized by an improved electrical grid and the development of renewable energy technologies serve the dual purposes of diminishing the undesirable consequences of climate change and the United States' dependence on oil. n5 Nobel Prize winner and former vice president Al Gore fervently insists that "the United States should undertake a massive strategic effort to solve the climate crisis and the fossil fuel dependency crisis simultaneously" because they are "inextricably linked." n6 The causes and effects of climate change and dependence on oil are so diverse that no single course of action can possibly offer a sufficient solution. n7 Indeed, "we will need to attack the  [*395]  problem from both ends: by reducing demand and by increasing supply (from renewables) simultaneously." n8
B. Grid Impact 

1AR We Solve the Grid

And, transition ensures we upgrade the grid

Abelkop 2k9

(Adam, J.D. Candidate, University of Iowa College of Law, 2010; B.A., Wake Forest University, “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//um-ef)

c. The Electric Grid and Renewable Energy Electrification of the United States' transportation fleet is an essential element of the solution to climate change and oil dependence. n87 The United States' electric grid is powered by a diversity of resources, including coal, natural gas, nuclear power, hydroelectric power, and - to a lesser extent - petroleum and other sources of renewable energy. n88 Of those sources, coal accounts for roughly 50% of the electricity generated in the United States. n89 Thus, a shift towards electrification of the United States' automobile fleet would cause a drastic decline in the transportation sector's reliance on petroleum. n90 In addition, "electric miles produce lower CO(2) emissions than gasoline miles, even when much of that electricity ... is generated from coal" n91 because electric-powered systems operate with fewer energy losses than do gasoline-fueled systems. n92 The electricity grid could also power millions of vehicles without the need to construct additional electricity generation capacity. n93 There is, however, a growing need for the United States to  [*404]  improve the efficiency of its electric grid. n94 A transition to an electric fleet powered by a more efficient grid that derives a substantial portion of its energy from renewable sources would guarantee clean and sustainable energy for the transport sector as well as the other sectors of the economy. n95

2AC Competitiveness Add-on

A. Gas Tax is key to make the U.S. the first to act – key to global competitiveness 

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//um-ef)

History provides an example of the United States thus capitalizing on its advantages in response to a global environmental threat. The discovery of a hole in the ozone layer in 1974 was heavily covered by the media, n179 producing public pressure that led the United States to unilaterally ban chlorofluorocarbons for nonessential uses in 1978. n180 America then looked to the rest of the world to [*172] replicate its work, leading to the 1987 Montreal Protocol. n181 Meanwhile, steady demand for propellants forced United States manufacturers to develop alternatives, which they did successfully before foreign firms, n182 no doubt to their competitive advantage. This history supports the contention that unilaterally implementing Pigovian gasoline taxes will yield economic benefits to the United States and improve American industry's global competitiveness. The likely difference between the government's response to ozone layer depletion and climate change is the public's perception of the risk involved; skin cancer being much scarier than a warmer climate. n183 This perception problem suggests a need for effective marketing.

B. Competitiveness prevents great power nuclear war. 

Khalilzad, ’11 
[Zalmay Khalilzad was the United States ambassador to Afghanistan, Iraq, and the United Nations during the presidency of George W. Bush and the director of policy planning at the Defense Department from 1990 to 1992, “ The Economy and National Security”, 2-8-11, http://www.nationalreview.com/articles/print/259024]
We face this domestic challenge while other major powers are experiencing rapid economic growth. Even though countries such as China, India, and Brazil have profound political, social, demographic, and economic problems, their economies are growing faster than ours, and this could alter the global distribution of power. These trends could in the long term produce a multi-polar world. If U.S. policymakers fail to act and other powers continue to grow, it is not a question of whether but when a new international order will emerge. The closing of the gap between the United States and its rivals could intensify geopolitical competition among major powers, increase incentives for local powers to play major powers against one another, and undercut our will to preclude or respond to international crises because of the higher risk of escalation. The stakes are high. In modern history, the longest period of peace among the great powers has been the era of U.S. leadership. By contrast, multi-polar systems have been unstable, with their competitive dynamics resulting in frequent crises and major wars among the great powers. Failures of multi-polar international systems produced both world wars. American retrenchment could have devastating consequences. Without an American security blanket, regional powers could rearm in an attempt to balance against emerging threats. Under this scenario, there would be a heightened possibility of arms races, miscalculation, or other crises spiraling into all-out conflict. Alternatively, in seeking to accommodate the stronger powers, weaker powers may shift their geopolitical posture away from the United States. Either way, hostile states would be emboldened to make aggressive moves in their regions. As rival powers rise, Asia in particular is likely to emerge as a zone of great-power competition. Beijing’s economic rise has enabled a dramatic military buildup focused on acquisitions of naval, cruise, and ballistic missiles, long-range stealth aircraft, and anti-satellite capabilities. China’s strategic modernization is aimed, ultimately, at denying the United States access to the seas around China. Even as cooperative economic ties in the region have grown, China’s expansive territorial claims — and provocative statements and actions following crises in Korea and incidents at sea — have roiled its relations with South Korea, Japan, India, and Southeast Asian states. Still, the United States is the most significant barrier facing Chinese hegemony and aggression. Given the risks, the United States must focus on restoring its economic and fiscal condition while checking and managing the rise of potential adversarial regional powers such as China. While we face significant challenges, the U.S. economy still accounts for over 20 percent of the world’s GDP. American institutions — particularly those providing enforceable rule of law — set it apart from all the rising powers. Social cohesion underwrites political stability. U.S. demographic trends are healthier than those of any other developed country. A culture of innovation, excellent institutions of higher education, and a vital sector of small and medium-sized enterprises propel the U.S. economy in ways difficult to quantify. Historically, Americans have responded pragmatically, and sometimes through trial and error, to work our way through the kind of crisis that we face today.

*****AT: CP’s*****

AT: Delay CP

Delayed Investment in Alternative Energy Ensures Collapse of the Economy 

Larkin 2k8

(Amy, “Clean Energy Can’t Wait,” pg online @ http://www.nytimes.com/2008/10/27/opinion/lweb27energy.html //um-ef)

“Alternative Energy Suddenly Faces Headwinds” (Business Day, Oct 21) describes the hurdles, like falling energy prices, that alternative energy investment now faces. It does not, however, mention one basic consideration: climate change is the mother of all financial risks. Without action now, extreme weather, flooding and other global warming effects are projected to be a $271 billion annual drag on the economy by 2025. We now support coal, oil, natural gas and ethanol with tens of billions in annual subsidies, and just as in the financial crisis, the taxpayers take the risk and the investors take the profit. It is time for our national energy, budget and tax policies to treat alternative energy and increased efficiency as our most pressing long-term investments. If we invest in renewable energy only when the price of oil and gas is high, then we have learned nothing from the current fiscal crisis. Short-term profits are no replacement for long-term value. And clean energy investments should yield healthy profits for generations.

Plan Solves Fast
Solves hegemony fast
Lugar 2k9

Richard G. Lugar, member of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, The Washington Post, “Raise the Gas Tax; A Revenue-Neutral Way to Treat Our Oil Addiction” 2- 1, 2009 lexis

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. One of the simplest and most effective means available for strengthening U.S. national security is to dramatically reduce our oil dependence. A gas tax that returns money to Americans would take us a long way toward that goal.

AT: Devolve CP

And, it links to politics – its unpopular with most of congress who want some transportation spending

CQ Weekly 6/9

(“Which Way to Turn on Transportation Issues?,” pg online @ http://public.cq.com/docs/weeklyreport/weeklyreport-000004103026.html //um-ef)

A small but growing group of conservative Republicans would like to get the federal government out of the business of building roads and bridges entirely and turn the responsibility over to the states — including the need to pay for infrastructure improvements. So far, that idea lacks broad support, and many Republicans who are small-government advocates still regard transportation spending as one of the few things Washington should be doing. It was, after all, Republican President Dwight D. Eisenhower who sold the construction of a nationwide Interstate Highway System as a national security imperative.
And, democrats will attack the cp – it takes capital too

CQ Weekly 6/9

(“Which Way to Turn on Transportation Issues?,” pg online @ http://public.cq.com/docs/weeklyreport/weeklyreport-000004103026.html //um-ef)

Devolution critics from the other side of the aisle say it is simply impractical. Peter A. DeFazio of Oregon, the top Democrat on the House Transportation and Infrastructure Subcommittee on Highways and Transit, accuses devolutionists of wanting to return to a time when one state’s super highway ended in a neighboring state’s cornfields. “They are so dyspeptic on their side, they’re arguing over whether or not the federal government should be involved in transportation,” DeFazio said. “That’s nuts. We settled that debate 60 years ago when Dwight David Eisenhower said this doesn’t work.”

AT: Devolution CP 
Devolution counterplan links to politics – GOP and lobby opposition 

Thomasson ’12 (Scott Thomasson, President, NewBuild Strategies LLC. "Encouraging U.S. Infrastructure Investment: Policy Innovation Memorandum No. 17." Council on Foreign Relations. N.p., april 2012. Web. 08 July 2012. <http://www.cfr.org/infrastructure/encouraging-us-infrastructure-investment/p27771>. Alyssa)
 Eliminating federal highway aid programs would remove that tool to influence state policies. That’s one of the main selling points for devolution supporters, who chafe at what they see as federal meddling in state affairs. The devolution concept dovetails with broader conservative goals of shrinking the federal government and tilting power back to states. Dan Holler, communications director for Heritage Action for America, an advocacy group affiliated with the conservative Heritage Foundation, says the use of transportation bills to drive other policy agendas has “highly politicized” the process. While Holler acknowledges it would take big conservative Republican majorities in both chambers plus an ally in the White House to devolve transportation spending fully to the states, his group says it’s time to begin the process. But much of the Republican establishment, along with GOP-leaning business groups such as the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and the National Association of Manufacturers, remains committed to a robust federal surface transportation program. Even some of the party’s most fiscally conservative members see a leading federal role in financing transportation.

