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If you read the free trade scenario that’s in the 1nc you should probably have your US federalism modeled cards ready to go aa well.

1nc

A) Federalism high now – Obama is returning power to the states 

John Dinan and Shama Gamkhar May 14th, 2009 (Dinan is a professor of political science at Wake Forest, Gamkhar is a professor of public affairs at the University of Texas at Austin)  “The State of American Federalism 2008–2009: The Presidential Election, the Economic Downturn, and the Consequences for Federalism” Published in Publius: The Journal of Federalism” page online: http://publius.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/content/full/pjp012 Accessed July 9, 2009. 
In the early months of his presidency, Obama took a number of opportunities to revisit Bush administration positions regarding expansion of federal authority, preemption of state policy experimentation, and fiscal support for states, and the outlines of Obama's positions are starting to emerge. First, Obama has permitted greater state policy experimentation in several areas, including auto emissions standards and children's health programs. Second, Obama has been much more responsive to state fiscal interests, as evidenced most clearly by his support for a massive stimulus package containing significant state aid. Third, and as discussed in the next part of this essay, Obama has put federal power and resources in the service of a different set of policy goals, particularly regarding energy conservation and environmental protection.  Obama reversed Bush administration policy in such a way as to expand state discretion in several areas. In January 2009, he directed the EPA to begin the process of reversing a December 2007 denial of a Clean Air Act waiver to California (Schwartz 2009


), and in February 2009, he signed a CHIP (formerly SCHIP) reauthorization measure that Bush vetoed twice in an earlier form in 2007. The Children's Health Insurance Program Reauthorization Act of 2009 (CHIPRA) went even further than the earlier vetoed bills in granting discretion to states to insure legal immigrants immediately rather than waiting five years. Moreover, upon signing the law, Obama directed the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS) to withdraw an August 2007 Bush administration directive preventing states from using federal CHIP funds to cover children in families making above 250 percent of the Federal Poverty Level (FPL). The Obama memo restored states’ ability to cover children above this income level, although federal matching funds will be reduced for states choosing for the first time to cover children in families above 300 percent of FPL (Center for Children and Families 2009). In another departure from Bush administration policy, in March 2009 Attorney General Eric Holder announced that the Drug Enforcement Administration would discontinue raids on medical marijuana
B) Social Services are a state issue – federal interference undermines federalism
Encyclopedia Of The Nations- 09’

http://www.nationsencyclopedia.com/Americas/United-States-LOCAL-GOVERNMENT.html accessed 7/7/09

States regulate employment of children and women in industry, and enact safety laws to prevent industrial accidents. Unemployment insurance is a state function, as are education, public health, highway construction and safety, operation of a state highway patrol, and various kinds of personal relief. The state and local governments still are primarily responsible for providing public assistance, despite the large part the federal government plays in financing welfare.

C) and, Federalism is key to establish bonds that create free trade 

Calebresi ‘95

[Stephen, Associate Professor, Northwestern University School of Law. B.A. 1980, J.D. 1983, Yale, “Reflections on United States v. Lopez: "A GOVERNMENT OF LIMITED AND ENUMERATED POWERS": IN DEFENSE OF UNITED STATES v. LOPEZ,” 94 Mich. L. Rev. 752, Michigan Law Review, December, 1995]

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

 D) Free trade is key to avert nuclear annihilation

Copley News Service ‘99

[Dec 1, LN]

For decades, many children in America and other countries went to bed fearing annihilation by nuclear war. The specter of nuclear winter freezing the life out of planet Earth seemed very real. Activists protesting the World Trade Organization's meeting in Seattle apparently have forgotten that threat. The truth is that nations join together in groups like the WTO not just to further their own prosperity, but also to forestall conflict with other nations. In a way, our planet has traded in the threat of a worldwide nuclear war for the benefit of cooperative global economics. Some Seattle protesters clearly fancy themselves to be in the mold of nuclear disarmament or anti-Vietnam War protesters of decades past. But they're not. They're special-interest activists, whether the cause is environmental, labor or paranoia about global government. Actually, most of the demonstrators in Seattle are very much unlike yesterday's peace activists, such as Beatle John Lennon or philosopher Bertrand Russell, the father of the nuclear disarmament movement, both of whom urged people and nations to work together rather than strive against each other. These and other war protesters would probably approve of 135 WTO nations sitting down peacefully to discuss economic issues that in the past might have been settled by bullets and bombs. As long as nations are trading peacefully, and their economies are built on exports to other countries, they have a major disincentive to wage war. That's why bringing China, a budding superpower, into the WTO is so important. As exports to the United States and the rest of the world feed Chinese prosperity, and that prosperity increases demand for the goods we produce, the threat of hostility diminishes. Many anti-trade protesters in Seattle claim that only multinational corporations benefit from global trade, and that it's the everyday wage earners who get hurt. That's just plain wrong. First of all, it's not the military-industrial complex benefiting. It's U.S. companies that make high-tech goods. And those companies provide a growing number of jobs for Americans. In San Diego, many people have good jobs at Qualcomm, Solar Turbines and other companies for whom overseas markets are essential. In Seattle, many of the 100,000 people who work at Boeing would lose their livelihoods without world trade. Foreign trade today accounts for 30 percent of our gross domestic product. That's a lot of jobs for everyday workers. Growing global prosperity has helped counter the specter of nuclear winter. Nations of the world are learning to live and work together, like the singers of anti-war songs once imagined. Those who care about world peace shouldn't be protesting world trade. They should be celebrating it.

Uniqueness – Generic Obama

State power high now

Kathleen Ferraiolo, Department of Political Science at James Madison University, January 3, 2007

“The Evolving Nature of Federal-State Relations: State Activism in Education, Drug Control, and Homeland Security Policy" http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/1/4/3/2/4/p143243_index.html accessed 7/6/09 from Southern Political Science Association and Hotel InterContinental, mr

The federal government historically has used grants-in-aid as the primary means of encouraging states to adopt its goals. But new conditions, including the rise of direct democracy, support for devolution, state budget surpluses and growth in tax revenues, and increasing responsiveness to public opinion, have made states less dependent on federal funds, less attentive to federal priorities, and less willing to accede to federal dictates that come with strings attached. In a shift from previous decades, the public’s greater confidence in state and local governments than in the federal government may further contribute to state policymakers’ willingness to advance their own agendas.
Federalism strong  now –Obama plans to honor federalist principles
John Dinan and Shama Gamkhar May 14th, 2009 (Dinan is a professor of political science at Wake Forest, Gamkhar is a professor of public affairs at the University of Texas at Austin)  “The State of American Federalism 2008–2009: The Presidential Election, the Economic Downturn, and the Consequences for Federalism” Published in Publius: The Journal of Federalism” page online: http://publius.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/content/full/pjp012 Accessed July 9, 2009. 
In public addresses since the 2008 election Obama has in several ways signaled a greater attentiveness to federalism principles than was evident during the Bush administration. As president-elect in December 2008 he addressed members of the National Governors Association (NGA) in Philadelphia in the organization's centennial year. Citing Justice Louis Brandeis's oft-quoted dissent in New State Ice Co. v. Liebmann, 285 U.S. 262 (1932), Obama celebrated the ability of "a single courageous state" to "serve as a laboratory experimenting with innovative solutions to our economic problems." He went to say: "And that's the spirit of courage and ingenuity and stick-to-it-ness that so many of you embody. That's the spirit that I want to reclaim for the country as a whole. One where states are testing ideas, where Washington is investing in what works, and where you and I are working together in partnership on behalf of the great citizens of this nation" (Washington Post 2008


). Then, Obama chose to host the governors at the first state dinner of his presidency in February 2009, and in his toast he noted that "You’re where the rubber hits the road," and promised that his "goal and aim is to make sure that we are making life easier, and not harder, for you during the time that we’re here in Washington" (quoted in Silva 2009)
Federalism high now – Obama is returning power to the states 

John Dinan and Shama Gamkhar May 14th, 2009 (Dinan is a professor of political science at Wake Forest, Gamkhar is a professor of public affairs at the University of Texas at Austin)  “The State of American Federalism 2008–2009: The Presidential Election, the Economic Downturn, and the Consequences for Federalism” Published in Publius: The Journal of Federalism” page online: http://publius.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/content/full/pjp012 Accessed July 9, 2009. 
In the early months of his presidency, Obama took a number of opportunities to revisit Bush administration positions regarding expansion of federal authority, preemption of state policy experimentation, and fiscal support for states, and the outlines of Obama's positions are starting to emerge. First, Obama has permitted greater state policy experimentation in several areas, including auto emissions standards and children's health programs. Second, Obama has been much more responsive to state fiscal interests, as evidenced most clearly by his support for a massive stimulus package containing significant state aid. Third, and as discussed in the next part of this essay, Obama has put federal power and resources in the service of a different set of policy goals, particularly regarding energy conservation and environmental protection.  Obama reversed Bush administration policy in such a way as to expand state discretion in several areas. In January 2009, he directed the EPA to begin the process of reversing a December 2007 denial of a Clean Air Act waiver to California (Schwartz 2009[image: image4.png]




).



), and in February 2009, he signed a CHIP (formerly SCHIP) reauthorization measure that Bush vetoed twice in an earlier form in 2007. The Children's Health Insurance Program Reauthorization Act of 2009 (CHIPRA) went even further than the earlier vetoed bills in granting discretion to states to insure legal immigrants immediately rather than waiting five years. Moreover, upon signing the law, Obama directed the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS) to withdraw an August 2007 Bush administration directive preventing states from using federal CHIP funds to cover children in families making above 250 percent of the Federal Poverty Level (FPL). The Obama memo restored states’ ability to cover children above this income level, although federal matching funds will be reduced for states choosing for the first time to cover children in families above 300 percent of FPL (Center for Children and Families 2009). In another departure from Bush administration policy, in March 2009 Attorney General Eric Holder announced that the Drug Enforcement Administration would discontinue raids on medical marijuana dispensaries in the thirteen states that have legalized medical marijuana, as long as distributors operate in accord with these state laws (Johnston and Lewis 2009
Uniqueness - Education
Individual states have the most authority over education.

James W. Guthrie, Professor of Public Policy and Education, 2009

“State Educational Systems - The Legal Basis for State Control of Education, School Organization Models, The School District Consolidation Movement” http://education.stateuniversity.com/pages/2448/State-Educational-Systems.html accessed 7/6/09 from State Educational Systems, mr

The American system of public schooling is unusual for a modern state, as most nations rely upon education systems operated by the national government. The education system in the United States is actually a set of state-based systems. There is, however, a federal government role in education, and national education organizations and activities exist. But the ultimate authority–what is called plenary authority–for schooling in the United States resides with the individual states.
 

Education is specifically designated as a state controlled issue.

James W. Guthrie, Professor of Public Policy and Education, 2009

“State Educational Systems - The Legal Basis for State Control of Education, School Organization Models, The School District Consolidation Movement” http://education.stateuniversity.com/pages/2448/State-Educational-Systems.html accessed 7/6/09 from State Educational Systems, mr

The U.S. Constitution omits any consideration of education or schooling–in fact, the words education and schooling do not appear in the document. James Madison's diary of the Constitutional Convention suggests that education was not even a topic of consideration at the Philadelphia deliberations. The only education topic of serious concern was whether or not to form a national university, which the delegates decided against. The absence of any specific mention of education, coupled with the Constitution's Tenth Amendment, renders education a state function. The Tenth Amendment states that "The powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution … are reserved to the States respectively, or to the people." This was a new and unique system, and it could be said that prior to formation of the United States, charters of liberty were granted by those with power, while in the United States, charters of power were now granted by those with liberty. The constitutions of all fifty states assume specific responsibility for education. Hence, the U.S. education system, by default, is a set of systems, not a single national system. 

Education was intended to remain state regulated.

David Salisbury, Former Director of the Center for Educational Freedom, 2003

“CATO Handbook for Congress” http://www.cato.org/pubs/handbook/hb108/hb108-28.pdf accessed 7/6/09 from the CATO Institute, mr

For more than 200 years, the federal government had left education to those who were in the best position to oversee it—state and local governments and families. Richard L. Lyman, president of Stanford University, who testified at the congressional hearings on forming the new department, pointed out that ‘‘the two-hundred-year-old absence of a Department of Education is not the result of simple failure during all that time. On the contrary, it derives from the conviction that we do not want the kind of educational system that such arrangements produce.’’ Without question, the Framers intended that most aspects of American life would be outside the purview of the federal government. They never envisioned that Congress or the president would become involved in funding schools or mandating policy for classrooms.

Education decisions are most effective when made on the state level.

Dan Lips, Heritage Foundation, 2009

“A Welcome Show of Support for State and Local Control in Education” http://www.heritage.org/research/education/ednotes72.cfm accessed 7/6/09 from The Heritage Foundation, mr

The House of Representatives voted overwhelmingly last week in favor of the principle of state and local control in education. The vote highlights an important education policy issue that will be at the heart of the debate on whether Congress should reauthorize No Child Left Behind. On Tuesday, the House of Representatives was considering the "10,000 Teachers, 1 Million Minds Science and Scholarship Act," a proposal designed to use federal funding for education to improve math and science education in America's schools and encourage the hiring of thousands of new teachers. The act also would empower the director of the National Science Foundation to convene a panel of national experts in math and science education to develop curriculum recommendations that would be disseminated by federal agencies to local schools. Representative Pete Hoekstra (R-MI) viewed this as opening the door to further federal involvement in local schools. "Education decisions are best determined at the local level by parents and school boards," Rep. Hoekstra explained. "The legislation as presented before the House would have taken us further in the opposite direction."

Veterans UQ

States roles are increasing with veterans

“Rep. Courtney Improves State’s Role in Armed Forces Discharge Process,” VOTE SMART, December 17, 2007. Online. Accessed July 7, 2009. https://www.votesmart.org/speech_detail.php?sc_id=349578&keyword=&phrase=&contain= 

Congressman Courtney initiated the effort to step up state help for veterans in March when he successfully offered an amendment in the House Armed Services Committee during consideration of H.R. 1538, the Wounded Warrior Assistance Act. The amendment would require the Department of Defense to notify State based Veterans Affairs departments or agencies when a discharged service member returns home. The Wounded Warrior Assistance Act was passed as part of the conference report to the Fiscal Year 2008 National Defense Authorization Act, which has been approved by Congress and must now be signed by the President. Connecticut Senator Joe Lieberman also advocated for states to have a role in the separation process.

Uniqueness – TANF

TANF Increased State Welfare Responsibility And Helps Eliminate Poverty

Government Accountability Office Welfare Report 02’

http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d02615t.pdf accessed 7/7/09

The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA) significantly changed federal welfare policy for low-income families with children, building upon and expanding state-level reforms. It ended the federal entitlement to assistance for eligible needy families with children under Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) and created the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) block grant, designed to help needy families reduce their dependence on welfare and move toward economic independence. The TANF block grant, which is administered by the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS), makes $16.5 billion available to states each year, regardless of changes in the number of people receiving benefits. To qualify for their full TANF allotments, states must spend a certain amount of state money, referred to as maintenance-of-effort (MOE) funds.
Uniqueness – Drug Programs

States control drug rehabilitation now.

The Saint Jude Retreat House, 2003

“Independent Alcohol and Drug Addiction Research” http://www.soberforever.net/currenttreatdoesnt.cfm accessed 7/7/09 from The Saint Jude Retreat House and The Baldwin Research Institute, mr

The Nixon-era brought with it a stepped up “War on Crime.” Nixon’s administration financed a national growth in methadone programs. The expansion of methadone treatment centers was implemented in the hopes that addicts would substitute methadone for heroin, therefore, reducing crime. In 1971, Nixon created the Special Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention which began increased federal funding for substance abusers awaiting treatment. It was at this point that control over federal funding and client payment for treatment centers began to shift to state organizations. The shift from Federal control to state control began a rapid influx of private institutions. The treatment industry blossomed into a multi-billion dollar juggernaut. The modalities implemented were not researched or proven effective but, treatment providers were not obligated to provide success. Therefore, in the face of lacking empirical evidence and success, the dollars continued to roll in by the millions.

Drug rehabilitation programs have state funding.

Kerry Johnson, 2009

“Addiction: Is it Really a Disease as Believed by 12-step Drug Rehabilitation Programs?” http://www.drugrehab.net/articles/drug_rehabilitation.php accessed 7/7/09 from The Association for Better Living and Education International, mr

Many 12-step drug rehabilitation programs receive state funding, and consequently, the required meetings are free. Drug Rehabilitation programs that offer a true solution to drug addiction do exist. By stripping away the belief that addiction is a disease, these drug rehabilitation programs can return the addict to a healthy state. There is no incurable disease to combat.

State courts designed to combat drug offense and monitor drug rehabilitation are successfully established in every state.

Robert D. Reischauer, Urban Institute, 2005

“Are Drug Courts a Solution to the Drug Problem?” http://www.urban.org/publications/900803.html accessed 7/7/09 from The Urban Institute, mr
The past 15 years have been a time of remarkable innovation and some might say unprecedented innovation within American state courts. All across the country in red states and blue, we have seen entrepreneurial judges and attorneys creating specialized courts—drug courts, community courts, mental health courts, domestic violence courts --trying to tackle some of these difficult problems coming into the courthouse doors. These courts are addressing problems ranging from very serious cases—assault cases involving domestic violence --to the most minor cases that ever come into American courts, the so-called quality-of-life offenses. Drug courts are by far the most popular, these models of problem-solving courts. You'll hear more from Judge Josey-Herring about what the model looks like. But basically, drug courts link addicted offenders to community-based treatment in lieu of incarceration. Defendants agree to submit to the urine test and regular judicial monitoring. And if they successfully complete treatment, the charges against them are typically reduced and they can avoid jail or prison terms. There are more than 2,000 problem-solving courts in this country according to the National Association of Drug Court Professionals. Every state has at least one. The American Bar Association has endorsed problem-solving justice, as has the Conference of Chief Justices, hardly fringe organizations I might add. And I think that this represents just the tip of the iceberg.

Link – Social Services

Social Services are a state issue

Encyclopedia Of The Nations- 09’

http://www.nationsencyclopedia.com/Americas/United-States-LOCAL-GOVERNMENT.html accessed 7/7/09

States regulate employment of children and women in industry, and enact safety laws to prevent industrial accidents. Unemployment insurance is a state function, as are education, public health, highway construction and safety, operation of a state highway patrol, and various kinds of personal relief. The state and local governments still are primarily responsible for providing public assistance, despite the large part the federal government plays in financing welfare.

Crime link

States have Constitutional authority to control crime.

William A. Niskanen and David Boaz, The Cato Institute, 2001

http://www.cato.org/pubs/handbook/hb104/104-12.pdf accessed 7/8/09 from The CATO Institute, mr

For a number of reasons, the federal government should not do very much about crime. First, the Constitution provides explicit federal authority to punish only a few crimes (counterfeiting, piracies, and felonies on the oceans; offenses against the law of nations; violation of rules established for the armed forces; and treason), reserving general police powers to the states. Most crime legislation by Congress, by extension of the constitutional principle, has been limited to crimes against or by federal employees or by criminal organizations operating in international or interstate commerce.

Federal involvement is only allowed in crime prevention if it falls within Congress’s constitutionally granted powers – gang crime stretches the commerce clause
Erica Little and Brian W. Walsh (legal policy analyst and senior legal research fellow) September 17, 2007 “The Gang Abatement and Prevention Act: a counterproductive and unconstitutional intrusion into state and local responsibilities,” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Crime/wm1619.cfm, July 8, 2009, Heritage Foundation, mh 

Violent street crime committed by gang members is a problem common to many states, so federal involvement may seem like a good idea. To warrant federal involvement, however, an activity must fall within Congress's constitutionally granted powers. There are serious reasons to doubt that S. 456 and H.R. 1582 do so. In the course of striking down provisions of the Violence Against Women Act of 1994, the Supreme Court in 2000 affirmed the fundamental limits on the legislative power created by the Constitution: Every law enacted by Congress must be based on one or more of its powers enumerated in the Constitution. "The powers of the legislature are defined and limited; and that those limits may not be mistaken, or forgotten, the constitution is written."[6] This limitation on Congress's power to legislate is neither arbitrary nor accidental: It was adopted to protect the American people—including those suspected of criminal conduct—from the encroaching power of a centralized national government. As the Court stated, "This constitutionally mandated division of authority ‘was adopted by the Framers to ensure protection of our fundamental liberties.'"[7] To skirt this limitation, the drafters of S. 456 attempt to rely on the Commerce Clause to establish Congress's power to assert federal jurisdiction over crimes that are essentially local in nature. Butto fall within Congress's power to "regulate Commerce…among the several States," a problem must not merely be common to the states; it must be truly interstate in nature and "substantially affect" interstate commerce.[8] For this reason, Congress's power under the Commerce Clause does not include the authority to federalize most non-commercial street crimes, whether or not they have some minor nexus with interstate commerce. Although broader and broader readings of the Commerce Clause during the latter part of the twentieth century allowed the federal government to regulate more and more economic activity,[9] the Supreme Court has set limits and rejected several recent attempts to federalize common street crimes,[10] even ones that have some interstate impact. The expansive (many would say virtually unlimited) interpretation of the Commerce Clause employed to justify the creation of most new federal crimes ignores the original meaning of the Constitution. As Justice Thomas wrote in his concurring opinion in United States v. Lopez, if Congress had been given authority over any and every matter that simply "affects" interstate commerce, most of Article I, Section 8 would be superfluous, mere surplusage.[11]
Link – Crime
Overfederalization of crime law erodes federalism and is ineffective
Erica Little and Brian W. Walsh (legal policy analyst and senior legal research fellow) September 17, 2007 “The Gang Abatement and Prevention Act: a counterproductive and unconstitutional intrusion into state and local responsibilities,” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Crime/wm1619.cfm, July 8, 2009, Heritage Foundation,
S. 456 is yet another example of Congress's habit of expanding federal criminal law in response to cure all of society's ills.[23] The phenomenon of over-federalization of crime undermines state and local accountability for law enforcement, undermines cooperative and creative efforts to fight crime (which permit the states to carry out their vital roles of acting as "laboratories of democracy"), and injures America's federalist system of government. Although S. 456, in its findings section, purports to recognize the crime-fighting expertise and effectiveness of local authorities, it would further erode state and local law enforcement's primary role in combating common street crime. The findings state that, because state and local prosecutors and law enforcement officers have "the expertise, experience, and connection to the community that is needed to assist in combating gang violence," consultation and coordination among state, local, and federal law enforcement is crucial. The bill characterizes the programs that it would establish, such as the federal-state working groups that would be part of the newly created High Intensity Gang Activity Areas, as attempts to create such collaboration. Nonetheless, the bill would reduce the effectiveness and success of local prosecutors and law enforcement. Whenever state and local officials can blame failures to effectively prosecute crime on federal officials—and vice versa—accountability and responsibility are diluted. Although this is sometimes unavoidable for the limited set of crimes for which there truly is overlapping state and federal jurisdiction,[24] unclear lines of accountability for wholly intrastate crimes are unacceptable. Combating common street crime is a governmental responsibility over which the states have historically been sovereign, with little intervention from the federal government.[25] Federal criminal law should be used only to combat problems reserved to the national government in the Constitution.[26] These include offenses directed against the federal government or its interests, express matters left to the federal government in the Constitution (such as counterfeiting), and commercial crimes with a substantial multi-state or international impact.[27] Most of the basic offenses contained in S. 456 do not fall within any of these categories and so are not within the federal government's constitutional reach. For example, the fact that armed robberies committed by gang members may (rarely) involve interstate travel or some other incidental interstate connection does not justify federal involvement. In fact, the vast majority of prohibited conduct under S. 456 would almost never take place in more than one locale within a single state. Such conduct is, at most, only tangentially interstate in nature and does not justify federal intervention. S. 456 ignores recent decades' lessons on how to successfully reduce crime. New York City and Boston in the 1990s and early 2000s demonstrated that when accountability is enhanced at the state and local levels, local police officials and prosecutors can make impressive gains against crime, including gang crime. By contrast, federalizing authority over crime reduces accountability of local officials because they can pass the buck to federal law enforcement authorities. In addition, over-federalization results in the misallocation of scarce federal law enforcement resources, which in turn leads to selective prosecution. The expansive list of federal gang crimes in the bill would place significant demands on the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the U.S. Attorneys, and other federal law enforcers that would distract them from the truly national problems that undeniably require federal attention, such as the investigation and prosecution of foreign espionage and terrorism. The bill would create 94 additional Assistant U.S. Attorney positions, presumably to handle the increased work load that the new federal "gang crimes" in the bill would create. This dedication of resources not only diverts from more pressing needs that are truly federal, but constitutes legislative micromanaging of the executive branch's ability to enforce the laws. 

LINK – Federal Mandates
Federal demands on the states erode state power and effectiveness 

National Association of Governors 09’-the NGA is a committee formed by the governing head of all states and territories

http://www.nga.org/portal/site/nga/menuitem.8358ec82f5b198d18a278110501010a0/?vgnextoid=57c5e790fa435010VgnVCM1000001a01010aRCRD accessed 7/8/09

Congress and the Administration should avoid the imposition of unfunded federal mandates on states. Federal action increasingly has relied on states to carry out policy initiatives without providing necessary funding to pay for these programs. State governments cannot function as full partners in our federal system if the federal government appropriates states’ ability to devise and legislate their own solutions to domestic problems by requiring states to devote their limited resources toward complying with unfunded federal mandates. To provide maximum flexibility and opportunity for innovation, as well as foster administrative efficiency and cross-program coordination, federal-state programs should be designed to meet the following principles. Legislative authorization should be kept current, and all programs should be subject to periodic review. There should be a congressional determination of a compelling need for federal action. Legislation should include clear statements of measurable program objectives to reduce administrative confusion and facilitate judicial interpretation of congressional intent. States should be actively involved in a cooperative effort to develop policy and administrative procedures. Grant requirements should be tied to the purpose of the grant. The federal government should respect the authority of states to determine the allocation of administrative and financial responsibilities within states in accordance with state constitutions and statutes. Federal legislation should not encroach on this authority. Federal programs should aim to encourage compliance through incentives rather than punish non-compliance with the loss of federal funds. Programs should include reasonable incentives to reward states that efficiently manage federally funded programs. 

Federalism Key to stop poverty
Federalism is key to solving poverty

James Weill. President of Food Research and Action Center. “The Federal Government— the Indispensable Player in Redressing Poverty” June 2006. http://www.frac.org/pdf/Weil06.pdf. Accessed July 8, 2009. 

The federal role, moreover, does not mean that individual self-reliance, a strong and effective charitable sector, a more supportive workplace, and engaged state and local governments are unimportant. The federal government does not substitute for the role of other sectors that themselves are critical components of a broad social strategy to build economic security, develop opportunity, and reduce poverty. American history, economic and government structure, politics, and culture all mean that a robust economy, a civil society, and vibrant state and local government are fundamental to economic security. But having real national leadership in the mix is essential. 

***FEDERALISM GOOD***

Federalism not Modeled – Generic

U.S. federalism isn’t modeled abroad – countries look to Europe or South Africa instead.

Newsweek ‘06

[1/31, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/6857387/site/newsweek/]

AMERICAN DEMOCRACY: Once upon a time, the U.S. Constitution was a revolutionary document, full of epochal innovations—free elections, judicial review, checks and balances, federalism and, perhaps most important, a Bill of Rights. In the 19th and 20th centuries, countries around the world copied the document, not least in Latin America. So did Germany and Japan after World War II. Today? When nations write a new constitution, as dozens have in the past two decades, they seldom look to the American model.

When the soviets withdrew from Central Europe, U.S. constitutional experts rushed in. They got a polite hearing, and were sent home. Jiri Pehe, adviser to former president Vaclav Havel, recalls the Czechs' firm decision to adopt a European-style parliamentary system with strict limits on campaigning. "For Europeans, money talks too much in American democracy. It's very prone to certain kinds of corruption, or at least influence from powerful lobbies," he says. "Europeans would not want to follow that route." They also sought to limit the dominance of television, unlike in American campaigns where, Pehe says, "TV debates and photogenic looks govern election victories." So it is elsewhere. After American planes and bombs freed the country, Kosovo opted for a European constitution. Drafting a post-apartheid constitution, South Africa rejected American-style federalism in favor of a German model, which leaders deemed appropriate for the social-welfare state they hoped to construct. Now fledgling African democracies look to South Africa as their inspiration, says John Stremlau, a former U.S. State Department official who currently heads the international relations department at the University of Witwatersrand in Johannesburg: "We can't rely on the Americans." The new democracies are looking for a constitution written in modern times and reflecting their progressive concerns about racial and social equality, he explains. "To borrow Lincoln's phrase, South Africa is now Africa's 'last great hope'."

American federalism isn’t modeled – multinational states prove

Alfred Stepan, Professor of Government at Oxford and Columbia, 1999, Journal of Democracy 10.4, 19-34, “Federalism and Democracy: Beyond the U.S. Model,” muse
In seeking to understand why some countries are reluctant to adopt federal systems, it is helpful to examine what political science has had [End Page 20] to say about federalism. Unfortunately, some of the most influential works in political science today offer incomplete or insufficiently broad definitions of federalism and thereby suggest that the range of choices facing newly democratizing states is narrower than it actually is. In large part, this stems from their focusing too exclusively on the model offered by the United States, the oldest and certainly one of the most successful federal democracies.  One of the most influential political scientists to write about federalism in the last half-century, the late William H. Riker, stresses three factors present in the U.S. form of federalism that he claims to be true for federalism in general. 1 First, Riker assumes that every longstanding federation, democratic or not, is the result of a bargain whereby previously sovereign polities agree to give up part of their sovereignty in order to pool their resources to increase their collective security and to achieve other goals, including economic ones. I call this type of federalism coming-together federalism. For Riker, it is the only type of federalism in the world.  Second, Riker and many other U.S. scholars assume that one of the goals of federalism is to protect individual rights against encroachments on the part of the central government (or even against the "tyranny of the majority") by a number of institutional devices, such as a bicameral legislature in which one house is elected on the basis of population, while in the other house the subunits are represented equally. In addition, many competences are permanently granted to the subunits instead of to the center. If we can call all of the citizens in the polity taken as a whole the demos, we may say that these devices, although democratic, are "demosconstraining."  Third, as a result of the federal bargain that created the United States, each of the states was accorded the same constitutional competences. U.S. federalism is thus considered to be constitutionally symmetrical. By contrast, asymmetrical arrangements that grant different competencies and group-specific rights to some states, which are not now part of the U.S. model of federalism, are seen as incompatible with the principled equality of the states and with equality of citizens' rights in the post-segregation era.  Yet although these three points are a reasonably accurate depiction of the political structures and normative values associated with U.S. federalism, most democratic countries that have adopted federal systems have chosen not to follow the U.S. model. Indeed, American-style federalism embodies some values that would be very inappropriate for [End Page 21] many democratizing countries, especially multinational polities. To explain what I mean by this, let me review each of these three points in turn. 

Federalism not Modeled – Generic

Emerging democracies of the past 20 years prove the US federalist model no longer holds sway – this evidence is the most historically factual and should be preferred.
Andrew Moravcsik, Professor of Politics at Princeton University. Newsweek, 1/31/05. “Dream On, America.”
Once upon a time, the U.S. Constitution was a revolutionary document, full of epochal innovations--free elections, judicial review, checks and balances, federalism and, perhaps most important, a Bill of Rights. In the 19th and 20th centuries, countries around the world copied the document, not least in Latin America. So did Germany and Japan after World War II. Today? When nations write a new constitution, as dozens have in the past two decades, they seldom look to the American model.  When the soviets withdrew from Central Europe, U.S. constitutional experts rushed in. They got a polite hearing, and were sent home. Jiri Pehe, adviser to former president Vaclav Havel, recalls the Czechs' firm decision to adopt a European-style parliamentary system with strict limits on campaigning. "For Europeans, money talks too much in American democracy. It's very prone to certain kinds of corruption, or at least influence from powerful lobbies," he says. "Europeans would not want to follow that route." They also sought to limit the dominance of television, unlike in American campaigns where, Pehe says, "TV debates and photogenic looks govern election victories."  So it is elsewhere. After American planes and bombs freed the country, Kosovo opted for a European constitution. Drafting a post-apartheid constitution, South Africa rejected American-style federalism in favor of a German model, which leaders deemed appropriate for the social-welfare state they hoped to construct. Now fledgling African democracies look to South Africa as their inspiration, says John Stremlau, a former U.S. State Department official who currently heads the international relations department at the University of Witwatersrand in Johannesburg: "We can't rely on the Americans." The new democracies are looking for a constitution written in modern times and reflecting their progressive concerns about racial and social equality, he explains. "To borrow Lincoln's phrase, South Africa is now Africa's 'last great hope'."  Much in American law and society troubles the world these days. Nearly all countries reject the United States' right to bear arms as a quirky and dangerous anachronism. They abhor the death penalty and demand broader privacy protections. Above all, once most foreign systems reach a reasonable level of affluence, they follow the Europeans in treating the provision of adequate social welfare is a basic right. All this, says Bruce Ackerman at Yale University Law School, contributes to the growing sense that American law, once the world standard, has become "provincial." The United States' refusal to apply the Geneva Conventions to certain terrorist suspects, to ratify global human-rights treaties such as the innocuous Convention on the Rights of the Child or to endorse the International Criminal Court (coupled with the abuses at Abu Ghraib and Guantanamo) only reinforces the conviction that America's Constitution and legal system are out of step with the rest of the world.

Russia Won’t Model US Federalism

Russia won’t model American federalism, if they’re federalist at all it’ll be Russian style.

Evgueni Vladimirovich Pershin, second director of the Analytical Department of the Federation Council Apparatus. Kazan Federalist, 2003. Number 4 (8). “Issues in the improvement of Russian federalism.” http://www.kazanfed.ru/en/publications/kazanfederalist/n8/4/
The current state of federal relations in Russia requires practical steps aimed at its fundamental modernization. However, we should not forget that Russian federalism is a national product. It will not and should not look like the American or German models. Understanding of the foreign experience is important only to produce an essentially new model of federal relations at the next stage of self-development, which the researchers will later call “the Russian model of federalism.”

British Federalism serves as the example for Russia – not the US

Evgueni Vladimirovich Pershin, second director of the Analytical Department of the Federation Council Apparatus. Kazan Federalist, 2003. Number 4 (8). “Issues in the improvement of Russian federalism.” http://www.kazanfed.ru/en/publications/kazanfederalist/n8/4/
If we can find the optimal variant of territorial power organization for Russia in the vast foreign experience, it would probably be the devolution processes that are on the way in Great Britain, Spain and a number of other states. This experience is much closer to Russia than the experience of federal state in Germany or America. Devolution is also not a panacea but a way or a method to solve state building problems.
No modeling—their evidence reflects outdated trends
Moravcsik, 5-- MORAVCSIK. NEWSWEEK INTERNATIONAL 2005. “DREAM ON AMERICA”. __www.msnbc.msn.com/id/6857387 /site/newsweek; Lexis
Not long ago, the American dream was a global fantasy. Not only Americans saw themselves as a beacon unto nations. So did much of the rest of the world. East Europeans tuned into Radio Free Europe. Chinese students erected a replica of the Statue of Liberty in Tiananmen Square.  You had only to listen to George W. Bush's Inaugural Address last week (invoking "freedom" and "liberty" 49 times) to appreciate just how deeply Americans still believe in this founding myth. For many in the world, the president's rhetoric confirmed their worst fears of an imperial America relentlessly pursuing its narrow national interests. But the greater danger may be a delusional America--one that believes, despite all evidence to the contrary, that the American Dream lives on, that America remains a model for the world, one whose mission is to spread the word.  The gulf between how Americans view themselves and how the world views them was summed up in a poll last week by the BBC. Fully 71 percent of Americans see the United States as a source of good in the world. More than half view Bush's election as positive for global security. Other studies report that 70 percent have faith in their domestic institutions and nearly 80 percent believe "American ideas and customs" should spread globally.  Foreigners take an entirely different view: 58 percent in the BBC poll see Bush's re-election as a threat to world peace. Among America's traditional allies, the figure is strikingly higher: 77 percent in Germany, 64 percent in Britain and 82 percent in Turkey. Among the 1.3 billion members of the Islamic world, public support for the United States is measured in single digits. Only Poland, the Philippines and India viewed Bush's second Inaugural positively.  Tellingly, the anti-Bushism of the president's first term is giving way to a more general anti-Americanism. A plurality of voters (the average is 70 percent) in each of the 21 countries surveyed by the BBC oppose sending any troops to Iraq, including those in most of the countries that have done so. Only one third, disproportionately in the poorest and most dictatorial countries, would like to see American values spread in their country. Says Doug Miller of GlobeScan, which conducted the BBC report: "President Bush has further isolated America from the world. Unless the administration changes its approach, it will continue to erode America's good name, and hence its ability to effectively influence world affairs." Former Brazilian president Jose Sarney expressed the sentiments of the 78 percent of his countrymen who see America as a threat: "Now that Bush has been re-elected, all I can say is, God bless the rest of the world." 
Russia Won’t Model US Federalism
Russia won’t model
Trenin 2006 (Dmitri Foreign Affairs July/August “Russia Leaves the West” Lexis)
As President Vladimir Putin prepares to host the summit of the G-8 (the group of eight highly industrialized nations) in St. Petersburg in July, it is hardly a secret that relations between Russia and the West have begun to fray. After more than a decade of talk about Russia's "integration" into the West and a "strategic partnership" between Moscow and Washington, U.S. and European officials are now publicly voicing their concern over Russia's domestic political situation and its relations with the former Soviet republics. In a May 4 speech in Lithuania, for example, U.S. Vice President Dick Cheney accused the Kremlin of "unfairly restricting citizens' rights" and using its energy resources as "tools of intimidation and blackmail."  Even as these critics express their dismay, they continue to assume that if they speak loudly and insistently, Russia will heed them and change its ways. Unfortunately, they are looking for change in the wrong place. It is true, as they charge, that Putin has recently clamped down on dissent throughout Russia and cracked down on separatists in Chechnya, but more important changes have come in Russia's foreign policy. Until recently, Russia saw itself as Pluto in the Western solar system, very far from the center but still fundamentally a part of it. Now it has left that orbit entirely: Russia's leaders have given up on becoming part of the West and have started creating their own Moscow-centered system. 

Russia has silenced supporters of federalism
Stephen J. Blank, 2002 Professor of National Security Studies at the U.S. Army War College, WASHINGTON QUARTERLY, Winter, 2002, p. Lexis 
The situation in Chechnya has led Moscow systematically to repress supporters of federalism; local governors; opponents of the war; politically minded entrepreneurs, business owners, and oligarchs; the television and newspaper media; foreign and Russian scholars; foreign students; environmentalists; nongovernmental organizations; and non-Orthodox religions.
Russian Federalism Good: Civil War

1) Russian federalism is key to prevent Russian civil war.

Yuri Krasan, Director of Social Programmes, the Foundation for Social and Economic Reform, 1994, Federalism and the New World Order, p. 67

Even the idea that regional separatism will save Russia has recently been expressed. It has been suggested that, given the likelihood of a collapse of federal structures, it would be possible to preserve a sound social element only at the regional level, which could become the foundation for a renewal of Russia itself. Whatever the positive motives may be in support of regionalization, such an approach undermines the foundation of Russian federalism—the very basis of Russian statehood. Its implementation would turn Russia into a con-glomerate of peculiar independent principalities without any guarantees that they would again merge into a single federative organism rather than drifting even further apart, joining different geopolitical centres. Within the current confrontational political environment in Russia, without an agreement on a federal structure, Russian territory will become an arena of hostility and struggle, sterile soil for the development of modern democracy. Given Rus​sia’s nuclear military capability, this instability has serious implications for the global community. The shaping of a stable Russian Federation is, thus, a cornerstone for the success of democratization in post-totalitarian Russian society and for Rus​sia’s transformation into a responsible and influential member of the world community. At the same time, the development of the Russian Federation is unthinkable outside the context of society’s democratic reformation. Stability is only possible through improvements in the democratic process and insti​tutions, including a reform of the federal system that provides for an ef​fective distribution of powers between the centre and the rest of the fed​eration.

2) and, Russian civil war leads to nuclear war with the US

Steven R. David, Professor of Political Science at Johns Hopkins University, Foreign Affairs Jan 1999
Should Russia succumb to internal war, the consequences for the United States and Europe will be severe. A major power like Russia -- even though in decline -- does not suffer civil war quietly or alone. An embattled Russian Federation might provoke opportunistic attacks from enemies such as China. Massive flows of refugees would pour into central and western Europe. Armed struggles in Russia could easily spill into its neighbors. Damage from the fighting, particularly attacks on nuclear plants, would poison the environment of much of Europe and Asia. Within Russia, the consequences would be even worse. Just as the sheer brutality of the last Russian civil war laid the basis for the privations of Soviet communism, a second civil war might produce another horrific regime. Most alarming is the real possibility that the violent disintegration of Russia could lead to loss of control over its nuclear arsenal. No nuclear state has ever fallen victim to civil war, but even without a clear precedent the grim consequences can be foreseen. Russia retains some 20,000 nuclear weapons and the raw material for tens of thousands more, in scores of sites scattered throughout the country. So far, the government has managed to prevent the loss of any weapons or much material. If war erupts, however, Moscow's already weak grip on nuclear sites will slacken, making weapons and supplies available to a wide range of anti-American groups and states. Such dispersal of nuclear weapons represents the greatest physical threat America now faces. And it is hard to think of anything that would increase this threat more than the chaos that would follow a Russian civil war.

Russian Federalism Good: Democracy

1) Federalism is vital to Russian democratization.

Clifford Kupchan, deputy coordinator of U.S. assistance to the New Independent States at the U.S. Department of State. The Washington Quarterly 23.2 (2000) 67-77. “Devolution Drives Russian Reform.”

Taken together, these four trends promote democracy by institutionalizing the expression of regional interests and checks on central power. Structural checks impede the rebirth of authoritarianism and leave the political arena open for a variety of pluralist interests to grow. Given the weakness of the central government, it will be a very long time before any Russian president will be able to reverse these gains.  Moreover, since devolution has been a primary agent in weakening the authoritarian state, it has helped create and protect "political space" in Russia. Basic freedoms essential to democracy, and unheard of in the Soviet Union only eight years ago, are now virtually taken for granted. Examples include ready access to the Internet, unrestricted contacts with foreigners, freedom to travel, freedom of artistic expression, and increased--if incomplete--freedom of religion. Many Russian universities, including those in the regions, are centers of creative and spontaneous thought. 3 Since devolution checks central power, and since the center is currently and is likely to continue to be very weak, this political space will be very difficult to take away.

2) Without democratization the risk of a Russian accidental launch greatly increases. 

James M. Goldgeier, scholar in foreign policy and international relations at the Library of Congress. AND, Michael McFaul, professor of political science at Stanford University. 10/1/05. Policy Review. “What to do about Russia.”

Today, Russian state weakness itself also threatens American national security. U.S. policymakers must worry about the possibility of nuclear technologies and weapons being stolen or sold on the world black market. The Russian state's inability to construct an effective early-warning radar system increases the likelihood of an accidental ballistic missile launch in response to faulty information. Russia's inability to defend its borders in the Caucasus has opened a new front on the global war on terror.

3) That sparks a global nuclear war and billions of casualties.

PR Newswire, 4/29/98. “NEJM Study Warns of Increasing Risk of Accidental Nuclear Attack; Over 6.8 Million Immediate U.S. Deaths Possible.”
An 'accidental' nuclear attack would create a public health disaster of an unprecedented scale, according to more than 70 articles and speeches on the subject, cited by the authors and written by leading nuclear war experts, public health officials, international peace organizations, and legislators. Furthermore, retired General Lee Butler, Commander from 1991-1994 of all U.S. Strategic Forces under former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Colin Powell, has warned that from his experience in many "war games" it is plausible that such an attack could provoke a  nuclear  counterattack that could trigger full-scale nuclear war with billions of casualties worldwide. The authors describe the immediate effects of an "accidental" launch from a single Russian submarine that would kill at least six to eight million people in firestorms in eight major U.S. cities.  With hospitals destroyed and medical personnel killed, and with major communications and transportation networks disrupted, the delivery of emergency care would be all but impossible, according to Forrow and his colleagues.

Russian Federalism Good: Ethnic Conflict

Russian Federalism quells violence and unites ethnic groups in the country
Kaloudis, Doctoral candidate in Comparative Politics and Economics at The Catholic University of America, 2007
[Winter, Stergos, , http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_qa3996/is_200701/ai_n19432280]
Over the course of the past decade federalism has, for the most part, allowed Russia to temporarily stave off ethnically motivated separatism by granting varying levels of autonomy to the regions. The question follows as to why this has worked successfully in certain non-Russian areas, specifically the republics of Tatarstan and Dagestan, which have joined with Moscow under this federalist arrangement, while other ethnic groups and states, most notably the Chechens, have pushed for secession and violence. Moreover, is instability inherent to an ethnically diverse federation or can agreement on the breakdown of power be achieved that will pacify all parties involved? Following the resignation of Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev, the Russian rump state lost the coercive and persuasive ability to rule a centrally controlled empire. Instead, the Russian masses were bequeathed a decentralized nation devoid of a coherent national identity and ethos.1 As Daniel Kempton and others show, the collapse of the Soviet Union let loose ". . . the centrifugal forces of ethnic nationalism, religious animosity, and regional self-interest."2 Adding to the exacerbation of the already deep ethnic and economic cleavages present in Russian society was the political tug-of-war developing between President Boris Yeltsin and the leaders of the Russian Supreme Soviet, who possessed the legal authority to run the country. In his attempt to build internal alliances against this legislative body, Yeltsin brokered numerous deals with the constituent republics over the levels of autonomy they could acquire.3 At this time, he uttered the now infamous and subsequently disastrous statement to the republics, "grab all the sovereignty you can."4 Between 1994 and 1998, the federal government signed forty-two power sharing treaties with forty-six of the eighty-nine regions.5 In many instances, the federal government ceded lucrative privileges within the economic and political arena to the local governors. The historical case studies within this article depict how interpersonal relations among the political elite played a key role in the development of asymmetry leading to either the occurrence or avoidance of conflict within Tatarstan, Dagestan, and Chechnya. Furthermore, by focusing on the erratic evolution of the institutional set up, the path discussed shows how political and economic incentives within a federalist framework can be used to incorporate all regions and republics into a unified state.6 The process denotes how the would-be disastrous remnants of asymmetry can be substantially reduced and replaced with political and economic motivators to incorporate the regions into the dominant regime. Federalism Defined The ripple effect set off by the attempts of the ethnic republics to assert greater sovereign control caused an ever-increasing move toward decentralization and confusion across the reigns of government. This process tested the limits of the new, however ambiguous, rules of power demarcation within the Russian Federation. Authorities had little guidance considering the federal design of the Soviet Union was more of a figurative construct on paper rather than a practiced reality. The result is that although the concept and application of federalism seems to be a natural design for the Russian state, its implementation has been full of half measures. Nonetheless, due to the vastness of its territory; the economic, climatic, and geographic diversity of its regions; and the great numbers of indigenous peoples that comprise its multiethnic nature, federalism is a necessity. Federalism allows the political elite to peacefully integrate different ethnic groups and states under a single overarching governing structure.7 The issue at hand, however, is what type of balance is necessary to placate the varying demands from different regions and republics. Unfortunately, as Dmitry Gorenburg reports, one of the lasting legacies of Soviet attempts at federalism was the creation of strong, sub-national, ethnically motivated identities with claims to territory, independence, and resources after the USSR's collapse.8 

In this light, federalism acts as an institutional structure, distributing governing authority to various units over a unified territory. As James Alexander states, "[r]ule is divided between regional and national government to encourage self-rule within regions and shared rule across the entire state."9 Moreover, as Ronald Watts indicates, "[i]t is based on the presumed value and validity of combining unity and diversity and of accommodating, preserving and promoting distinct elements within a larger political union. The essence of federalism as a normative principle is the perpetuation of both union and non-centralization at the same time."10 

Russian Federalism Good: Ethnic Conflict

Russian Federalism good – checks ethnic conflict and avoids disintegration

Rossiya, March 2, 2006

 (“PROCESSES IN THE CAUCASUS”  Translated by Pavel Pushkin, What the Papers Say Part A) Lexis

At any rate, the administrative and political measures proposed for achievement of these goals are imperfect. Of course, it is possible to understand Moscow. It is afraid that in a situation of free elections and due to limited administrative resource people infected with separatism and nationalism may ascend to power in the North Caucasus regions. What about the principles of federalism? In a federative state, provisions are made to separate authority among different levels of government. One of the most important powers of a province is the right to determine the structure and composition of its own executive and legislative branches. This right enabled the North Caucasus regions to take into account the ethnic composition of the population in the consciousness of which authorities are legitimate only when they represent all ethnic groups residing on this territory. Many people remember 1999 when after elections of the president an ethnic political crisis continued in Karachaevo-Cherkessia for almost 11 months. The crisis was resolved in 2000 when the system of ethnic representation was introduced: the president is a Karachai, the deputy president is an ethnic Russian, the prime minister is a Circassian and the speaker of the parliament is a Nogai. Distribution of posts among the main ethnic groups has been changed slightly, but the idea of ethnic representation has not lost its importance. There is also another hazard that Moscow seemingly hasn't taken into account. A trend of "ethnicizing" the regional branches of nationwide parties has already become clear in southern Russia. In other words, in absence of formal institutions ensuring ethnic representation in the power bodies local divisions of the nationwide parties turn into a "disguise" for ethnic elites when representatives of only one ethnic group join one party. Khoperskaya explains, "A two-party, three-party or four-party system will be formed in such way. In the best case there will be a preliminary agreement "on division" of parties among the elites and in the worst case political struggle will go out of the framework of political parties and will lead to a crisis, which for example happened in Dagestan in 1994. Do we need political opposition in such form? I do not think so." The ill-considered decisions and actions have negative impact on rating of the federal authorities. According to Khoperskaya, it is decreasing despite the increase of presence of security agencies in the south. A significant part of the population of the North Caucasus regions already does not take federal authorities as their authorities. She adds, "I think that Moscow feels this. That is why when ethnic unrest appears in this or that region the presidential plenipotentiary in the Southern federal district tries to satisfy the demands stated in the curse of this unrest." According to many researchers, preserving of the federative relations and strengthening of political authoritarianism are mutually excluding trends. Federalism as a principle of state arrangement and authoritarianism as a political regime fit each other badly. Caucasus history offers plenty of evidence that relying entirely on the use of force is ineffective. Disbanding the institution of ethnic state relations "from above" in a multi-ethnic state leads to destabilization of the situation.

Russian Federalism Good: Democracy

A strong federal state is key to Russian democracy and stability       
Stoner-Weiss, associate director of research and senior research scholar at the Center on Democracy, Development, and the Rule of Law at Stanford University's Freeman Spogli Institute for International Studies, 2006
[Kathryn-, Journal of Democracy “Russia: Authoritarianism Without Authority”, Vol. 17 Iss 1, pg. 104] 
By considering how types of state power can differ, we can more reliably assess the nature of the contemporary Russian state. In doing so, we should keep in mind that whether the Russian regime is democratic or authoritarian, the state itself must possess enough infrastructural power to make its authority regularly run beyond the Kremlin walls. Even if Russia completely abandons democracy, the demise of the highly centralized Soviet state is a reminder that authoritarianism is not necessarily a more reliable way in which to ensure adherence to central state authority. Regardless of the amount of financial aid that Russia receives from international organizations, the quality of its public policies, the fiscal and political threats issued by the president, or even the extent of electoral rights at the provincial level, if the central state lacks sufficient infrastructural power then positive change will come slowly, if at all, to the lives of ordinary Russians outside Moscow. But in contemporary Russia, where infrastructural (administrative) capacity is relatively low and there is an apparent unwillingness or inability to use despotic power in a broad and reliable way, democracy is the better governing alternative. From the point of view of actually being able to provide public goods and services (including personal security), democracy's major edge over authoritarianism is that the former offers a regular method by which officials can be held accountable to the public. Lacking any regular mechanism of accountability to rival free and fair elections, an undemocratic system must resort to extraordinary means (such as despotic power) to get rid of inept or corrupt officials or else resign itself to a cycle of cronyism and low governing capacity. Putin's claims about what ails Russia are wrong. The culprit behind Russia's ungovernability is not the country's halting democracy but rather its weak, poorly institutionalized state. The best cure, moreover, is not authoritarianism-whether hard or soft-but rather an enhanced democracy, more deeply institutionalized than it ever has been under Putin or his predecessor Boris Yeltsin.
Decentralization has increased democracy, political freedom and checked corruption

Kupchan, Deputy coordinator of U.S. assistance to the New Independent States at the U.S. Department of State, 2000 
[Clifford., The Washington Quarterly-“Devolution Drives Russian Reform” Spring, http://www.twq.com/spring00/232kupchan.pdf ] 

In the Russian case, devolution has had a generally positive effect on reform. It has produced some of the expected general effects of devolution, plus some beneficial effects unique to the political process in Russia. Devolution has promoted institutions that enhance pluralism and check central power, increased political freedoms, and strengthened civil society. Given Russia’s long authoritarian history, these are not small achievements. The flow of power to Russia’s regions (and to a lesser extent, its cities) has promoted diverse regional interests and checks on central power in four different areas. First, democratically elected governors have been effective at articulating regional interests. By law, all of Russia’s governors had to stand for election by the end of 1996; many gubernatorial elections will occur again in the year 2000. The elections produced stronger, legitimized governors who often oppose the government’s policies and are an alternative repository of power. Second, mechanisms to represent regional interests in Russia’s parliament have helped check the center. Each of the governors automatically receives a seat in the Federation Council (upper house), which is a bastion of regional interests. Also, regional governors played a key role in the December 1999 Duma elections (lower house). Candidates backed by strong governors generally did well. As a result, the new Duma is likely to be more regionally oriented. Third, the governors and Moscow have negotiated an ad hoc form of federalism which succeeds in channeling regional demands to Moscow and balancing the interests of both sides. Forty-six regions now have bilateral accords with the central government. To be sure, some regions have negotiated more favorable economic arrangements than others. While a more standardized format for federal relations would be preferable, this asymmetric system has the virtue that it basically works. Finally, devolution has in certain cases led to the empowerment of mayors. Strong mayors serve as a check on both regional and central power. This trend is especially encouraging because the mayors tend to be younger and more reform-minded. Mayor Sergei Zhilkin of Togliatti, who is committed to educating his younger constituents in business skills, is a good example of a reform-oriented mayor whose power serves to balance other levels of government.  Taken together, these four trends promote democracy by institutionalizing the expression of regional interests and checks on central power. Structural checks impede the rebirth of authoritarianism and leave the political arena open for a variety of pluralist interests to grow. Given the weakness of the central government, it will be a very long time before any Russian president will be able to reverse these gains.  Moreover, since devolution has been a primary agent in weakening the authoritarian state, it has helped create and protect “political space” in Russia. Basic freedoms essential to democracy, and unheard of in the Soviet Union only eight years ago, are now virtually taken for granted. Examples include ready access to the Internet, unrestricted contacts with foreigners, freedom to travel, freedom of artistic expression, and increased—if incomplete—freedom of religion. Many Russian universities, including those in the regions, are centers of creative and spontaneous thought.3 Since devolution checks central power, and since the center is currently and is likely to continue to be very weak, this political space will be very difficult to take away. 

Russian Federalism Good: Terrorism

A weak Russian state leads to instability and terrorist attacks

        
Stoner-Weiss, associate director of research and senior research scholar at the Center on Democracy, Development, and the Rule of Law at Stanford University's Freeman Spogli Institute for International Studies, 2006
[Kathryn-, Journal of Democracy “Russia: Authoritarianism Without Authority”, Vol. 17 Iss 1, pg. 104] 
Boris Yeltsin tried to make the bricks of democracy without the straw of accountability. Equally futile is Vladimir Putin's project of building authoritarianism without authority. The horrific ordeals of Beslan and Nalchik have shown that, without functioning political and administrative institutions which heighten accountability between central and local government actors, a weakly institutionalized authoritarian state may be less able than even an imperfect democracy to provide the Russian people with reasonable political stability and enhanced personal security.

A weak Russian state leads to instability and is a breeding ground for Islamic fundamentalist
Hahn, visiting scholar with the Hoover Institution at Stanford University, 2003 
[Gordon M. “The Past, Present, And Future Of The Russian Federal State” Summer 2003 Vol. 11, Iss. 3]
Second, although it is now recognized that numerous Chechen field commanders and political leaders have ties to al Qaeda, there is evidence that Chechens and Tatars are closer allies than previously thought. According to Richard Kashapov, the leader of the more radical Chally branch of the TPC, there were at one time two units of some seven hundred Tatars each fighting alongside the Chechens against Russian forces. Third, the TPC was indundated by numerous volunteers (according to some reports, hundreds) who wanted help in getting to Afghanistan to participate in the Taliban's post-11 September jihad against the United States. When three Russian citizens turned up among those being detained at Guantanamo in January for their alleged participation in Taliban and al Qaeda activities against the United States, it emerged that two were ethnic Tatars and two were residents of Bashkortostan. The other is a resident of the North Caucasian republic of Kabardino-Balkaria. Fourth, there is some evidence that since 11 September, the more radical wing of Russian Islam, under the Council of Mufties of Russia, strengthened its position in Tatarstan, overcoming TsDUM's previous hegemony there.4 Fifth, militancy may be spreading among Russia's Muslim youth. Recent reports from Ufa and Moscow claimed that the Union of Bashkir Youth engages its members in military-style combat training activities, culminating in a loyalty oath to Bashkortostan. According to Kommersant on 31 May, the Union of Bashkir Youth criticized President Rakhimov for being too passive in his relations with Moscow and demanded a constitution that provided for radical sovereignty, including the right to secede. This underscores the connection between the federative reforms' assault on the national republics' autonomy and the possible emergence of radical, even militant Muslim nationalist forces.

Russian Federalism Good: Economy

Russian decentralization key to economic growth

Kupchan, Deputy coordinator of U.S. assistance to the New Independent States at the U.S. Department of State, 2000 
[Clifford., The Washington Quarterly-“Devolution Drives Russian Reform” Spring, http://www.twq.com/spring00/232kupchan.pdf ] 

Devolution has hastened the breakup of the Soviet economic system and has created conditions under which private entrepreneurship has a chance to take root and grow. The centrally planned economy of the former Soviet Union left Russia with collective agriculture and huge enterprises, some of which employed entire cities. Few of these enterprises can be salvaged or restructured to function in a market economy. Their immediate closure, however, would result in massive unemployment and is simply not an option. Russia’s economic future thus depends on the emergence of new productive activities. Devolution promotes market reform and new productive activities in several ways. It has allowed the creation of successful regional models of eco more than national elites.  Devolution promotes market reform and new productive activities in several

ways. It has allowed the creation of successful regional models of economic reform. The process gives progressive ideas at the regional level a better chance of being turned into policy. Indeed, the policies of forward-leaning regional leaders are creating a canon of success stories and models for other regional governments. The best example is Governor Prusak in Novgorod. Reform in Novgorod has produced a more favorable tax climate, more transparent budget procedures, streamlined licensing procedures, and clear land titling. As a result, the number of new small businesses and foreign investment has dramatically increased. Samara, where roughly 20 percent of the workforce is employed by small business, is also a success story. Governor Titov has strongly championed small business and passed a groundbreaking law permitting the privatization of agricultural land. The Siberian region of Tomsk is also implementing many of these same reforms. Devolution has also helped to promote market reform by producing economic stratification and competition among regions. Roughly 10 or so “winner regions” are emerging, either because of reformist policies or the presence of natural resources. Stratification leads to competition, increased efficiency, and the emulation of successful regions. At least 30 regions have sent delegations to Novgorod to study the success of its reform. Anecdotal accounts indicate that success in Novgorod has led to competitive innovations in Leningrad Oblast and St. Petersburg. Officials from many regions have also visited Samara to study successful reforms. Finally, devolution has helped create the space in which, slowly but surely, basic entrepreneurial, rational economic activity can occur. To Western observers the extent of this activity may not look impressive—for example, small business accounts for 12 percent of Russian gross domestic product (GDP), compared to roughly 50 percent of U.S. GDP. Efficient market behavior certainly remains the exception, not the rule, across Russia’s regions, and there is great variation among the regions on reform. While I have cited success stories, Kalmykia, Kursk, and Krasnodar are examples of areas that lag well behind. But devolution of power has given rise to economic opportunities of which certain regions and many Russians have taken advantage. There is a palpable economic vibrance in many of Russia’s regions. Ordinary Russian citizens and local government officials across Russia list the growth of small business as a top priority.5 A concrete indicator of this ferment is the demand for small-business starts among Russians, as demonstrated by several Western-supported loan programs. Before the August 1998 crisis, the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) Russia Small Business Fund had $300 million in outstanding loans placed through Russian banks, mostly in the regions, with a 99-percent repayment rate. Bank management believes it could have significantly increased its exposure were it not for resource constraints. The fund is reorganizing as a result of the crisis, but demand from Russian banks and entrepreneurs remains strong. The U.S.-Russia Investment Fund, funded by the U.S. government, is expanding the number of regions where it offers loans to small businesses, and current lending volume exceeds pre-crisis levels. Over time, small business is likely to grow and become a major political force for governmental reform. Winner regions can become engines of growth, generate employment, and anchor the federal system. Russia has not developed that far, because it still lacks labor mobility, clear winners, and reliable rules on how winner regions relate to Moscow and other regions. But a promising framework is emerging. Long-term institution building, involving the regions and the center, could eventually produce a full range of democratic and market mechanisms.

Russian Federalism Good: Proliferation

1)Russian Federalism key to preventing WMD proliferation




            
Hahn, visiting scholar with the Hoover Institution at Stanford University, 2003 
[Gordon M. “The Past, Present, And Future Of The Russian Federal State” Summer 2003 Vol. 11, Iss. 3] 
Where did Russia's federal state come from, where has it been, where is it going, and why does it matter beyond a small circle of Russia specialists? Taking the last question first, the success or failure of Russia's transformation into a stable market democracy will determine the degree of stability throughout Eurasia. For such a large multinational state, successful political and economic development depends on building an efficient democratic federal system. Indeed, one of the main institutional factors leading to the demise of the Soviet partocratic regime and state was the considerably noninstitutionalized status of the RSFSR (Russian Republic) in the Soviet Union's pseudofederal, national-territorial administrative structure. Only a democratic federal system can hold together and effectively manage Russia's vast territory, the awkward administrative structure inherited from the failed USSR, and hundreds of divergent ethnic, linguistic, and religious interests. Dissolution or even any further weakening of Russia's federal state could have dire consequences for Russian national and international security by weakening control over its means of mass destruction.
2) Proliferation leads to full scale nuclear war

Taylor chairman of NOVA, former nuclear weapons designer 2006 

(Theodore B. Taylor, July 6 2006, “Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,” http://www-ee.stanford.edu/~hellman/Breakthrough/book/chapters/taylor.html)
Nuclear proliferation - be it among nations or terrorists - greatly increases the chance of nuclear violence on a scale that would be intolerable. Proliferation increases the chance that nuclear weapons will fall into the hands of irrational people, either suicidal or with no concern for the fate of the world. Irrational or outright psychotic leaders of military factions or terrorist groups might decide to use a few nuclear weapons under their control to stimulate a global nuclear war, as an act of vengeance against humanity as a whole. Countless scenarios of this type can be constructed. Limited nuclear wars between countries with small numbers of nuclear weapons could escalate into major nuclear wars between superpowers. For example, a nation in an advanced stage of "latent proliferation," finding itself losing a nonnuclear war, might complete the transition to deliverable nuclear weapons and, in desperation, use them. If that should happen in a region, such as the Middle East, where major superpower interests are at stake, the small nuclear war could easily escalate into a global nuclear war.
Russia Collapse Causes Prolif

Collapse of Russian Federalism spreads WMD prolif
Hahn, visiting scholar with the Hoover Institution at Stanford University, 2003 
[Gordon M. “The Past, Present, And Future Of The Russian Federal State” Summer 2003 Vol. 11, Iss. 3] 
Growing tension in Russian-Muslim relations and the federation's weakness or collapse would have grave international security implications. On the most obvious level, the fate of Russian federalism touches on the political stability and integrity of a nuclear power. But it also impinges on issues such as the successful integration of a stable, prosperous, and democratic Russia into Western and other international economic and security structures; the threat of Islamic terrorism; and the proliferation of weapons and other means of mass destruction. Russia is vulnerable to illegal as well as legal infiltration of Islamists from abroad. The titular Muslim republics border on and/or maintain close business, educational, and cultural ties to Chechnya, the Transcaucasus, and Central Asian states. Russia's own borders are extremely porous. Thus, these republics are subject to infiltration by and lending support to revolutionary Islamists from Muslim and Arab states. On 28 June Russia's Federal Migration Service reported that Russia is now a major transit corridor for illegal international migration and hosts from 1.5 to 5 million illegal immigrants. With Wahabbi infiltration among Russia's Muslims, Putin's support for the U.S.-led war against terror, and the pressure that federative reforms are putting on federal-regional and Russian-Muslim relations, Russia is less stable and provides more fertile ground for the support of Islamic terror. A small number of militants can cause great havoc. It is well known that Russian sites holding nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons and materials are far from fully secure. There have been several attempts to penetrate such sites and seize weapons or materials. Several years ago, Chechens claimed responsibility for leaving a small quantity of nuclear-grade uranium in several Moscow parks. In April 2002 a team of journalists made their way into a high-security zone near a nuclear material warehouse to highlight lax security. In mid-June, a resident of Tatarstan was detained carrying two kilograms of uranium in the upper Volga republic of Udmurtia.
Russian Federalism Good: Stability

China and Russian history prove a unitary Russia would be stable

Domrin, Fellow at the Institute of Legislation and Comparative Law (Moscow) and research and legislation-drafting division of the Russian federal government, 2001
(Alexander, 2001, “The Russian Federation,” http://www.federalism.ch/files/categories/IntensivkursII/Russiag3.pdf)
There is no consensus among Russian scholars on the future of Russia as a federal state. It is hard to agree with authors who proclaim that, historically, Russia has tended to federalism. Neither the Russian Empire nor the USSR were true federations.  Unlike many other federations, Russia was not formed as a product of treaties between various regions of the union but, rather, grew by acquiring (forcefully or voluntarily) neighbouring lands. For more than a thousand years Russia was a strong unitary state, flexible enough to have territorial autonomies yet not a federation. The existence, and remarkable economic development, of China as a unitary state negates the argument that big countries should necessarily have a federal structure. Even though Russia is a multiethnic country, ethnic minorities constitute no more than 15 percent of its population, making it comparable to France. Even among ethnic republics named after a titular nation, there are very few in which the titular group constitutes a majority. The Russian-speaking minority constitutes about 40 percent of Latvia’s population and more than half of the population of Riga (Latvia’s capital), yet this Baltic state is not a federation. 

Russian Federalism Good: Genocide

Russian Federalism Key to Preventing Mass Genocide

Alexander Dugin, political scientist, 2006 

(“RUSSIA'S FUTURE: A UNITARY STATE OR AN ETHNO-FEDERATION?”  Translated by Denis Shcherbakov Rossiia, No. 4, February ) Lexis
Experts and political scientists were prompted to consider such questions by reforms to the hierarchy of governance in the course of 2005 - especially the abolition of elections for regional leaders. For example, Alexander Voloshin, former head of the presidential administration, spoke about a possible scenario for transforming federative Russia into unitary Russia, noting that the ethnic republics, as self-sufficient regions of the Federation, are hotbeds of tension. Therefore, the process of expanding regions might end in erasing the borders of the ethnic republics. Meanwhile, Boris Nemtsov agreed with other Russian liberals in naming "the curtailment of federative principles and local government, leading to a unitary state," among the negative trends of the past year. I'd agree with the liberal opposition here, but from a completely different standpoint - a Eurasian standpoint. Russia as a unitary state would be the worst of all possible options, precisely because it would happen at the expense of genocide for the native ethnic groups comprising it. This genocide doesn't just threaten ethnic minorities that are assimilated into the majority people; it also threatens the majority people, which loses its unique ethnic qualities, its native characteristics, originality, traditions; its members become mere citizens of the nation-state. Consequently, Russia ought to take the federalist path, but with one substantial proviso: federalism should change from the territorial federalism of today to ethno-federalism - that is, a federation of ethnic groups, or Eurasian federalism.
Indian Federalism: No Modeling

India won’t model – their constitution defines states rights differently and won’t adopt any radical changes

Hindustan Times January 24, 2006

 (“Bihar Governor's indictment brings focus back on Sarkaria recommendations” Lexis) 

 The foundations of federalism in India were laid down on the grounds of concern for the unity and integrity of a culturally diverse nation. In view of historical experiences of disruptive and disintegrative sectarian forces and the political context of partition prevailing at the time of independence, the founding fathers of the Indian Constitution wanted to strengthen the Union against possible disintegrative pressures. The perceived basis of structuring the federation was "administrative convenience." Unlike the American and the (erstwhile) Soviet constitutions, the states had no inherent, not even notional, right to secede from the Union or demand self-determination. In fact the Union in India was empowered to frustrate any such separatist or secessionist pressures if and when they arose.The devolution of powers between the Central Government and States was laid down in separate lists prepared for this purpose. Accordingly, the list of the states' "exclusive" powers includes: public order; police; education; local government; roads and transport; agriculture; land and land revenue; forests; fisheries; industry and trade (limited); state Public Service Commissions; and Courts (except the Supreme Court). The states can also make laws along with the centre (provided the two do not clash), on subjects included in a "Concurrent List." These subjects include: criminal laws and their administration; economic and social planning; commercial and industrial monopolies; shipping and navigation on the inland waterways; drugs; ports (limited); courts and civil procedures. The arrangement for distribution of powers between the Union and the states has remained generally stable.Over the decades, political developments have necessitated a review of Centre-State relations at intervals, but no concrete or landmark changes has emerged. The preference has been for maintaining existing conventions as explained by the country's founding fathers. 
Indian Federalism is in a looser form than the US 
State Times, 2008
[State Times, Naval, , India: the symbol of undeveloped federalism, http://naval-langa.sulekha.com/blog/post/2008/03/india-the-symbol-of-undeveloped-federalism.htm]
The concept of federalism is described in several ways. It can be best defined as a system of governing the nation which sovereignty is constitutionally distributed between a central governing authority and constituent political units. These political units may be like states or provinces in India. One of the good examples of federalism is USA. In USA there is a system of government in which power is divided between the central government and the governments of each state. In spite of being the largest democracy of the world, the federalism is somewhat in a loose form in India. The main problem in India is that most of the states behave like nations in important matters like distribution of river water and other natural resources. These incidences of river-water disputes and share of electricity among the states had played havoc in our country. 
India Ignores Federal Structure – Tamil Crisis Proves
THE HINDU, July 14, 2001, p. Lexis 
But, the BJP-led Government's moral one-upmanship was not complete. It issued a 'warning' to the Tamil Nadu Government. Both Mr. Jaitley and the Attorney-General, Mr. Soli Sorabji, justified 'warning' on the basis of Paragraph 6.7.08 of the Sarkaria Commission Report. But, the Sarkaria Commission is neither gospel nor scripture. It is randomly invoked by politicians when it suits them. Many of its salutary provisions have never been implemented. In this case, the Sarkaria Commission's invocation is palpably misleading. We can never overlook the fact that President's Rule subverts both federalism and democracy. It does not exist in isolation. India's federalism prescribes 'cooperation' not confrontation between States. The 'warning' mechanism suggested by the Sarkaria Report is an extreme step, to be taken only if the Union Government is convinced that a case for President's Rule is made out. It is a part of the due process of federalism, not a unilateral political punishment. Unfortunately, after Kerala in 1959, breakdown of law and order has been regarded as legitimate ground for imposing President's Rule. But, even the Sarkaria report emphasises that the Union needs to evolve a way of resolving the problem through discussions and directives.