Devolution is impractical and believed to be even among conservatives – transportation infrastructure is a national problem 

Thomasson ’12 (Scott Thomasson, President, NewBuild Strategies LLC. "Encouraging U.S. Infrastructure Investment: Policy Innovation Memorandum No. 17." Council on Foreign Relations. N.p., april 2012. Web. 08 July 2012. <http://www.cfr.org/infrastructure/encouraging-us-infrastructure-investment/p27771>. Alyssa)
Critics Call Devolution Impractical “There are two areas where I am a big spender,” says Sen. James M. Inhofe of Oklahoma, the top Republican on the Environment and Public Works Committee, who likes to call himself the most conservative member of the Senate. “One is in national defense, and one is in our infrastructure.” Sean McNally, spokesman for the American Trucking Association, says transportation infrastructure is a “national problem, and it needs a national solution.” The group’s president, former Kansas Gov. Bill Graves, a Republican, says even the highway bill that Congress is now considering is “woefully inadequate,” and would push more road cost pressures “downstream” onto states. Devolution critics from the other side of the aisle say it is simply impractical. Peter A. DeFazio of Oregon, the top Democrat on the House Transportation and Infrastructure Subcommittee on Highways and Transit, accuses devolutionists of wanting to return to a time when one state’s super highway ended in a neighboring state’s cornfields. “They are so dyspeptic on their side, they’re arguing over whether or not the federal government should be involved in transportation,” DeFazio said. “That’s nuts. We settled that debate 60 years ago when Dwight David Eisenhower said this doesn’t work.” If the current highway bill debate has proven anything, though, it’s that nothing about transportation financing is even close to being settled. The financing structure constructed more than half a century ago no longer works, but none of the main alternatives enjoys a sufficient mass of political support. Lawmakers will probably patch together a short-term bill to keep surface transportation program operating through the next fiscal year, but there are no signs that the next Congress will be better positioned to resolve the fundamental disagreements. And that, the National Surface Transportation Financing Commission warned in 2009, will have long-term consequences: “If the federal government fails to act now, and to act dramatically, we will only compound these problems for future administrations and Congresses.”

AT: Tax Oil/Refiners CP

Taxing Oil/Refiners fails and puts U.S. Refineries out of business

Abelkop 2k9

(Adam, J.D. Candidate, University of Iowa College of Law, 2010; B.A., Wake Forest University, “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//um-ef)

2. Downstream: The Gasoline Producer A "gasoline producer" is a refiner, distributor, or importer of gasoline. n239 Oil producers transfer crude oil to oil refiners. There are 150 oil refineries operating in the United States. n240 Recall that the refining process separates crude oil into distinct, consumable hydrocarbon compounds. n241 At this stage in the chain of commerce, there are two products or transactions that the government could choose to tax: the petroleum taken into a refinery or the gasoline removed from a refinery or imported into the United States. The following Parts explain why taxing the latter is preferable. a. Crude Coming A variable tax and price floor on petroleum at the refining stage in the chain of commerce faces the same disadvantages as a tax at the production stage. It would raise the cost of all petroleum products, not only gasoline. In addition, some amount of refining would shift abroad so that instead of importing unrefined crude, the United States would import gasoline. n242 To ensure that domestically refined gasoline stays [*419] competitive with gasoline refined abroad, the U.S. would have to tax gasoline imports. This begs the question: Why not place the variable tax and price floor on gasoline to begin with? Taxing refiners for each barrel of oil they take in would also raise the same administrative difficulties for which the WPT was abandoned in 1988. n243 It would not be practical or feasible to establish an all-encompassing price floor for oil because there is no single type of oil: there are over 150 different grades that are each traded at a different price and suited for the fabrication of different products. n244 To administer a variable tax, the IRS must calculate the difference between the price floor and the market price. n245 This is already a complex process to begin with because the market price of oil changes constantly. The calculation of the amount of a variable tax on oil, though, could require a different calculation for each grade. To calculate the tax amount of the WPT, for example, the IRS had to make a series of computations, including the determination of a market price and base price for different categories of oil. n246 Problems arose, for example, when different oil refiners - who filed the returns for the WPT - employed different methods to calculate the market price of a particular grade of oil from the Alaskan North Slope reservoir. n247 Furthermore, some refineries do not consistently import the same type of petroleum. n248 Rather, U.S. refineries compete with refineries from around the world to obtain oil, and the types of crude that U.S. refiners can obtain are not always the same. n249 The more practical option then is not to tax the oil coming into a refinery, but rather the gasoline going out.

Market counterplans cant solve – don’t allow for correct pricing – causes environmental collapse

Abelkop 2k9

(Adam, J.D. Candidate, University of Iowa College of Law, 2010; B.A., Wake Forest University, “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//um-ef)

In spite of the many costs that the price of oil does reflect (e.g., exploration, production, transportation, distribution, and marketing), n198 each stage in the oil and gas value chain carries externalities, which are not accounted for in the price of petroleum products. n199 For example, gasoline emissions have observable effects on the health of people living near freeways. n200 People who are exposed to those emissions not only suffer undesirable health effects such as heart or lung disease, but must also pay the healthcare costs associated with treating those illnesses. n201 Gasoline prices also do not reflect the costs imposed on the environment. Environmental costs include those incurred at the exploration and production stages, such as damage to habitats, as well as the costs associated with emissions that cause acid rain and climate change. n202 Defense expenditures associated with protecting the United States' access to petroleum supplies comprise another possible hidden cost. The National Defense Council Foundation  [*414]  estimates that the "true cost" of oil accounting for defense expenditures is $ 480 per barrel and that the price of a gallon of gasoline refined from Persian Gulf oil is over $ 10 per gallon. n203 Other estimates indicate that each gallon of gasoline would cost between $ 5 and $ 15 if it were priced to include its external costs. n204 These are, of course, estimates, and it would be nigh impossible to develop a system to accurately determine the external costs of petroleum products due to the sheer number of variables. However, it is certain that those externalities do exist, n205 and even though the exact sum of those costs is not readily discernable, the price of crude would be substantially higher if those costs were internalized. n206 The notion of cost/price integration originated with A.C. Pigou, who argued that the existence of externalities constituted a market failure, or "that competitive marketplaces would not work if producers did not bear the full costs of production, including whatever pollution, sickness, or environmental damage they caused." n207 The presence of externalities results in a misallocation or inefficient use of resources because cost internalization is necessary for consumers to appropriately distinguish between different products. n208 If the external costs of a product were internalized, then consumers would make different choices, and the market would compel producers to allocate resources in a more efficient manner that would lower the external costs. n209 Environmental economist Paul Hawken thoroughly addresses the critics of cost internalization. He writes that concern about higher costs to consumers ignores the fact that we consumers are already paying the costs in the form of higher health costs ... ; in the form of mitigation costs to clean up toxic waste sites; in the form of lost economic output; and in the form of environmental degradation, which drives up the cost of resources. Integrating cost with price does not "raise" the over-all expenditures of the consumers of the society, but rather places them where they belong, so that the consumer and producer can respond intelligently. n210 Whereas government involvement with certain markets may be uncalled for, intervention in the energy market is appropriate because fossil fuels are unlike other [*415] commodities: they are finite resources; consumption causes adverse environmental effects; and disruptions to the supply of fossil fuels have macroeconomic impacts. n211 A price floor on gasoline would be one of the most effective ways for the government to encourage an efficient allocation of resources in the transportation and energy production sectors. n212 A new tax will internalize petroleum's externalities and incentivize solutions to climate change and oil dependence as end-goals while allowing the market to choose the most cost-effective means to achieve those goals. Finally, it is the government's role to correct market failures. n213 The current state of America's energy market is a prototypical example of a market failure because over-reliance on petroleum places the entire economy at risk and contributes to the greatest ecological disaster that humanity has yet faced.

AT: PIC out of the Gas Tax

Doesn’t solve – no transition 

Foster 2k8

(Robert, GateHouse News Service, “Foster: Tolls, gas taxes and political courage,” pg online @ http://www.metrowestdailynews.com/opinions/opinion_columnists/x42901325/Foster-Tolls-gas-taxes-and-political-courage?zc_p=0 //um-ef)

Our legislators are right and they are wrong. The use of the gasoline tax is an equitable method to raise revenue for highway purposes; it is a user tax, after all. But their proposal doesn't go far enough. Sperling and Gordon are right to suggest a floor price for gasoline to "save the car industry," as they suggest, but their proposal also does not go far enough. The federal tax on gasoline is 18.4 cents per gallon and our state tax is 23.5 cents, according to the Tax Foundation. (Wikipedia reports that the average state tax in America is 28.6 cents per gallon.) So, out of the $2.12 I paid yesterday for each gallon of gas I bought for my car, 41.9 cents went to the government. Under the Sperling/Gordon plan, there would be an additional $1.38 tax revenue available to government for a total of $1.80 added to the cost of gasoline itself. Trouble with the Sperling/Gordon plan is that this tax revenue would shrink as the cost of oil returns to $100-plus a barrel, increasing the price of the refined product. A better solution would be to immediately impose a tax to force the price at the pump up to $3.50, then when the cost of oil goes up again, keep the tax in place and let the pump rice find its own level. In fact, an incremental increase in the tax over several years should have a goal of at least $4 gasoline. The assurance of permanently pricey gasoline will encourage the working man - and everyone else - to transition into cleaner, more efficient cars. The air will become clearer, OPEC will become poor, snow will return to Kilimanjaro and at least one of the Big Three in Detroit will survive to compete with Toyota. We have grander concerns than paying for the Big Dig, or even saving General Motors. We have an air pollution problem, a global climate change concern, a dangerous dependence on imported oil and a mammoth federal and state revenue shortage. These are six problems that could be addressed (if not totally cured) by a gasoline tax initiative. All that is needed is political courage at the legislative and Congressional level - and a true national energy policy that would enable a balancing of gasoline taxes between the federal and state governments. Politicians will argue (again) that at such high fuel costs, "the working man will not be able to drive a car." In the first place, the hardship of high gasoline costs for lower income people could be compensated for in income tax credits. In the second place, consider Europe where working men drive every day at gasoline prices grossly higher than our own. Wikipedia reports that in 2007, Germans paid the equivalent of $7.62 for unleaded at the pump. In Norway, a major exporter of oil, just the tax alone on gasoline was the equivalent of $5.38 per gallon. Rarely will we emulate the European model for our economic policy, but it is useful to consider the possibility where the experiment has proven successful. Any new tax or tax increase will raise loud political objections. The counter argument is always, First eliminate the waste and inefficiency! We'll be hearing that one while the sea level approaches the capital steps on Beacon Hill. The time is ripe for a change in our gasoline tax policy: A new administration is still two months away from taking office in Washington. The outgoing Congress has an opportunity to do something dramatic without worrying about the electability issue for another couple of years. Fuel costs are down but are guaranteed to go back up. Still fresh is the memory of $4 gasoline; nobody liked it but everybody kept on driving. CO2 continues to accumulate in our atmosphere. The glaciers are shrinking. The oil exporters know they can dictate the terms of our transportation habits. China and India have discovered the joy of auto ownership and will demand more and more oil. The American auto industry is on life support - at public expense. If not now, when?