India’s constitution is not set up for federalism – it requires a strong central government
HINDU, 2001 (May 15, p. 1) 
that nationalism and devolution of power to states are not self-contradictory. The founding fathers of the Indian Union did recognize the federal destination of India but their vision was blurred by the bleeding Partition and massive migrations, as well as religious and ghastly massacres. Thus these transient traumas made the leaders feel a case for over-centralized polity. What is more, the Constitution made the states weak, holding on to the Raj creed of centrifugalism.

Indian Federalism Good - Kashmir

1) Indian federalism is critical to end the Kashmir conflict

The Hindu ’01 (7-14, Lexis)
It is unfortunate that the BJP has never really understood Indian federalism except as a means to grab power and public attention for itself and its allies. The BJP's stance on abolishing Article 370 which confers a special status on Kashmir reveals its malunderstanding of India's federal structure. Again, the Nagaland ceasefire which has exercised Manipur, Arunachal Pradesh and Assam shows an inability to recognise the distinctness of each State. Indian federalism is quite unique - even more so than the Chinese's after Hong Kong and Macao joined their Union. What is at issue in the Indo-Pakistan talks is Indian federalism. India is as, if not more, varied as Europe. But, India has chosen federalism as its vehicle for pulling the subcontinent together. Pakistan and some of the Kashmiri groups are threatening the "balkanisation" of Kashmir. This is not an idle threat. We have witnessed a balkanisation process in the former Yugoslovia regions. A similar gameplan is being pushed for Kashmir by Pakistan and its contrived allies. If this is accepted for Kashmir, it will apply to other regions to put the very concept of India at risk. India's stance at these talks has to be founded on the twin principles of secularism and federalism. The BJP seems to understand both imperfectly. To each group and part of India, India offers autonomy, its sense of uniqueness, democracy, the rule of law and a sensitive and equitable federalism. The fundamental principle is Delhi does not rule India. India rules India. This is the key which unlocks the secret of Indian democracy and governance.

2) and, the impact is extinction

Fai ‘01

(Ghulam Nabi, Executive Director, Kashmiri American Council, Washington Times, 7-8)

The foreign policy of the United States in South Asia should move from the lackadaisical and distant (with India crowned with a unilateral veto power) to aggressive involvement at the vortex. The most dangerous place on the planet is Kashmir, a disputed territory convulsed and illegally occupied for more than 53 years and sandwiched between nuclear-capable India and Pakistan. It has ignited two wars between the estranged South Asian rivals in 1948 and 1965, and a third could trigger nuclear volleys and a nuclear winter threatening the entire globe.
Indian Federalism Good: Ethnic Conflicts

Indian federalism mediates conflict and strengthens democracy
Pye, Political Science at MIT, 2008
[The State of India’ Democracy, May/June http://www.foreignaffairs.org/20080501fashortreview87356/sumit-ganguly-larry-diamond-marc-f-plattner/the-state-of-india-s-democracy.html]
This symposium volume brings together more than a dozen American and Indian scholars to evaluate the state of India's democracy. It is standard practice to honor India by declaring it, without further analysis, to be the world's largest democracy. The authors of this volume, in contrast, take it as a given that there are many different versions of democracy and that India is a special case. They begin by analyzing India's party system and election results and how the relationship of politics to society leads to the management of ethnic conflicts. A key factor in the strength of Indian democracy is the country's successful federalism, the balance achieved between the central government and state and local authorities. Another key factor in India's democracy is its judiciary. Overall, however, the success of Indian democracy is very much determined by the country's civil society and the pride Indians take in their democratic institutions. At the same time, Indians are bothered by corruption in public affairs. The emergence of marginalized elements has further opened the door to graft.
Indian federalism key to unite minorities and mitigate insurgencies
Mohan, professor at the S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies, 2008
[NTU Singapore, In Defense of Liberty, 3/27, http://indefenceofliberty.org/story.aspx?id=1068&pubid=778]
 What can India do to promote solutions to the intractable problems on its borders? For one, it must stand firm in its principled opposition to the break-up of the existing states. It is the fear of disintegration that has driven the Chinese communists and Burmese generals to cracking down so hard ons the recent political protests. Two, while ruling out the creation of new states, India must encourage its neighbours — Myanmar, China, Nepal and Pakistan — to move steadily towards granting genuine autonomy to ethnic minorities. India’s relative success in managing diversity and mitigating the many insurgencies it had to confront is rooted in its federalism. The Tibetan revolt has underlined the reality that no amount of economic growth can overcome the minorities’ quest for cultural autonomy and political dignity. 

Indian Federalism Good: Conflict Solvency

Indian Federalism key to conflict prevention and management
Indo Asian News, 2007 
[India to host grand global meet on federalism L/N, Nov. No Author Given]
New Delhi, Nov. 1 -- From heads of state and government to experts and activists, around 1,000 people from the world will take part in an international conference on federalism here next week.  Conference leaders say the Nov 5-7 meet - the fourth in a series organised by the Canada-based Forum of Federations - will provide a platform for exchanges of ideas that can prove useful to countries in turmoil such as Sri Lanka.  For a country where federalism as a concept has proved greatly successful, the Indian contingent will include Prime Minister Manmohan Singh,  Enhanced Coverage LinkingPrime Minister Manmohan Singh,  -Search using: Biographies Plus News News, Most Recent 60 Days Congress president Sonia Gandhi, opposition leader L.K. Advani and Home Minister Shivraj Patil.  "The most important thing is it provides a unique learning event - from practitioners, for practitioners," Rupak Chattopadhyaya of Forum of Federations told IANS. "They come together to share each other's experience."   Among the foreign participants will be Presidents Micheline Calmy-Rey of Switzerland and Ahmed Abdallah M. Sambi of Comoros, Vice President Goodluck Jonathan of Nigeria and Prime Minister Meles Zenawi of Ethiopia, which is to hold the fifth edition of the International Conference on Federalism.  There will be high-level teams from Bosnia, Canada, Germany, Mexico, Austria besides Pakistan and Nepal. Iraq, Sudan, Malaysia, South Africa, Argentina, Brazil, Bolivia, Libya and the United Arab Emirates will also be taking part.  Sri Lanka, where a Tamil homeland campaign raging since 1983 refuses to end, is sending two senior cabinet ministers, Mahinda Samarasinghe and Rauff Hakeem. Two Tamil politicians will also attend: K. Vigneswaran and Gajendran Ponnambalam.  Another Sri Lankan minister, Tissa Vitharana, who is battling against tremendous odds to evolve a national consensus on a power sharing formula, may also come.  "The Indian experience is very important in federalism," said Chattopadhyaya. "India is seen as an emerging economy. But Indian federalism is the real success story of the last 60 years."  Amaresh Singh, deputy secretary in the home ministry, which is coordinating the event, said federal form of governance as an idea was in vogue today.  "Countries that practice federalism constitute 40 percent of the global population. Now we have this concept being looked into by countries in turmoil. The conference provides a place to learn from each other's experiences."  There will be a total of 35 sessions when government leaders, administrators, scholars, experts and activists will have intense discussions on federalism and better governance.  "The objective is to promote a dialogue on the renewal and development of federalism and greater cooperation among practitioners of federalism in pursuit of good governance," an Indian official explained. 

Indian Federalism Good: Economy

Indian Federalism strengthens its economy 
Tikku, Special Correspondent at The Hindustan Times, Hindustan Times, 2007
['Federalism is good economics, l/n, Aloke]
NEW DELHI, India, Nov. 7 -- PRESIDENT PRATIBHA Devisingh Patil speaking on federalism said on Wednesday that it was not merely a legal-constitution mechanism for the distribution of legislative and fiscal powers but a concept rooted in "self-rule"."Power sharing arrangements between different units of government gives a sense of belonging to various groups within the political system. It facilitates the deepening and widening of the democratic process," she said. "Federalism wasn't just good politics but also good economics. By equipping the different units to take appropriate decisions, federalism helps in the judicious use of resources, increasing efficiency," she said, urging nations to make democracy and federalism the guiding principles for a new world order. "For us in India, federalism and the preservation of the underlying unity in our diversity are of importance," she said.
Brazil Won’t Model US Federalism

Brazil won’t model the plan – Brazilian courts won’t model US federalism rulings

Keith S. Rosenn, Professor of Law at the University of Miami School of Law, 2005 

(“Federalism in Brazil” 43 Duq. L. Rev. 577) Lexis
This is not to say that the STF does not play an important role in the preservation of the federal system. Like other federal systems, the Brazilian Constitution contains a clause mandating the supremacy of federal law over state and municipal law. 26 The STF frequently strikes down state and municipal constitutional or statutory provisions because of conflicts with the federal constitution, federal law, or invading powers delegated to the federal government. 27 It also frequently resolves conflicts involving state governors and their legislatures. 28 What one does not find in Brazil,  in contradistinction to the United States, is case law invalidating federal legislation for invading powers reserved to the states. Nor does one find in STF decisions debate about whether cases should be governed by state or federal law. This is because Brazilian Constitutions have granted far greater powers to the federal government than the U.S. Constitution. In addition, Brazil has no analogue to the Eleventh Amendment to the U.S. Constitution, nor has it had a group of Supreme Court judges who have assumed the role of protecting state's rights from infringement by the federal legislation.On the other hand, the principle of reciprocal intergovernmental tax immunity is explicitly set out in the Brazilian Constitution. Not only does the Constitution prohibit the federal government, states and municipalities from taxing each others' patrimony, income, and services, 29 but it also prohibits the federal government from taxing state bonds or creating exemptions from state and local taxes. 30 In 1993, the STF declared a constitutional amendment permitting the federal government to impose a tax on financial transactions unconstitutional because the amendment exempted this tax from the general constitutional constraint on the federal government taxing state and local instrumentalities. The STF held that this constitutional amendment violated Art. 60 Section 4(I), which prohibits any constitutional amendment aimed at abolishing "the federalist form of the State." 31C. Federal Court JurisdictionThe approach to federal jurisdiction is quite different in Brazil than in the United States and Mexico. In the United States, the ultimate arbiters of the meaning of state law are the state courts, 32 while in Mexico, via amparo review, the federal courts become the ultimate arbiters of the meaning of state law. 33
Brazil won’t model US federalism - 

Keith S. Rosenn, Professor of Law at the University of Miami School of Law, 2005 

(“Federalism in Brazil” 43 Duq. L. Rev. 577) Lexis
 Unlike in Canada and the United States, where federalism was a technique for uniting states and provinces that had once been autonomous political entities, in Brazil federalism was a technique for dividing what had always been a unitary system of government. 1 Unlike her neighboring colonies of Latin America, Brazil followed a unique path that led to independence without war, and to the establishment of a constitutional monarchy that lasted for 67 years. 2
Generic – Latin America won’t model

Latin American federalism is not modeled on the US system – the balance of power falls in favor of the central government

Jose Ma. Serna de la Garza, Graduate in Law, Universidad Nacional Autonoma de Mexico; M.A., Ph.D., Government, University of Essex, 2000 (CALIFORNIA WESTERN INTERNATIONAL LAW JOURNAL, Spring, p. 277) 
The constitutions of Venezuela, Mexico, and Argentina each contain a residual clause in favor of the states (or provinces), which resemble the residual clause of the United States. However, Brazil's Constitution has a different formula, but legal doctrine and judicial interpretation has assigned to it the same meaning as that of the other three countries. Yet, the combination of the residual clause with the actual allocation of legislative powers in favor of the federal legislature, has resulted in a highly centralized pattern that characterizes the federal experience of the four Latin American countries discussed in this article.

Brazilian Federalism Good: Economy

Brazil has redesigned their federal system to promote prudent fiscal behavior
Purfield, Asia and Pacific Department at IMF, 2008
[The Decentralization Dilemma in India, http://imf.org/external/pubs/ft/wp/2004/wp0432.pdf]
Many governments have begun to redesign their federal systems to improve incentives for prudent fiscal behavior. Brazil’s federal government bailout of states in 1997 required states to sign formal debt restructuring contracts with the federal government and to bear part of the bailout costs. All new state borrowing was banned until states lowered their debt to revenue ratio. Interest penalties were imposed for noncompliance and states used constitutionally mandated transfers as collateral for the new state bonds. They also provided downpayments worth 20 percent of a jurisdiction’s outstanding debt stock, and entered into fixed payment schedules based on a jurisdiction’s revenue mobilization capacity. 

Generic – Middle East won’t model

Middle Eastern countries won’t model US federalism, they are more influenced by European models of government

Chilbi Mallat, 2003Ph.D., University of London, CASE WESTERN RESERVE JOURNAL OF INTERNATIONAL LAW, Winter 2003, pp. 10-11 
Put differently, there is no reference in the Middle East to federalism because the way legal education has been conducted for the past hundred years has been entrenched in the British and French models, and thus in Egypt, Lebanon, Iran, and Iraq. Since the federal horizon did not appear in their textbooks, it is difficult for students, attorneys, judges or legislators to make a jump into the unknown, a jump that even the Europeans have difficulty making

Iraq Won’t Model US Federalism

Iraq won’t model US federalism – they would rather have a centralized government

Zeidel, fellow of the Iraq Research Team at the Truman Institute and the Center of Iraq Studies at the University of Haifa, 2008
 (Ronen, “Iraq’s future: The War and Beyond” Right Side News, June 13, http://www.rightsidenews.com/200806131177/global-terrorism/iraq-s-future-the-war-and-beyond.html)

Ronen Zeidel: I wanted to say it took me a great effort to say what I said about sectarianism in Iraq, because personally, as an Iraqi citizen, I would be in favor of Iraqi national identity all out, without having this sectarian layer in between. I guess many Iraqis would agree. It's just that reality does not always go our own way. I think Iraqi national identity is in the process of being renegotiated after April 2003, and the new version, once it's out, would certainly have to find more space for the sectarian layer that exists within every Iraqi citizen--sectarian and ethnic layer to include the Kurds here. We cannot be back into blurring sectarianism altogether, forbidding it. Millions of people go to Karbala every year for Ashura; you cannot forbid these parades and marches altogether just because you have to go back to the old version--not a good one--of Iraqi national identity.Now I must go back to the longterm and say that if we do encourage this deconstruction of all common denominators, like deconstruction of the Sunni and sectarian identity, Iraq will end up like Somalia. There is already a very weak central government with lots of tribes running or ruling the countryside, each with conflicting interests and nothing understandable--true chaos. Whether it is good in the short-term, I don't know, but in the longterm it could be really destructive, and many Iraqis fear that. Iraqis are strongly suspicious of federalism; most of them are in favor of a strong central government and centralization, along the lines of what the Iraqi state looked like for 83 years.

Iraq rejects US federalism

Reuters, 2007
(“Iraq PM rejects U.S. Congress Call for Federalism” http://www.alertnet.org/thenews/newsdesk/L28122016.htm)

More  BAGHDAD, Sept 28 (Reuters) - Iraqi Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki said on Friday a U.S. Senate resolution calling for the creation of separate Sunni, Shi'ite and Kurdish federal regions in Iraq would be a disaster for his country.  "They should stand by Iraq to solidify its unity and its sovereignty," Maliki told Iraqi state television on his flight back from the United Nations General Assembly.  "They shouldn't be proposing its division. That could be a disaster not just for Iraq but for the region." Maliki also called on the Iraqi parliament to meet and respond formally to the non-binding resolution, passed by the Senate on Wednesday, which called for the creation of "a federal system of government and ... federal regions".  Iraq's northern Kurdish region already enjoys significant autonomy from Baghdad, with a separate Kurdish parliament. But Sunni Arabs and some Shi'ites oppose greater federalism which they see as a step towards dividing Iraq.  The Senate resolution urged U.S. President George W. Bush to seek international support for such a political settlement and convene a conference with Iraqis to help them reach it."We reject this decision," Maliki said.
Iraqi Federalism Good: War

Iraqi federalism is key to preventing civil war, stabilizing the middle east, and promoting federalism globally

Brancati, visiting scholar at the Center for the Study of Democratic Politics at Princeton University, 2004 
(Dawn, visiting scholar – Center for the Study of Democratic Politics – Princeton University, “Can Federalism Stabilize Iraq?” Washington Quarterly 27:2 Spring, Lexis)

The potential consequences of failing to design federalism properly and to establish a stable democracy in Iraq extend far beyond Iraqi borders. Civil war in Iraq may draw in neighboring countries such as Turkey and Iran, further destabilizing the Middle East in the process. It may also discourage foreign investment in the region, bolster Islamic extremists, and exacerbate tensions between Palestinians and Israelis. A civil war in Iraq may even undermine support for the concept of federalism more generally, which is significant given the number of countries also considering federalism, such as Afghanistan and Sri Lanka, to name just two. Finally, the failure to design and implement the kind of federalism that can establish a stable democracy in Iraq might undermine international support for other U.S. initiatives in the region, including negotiations for Arab-Israeli peace. Iraq's federal government must therefore be designed carefully so as to give regional governments extensive political and financial autonomy, to include Kirkuk in the Kurdish region that is created, and to limit the influence of identity-based political parties. The short- and long-term stability of Iraq and the greater Middle East depend on it.

Iraqi Federalism Good: Ethnic Conflict

Federalism is the only way to keep ethnic groups united in Iraq 

Gelb, President of Council on Foreign Relations, 2007 

[Oct 16, Leslie, , Gelb: Federalism Is Most Promising Way to End Civil War in Iraq, Council on Foreign Relations, http://www.cfr.org/publication/14531   (interview)]
Leslie H. Gelb, former writer for The New York Times, and a senior Defense and State Department official before becoming president of CFR, says the plan to persuade Iraqis to accept a federal form of government is the best way to “maintain harmony” among Iraqi groups. The plan, which he has co-authored with Senator Joseph R. Biden, chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, was approved with seventy-five votes in favor in a recent nonbinding resolution. But Gelb says it is still not popular among many Arabs who, he says, are used to strong central government.The U.S. Senate recently passed a nonbinding resolution authored by Senator Joseph R. Biden, calling for a federal system of government in Iraq. Of course you are a co-author of this resolution since you and he have written many articles on the need for just such a federal system in Iraq. Could you explain in a terse way what this proposal does that passed the Senate? The idea is to encourage Iraqis to adhere to their own constitution and work on reconciliation amongst themselves by decentralizing power to regional governments—to create a federal system in effect—and that they have to do it themselves. We can push and cajole but it has to be their decision. And it reflects our beliefs and the beliefs of seventy-five senators that this is the only promising way of bringing about political reconciliation among the different Iraqi groups. Right now in Iraq we know the situation is that the Kurds in the north are more or less autonomous; the Shiites in the south are fighting among themselves; and the situation of the Sunnis in the center is a bit more unclear because we’ve got al-Qaeda mixed in with Sunni tribes. But is there a de facto federalism in existence now? Or do we still have a long way to go? There is a de facto diffusion of power in the country because you have a civil war and because you have different groups in control of different parts of the country, but that’s as a result of war and ethnic cleansing and movement of populations, and not the result of a political agreement on how to construct a government that will maintain harmony among the different Iraqi groups.  The reaction of the Iraqi government of Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki was what?  The reaction of Maliki and some others to the passage of the Senate resolution was negative, because I think they were told by the U.S. embassy that this was something that the United States was going to force down their throats.  Even though the resolution says that it’s up to the Iraqis to do it?  The resolution absolutely says that, but I think that our embassy misled them.   The U.S. embassy was harsh in its response?  It was, and this bewildered me. It certainly bewildered Senator Biden, because when Ambassador Ryan Crocker appeared before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, he testified in favor of federalism. In his private conversations with senators, he also supported the idea. So it is kind of a mystery why he blasted the resolution from Baghdad. Maybe he hadn’t read it.   What is the status now of this resolution? Does it have to go to the House?  The House can take it up, and we hope that they will. More importantly, we are looking to the Iraqis to take up the idea. Senator Biden and others have heard from the Iraqis something to the effect that they would like to call a conference among themselves and begin looking at the idea. Even though the word “federalism” is in their constitution, it is pretty clear when you talk to Iraqis that they don’t fully appreciate their own brilliance putting the word in the constitution. That is because federalism is a relatively foreign concept in all Arab countries because it calls for the decentralization of power. Arab states are used to focusing power in a strong central government. They have to sort out different things. One is that federalism doesn’t mean chaos, that it is sensible when there are profound differences among groups in the society. Secondly, they have to focus on, what I believe to be the fact, that federalism is the only way to keep the country united. Federalism does not mean partition. 
Iraqi Federalism Good: Ethnic Conflict

1) Federalism is the only way to prevent ethnic conflict and secessionism in Iraq

Brancati, visiting scholar at the Center for the Study of Democratic Politics at Princeton University, 2004 
(Can Federalism Stabilize Iraq?, http://www.twq.com/04spring/docs/04spring_brancati.pdf)

The United States devoted nine months to planning the war in Iraq and a mere 28 days to planning the peace, according to senior U.S. military officials. Much more time has to be invested in the peace, however, if the military achievements of the war are to be preserved and a stable democracy is to be created in Iraq. Establishing a governmental system that can accommodate Iraq’s different ethnic and religious groups, previously kept in check by the political and military repression of the Saddam Hussein regime, is paramount to securing that peace. In the absence of a system uniquely designed toward this end, violent conflicts and demands for independence are likely to engulf the country. If not planned precisely to meet the specific ethnic and religious divisions at play, any democratic government to emerge in Iraq is bound to prove less capable of maintaining order than the brutal dictatorship that preceded it. By dividing power between two levels of government—giving groups greater control over their own political, social, and economic affairs while making them feel less exploited as well as more secure—federalism offers the only viable possibility for preventing ethnic conflict and secessionism as well as establishing a stable democracy in Iraq. Yet, not just any kind of federal system can accomplish this. Rather, a federal system granting regional governments extensive political and financial powers with borders drawn along ethnic and religious lines that utilize institutionalized measures to prevent identity-based and regional parties from dominating the government is required. Equally critical to ensuring stability and sustainable democracy in Iraq, the new federal system of government must secure the city of Kirkuk, coveted for its vast oil reserves and pipelines, in the Kurdish-controlled northern region to assure that the Kurds do not secede from Iraq altogether. For its part, the United States must take a more active role in advising Iraqi leaders to adopt a federal system of government along these lines. Such a system will help the United States not only to build democracy in Iraq but also to prevent the emergence of a Shi‘a-dominated government in the country. Without this form of federalism, an Iraq rife with internal conflict and dominated by one ethnic or religious group is more likely to emerge, undermining U.S. efforts toward establishing democracy in Iraq as well as the greater Middle East.

2) That causes violent Middle East conflict

Detroit News ‘02

(9-22, Lexis)

Ousting Saddam Hussein might have more far-reaching consequences than most people imagine. The possible splintering of Iraq as a result of U.S. military action might radically destabilize the Middle East. Such an outcome would do nothing to promote American national interests. Iraq is divided into three parts: the Shiite south, the Sunni center and the Kurdish north. These three constituent parts were soldered together after World War I. Historically, they possessed little in common. During most of the last 75 years, they have been held together only through the heavy hand of the Sunni center. Hussein is very much in that Sunni dictatorial tradition. Of course, what he has done to Kuwait, and to his own people, is abominable. Nevertheless, one may argue that without the "rigor" imposed from Baghdad, Iraq might dissolve, briefly, into three independent statelets. But such statelets would probably not be independent for long. Much larger and more powerful neighbors would likely gobble each of them up soon enough. A fragmented Iraq would introduce radical instability into the Middle East political system. Upheavals would probably metastasize, with unpredictable results. None would foster American national interests.

3) Middle East conflict escalates to a global nuclear war

Steinbach ‘02

(John, Center for Research on Globalization, 3-3, http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/STE203A.html)

Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, "Should war break out in the Middle East again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability."(41) and Ezar Weissman, Israel's current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum(and the) next war will not be conventional."(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major(if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon- for whatever reason- the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration." (44)

AT: Federalism Impossible in Iraq

Successful Federalism is possible in Iraq.

Besheer, VOA writer, 2007 

(Margaret, July 19, Iraq Updates, “Experts discuss federalist system’s chance of success in Iraq”)

One of the unanswered questions about Iraq's future is: can a federal system of government, one in which power is divided between a central government and regional or provincial ones, work in Iraq? VOA's Margaret Besheer talks to Iraqi and international figures in the northern Iraqi city of Erbil, where a conference took place this week to discuss Iraqi federalism. In 2005 Iraq adopted a new constitution which enshrines the concept of federalism. But as sectarian differences threaten to divide the country, can federalism really keep it united? Absolutely, says Egyptian human-rights activist Saad Eddin Ibrahim, one of the participants at a week-long conference on federalism in Iraq's Kurdistan Region. "Federalism is not utopia, it is not a panacea," said Ibrahim. "Federalism is not perfect, it has its problems, but it is better than fighting each other and then one group subjugating the others." Iraq is home to Shiites, Sunni Arabs, Kurds and many smaller groups, such as Assyrian Christians and ethnic Turkmen. Arabic is the official language, but Kurdish is also widely spoken, especially in the northern Kurdistan autonomous region. Iraqi Kurdistan is flourishing politically and economically and is often held up as Iraq's biggest success story. Conference organizer Bakhtiar Amin says the rest of the country can learn from the Kurdish experiment with federalism. "How they [the Kurds] faced different challenges and difficulties; how they overcame some of these, and to learn also from the experiences of other federal systems around the world," said Amin. Experts from four continents attended the conference and shared their views. Paul Dewar, a member of Canada's parliament from Ottawa, notes that his country shares similarities with Iraq in that it also has two languages, two main religions, and significant oil resources which must be shared among several provinces. "Canada actually has a relevant model; it is not a matter of one size fits all, and federalism is different in different political contexts, but it seems to me that Canada is one that makes infinite sense to look at," said Dewar.

Nigeria Won’t Model US Federalism

Nigeria doesn’t model American federalism – it centralizes its federal government

Business Day, 2008 

(June 11, “Who wants Lagos State Driver’s License” http://www.businessdayonline.com/analysis/comments/11192.html)

In Nigeria, the situation is markedly different. In the first place, the federalism practised in America is different from the warped federalism practised in Nigeria: while there is decentralization of power to the states in the US, the bulk of political power in Nigeria is vested in the federal government. And there is no law in existence in Nigeria today that compels any state to accept or recognise a driver’s licence issued by another state.

Nigerian Federalism Good: Stability

Decentralized federalism in Nigeria is key to stop militarization, improve resource management and human rights

Bonn International Center for Conversion, 2008 
(“Workshop Governing the Gift of Nature: the links between Governance, conflict and natural resources” http://www.gc2008.net/blog/?tag=conflict)

Professor Ayodeji Olukoju from the University of Lagos presented his case study on the Niger Delta in Nigeria where oil and gas form the backbone of the Nigerian economy. In his presentation, he gave a historical overview of the Niger delta, the link between natural resources and politics. According to Prof. Olukoju, resource management has shaped the political landscape of Nigeria since the countries’ independence, resulting in a wealthy elite supported by oil companies playing the ethnic card in local and national politics. This led to agitations amongst minority groups who felt that they were not only marginalized in politics but also denied the revenue from oil and gas present on their own land. The production of oil and gas led to environmental degradation and injustice amongst the local population (such as the Ogoni people) who stood up against the government and the major oil corporations.  In the last decade, the Niger delta saw an increased militarization, even after the return to democratic rule. This resulted in a growing militancy amongst ethnic groups. According to Olukoju, the root causes of the support for the militant groups can be found in the high unemployment rates, high poverty, a growing perception of deliberate marginalization of ethnic groups in the Delta by the Nigerian state, and discriminatory employment practices against indigenous people by the oil firms. This led to the rise of militant groups such as the Movement for the Emancipation of the Niger Delta (MEND) who attack oil stations and kidnap politicians and personnel working at major oil companies.  He argued that in order to solve the problem with the government and resource control, both a more decentralized form of Nigerian federalism and the fight against the high level of youth unemployment is necessary. The state needs to tackle the poor state of social infrastructure, providing better education and health care with the oil revenues, and reduce the militarization of the Niger delta

Nigerian federalism key to its stability

Africa News, 2002
(“NDP Calls for True Federalism”, 9/5, lexis)

NATIONAL Democratic Party (NDP), one of the political associations seeking registration as a party, has called for true federalism in the country. Chief Kenny Martins, national publicity secretary of NDP, made the call in an interview with Daily Champion in Lagos. Chief Martins said that unless there is true federalism in Nigeria, the community could never flourish. "We in NDP believe that unless we have true federalism where the people are allowed to be ruled and governed by those things that are dear to them Nigeria will continue to have problems. "Before now, what we have always had is a central authority kind of thing, the type that really broke Nigeria after 1966," he said. "We also believe that even from the centre, some of the programmes we need to carry out should involve moving back to the rural areas, because if you can put infrastructures in the rural areas, you can de-urbanise the urban areas," he added. Speaking on the registration of political associations as parties, Chief Martins urged the Independent National Electoral Commission (INEC), to wake up to its responsibilities. He said that INEC had a role to play in ensuring that democracy is entrenched in the country because the country's democracy was still at the infant stage and needed to grow fully.

Nigerian Federalism Good: Stability

Federalism is key to preventing devolution of the Nigerian state

Ladipo Adamolekun Federal University of Technology, Akure, Nigeria, June 22, 2005
 (“The Nigerian federation at the crossroads: the way forward” Pg. 383(23) Vol. 35 No. 3) Lexis
  To keep Nigeria one, federalism is a necessity not a choice. The challenge is to accommodate the ethnic, linguistic, religious, cultural, regional, and geographical divisions within a federation that is, at the same time, democratic and capable of advancing socioeconomic progress. (See Table 1 for a summary of the main divisions within the country.) In this circumstance, continued maintenance of the centralism and uniformity of the military era is antithetical to the goal of keeping Nigeria one; devolution is the only viable way forward. It isworth recalling that each of the constituent regions of the federation at its birth in 1954 had threatened to secede at one time or the other: the North in 1950 (before the federation was formally established) and in 1966 following the declaration of Nigeria as a unitary state; the West in 1953 (again, before the formal establishment of the federation) and a virtual "secession threat" in 1998-1999; and the East    in 1966, resulting in a thirty-month civil war. A putative independent "Delta Peoples Republic" was declared in 1966, but the military promptly arrested its leaders and the so-called republic died. In 1990,    an abortive coup d'etat led by a military officer from one of the north-central zones announced the "suspension" of the Hausa-Fulani andMuslim states of the northeastern and northwestern zones from the federation. (40)

Nigerian federalism checks total breakup – limiting control of the federal government is key 

Ladipo Adamolekun Federal University of Technology, Akure, Nigeria, June 22, 2005

 (“The Nigerian federation at the crossroads: the way forward” Pg. 383(23) Vol. 35 No. 3) Lexis
  The overall objective of political restructuring should be to establish autonomous (self-governing) nationalities or groups of nationalities within a federal union with a small coordinating national government. Two examples of issues that would need greater clarity than exists in the 1999 Constitution are institutional arrangements for local    serf-governance and how best to accommodate the enforcement of "national minimum standards" in certain policy areas. Because full clarity    cannot be spelled out in a constitution, a negotiated memorandum ofunderstanding could be adopted as a companion document to the Constitution. In the memorandum, operational guidelines relating to certainconcepts and issues would be spelled out in detail. Examples are theconcepts of federal character (45) and local self-governance and such    issues as mechanisms for conducting relations between the federal, state, and local governments; enforcing national minimum standards for    specific public services; and ensuring checks and balances.  Of course, those who fear that fundamental political restructuring(devolution) could lead to the balkanization or disintegration of the    country could point to some international experiences, such as the unending referendums on "sovereignty" in Quebec, Canada, and talk of a    "free state associated with Spain" (and represented in the EuropeanUnion) by some separatists and regionalists in Spain. But it can also    be argued that each of these countries has remained one because it has implemented significant devolutions of powers in response to demands by its disaffected constituent parts. Nigeria's postindependence experience to date constitutes a strong case for what one might call the inevitability of devolution. It is important to stress that subnational governments that would enjoy greater degrees of devolved powers    would need to match their autonomy with consistent practice of good governance, notably respect for the rule of law and human rights, citizen participation, and governmental transparency and accountability.    Otherwise, new groups within the different subnational governments would cry out against new forms of marginalization. (46)  Reallocation of Functions and Resources  A major aspect of political restructuring and autonomy relates to the allocation of functions and resources in the new federal system. Drawing on functional allocation under the 1954 Constitution and international good practices, the responsibilities of the federal government should be limited to currency and foreign exchange, external security and aspects of internal security, external affairs, foreign trade, railways, interstate transportation, and aspects of regulatory administration. State and local governments should have responsibility for all other functions. In turn, the revenue-allocation formula applied to the Federation Account should reflect this assignment of functions. In particular, the revenue-allocation system should accord to derivation the same 50 percent share as was the case in the 1954 Constitution, including a recent suggestion on vesting aspects of the exploitation of mineral resources in capable indigenous companies. This approach to the allocation of functions and resources would result in decentralized economic policy and management.

Nigerian Federalism Good: Stability

Nigerian federalism solves state collapse 

Africa News August 6, 2006 

(“Poverty Eradication Through True Federalism” This Day) Lexis

If we must eradicate poverty from our land, we must return money, power and responsibility to the states as was the position before the military era. The current quest for power and influence at the centre in Nigeria will become unattractive and the Nigerian state will be saved from disintegration and wastage. What is business of the Federal Government's in the management of educational institutions in Nigeria? Once we have an educational policy in Nigeria, with the appropriate enactments of the National Assembly, the resources for education should be channeled to the states and the responsibilities of the Federal Government should only be limited to monitoring and compliance. Today, there are so many federal institutions and multitude of bureaucrats being paid from the national treasury. Which should not be. One begins to wonder what magic a bureaucrat in Abuja can do better, than the governor of a state in educating the citizens of their states.A change in the current direction will greatly help in developing our communities for good. There are other areas of federal control that in a true federalism should not be the pre-occupation of a federal government like housing, agriculture, road maintenance, health, sports and other social responsibilities of government. These can be better handled by the states. In fact, all social responsibilities in a true federalism should be the primary responsibility of the states. This is why I strongly belief that the military enacted 1999 constitution is a total aberration to the Nigeria people. A new constitution is urgently required.We need to realize that we cannot reduce or eradicate poverty in Nigeria except we devolve power and resources to the states. The current concentration of power, money and resources at the centre is the primary reason for the level of poverty we see everyday in our various communities.
Indonesia Won’t Model US Federalism

Historical baggage kills modeling of western federalism 

MacIntyre, Professor at Graduate School of International Relations and Pacific Studies, 2000 

(Andrew March 7 “Does Indonesia Have to Blow Apart,” http://wwwirps.ucsd.edu/irps/speeches/spmacintyreDRT030700.html, Cfbato)
So there are all sorts of questions being asked. Anybody looking at Indonesia from the outside would quickly say, "What this country clearly needs is a good dose of federalism." And yet federalism is a curiously dirty word in Indonesia. Which goes back to historical reasons, the way in which the Dutch meddled in Indonesia and tried to foist a federal system on them that was clearly designed to fail. There are very bad memories of federalism. It's a word that's not legitimate in public debate. 

And, Indonesia WILL NOT model the plan – the government will never accept federalism 

Business World 2003

(May 27, 2003,”, Lexis, Cfbato)

Our southern neighbor Indonesia - plagued by a 25-year-old separatist movement - has finally lost its patience in its search for a negotiated peace settlement with a homegrown rebellion within its territory. Its government, under President Megawati Sukarnoputri, just cut off peace talks, declared martial law in its territorial part of Aceh in the northeastern tip of Sumatra island and launched an all-out military offensive to bring to heel the radical Islamic separatist group Free Aceh Movement. Although on a larger scale, this action of the Sukarnoputri government in Jakarta appears to parallel that taken recently by President Gloria Macapagal Arroyo in Muslim Mindanao. Her government is seeking to decapitate the leadership of the Moro Islamic Liberation Front (MILF) headed by a radical Islamist, Hashim Salamat, a former associate of the now jailed Nur Misuari of the Moro National Liberation Front (MNLF). Like Ms. Arroyo's government, the Sukarnoputri government took action in the battlefield after the dragging peace talks in Tokyo collapsed. Mediated by the Geneva-based Center for Humanitarian Dialogue, these talks finally broke down on the issue of sovereign power versus the establishment of a separate or independent Aceh to be carved out of the strategic northernmost tip of the Indonesian archipelago on the narrow straits facing Malaysia. More than those already mentioned, there are commonalities that make the Indonesian case similar to that of the Philippines. For one, the MILF and the government's effort at achieving peace is being brokered by neighboring Malaysia under the watchful eye of the Organization of Islamic Conference (OIC). For another, Indonesia and the Philippines are both allergic to any discussion involving a surrender of sovereign territory. 

Indonesian Federalism Good – Economy

Federalism is critical to prevent Indonesian disintegration

Dibb ‘01

(Paul, Head Asian Studies – Australian National University, Orbis, 9-22, Lexis)

It is important for Australians to appreciate that Indonesia is going through a traumatic period. The smoothly functioning democratic process that is taken for granted in Australia has yet to be established in Indonesia. . . . The recent tragic events in East Timor have been played out against a background of this great national effort to form a new government to bring Indonesia into the family of democratic nations. It is important that Australians understand that the institutions they have built up over 100 years of nationhood--a democratic electoral process; a strong and independent judiciary; a free and reasonably responsible press; a largely non-corrupt and highly competent civil service; and a decentralised system of government in which strong States counterbalance the strength, of the national government--are things we Indonesians aspire to and are just beginning to enjoy. [4] The turmoil wracking their vast neighbor has made many Australians appreciate their own institutions more keenly, not least the oft-maligned federal system that imposes eight provincial administrations along with the national government on a country of barely 20 million people. Above all else, it is the lack of an effective federal system that will ultimately be to blame should Indonesia disintegrate.

Indonesian instability causes escalating regional war that collapses U.S. leadership and the global economy

Menon ‘01

(Rajan, Prof International Relations – Lehigh U., The National Interest, June, Lexis)

Indonesia may survive the combined assault of an ailing economy, deepening separatism, and a failing state. Such an outcome is certainly desirable, but it is not likely. American leaders must therefore brace for the possibility that Indonesia could still collapse in chaos and disintegrate in violence. Alternatively, the current instability could continue until economic recovery and political compromise give rise to a country of a rather different shape and size. With Wahid gone and Megawati in place, this is now somewhat more likely. Even the loss of Aceh and West Papua need not spell national disintegration; without such provinces Indonesia would still retain the critical mass to endure as a state. The second of these denouements is preferable to the first, but both will create strong shock waves. Indonesia's size and location are the reasons why. The three major straits that slice through it are pivotal passages for the global economy. Malacca is by far the most important, particularly for energy shipments. Some 450 vessels and about 10 million barrels of oil pass through daily, and East Asian demand, driven by China, is expected to rise from 12 million barrels a day in 2000 to over 20 million barrels in twenty years. Japan, China, Taiwan and South Korea would suffer severely and soon if fallout from turmoil in Aceh (at its northern end) or Riau (at its southern end) blocked this passage. Its narrowness, 1.5 miles in the Phillips Channel in the Singapore Strait, and ten miles between Singapore and the Riau archipelago, adds to the danger. The Lombok Strait, which ships use to sail to northeast Asia through the Strait of Makasar between Borneo and Sulawesi, is next in importance, although it handles a far smaller volume of traffic than Malacca and is of negligible importance for energy shipments. The Lombok-Makasar route is, however, a critical corridor for Australia's coal and iron ore exports to northeast Asia and for manufactured exports moving south from there. It is also the most likely detour were Malacca rendered impassable or hazardous. By comparison, Sunda is a minor shipping channel; the consequences of its closure would be minimal for transcontinental trade. Rerouting Malacca traffic through Lombok would strain the capacity of the world's merchant fleet, increase transportation costs, and create severe bottlenecks. The problems would be even worse if all three straits were unusable and ships had to transit northeast Asia by skirting Australia's northern coast. Market signals would eventually add other carrying capacity but the question is how quickly and smoothly the adjustment occurs, and what the economic and political consequences would be in the meantime. The ramifications of blocked or delayed maritime traffic, or even just panic over the possibility, would spread speedily throughout globalization's many circuits. Insurance rates would rise; coverage may even be denied if underwriters deem the risks excessive. The effects of obstructed energy, machinery and manufactured goods would register in capital markets, short-term investors would be scared off, and the flow of much-needed foreign direct investment into a region still convalescing from the blows of 1997 would slow. Piracy in the seas around Indonesia would also worsen if the Jakarta government either ceased functioning or were so busy holding the country together that it could not police its waters. The hijacking of ships has increased since Indonesia's upheavals began. There were 113 incidents in its waters in 1999 compared to 60 the year before, and between January and March of 2001 alone, pirates attacked ships in Indonesian waters 29 times and on nine occasions in the Malacca Strait. The vessels victimized near Malaysia, Singapore and Indonesia included several oil tankers and ships carrying aluminum and palm oil. The three countries began to coordinate operations against the menace in 1992, and in 2000 Japan proposed that its coast guard join the effort along with China and South Korea. Yet how serious piracy becomes, and how effective any joint solution is, depends primarily on the extent of Indonesia's stability. Refugee flows will also accelerate if Indonesia starts to break apart. The refugee population of one million already within its borders will soar, dragging the economy down further and aggravating communal violence. Refugees could also be driven beyond Indonesia into neighboring countries that are neither prepared to receive them nor able to bear the burden of caring for them. Malaysia, which lies across the water from Aceh, has already seen rising illegal immigration from Indonesia, and its officials worry about the social tensions that could result. The refugee problem also figures prominently in Australian and Singaporean discussions of Indonesia. Indonesia's neighbors have other worries, as well, as they watch this wobbly behemoth. For Malaysia, one is that the Malaysian Islamic Party, already powerful in northern Malaysia, could receive a fillip were militant Islam to become more significant in Indonesia's politics as a result of the turmoil-or were it to dominate its successor states. Thailand and the Philippines, which have breakaway Islamist groups in their southern regions, fear that Indonesia's collapse could produce an undesirable demonstration effect. Papua New Guinea, which borders West Papua, could be swamped by refugees and also face an older problem: incursions from the Indonesian military in hot pursuit of Papuan guerrillas. Singapore and Malaysia have invested in pipelines carrying energy from Riau and from Indonesia's Natuna gas fields (located in the South China Sea between peninsular Malaysia and Sarawak) and are watching nervously. ASEAN, whose economic and political clout has fallen short of members' hopes, will be reduced to a salon if Indonesia, its keystone, crumbles. Neither is it clear how Japan, China and Australia would react to various scenarios in Indonesia. Few convergent interests unite them, and history has done much to divide them. This augurs ill for cooperation on economic assistance, refugee relief, piracy, or peacekeeping to stem Indonesia's unraveling or to deal with the consequences if that proves impossible. Indeed, anarchy in Indonesia could start a scramble among these states that is driven more by fear, uncertainty and worst-case thinking than by the opportunistic pursuit of advantage. A process leading to sponsorship of competitive proxy proto-statelets that rise from Indonesia's wreckage is an extreme scenario, but cannot be ruled out. Beyond the general tendency of states divided by suspicion to jockey for position when uncertainty or opportunity prevails, there are other specific motives for intervention. China could be drawn into the fray if Indonesia's seven-million-strong Chinese population, which has often been a scapegoat in times of trouble, were to be victimized. Beijing's increasing concern for secure energy supplies since becoming a net importer in 1993 has already made it more assertive in the South China Sea, and could provide another motive. Given Indonesia's uncertain future, Chinese maps depicting Beijing's jurisdiction over Indonesia's Natuna gas fields are a worrisome portent, particularly for Malaysia and Singapore, who envision energy pipelines from this site. Japan would move cautiously if Indonesia begins to resemble a lost cause, but it depends on Indonesia's straits and owns most of the ships that ply them. Tokyo cannot remain utterly passive if Indonesia's crisis disrupts the Japanese economy, or if others states assert their interests in ways that could do so. Indonesia's importance for Australia goes beyond the significance of the Lombok-Makasar passage. In a region being shaped by China's growing power, Indonesia, by virtue of its location and size, is central to Australian national security. Its collapse would lay waste to much of Australia's strategic planning. The consequences of Indonesia's breakup would affect American interests, as well. American energy and raw materials companies (Exxon-Mobil, Texaco, Chevron, Newmont Mining, Conoco and Freeport-McMoRan, among others) operate in Indonesia, particularly in Aceh, Riau, and West Papua, and many of the ships that traverse the Strait of Malacca are American-owned. The United States is also a major trader and investor in East Asia and is to some degree hostage to its fate, especially now that the American economy is slowing. Moreover, if Indonesia fractures, worst-case thinking and preemptive action among its neighbors could upset regional equilibrium and undermine the American strategic canopy in East Asia. The United States has a network of bases and alliances and 100,000 military personnel in the region, and is considered the guarantor of stability by most states-a status it will forfeit if it stands aside as Indonesia falls apart. America's competitors will scrutinize its actions to gauge its resolve and acumen. So will its friends and allies-Australia, Japan, Singapore, Thailand and South Korea-each of whom would be hurt by Indonesia's collapse.

That leads to extinction 

Bearden 2k 

(T.E., Director of the Association of Distinguished American Scientists, “The Unnecessary Energy Crisis: How To Solve It Quickly”, Space Energy Access Systems, http://www.seaspower.com/EnergyCrisis-Bearden.htm)

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 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. The resulting great Armageddon will destroy civilization as we know it, and perhaps most of the biosphere, at least for many decades.
Federalism K to Indonesian Economy

Federalism is key to an economically healthy Indonesia.

Roland White, Senior Public Sector Specialist with the World Bank. AND, Paul Smoke, Associate Professor of Public Finance and Planning @ NYU Wagner. 2005. The World Bank Report: East Asia Decentralizes. “Making Local Government Work.” http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTEAPDECEN/Resources/dc-full-report.pdf
East Asia’s remarkable achievements in economic growth and poverty reduction over the past 30 years can be attributed largely to significant public investment in human capital formation and infrastructure, and to the establishment of a regulatory environment conducive to private enterprise.1With decentralization, subnational governments are now at the heart of a range of investment, fiscal, and regulatory activities that affect both the pace and quality of economic growth. For example, they are now responsible for planning and financing economic infrastructure, such as local roads and irrigation schemes, and for regulating and taxing businesses. In some East Asian countries, such as Cambodia, the role of local and regional authorities in these areas is still limited. But in most, including China and Indonesia, it has become crucial.
Federalism Good – War

Federalism solves war

Calabresi ‘95

(Steven G., Assistant Prof – Northwestern U., Michigan Law Review, Lexis)

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

Federalism promotes consolidation which reduces the risk of war 

Calebresi ‘95

[Stephen, Associate Professor, Northwestern University School of Law. B.A. 1980, J.D. 1983, Yale, “Reflections on United States v. Lopez: "A GOVERNMENT OF LIMITED AND ENUMERATED POWERS": IN DEFENSE OF UNITED STATES v. LOPEZ,” 94 Mich. L. Rev. 752, Michigan Law Review, December, 1995]

Internationalist Federalism: Preventing War, Promoting Free Trade, and Exploiting Economies of Scale. So far, I have focused on the advantages of American-style small-state federalism in defusing centrifugal devolutionary tendencies, alleviating majority tyranny, and accentuating crosscutting social cleavages. But what about the advantages of international federalism; what are the advantages of consolidating states into larger federal entities, as happened in North America in 1787 or in Europe in 1957? A first and obvious advantage is that consolidation reduces the threat of war. Because war usually occurs when two or more states compete for land or other resources, a reduction in the number of states also will reduce the likelihood of war. This result is especially true if the reduction in the number of states eliminates land boundaries between states that are hard to police, generate friction and border disputes, and that may require large standing armies to defend. In a brilliant article, Professor Akhil Amar has noted the importance of this point to both to the Framers of our Constitution and to President Abraham Lincoln. n52 Professor Amar shows that they believed a Union of States was essential in North America because otherwise the existence of land boundaries would lead here - as it had in Europe - to the creation of standing armies and ultimately to war. n53 The Framers accepted the old British notion that it was Britain's island situation that had kept her free of war and, importantly, free of a standing army that could be used to oppress the liberties of the people in a way that the British navy never could.

Federalism Good – War

Federalism solves multiple theaters for war and conflict

Norman Ornstein, resident scholar in social and political processes at American Enterprise Institute, Jan-Feb 1992. The American Enterprise, v3 n1 p20(5)

No word in political theory more con​sistently causes eyes to glaze over than “federalism.” Yet no concept is more critical to solving many major political crises in the world right now. The former Soviet Union, Yugoslavia, Eastern and Western Europe, South Africa, Turkey, the Middle East, and Canada are suffer​ing from problems that could be solved, if solutions are possible, by instituting creative forms of federalism. Federalism is not a sexy concept like “democracy” or “freedom”; it describes a more mundane mechanism that bal​ances the need for a central and coordi​nating authority at the level of a nation-state with a degree of state and local autonomy, while also protecting minority interests, preserving ethnic and regional identification and sensibilities, and allow​ing as much self-government as possible. Federalism starts with governing struc​tures put in place by formal, constitu​tional arrangements, but beyond that it is a partnership that requires trust. Trust can’t be forged overnight by formal ar​rangements, but bad arrangements can exacerbate hostilities and tensions. Good ones can be the basis for building trust. Why is federalism so important now? There are political reasons: the breakup of the old world order has re​leased resentments and tensions that had been suppressed for decades or even cen​turies. Ethnic pride and self-identifica​ tion are surging in many places around the globe. Add to this the easy availabil​ity of weapons, and you have a potent mixture for discontent, instability, and violence. There are also economic con​siderations: simply breaking up existing nation-states into separate entities can​not work when economies are inter​linked in complex ways. And there are humane factors, too. No provinces or territories are ethnically pure. Creating an independent Quebec, Croatia, or Kazakhstan would be uplifting for French Quebecois, Croats, and Kazakhs but terrifying for the large numbers of minorities who reside in these same territories. The only way to begin to craft solu​tions, then, is to create structures that preserve necessary economic links while providing economic independence, to create political autonomy while preserv​ing freedom of movement and individual rights, and to respect ethnic identity while protecting minority rights. Each country has unique problems that require different kinds of federal structures, which can range from a federation that is tightly controlled at the center to a con​federation having autonomous units and a loose central authority. The United States pioneered feder​alism in its Union and its Constitution. Its invention of a federation that bal​anced power between a vigorous national government and its numerous states was every bit as significant an innovation as its instituting a separation of powers was in governance—and defining the federal-state relationship was far more difficult to work out at the Constitutional Con​vention in 1787. The U.S. federalist structure was, obviously, not sufficient by itself to elimi​nate the economic and social disparities between the North and the South. De​spite the federal guarantees built into the Constitution, the divisive questions of states’ rights dominated political conflict from the beginning and resulted ulti​mately in the Civil War. But the federal system did keep conflict from boiling over into disaster for 75 years, and it has enabled the United States to keep its union together without constitutional cri​sis or major bloodshed for the 125 years since the conclusion of the War Between the States. It has also enabled us to me​liorate problems of regional and ethnic discontent. The American form of federalism fits the American culture and historical experience—it is not directly transfer​able to other societies. But if ever there was a time to apply the lessons that can be drawn from the U.S. experience or to create new federal approaches, this is it. What is striking is the present number of countries and regions where deep-seated problems could respond to a new focus on federalism.

Federalism Good – Heg

1) US leadership is preserved by the balance of federalism

Alice Rivlin, Brookings Institution, Reviving the American Dream: The Economy, The States, and the Federal Government, 1992.

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

Zalmay Khalilzad, RAND, The Washington Quarterly, Spring 1995
Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.

Federalism Good – Prevents Conflict
Impact is global war --- U.S. federalism is modeled worldwide, solving conflict

Calabresi ‘95

(Steven G., Assistant Prof – Northwestern U., Michigan Law Review, Lexis)

First, the rules of constitutional federalism should be enforced because federalism is a good thing, and it is the best and most important structural feature of the U.S. Constitution. Second, the political branches cannot be relied upon to enforce constitutional federalism, notwithstanding the contrary writings of Professor Jesse Choper. Third, the Supreme Court is institutionally competent to enforce constitutional federalism. Fourth, the Court is at least as qualified to act in this area as it is in the Fourteenth Amendment area. And, fifth, the doctrine of stare  [*831]  decisis does not pose a barrier to the creation of any new, prospectively applicable Commerce Clause case law. The conventional wisdom is that Lopez is nothing more than a flash in the pan. 232 Elite opinion holds that the future of American constitutional law will involve the continuing elaboration of the Court's national codes on matters like abortion regulation, pornography, rules on holiday displays, and rules on how the states should conduct their own criminal investigations and trials. Public choice theory suggests many reasons why it is likely that the Court will continue to pick on the states and give Congress a free ride. But, it would be a very good thing for this country if the Court decided to surprise us and continued on its way down the Lopez path. Those of us who comment on the Court's work, whether in the law reviews or in the newspapers, should encourage the Court to follow the path on which it has now embarked. The country and the world would be a better place if it did. We have seen that a desire for both international and devolutionary federalism has swept across the world in recent years. To a significant extent, this is due to global fascination with and emulation of our own American federalism success story. The global trend toward federalism is an enormously positive development that greatly increases the likelihood of future peace, free trade, economic growth, respect for social and cultural diversity, and protection of individual human rights. It depends for its success on the willingness of sovereign nations to strike federalism deals in the belief that those deals will be kept. 233 The U.S. Supreme Court can do its part to encourage the future striking of such deals by enforcing vigorously our own American federalism deal. Lopez could be a first step in that process, if only the Justices and the legal academy would wake up to the importance of what is at stake.

Federalism Good – Free Trade

Federalism is key to establish bonds that create free trade 

Calebresi ‘95

[Stephen, Associate Professor, Northwestern University School of Law. B.A. 1980, J.D. 1983, Yale, “Reflections on United States v. Lopez: "A GOVERNMENT OF LIMITED AND ENUMERATED POWERS": IN DEFENSE OF UNITED STATES v. LOPEZ,” 94 Mich. L. Rev. 752, Michigan Law Review, December, 1995]

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

Free trade is key to avert nuclear annihilation

Copley News Service ‘99

[Dec 1, LN]

For decades, many children in America and other countries went to bed fearing annihilation by nuclear war. The specter of nuclear winter freezing the life out of planet Earth seemed very real. Activists protesting the World Trade Organization's meeting in Seattle apparently have forgotten that threat. The truth is that nations join together in groups like the WTO not just to further their own prosperity, but also to forestall conflict with other nations. In a way, our planet has traded in the threat of a worldwide nuclear war for the benefit of cooperative global economics. Some Seattle protesters clearly fancy themselves to be in the mold of nuclear disarmament or anti-Vietnam War protesters of decades past. But they're not. They're special-interest activists, whether the cause is environmental, labor or paranoia about global government. Actually, most of the demonstrators in Seattle are very much unlike yesterday's peace activists, such as Beatle John Lennon or philosopher Bertrand Russell, the father of the nuclear disarmament movement, both of whom urged people and nations to work together rather than strive against each other. These and other war protesters would probably approve of 135 WTO nations sitting down peacefully to discuss economic issues that in the past might have been settled by bullets and bombs. As long as nations are trading peacefully, and their economies are built on exports to other countries, they have a major disincentive to wage war. That's why bringing China, a budding superpower, into the WTO is so important. As exports to the United States and the rest of the world feed Chinese prosperity, and that prosperity increases demand for the goods we produce, the threat of hostility diminishes. Many anti-trade protesters in Seattle claim that only multinational corporations benefit from global trade, and that it's the everyday wage earners who get hurt. That's just plain wrong. First of all, it's not the military-industrial complex benefiting. It's U.S. companies that make high-tech goods. And those companies provide a growing number of jobs for Americans. In San Diego, many people have good jobs at Qualcomm, Solar Turbines and other companies for whom overseas markets are essential. In Seattle, many of the 100,000 people who work at Boeing would lose their livelihoods without world trade. Foreign trade today accounts for 30 percent of our gross domestic product. That's a lot of jobs for everyday workers. Growing global prosperity has helped counter the specter of nuclear winter. Nations of the world are learning to live and work together, like the singers of anti-war songs once imagined. Those who care about world peace shouldn't be protesting world trade. They should be celebrating it.

Federalism Good: International Trade

US federalism is key to solve international trade disputes – incorporation of state laws undermines our capacity to resolve conflicts between comparative precedent

Adam M. Smith, Chayes Fellow, Harvard Law School, 2006

 (“Making Itself at HomeUnderstanding Foreign Law in Domestic Jurisprudence: The Indian Case” 24 Berkeley J. Int'l L. 218) 
 Secondly, the distinct makeup of American federalism suggests both a reason American judges have avoided foreign law and a rationale why U.S. jurists will come to increasingly rely on foreign precedent. The U.S. was founded as a weak federation of sovereign states, each maintaining extensive powers. 236 Key among these prerogatives is the maintenance of significant legal independence, which led to the development of different bodies of law in each state. Initially, states viewed one another's laws with suspicion, but the growth of interstate commerce and the rising power of the federal government forced this bias to dissipate. 237 As a result, modern state courts regularly cite the law of sister states. The existence of this body of comparative law within the United States has allowed American jurists the unique ability to be comparative without leaving the country. This phenomenon is one explanation why American judges have found it unnecessary to venture abroad for comparative precedents. Yet the same economic and political forces that compelled the states to respect one another's precedents are currently working on the United States and its "sister states" in the international arena. As international connections increase, transnational judicial disputes proliferate, and the need for the certainty of "global legal solutions" becomes apparent, it seems that the national state will have little choice but to follow the tradition established at the sub-national level and begin resorting to foreign law.
US Federalism Good: Competiveness

A) Centralization is key to inexpensive health care
Owcharenko, Senior Policy Analyst, Haislmaier, Research Fellow, and Moffit, Ph.D., Director of the Center for Health Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, 2006 

(Nina, Edmund, and Robert, May 5th, “Competition and Federalism: The Right Remedy for Excessive Health Insurance Regulation”, http://www.heritage.org/Research/HealthCare/wm1060.cfm, Cfbato)
State health insurance markets are often dysfunctional, non-competitive, and dominated by a few large carriers. They offer standardized products that are increasingly unaffordable, and innovation in financing and delivery is officially discouraged.  Federal and state policy contributes directly to the problem of dysfunctional markets. At the forefront is the federal tax treatment of health insurance. The federal tax code confines the availability of affordable health insurance to the employer-based market, undercuts the portability of coverage for individuals and families, and fuels health care inflation. It also directly discriminates against individuals who try to buy health insurance on the individual health insurance market. No comprehensive congressional tax reform legislation is pending that would address this failure of federal tax policy.     State health insurance regulation is often excessive and undermines the availability of more flexible and affordable options for coverage, particularly for small businesses and their employees. State regulation of health insurance includes authority over underwriting rules, the conditions for sale and access, such as rules requiring guaranteed issue of coverage, and the authority to impose specific benefit mandates that insurers must offer as a condition for selling health insurance in the state. First Principles and Federalism The Constitution authorizes a federal system of national and state governments. The national government makes laws and imposes rules that deal with the general concerns of the Republic, and state governments make laws that address the particular concerns of its citizens. Both the national government and the state governments are each equal and independent within their own spheres of jurisdiction.  The federal tax treatment of health insurance is a direct Congressional concern, and Congress, exercising its authority over the federal tax code, should remedy its deficiencies. Health insurance market laws are clearly matters of state concern, except if the commerce for those products crosses state lines. Thus, the real issue before Congress is the question of a national health insurance market. In other words, what steps, if any, should Congress take to set rules governing the sale of health insurance across state lines? Given the diversity of cost and coverage options around the United States, the best and simplest answer to geographically concentrated regulatory excess is open competition. Open competition would allow citizens to shop around for the best coverage and enable individuals and families to get the best value on the basis of price, quality, and benefits. In the absence of reform of the federal tax code, the best way for Congress to compensate for the disadvantages of dysfunctional state insurance markets is to use its constitutional authority to regulate interstate commerce. Congress should create a new openness for health insurance markets, allow individuals and families to buy health coverage across state lines, and promote a national market for health insurance. Thus far, the best available vehicle for such a policy is the “Health Care Choice Act” (S. 1015), sponsored by Senator Jim DeMint (R-SC). This legislation would preserve the primacy of the states in regulating health insurance while giving individual access to coverage available in other states. Such an approach would also encourage states to develop a more consumer-friendly regulatory structure for the purchase of health insurance.
Failure collapses US industrial competitiveness

Anderson, Professor of health policy and management and international health at the Johns Hopkins University Bloomberg School Public Health, professor of medicine at the Johns Hopkins University School of Medicine, director of the Johns Hopkins Center for Hospital Finance and Management and co-director of the Johns Hopkins Program for Medical Technology and Practice Assessment, 2004 

(Gerard, “Health Spending and U.S. Economic Competetiveness”, http://www.shrm.org/line/CMS_016465.asp, Cfbato)

The other perspective is that the high level of health spending is adversely affecting U.S. industry. One sector of the economy that appears to be most affected by the level and rates of increase in health care spending is the automotive industry. General Motors, Ford, Delphi, etc. are all providing evidence that some of the decline in the automotive industry can be attributed to health care spending. The most recent data from General Motors suggest that health care benefits add $1,525 to the cost of each car. Cars made in other countries do not have most of this additional cost, and this makes it more difficult for General Motors and other auto manufacturers to compete in the international marketplace. The argument that the global competitive playing field is becoming level and those countries with high-wage and high-fringe benefit costs will have difficulty competing when information and products can be transported quickly and easily across continents contends that the United States with its high wages and high-inflation health care costs will be at a comparative disadvantage in a “flat” world and that what is happening to the auto industry will happen, and is already happening, to other industries.

Federalism Good: Democracy
1) US leadership on federalism is essential to democracy worldwide

David Broder, Washington Post, June 24, 2001, “Lessons On Freedom.”
Even more persistent were the questions about the role the United States would play, under this new administration, in supporting democratic movements around the world. It is sobering to be reminded how often, during the long decades of the Cold War, this country backed (and in some cases, created) undemocratic regimes, simply because we thought military rulers and other autocrats were more reliable allies against communism. The week of the Salzburg Seminar coincided with President Bush's first tour of Europe. He was a target of jokes and ridicule for many of the fellows as the  week began. But the coverage of his meetings and, especially, his major address  in Poland on his vision of Europe's future and America's role in it, earned him  grudging respect, even though it remains uncertain how high a priority human rights and promotion of democracy will have in the Bush foreign policy.  Another great lesson for an American reporter is that the struggle to maintain the legitimacy of representative government in the eyes of the public is a worldwide battle. Election turnouts are dropping in almost all the established democracies, so much so that seminar participants seriously discussed the advisability of compulsory voting, before most of them rejected it as smacking too much of authoritarian regimes.  Political parties -- which most of us have regarded as essential agents of democracy -- are in decline everywhere. They are viewed by more and more of the  national publics as being tied to special interests or locked in increasingly irrelevant or petty rivalries -- anything but effective instruments for tackling current challenges. One large but unresolved question throughout the week: Can you organize and sustain representative government without strong parties? The single most impressive visitor to the seminar was Vaira Vike-Freiberga, the president of Latvia, a woman of Thatcherite determination when it comes to pressing for her country's admission to NATO, but a democrat who has gone through exile four times in her quest for freedom. She is a member of no party,  chosen unanimously by a parliament of eight parties, and bolstered by her popular support. But how many such leaders are there?  Meantime, even as democracy is tested everywhere from Venezuela to Romania to the Philippines, a new and perhaps tougher accountability examination awaits in  the supranational organizations. The European Union has operated so far with a strong council, where each nation has a veto, and a weak parliament, with majority rule. But with its membership seemingly certain to expand, the age-old dilemma of democracy -- majority rule vs. minority and individual rights -- is bound to come to the fore.  The principle of  federalism  will be vital to its success. And, once again, the United States has important lessons to teach. But only if we can keep democracy strong and vital in our own country.

2) and democracy prevents extinction.

Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict, October 1995, “Promoting Democracy in the 1990’s,” http://www.carnegie.org//sub/pubs/deadly/dia95_01.html, accessed on 12/11/99

OTHER THREATS This hardly exhausts the lists of threats to our security and well-being in the coming years and decades. In the former Yugoslavia nationalist aggression tears at the stability of Europe and could easily spread. The flow of illegal drugs intensifies through increasingly powerful international crime syndicates that have made common cause with authoritarian regimes and have utterly corrupted the institutions of tenuous, democratic ones. Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness. LESSONS OF THE TWENTIETH CENTURY The experience of this century offers important lessons. Countries that govern themselves in a truly democratic fashion do not go to war with one another. They do not aggress against their neighbors to aggrandize themselves or glorify their leaders. Democratic governments do not ethnically "cleanse" their own populations, and they are much less likely to face ethnic insurgency. Democracies do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass destruction to use on or to threaten one another. Democratic countries form more reliable, open, and enduring trading partnerships. In the long run they offer better and more stable climates for investment. They are more environmentally responsible because they must answer to their own citizens, who organize to protest the destruction of their environments. They are better bets to honor international treaties since they value legal obligations and because their openness makes it much more difficult to breach agreements in secret. Precisely because, within their own borders, they respect competition, civil liberties, property rights, and the rule of law, democracies are the only reliable foundation on which a new world order of international security and prosperity can be built.

Federalism Good: Tyranny

1) Federalism is key to checking unbalanced power in the government, preventing tyranny.

Steven G. Calabresi, Associate Professor, Northwestern University School of Law, December 1995; Michigan Law Review, "A government of limited and enumerated powers," 
Second, there is another important advantage to American federalism. With two levels of government, the citizenry, to some extent, can play each level off against the other with concomitant reductions in the agency costs of government. History teaches that government agency costs, even in a democracy, can become quite high. It is thus no accident that Americans have thought from the time of the founding onward that liberty would be preserved by having two levels of government that could serve as checks on one another. n98  We have seen already that national government cannot be expected to process all dispersed social knowledge as if it were omniscient. Similarly, it cannot be expected to exercise total governmental power as if it were benign. "Power corrupts and ab-  [*786]  solute power corrupts absolutely." n99 A national government unchecked by state power would be more rife with agency costs and more oppressive than the national government we have. The existence of the states as constitutionally indissoluble entities provides a vital bulwark from which citizens can organize against tyranny. As Andrzej Rapaczynski brilliantly has shown, the existence of state governments helps citizens solve the collective action problem of organizing against tyranny. n100 The states do help preserve freedom because they can rally citizens to the cause of freedom, helping to overcome the free rider problems that otherwise might cause national usurpations to go unchallenged by the "silent" majority of unorganized citizens. n101  Conversely, the national government can organize a "silent" majority of citizens against state oppression - as it did in 1861 or 1964 - more effectively than could a loose confederation, military alliance, or free trade association. Constitutionally indissoluble national government also helps citizens to overcome collective action problems in fighting usurpation or tyranny at the state level. The success of the American Union in fighting might be contrasted here with Europe's inability to police Bosnia. It turns out that there is a great deal to be said for having "an indestructible Union, composed of indestructible States." n102 Federalism, like the separation of powers, is a vital guarantor of liberty.