2AC States CP 

1. Perm: Do Both – State Implementation ensures cover for Obama 
2. CP Cant Solve – 

A. Federal CAFÉ Standards – only federal energy policy change ensures damaging CAFÉ standards are rolled back – that’s Krauthammer
B. Deficits – The plan is necessary to create a culture shift in congress – that’s key to roll-back deficit spending and U.S.-China Relations – that’s Washington Post
C. Price Signal – Federal Intervention is Critical to send a price signal to the market – ensures investment in renewable energy – that’s Abelkop
D. Energy Policy – Federal Change is Critical to International Legitimacy and Obama Credibility – that’s key to re-gaining an international footing – the impact is Soft Power and Multilat – that’s Turgeon 
3. FEDERAL action is key to new spending strategies

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//um-ef)

This article advocates replacing the United States' current panoply of ineffective government subsidies and mandates with an efficient, market-driven solution: higher federal gasoline taxes. In many spheres, government taxes discourage consumption that imposes hidden costs on taxpayers. By definition, a "Pigovian" tax increases the price of a good or service to reflect its true cost, thereby decreasing consumption to the economically optimal level. If imposed on gasoline, a federal Pigovian gasoline tax would simply reduce American gasoline consumption to an efficient level. In so doing, such a tax would enable the federal government to decrease national spending (and income taxes) or at least put tax revenue to better use.
4. Federal Action is key to stop rolling regulations that collapse the auto industry 

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//um-ef)

4. American Automaker Gains A Pigovian gasoline tax would provide the United States' automobile industry with much-needed stability. Constantly high gasoline prices would reduce the severity of price fluctuations in terms of a percentage change, stabilizing the demand for fuel and resulting consumer preferences. Competing automakers would respond to consumer demand for affordable, fuel-efficient vehicles by developing [*170] new technologies and producing cars that satisfy consumer demand, n167 taking existing infrastructure and technology into account. Automakers would thus make money by producing vehicles that satisfy consumer demand, rather than government mandates. The advantage of such market-driven strategies reveals the shortcomings of the bail out of American automakers. Some proposals conditioned government relief on automakers producing more fuel-efficient vehicles that can use biofuels. n168 These suggestions ignored the reality that in a world of free trade, the cars sold in the United States will reflect consumer demand, regardless of what American automakers produce. Supply does not create demand, and "companies can't pay their creditors in fuel-economy standards." n169 Rather than addressing consumer demand, "Washington here is just marching Detroit deeper into an unsustainable business model, requiring ever more interventions in the future." n170 This demonstrates that government subsidies fail to establish self-sufficient markets, and instead merely perpetuate inefficiencies that require ever-increasing government funding.

5. Price Signal MUST come from the federal government – means you cant solve transition 

National Journal 2k11

(“The Clean-Energy Military,” pg lexis//um-ef)

Clean-tech companies and venture capitalists say that the military's latest efforts come just as those firms are in desperate need of a boost from the federal government, whether through a mandate, a price signal on fossil fuels, or just a giant new customer. Companies say they need a kick-start to get the technologies close to the point of "price parity"almost equal to the cost of fossil fuels. When that happens, these firms say, they're confident more demand will emerge. But federal help for renewables is under attack today as never before. House Republican leaders, skeptical of climate-change science and eager to slash federal spending, shoot down anything that resembles new government regulationand they have placed the paltry clean-energy subsidies that do exist at the center of their assault on government spending. Mabus has led meetings at the Pentagon with clean-tech companies, senior Defense officials, and Wall Street investorsintended, he said, to deliver a simple message: "We've been working with venture capitalists, we've been working with investors, saying, â Here's the market we can bring.' We're getting a big response." This month, for example, the Pentagon's Defense Venture Catalyst Initiative invited a handpicked group of clean-tech companies to give presentations on products they believe could help the armed forces. "DOD is being hugely helpful to the industry right now," said Rob Day, a partner in Black Coral Capital, a clean-technology venture-capital firm based in Boston. "DOD is a big enough consumer that they can end up catalyzing a lot of early volume for start-ups that help them bring costs down significantly. Not least of the benefits is that DOD is obviously very credit-worthy and probably willing to engage in long-term contracts, so that kind of customer can also help unlock a lot of financing for these companies."

6. ANY risk of a solvency deficit means the impact to the aff is an IMMEDIATE risk

Lugar 2k9

Richard G. Lugar, member of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, The Washington Post, “Raise the Gas Tax; A Revenue-Neutral Way to Treat Our Oil Addiction” 2- 1, 2009 lexis

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. One of the simplest and most effective means available for strengthening U.S. national security is to dramatically reduce our oil dependence. A gas tax that returns money to Americans would take us a long way toward that goal.

1AR: Deficits 

And, the federal nature of the plan is the ONLY way to create NATIONAL surplus

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//um-ef)

The opportunity to reduce federal spending domestically and internationally indicates that taxing gasoline at Pigovian levels has the potential to yield triple dividends, benefiting the United States' economy and national security outlook, as well as the global environment. While this article paints in admittedly broad strokes, it seems likely that efficiency gains would produce a sizeable surplus providing the United States a significant relative advantage over other countries.

AT: States CP 

Not a chance- States can’t garner enough capital or support
Kavinoky 12 [Janet is executive director of transportation and infrastructure at the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. “Long-Term funding needs to hit the road, Jack.” May 13, 2012 Sunday 9:08 PM EST, lexis] H. Kenner
The two commissions created by Congress in the 2005 highway, transit and safety law reached a shared conclusion: The next transportation reauthorization bill needs to increase sources of revenue for the Highway Trust Fund and begin the transition to a sustainable and stable user-fee derived revenue source. The U.S. Chamber of Commerce is leading the charge to modernize and expand the nation's transportation network because we believe that failing to properly invest in our infrastructure puts our potential for job growth and global competitiveness at risk. The longer we delay in addressing these issues, the more rapidly our transportation and infrastructure system deteriorates. Since 2007, the Chamber has been calling for a serious conversation on how to close the gap between infrastructure needs and available resources. Ideally, the current House-Senate conference committee for the highway-transit bill would produce legislation to address both the immediate federal funding crisis and long-term challenges. Unfortunately, that appears unlikely to happen, as Congress would have to formulate a new approach to collecting user-based revenue before June 30, when the current extension of highway and transit law expires. Although the latest effort to pass a highway, public transportation and safety bill is not going to solve the underlying transportation funding problem, it's still critical to get that legislation in place now. Without a successful highway transit bill conference, we reach the end of the road in 2013 and will be unable to maintain transportation investment at current levels. In fact, if that were to occur, Congress would have to cut highway, transit and safety programs by nearly 60 percent, according to an analysis by the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials. Quite simply, that outcome is unacceptable. Although some members of Congress and pundits proclaim it's time to "live within our means" when it comes to transportation funding, slashing investment by nearly two-thirds would immediately eliminate hundreds of thousands of jobs in construction and related industries and harm our fragile economy. Already, Titan America, a family-led concrete company in business since 1902, has cut its workforce by more than half because of inaction on a funding and reform bill. In April, a Standard & Poor's article by credit analyst Jodi Hecht aptly titled, "U.S. Transportation Infrastructure Falls Into Disrepair While Washington Bickers Over Funding," noted that the United States is now ranked 24th in the world in quality of overall infrastructure, which has a significant effect on growth of the gross domestic product. Draconian cuts to the budget are also dangerous and disruptive for transit systems in need of significant upgrade. A third of major roads in the United States are in poor or mediocre condition, and a quarter of bridges are structurally deficient or functionally obsolete. Nearly 25 percent of the track, tunnels and elevated structures of public transportation systems are in poor or marginal condition. It has been suggested that federal transportation programs be eliminated and the responsibility left to the states. "Devolution," as it's called, is unworkable and ill-advised. Governors, state legislators, mayors and city council members are not prepared to increase local revenues to take on this huge liability. States and metropolitan areas already are strapped for cash and using transportation trust funds to balance budgets. Without federal funding and the policy and programmatic structures to support them, states cannot be expected to act on their own to ensure that interstate commerce, domestic and international trade, interstate passenger travel and emergency preparedness are adequately supported by the transportation infrastructure in their care. And where will funds come from to seed the public transportation investments to address traffic congestion, mobility and productivity in the economic engines of the U.S. economy - our cities? Some people wrongly argue that investment in transit is a less than serious, utopian enterprise. The Chamber strongly believes transit is a critical means of addressing congestion and is driving economic development in many areas around the country. These red herrings, accepting major funding cuts or devolving federal programs to the states, are not real solutions. Congress and President Barack Obama must work toward passage of a bill out of conference before June 30. The nation cannot afford for them to fail in finding a way to sustain federal funds through 2013 or to address many of the inefficiencies of current federal law. Then, before the ink on their agreement dries, we have to get back on the road to a serious conversation about long-term funding for transportation that modernizes American infrastructure and promotes economic stability. Janet Kavinoky is executive director of transportation and infrastructure at the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. 
Fed Price Signal Key

And, a FEDERAL price signal is key for transition

New York Times 2k8

(“Eco-nomics,” pg lexis//um-ef)

Friedman knows what is to be done. The United States needs to set an example for the world to follow, by starting over and constructing an entirely new Clean Energy System, one that will send ''clean electrons'' into its homes, offices and cars -- generated not by dirty old oil or coal, but by solar, wind and nuclear power -- and that will use many fewer of those electrons, thanks to greater efficiency. In the book's most arresting passage, Friedman plays futurist and looks ahead -- to ''20 E.C.E.'' -- imagining a world where an Energy Internet puts each one of your home appliances in touch with the power company, drawing out only the minimal power it needs to function and at the cheapest, off-peak times. Even your car, by now a plug-in hybrid that gets the equivalent of 100 miles per gallon, can charge its battery with solar power, which it then sells back to the grid. All this would, of course, require the most profound shift. As Friedman explains, utility companies were established at a time when the sources of power to generate electricity were assumed to be limitless. The utilities' responsibility was, and remains, to supply a constant flow of electrons to every household; they have a direct financial stake in keeping demand high. These companies need to be fundamentally rewired so that their rewards come from persuading us all to use less, not more, of their product. The way to do that, Friedman explains, is by ''reshaping the market,'' not only to make us use less electricity, but to make the power companies buy energy from cleaner sources. It will take an entirely new regime of taxes, incentives and price signals, all set by the federal government. Oh, says the ideological free marketeer, we couldn't possibly meddle in the market like that. But guess what, Friedman replies: we already do. Washington has tilted the energy playing field for years -- subsidizing oil, gas and coal and giving only puny, halting help to wind and solar power. It is, Friedman writes, ''a market designed to keep fossil fuels cheap and renewables expensive and elusive.''

AT: Shift the Revenue CP

And, politics isn’t a net benefit 

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//um-ef)

Spend Conspicuously 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.

Taxes Good

Taxes empirically increases economic growth- we cite empirics

Gale 12 [ “Fixing the Budget Means Higher Taxes”  Bill Gale, the Arjay and Frances Miller Chair in Federal Economic Policy in the Economic Studies Program at Brookings, is an expert on tax policy, fiscal issues, pensions, and saving behavior. He is also co-director of the Tax Policy Center and director of the Retirement Security Project. Ph.D., Stanford University, 1987 B.A., Duke University, 1981 London School of Economics, 1980 Past Positions Vice President and Director of the Economic Studies Program, Brookings (2006-2009) Joseph A. Pechman Fellow, Brookings (1992-2001) Senior Staff Economist, President's Council of Economic Advisers (1991-92) Assistant Professor, Department of Economics, University of California, Los Angeles (1987-91) http://www.brookings.edu/research/opinions/2012/01/25-higher-taxes-gale] H. Kenner
If we are going to reduce the medium- and long-deficit, new tax revenues must be part of the solution. And those taxes must be progressive and as conducive to economic growth as possible. Historical revenue levels will not be sufficient to fund the federal government in the future. We will need to control the ballooning costs of Medicare, Medicaid, and Social Security. However, because their enrollment will be growing with the aging population, additional revenue still will be needed. Past major budget agreements included both revenue increases and spending cuts because using both sides of the budget provides a sense of fairness and shared sacrifice. Americans prefer a balanced approach to spending cuts alone Interestingly, raising taxes has proved more effective at restraining spending than allowing the government to finance its outlays with deficits. Under presidents Reagan and George W. Bush, taxes fell but spending rose. Spending fell only in the 1990s, when President Clinton and Congress raised taxes. This makes sense, since raising taxes to pay for current spending makes it clear to taxpayers that there is a cost to current spending, whereas the cost of deficit financing, while real enough, are obscured by the fact that it is does not create current tax liabilities. Done right, higher taxes will not destroy the economy. In 1993, top income tax rates rose to 39.6 percent, and the economy flourished for the rest of the decade. Even the massive tax increases during and after World War II-amounting to a permanent rise of ten to fifteen percent of GDP-did not hamper U.S. economic growth. The best way to raises taxes is to broaden the tax base by reducing the number of specialized credits, deductions, and loopholes. For example, limiting the tax benefit of itemized deductions to 15 percent would affect mostly high-income households and raise more than $1 trillion over the next decade without raising marginal tax rates. New revenues should come from a progressive tax, which means the tax burden on high-income, high-wealth households needs to rise. Last year’s debt deal contained only spending cuts that place almost the entire burden of closing the fiscal gap on low- and middle-income households but have little or no impact on high-income households. Over the past 30 years, the share of total household income for the top one percent of the income distribution more than doubled. Yet, those high-income households have seen their average tax burden fall, not rise, during that period. The claim that these tax increases will harm small business is often overstated. Most income for high-income households is not business income. Yet, a recent Treasury report shows that just 1 percent of small business owners would be affected by a “millionaire’s surtax.” And even those firms face effective tax rates likely to be zero or negative since they can immediately and fully deduct the cost of new investment, even as they finance it WITH tax-deductible debt. In addition to income tax reform, our leaders should move the United States toward a system that taxes consumption (using a value-added tax for example) and nonrenewable and polluting energy use (by increasing gasoline taxes or implementing a carbon tax). The VAT exists in about 150 countries worldwide. It can raise substantial revenue, is easily administrable, and is minimally harmful to economic growth. In addition, a pre-announced, phased-in VAT could accelerate economic recovery. Concerns about regressivity and transparency can be addressed, and concerns that it would fuel an increase in government spending are overstated. Long-term challenges related to energy production and consumption and long-term fiscal challenges can be addressed together. A far-reaching, upstream carbon tax can reduce the deficit and our dependence on foreign oil, protect the environment, lower the costs of healthcare, and encourage the development of clean, sustainable energy sources without the need for costly, inefficient energy subsidies. In the absence of a full-blown carbon tax, raising the gas tax offers many of the same advantages. None of this means the United States needs to move to European levels of taxation. But between the very low tax revenues we raise now-the lowest share of the economy in six decades-and the high levels of taxation in other developed countries, there is room to raise revenue in a way that achieves serious medium- and long-term deficit reduction and supports a reasonable level of government. 
No Winners and Losers

No CP’s-raising the gas tax is the only way to wean Americans off of Oil
Washington Post 10 [ Editorial ran in the March 5th 2010 addition of the Washingon Post. “ Raising the gas tax might be the only way to wean Americans off of oil” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/03/04/AR2010030405019.html] H.Kenner

GEORGE W. BUSH declared four years ago that America is addicted to oil, a dependency that dirties the air, leaves the economy vulnerable to the volatility of a single commodity and enriches distasteful foreign regimes. Yet, surprisingly, climate proposals in Washington, such as the House-passed Waxman-Markey bill, wouldn't do all that much to slash American oil consumption in the near future. So what would it take to seriously reduce oil dependence? Harvard's Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs released a report Thursday concluding that Congress has one good option: increasing the national gas tax. In general, the best way to cut emissions is by putting an economy-wide price on carbon. But that's not likely to pass any time soon, and, regardless, the report's models and other analyses show that even a meaningful and increasing carbon price would not raise the price of gas enough to change driver behavior in ways that put a big dent in emissions or oil imports. The authors found that pricing carbon dioxide at $30 a ton in 2010, rising to $60 a ton in 2030 (an optimistic scenario) would increase gasoline prices by only 24 to 46 cents a gallon over that period. Critics might argue that instead of taxing fuel, the government should give tax breaks to those who buy products that consume less of it, such as hybrid cars. But the researchers found that doing so is expensive and can encourage people to drive more, limiting the benefits. The logic of a gas tax, meanwhile, is simple: As in the summer of 2008, when gas prices rose a couple of dollars instead of a couple of dimes, people find ways to use less -- whether by taking fewer trips, carpooling or buying more fuel-efficient cars. Tax receipts could go to deficit reduction, or they could be rebated directly to households, rendering the tax far less regressive -- and more politically palatable -- while still sending an appropriate price signal. No one knows exactly how America will find its way to a cleaner economy. That's why, as a rule, Congress shouldn't pick winners and losers in climate-change legislation and instead leave those calls to private actors operating in an environment in which emitting carbon becomes progressively more costly. But there are a few cases where it's clear who should lose -- and as soon as possible. Because of the range of social costs it exacts, oil is one of them. 
AT: Alt Energy CP’s
Alternative energy incentives fail without increased price of gas—we control the internal link to a mindset shift

Abelkop 09

(Adam, “Why the Government Should Drink Your Milkshake: The Case for Restructuring the Federal Gas Tax”, The Journal Of Corporation Law, 35 Iowa J. Corp. L. 393, Winter, 2009//HH)

Volatile oil prices and uncertainty in the petroleum market inhibit investment in and development of desperately needed sources of clean, renewable energy. n167 The credit crisis that began in late 2008 compounds the problem. n168 Businesses and venture capitalists that were previously interested in investing in renewables are shying away from that market. n169 Worldwide financing of clean-energy projects fell by 25% in the third quarter of 2008. n170 Tight financing is especially problematic for the renewable energy companies because many of those clean-tech companies are small firms that operate on the margins. n171 Before they risk their capital on developments in clean energy technology - especially with small firms that could easily go bust - investors are waiting for a price signal from the petroleum and gasoline market that will provide them with reasonable certainty that their investments will pay off. n172 [*411] Renewable technology is primarily used in electricity generation, so it may seem odd that fluctuations in the price of transportation fuel would affect investments in renewables. There are, however, several connections between oil and renewable energy technology. n173 As a result, the price of oil exerts a degree of influence over investment decisions in the renewable energy industry. n174 For example, plug-in hybrid-electric vehicles are among the most promising new technologies in the transportation sector. n175 Many experts believe that electrification of the transport sector is "the only possible, practical response to the peaking of our traditional forms of energy." n176 In addition, some energy market analysts describe "the connection between oil and alternative energy [as] largely psychological ... ." n177 While the price of oil may not be the largest factor that influences investment decisions concerning electricity-generating renewables, it nevertheless seems that investors link oil to renewables by seeing the price of oil as a gauge of the general consumer appetite for alternative energy technologies: "Alternative-energy investors ... need to be aware of the price of a commodity like oil - the higher it goes the more attractive managing solar and wind farms becomes ... ." n178 Ultimately, investors make decisions based on consumer appetite. n179 Dr. Nathan Lewis, an energy chemist at the California Institute of Technology, explains that most consumers do not care where their energy comes from: "electricity is electricity, no matter how it is generated." n180 The difference to the consumer is in the cost. The empirical evidence indicates that high fuel prices cause widespread reductions in petroleum consumption. n181 High gasoline prices influence people to drive less, to carpool, to bike or walk, and to choose homes closer to their workplaces. n182 As oil prices were increasing throughout 2007, the Toyota Prius hybrid outsold the Ford Explorer in the U.S. market. n183 Without high gasoline prices, drivers have no incentive to make the "tough" choice to switch to a smaller vehicle with a better fuel economy as opposed to a comparatively large vehicle like an SUV. n184 The problem is that behavioral changes such [*412] as these take a long while to stick. Choices such as the location of a home or which type of car to purchase are significant long-term decisions. For Americans to make these decisions with their energy bills in mind, they have to see high gas prices and believe that they will remain high over the long-term. n185 This began to happen when the price of gasoline crept up to $ 4 per gallon. n186 The pressure to make ecologically friendly choices, however, fades when the price of fuel retreats. n187