2) And checks on tyranny are necessary to prevent democide
RJ Rummel, Prof of Political Science at University of Hawaii, “Democracy, Power, and Democide”  1997   (http://www.hawaii.edu/powerkills/SOD.CHAP17.HTM)

Where the political elite can command all, where they can act arbitrarily, where they can kill as they so whim, they are most likely to commit democide. Where the elite are checked by countervailing power, where they are restrained and held to account for their actions, where they must answer to the very people they might murder, they are least likely to commit democide. That is power kills; absolute power kills absolutely. This is the underlying principle.  There is thus a continuum here. At one end is liberal democracy, a type of regime in which through an open and competitive system of electing the major power-holders and otherwise holding accountable other political elite, through the freedom of speech and organization, and through the existence of multiple and overlapping power pyramids (religious institutions, the media, corporations, etc.), power is most restrained. At the other end are totalitarian regimes in which the power-holders exercise absolute power over all social groups and institutions, in which there are no independent power pyramids. The broad alternative to these two types is the authoritarian regime. Power is centralized and perhaps dictatorial, and no competition for political power is allowed, but independent social institutions (such as churches and businesses) exist and provide some restraint on the political elite. 

3)  Death by absolutist government has killed more people than wars – our impacts outweigh

RJ Rummel, Prof of Political Science at University of Hawaii, “War Isn’t This Century’s Biggest Killer”  1997   (http://www.hawaii.edu/powerkills/WSJ.ART.HTM)

Our century is noted for its absolute and bloody wars. World War I saw nine-million people killed in battle, an incredible record that was far surpassed within a few decades by the 15 million battle deaths of World War II. Even the number killed in twentieth century revolutions and civil wars have set historical records. In total, this century's battle killed in all its international and domestic wars, revolutions, and violent conflicts is so far about 35,654,000.  Yet, even more unbelievable than these vast numbers killed in war during the lifetime of some still living, and largely unknown, is this shocking fact. This century's total killed by absolutist governments already far exceeds that for all wars, domestic and international. Indeed, this number already approximates the number that might be killed in a nuclear war.  Table 1 provides the relevant totals and classifies these by type of government (following Freedom House's definitions) and war. By government killed is meant any direct or indirect killing by government officials, or government acquiescence in the killing by others, of more than 1,000 people, except execution for what are conventionally considered criminal acts (murder, rape, spying, treason, and the like). This killing is apart from the pursuit of any ongoing military action or campaign, or as part of any conflict event. For example, the Jews that Hitler slaughtered during World War II would be counted, since their merciless and systematic killing was unrelated to and actually conflicted with Hitler's pursuit of the war.  The totals in the Table are based on a nation-by-nation assessment and are absolute minimal figures that may under estimate the true total by ten percent or more. Moreover, these figures do not even include the 1921-1922 and 1958-1961 famines in the Soviet Union and China causing about 4 million and 27 million dead, respectably. The former famine was mainly due to the imposition of a command agricultural economy, forced requisitions of food by the Soviets, and the liquidation campaigns of the Cheka; the latter was wholly caused by Mao's agriculturally destructive Great Leap Forward and collectivization. However, Table 1 does include the Soviet government's planned and administered starvation of the Ukraine begun in 1932 as a way of breaking peasant opposition to collectivization and destroying Ukrainian nationalism. As many as ten million may have been starved to death or succumbed to famine related diseases; I estimate eight million died. Had these people all been shot, the Soviet government's moral responsibility could be no greater.  The Table lists 831 thousand people killed by free -- democratic -- governments, which should startle most readers. This figure involves the French massacres in Algeria before and during the Algerian war (36,000 killed, at a minimum), and those killed by the Soviets after being forcibly repatriated to them by the Allied Democracies during and after World War II.  It is outrageous that in line with and even often surpassing in zeal the letter of the Yalta Agreement signed by Stalin, Churchill, and Roosevelt, the Allied Democracies, particularly Great Britain and the United States, turned over to Soviet authorities more than 2,250,000 Soviet citizens, prisoners of war, and Russian exiles (who were not Soviet citizens) found in the Allied zones of occupation in Europe. Most of these people were terrified of the consequences of repatriation and refused to cooperate in their repatriation; often whole families preferred suicide. Of those the Allied Democracies repatriation, an estimated 795,000 were executed, or died in slave-labor camps or in transit to them.  If a government is to be held responsible for those prisoners who die in freight cars or in their camps from privation, surely those democratic governments that turned helpless people over to totalitarian rulers with foreknowledge of their peril, also should be held responsible.  Concerning now the overall mortality statistics shown in the table, it is sad that hundreds of thousands of people can be killed by governments with hardly an international murmur, while a war killing several thousand people can cause an immediate world outcry and global reaction. Simply contrast the international focus on the relatively minor Falkland Islands War of Britain and Argentina with the widescale lack of interest in Burundi's killing or acquiescence in such killing of about 100,000 Hutu in 1972, of Indonesia slaughtering a likely 600,000 "communists" in 1965, and of Pakistan, in an initially well planned massacre, eventually killing from one to three million Bengalis in 1971.  A most noteworthy and still sensitive example of this double standard is the Vietnam War. The international community was outraged at the American attempt to militarily prevent North Vietnam from taking over South Vietnam and ultimately Laos and Cambodia. "Stop the killing" was the cry, and eventually, the pressure of foreign and domestic opposition forced an American withdrawal. The overall number killed in the Vietnam War on all sides was about 1,216,000 people.  With the United States subsequently refusing them even modest military aid, South Vietnam was militarily defeated by the North and completely swallowed; and Cambodia was taken over by the communist Khmer Rouge, who in trying to recreate a primitive communist agricultural society slaughtered from one to three million Cambodians. If we take a middle two-million as the best estimate, then in four years the government of this small nation of seven million alone killed 64 percent more people than died in the ten-year Vietnam War.  Overall, the best estimate of those killed after the Vietnam War by the victorious communists in Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia is 2,270,000. Now totaling almost twice as many as died in the Vietnam War, this communist killing still continues.  To view this double standard from another perspective, both World Wars cost twenty-four million battle deaths. But from 1918 to 1953, the Soviet government executed, slaughtered, starved, beat or tortured to death, or otherwise killed 39,500,000 of its own people (my best estimate among figures ranging from a minimum of twenty million killed by Stalin to a total over the whole communist period of eighty-three million). For China under Mao Tse-tung, the communist government eliminated, as an average figure between estimates, 45,000,000 Chinese. The number killed for just these two nations is about 84,500,000 human beings, or a lethality of 252 percent more than both World Wars together. Yet, have the world community and intellectuals generally shown anything like the same horror, the same outrage, the same out pouring of anti-killing literature, over these Soviet and Chinese megakillings as has been directed at the much less deadly World Wars?  As can be seen from Table 1, communist governments are overall almost four times more lethal to their citizens than non-communist ones, and in per capita terms nearly twice as lethal (even considering the huge populations of the USSR and China).  However, as large as the per capita killed is for communist governments, it is nearly the same as for other non-free governments. This is due to the massacres and widescale killing in the very small country of East Timor, where since 1975 Indonesia has eliminated (aside from the guerrilla war and associated violence) an estimated 100 thousand Timorese out of a population of 600 thousand. Omitting this country alone would reduce the average killed by noncommunist, nonfree governments to 397 per 10,000, or significantly less than the 477 per 10,000 for communist countries.  In any case, we can still see from the table that the more freedom in a nation, the fewer people killed by government. Freedom acts to brake the use of a governing elite's power over life and death to pursue their policies and ensure their rule. This principle appeared to be violated in two aforementioned special cases. One was the French government carrying out mass killing in the colony of Algeria, where compared to Frenchmen the Algerians were second class citizens, without the right to vote in French elections. In the other case the Allied Democracies acted during and just after wartime, under strict secrecy, to turn over foreigners to a communist government. These foreigners, of course, had no rights as citizens that would protect them in the democracies. In no case have I found a democratic government carrying out massacres, genocide, and mass executions of its own citizens; nor have I found a case where such a government's policies have knowingly and directly resulted in the large scale deaths of its people though privation, torture, beatings, and the like.  Absolutism is not only many times deadlier than war, but itself is the major factor causing war and other forms of violent conflict. It is a major cause of militarism. Indeed, absolutism, not war, is mankind's deadliest scourge of all.  
Tyranny Internals
Federalism prevents tyranny and helps create stable democracies

Steven G. Calabresi, Associate Professor, Northwestern University School of Law, December 1995; Michigan Law Review, "A government of limited and enumerated powers," lexis

First, federalism is popular today because in a surprisingly large number of circumstances it has the potential to offer a direct cure to a central and age-old failing of democracy: the tendency of certain kinds of political majorities to tyrannize and abuse certain kinds of political minorities.(30) This problem -- majority tyranny -- is a problem in all democracies, but it is most acute in democracies that are very heterogeneous as a matter of their racial, ethnic, religious, linguistic, or social class background. It is the problem that concerned James Madison in the Federalist Ten,(31) and it is the problem that has generated support in this country and around the world for judicial review Arend Lijphart, a distinguished and leading political scientist, puts the matter as follows: That it is difficult to achieve and maintain stable democratic government in a plural society is a well-established proposition in political science -- with a history reaching back to Aristotle's adage that "a state aims at being, as far as it can be, a society composed of equals and peers." Social homogeneity and political consensus are regarded as prerequisites for, or factors strongly conducive to, stable democracy. Conversely, the deep social divisions and political differences within plural societies are held responsible for instability and breakdown in democracies.(32)

Federalism prevents tyranny of the majority

Steven G. Calabresi, Associate Professor, Northwestern University School of Law, December 1995; Michigan Law Review, "A government of limited and enumerated powers," lexis

As Lijphart emphasizes, social heterogeneity can pose a big threat to stable democratic government. Federalism sometimes can reduce this threat by giving minorities a level of government within which they are the geographical majority. If minorities are concentrated geographically to some degree and if the nation is willing to cede control over key issues to constitutionally established subunits of the nation, then federalism can help maintain social peace.  Obviously there are some very big "ifs" here that cannot always be satisfied. But, in a very important and growing category of cases, voters are discovering that they can solve the problem of majority tyranny simply by redrawing the jurisdictional lines of government. This redrawing can take two forms. Sometimes expanding the size of the polity is enough to make a formerly tyrannical majority only one of many minorities in the new, more "international" federal jurisdiction. This solution is the familiar pluralist" solution of Federalist Ten.(33) Other times, the redrawing involves a devolution of national power over a certain set of emotionally charged and sensitive issues down to a regional or local federalist entity. This solution is the one employed by Spain with Catalonia and the Basque Country and by Canada with Quebec.(34)

Federalism uniquely solves tyranny better than any other solution.

Steven G. Calabresi, Associate Professor, Northwestern University School of Law, December 1995; Michigan Law Review, "A government of limited and enumerated powers," 

Federalism clearly is not the only constitutional mechanism for dealing with majority tyranny in a socially heterogeneous polity. Other mechanisms for dealing with this problem include: judicial review, separation of powers with checks and balances, proportional representation, the creation of collegial cabinet-style executives, and the complex interlocking web of practices that Arend Lijphart calls "consociational democracy."(37) But federalism is a uniquely successful constitutional device for dealing with many of the most heartfelt and divisive problems of social heterogeneity.  No one thinks the Bosnian Serbs, the Basques, or the Quebecois ever could be appeased and satisfied by firmer guarantees of judicial review, separation of powers, proportional representation, or cabinet power sharing. Those solutions -- while they might help somewhat at the margins -- really do not get at the heart of their distinctive grievances. The problem that agitates the Bosnian Serbs, the Basques, or the Quebecois is that, in important ways and as to questions that are fundamental to their identity, they do not believe that they should be part of the same demos as their fellow countrymen. At the same time, as to other economic and foreign policy issues, they may be perfectly happy to remain within a larger entity so long as their social autonomy is guaranteed in iron-clad ways. Federalism addresses these needs in a way that no other constitutional power-sharing mechanism can hope to do.

AT Secession Scenarios 

Federalism solves violence, economic inequality and secession – prefer this evidence, it is based on empirical examples

Will Kymlicka, Professor of Philosophy at University of Toronto, Canadian Journal of Law and Jurisprudence, July 2000
I believe that this trend has been beneficial, and indeed quite successful, as measured by any of the criteria which should matter to liberals, such as: [use a bullet here and below]- peace and individual security: these multination federations are managing to deal with their competing national identities and nationalist projects with an almost complete absence of violence or terrorism by either the state or the minority. - democracy: ethnic conflict is now a matter of "ballots not bullets", with no threat of military coups or authoritarian regimes which take power in the name of national security; n10 - individual rights: these reforms have been achieved within the framework of liberal constitutions, with firm respect for individual civil and political rights. - economic prosperity: the move to multination federalism has also been achieved without jeopardizing the economic well-being of citizens. Indeed, the countries that have adopted multination federalism are amongst the wealthiest in the world. - inter-group equality: last but not least, multination federalism has promoted equality between majority and minority groups. By equality here I mean non-domination, such that one group is not systematically vulnerable to the domination of another group. Multination federalism has helped create greater economic equality between majority and minority; greater equality of political influence, so that minorities are not continually outvoted on all issues; and greater equality in the social and cultural fields, as reflected for example in reduced levels of prejudice and discrimination and greater mutual respect between groups. On all these criteria, multination federalism in the West must be judged as a success. Indeed, this trend is, I believe, one of the most important developments in Western democracies in this century. We talk a lot (and rightly so) about the role of the extension of the franchise to Blacks, women, and the working class in democratizing Western societies. But in its own way, this shift from suppressing to accommodating minority nationalisms has also played a vital role in consolidating and deepending democracy. These multination federations have not only managed the conflicts arising from their competing national identities in a peaceful and democratic way, but have also secured a high degree of economic prosperity and individual freedom for their citizens. This is truly remarkable when one considers the immense power of nationalism in this century. Nationalism has torn apart colonial empires and Communist dictatorships, and redefined boundaries all over the world. Yet democratic multination federations have succeeded in taming the force of nationalism. Democratic federalism has domesticated and pacified nationalism, while respecting individual rights and freedoms. It is difficult to imagine any other political system that can make the same claim.

Federalism prevents secessionist warfare

Will Kymlicka, Professor of Philosophy at University of Toronto, Canadian Journal of Law and Jurisprudence, July 2000.
Why have Western countries become less hysterical about secessionist mobilization? One reason, as I've noted, is that allowing secessionists to mobilize freely may actually reduce the likelihood of secession. Secession is less likely in a democratic multination federation where secessionists can mobilize freely than in a centralized state where illiberal measures are adopted to suppress minority nationalism. But there is another factor, namely that adopting multination federalism reduces the stakes of secession. After all, relatively little would change if Flanders, Scotland or Quebec were to become independent states. 

2AC F/L – Federalism
1. Nonunique - The economic recession has created a centralizing affect on US government – states have fallen from the spotlight allowing the federal government expand its powers – this is likely to continue throughout 2009
John Dinan and Shama Gamkhar May 14th, 2009 (Dinan is a professor of political science at Wake Forest, Gamkhar is a professor of public affairs at the University of Texas at Austin)  “The State of American Federalism 2008–2009: The Presidential Election, the Economic Downturn, and the Consequences for Federalism” Published in Publius: The Journal of Federalism” page online: http://publius.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/content/full/pjp012 Accessed July 9, 2009. 
The most consequential developments for American federalism in 2008–2009 were the presidential election and economic recession. After several years when states were the primary innovators on many issues that topped the policy agenda, the economic downturn drew renewed attention to federal policy-making, given the greater resources and capacities of the federal government. Although federalism was not a dominant issue in the presidential campaign, Barack Obama's election and sizable Democratic congressional gains had important implications for federal-state relations by putting federal power in the service of a different set of policy goals, encouraging state experimentation on a different set of policy issues, and producing a greater willingness to respond to state pleas for financial assistance.  The two most consequential developments for American federalism in 2008–2009 were the presidential election and a severe economic recession that began in late 2007 and is expected to last well into 2009. The recession had a clear and predictable centralizing effect. As is generally the case during wars and economic downturns, the public looked primarily to the federal government, with its greater resources and capacities, to ameliorate the economic hardships and prevent the situation from worsening. Federal officials from both parties responded, albeit with varying degrees of enthusiasm, by issuing tax rebates, rescuing banks, mortgage lenders, and auto-makers, and proposing increased federal regulation of various financial institutions. Whereas in the last several years states were the primary innovators on many policy issues that topped the political agenda, the economic downturn and prominence of economic issues in the presidential election drew renewed attention to federal policy-making.

2. No brink:  their evidence does not identify how much federalism would have to erode before their impacts occurred.

3.  No link – their evidence is not specific to our plan.

4. TURN: Federalism bad – 

A. Federalism magnifies the impact of natural disasters by making states complicit with basic federal regulations.  
Governing Magazine, 2005
(RISK AND RESPONSIBILITY, October, 2005, LEXIS) 
After Hurricane Frances ripped through Florida about a year ago, the Federal Emergency Management Agency wrote checks worth $31 million to residents of Miami-Dade County. There was a big problem with the payouts, though: The storm had actually hit about 200 miles to the north. Frances gave Miami a good soaking but didn't really do much damage there. It's an ironic tale, in light of all the finger-pointing wrought by the catastrophe of Hurricane Katrina. To be sure, state and local officials never relish having to work with FEMA's bureaucracy when disaster strikes. That's been abundantly clear this past month. But there's usually a silver--or green--lining. It's not too hard to shake millions, even billions, out of Washington after a calamity, or even a rainstorm in Miami's case. In fact, it's much easier than winning federal aid for workaday priorities such as education or public housing. This is one of federalism's little quirks--one that some argue makes natural disasters even more disastrous. If the feds always pick up the tab, then there's no incentive for states or localities to halt risky development in areas prone to flooding, mudslides or wildfires. It's an example of what economists call a "moral hazard" problem. "The signal that's gone out over many years is that no matter what type of natural disaster it is, FEMA comes in and bails you out," says Pietro Nivola, a senior fellow with the Brookings Institution. "State and local governments become complacent."
B. Lack of preparedness and rapid response will allow the new wave of disasters to render the earth uninhabitable

Sid-Ahmed 2k5 (Mohammed, Al-Ahram Online, Jan 6-12, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2005/724/op3.htm)

The human species has never been exposed to a natural upheaval of this magnitude within living memory. What happened in South Asia is the ecological equivalent of 9/11. Ecological problems like global warming and climatic disturbances in general threaten to make our natural habitat unfit for human life. The extinction of the species has become a very real possibility, whether by our own hand or as a result of natural disasters of a much greater magnitude than the Indian Ocean earthquake and the killer waves it spawned. Human civilisation has developed in the hope that Man will be able to reach welfare and prosperity on earth for everybody. But now things seem to be moving in the opposite direction, exposing planet Earth to the end of its role as a nurturing place for human life.

Today, human conflicts have become less of a threat than the confrontation between Man and Nature. At least they are less likely to bring about the end of the human species. The reactions of Nature as a result of its exposure to the onslaughts of human societies have become more important in determining the fate of the human species than any harm it can inflict on itself. Until recently, the threat Nature represented was perceived as likely to arise only in the long run, related for instance to how global warming would affect life on our planet. Such a threat could take decades, even centuries, to reach a critical level. This perception has changed following the devastating earthquake and tsunamis that hit the coastal regions of South Asia and, less violently, of East Africa, on 26 December.
This cataclysmic event has underscored the vulnerability of our world before the wrath of Nature and shaken the sanguine belief that the end of the world is a long way away. Gone are the days when we could comfort ourselves with the notion that the extinction of the human race will not occur before a long-term future that will only materialise after millions of years and not affect us directly in any way. We are now forced to live with the possibility of an imminent demise of humankind.

Extension to #1 – Nonunique

The disad is nonunique the Bush administration spent eight years expanding federal authority – your impacts should have already happened.

John Dinan and Shama Gamkhar May 14th, 2009 (Dinan is a professor of political science at Wake Forest, Gamkhar is a professor of public affairs at the University of Texas at Austin)  “The State of American Federalism 2008–2009: The Presidential Election, the Economic Downturn, and the Consequences for Federalism” Published in Publius: The Journal of Federalism” page online: http://publius.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/content/full/pjp012 Accessed July 9, 2009. 
Still to be determined is whether Obama will be guided by a general approach to federal-state relations. Although George W. Bush opened his presidency by professing concern for federalism and state interests, he was notably inattentive to federalism considerations in office—supporting expansion of federal authority even on issues where Republicans had traditionally deferred to state authority such as education, prescription drug coverage, driver's licenses, and welfare policy, and rarely perceiving any tension between his policy priorities and state prerogatives or concerns (Conlan and Dinan 2007


). It remains to be seen how Obama will handle situations where his policy priorities are in tension with state interests, and whether he will be any more attentive than his predecessor to federalism concerns in these crucial instances. To date, however, Obama has offered several important professions of respect for states’ role in the federal system, most notably in a December 2008 address to governors in Philadelphia and in a February 2009 toast to governors whom he honored by inviting them to the White House for his first presidential state dinner. Moreover, Obama and his cabinet can be expected to be sensitive to the perspective of state and local governments, as a result of the president's experience as an Illinois state legislator and his appointment of current or recent state and local office-holders to head the Departments of Education, Homeland Security, Commerce, and Health and Human Services. These developments suggest at least the possibility of a different approach to federal-state relations (Harkness 2009). 
The disad is nonunique – Obama is not a federalist he will only support state’s rights when it suits his agenda

John Dinan and Shama Gamkhar May 14th, 2009 (Dinan is a professor of political science at Wake Forest, Gamkhar is a professor of public affairs at the University of Texas at Austin)  “The State of American Federalism 2008–2009: The Presidential Election, the Economic Downturn, and the Consequences for Federalism” Published in Publius: The Journal of Federalism” page online: http://publius.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/content/full/pjp012 Accessed July 9, 2009. 
It is important not to overstate Obama's support for state experimentation. As James E. Tierney, director of the National State Attorneys General Program at Columbia University, noted after the EPA policy shift was announced: "I don't think we have a hallmark, sweeping view of states’ rights here." Rather, Tierney argued, "the Obama administration is going to take these one at a time" and "will be with the states as long as the states fit in with his view of the national interest" (quoted in Schwartz 2009


). However, the political dynamics at the start of this administration are aligned so that liberal and progressive causes are in several areas currently being advanced by decentralization of policy authority. Insofar as these sorts of issues remain atop the policy agenda, Obama will continue to be in a position to both advance his party's policy goals and support policy decentralization.

***FEDERALISM BAD***

US Federalism Bad: Natural Disasters

A. Federalism magnifies the impact of natural disasters by making states complicit with basic federal regulations.  
Governing Magazine, 2005
(RISK AND RESPONSIBILITY, October, 2005, LEXIS) 
After Hurricane Frances ripped through Florida about a year ago, the Federal Emergency Management Agency wrote checks worth $31 million to residents of Miami-Dade County. There was a big problem with the payouts, though: The storm had actually hit about 200 miles to the north. Frances gave Miami a good soaking but didn't really do much damage there. It's an ironic tale, in light of all the finger-pointing wrought by the catastrophe of Hurricane Katrina. To be sure, state and local officials never relish having to work with FEMA's bureaucracy when disaster strikes. That's been abundantly clear this past month. But there's usually a silver--or green--lining. It's not too hard to shake millions, even billions, out of Washington after a calamity, or even a rainstorm in Miami's case. In fact, it's much easier than winning federal aid for workaday priorities such as education or public housing. This is one of federalism's little quirks--one that some argue makes natural disasters even more disastrous. If the feds always pick up the tab, then there's no incentive for states or localities to halt risky development in areas prone to flooding, mudslides or wildfires. It's an example of what economists call a "moral hazard" problem. "The signal that's gone out over many years is that no matter what type of natural disaster it is, FEMA comes in and bails you out," says Pietro Nivola, a senior fellow with the Brookings Institution. "State and local governments become complacent."
B. Lack of preparedness and rapid response will allow the new wave of disasters to render the earth uninhabitable

Sid-Ahmed 2k5 (Mohammed, Al-Ahram Online, Jan 6-12, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2005/724/op3.htm)

The human species has never been exposed to a natural upheaval of this magnitude within living memory. What happened in South Asia is the ecological equivalent of 9/11. Ecological problems like global warming and climatic disturbances in general threaten to make our natural habitat unfit for human life. The extinction of the species has become a very real possibility, whether by our own hand or as a result of natural disasters of a much greater magnitude than the Indian Ocean earthquake and the killer waves it spawned. Human civilisation has developed in the hope that Man will be able to reach welfare and prosperity on earth for everybody. But now things seem to be moving in the opposite direction, exposing planet Earth to the end of its role as a nurturing place for human life.

Today, human conflicts have become less of a threat than the confrontation between Man and Nature. At least they are less likely to bring about the end of the human species. The reactions of Nature as a result of its exposure to the onslaughts of human societies have become more important in determining the fate of the human species than any harm it can inflict on itself. Until recently, the threat Nature represented was perceived as likely to arise only in the long run, related for instance to how global warming would affect life on our planet. Such a threat could take decades, even centuries, to reach a critical level. This perception has changed following the devastating earthquake and tsunamis that hit the coastal regions of South Asia and, less violently, of East Africa, on 26 December.
This cataclysmic event has underscored the vulnerability of our world before the wrath of Nature and shaken the sanguine belief that the end of the world is a long way away. Gone are the days when we could comfort ourselves with the notion that the extinction of the human race will not occur before a long-term future that will only materialise after millions of years and not affect us directly in any way. We are now forced to live with the possibility of an imminent demise of humankind.

Natural Disasters – Disease module
Natural disasters greatly increase the probability of a disease outbreak. 

World Health Organization, 2006

(Communicable diseases following natural disasters -- Risk assessment and priority interventions, WHO/CDS/NTD/DCE/2006.4, Retrieved 9-11-2006 from http://www.who.int/diseasecontrol_emergencies/en/) 
Natural disasters are catastrophic events with atmospheric, geologic and hydrologic origins. They include earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, landslides, tsunamis, floods and drought. Natural disasters can have rapid or slow onset, and serious health, social and economic consequences. During the past two decades, natural disasters have killed millions of people, adversely affecting the lives of at least one billion more people and resulting in substantial economic damage (1). Developing countries are disproportionately affected because of their lack of resources, infrastructure and disaster preparedness systems.

The potential impact of communicable diseases is often presumed to be very high in the chaos that follows natural disasters. Increases in endemic diseases and the risk of outbreaks, however, are dependent upon many factors that must be systematically evaluated with a comprehensive risk assessment. This allows the prioritization of interventions to reduce the impact of communicable diseases post-disaster.

EMERGING INFECTIOUS DISEASES THREATEN PLANETARY EXTINCTION 

The Toronto Sun, October 16, 1994, Pg. M6 (MHHARV4837)

Nor did the media go beyond Surat and explain how this largely inconsequential epidemic, a kind of false alarm in a much larger microbial saga, was another sharp warning of our species' growing vulnerability to infectious disease. Imagine, for a moment, if Surat had aroused a different airborne microbe, a so-called "emerging virus," beyond the waning reach of antibiotics. Suppose that the headliner germ had been a new strain of Ebola that dissolves internal organs into a bloody tar or the mysterious "X" virus that killed thousands in the Sudan last year. Had such a microbe been unleashed, the final death toll might have been millions, and the world might now be mourning a "new Black Death." The planet, in fact, might be an entirely different and emptier place altogether.

DISEASE IMPACTS OUTWEIGH WAR 

Lauren Z. Asher, Law Student, Cardozo Journal of International and Comparative Law, Spring, 2001, 9 Cardozo J. Int'l & Comp. L. 135, p. 135 
The spread of infectious disease is surging and as it spreads, the need for international regulation also expands. Throughout history epidemics have been responsible for millions of deaths and the number will undoubtedly rise, due in part to the increasing ease and speed of international travel. Statistically, disease is a more formidable killer than war, with the power to completely destabilize governments.

Disease internals

Crowed and unclean living conditions post  a natural disaster increase the chances of epidemic disease transmission. 

World Health Organization, 2006

(Communicable diseases following natural disasters -- Risk assessment and priority interventions, WHO/CDS/NTD/DCE/2006.4, Retrieved 9-11-2006 from http://www.who.int/diseasecontrol_emergencies/en/) 
The sudden presence of large numbers of dead bodies in disaster-affected areas can heighten expectations of disease outbreaks (2), despite the fact that dead bodies do not pose a risk of outbreaks following natural disasters (3). Rather, the risk of outbreaks is associated with the size, health status and living conditions of the population displaced by the natural disaster. Crowding, inadequate water and sanitation, and poor access to health services, often characteristic of sudden population displacement, increase the risk of communicable disease transmission (4). Although the overall risk of communicable disease outbreaks is lower than often perceived, the risk of transmission of certain endemic and epidemic-prone diseases can increase following natural disasters.
Natural disasters increase the risk of waterborne disease outbreak like diarrhea disease and hepatitis.  

World Health Organization, 2006

(Communicable diseases following natural disasters -- Risk assessment and priority interventions, WHO/CDS/NTD/DCE/2006.4, Retrieved 9-11-2006 from http://www.who.int/diseasecontrol_emergencies/en/) 
Diarrhoeal disease outbreaks can occur following contamination of drinking-water, and have been reported following flooding and related displacement. An outbreak of diarrhoeal disease post flooding in Bangladesh in 2004 involved more than 17 000 cases, with the isolation of Vibrio cholerae (O1 Ogawa and O1 Inaba) and enterotoxigenic Escherichia coli (5). A large (>16 000 cases) cholera epidemic (O1 Ogawa) in West Bengal in 1998 was attributed to preceding floods (6), and floods in Mozambique in January–March 2000 led to an increase in the incidence of diarrhoea (7). The risk of diarrhoeal disease outbreaks following natural disasters is higher in developing than in developed countries (8). In Aceh Province, Indonesia, a rapid health assessment performed in the town of Calang two weeks after the December 2004 tsunami found that 100% of the survivors drank from unprotected wells, and that 85% of residents reported diarrhoea in the previous two weeks (9). In Muzaffarabad, Pakistan, following the 2005 earthquake, an outbreak of acute watery diarrhoea occurred in an unplanned, poorly-equipped camp of 1800 persons. The outbreak involved over 750 cases, mostly adults, and was controlled following the provision of adequate water and sanitation facilities (10). In the United States, diarrhoeal illness was noted following hurricanes Allison (11) and Katrina (12–14), and norovirus, Salmonella, and toxigenic and nontoxigenic V. cholerae were confirmed among Katrina evacuees.  Hepatitis A and E are also transmitted by the faecal–oral route, in association with lack of access to safe water and sanitation. Hepatitis A is endemic in most developing countries, and children are exposed and develop immunity at an early age. As a result, the risk of large outbreaks is usually low in these settings. In endemic areas, hepatitis E outbreaks frequently follow heavy rains and floods; it is generally a mild, self-limited illness, but in pregnant women case-fatality rates can be up to 25% (15). Clusters of both hepatitis A and hepatitis E were noted in Aceh following the December 2004 tsunami (16).  Leptospirosis is a zoonotic bacterial disease that is transmitted through contact of the skin and mucous membranes with water, damp vegetation, or mud contaminated with rodent urine. Infected rodents shed large amounts of leptospires in their urine. Flooding facilitates the spread of the organism due to the proliferation of rodents and the proximity of rodents to humans on shared high ground. Outbreaks of leptospirosis occurred in Taiwan, China, associated with Typhoon 
Natural disasters spread diseases due to crowding – prompt response is key.

World Health Organization, 2006

(Communicable diseases following natural disasters -- Risk assessment and priority interventions, WHO/CDS/NTD/DCE/2006.4, Retrieved 9-11-2006 from http://www.who.int/diseasecontrol_emergencies/en/) 
Measles and the risk of transmission in the disaster-affected population is dependent on the baseline vaccination coverage rates among the affected population, and in particular among children aged <15 years. Crowded living conditions, as is common among people displaced by natural disasters, facilitate transmission and necessitate even higher immunization coverage levels to prevent outbreaks (19). A measles outbreak in the Philippines in 1991 among people displaced by the eruption of Mt. Pinatubo involved more than 18 000 cases (20). In Aceh following the tsunami, a cluster of measles involving 35 cases occurred in Aceh Utara district, and continuing sporadic cases were common despite mass vaccination campaigns (16). Sporadic cases and clusters of measles (>400 clinical cases in the six months following the earthquake) also occurred in Pakistan following the 2005 South Asia earthquake (21).  Meningitis caused by Neisseria meningitidis is transmitted from person to person, particularly in situations of crowding. Cases and deaths from meningitis among those displaced in Aceh and Pakistan have been documented (16, 21). Prompt response with antibiotic prophylaxis, as occurred in Aceh and Pakistan, can interrupt transmission. Acute respiratory infections (ARI) are a major cause of morbidity and mortality among displaced populations, particularly in children aged <5 years. Lack of access to health services and to antibiotics for treatment further increases the risk of death from ARI. Risk factors among displaced persons include crowding, exposure to indoor cooking and poor nutrition. The reported incidence of ARI increased four-fold in Nicaragua in the 30 days following Hurricane Mitch in 1998 (22), and ARI accounted for the highest number of cases and deaths among those displaced by the tsunami in Aceh in 2004 (16) and by the 2005 earthquake in Pakistan (21). 

Natural disasters like flooding are ripe for disease outbreak.

BBC 2006

(SURINAM FLOODING CAUSES SERIOUS HEALTH CONCERNS, 5-18-2006) 

Paramaribo, Suriname: Health officials are on the lookout for a malaria epidemic in the aftermath of last week's severe flooding as the waters slowly subside in the interior of Suriname. These concerns are more acute in the east of the country where water levels are still rising in some areas even as weather forecasters are still expecting more rain. Several cases of diarrhoea and vomiting, linked to water-borne illness, have been confirmed, the National Coordination Centre for Disaster Management (NCCR) said in a statement.
As yet there is no epidemic, but the risk for outbreaks of malaria and diarrhoea remain and the lack of access to clean drinking water is a serious concern, the Centre said.The NCCR is transporting huge amounts of bottled water to the affected areas but officials were encountering serious logistical problems owing to the cost and space needed to transport it to the remote interior.
A small outbreak of malaria was detected in the village of Asigron, near the Brokopondo Lake, with 19 adults and 25 children, almost a fifth of the community's population, testing positive for the mosquito-borne disease, but the Director of Health, Dr Marthelise Eersel, said this outbreak was not directly linked to the flooding.She warned, however, that the risk of a wider spread of malaria was real and that prevention and early treatment measures were urgently needed.
Federalism Bad – Natural Disasters
Katrina proves that federalism makes the U.S. uniquely vulnerable natural disasters and other catastrophes.  