The counterplan doesn’t resolve the reasons why alternative energy fails in the status quo—no market exists when the price of gasoline is low

Abelkop 09

(Adam, “Why the Government Should Drink Your Milkshake: The Case for Restructuring the Federal Gas Tax”, The Journal Of Corporation Law, 35 Iowa J. Corp. L. 393, Winter, 2009//HH)

The same holds true for investor behavior. It would be perverse to expect a business to make a long-term investment in a new technology unless that business could be reasonably certain that there would be a sure market for the new technology when it becomes commercially available. n188 Thomas Friedman explains, "lingering uncertainty about the long-term price of oil is why some of our biggest energy companies, the kind you want to be "all in' on clean-tech innovation, are not all-in." n189 That the price of oil reached $ 147 per barrel for a brief period in 2008, though, is not enough for businesses and investors to be certain that crude prices will remain high over the long-term. n190 After all, prices toppled to below $ 40 per barrel in December 2008 and were still at around $ 40 per barrel in February 2009. n191 As of this writing, oil prices have surpassed $ 80 per barrel. n192 Price volatility is why the petroleum market, left to its own devices, does not send a sufficient price signal: ""Price fluctuations are not the same as high prices.'" n193 The price increases that we witnessed over the first half of 2008 did not last long enough to permanently shift petroleum consumption or alter consumer appetite in favor of eco-friendly renewable technologies. n194 The bottom line is that investors and businesses need price certainty to be confident enough to take investment risks on renewables. Ultimately then, what is needed to encourage more responsible choices in terms of behavior and investment is a sustained period of foreseeably high fuel prices. Because the petroleum market sends mixed price signals, it falls on the government to provide the market with the appropriate signals that are necessary to encourage the [*413] widespread financing of clean, renewable energy projects. n195 A price floor and variable tax on gasoline would signal to businesses and investors that renewable energy technologies will be competitive with traditional fossil fuels over the long-term. n196 Because Americans would be relatively certain that they will face increased energy costs, a price floor would compel them to incorporate those costs into their personal budgets and consumption decisions. The result would be a dramatic decline in oil consumption that would lower the exposure of the U.S. economy to an oil supply shock and reduce its contribution to global climate change. The following Part lays the groundwork for how the government should administer such a policy. n197

*****AT: Disads*****

***Politics*** 
2AC No Link: Political Cover

And, there’s political cover for Obama – it wont take capital

Politico 2k11

(“Transportation groups want to increase gas tax,” pg online @ http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1011/67263.html //um-ef)

For the first time in two decades, major transportation groups have banded together and made a request that, in other circumstances, would be considered crazy — “Tax us … NOW.” But the answer from Congress and the White House has been a resounding “No! It’s a fact of Washington: Politicians need cover before voting for most anything controversial, especially a tax increase. But even that is not always enough, much to the chagrin of advocates of a large hike in transportation infrastructure funding supported by a gas tax increase. “That’s been the tragedy here. The frustrating thing is for the first time in decades, we’ve gotten all the key players on the same page in supporting an increase in the user fee,” said Pete Ruane, president and CEO of the American Road & Transportation Builders Association. The players came together in 2009, and it was a strong coalition — the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, labor groups, cities, states and county groups banded together. Truckers also joined with the manufacturers whose goods they transport. But it wasn’t enough. Pro-business Republicans ignored the Chamber’s advice. Democrats didn’t do what unions wanted. The White House, worried about the middle class in a bad economy, didn’t want to further burden working families. “We are not going to raise the gas tax. I will be emphatic on that — we can’t,” Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood told Congress in 2009. “You’d think that the courageous politicians would use that to hide behind and do the right thing, but they’re not,” Ruane said. “They’ve got political cover. We’ve created cover all over the place — they could blanket themselves from here to Los Angeles.” Former Sen. George Voinovich (R-Ohio) said President Barack Obama missed his chance to increase the gas tax and pass a robust highway and transit bill. “The president is talking about wanting to do something — but he missed the boat,” Voinovich said. Voinovich is far from alone in his thinking. A number of transportation stakeholders were optimistic — in hindsight, overly so — about the prospects for strong federal funding of infrastructure. “I believe that it was a missed opportunity,” Ruane said. “They did have the majority and they had the opportunity to pass a bipartisan bill with a robust funding level.” Other presidents have also come up far short of what is needed, Ruane said. “In fairness, that applies to the last several administrations. In fact, you could go all the way back to the late 1990s. I don’t think there’s been a whole lot of political courage from any administration on this issue in a long, long time,” Ruane said. Voinovich met with Obama multiple times to lobby him on the issue and was “the skunk at the party,” as he said, when the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee quickly backed Obama’s 2009 call for an 18-month extension of transportation policy. Voinovich even has a basic script for Obama, should he ever decide to endorse the tax increase. There’s all kinds of reasons this president should stand up and have to courage to tell the American people: ‘I am a leader. We need to reauthorize the Surface Transportation [Assistance] Act; the jobs are needed now. I know you may be upset about having an increase in your gas tax, but I want all of you to know this is what Ronald Reagan, the great conservative, did in 1982,’” Voinovich said. Voinovich paints a gas tax increase as a triple win: It would pour more funds into desperately needed infrastructure repairs, create thousands of jobs for the decimated construction sector and end debt-financed support for the beleaguered Highway Trust Fund. “The thing that’s nice about this is it’s not borrowing money,” he said. “This is going to the American people and saying: We are not going to borrow this money. We are going to pay for it as we have in the past.” The Chamber of Commerce, for its part, believes the gas tax is the best way to keep funding road projects because it’s simple. “The Chamber has long held that a modest increase in fuel taxes is needed to support the federal highway and transit programs. It is currently the most straightforward approach to linking users to infrastructure and providing resources without increasing the federal budget deficit or debt,” said Janet Kavinoky, the Chamber’s executive director of transportation and infrastructure. Voinovich also makes a point raised by others: Most drivers won’t even notice a gas tax increase. A BP station in the Cleveland area was selling gas for $3.45 per gallon the day Voinovich spoke to POLITICO. The day before, he said, it was 25 cents cheaper. “It’s all over the lot,” he said of gas prices. A 2009 poll conducted for Building America’s Future found that 60 percent of people think the federal gas tax is increased every year. It has remained unchanged — at 18.4 cents per gallon for gasoline and 24.4 cents per gallon of diesel — since 1993. It’s also not indexed for inflation, so as construction costs rise, the flat tax buys even less in infrastructure repairs and upgrades. In spite of its gas tax opposition, the administration is trying to devote more attention to infrastructure. Obama has called for another round of stimulus-style transportation spending. But there’s a deep irony in the administration’s current position, Ruane said. The major jobs impact of a long-term highway reauthorization doesn’t come in the first year — only about 20 percent is seen in the first year, according to Ruane. “If they had passed this bill on time, the kind of robust spending [former House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee] Chairman [Jim] Oberstar was pushing, they’d now be the beneficiaries politically of major job changes in the economy,” he said. “But now we’re sitting here with our thumbs in the dam for the past 2½ years.” Voinovich agrees — and said the Senate’s current two-year approach won’t do much good. “This two-year deal that they’re cooking up is not going to get the job done because the big projects that need to be undertaken will not be undertaken because of the fact that the states don’t know the amount of money from the federal government,” he said.

2AC Link Turn

And, the plan will be spun by the media, relevant members of congress and the Transportation designation of the plan 

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//um-ef)

B. Effective Marketing Given these public and lawmaker motivations, proponents of Pigovian gasoline taxation should portray the measure as one designed to prevent imminent harm of a type readily identifiable, or as a way to confer strongly desired benefits. 1. Get Attention The option of emphasizing imminent harm depends on government actors increasing the public's perception of the risk climate change poses because only severe, readily identifiable risks prompt changes in behavior. "Public officials could heighten the salience and hence the level of concern about the risks associated with climate change, and hence magnify the public demand for a regulatory response." n197 The media would play an important role in this. n198 Media portrayal of public health crises, acts of terrorism, or domestic natural disasters (such as flooding and drought) as resulting from volatile petroleum prices might drive the public to demand comprehensive transportation energy reforms that could include Pigovian fuel taxes. Representatives of regions made especially vulnerable to climate change effects could push such policies through the legislative process. But absent a dramatic increase in the salience of climate change's risks, many citizens' instinctive opposition to environmental protection indicates that gasoline taxes should not be portrayed as an environmental measure. n199 Political support from informed environmental groups is likely forthcoming regardless of whether environmental benefits are made explicit. Advertising environmental benefits might therefore galvanize more opposition than support. However, as discussed [*175] previously, these taxes' economic and national security benefits justify their im-plementation, irrespective of environmental considerations. 2. Spend Conspicuously 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.

No Link—Phase-in

Phase-in is more politically palatable

Crane Burger and Wachs 12 [ Keith is director of the Environment, Energy, and Economic Development Program at the RAND Corporation. Nicholas is an associate economist at RAND working in the areas of environmental economics and international development, in particular on energy and climate change. He was a lead author on the Fourth Assessment Report produced by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. Martin is senior principal researcher at the RAND Corporation and is professor emeritus of city and regional planning and of city and regional planning at the University of California, Berkeley. “Putting a Tax on Oil.” http://pwm.sagepub.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/content/17/3/256.full.pdf+html] H. Kenner 
 There are compelling reasons to consider alternatives to existing motor fuel taxes in the United States. Current federal gasoline and diesel taxes—the largest contributors to U.S. federal transportation funding—are not indexed to inflation, and have not been raised to produce sufficient revenue to cover federal transportation infrastructure costs. An alternative, explored in this article, is to replace existing fuel taxes with a single tax on oil and imported refined oil products. An oil tax would have appealing features: It is likely to be relatively easy to administer because it would be collected at the refinery or ports;7 it would spread the cost of transportation funding across a larger pool of users than current taxes do; it could account for the external costs associated with oil production and consumption; and it could be designed in ways to provide consistent funding for transportation infrastructure and other spending priorities. By tying tax rates to appropriated monies for transportation spending, and adjusting those rates to changes in world market oil prices, the tax would ensure that future revenues keep pace with transportation expenditures. At the same time, imposing and implementing a percentage tax on crude oil would be challenging, and an oil tax is not without its limitations. Antitax sentiment is a major reason that existing federal fuel taxes have not been raised since 1994. Similar antitax political pressure could stall an oil tax proposal, although national security concerns might lend support to a tax on oil that other taxes lack. Phasing in might also help garner public acceptance for an oil tax. Ensuring that the transition away from motor fuel taxes toward a unified oil tax is gradual could make the tax more politically feasible. Setting the right rate for the tax is a key challenge, especially if one goal of the tax is to address the external costs of oil consumption. We have provided estimates of some of environmental, macroeconomic, and national security costs, but more detailed analysis would be needed to fully justify both a particular external cost estimate and the appropriate balance between revenue goals and reducing externalities. Finally, just as gasoline tax revenues fall as cars become more fuel efficient, an oil tax would be subject to the same revenue limitations.8 Consequently, an oil tax would likely be one part of a more complete transportation funding approach, which could include policy instruments like VMT taxes to account for fuel efficiency and local externalities. We also acknowledge that existing fuel taxes could be adjusted to take advantage of some of the features we have proposed for an oil tax. In particular, the gasoline and diesel taxes could be converted to an adjustable, percentage based system. In this way, revised versions of existing fuel taxes could adjust automatically for inflation and/or be adjusted periodically to provide sufficient revenue for transportation expenditure. It is difficult to assess whether changing the existing tax structure would be more or less political feasible than implanting a new tax although it is possible that it would be easier to create an optimal tax “from scratch” than trying to adjust an existing tax. Nevertheless, an oil tax would be a broader based tax, it could more effectively account for externalities associated with petroleum consumption, and it would go further in reducing oil consumption in our economy.  

No Link—Gradual

Gradual increase and ensured benefits mean you can’t get a public opposition link

Jaffe and Medlock 09

(Amy and Kenneth, Senior Contributors to the Houston Chronicle, Higher gas tax could help solve U.S. economic woes, http://www.chron.com/opinion/outlook/article/Higher-gas-tax-could-help-solve-U-S-economic-woes-1730411.php, January 18, 
2009//HH) 

These potential benefits could offset the burden on low income Americans and put more Americans back to work. Importantly, for those who wanted to avoid the increased taxes, a gradual phase in of a higher gasoline tax would give consumers time to make adjustments to mitigate the rising gasoline costs by arranging for alternatives such as car pooling, increased use of public transportation where applicable, purchase of a more fuel efficient car, etc. Americans are typically averse to paying higher taxes. Nevertheless, we all agree that we need a more substantive solution to our energy problems. Rising U.S. oil imports mean we ship our hard-earned dollars to oil exporting countries that may not have our best interests at heart. At some point someone has to pay the bill for the bailouts and stimulus plans. This means that someone, some day, will have to pay higher taxes. Why not pay at the pump now and, in doing so, invest in our energy future?

No Link: Lugar

Lugar will work with Obama on the plan
Richard G. Lugar, member of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, The Washington Post, “Raise the Gas Tax; A Revenue-Neutral Way to Treat Our Oil Addiction” 2- 1, 2009 lexis

n 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.

Lugar is the most likely candidate for blame – supported elimination last time
Maureen Groppe, Gannett News Service, “Farm bill clears Senate by veto-proof margin” May 20, 2008 lexis

"I do not believe our nation is best served by this farm bill that continues to make payments that defy common sense, snubs our trading partners and balloons taxpayer spending," said Sen. Richard Lugar, R-Ind., who voted against the bill. The Senate last year rejected an attempt by Lugar to radically change the federal farm subsidy system by phasing out subsidies, which benefit a minority of the nation's producers, and replace them with a subsidized crop insurance program.
Link Turns: Moderates

Moderates will support it

New York Times 8/16

(“The Clear Case for the Gas Tax: Without it, the highway system would crumble further and the economy would suffer,” pg lexis//um-ef)

Unless Congress extends it, the 18.4 cents-a-gallon federal gas tax will expire on Sept. 30. Allowing that to happen would be tremendously destructive. It would bankrupt the already stressed Highway Trust Fund, with devastating effects on the country's highways, bridges, mass transit systems and the economy as a whole. Reports suggest that some House Republicans may push to let the tax lapse or use the threat of expiration as leverage in the budget wars. This is a dangerous idea. If anything, the tax should rise to maintain a system that constantly needs upkeep -- the backlog of bridges needing repair is estimated at $72 billion -- creates jobs and encourages drivers to buy more fuel-efficient cars. Excise taxes on motor fuels account for nearly nine-tenths of the $37 billion trust fund. The fund has lately required annual infusions from the Treasury Department to break even, and its obligations are growing. The gas tax has not increased since 1993, and its buying power, accounting for inflation, is now only 11 cents. Meanwhile, Americans are driving many more miles, placing greater stresses on the highway system. When state taxes are added in, Americans pay, on average, about 43 cents per gallon in taxes -- or about one-eighth the total price at the pump. That's still a bargain compared with other industrial countries. Across Europe, drivers pay twice what Americans do at the pump -- and well over half of that is taxes. In Britain, the tax bite is more than $4 a gallon, or 10 times what Americans pay. Though opponents will inevitably rail about taking money from the pockets of Americans in recessionary times, using gas-tax receipts on public investment puts that money right back into the economy. And ways can be found to cushion the blow for poorer and middle-class workers who depend on their cars by providing off-setting tax breaks through the earned income tax credit. For both budgetary and environmental reasons, moderates from both parties have recommended increases in the tax. The Simpson-Bowles commission on budget reform urged an immediate 15 cent-per-gallon increase; former Senators Bill Bradley of New Jersey and John Danforth of Missouri have suggested a $1 increase to be phased in between now and 2020.

Link Turn: Confluence 

Plan is a win for everyone

Lugar 2k9

Richard G. Lugar, member of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, The Washington Post, “Raise the Gas Tax; A Revenue-Neutral Way to Treat Our Oil Addiction” 2- 1, 2009 lexis

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. One of the simplest and most effective means available for strengthening U.S. national security is to dramatically reduce our oil dependence. A gas tax that returns money to Americans would take us a long way toward that goal.
1AR Link Turn Outweighs

And, the link turn outweighs the link

Journal of Commerce Online 9/22/11

(“Death Before Taxes?;In a sign of the fight transportation funding faces, anti-tax firebrand Norquist slams ‘Three-Card Monte' tactics,” pg lexis//um-ef)

Congress has some powerful forces ready to cut taxes, but those who want to see better conditions on highways, railways, runways, and waterways also are getting support from unexpected places. The infrastructure issue is coming to the attention of companies that haven't considered it before, said Tom Jensen, vice president for transportation policy at UPS. "We've had a number of major companies come to us saying, 'What can we do about the situation? It's never been at the top of our priority list from a policy perspective,'" Jensen said. "There are non-traditional and new stakeholders that care about this issue, and I think that matters. "It's the non-traditional stakeholders that really need to get involved," he said. "It's easy to say, harder to do, but we're seeing more of it."

Link Turn: Momentum

And, there’s momentum for the plan – doesn’t take capital

E&E News 2/10

(“Funding bills offer small measures of reform but leave the big problems on the table,” pg online @ http://www.eenews.net/public/EEDaily/2012/02/10/1 //um-ef)

As the Senate Finance Committee moved through a markup of its revenue package for the surface transportation bill earlier this week, Sen. Mike Enzi made a declaration that caused more than a few jaws to drop: He wanted to raise the gas tax. "I just about fell out of my chair," said Janet Kavinoky, executive director of transportation and infrastructure for the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. "It took a lot of courage for Mike Enzi to get up there and talk about indexing the gas tax. That was the first time I had heard that discussed in such a public forum." The Wyoming Republican immediately withdrew his amendment, which would have simply indexed the 18.4-cent gas tax to inflation. But the measure -- thought to be too boat-rocking to be politically feasible -- drew praise from committee members as diverse as Sens. Tom Coburn (R-Okla.) and John Kerry (D-Mass.). Chairman Max Baucus (D-Mont.) even acknowledged that it could open the door for talk of bigger reform down the road, but acknowledged, "This bill isn't that bill." For some Capitol Hill observers, the fact that Enzi was able to bring up such a substantial amendment showed that there could be political will down the line for a total overhaul of the broken transportation funding system. But for others, it served to highlight the notion that, for all the talk of enacting real change, the transportation reauthorization bills moving through the House and Senate don't upend the traditional order to the extent many think is necessary.
Link Turns: Automakers
Plan popular—auto manufacturers support it

Krasner 07

(Samantha, “America's Addiction to Oil: A Comprehensive Strategy For Reducing Our Nation's Dependence”, Connecticut Law Review, #209, Lexis//HH)

Many groups have realized the potential a gasoline tax could have in the United States to decrease consumption while also increasing revenue. Prior to the 1993 tax increase, the Association of International Automobile Manufacturers (AIAM), comprising twenty-one Asian and European automakers, joined with domestic automakers in supporting higher U.S. gasoline taxes. n167 Virtually all automakers selling vehicles in the United States back higher gas taxes. n168 The Big Three-General Motors, Ford Motor, and DaimlerChrysler-have always been steadfast supporters of a gas tax hike. n169 Manufacturers complain that without some type of regulatory incentive for consumers to purchase fuel-efficient vehicles, they are stuck between a rock and a hard place. n170 Automakers are not alone; economists and policy experts also agree that raising taxes on gasoline would be a good thing. n171 Although perhaps the toughest critics of the gasoline tax are in the legislature, there are supporters in both parties for an increase in the gasoline tax. n172 Even the general public, a group that is  [*236]  usually one of the harshest critics of taxation, as a recent New York Times poll indicates, is beginning to support a gasoline tax if it would reduce our nation's dependence on foreign oil and reduce global warming. n173 Although 85% of the public opposed an increased federal tax on gasoline, the same group approved, by 55%, the same tax if it would reduce our nation's dependence on foreign oil. n174 Fifty-nine percent of the public approved of the tax if it would cut down on energy consumption and reduce global warming. n175 The group strongly disapproved of the tax, by a a 71% margin, if it would help pay for the war on terrorism. n176
Link Turn: Plan Pop

The transportation bill passed with bipartisan support and lawmakers are beginning to understand the current gas tax is inadequate 
Simon 6-29 (Richard Simon. "Congress Passes Transportation Bill, Halts Student Loan Rate Hike." Chicagotribune.com. N.p., june 29, 2012. Web. 03 July 2012. <http://www.chicagotribune.com/news/la-pn-congress-passes-transportation-bill-halts-student-loan-rate-hike-20120629,0,4372670.story>.)