Governing Magazine, 2006

(The problem in New Orleans isn't FEMA but federalism, April 2006, Lexis) 
As I stood a few weeks ago amid the flattened ruin of what used to be New Orleans' Lower Ninth Ward, I learned two inescapable lessons. One was that, no matter what you've heard or read about Katrina, you won't understand the devastation until you see it up close. The scene in New Orleans left even the most jaded government officials on our tour utterly speechless.  The other lesson is Katrina's searing judgment on American federalism. Even though everyone knew that such a storm would some day come, the system was profoundly unprepared. American governments at all levels had spent the four years after 9/11 vowing to be better prepared for catastrophe, and exercises in 2004 actually predicted what a Gulf hurricane could do. Yet Katrina paralyzed public services on an epic scale. Much of New Orleans remains little changed from the day the water was finally pumped away. In the Lower Ninth, bulldozers came down the streets to push the debris aside, so security and emergency vehicles could negotiate the roads. But there are almost no FEMA trailers. FEMA won't bring in trailers in the absence of electricity and water. There is no electricity because there are no power poles. Repairing the water lines, some experts estimate, will take 18 months once the job starts--and it has not yet started.  Contractors are clearing mountains of debris, sometimes piled five stories high for blocks on end. Federal aid is trickling down to local residents eager to get back to work, but local officials complain that out-of-state contractors are siphoning off much of the cash before it reaches them. Across the halting process of recovery, the entire idea of intergovernmental cooperation has become a joke.  Startlingly blunt reports from Congress and the White House continue to shift responsibility across the system. But at the bottom of the brawl lies a simple question: Is American federalism, a remarkable invention by our founders to keep a new nation from splintering, up to the challenges of the 21st century?  A system with deputy sheriffs guarding parish boundaries with shotguns, and federal officials unresponsive because the right clearances don't arrive on the right forms, surely isn't the kind of federalism we need. Many of the same forces--with boundaries guarded by sharp words instead of shotguns--often plague day-to-day issues as well. It might be argued that homeland security planning has focused on terrorism since 9/11, so the storm hit our blind spot. But, given the post-Katrina performance, could we expect that the response to a major terrorist event would be any better? The really worrisome issue isn't the failure of immediate response to Katrina--it's the inability of the intergovernmental system to bounce back. Yet we know (whether it's the Big Earthquake in California, another major hurricane on the East Coast, an avian flu pandemic, or a terrorist attack) that we're going to have to rise to similar post-disaster challenges again. Perhaps soon.
Louisiana and New Orleans’s response to hurricane Katrina proves that federalism leads to natural disaster mismanagement.

The Daily Standard, 2006

(After Katrina; Three things President Bush could have done to curb the political fall-out, 8-28-2006) 
HURRICANE KATRINA caused the greatest natural disaster in American history. President Bush couldn't change that. But Katrina also was a political disaster for the president. And Bush, given a year to think about it, realizes he could have avoided that.What might the president have done differently? At least three things, starting with his decision two days after the levees broke--and New Orleans began to flood--to fly over the city in Air Force One without landing. Bush now knows he should have landed.  That he didn't a year ago was perfectly understandable. The New Orleans airport had only one runway open and it was clogged with planes bringing in emergency supplies to the city, 80 percent of which was under water. The president would have had to go by helicopter around the city and region, and all the choppers were still on rescue missions. And he might have gotten in the way of emergency crews. Moreover, the Secret Service thought it was too dangerous in New Orleans for Bush to tour the damage. So Air Force One merely dipped to give Bush a look from the air and then flew on to Washington, leaving the impression that the president didn't care much about the plight of New Orleans, a predominantly black city, and its people. In hindsight, Bush had another option which now seems obvious at the White House. He could have landed in New Orleans, stayed at the airport, talked to a few leaders and citizens, expressed his concern for the city and the entire region, and then flown to Washington without having interfered with emergency operations. His appearance on the ground would have prevented the unfair criticism that he'd settled for a fly-over because he didn't care about blacks. A second avoidable mistake involved the reluctance of Mayor Ray Nagin of New Orleans and Louisiana Governor Kathleen Blanco to declare a mandatory evacuation of the city. Federal emergency officials urged Nagin to evacuate the city before Katrina hit. Bush personally called the mayor on the morning of the hurricane to press him to require all residents to leave. However, the president did not go public with a plea for an immediate and full evacuation. He should have. Bush and his aides realize he was far too deferential to Nagin and the governor. He should have lobbied them publicly, not just privately. This was a bit out of character for a president who believes in federal power and what it can achieve. Federalism and the law, though, left it to local and state officials to force an evacuation and manage it. They failed on both counts and made the bad situation in New Orleans breathtakingly worse.

Federal control over natural disasters would create uniformity -- minimizing the impact of natural disasters via stricter legislation. 

Governing Magazine, 2005
(RISK AND RESPONSIBILITY, October, 2005, LEXIS) 
Could a reshuffling of responsibilities have prevented flooding in New Orleans? Perhaps state and local leaders would have invested their own funds in the levees were they, rather than the feds, on the hook for any consequence of failure. On the other hand, it's inconceivable that a poor state such as Louisiana could be expected to pick up cleanup costs that may top $200 billion. Still, aligning risk with responsibility is a fair idea. Were states (along with insurance companies) liable for disasters, the United States would probably look quite different. Eastern and Southern states might have fewer people living near the coasts--especially on sandy barrier islands that literally wash away in storms. Pacific Coast states might have fewer people living atop earthquake faults. And booming Western exurbs might approve fewer subdivisions in forests where there's a big risk of wildfires.

US Federalism Bad: Environment

Federalism leads to a race to the bottom in environmental regulation 

Robert A. Schapiro, Professor of Law, Emory University School of Law, 2005 
(“Toward a Theory of Interactive Federalism” 91 Iowa L. Rev. 243) 
This economic model of federalism is subject to a variety of limitations, both from a market and a non-market perspective. First, market failure, particularly in the form of externalities, may occur. 89 The states' policy choices may have effects that extend beyond their borders. Pollution in one state may reach another state. If one state provides a vital habitat for migratory wildlife, that state's decision as to whether to protect the habitat will have cross-border effects. Treating each state as an autonomous firm obscures important and inevitable interconnections. Interstate competition, moreover, may drive states to change their regulatory policies so as to be more attractive to business. 90 States may lose business if they do not match the industry-friendly policies of other states. This kind of jurisdictional competition has been termed a "race to the bottom." 91
Federalism sacrifices environmental protectiveness

Buzbee, Professor of Law at Emory, 2006 (William. “CONTEXTUAL ENVIRONMENTAL FEDERALISM” http://www.law.nyu.edu/journals/envtllaw/issues/vol14/1/v14_n1_buzbee.pdf)

The “contextual environmental federalism” analysis that I call for stands in contrast to many other scholars’ approaches to environmental federalism. In articulating how environmental regulation should be designed, an array of modes of argument and forms of proof are commonly used to support particular preferred mixes of federal, state and local roles. Much of this debate over environmental federalism seeks to resolve these issues through:• constitutional argument, • semi-historical normative arguments,• historical examples, • empirical data, or • theoretical analysis. The question typically boils down to whether federal environmental regulation, or sometimes federal environmental primacy, is appropriate or necessary. These various approaches reach a few somewhat predictable conclusions. While few argue that the federal environmental role is unconstitutional, one common strain among scholars and policymakers is the idea that, due either to constitutional presumptions or the diversity of circumstances among the states, the regulatory norm should be a limited federal role unless some compelling alternative rationale justifies federal leadership. Sometimes these arguments rely on a mix of theory and anecdotally based empiricism,3 but more often this is offered as an argument from first principles. No federal role is called for, unless a compelling justification is found.4
This argument is often rooted in what is sometimes referred to as the “matching principle” or “subsidiarity” conceptions. Under this logic, matching the level of government most commensurate with the regulatory ill is the best way to ensure the correct amount and form of regulation. Typically, people espousing this position emphasize the geographical dimensions of an environmental ill to argue that it counsels for a primary state or local regulatory role.5 As I explored in a recent work on the implications of the “regulatory commons,” and will discuss more fully below, this literature in the environmental area makes fundamental conceptual errors in failing to consider the several dimensions in which regulatory challenges and effective regulatory responses exist.6

Others see the federal government, at least since 1970 and the explosion of federal environmental legislation, as the most innovative and primary protector of the environment and are wary of federal surrender of that role.7 As with arguments for state and local primacy, proponents of federal environmental leadership also utilize theoretical political-economy arguments in support of a substantial, often primary, federal role. They note several reasons to be wary of significant or primary state environmental standard setting. They point to race-to-the-bottom risks, where jurisdictions competing for business and jobs and eager to keep taxes low will be tempted to sacrifice softer environmental concerns for the more immediate, tangible, monetary benefits of under-regulation.8 Even where two competing states share a preference for a clean and safe environment, interstate competition may lead both to sacrifice environmental protectiveness. Professor Engel’s work provides a powerful empirical and theoretical refutation of Dean Revesz’s contention that although interjurisdictional competition for business may sacrifice environmental protection, it will nevertheless enhance social welfare.9 Critics of any reflexive allocation of regulatory power to states also point out that many environmental risks far outstrip any state or local government’s reach.10 This problem of scale links to the argument that economies of scale inherent in gathering environmental data and deriving effective pollution control techniques justify the current level of federal involvement.11 Furthermore, it has been argued that since larger units of government are less susceptible to regulatory surrender, the interest group dynamics and skewed resources at play in environmental regulation require federal level control.12 Some make the modest and less controversial point that if one desires a cleaner environment, then one may prefer a leading federal role because that is the level of government where environmental advocates have been most successful over the last thirty years of the environmental movement.13

US Federalism Bad: Disease, Terrorism, Disasters

Federalism leads to ineffective responses to disease outbreaks, terrorist attacks, and natural disasters

Griffin, Professor in Constitutional Law, Tulane School, 2007 
[Stephen M., St. Johns Journal of Legal Commentary Spring- “Symposium: Federalism Past, Federalism Future: A Constitutional Law Symposium: Stop Federalism Before It Kills Again: Reflections On Hurricane Katrina] 
And so it is still the case that when natural disasters strike, the divided power of the federal structure presents a coordination problem. The kind of coordination that had to occur to avoid the Katrina disaster requires long-term planning before the event. The American constitutional system makes taking intergovernmental action difficult and complex. The process of coordinating governments can take years. In many ways, the government was just at the beginning of that process at the time of Katrina, n48 although we are now four years distant from the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001 that set the latest round of disaster coordination in motion. Suppose, however, that we don't have the luxury of taking the time to satisfy every official with a veto. This is the key point of tension between what contemporary governance demands and what the Constitution permits. The kind of limited change that occurred in 1927 can take us only so far. What Hurricane Katrina showed was that even after decades of experience with natural disasters, the federal and state governments were still uncoordinated and unprepared. The reasons they were unprepared go to the heart of the constitutional order. Unless we learn some lessons, Katrina will happen again. It may be a massive earthquake, an influenza pandemic, a terrorist attack, or even another hurricane, but the same ill-coordinated response will indeed happen again unless some attention is paid to the constitutional and institutional lessons of Katrina. We need to "stop federalism" before it kills again. That is, we need to stop our customary thinking about what federalism requires in order to prevent another horrific loss of life and property.

Federalism Bad: Ethnic Conflict

A. Federalism sparks ethnic conflict

Willy Mutunga, Executive Director of the Kenya Human Rights Commission, The Nation, May 20, 2001.
Federalism promotes localism, ethnic and racial xenophobia and undermines the sense of nationhood. Unsurprising the United States and Nigeria are living survivors of debilitating separatist wars between their regions; India, despite its federal miracle still bleeds from secessionist movements. The introduction of ethnic-based 'quasi-regionalism' in post-Mengistu Ethiopia has fuelled the conflict over the proposed Oromia state by members of the Oromo ethnic population. Majimboism in the early 1960s had let off the lid of secessionist movements, particularly by Kenyan Somalis in North Eastern Province and the clamour for an autonomous "Mwambao" on the Coast. There is no guarantee that this time around, majimboism will not trigger ethnic recidivism and separatist movements, especially in North Eastern, Coast and Eastern province where the Oromo population may lean towards the movement for an Oromia state. Federalism's main weakness is that it is a very expensive system that duplicates services and office holders at the regional and federal levels. It lacks uniform policies on such issues of national concern as laws regulating marriages, divorce, abortions, liquor, voting rights and public education. Rather than ensuring economic equity, as many proponents of majimboism assume, it sets those regions, states or cantons with a weak market-base, capital, and resources down the spiral of economic decline. It subjects local governments to double subordination-by the central and regional governments-and the citizens to triple taxation. At a time when the country's economy is on its knees, the feasibility of a well-financed transition is highly doubtful.

B. And, This risk of ethnic conflict outweighs:

1. Risk

World Policy Journal March 22, 1999
"The defining mode of conflict in the era ahead," Sen. Daniel Patrick Moynihan declared in 1993, "is ethnic conflict. It promises to be savage. Get ready for 50 new countries in the world in the next 50 years. Most of them will be born in bloodshed."Moynihan's apocalyptic vision is not untypical of the prevailing wisdom. History, it seems to many, has exacted its own revenge on what Francis Fukuyama so rashly suggested was the posthistorical world, in the form of conflicts sparked and sustained by ancient and incomprehensible hatreds and bloodlusts. To many analysts, class conflict is passe; the "proxy wars" of the Cold War era can, by definition, no longer occur; and even realpolitik, with rational states pursuing their clearly defined interests, seems dated. Ethnicity, it seems, is the new, dominant causality.

2. Magnitude

Los Angeles Times, February 26, 1993
It is federalism and confederation that we should be pushing -- not ethnic independence. We should be tentatively exploring whether some type of Yugoslav confederation is a solution that would make it easier for different ethnic groups to live together in the new states. The problems we see in Bosnia are nothing compared to the bloodshed -- and the danger of fascists coming into control of nuclear weapons -- that would occur if huge multiethnic countries like India, Pakistan and Indonesia start disintegrating.
Federalism Bad: Secession

1) Federalism leads to secessionist fragmentation

Michael Kelly, Director of Legal Research, Writing & Advocacy at Michigan State University's Detroit College of Law, 1999, Drake Law Review
However, as political sovereign entities, federations are inherently susceptible to fragmentation. Indeed, the fault lines along which a potential break can occur are usually already in place-fixed politically, historically, or both. This flows partially from the inherent internal inequality of their collective constituent parts. In the international legal system, individual nation-states are formally accorded equal legal status vis-a-vis each other. The reality, however, is that nation-states are clearly unequal in both power and ability. Likewise, federations generally accord equal legal status among their constituent parts, be they states, provinces, regions, or oblasts. And just as in the international system, the reality is that those constituent parts are often unequal in terms of development, population, and economic power. For example, just as France and Fiji share equal legal status on the international plane but are vastly unequal in reality, California and Rhode Island enjoy equal legal status under the United States Constitution, but are [*242] unequal in reality. The same comparisons can be made between many internal regions of almost any federation: Nizhniy-Novgorod and Yakutia in Russia, Uttar Pradesh and Manipur in India, Amazonia and Rio in Brazil, or Ontario and Prince Edward Island in Canada. Consequently, inequality is a fundamental feature in almost any federation, whether or not it breeds secessionist ideas on its own. Just as devolution has been seized upon by nation-states, federal or otherwise, as a way to address the self-deterministic aspirations of communities within their borders, so too has federalism been attempted by non-federal nation-states as a self- preservationist move toward the middle ground between separatists and advocates of stronger centralized government. The examples, however, of Mali, Uganda, Ethiopia, Zaire (now Congo), Nigeria, Kenya, and the Cameroons bear out the conclusion that these efforts, at least in post-colonial Africa, have generally failed, except for the notable recent example of South Africa under its new constitution. Consequently, while federated systems of government can work in multi-ethnic states, with the appropriate degree of top-down devolution of administration and self-government, it seems that they cannot be universally extrapolated to work in every instance. A. Recent Federated Break-ups Nonetheless, when inherent inequality is added to other, seemingly dormant, fragmentary ingredients such as historical, ethnic, religious, customary, or linguistic differences, a divisive stew can come to brew in which one of the potatoes may try to jump out of the pot. Indeed, the recent federated crack-ups of the U.S.S.R., Yugoslavia, and Czechoslovakia demonstrate that the pot itself may burst, allowing all of the elements previously held together to spill forth and go their separate ways. While this Article does not address the political, theoretical, economic, or social failures of the communist philosophy that was applied to the countries of Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union, it does take note of the fact that these were all federal systems, at least on paper, that spun apart into separate, smaller, more ethnically homogenous nation-states after the fall of communism in Europe. Table 3 delineates some previously federated nation-states that have broken down into smaller successor states during this decade. 

2) Unbridled secession leads to global war and WMD use

Gidon Gottlieb, Leo Spitz Professor of International Law and Diplomacy University of Chicago Law School, 1993, Nation Against State, p. 26-27

Self-determination unleashed and unchecked by balancing principles constitutes a menace to the society of states. There is simply no way in which all the hundreds of peoples who aspire to sovereign independence can be granted a state of their own without loosening fearful anarchy and disorder on a planetary scale. The proliferation of territorial entities poses exponentially greater problems for the control of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and multiplies situations in which external intervention could threaten the peace. It increases problems for the management of all global issues, including terrorism, AIDS, the environment, and population growth. It creates conditions in which domestic strife in remote territories can drag powerful neighbors into local hostilities, creating ever widening circles of conflict. Events in the aftermath of the breakup of the Soviet Union drove this point home. Like Russian dolls, ever smaller ethnic groups dwelling in larger units emerged to secede and to demand independence. Georgia, for example, has to contend with the claims of South Ossetians and Abkhazians for independence, just as the Russian Federation is confronted with the separatism of Tartaristan. An international system made up of several hundred independent territorial states cannot be the basis for global security and prosperity.

AT Federalism Solves Conflicts

Federalism does not work to solve conflicts

John Warren McGarry and Brendan O'Leary. The political regulation of national and ethnic conflict. 

Parliamentary Affairs v47.n1 (Jan 1994): pp94(22). 

Unfortunately, federalism has a poor track record as a conflict-regulating device in multi-national and polyethnic states, even where it allows a degree of minority self-government. Democratic federations have broken…Federal failures have occurred because minorities continue to be outnumbered at the federal level of government. The resulting frustrations, combined with an already defined boundary and the significant institutional resources flowing from control of their own province or state, provide considerable incentives to attempt secession, which in turn can invite harsh responses from the rest of the federation…genuine democratic federalism is clearly an attractive way to regulate national conflict, with obvious moral advantages over pure control. The argument that it should be condemned because it leads to secession and civil war can be sustained only in three circumstances: first, if without federalism there would be no secessionist bid and, second, if it can be shown that national or ethnic conflict can be justly and consensually managed by alternative democratic means; and third, if the secessionist unit is likely to exercise hegemonic control (or worse) of its indigenous minorities.

AT Terrorism 

Federalism irrelevant in the age of Terrorism

Ann Althouse, University of Wisconsin Law School Professor, 2004

(Brooklyn Law School, 69 Brooklyn L. Rev. 1231, Summer) p. 1273

Over the course of United States history, conditions have changed, causing people to look more and more to the national government for solutions to modern-day problems. It would seem that the war on terrorism can only increase the demand for the national government to extend its reach into more and more aspects of American life. One might well predict, then, that the war on terrorism will finish off the Rehnquist Court's federalism revival: Federalism neurotics n141 will need to snap out of their nostalgia and face the hard realities of a brutally changed world. What can survive of the Madisonian "double security . . . to the rights of the people"? How can the states play an important role in controlling abuse by the federal government when we are forced to look to the federal government to deal with such monumental threats? 
Federalism Modeled - Generic

  US federalism is modeled worldwide – continued respect for state’s rights is key

Steven G. Calabresi, Associate Professor, Northwestern University School of Law. “A Government of Limited and Enumerated Powers,” Michigan Law Review December, 1995
We have seen that a desire for both international and devolutionary federalism has swept across the world in recent years. To a significant extent, this is due to global fascination with and emulation of our own American federalism success story. The global trend toward federalism is an enormously positive development that greatly increases the likelihood of future peace, free trade, economic growth, respect for social and cultural diversity, and protection of individual human rights. It depends for its success on the willingness of sovereign nations to strike federalism deals in the belief that those deals will be kept. 233 The U.S. Supreme Court can do its part to encourage the future striking of such deals by enforcing vigorously our own American federalism deal. Lopez could be a first step in that process, if only the Justices and the legal academy would wake up to the importance of what is at stake.

Russia Models US Federalism

Russia models US federalism
PR Newswire ’05

 (PRNewswire Association “Members of Congress to Address Russian Federal and Regional Leaders at Moscow School of Political Studies Seminar; Annual Event to Focus on Federalism, Intergovernmental Relations, and U.S.-Russia Relations “ April 7th)

Members of Congress, including Senators Joseph Biden, Carl Levin and John McCain and Representatives Ron Kind and Tom Lantos, will be among the speakers at a special seminar for high ranking Russian political and civic leaders sponsored by the Moscow School of Political Studies to be held April 11-13, 2005 in Washington, DC. The seminar, American Federalism and Public Policy, is part of an intense seven- day visit by 30 federal and regional Russian elected officials and civic leaders, including members of the State Duma and local parliaments, party and civic leaders, business leaders and journalists. The Russian delegates will visit Washington, DC and St. Louis, Missouri for a week-long program focused on U.S. public policy, with a particular emphasis on the American model of federalism and democracy.  The event is jointly funded by the Moscow School of Political Studies, the U.S. Agency for International Development and Supporters of Civil Society in Russia. The Washington, DC seminar will focus on the American model of policy-making and intergovernmental relations at the federal level with a special emphasis on U.S.-Russia relations, international and domestic priorities, and economic issues.  

Russia models US federalism
Berezovisky, 2K—Boris Berezovskiy, 2000, State Duma Deputy, ?Kommersant, May 31? in BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, 6/5, l/n

Many proponents of a territorial principle looked to the United States as a model of successful federalism. Gavril Popov (at that time mayor of Moscow), for example, was one of several leading "reformers" who proposed a system of territorial federalism in Russia that adheredto a United States type model. He called for the creation of 10-15 large-scale regions and for the abolition of Russia's ethno-federal hierarchy. In order to provide for the right of national self-determination, Popov also proposed the formation of Councils of National Communities at both the regional and the federal levels for organizing policies on non-Russian language education and the "development" of non-Russian cultures, for example.(16) Another advocate of a Lander-basedmodel of Russian federalism was the nationalities minister, Sergei Shakray, who supported the creation of a dozen administrative units. His "February Thesis" in 1993 proposed an eleven-point nationalities policy which stressed the importance of tackling national questions outside of the federal structure of the Russian state.(17) Another, butless tolerant, view of territorial restructuring was also provided by the leader of the "Liberal Democratic" party, Vladimir Zhirinovsky,who proposed abolishing all the republics and national-formations in1991.(18)

Russians model US federalism
Boris Berezovskiy, 2000, State Duma Deputy, ?Kommersant, May 31? in BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, 6/5, l/n
In the context of world experience of federalism, the current Russian state system corresponds more to the North American and European models, which are based on decentralization of power and have proved their worth in ensuring political stability. The proposed legislation will put Russia in the category of the Latin American model of federalism, which is characterized by excessive centralization and brings with it instability and a great likelihood of nondemocratic forms of government.

Russia and India Model United States Federalism

Steven G. Calabresi, Law Professor, Northwestern, 1995 (MICHIGAN LAW REVIEW, December, p. 759-60)
At the same time, U.S.-style constitutional federalism has become the order of the day in an extraordinarily large number of very important countries, some of which once might have been thought of as pure nation-states. Thus, the Federal Republic of Germany, the Republic of Austria, the Russian Federation, Spain, India, and Nigeria all have decentralized power by adopting constitutions that are significantly more federalist than the ones they replaced. Many other nations that had been influenced long ago by American federalism have chosen to retain and formalize their federal structures. Thus, the federalist constitutions of Australia, Canada, Brazil, Argentina, and Mexico, for example, all are basically alive and well today. 
Russian Federalism Bad: Prolif

A) Federalism in Russia causes WMD proliferation 

Kupchan director of Europe and Eurasia a political risk consultancy 2000 

(Clifford Kupchan, Spring 2000, “Devolution Drives Russian Reform,” www.twq.com/spring00/232kupchan.pdf)
Devolution of power does pose some formidable security threats to Russia and the international community. The weakening of central control, combined with the 1998 financial crisis, has led to an increased risk of the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD). The most immediate threats are the sale of WMD technology, potential emigration of WMD scientists to rogue states, and insecure storage of fissile material. Russia’s financial ability to meet current and possible future arms control agreements is also in question. The central government is not capable of (some would argue not interested in) fully managing these security responsibilities, and the regional governments have no capacity or historic responsibility for them.
B) Proliferation leads to full scale nuclear war

Taylor chairman of NOVA, former nuclear weapons designer 2006 

(Theodore B. Taylor, July 6 2006, “Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,” http://www-ee.stanford.edu/~hellman/Breakthrough/book/chapters/taylor.html)
Nuclear proliferation - be it among nations or terrorists - greatly increases the chance of nuclear violence on a scale that would be intolerable. Proliferation increases the chance that nuclear weapons will fall into the hands of irrational people, either suicidal or with no concern for the fate of the world. Irrational or outright psychotic leaders of military factions or terrorist groups might decide to use a few nuclear weapons under their control to stimulate a global nuclear war, as an act of vengeance against humanity as a whole. Countless scenarios of this type can be constructed. Limited nuclear wars between countries with small numbers of nuclear weapons could escalate into major nuclear wars between superpowers. For example, a nation in an advanced stage of "latent proliferation," finding itself losing a nonnuclear war, might complete the transition to deliverable nuclear weapons and, in desperation, use them. If that should happen in a region, such as the Middle East, where major superpower interests are at stake, the small nuclear war could easily escalate into a global nuclear war.
Russian Federalism Bad: Organized Crime

A) Russian federalism empowers Russian organized crime and links them to state resources

Doormen, Senior Fellow at the Institute of Legislation and Comparative Law (Moscow) and research and legislation-drafting division of the Russian federal government, 2001

(Alexander, “The Russian Federation,” http://www.federalism.ch/files/categories/IntensivkursII/Russiag3.pdf)

Issues of federalism are among core elements of contemporary far-reaching reforms in Russia. The collapse of the Soviet Union and the initiation of Yeltsin’s reforms enormously weakened the country and led to a gaping vacuum of authority. Many of the provincial governors exploited the situation and used “the increasingly dysfunctional nature of President Yeltsin’s regime to head their own nomenklatura/business/criminal clans and become largely autonomous rulers of their own domains,” turning a number of Russia’s regions into their personal fiefdoms. 
B) The impact is accidental nuclear war

CSIS 1997 
(Center for Strategic and International Studies, October 10, 1997, "Kremlin Kapitalism," http://www.ciaonet.org/pbei/csis/watch-97-99/98_188/) 

“If the forces of organized crime are not stymied, Russia will complete its devolution into a criminal-syndicalist state,” warns a Russian Organized Crime Task Force report released last week by the CSIS Global Organized Crime Project. Composed of senior-level U.S. government representatives and private sector experts, the task force concluded that the Russian state and economy was coming under the control of (1) corrupt officials at all levels of the bureaucracy; (2) successful, full-time professional crime syndicate bosses; and (3) businessmen with a complete disregard for existing Russian law and Western norms of commerce.  The report “dispels the widely held perception that Russia is a market economy run by a hot team of reformers,” explained Arnaud de Borchgrave, director of the CSIS Global Organized Crime Project, at a House International Relations Committee hearing on organized crime on October 1 (http://www.csis.org/hill/ts100197.html). More than 8,000 organized crime groups are now active in Russia, including 200 with ties to criminal counterparts in 50 countries. The Russian Interior Ministry (MVD) estimates that two-thirds of the Russian economy is under the sway of organized crime, including 40 percent of private businesses, 60 percent of state-owned enterprises, and more than half of the 1,740 banks. In announcing his seventh crackdown in six years, Russian President Boris Yeltsin recently admitted that “criminals have today brazenly entered the political arena and are dictating law, helped by corrupt officials.”  Louis Freeh, director of the FBI, assumes that the Russian Mafia may soon be, if it’s not already, as big a threat in the United States as the old Cosa Nostra is thought to have been. At the House hearing, which was inspired by the release of the report, Freeh also testified that the Russian groups are very diverse: they’ve “hit the ground with gasoline excise tax fraud, and health fraud, as well as narcotics, extortion, and additional racketeering crimes.”  According to the report, “Russian organized crime constitutes a direct threat to the national security interests of the United States by fostering instability in a nuclear power.” Russia’s armed forces are in shambles, riddled by corruption and chronically late wages—over 6,000 crimes were committed by the military in 1996. This leaves the military ripe for exploitation, presenting Russian organized crime groups with the uniquely dangerous opportunity to procure and traffic in nuclear materials. Testifying before the House National Security Subcommittee that same afternoon, task force director Frank Cilluffo warned that “in this atmosphere, the prospect for a criminal diversion of nuclear materials or an unauthorized or even an accidental nuclear weapons launch is at an all-time high."  Russian organized crime groups are increasingly gaining a stranglehold on the state by promoting and exploiting corruption and the vulnerabilities inherent in a society in transition. 

C)This causes full-scale nuclear escalation and the death of billions

Forrow Associate Professor of Medicine at Harvard University 1998 
(Lachlan April 30 THE NEW ENGLAND JOURNAL OF MEDICINE, http://www.nejm.org/public/1998/0338/0018/1326/5.htm#)
Public health professionals now recognize that many, if not most, injuries and deaths from violence and accidents result from a predictable series of events that are, at least in principle, preventable.44,45 The direct toll that would result from an accidental nuclear attack of the type described above would dwarf all prior accidents in history. Furthermore, such an attack, even if accidental, might prompt a retaliatory response resulting in an all-out nuclear exchange. The World Health Organization has estimated that this would result in billions of direct and indirect casualties world.

Organized Crime Bad: Economy

Organized crime in financial institutions collapses the economy

Bliley, House Representative, 2000 
(Tom July 13, 2000,  Federal Document Clearing House Congressional Testimony, "TESTIMONY TEACHER RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION”)

This should come as no surprise--where there is money to be made,  you will find organized crime. Being aware of such corruption should  increase our vigilance. Organized crime on Wall Street threatens virtually every  American--because it damages the integrity of our capital markets, the  life blood of our economy. By infiltrating our markets, corrupt forces  pose a very real threat to the prosperity this country is currently  enjoying.
Organized crime collapses the Russian economy 

CSIS 1997 
(Center for Strategic and International Studies, October 10, 1997, "Kremlin Kapitalism," http://www.ciaonet.org/pbei/csis/watch-97-99/98_188/) 

The report states that “at all levels of the Russian government, a blend of the more agile members at the top of the old nomenklatura, corrupt government officials, and mafia nouveau riches compete among themselves and with honest officials for control of instruments of state power.” Organized crime syndicates promote their own candidates into office, thereby acquiring parliamentary immunity.  The report also reveals that Russia’s wealth has been plundered since the Soviet Union imploded, and tens of billions of dollars have been moved to safe havens in offshore banking centers. This capital flight is diverting scarce resources away from key sectors of the Russian economy. Even economic reform has played into the hands of organized crime: the principal beneficiaries of privatization—as conducted at auctions rigged in favor of pre-selected individuals or banks—have been the organized crime syndicates. Or, as Frank Cilluffo puts it, “the Communists were the only political party ever to get rich at their own funeral.”  Arnaud de Borchgrave explains that “the big battles that remain to be fought will determine whether Russia follows the road to the rule of law, or one that leads to the consolidation of crime-dominated oligarchies that now have worldwide ramifications.” The comeback of reformers in Russia could help to avert an economic meltdown; however, the same business leaders who currently benefit from a criminalist state will have to come to terms with the long-term effects of their path if organized crime is to be controlled in Russia. CSIS Global Organized Crime Project Chairman William Webster, former FBI director, declares that this is a “seminal time where we can still do something.” The report concludes that Russia’s best hope is the rise of an independent and incorruptible legal and judicial system. This means much more than simply adding laws on the books.
Organized Crime Bad: Bioweapons

Organized Crime leads to bioweapon use

C. L. Staten EmergencyNet Exclusive, 1999

(Questions and Answers On Bio-Warfare/Bio-Terrorism (Q & A) with Dr. Ken Alibek EmergencyNet NEWS Service Special Report Wednesday, July 14, 1999

 http://www.emergency.com/1999/alibek99.htm 
Although Russia currently does participate in almost all of the world's biological non-proliferation treaties and it's current leaders deny involvement in the further development of biowar agents, that doesn't prohibit the illicit transfer of a biowar knowledge base to terrorists or rogue nations. It is this illegal transfer that is presently of great concern to bio-warfare researchers and counter-terrorism experts. Unfortunately, with the breakup of the former U.S.S.R. and a lack of funding for the continuation of extensive bio-warfare programs there, many of the scientists and much of the technology may have been exported or sold (legally or illegally) in an effort to help pay Russia's burgeoning debts. There would appear to be evidence to suggest that at least some of the underpaid or unpaid biowar scientists may have also since immigrated to nations that are considered "rogue" by the United States and her allies. Even more troubling is the fact that instability only seems to be increasing in some parts of Russia as radical Muslim insurgents and mafia/crime organizations ply their trade.
This means extinction

Daily Mail 2001 (lexis-nexis, Daniel Jefferies)
NO INSTRUMENT of war is more terrifying than biological weapons. Unlike nuclear warfare, where nations can protect themselves with missile systems, bio-weapons can creep in under the radar. Indeed, a population may not know it is under attack until millions begin to die. For the first time in its history, the world now faces a realistic threat of biological conflict.

The current anthrax scare is just a taste of what lies ahead, with the human race itself facing possible extinction.To biological warfare experts, the U.S. anthrax attacks are no surprise. They have warned for years that germ-based terrorism was inevitable.But tragically, the West has too often ignored the risk, as an extraordinary new book, Germs, reveals. This startlingly prescient analysis details just how the West has miscalculated the danger, and is virtually defenceless against a determined bio-attack. It concludes that the threat posed by biological weapons is of Armageddon proportions.

Russian Federalism Bad: Nationalism

A) Russian federalism leads to nationalism

Andrei Lnitsky, publicist, social manager, 2005

 (“RIGHT TURN, LEFT FOOT FORWARD” Izvestia, August 5, 2005 What the Papers Say. Part A, Translated by Tatiana Khramtsova) Lexis

Upholding regional interests could be the main cause for the right wing. Strong regions mean a strong Russia: that's a basic patriotic postulate for the right, having nothing to do with separatism. It's necessary to cultivate democratic right-wing voters in the regions. N. Krechetova says: "Everything is failing in Moscow. We need to be more active in the regions - uniting leaders, recruiting new people who are liberally-oriented, and striving to get them elected to municipal and regional legislatures."Regional patriotism could become the ideological foundation for unifying Russia's right-wing parties. The basic components of their policy programs need to include support for the values of federalism - explained at the level of practical significance. "This is my native soil, my homeland, I'm the master here, and I'm responsible for them!" If right-wing parties can recruit members with this kind of outlook and level of responsibility, it will become possible to start promoting liberal ideas in this generally left-wing country.

B) Nationalist revival causes US-Russian nuclear war.

Victor Israelyan, was a Soviet ambassador, diplomat, arms control negotiator, and leading political scientist, 1998 Winter, Washington Quarterly.