WASHINGTON — Congress, in a rare display of bipartisanship, on Friday sent to President Obama a roughly $105-billion transportation bill that lawmakers from both parties touted as perhaps the largest jobs measure of the year. The measure also would avert a doubling of interest rates for millions of college student loans that was due to take effect Sunday. "The American people finally will have a jobs bill from this Congress,’’ said Eleanor Holmes Norton, a Democrat who is the Washington, D.C., delegate to the House. Related Analysis: Romney-Obama race dividing U.S. along fault lines Analysis: Romney-Obama race dividing U.S. along fault lines Republicans vow to keep attacking healthcare law in fall campaign Republicans vow to keep attacking healthcare law in fall campaign Newsweek cover declares Obama 'the first gay president' Newsweek cover declares Obama 'the first gay president' Ads by Google Ted Cruz For US SenateOn to the Runoff! Stand with the only conservative. Donate today. www.tedcruz.org See Todays Mortgage RatesMortgages Plunge to 2.5% (2.9% APR) FHA Cuts Refi Requirement Again! www.MortgageRates.LowerMyBills.com The first major transportation bill since 2005, the legislation would keep highway and transit spending at current levels through the end of fiscal year 2014. It includes an expansion of a federal loan program sought by Los Angeles Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa and other mayors to fast-track bus and rail projects in traffic-choked regions. The House approved the bill by a 373-52 vote, demonstrating the power of pothole politics. The Senate approved it 74-19. The bill would provide financial incentives to states that crack down on distracted driving, require ignition interlock devices for DUI offenders and establish graduated licensing programs that restrict teenagers' driving privileges. It also would impose new safety rules on interstate passenger buses in response to a number of high-profile tour bus crashes. "Do not give up hope,’’ said Sen. Barbara Boxer (D-Calif.), chairwoman of the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee. She said the bill’s passage was evidence "that we can work together.’’ The bill was passed only after lawmakers once again faced deadlines — a possible shutdown of the highway program Saturday and a doubling of student interest loan rates Sunday. Lawmakers also did something unusual for this Congress: They compromised. Republicans, in the face of White House opposition, dropped an effort to use the bill to try to advance the controversial Keystone XL oil pipeline from Canada. Environmentalists said the bill would weaken environmental reviews in order to satisfy Republican calls for speedier project approvals “The dramatic reforms in this measure will get projects moving by cutting the red tape that delays projects across the country and drives up construction costs,’’ said House Transportation Committee Chairman John L. Mica (R-Fla.). Democrats made concessions that are likely to lead to less funding for bicycle, pedestrian and beautification projects. Republican leaders, despite opposition within their conservative ranks, agreed to find money from sources other than the gas tax to fund transportation projects, such as higher employer premiums to the pension insurance agency, the Pension Benefit Guaranty Corp. All the "no" votes were cast by Republicans. "It has been obvious for many years that the current gasoline tax is not enough to meet the desire of Congress to spend on transportation," said Ryan Alexander, president of the watchdog Taxpayers for Common Sense. He accused lawmakers of relying on "budgetary smoke and mirrors’’ to fund projects. The 599-page bill, which could be one of the last major pieces of legislation to pass Congress before the election, includes other measures such as targeting the Asian carp, an invasive species threatening the Great Lakes, and steering 80% of the fines that will be paid by BP -- up to $21 billion by one estimate – from the 2010 Gulf of Mexico oil spill to help restore Gulf Coast ecosystems and rebuild economies in the region. The bill also includes a measure to renew the federal flood insurance program. Congressional leaders paved the way for the bill’s approval after dropping a measure, opposed by lawmakers from California to Pennsylvania, that would have forced millions of property owners living near flood control facilities to buy flood insurance. The mandate was designed to shore up an insurance program that is billions of dollars in debt, largely because of Hurricane Katrina and other 2005 hurricanes. Separately, the House approved an amendment to an annual spending bill that would prevent federal transportation funds from being spent in the next fiscal year for California’s controversial high-speed rail project. The amendment was sponsored by Rep. Jeff Denham (R-Atwater), who cited the project’s ballooning costs. Three California Democrats - Jim Costa of Fresno, Zoe Lofgren of San Jose and Laura Richardson of Long Beach – issued a statement calling the amendment an "example of how thoughtless partisanship would hurt all of California.’’

Plan Popular: Gas Tax

Resistance to raising the gas tax is waning in Congress – influential lobbies and increasing need for transportation spending 

Utt ‘3 
(Ronald Utt, Ph.D. and Dr. Ronald Utt. "Reauthorization of TEA-21: A Primer on Reforming the Federal Highway and Transit Programs." The Heritage Foundation, april 7, 2003. Web. 03 July 2012. <http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2003/04/reauthorization-of-tea-21>.)

MORE SPENDING AND HIGHER TAXES? Recognizing that a head-to-head fight over shares of the pie may leave both sides damaged, program beneficiaries are looking for ways to expand the pie, and some are advocating a fuel tax increase. The American Road and Transportation Builders Association (ARTBA) has advocated a 54 percent increase in the federal fuel tax paid by motorists by proposing tax increases of 2 cents per gallon per year for the next five years. Alternatively, state transportation officials represented by the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) want the federal fuel tax indexed for inflation. Until recently, elected officials have been silent on the issue of more spending and higher taxes, largely in appreciation of voters' overwhelming rejection of a series of well-funded, highly visible state and local referenda to raise state fuel and sales taxes to fund additional transportation projects. (See box, "Voters Reject Transportation Tax Increase Propositions.") Many believe that voters rejected these initiatives because they were unconvinced that the state transportation department and the proposed spending plans would do much to relieve congestion and improve mobility.5 In contrast to the voters' attitude on tax increases, the resistance to more spending and higher taxes is waning in Congress, and some Members are advocating substantial increases. Indeed, despite the prospect of huge increases in the federal budget deficit, the urgent need to spend more on national defense and homeland security, and bipartisan agreement on reducing the tax burden on families to stimulate the economy, some in Congress have conceded to lobbyists' demands and have announced plans to double surface transportation spending over the next several years and raise taxes to fund the increase.

Plan Popular

Plan is Popular- their support spurs future decisive action in Congress

Mineta and Skinner 12 [. Norman Mineta was transportation secretary for President George W. Bush. Samuel Skinner was transportation secretary for President George H.W. Bush. They are now co-chairmen of the University of Virginia's Miller Center David R. Goode National Transportation Policy Project, which is releasing the report of its most recent conference on Monday “Transportation policy needs a push.” http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/hottopics/lnacademic/, lexis] H. Kenner
Transportation is crucial to keeping the U.S. economy humming. Strategic investments in smart transportation projects with defined outcomes can help ensure our future prosperity. There must be adequate support, both for the maintenance of existing systems and for the expansion and interconnection of new systems. That's not happening now. Much about our transportation debate is familiar - funding challenges and policy disagreements are always part of the reauthorization process. But these challenges are exacerbated now by a chronic shortfall in revenue for the Highway Trust Fund, the fiscal austerity that is driving our political discourse and a lack of public trust in the federal transportation program. The tradition of broad bipartisan support for investments in surface transportation has largely broken down. We must get that back. Research and experience show, however, that this erosion of transportation support does not necessarily extend to the public. Most citizens still voice support for public spending on transportation when they realize it can result in positive local outcomes. The public is also receptive to the message that smart transportation investments make a positive long-term contribution to economic growth, U.S. competitiveness and job creation. Despite broad support in principle, however, active public engagement on these issues has been elusive. The public must convince our leaders that transportation investment and reform is crucial. While many Americans experience our inefficient transport systems in their daily lives, other national effects - including lost productivity on the broader economy or high transportation costs on the price of goods - are less obvious. Without a public mandate, most policymakers won't risk reforming the current system in a political landscape fraught with so many other competing demands. The failure last month to reauthorize our long-term highway system funding is just the most recent example. We must create: 1. A positive, forward-looking tone that frames the transportation debate around issues of economic growth, jobs and U.S. competitiveness, combined with quality of life. 2. A well-defined but flexible campaign plan keyed to the rhythms of an election year and important events in the transportation calendar. 3. A focus on building broader engagement through effective, targeted use of traditional media and social media. 4. A concerted effort to link local transportation investment opportunities and benefits to national-level policy decisions. The outlook for future investment in the U.S. transportation system remains uncertain. Many who have been involved in transportation for decades now say that the future of this critical economic underpinning looks unclear. But this indecision, and the resulting stagnation, carry a high price at a time when the stimulus funding of the 2009 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act is all but exhausted; Highway Trust Fund revenues are projected to remain flat or to decline, and budgets at all levels of government are stretched thin by the recession. We must harness a confluence of forces this year, including the presidential election, to open the door to fundamental change in transportation policy and programs. The first part of the year has seen some bursts of legislative activity, though it remains unclear whether this can lead to long-term reauthorization. We are under no illusions about the difficulty of being heard in an election year, let alone the difficulty of setting a substantive reform agenda in motion at a time of extreme political polarization. Nonetheless, we are confident that concerted advocacy can achieve the objective we have set: to raise a sense of urgency about the importance of transportation investment and create conditions for real change in our nation's approach to transportation. Norman Mineta was transportation secretary for President George W. Bush. Samuel Skinner was transportation secretary for President George H.W. Bush. They are now co-chairmen of the University of Virginia's Miller Center David R. Goode National Transportation Policy Project, which is releasing the report of its most recent conference on Monday 
TI + GT = Popular
And, if the funding direction is written into the plan it ensures the plan is popular

Fleet Owner 6/26/12

Transportation taxation policy not so tricky So the Mineta National Transit Research Consortium recently released a report based on three years of surveys regarding taxation and transportation. Given an extremely grandiose title – What Do Americans Think about Federal Tax Options to Support Public Transit, Highways, and Local Streets and Roads? Results from Year 3 of a National Survey– the report gathered data from a representative U.S. population sample of 1,519 people earlier this year, asking them if they would support various tax options for raising federal transportation revenues, with a “special focus” on trying to pinpoint what would motivate people to support increased revenues for public transit. This study also compared the results from this poll to two other similar surveys conducted in 2011 and 2010 to determine if attitudes among the general populace shifted on any of the issues and why. The study’s authors – Asha Weinstein Agrawal, Hilary Nixon, and Vinay Murthy – noted the primary reason behind this undertaking is to provide public officials with a “window” on public sentiment regarding taxation and transportation, especially as the U.S. transportation network continues to suffer (in their opinion) from a dearth of funding. "Over several decades, the transportation revenues from state and federal fuel taxes have fallen significantly, especially in terms of inflation-adjusted dollars per mile traveled," noted Agrawal in written remarks. "At the same time, the transportation system requires critical and expensive upgrades. This dilemma means that the U.S. must dramatically lower its goals for system preservation and enhancement, or new revenues must be raised.” He added if the latter is to happen, legislators must be convinced that increasing taxes or fees is politically feasible. “When legislators decide whether to raise new revenues, they must consider likely public support for – or opposition to – raising different kinds of taxes,” Agrawal said. “This report helps them understand public sentiment.” Not surprisingly, then, the Mineta consortium report (which, by the way, runs to 100 pages with all sorts of mind-numbingly detailed appendices and charts) finds that in many cases the average citizen is conflicted when it comes to taxation policies in regards to transportation: The survey results show that a majority of Americans would support higher taxes for transportation but only under certain conditions. For example, a gas tax increase of 10 cents per gallon to improve road maintenance gained the support of 58% of the respondents. However, support plummeted to 20% percent if that tax revenue would only be “used more generally” to maintain and improve the transportation system. Another gas tax variant that received at least 50% support in the 2012 survey centered on a 10 cent per-gallon increase for revenues dedicated to reducing accidents and improving safety. For tax options where the revenues were to be spent for undefined transportation purposes, support levels varied considerably by what kind of tax would be imposed, with a sales tax (49% approval) much more popular than either a gas tax increase (20%) or a new mileage tax (21%). In fact, survey results from all three years demonstrate that “mileage fees” are very unpopular under most scenarios, in the very low 21% support range for even a flat one cent per mile tax option. Looked at in total over the past three years, American public opinion has changed little when it comes to transportation taxation options, with the 2012 survey finding Americans about as willing to support tax increases for transportation as they were in 2010 and 2011. Now, how does John Q. Public view public transit these days? More importantly, where does public transit rank in terms of the worthiness of tax dollars? For starters, the Mineta consortium found that the majority of respondents (60%) said that transit service is very or somewhat good, 16% said that it is poor, and 24% said either that there is no service in their community or that they didn’t know. In terms of prioritizing transportation funds, though, things become quite clear. For example, expanding and improving local public transit service got noted as a high priority for almost half of respondents (45%), but this was the lowest percentage among the five priorities tested. Perhaps unsurprisingly, the two most popular priorities for transportation funds were road maintenance and improving safety, rated at 95% and 81%, respectively. “The 2012 questions exploring different methods to raise new revenues for expanding and improving public transit found relatively low levels of support for all of them,” the report concluded. “Policymakers seeking new funding for public transit will likely find that their programs are similarly popular to more traditional priorities like reducing traffic congestion, but nevertheless face the same obstacles as other transportation programs in finding new tax revenue sources.” Still, I think one of the biggest takeaways from this bulky report is a confirmation of the obvious: if taxes are raised for a SPECIFIC transportation purpose, such as maintaining current roads or building new ones, by and large John Q. Public will support it. But if public officials plan to raise fuel taxes and/or impose new transportation fees with only vague plans on how to spend that money, they’ll most likely hit a stone wall. Those two conclusions should shock no one – but now at least we’ve got numbers to back them up.

Price Floor Popular
And, a price floor is politically palatable

Sperling and Gordon 2k9

(Daniel, Ph.D., founding director of the Institute of Transportation Studies at UC Davis, a professor of civil engineering and environmental science and policy at the University of California at Davisand Deborah, Two Billion Cars: Driving Toward Sustainability, Pg 148 //um-ef) 

In the transport sector, a carbon (or fuel) tax would have ro be huge to induce change. Politically, the United States is unlikely to implement large gas taxes as are common in Europe and Japan. But perhaps it will find a "price floor" palatable.77 A price floor involves imposition of a tax if the inflation-adjusted gasoline pump price goes below a specified level, say $4 per gallon. At that time, a variable gas tax would kick in to make up the difference and keep the price stable at $4. A price floor might be seen as a way of avoiding the export of trillions of dollars to OPEC, keeping the money at home while the nation weans itself off oil.
***Elections D.A.***
Popular w/Public
***Positive Spin ensures the plan will be POPULAR with the public
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//um-ef)

B. Effective Marketing Given these public and lawmaker motivations, proponents of Pigovian gasoline taxation should portray the measure as one designed to prevent imminent harm of a type readily identifiable, or as a way to confer strongly desired benefits. 1. Get Attention The option of emphasizing imminent harm depends on government actors increasing the public's perception of the risk climate change poses because only severe, readily identifiable risks prompt changes in behavior. "Public officials could heighten the salience and hence the level of concern about the risks associated with climate change, and hence magnify the public demand for a regulatory response." n197 The media would play an important role in this. n198 Media portrayal of public health crises, acts of terrorism, or domestic natural disasters (such as flooding and drought) as resulting from volatile petroleum prices might drive the public to demand comprehensive transportation energy reforms that could include Pigovian fuel taxes. Representatives of regions made especially vulnerable to climate change effects could push such policies through the legislative process. But absent a dramatic increase in the salience of climate change's risks, many citizens' instinctive opposition to environmental protection indicates that gasoline taxes should not be portrayed as an environmental measure. n199 Political support from informed environmental groups is likely forthcoming regardless of whether environmental benefits are made explicit. Advertising environmental benefits might therefore galvanize more opposition than support. However, as discussed [*175] previously, these taxes' economic and national security benefits justify their im-plementation, irrespective of environmental considerations. 2. Spend Conspicuously 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 3. Employ Star Power The celebrity of the presidency might be required to galvanize public support for Pigovian gasoline taxation. There is reason to believe that Americans "would be willing to accept a gasoline tax if some leader would just frame the stakes for the country the right way." n206 From his "bully pulpit," President Obama could issue a call for such tax reform in order to maintain the United States' economic power and national security. n207 A president's ability to influence public opinion and overcome collective inertia by speaking directly to the public is well documented. In 1962, President John F. Kennedy persuaded the public to accept an enormously expensive task "of landing a man on the Moon and returning him safely to the Earth" n208 by portraying the mission as one vital "to win the battle that is now going on around the world between freedom and tyranny[.]" n209 Even earlier, in 1933, in the wake of his nationally-mandated "bank holiday," President Franklin D. Roosevelt delivered his weekly radio address to the nation, in which he explained the mechanics of banking to nervous depositors, restoring trust in the banking system, and thereby securing an economically efficient long-term outcome despite conflicting short-term individual interests. n210 President Obama might enjoy similar success in promoting an economically efficient outcome here. n211

Plan doesn’t trigger link- public used to price changes
Wachs. 2003.- Directorof the Institute of Transportation Studies at the University of California, Berkeley, Carlson Distinguished Professor of Civil & Environmental Engineering and professor of city and regional planning.[Martin, “A DOZEN REASONS FOR RAISING GASOLINE TAXES” Public Works Management Policy 2003 7: 235. Published by: http://www.sagepublications.com]MRaina
4. Drivers Show Remarkable Tolerance for Fuel Price Changes Although politicians who would have to enact motor fuel tax increases seem loathe to support even small changes in tax levels for fear of enraging the electorate, we see quite often much larger changes in the retail price of gasoline that seem to have only small effects on the attitudes of consumers. The pump price of gasoline and other motor fuels depends on changes in response to many factors in addition to tax rates: changes in crude oil prices, seasonality in the relationship between supply and demand, and unusual geopolitical events. Beyond this, there are variations in price from region to region that reflect different market conditions and also respond to costs induced by differences in environmental conditions and federal regulations that specify changes in the formulation of fuels for different seasons at different locations. During the past few years, the price of gasoline has risen and fallen in several different 7- or 8-week periods by half a dollar per gallon in different American submarkets. In the face of continual price volatility, it does not seem reasonable that elected officials would oppose a change of five cents per gallon in the federal or state motor fuel tax for fear that it will cost them reelection. Although motorists have not been thrilled by price increases, neither have they rebelled. In part, this reflects the fact that the cost of fuel is only a small part of the total cost of driving. The fixed costs of insurance and the capital cost of the vehicle are higher for most drivers. Why is it assumed to be a political liability to raise fuel taxes by a few pennies when fuel prices routinely change by more than that several times every year? Why is it not a political liability to allow worsening traffic congestion and growing numbers of potholes?

Plan Popular- Public
Tullos and Levy 06 [  Kristen is a Legal Volunteer at Georgia Law Center for the Homeless, Past Legal Intern at Atlanta Legal Aid Society, Legal Intern at National Law Center on Homelessness and Poverty, and Legal Intern at Federal Trade Commission. Emory Law student and University of Georgia graduate. Brian L. Levy is a student at the Roosevelt Institution at the University of Georgia.”Breaking America’s Oil Addiction A Plan to Support Sustainable Energy.” http://lilt.ilstu.edu/critique/fall2002docs/fall2006docs/Breakin%20America's-%20Oli%20Addiction.pdf] H. Kenner
It is commonly held that the majority of Americans will automatically oppose any tax increases. While this may be true in most instances, the proposed gas tax is one that should actually meet widespread acceptance. First, it will only amount to approximately a 28 dollar annual cost to each American driver—based on the average of 690 gallons individually consumed per year. This, coupled with the results from a 2003 Consumer Market Research study finding that “80 percent of American consumers agree that America needs to reduce oil imports” (Alliance to Save Energy 2005), illustrates the public’s awareness of and willingness to support efficient solutions to the energy crisis. Moreover, the same study, conducted by the Alliance to Save Energy, revealed that consumers recognize their duty to play a role in energy reform: “92 percent agree that business, government, and consumers have an equal responsibility to reduce energy use” (Alliance to Save Energy 2005). Along with favorable public opinion, history demonstrates that the American people are willing to accept an increase in the gas tax. Since 1982, there have been four increases, amounting to an overall quadrupling of the tax rate, none of which resulted in a public outcry (Williams 2005). Currently, the monies generated from the tax are used primarily to support the Highway Trust Fund that maintains the current transportation infrastructure (Talley 2000). Similarly, our proposal would generate funds to support transportation- only these monies would be allocated into a program that plans, supports, and constructs an infrastructure that is free from oil dependency. 

�This kind of kills the warming solvency for this card/article
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