The first and by far most dangerous possibility is what I call the power scenario. Supporters of this option would, in the name of a "united and undivided Russia," radically change domestic and foreign policies. Many would seek to revive a dictatorship and take urgent military steps to mobilize the people against the outside "enemy." Such steps would include Russia's denunciation of the commitment to no-first-use of nuclear weapons; suspension of the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) I and refusal to ratify both START II and the Chemical Weapons Convention; denunciation of the Biological Weapons Convention; and reinstatement of a full-scale armed force, including the acquisition of additional intercontinental ballistic missiles with multiple warheads, as well as medium- and short-range missiles such as the SS-20. Some of these measures will demand substantial financing, whereas others, such as the denunciation and refusal to ratify arms control treaties, would, according to proponents, save money by alleviating the obligations of those agreements. In this scenario, Russia's military planners would shift Western countries from the category of strategic partners to the category of countries representing a threat to national security. This will revive the strategy of nuclear deterrence -- and indeed, realizing its unfavorable odds against the expanded NATO, Russia will place new emphasis on the first-use of nuclear weapons, a trend that is underway already. The power scenario envisages a hard-line policy toward the CIS countries, and in such circumstances the problem of the Russian diaspora in those countries would be greatly magnified. Moscow would use all the means at its disposal, including economic sanctions and political ultimatums, to ensure the rights of ethnic Russians in CIS countries as well as to have an influence on other issues. Of those means, even the use of direct military force in places like the Baltics cannot be ruled out. Some will object that this scenario is implausible because no potential dictator exists in Russia who could carry out this strategy. I am not so sure. Some Duma members -- such as Victor Antipov, Sergei Baburin, Vladimir Zhirinovsky, and Albert Makashov, who are leading politicians in ultranationalistic parties and fractions in the parliament -- are ready to follow this path to save a "united Russia." Baburin's "Anti-NATO" deputy group boasts a membership of more than 240 Duma members. One cannot help but remember that when Weimar Germany was isolated, exhausted, and humiliated as a result of World War I and the Versailles Treaty, Adolf Hitler took it upon himself to "save" his country. It took the former corporal only a few years to plunge the world into a second world war that cost humanity more than 50 million lives. I do not believe that Russia has the economic strength to implement such a scenario successfully, but then again, Germany's economic situation in the 1920s was hardly that strong either. Thus, I am afraid that economics will not deter the power scenario's would-be authors from attempting it. Baburin, for example, warned that any political leader who would "dare to encroach upon Russia" would be decisively repulsed by the Russian Federation "by all measures on heaven and earth up to the use of nuclear weapons." n10 In autumn 1996 Oleg Grynevsky, Russian ambassador to Sweden and former Soviet arms control negotiator, while saying that NATO expansion increases the risk of nuclear war, reminded his Western listeners that Russia has enough missiles to destroy both the United States and Europe. n11 Former Russian minister of defense Igor Rodionov warned several times that Russia's vast nuclear arsenal could become uncontrollable. In this context, one should keep in mind that, despite dramatically reduced nuclear arsenals -- and tensions -- Russia and the United States remain poised to launch their missiles in minutes. I cannot but agree with Anatol Lieven, who wrote, "It may be, therefore, that with all the new Russian order's many problems and weaknesses, it will for a long time be able to stumble on, until we all fall down together."

C) That’s the only scenario for extinction.

Bostrom, 2002  
(Nick, Professor of Philosophy and Global Studies at Yale, "Existential Risks: Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios  and Related Hazards," 38,  www.transhumanist.com/volume9/risks.html)

A much greater existential risk emerged with the build-up of nuclear arsenals in the US and the USSR. An all-out nuclear war was a possibility with both a substantial probability and with consequences that might have been persistent enough to qualify as global and terminal. There was a real worry among those best acquainted with the information available at the time that a nuclear Armageddon would occur and that it might annihilate our species or permanently destroy human civilization. Russia and the US retain large nuclear arsenals that could be used in a future confrontation, either accidentally or deliberately. There is also a risk that other states may one day build up large nuclear arsenals. Note however that a smaller nuclear exchange, between India and Pakistan for instance, is not an existential risk, since it would not destroy or thwart humankind’s potential permanently. 
Russia Federalism Bad: Economy (1/2)

A) Current centralization trend key to stability and economic growth

Kommersant-VLAST, 2006

 (“EUROPE DOES NOT OBJECT” No 5, February, Natalia Gorodetskaya) Lexis
Without any pressure from official Moscow; After a year of studying federal relations in Russia, European experts published their report last week. The experts claim that centralization of power in the hands of the Kremlin (abolition of direct gubernatorial elections and other suchlike measures) had a "positive effect" on the situation in Russia.Paradoxically, but experts of the European Union drew this conclusion without any pressure from official Moscow. In the meantime, the survey in question had been arranged with help from the Russian authorities. The presidential administration appealed to the EU mission in Russia for recommendations on facilitation of federalism in the country four years ago. The EU was happy to oblige and organized a contest for realization of the project Federalism and Federal Relations in Russia within the framework of the TACIS program.The contest was won by a consortium including companies Arcadis BMB (Holland) and GOPA (Germany), Association of Dutch Municipalities VNG International, and the Russian Institute of Law and Public Politics. Sponsored by the EU, the two-year project worth 2.9 million euros began in December 2004. The first year of studies resulted in appearance of the document titled "Institutional, legal, and economic federalism in the Russian Federation". The Kremlin's Legal Department is studying it nowadays. "Some of the recommendations will take the form of amendments to the acting legislation. Some others will be turned over to lawmakers themselves. Let them think about how they may be used," to quote Oleg Tarasov, adviser to the Legal Department. EU experts are unanimous in their conviction that "the concentration of powers and resources in the federal center that have taken place from 2003-2005 had a positive effect on the sociopolitical and socioeconomic situation in Russia." The conclusion is startling. Authors of the document essentially backed "the new procedure of election of the heads of Federation subjects" which they say "stifled regional leaders' objections" to the new regional policy and "reinforced the center's image." The analysts believe as well that reinforcement of the power vertical led to positive results in the socioeconomic and administrative spheres. Rearrangement of spheres of responsibility for instance helped "with stabilization in the sphere of social grants and subsidies, with realization of major social programs, and with modernization of the whole social sphere." The reforms "formed a more precise, unequivocal, and specific structure of powers on different levels of state management". The process did not always concur with basic principles of federalism (experts admit that much) but it proceeded in what they called "a correct and vital direction."
B) That causes civil war—escalates and goes nuclear.
Steven David, Jan/Feb 1999. Prof. of political science at Johns Hopkins. Foreign Affairs, lexis.

If internal war does strike Russia, economic deterioration will be a prime cause. From 1989 to the present, the GDP has fallen by 50 percent. In a society where, ten years ago, unemployment scarcely existed, it reached 9.5 percent in 1997 with many economists declaring the true figure to be much higher. Twenty-two percent of Russians live below the official poverty line (earning less than $ 70 a month). Modern Russia can neither collect taxes (it gathers only half the revenue it is due) nor significantly cut spending. Reformers tout privatization as the country's cure-all, but in a land without well-defined property rights or contract law and where subsidies remain a way of life, the prospects for transition to an American-style capitalist economy look remote at best. As the massive devaluation of the ruble and the current political crisis show, Russia's condition is even worse than most analysts feared. If conditions get worse, even the stoic Russian people will soon run out of patience. A future conflict would quickly draw in Russia's military. In the Soviet days civilian rule kept the powerful armed forces in check. But with the Communist Party out of office, what little civilian control remains relies on an exceedingly fragile foundation -- personal friendships between government leaders and military commanders. Meanwhile, the morale of Russian soldiers has fallen to a dangerous low. Drastic cuts in spending mean inadequate pay, housing, and medical care. A new emphasis on domestic missions has created an ideological split between the old and new guard in the military leadership, increasing the risk that disgruntled generals may enter the political fray and feeding the resentment of soldiers who dislike being used as a national police force. Newly enhanced ties between military units and local authorities pose another danger. Soldiers grow ever more dependent on local governments for housing, food, and wages. Draftees serve closer to home, and new laws have increased local control over the armed forces. Were a conflict to emerge between a regional power and Moscow, it is not at all clear which side the military would support. Divining the military's allegiance is crucial, however, since the structure of the Russian Federation makes it virtually certain that regional conflicts will continue to erupt. Russia's 89 republics, krais, and oblasts grow ever more independent in a system that does little to keep them together. As the central government finds itself unable to force its will beyond Moscow (if even that far), power devolves to the periphery. With the economy collapsing, republics feel less and less incentive to pay taxes to Moscow when they receive so little in return. Three-quarters of them already have their own constitutions, nearly all of which make some claim to sovereignty. Strong ethnic bonds promoted by shortsighted Soviet policies may motivate non-Russians to secede from the Federation. Chechnya's successful revolt against Russian control inspired similar movements for autonomy and independence throughout the country. If these rebellions spread and Moscow responds with force, civil war is likely. Should Russia succumb to internal war, the consequences for the United States and Europe will be severe. A major power like Russia -- even though in decline -- does not suffer civil war quietly or alone. An embattled Russian Federation might provoke opportunistic attacks from enemies such as China. Massive flows of refugees would pour into central and western Europe. Armed struggles in Russia could easily spill into its neighbors. Damage from the fighting, particularly attacks on nuclear plants, would poison the environment of much of Europe and Asia. Within Russia, the consequences would be even worse. Just as the sheer brutality of the last Russian civil war laid the basis for the privations of Soviet communism, a second civil war might produce another horrific regime. Most alarming is the real possibility that the violent disintegration of Russia could lead to loss of control over its nuclear arsenal. No nuclear state has ever fallen victim to civil war, but even without a clear precedent the grim consequences can be foreseen. Russia retains some 20,000 nuclear weapons and the raw material for tens of thousands more, in scores of sites scattered throughout the country. So far, the government has managed to prevent the loss of any weapons or much material. If war erupts, however, Moscow's already weak grip on nuclear sites will slacken, making weapons and supplies available to a wide range of anti-American groups and states. Such dispersal of nuclear weapons represents the greatest physical threat America now faces. And it is hard to think of anything that would increase this threat more than the chaos that would follow a Russian civil war.
Russian Federalism Bad: Economy

Russian Federalism leads to economic collapse through mismanagement

Alexander Domrin, former Chief Specialist of the Foreign Relations Committee of the Russian Supreme Soviet, Moscow representative of the U.S. Congressional Research Service, 2006

 (“Comparative Constitutional Law at Iowa: From Fragmentation to Balance: The Shifting Model of Federalism in Post-Soviet Russia” 15 Transnat'l L. & Contemp. Probs. 515) 
The Russian Federation, in its present transitional form, is a country of stunning disparities, which makes the development of a normal and stable country extremely challenging. Gross Regional Product (GRP) of the most advanced Russian region (which is Moscow with 2.2179 quadrillion rubles) is 380 times larger than the least effective unit, which is the ethnic "republic" of Ingushetia with a GRP of 5.84 billion rubles. 186 In terms of GRP per capita,  [*548]  there is a thirty-four-fold gap between the Khanty-Mansi Autonomous Area (431,000 rubles) and Ingushetia (12,700 rubles). 187 In comparison, there is a narrower gap in GRP per capita between the richest (Hamburg, Germany) and the poorest (Epeirus, Greece) regions of Europe than in Russia. 188 Whereas in the United States, the so-called "variation coefficient," the coefficient of the deviation of GRP per capita in the states from the average for the whole country, is no larger than 0.15, in Russia it reaches 0.61. 189
The disparity of economic potential between Russia's subjects results in a gap in living standards. The average income of a Moscow resident (14,000 rubles a month) is nearly double the average for the rest of the country (7,120 rubles). 190 The ratio between the average income and the so-called "minimum of sustainable existence" of a Moscow dweller is 5.73; whereas in the Aga Buryat Autonomous Area it is just 0.38. 191 It is hard to disagree with Philip Hanson, the British scholar and Professor of Political Economy at the University of Birmingham, when he concludes that "in the 1990s, subnational state power proved to be the main obstacle for economic reconstruction" in Russia, and that as an economist he finds the "chaotic compromises of Yeltsin with regional leaders ... [were] disastrous for the economy." 192 Thus, these economic statistics appear to support Hanson and others' assertions about the negative economic effects of Yeltsin's model of fragmented federalism.

Russian Federalism Bad: Separatism

Russian territorial federalism leads to separatism 

Alexander Dugin, political scientist, February 2006 

(“RUSSIA'S FUTURE: A UNITARY STATE OR AN ETHNO-FEDERATION?”  Translated by Denis Shcherbakov Rossiia, No. 4, February 2006) Lexis
In the present situation, regions and territories in the composition of the Russian Federation are a threat of separatism indeed. The sense of the European federalism is not in the unitary structure, but in transaction from the present model, when an oblast is a subject of the federation etc. In this connection, the appointing of governors, of course, belittles the territorial principle of the Russian Federation and could be treated, on the one hand, as a step towards the unitary state; on the other hand - from the viewpoint of ethno-federalism - it is not so bad since in this case we prevent a possible threat of separatism.
Since, as the President has said, introducing the appointment of the governors, there is a war against Russia, under such conditions we cannot let that degree of autonomy and independency of regions from the Federal center which exists today. But the next step is to be made - taking a part of authorities to the center, Russia must send some authorities to the regions. The principle of the Eurasian Federalism would be a perfect addition to this strategic centralism, since the ethno-federalism does not disclaims the strategic centralism but assembles it with a political right of an ethnos, an ethnic group. The moving towards the unitary state would blast Russia the same way as the further development of territorial federalism would do.
Russian federalism leads to breakaway provinces and terrorism

Gazeta, July 25, 2005 

(“The Dead Ends Of State Administration Logic” Andrei Ryabov What the Papers Say. Part B, Translated by Alexander Dubovoi) Lexis
 However, this is not all. The North Caucasus regions will rank in the category of financially insolvent regions. The Kremlin faced a very difficult problem in the majority of these regions. On the one hand, local leaders, who have become loyal executors of Moscow's will, are losing control over the situation. As a result, the Islamic radicals are taking over the initiative. On the other hand, it's risky to replace them with people whom the population trusts. Director federal government would be a very convenient solution in such situation. Officially, the new approach is explained as follows: the republican authorities cannot ensure the proper use of fund allocated to the regions. As a result, economic problems in the region aggravate, the unemployment rate goes up, and extremism gathers strength. Emissaries from Moscow are supposed to prevent this.Such prospects look smooth only on paper. It's not at all certain that local residents would be enthusiastic about a transition to direct federal rule. It's not ruled out that the regional elite might become angry. In addition, federal rule would mean the failure of federal economic policy, which is forced to use special regimes in the regions despite substantial oil revenues. It's possible that such policy will increase the number of such regions.It should be noted that similar experiments conducted at the end of the Soviet era failed. The attempt to create the special committee for controlling Nagorno-Karabakh is a graphic example.The Kremlin's officials may be tempted to abolish federalism in favor of the unitary model. However, this would strengthen separatism and weaken Russia's territorial integrity where regional and ethnic differences are very strong. In other words, if the government is concerned about lack of oversight and high corruption in Russia, it should seek economic and political solutions which would make the economy transparent and free from bureaucratic pressure, and political institutions accountable to ordinary citizens. Administrative solutions will not work in such circumstances.

AT: Russian Federalism Key to Check Disintegration

Russia can survive as a unitary state- 

Alexander Domrin, former Chief Specialist of the Foreign Relations Committee of the Russian Supreme Soviet, Moscow representative of the U.S. Congressional Research Service, 2006
 (“Comparative Constitutional Law at Iowa: From Fragmentation to Balance: The Shifting Model of Federalism in Post-Soviet Russia” 15 Transnat'l L. & Contemp. Probs. 515) 
There is no consensus among Russian scholars as to the future of Russia as a federal state. The existence and remarkable economic development of China as a unitary state negates any argument that large countries like Russia must necessarily have a federal structure. Further, it is hard to agree with authors who proclaim that historically Russia has tended toward federalism. Neither the Russian Empire nor the USSR were true federations. 13 Unlike many other federations of the world, Russia historically was not formed as a product of treaties between various regions of a political union, but rather grew by acquiring, either forcefully or voluntarily, neighboring lands. For more than one thousand years of its history Russia was a strong unitary state, flexible enough to afford autonomy to some territories, yet it was not a federation.
India Models US Federalism

India models US constitutional law

Adam M. Smith, Chayes Fellow, Harvard Law School, 2006

 (“Making Itself at HomeUnderstanding Foreign Law in Domestic Jurisprudence: The Indian Case” 24 Berkeley J. Int'l L. 218) 
Modern India has also been strongly influenced by many states that never ruled its territory. For instance, American influence can be found both in the state's judicial process and its constitutional text. 83 The Indian Constitution's express declaration of fundamental rights coupled with the introduction of judicial review 84 marked a radical departure from the British doctrine of parliamentary supremacy, and thoroughly "Americanized" the system. 85 In addition to judicial review, the framers of the Indian Constitution explicitly used the American Bill of Rights as a starting point in their discussions. 86 Moreover, India even adapted its constitution upon the recommendation of an American jurist. Following the terror of partition and Mahatma Gandhi's assassination, many representatives to the constitutional convention began to argue for carving out a constitutional allowance for preventive detention, placing "citizens' freedom at the disposition of a legislature for the sake of a public peace." 87 As a result, constitutional guarantees to due process were removed from the document, a change supported by (and potentially instigated by) U.S. Supreme Court Justice Felix Frankfurter, who served as an unofficial - though evidently persuasive - legal consultant to the assembly. 88
Indian Federalism is modeled on the U.S.

Grandle, J.D. Washington College of Law, 2003
(Brooke B.,– American University, “Choosing to Help or to Advance Their Agenda,” 24 Women's Rights L. Rep. 83, Summer, Lexis)

One source of inspiration for the Indian Constitution was the United States, 150 although India made several key decisions that significantly distinguish the two Constitutions and resulting forms of government. India adopted the idea of a Supreme Court from the United States and also decided to create three branches of federal government like the United States. However, India incorporated a bicameral parliamentary government modeled after Great Britain. 151 An additional significant difference with the United States is the strong centrist nature of the Indian federal government. India is also a federal system with power divided between the state and national levels. 152 However, the Indian governing system is a strong centrist system where unity is considered necessary to keep all components together. 153 Unlike the United States where residuary power is vested in the states, the Indian Constitution gives residuary power to the Parliament. 154

India models U.S. constitutional policies

Grandle, J.D. Washington College of Law, 2003
(Brooke B.,– American University, “Choosing to Help or to Advance Their Agenda,” 24 Women's Rights L. Rep. 83, Summer, Lexis)

The Indian Constitution does share the enumeration of rights contained in the Constitution of the United States. The influence of the American Bill of Rights can be seen in the enumerated rights of the Indian Constitution's Part III entitled Fundamental Rights. 155 The fundamental rights described in Part III provide fully enforceable guarantees of equality and nondiscrimination for all citizens. 156 In particular, Article 14 enunciates the guarantee of equality before law and grants the equal protection of law to not simply citizens but "any person ... within the territory of India." 157 Notably, the Constitution provides protections for populations who have been historically discriminated against, prohibiting discrimination on the basis of "religion, race, caste, sex, or place of birth," 158 and creating what it calls reservations to promote classes that historically experienced discrimination. 159 Article 15 prohibits discrimination on the listed grounds, 160 and Article 16(4) permits the State to create what it terms reservations, or affirmative action, for "any backward class of citizens," 161 or those classes that were historically discriminated against. Additionally, Article 15(3) specifically allows the creation of special provisions that favor women and children. 162

Indian Federalism Bad: Economy

A) Indian federalism causes inflation and boosts the deficit killing the economy
Purfield, Asia and Pacific Department at IMF, 2008
[The Decentralization Dilemma in India, http://imf.org/external/pubs/ft/wp/2004/wp0432.pdf]

Institutional weaknesses in the system of inter-governmental fiscal relations appear to have contributed to the deterioration in state finances depicted in Figure 1. The framework of federal fiscal relations (see Annex I) is characterized by transfer dependence, commonrevenue pools, moral hazard, and soft budget constraints. These have created adverse incentives for prudent fiscal behavior by the state sector. However, the divergence in fiscal performance across states suggests structural factors, state specific pressures, and the criteria for allocating state assistance may also play a role. Transfer dependence: Although the average level of central government transfers (grants and shared taxes) has fallen by almost 1 percent of GSP since the mid-1980s, they still comprise almost 40 percent of state revenues and cover half of states’ current outlays. States have less incentive to increase revenue effort, especially on shared taxes, because they do not derive the full benefit of the extra resources raised under a revenue pooling system. In addition, each state may also believe it can reduce the tax burden on its citizens by increasing their reliance on transfers. States’ own-revenue has fallen by 1 percent of gross state domestic product (GSDP) since the mid-1980s due to the failure to adjust user fees for utilities and government services as well as to expand state’s own tax bases (Table 1). 2 Figure 2 shows that states with a lower share of own resources in total taxes have greater deficits.3 Common-pool problems: The reliance on central government transfers also undermined the state sector’s incentives to control deficits as they might perceive they could offload additional spending costs onto higher levels of government. State expenditures have grown by over ¾ percentage points of GSDP per annum since 1998/99. Reflecting the awards granted under the Fifth Pay Commission, pension and administrative costs (the latter includes wages) have risen by more than 400 percent since the mid-1980s.4 Energy subsidies to the state electricity boards (SEBs) have doubled since the mid-1990s, although they remain below the levels of earlier periods. The states’ growing debt burden has also caused debt servicing costs to rise to 35 percent of states’ own resources. As the growth in expenditure outpaced that of revenue, the average level of state deficits have doubled from the mid- 1990s. Moral hazard: The central government has also undermined the hardening of budget constraints and promoted bailout expectations through its own lending and provision of ad hoc assistance. The official debt of states now comprises 26.7 percent of GDP, compared to 18¼ percent of GDP in the mid-1990s, and over half of this debt is owned to the central government. In addition, the central government has regularly provided assistance to states who have exceeded their overdraft limits with the central bank. This assistance undermines incentives for prudent fiscal behavior by promoting bail-out expectations as states might believe that the central government will help finance any deficit they incur. Figure 2 shows a positive relationship between fiscal deficits and the dependency on central government loans. Soft budget constraints: The official debt statistics understate the true extent of the states’ debt burden as states engaged in off-budget activity. The level of outstanding guarantees grew by over 40 percent between 1993 and 2000, outstripping the growth in official state level debt. Fiscal activities are also conducted off-budget through various state-owned financial corporations (SFCs) and utilities with adverse consequences for their financial health.5 These off-budget sources of fiscal activity are contingent liabilities that could result in future claims on states’ budgets. Structural factors: The states with the largest deficits and debt burden at the end of 2000— namely, West Bengal, Andhra Pradesh, Gujarat, Bihar, and Tamil Nadu—broadly correspond to those with the largest imbalances at the start of the decade (Figure 3).6 This suggests that the structural characteristics of these states may be important in explaining their higher deficits. However, the results shown in Figure 2 suggests that only the agricultural dependence has a significant negative impact on fiscal deficits presumably because agricultural income is not taxed.7 State-specific pressures: The deterioration in state finances in the late 1990s can be traced to poor performance of a few key states that can, in turn, be attributed to high expenditure pressures (Table 2). West Bengal, Andhra Pradesh, Gujarat, Bihar, Tamil Nadu, and Karnataka account for almost 60 percent of the decline in financial indicators since 1997/98. The share of the states’ combined deficit accounted for by West Bengal and Gujarat rose from 16 percent in 1997 to over 20 percent by 2002; that of the other four states rose from 25 percent to 33 percent. Expenditure pressures in these six states ranged from a low of 14 percent to high of 132 percent far exceeding the average state-wide growth rate of 11 percent. 

B) India is key to the global economy – large population and produces huge amounts of commodities

Chinadaily 2004 (“China, India will sustain global economy”, October 24, http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/english/doc/2004-10/24/content_385148.htm)

Rising oil prices are slowing growth across the world but key emerging economies such as China and India will continue to support the near-term outlook for commodities, the world's largest mining company said Friday. BHP Billiton chairman Don Argus told the company's annual general meeting in Sydney that strong demand growth in the United States and China had flow-on effects on the rest of the world. "Europe, Japan and Asia have all been beneficiaries of the improvement in global trade, while commodity-producing nations have benefited from stronger prices," Argus said. He said indicators had more recently pointed to an easing in growth across the world as monetary and fiscal policies were tightened. As well, there were indications of a slowing in economic activity in China from the frenetic pace of earlier in the year, while high oil prices would affect spending throughout the world. "Nevertheless, providing countries can successfully manage these headwinds, a growing global economy, in particular the ongoing development of China, India and other key emerging economies, continues to support the near term outlook for commodities," he said. He predicted that the dual-listed Anglo-Australian group would continue to build on the success which saw it boost net profit 83 percent to 3.5 billion US dollars in the year to June and achieve a 21.4 percent return on capital. BHP Billiton chief executive Chip Goodyear told the meeting that in the June 2005 fiscal year the group expected capital expenditure to be around 4.0 billion US dollars, a record. It would include 2.4 billion US dollars for project development and 450 million US dollars for exploration. "This is more than we've spent in any annual period in our history," Goodyear said. He said there were 24 projects in the project portfolio now being developed or having their feasibility studied, representing approximately 8.6 billion US dollars in growth expenditure over the next three and a half years. The projects include oil and gas developments as well as copper, nickel, alumina and iron ore expansions. Goodyear said the expansions and new developments are being made to match growing demand but the investment criteria mean they must deliver acceptable returns even during cyclical downturns. He said China's outlook was particularly heartening. "We believe the demand for commodities in China is sustainable over the long term ... with bumps and bruises along the way," he added. BHP Billiton was also watching potential development of other economies with large population bases, such as India and Brazil, he said.

Indian Federalism Bad: Economy Internals

Indian federalism hurts the economy – respect for states rights stalls foreign investment

Rohit Sachdev, J.D./M.B.A. Candidate, Columbia University School of Law, Columbia University Graduate School of Business, 2006

 (“Comparing The Legal Foundations Of Foreign Direct Investment In India And China” 2006 COLUM. BUS. L. REV. 167) 
This discrepancy between the approval systems of each country raises significant issues, especially in light of the Planning Commission's finding that the tangle of bureaucratic controls and procedures at the post-approval level, when the regional authorities become involved, is the "precise reason" for low levels of realization in approved FDI inflows in India. 180 Although China's inclusion of regional authorities in the national-level procedures would seem to hinder the efficiency of its approval process, by formalizing the regular infighting that inevitably develops between the central and state governments, it essentially allows MOFTEC and COFTEC to grant dual approval, thereby enabling the foreign investor to begin immediately operations after approval is granted (without having to submit independently to local authorities). This suggests that China's inclusion of state and local approval authorities within the national-level approval process framework may result in a more streamlined process overall for FDI approvals, one that generates regional approval under a nationally promulgated framework. Instead of being granted a similar, united approach in India, after FIPB approval is granted, the foreign investor is left to fend for himself in the trenches with state and local authorities, who are (unlike their counterpart COFTEC in China) not supervised by any national authority during that process. The Chinese system may help investors address more effectively the post-approval regional bureaucracy once and for all, concurrently with national approval.D. Respect for States' Rights and Its Burden on Rule of Law When judged against the rule of law standard of certainty, or predictability, China offers more such  [*213]  protection to foreign investors than India. Upon entering China, investors can be certain of the nature, if not the speed, of the approval process. Comparatively, foreign investors in India encounter far less certainty regarding investment approval procedures because of the lack of coordination between the national and state/local bureaucracies and the sheer volume of approvals required at the local level. Although India's approval processes are cumbersome enough for foreign investors to navigate such that they delay and deter the realization of investment, they adhere to one important democratic element sidestepped by China: federalism or the respect for states' rights. By passing off the investment (and investor) to state and local authorities once approved, the Indian FDI regime implicitly respects the division between national and state institutions, and therefore, refrains from encroaching upon state political and regulatory territory. In contrast, China's FIE legislation itself seems to have been implemented with the goal of usurping states' (and other local authorities') roles in the approval process. Evidently, although China's approach works better for foreign investment, this more streamlined FDI approval process comes at the expense of states' rights. Therefore, India seemingly holds steadfast to the foundational democratic element of federalism but, in doing so, is hampered in offering rule of law protections to its foreign investors.

Indian federalism deters foreign direct investment

Rohit Sachdev, J.D./M.B.A. Candidate, Columbia University School of Law, Columbia University Graduate School of Business, 2006

 (“Comparing The Legal Foundations Of Foreign Direct Investment In India And China” 2006 COLUM. BUS. L. REV. 167) 
 Second, and equally concerning, is the large gap between the annual amounts of FDI approved in India, and the inflows eventually realized. Between 1991 and 2000, only 35.8% of approved FDI resulted in actual inflows to India. 117 The realization rate in 2001 proved somewhat higher, at 45% of FDI approvals. 118 Accordingly, this suggests the existence of one or more of the following circumstances: Indian approval processes that frustrate or deter investors from ultimately executing investments; post-approval inefficiencies, perhaps at state or local levels; or corruption at points outside the regulatory framework that impede realization of capital inflows.Indeed, surveys of foreign investors in India confirm that inefficiencies in the investment approval process constitute a substantial obstacle to seamless investment flows. 119 As cited in the Planning Commission Report, studies performed by the Boston Consulting Group, McKinsey, and A.T. Kearney determined that investors were significantly deterred by the bureaucracy and inefficient procedural hurdles involved in the application and approval processes. 120 For example, a Confederation of Indian Industries study cited by the Planning Commission Report found that a typical power project in India required forty-three central government clearances and fifty-seven state and local government clearances before commencing full-scale operations. 121 The report concluded: "The precise reason for the low levels of realization is the post-approval procedures, which has in the past played havoc with project implementation ... the delays ... are not at the stage in FDI approval per se ... [but] at the state level, as project implementation takes place at the state level." 122 Further analysis of the procedures seems to suggest that this conclusion is correct and in fact compels further inquiry into India's reliance on a federalized approval process.

Indian Federalism Bad: Economy Impacts

India is key to the global economy

eTurboNews 2008
 (Hazel Heyer, “China, India play key role in global economic meltdown”, May 7, http://www.eturbonews.com/2414/china-india-play-key-role-global-economic-mel)
DUBAI, United Arab Emirates (eTN) - Experts who attending the Arabian Hotel Investment Conference, held from May 3 to 4 at the Madinat Jumeirah in Dubai, believe the global slowdown won’t last and the synchronized inflation rate around the world will subside, and that India and China will neutralize the effects of the meltdown in the world’s economy. Despite growing concerns over the economic meltdown, inflation and escalating oil prices, markets such as India and China will remain strong. Certainly, they will take the lead, experts advise. Outlook for continued growth of the global economy was laid out by economic guru and chairman of Oxus Investments, Surjit Bhalla. He said there was every indication that despite the housing and financial crises in the United States, there was a reasonable chance of avoiding recession. According to him, this would be due to the impact of high growth rates in India, as well as in China. China and India have dramatically transformed and revolutionized markets in Asia, growing five to ten percent per annum per capita. The rapid non-linear development of the middle class has changed both nations whose 50 to 60 percent population in the ‘80s were absolutely poor, living on $1 per day below subsistence level. Later, daily earnings went up slowly from $2 per day to $4 to $5 in the decade. Today, India’s middle class is in the driver’s seat. “The world has not noticed because the consumption package rate was slow. It was not nothing investors worldwide were concerned about when world rates were $8 per day for non-poor in the western world. Today, India’s large force middle class boasts creating higher level of economy that has escaped poverty. Though it does not impact government policies, it demands working in a level playing field which certainly makes government react with middle class demands,” said Bhalla. India and China’s middle class today is the non-absolute poor in the developed world, out of an absolute poverty line of PPP $1.08 (1993) compared to the absolute poor, developed economies’ PPP $7.77. The middle class line was approximately PPP $3700 per capita per year in 2007 price levels. Purely out of self-interest, this economic strata believes in market virtues as the only way to prosper. “The middle class believes in property rights, free trade, rules of the game and anti-corruption,” added Bhalla. This 2008, some 14.2 percent of the 400 million Indian population is middle class. Investment to GDP ratio grew incredibly high by 2000 percent, showing that transformation within the last five years grew investments by 9.5 percent, savings rate up by 12 percent and growth rates up 27 percent, Bhalla said Today’s middle class is the major demand-generator of infrastructure with high demand for power, roads, airport, clean water, sanitation, as well as social infrastructure, education and health. Infrastructure in India and China has grown tremendously, however, China has not caught up with infrastructure capacity such has India. Before the 1950s, India and China’s world output collapsed to 8 percent. In the 80s, over 50 years later, India and China were making 80 percent of world output in infrastructure, with India being more advanced than China. It also surpassed China infrastructure growth in the last years with the recent three to five years build up of industries. 
Brazil Models US Federalism

US and Brazil federalism are both similar decentralized federal constitutions
Harvard Journal, 2007 
[9/15, “Federalism and Decentralization”, (Author unknown) http://ksghome.harvard.edu/~pnorris/Acrobat/Driving%20Democracy/Chapter%207.pdf]
Decentralized federal constitutions are characterized by fairly autonomous provinces and a weak central authority in the powers granted to the executive and national parliament. The Brazilian and American versions both exemplify cases with strong regional states and a relatively weak central government. In the American model, when coming together states voluntarily pooled their sovereignty and designed a constitution to protect their rights against encroachments by the central government, and hence to limited majority rule.44 In the US Senate, each state is equally weighted, with two members per state, whether California or Nebraska, irrespective of the size of their electorate. The powers of the US Senate are also roughly counterbalanced by the House of Representatives. The US-model of federalism therefore limits the powers of the executive and the popular branch of the legislature. The Brazilian constitution also illustrates this model with a political system combining a fragmented multiparty system with personalistic and undisciplined parties, the separation of executive-legislative powers, and vigorous state federalism. 45 As a result of divided government and the weaknesses of parties, Brazilian democracy has frequently experienced legislative-executive stalemate and policymaking logjams, generating what has been termed ‘deadlocked democracy’, or a crisis of governability.46 

Brazil’s federal system borrows heavily from the US 
CQ Press, 2008
[‘Politics in Latin America,’ The Politics of Governing: A Comparative Introduction http://www.cqpress.com/cs/graham/chap9/study.asp]
Brazil and Mexico also borrowed heavily from the constitutional model of the United States to establish their own federal republics, with presidential systems of government based on the principle of separation of powers. Consequently, while studying chapter 9, the reader should bear in mind several interesting questions that have important consequences for the comparative study of political systems. First, how have the similarities and differences of the constitutions of Brazil, Mexico, and the United States influenced politics in the three countries? Second, how has economic development influenced politics in the three countries? And finally, how have shifts in the global economy influenced both society within the three countries and interactions among these important neighbors in the Western Hemisphere?
Brazilian Federalism Bad: Economy

A) Brazil federalism sustains high interest rates and causes a decline in industrial production

Souza, Professor in the Department of Finance and Public Policies, 2008 

[Federal University of Bahia, Celina, June, http://www.bndes.gov.br/clientes/federativo/bf_bancos/e0001211.pdf , Journal of Federalism]

At this point it is important to describe the federal government’s fiscal and economic agendas, especially after the election of Fernando Henrique Cardoso. Cardoso was elected in 1994 following the success of the Real and re-elected in 1998. His presidency represents a center-right coalition that has an agenda focused mainly on implementing a market-oriented program, meaning privatization, deregulation, and the opening of the country's economy. One of the anchors of this policy was the adoption, in 1994, of a stabilization program, the Real Plan, based on the use of high interest rates. This policy is changing the federal arrangements that had been agreed in the 1988 Constitution and it is having a great impact on two aspects of Brazilian federalism. 15 The first of these impacts is the influence of the policy of high interest rates to sustain the value of the Real at the three levels of government, as discussed. Subnational governments have become highly indebted and the federal government is playing all its cards and resources to sustain interest rates and debt services. The second impact is that this policy has affected the state of São Paulo and its capital in particular, not only because they were Brazil's major debtors, but also because the opening up the economy and deregulation have led to the decline of São Paulo's industrial production.  

B) brazil is key to the latin american economy

Ray Walser, Ph.D., is Senior Policy Analyst for Latin American in the Sarah and Douglas Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation. 2008 

(Meeting Energy Challenges in the Western Hemisphere, http://www.heritage.org/Research/LatinAmerica/hl1079.cfm)

The future direction of energy policy in South America will, to a very large degree, be determined by developments in Brazil. With its 190 million citizens and a $1.83 trillion economy, Brazil has become the globe's eighth-largest economy. In the past decade, it has developed strong macroeconom­ic stability and combined market growth with novel and effective programs aimed at tackling poverty and improving human capital. It is a center for regional trade, via MERCOSUR, and a major player on the international commodities and economic scene. It is also a potential leader for a more unified South America. But it can, as The Heritage Founda­tion's 2008 Index of Economic Freedom indicates, do much more to improve its current rank of 101st out of 157 nations.[3]

C) latin american growth is key to the global economy

Margolis, , International Institute of Strategic Studies ,1998 

(Eric “STORM WARNINGS IN BRAZIL,” Toronto Sun, 10-9, Lexis)

If Brazil implodes, Argentina, Chile, and Mexico could quickly follow. Venezuela is already in a tailspin and has recently devalued. Now, the really scary part. The US exports more to Latin America than it did to Asia. The vast region from the Rio Grande to Patagonia is America's economic hinterland. If Brazil's economy comes crashing down, and takes the rest of the continent with it, American business and banks will be dealt a devastating blow that will dwarf the Asian crisis in magnitude and severity. US banks have far more loan exposure to Latin America than they did in Asia or Russia. Brazil's collapse would savage North American stock markets, threatening an international depression. Finance ministers at the International Monetary Fund (IMF) meeting this week in Washington clearly recognize this awesome danger. They are racing to assemble a US $30 billion loan that will, hopefully, stabilize the `real.' Pray the IMF's wizards will do better this time than they did in Asia or Russia, where their financial nostrums appear to have actually made matters worse. After granting $140 billion in emergency loans to Asia and Russia, IMF's coffers are dry. But Republicans in Congress are delaying appropriating new funds to the IMF, citing its many mistakes. They are right. Still, IMF should be supported - at least until Brazil's emergency passes. Brazil's economic collapse would pose grave dangers not only to the world financial structure, but to Latin America's political stability. Brazil has a high explosion factor. At least 70% of Brazilians are functionally illiterate. Four percent of the population controls 80% of the national wealth. Sixty percent of Brazilians are dirt-poor blacks, marginalized from the economy and politics, kept sedated by soccer, samba, and carnival. A financial collapse will ignite violence and political extremism - and spread across Latin America. The financial world is overseen by three great economic powerhouses. Japan is overlord of Asia's finances. Western Europe dominates East Europe and Russia. The US's bailiwick is Latin America, Central America, and the Caribbean. Japan, mired in deep recession, has failed miserably to defend Asia. Europe has done no better in Russia. If the United States fumbles its financial manifest destiny in Latin America, head for the storm cellars. 

Brazil Models US Federalism

Brazil models US allocation of state and federal responsibilities 

Keith S. Rosenn, Professor of Law at the University of Miami School of Law, 2005

 (“Federalism in Brazil” 43 Duq. L. Rev. 577) Lexis
Every federal system has to resolve the problem of how to divide legislative powers between the federal government and the subnational units of government. Brazil's 1988 Constitution partly follows the allocative formula of the U.S. Constitution, but it delineates the distribution of governmental powers in far greater detail. 10 The Brazil Constitution contains an usual innovation by making the Federal District and the municipalities integral members of the federation. 11 Brazil also borrows from the German Basic Law in permitting delegation of exclusive powers and in providing for joint and concurrent powers. 12 Article 21 of the Constitution specifically delegates to the federal government a broad array of powers that are meant to be exclusive even though not specifically denominated as such. These include the powers to maintain international relations; to declare war and states of siege and to make peace; to provide for defense; to regulate currency, exchange rates, and mineral prospecting; and to operate or to regulate radio and television broadcasting, the post office, and the federal police. 13 Article 22 grants the federal government another broad array of powers specifically labelled "exclusive," although some of these powers overlap or repeat powers delegated in Article 21. 14
In twelve areas the federal government, states, federal district, and municipalities have joint powers; 15 and in sixteen areas the federal government, states, and the federal district have concurrent  [*583]  legislative authority. 16 In the area of concurrent authority, the federal government's power is limited to establishing general rules. 17 In the absence of federal legislation, the states may freely regulate an area; however, the supervenience of a federal law on general rules suspends the effectiveness of state legislation to the extent that it contravenes federal law. Whenever the federal government has adopted general rules, the states may adopt only supplementary legislation. The Constitution assures the political, legislative, administrative, and financial autonomy to the municipalities 18 and grants them the power to legislate about subjects of local interest and to supplement federal and state legislation. 19
The Brazilian Constitution contains a residual clause reserving to the states the powers not forbidden to them by the Constitution. 20 This clause, which stems from the 10th Amendment to the U.S. Constitution, has been included in Brazilian Constitutions since 1891, even though when the federation was first formed, the Brazilian provinces never had any powers of their own. The Brazilian Constitution does not grant specifically any exclusive powers to the states. The powers granted to the federal government are so extensive, and so much federal legislation has been enacted, that the states and municipalities are left virtually without any areas wherein they can legislate free from constraints set by the federal government. 21 As Fabio Konder Comparato, one of Brazil's leading jurists, stated, "The Union has supreme authority over other political entities in all economic and financial matters. This is true to such an extent that the old principle, that powers not forbidden to States are reserved to them, becomes entirely meaningless." 22 Unlike the United States, virtually all important legislation in Brazil, such as the civil code, commercial code (what little remains in force), criminal code, procedural codes, labor code, consumer protection code, the corporation law, financial markets law, and electoral law are all federal statutes that apply uniformly throughout Brazil. 

Brazilian Federalism Bad: Economy

Brazilian Federalism leads to economic chaos which undermines the economy

Keith S. Rosenn, Professor of Law at the University of Miami School of Law, 2005
 (“Federalism in Brazil” 43 Duq. L. Rev. 577) Lexis
As part of its transition to democracy, Brazil instituted important constitutional reforms aimed at transferring power and resources from the national government to the states and municipalities. These reforms were a reaction to the excessive centralization of the military regimes and were in large part motivated by a desire to strengthen democratic institutions by dispersing political power more widely and by increasing popular access to democratic decision-making. They were also motivated by a belief that local application and disbursement of governmental resources would lead to greater economic efficiency than centralized control. This belief turned out to be greatly mistaken. What the Constituent Assembly drafted was a Constitution that produced economic chaos. In the opinion of the first four presidents operating under it, the new Constitution had made Brazil ungovernable. 44
Brazilian decentralization leads to poverty, collapse of social services, and economic decline
Souza, Department of Finance and Public Policies, Federal University of Bahia, Brazil, 2002 
[Celina, Publius-“Brazil: The Prospects Of A Center-Constraining Federation In A Fragmented Polity” Spring Vol. 32 Iss. 2] 
The third tension affecting Brazil's social and regional inequalities is related to the results of decentralization. Many studies show that decentralization has been implemented without a thorough understanding of various issues, such as the level and timing of such decentralization. Health and education, for instance, have been decentralized to localities without evaluating the administrative capacity of individual municipalities, which varies greatly. Furthermore, there has been no appreciation for the fact that decentralization does not occur in a vacuum, but instead requires a complex politico-institutional engineering."9 In some states and municipalities, policies have thus deteriorated instead of improved as a result of decentralization.' Empirical studies also show that there are no guarantees that the virtuous cycle of decentralized policies will be distributed equitably. In the Northeast, for instance, more than 200 municipalities have no chance of expanding their tax bases or pay for anything other than their civil servants, most earning below the minimum wage." These municipalities lack economic activity and are bound by the extreme poverty of their population. Almost 75 percent of Brazil's municipalities generate less than 10 percent of their total revenue from taxes, and almost 90 percent of the municipalities with 10,000 or fewer inhabitants depend on transfers for 90 percent or more of their revenue.12 As for the states, seven of them collect less than 0.5 percent of the total ICMS levied in the country." Therefore, Brazil's regional inequalities act against the ultimate goal of decentralization because decentralization itself limits the opportunities for the federal government to transfer resources from better-off regions to worse-off ones.
Brazilian Federalism Bad: Economy

Decentralization in Brazil leads to inflation and economic crisis 

Eaton, Associate Professor in the Department of National Security, and Dickovick, Ph.D. candidate at the Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs at Princeton University, 2004

 [Kent and J Tyler, Latin American Research Review-“The Politics Of Re-Centralization In Argentina And Brazil” Vol. 39 Iss. 1] 

Crisis has figured implicitly or explicitly in numerous influential explanations of economic policy change in developing and developed countries alike (Gourevitch 1989; Haggard and Kaufman 1992). If, as many scholars and development practitioners argue, certain forms of decentralization have provoked economic crises, then the onset of crisis is a natural place to look for explanations of political support for re-centralization. Specifically, economic crisis-defined as hyperinflation-should increase attempts by presidents to re-centralize and weaken the ability of pro-decentralization forces to oppose these attempts.4 Table 2 presents figures on inflation for Argentina and Brazil in the early 1980s to mid-1990s. The figures are suggestive because the re-centralizing changes discussed here followed on the elimination of hyperinflation in 1991 in Argentina and 1994 in Brazil. However, in neither of our cases did presidents 

Centralization in Brazil is key to managing debt and the economy

Rosenn, Professor of Law – University of Miami, 2005 
(Keith, “Federalism in Brazil,” 43 Duq. L. Rev. 577, Lexis)
In May 2000, Congress enacted a complementary law, the Law of Fiscal Responsibility (hereinafter "LRF"), which imposes a series of rules on all levels of government to try to insure fiscal responsibility and transparency in public finance. 69 This law represents a new stage of Brazilian federalism.      The LRF limits the public debt of states to two times current receipts. For municipalities, the debt limit is set at 1.2 times current receipts. If the public debt of the states or municipalities exceeds those levels, in the next year authorities must take measures to reduce excess debt by at least one fourth in the following  [*596]  four months. 70 The LRF also prohibits one level of the federation from bailing out another level and the refinancing of loans by anticipating revenue receipts, a much abused public financing mechanism in Brazil.      The LRF seeks to avoid the common practice of leaving debts for the next administration. Therefore, the LRF prohibits all levels of government from contracting new expenditure obligations in the last year of an administration unless officials can demonstrate that the expenditure can be fully paid off during the administration's term or that sufficient cash has been left to fund the obligation.      The LRF imposes new limits on governmental personnel expenditures. The federal government may spend a maximum of 50 percent of current revenue on personnel. The states and municipalities may spend no more than 60 percent of current revenues on their payrolls. Moreover, each branch of government is subject to a specific ceiling. The Federal Executive can spend no more than 37.9 percent, the Federal Legislature no more than 2.5 percent, the Federal Judiciary no more than 6 percent, and the Public Ministry no more than .6 percent. There are corresponding percentages at the state and local levels.      Finally, the LRF imposes transparency obligations. All levels of government must publish fiscal targets and report publicly on their debts, receipts, and expenditures. Common accounting standards were established, and officials are required to publish not only annual statements of account, but quarterly reports as well. Failures to comply with the rules set forth in the LRF are sanctioned with administrative penalties and withholding of federal transfers. Non-complying officials may also be removed from office, fined, or even imprisoned. 71

Latin America Key to Global Economy

Emerging economies like Latin America are key to the global economy

Cohen 2008 (Roger Cohen is a Staff Writer for the International Herald Tribune, “Cohen: The world is upside down”, 6/1/08, http://www.iht.com/articles/2008/06/01/opinion/edcohen.php?page=1) 

RIO DE JANEIRO: For a while the world was flat. Now it's upside down.

To understand it, invert your thinking. See the developed world as depending on the developing world, rather than the other way round. Understand that two-thirds of global economic growth last year came from emerging countries, whose economies will expand about 6.7 percent in 2008, against 1.3 percent for the United States, Japan and Euro zone states.

The sharp rise in prices for energy, commodities, metals and minerals produced mainly in the developing world explains part of this shift. That has created the balance of payments surpluses fueling dollar-dripping sovereign wealth funds in countries like China. They amuse themselves picking up a stake in BP here, a chunk of Morgan Stanley there, and why not a sliver of Total.

We of the developed-world Paleolithic species are fair game for the upstarts now, our predator role exhausted. The U.S. and Europe may soon need all the charity they can get.To place this inversion in focus, it helps to be in Brazil, where winter (so to speak) arrives with the Northern Hemisphere summer, and economic optimism, as exuberant as the vegetation, increases at the same brisk clip as U.S. foreclosures.Huge offshore oil finds, a sugarcane ethanol boom, vast reserves of unused arable land, mineral wealth and abundant fresh water contribute to Brazilian buoyancy. But natural resources are only part of the story. As in China and India, an expanding internal market is bolstering growth. So is increasing corporate sophistication and global ambition. At the annual National Forum, a gathering of business leaders, I felt like a first-world pipsqueak as leaders of the national energy company Petrobas (bigger than BP, Shell and Total) and Companhia Vale do Rio Doce, or CVRD (the world's second largest mining company), reeled off head-turning statistics. Petrobras, which has spearheaded Brazil's push to self-sufficiency from heavy dependence on imported oil 30 years ago, will more than double oil production to 4.2 million barrels a day in 2015 from 1.9 million barrels today. "With the latest discoveries, the South Atlantic will become a huge oil producer," predicted José Sergio Gabrielli de Azvedo, its chief executive. Roger Agnelli of CVRD waved away the United States ("It's full of debt") to focus on the company's ambitions in Asia. It was imperative to be there, he said, because that's where growth, capital and ambition are. China, he noted, will account for 55 percent of iron ore consumption, 31.6 percent of nickel, and 42 percent of aluminum by 2012. Case closed. Like many other big emerging-market corporations, CVRD has been on a buying-spree. It's not just sovereign wealth funds that are acquiring first-world companies these days. It's the new giants of the NAN (Newly Acquisitive Nations). Emerging-market mergers and acquisitions are up 17 percent this year to $218 billion, while for the rest of the world they're down 43 percent to $991 billion, according to Thomson Reuters. The 2007 Unctad World Investment Report said developing-world direct foreign investment totaled $193 billion in 2006, compared to a 1990s annual average of $54 billion. The U.S. 2006 figure was $216.6 billion. CVRD bought Canada's Inco, a nickel miner, for $17 billion in 2006. It came close to acquiring the Anglo-Swiss miner Xstrata for $90 billion this year. Just last week, India's Vedanta Resources reached a $2.6 billion deal to buy U.S. copper miner, Asarco. That deal is being challenged by Grupo Mexico, creating a Latin-American-Asian fight for a U.S. company. If you have trouble getting your mind around that, try standing on your head. That's also a good position from which to view India's Tata Motors agreeing to buy Land Rover and Jaguar from Ford for $2.3 billion, or Tata Steel's acquisition last year of the Anglo-Dutch Corus Group steel company for $12 billion. Globalization is now a two-way street; in fact it's an Indian street with traffic weaving in all directions."In an inverted world, not only have developing economies become dominant forces in global exports in the space of a few years, but their companies are becoming major players in the global economy, challenging the incumbents that dominated the international scene in the 20th century," said Claudio Frischtak, a Brazilian economist and consultant.

Iraq Models US Federalism

Iraq supports federalism – not partitions
Akhavi, writer for Inter Press Service, 2007 
(Khody Akhavi, “Iraq: Arab Analysts Decry U.S.-Proposed Federalism Amendment” October 5, Lexis)
"The Iraqi and Arab world's reaction to the Biden Resolution has been overwhelmingly negative," said Eric Davis, a professor of political science at Rutgers University. "Even Iraq's Kurdish leaders have stated that they support federalism but not partition. This resolution has reinforced public opinion in Iraq and the larger Middle East that the United States used the invasion of Iraq as a pretext to control Iraq's vast oil wealth."

Iraq will model US federalism.
Biden, U.S. Senator, and Gelb, President Emeritus of the Council on Foreign Relations 2007 
(Joseph and Leslie H., October 3, P. A23, “Federalism, Not Partition”, Washington Post)
We want to set the record straight. If the United States can't put this federalism idea on track, we will have no chance for a political settlement in Iraq and, without that, no chance for leaving Iraq without leaving chaos behind. First, our plan is not partition, though even some supporters and the media mistakenly call it that. It would hold Iraq together by bringing to life the federal system enshrined in its constitution. A federal Iraq is a united Iraq but one in which power devolves to regional governments, with a limited central government responsible for common concerns such as protecting borders and distributing oil revenue. Iraqis have no familiarity with federalism, which, absent an occupier or a dictator, has historically been the only path to keeping disunited countries whole. We can point to our federal system and how it began with most power in the hands of the states. We can point to similar solutions in the United Arab Emirates, Spain and Bosnia. Most Iraqis want to keep their country whole. But if Iraqi leaders keep hearing from U.S. leaders that federalism amounts to or will lead to partition, that's what they will believe
Iraq models American federalism  

Hulsman ‘03 

[John, Ph.D., Research Fellow in European Affairs, The Heritage Foundation, “Forging a Durable Post-War Political Settlement in Iraq,” http://www.heritage.org/Research/MiddleEast/bg1632.cfm] 

A good political model for such a successful post-war Iraqi federation already exists--the so-called Great Compromise of 1787 that enabled the creation of America's constitutional arrangement among the states. In Iraq's case, this type of system would give each of the country's three major sub-groups equal representation in an upper house of the legislature in order to protect each group's interests at the national level. These political outcomes--an Iraq that can control its own political destiny and that does not threaten that of its neighbors--are critical if an Iraqi settlement is to be judged a success.

Iraqi Federalism Bad: War

A) Iraqi federalism spurs Middle East wars

Berman, vice president of foreign policy at the American Foreign Policy Council, 2007
(Ilan, “Flawed federalism; Why Biden is wrong on Iraq” The Washington Times, October 19, Lexis)

On Sept. 27, the Senate voted on Mr. Biden's proposal to "actively support" the "creation of federal regions [in Iraq], consistent with the wishes of the Iraqi people and their elected leaders." The nonbinding measure passed resoundingly, tallying up 75 votes in favor and just 23 against. Ever since, theconcept of Iraqi "federalism" has been at the center of a political firestorm. The White House has expressed its opposition to Mr. Biden's plan, with President Bush himself calling it a "very bad idea." Iraqi political leaders have done the same, and President Nouri al-Malikihasgone so far as to dispatch a formal letter of protest to the senator.  Mr. Maliki's aggravation is understandable. After all, Iraq's post-Saddam constitution does recognize the country's inherent "federal system," but Iraq's democratically elected government has opted to preserve strong central control as a bulwark against separatism and instability. This effort may be experiencing problems, but the Biden plan, with its call for a transfer of authority away from Baghdad, looks more than a little bit like Congress is second-guessing Iraq's sovereign choices.  Then there is the security dimension. Lawmakers have expressed optimism that Iraqis will embrace the "Balkan model" of devolved governance that was implemented in Bosnia in the 1990s, even though they admit that the Middle East has no experience with it. But a different outcome is equally possible. Iraq's ethnic and religious divisions run deep, and new boundaries are not likely to erase either historical grievances or resource competition taking place on the ground. Rather, "federalism" could soon give way to real partition, and the United States may find itself managing not one unstable state but three consolidated fiefdoms at war with one another - with ample assistance from interested third parties such as Iran and Saudi Arabia.

B) That goes global and nuclear.
John Steinbach, nuclear specialist at the Center for Research on Globalization, March 2002

. http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/2002/03/00_steinbach_israeli-wmd.htm
Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, "Should war break out in the Middle East again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability."(41) and Ezar Weissman, Israel's current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum (and the) next war will not be conventional."(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major (if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon - for whatever reason - the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration."

Iraqi Federalism Bad: Civil War

Federalism in Iraq spurs ethnic cleansing, civil wars and creates fears of neo-colonialism

Rubin, writer for The Star Ledger, 2007 
(Trudy Rubin, “The hard truth on ‘soft partition’: it won’t help Iraq” October 8, Lexis)
More and more congressional Republicans are joining Democrats in a desperate search for an Iraq exit formula.

Everyone recognizes the Iraq mess can be resolved only by a political pact among Sunnis, Shi'as and Kurds - which isn't on the horizon.  So the idea gaining traction is "soft partition": pressing Iraqis to form three federal regions - with a weak central government. This would supposedly give each sectarian group control over its own turf and undercut the bloodletting. The idea has enticed both liberal and conservative pundits.Indeed, the Senate just voted 75-23 for the Biden-Brownback amendment to the defense spending bill - the only Iraq amendment that has won major bipartisan backing - which urges our government to push for a "federal" solution to Iraq's conflicts.Unfortunately, the idea that soft partition offers a way out of the Iraq maze is wishful thinking. Any effort by Congress to press this plan on Iraqis will boomerang.  The amendment stems from a proposal put forward by Sen. Joe Biden and Leslie Gelb, former head of the Council on Foreign Relations, in 2006. It was based on the Dayton accords that resolved the Bosnian war. In that case, the United States "stepped in decisively," Biden and Gelb wrote in the New York Times, with an accord that "kept the country whole by . . . dividing it into ethnic federations. . . . The idea, as in Bosnia, is to maintain a united Iraq by decentralizing it, giving each ethno-religious group - Kurds, Sunni Arab and Shi'a Arab - room to run its own affairs."So Biden (D-Del.), Sen. Sam Brownback (R-Kan.) and their co-signers call for the creation of federal regions - as permitted by the Iraqi constitution. They also call for an international conference that would help Iraqis reach a political settlement based on this federalism premise.  The problem: Iraq is not Bosnia, and Iraq's problems require a different solution. Let me say that I admire Biden, who has devoted more time and thought to the Iraq issue than anyone in the Senate. He rightly points out that no one else has a viable plan for an Iraqi political solution, including the White House.  Yet - although the Biden-Brownback plan includes some useful ideas (more on this later) - a push for soft partition won't get us out of Iraq.  Any outside pressure that appears aimed at dividing Iraq will create hostility there and in the region. No matter that Biden insists his plan isn't aimed at a formal division of the country; most Arabs will regard it as a neocolonialist plot. This is why Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki - and the U.S. Embassy in Baghdad - were quick to condemn the Senate resolution.  As Iraqi Foreign Minister Hoshyar Zebari told me by phone Monday, the resolution has "led to an uproar," with Arab media claiming it represents a "Zionist plan" to divide the country.  Biden stresses that the "federalism" plan is based on Iraqi law and its constitution. But the Iraqi constitution lays out a bottom-up procedure for any provinces that want to join together in formal regions. Voters or provincial council members must instigate the process. Any outside pressure will be resented.  Of course, advocates of soft partition say the country already is headed toward partition. "Ethnic cleansing" has driven tens of thousands out of their homes in Baghdad and elsewhere. In the Sunni province of Anbar, tribal sheikhs are famously raising their own police forces; in the Shi'a south, local militias do security duty.  So isn't Iraq already headed for an ethic and sectarian split? The answer, like everything about Iraq, is messy. Despite ethnic cleansing, large areas of Iraq, including much of Baghdad, Mosul and Kirkuk, still retain mixed populations. To divide Iraq into three ethnic regions would require moving hundreds of thousands of people.  Most Sunnis and a majority of Shi'as don't want this. The Sunnis of Anbar, who have no oil, would still be dependent on a central government for funds, so they have nothing to gain from a more formal separation. Nor would soft partition stop the fighting, since the most violent sectarian militias want to control all Iraq, not just a piece.

Iraqi Federalism Bad: Civil War

Democratization in Iraq leads to tyranny, ethnic conflict and civil war

Byman Associate Professor and Director of the Security Studies Program and the Center for Peace and Security Studies at Georgetown University 2003 

(Daniel Summer 2003, “Constructing a Democratic Iraq: Challenges and Opportunities, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/byman_summer_2003.pdf)
Although democracy has lots of theoretical advantages, many do not accrue in societies divided along racial, ethnic, or religious lines. The biggest problem is the numerically larger group’s use of elections and other legitimate democratic forms to ensure its dominance—a tyranny of the majority. Liberal democracy relies on the expectation of an ever-changing majority to avoid such tyranny. Different coalitions of individuals, unified temporarily on the basis of shared political goals, economic interest, social concerns, and other factors, unite and divide, ensuring that all voices are eventually heard—or at least have the potential to be heard. Majority rule works when the majority changes from election to election, as it does frequently in the United States and other Western democracies. In divided societies, however, voting blocs are more rigid, and majorities are less likely to change. The largest ethnic group may never lose power, because ethnic group members often vote as a bloc. Liberal democracy, in such circumstances, produces illiberal results. This problem plagued democracy even before its modern commencement. As James Madison famously wrote in 1787, “Complaints are everywhere heard from our most considerate and virtuous citizens, equally the friends of public and private faith, and of public and personal liberty, that our governments are too unstable, that the public good is disregarded in the conflicts of rival parties, and that measures are too often decided, not according to the rules of justice and the rights of the minor party, but by the superior force of an interested and overbearing majority.”22 For Madison, the solution to this problem was to be found in the cross-cutting identities of American citizens and the expansion of the electorate so that it would be harder for a single common interest to unite people to the exclusion of other concerns. Yet in divided societies, such crosscutting identities are, by definition, lacking. In essence, identities are “hardened” by past conºicts and tragedies. Individuals identify primarily along one line such as ethnicity, making it difªcult for other identities such as class or narrow political interests to create political alliances that cross groups.23 Democratic elections can exacerbate this process. As Donald Horowitz notes: “By appealing to electorates in ethnic terms, by making ethnic demands on government, and by bolstering the inºuence of ethnically chauvinist elements within each group, parties that begin by merely mirroring ethnic divisions help to deepen and extend them.”24 Similarly, Jack Snyder contends that a common mistake is for outsiders to back elections before other institutions and norms essential for the functioning of democracy are established.25 Not surprisingly, minorities often ªght democratization because they fear that majority rule would install in power a permanent elected majority that would never allow the minority a voice in decisionmaking. In the former Soviet republic of Georgia, democratization produced war by causing minority fears of majority tyranny. The minority Abkhaz feared that their distinct cultures would be overrun by a power-monopolizing Georgian majority. Hence they opted for violent resistance when Georgian nationalists appeared poised to win elections. The experiences of Sri Lanka and Northern Ireland teach the same lesson. In Sri Lanka the majority Sinhalese long monopolized power at the expense of the minority Tamils, provoking the bloody Tiger rebellion. In Northern Ireland the Protestant majority monopolized power at the expense of the Catholic minority from 1922 to 1969, fostering violent Catholic nationalism. 26 All these countries were “democratic” in that elections were held, but illiberal in that certain groups were effectively shut out of power. Iraq too is at risk for a tyranny of the majority. Iraq’s Shi’a community, which comprises more than 60 percent of the total population, might use free elections to transform its current exclusion from power to one of total dominance. Currently, Shi’a opposition leaders call for democracy, but it is not clear whether they are implicitly demanding Shi’a control over Iraq.27 Sunni Arabs, and perhaps Iraqi Kurds, might oppose a majority rule–based system in fear of this dominance.

Iraq federalism leads to fragmentation and war
Walen, teacher of philosophy of law at the University of Baltimore, 2003 
(Alec, April 10, “Federalism For Postwar Iraq: How Federalism May Make Democracy Work,”
http://writ.news.findlaw.com/commentary/20030410_walen.html)

Unfortunately for the DPWG, federalism in Iraq seems to carry a huge cost: devolving power to the provinces threatens to lead to the disintegration of Iraq as a country. Each province could grow to feel that it has its own distinct identity, and that it would be better off governing itself without any restrictions from the center. The dangers of fragmentation are quite real. Fragmentation would likely result in a series of bloody of civil wars, made especially grave as groups struggle to control Iraq's vast oil reserves. In addition, the secession of the Kurds in particular would likely draw Turkey into the fray. Turkey has a large Kurdish population of its own, and it does not want to see an independent Kurdistan on its borders, tempting its own Kurds to try to secede in order to create a greater Kurdistan.  Given these dangers, it is no surprise that the State Department has not embraced the DPWG's Final Report. Indeed, the State Department has of late been pushing a plan that actually looks to keep the bulk of the current Iraqi administration, minus the leading figures, in place.  This seems to leave Iraq between a rock and a hard place. On the one hand, the democratic movement's plan seems to threaten the stability of Iraq. On the other hand, the State Department's plan would not amount to meaningful regime change. And regime change that merely takes out some leading figures, that does not create fundamental democratic reforms, would not be worth the costs of the war, a war waged under the name "Iraqi Freedom."
Nigeria Models US Federalism

Nigeria models US federalism – empirically proven

Defense & Foreign Affairs' Strategic Policy, 2005 

(“Oil as Troubled Waters” GRC June) lexis
 By contrast, he notes: "The most exemplary practice of federalism is to be found in the United States of America where the people of the constituent states maintain a near 100 percent control over their resources and pay taxes to sustain the central government."
In the United States, the federalist thinking remains strong, and the US Senate remains the focus of the protection of states' rights within the federation. That principle also was emplaced in, for example, Australia and Nigeria, but in both those central parliamentary systems, the senates and senators have largely forgotten that their mandate is to uphold the rights of the states within the system. Similarly, in Britain, the House of Lords was established largely to protect the rights of the land; the dispersed rural identities of the counties. In Britain, too, that role has been forgotten, as the massive centralization in London has literally abandoned the traditional rights of the less-densely-populated rural areas.

American federalism is modeled in Nigeria 

Ejobowah, Department of Global Studies, 2003 
[John Boye, “The New Political Economy of Federal Preservation: Insights from the Nigerian Federal Practice”, http://www.queensu.ca/politics/rgonemc/EjobowahFederalismPaper2.pdf]

Finally, the new political economy implicitly argues for a uniform federal system, contrary to established knowledge about the varieties that exist in the world (Watts 2001).

Federations in Western Europe and the Canadian one have their distinctive national qualities and they rank among the wealthiest economies. Yet, in the new political economy, the requirements for federal preservation—freedom of subnational governments to make domestic economic policies, hard budget constraints, structural separation of national power, and juridical rules—translate into the American model that is presidential and in which transfer payments or equalization grants are little or non existent. Indeed, McKinnon (1997) is direct when he compares the efficiency and prosperity of the formerly depressed American South with the poor regions of Canada, Italy, and Germany that are depended on intergovernmental transfers. Similarly, Ferejohn, Bednar, and Eskeridge (1997) present the American system as the most robust and resilient of the three cases they studied.8 But as Kincaid (2001) has argued, it is difficult to present firm conclusions on the advantages and disadvantages of a particular model given the varieties that exist today.

Nigeria proves US federalism modeled globally
Natufe, Ph.D., 01 
[O. Igho “Framework For Renewed Federalism in Nigeria” http://www.ngex.com/personalities/voices/natufe020801.htm]
The United States and Canada remain the models of federalism. Other successful federations, for instance, Australia, Germany, India, and Malaysia have built on the U.S. and Canadian examples. What is the state of federalism in Nigeria? The argument in favour of the status quo in Nigeria is based primarily on the Constitution of the Federal Republic of Nigeria 1999. This constitution, supposedly a federal constitution, is in reality a unitary document that structures the country into obsequious administrative units that are referred to as states. Besides the name of the document, its core is defined in strict unitary terms. In contrast to the 1963 Republican Constitution, the 1999 variant is reflective of the military doctrine that inspired its drafting. It is highly unlikely that the military, a unitary command-based institution will produce a federal constitution. The basic tenets of military political orientation hinder its capability to design a federal polity. Furthermore, given his military training, it is obvious that President Obasanjo does not possess the dispositions nor the coordinating skills required of federalists. Thus, in political and economic terms, Nigeria is administered as a unitary polity. As will be demonstrated later in this paper, an examination of selected jurisdictional questions in the 1999 Constitution clearly underlines the command-centralizing powers of the central government vis-a-vis the states. This tendency subordinates the states to the central government, a contradiction of the key fundamental premise of federalism. As any perceptive scholar of Nigerian federalism will know, Nigeria was on its way to emulating the United States' example in its 1963 Republican Constitution, until the military aborted the democratic process on January 15, 1966. 
The American political system is modeled in Nigeria

Anugwam, E-Lecturer University of Nigeria, 00
[Edylene, Journal of Social Development In Africa-“Ethnic Conflict and Democracy in Nigeria: The Marginalization Question”]
One way of tackling ethnic conflict is by adopting a political culture that makes adequate provision for all the interests and groups in a given society. Nigeria should therefore learn from the experiences of multi-ethnic developed nations. As Woolley and Keller (1994) rightly pointed out, African countries should emulate one of the fundamental principles of American democracy, which is the notion of majority rule and its complementary precept of minority rights. Federalism as a form of government and political arrangement is a viable way of achieving the above. Federalism may help to ameliorate ethnic rivalry where it is implemented to the letter. In this sense, federalism in Nigeria should be geared towards the American system. Woolley and Keller view federalism as ideal for the multiethnic and religious character of most African states, where certain national rights are established for all citizens, while at the same time allowing regional governments to make laws, rules and regulations that do not conflict with national codes. This kind of thinking must have informed the provision made in the new draft constitution in Nigeria for a representation formula, addressing the core ethnogeographical zones in the country. It recommends that the six most powerful and prestigious positions in central government should be zoned towards the six different geographical regions of the country. While this is a step in the right direction, it nevertheless falls short of matching the representational formula through strict rotation. In this case, it would be illegal for any region to corner one position indefinitely for itself, such as the presidency.

Nigerian Federalism Bad: Oil Shocks

A) Federalism in Nigeria escalates conflicts

Center for the Study of Civil War, 2008
(“Federalism, Wealth Sharing, Ethnicity and Conflict Management: Case study of Nigeria” All Academic Research Document, http://www.allacademic.com//meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/2/5/0/5/3/pages250531/p250531-1.php)

The development of the federal system in Nigeria is characterized by two main features, one is the combination of federalism and a military government, and the other is the numerous state creation processes. I have tried in this paper to look at federalism in Nigeria as conflict management strategy in the light of these two features. Much of the conflict in Nigeria is linked to two issues, ethnicity and wealth sharing. Both of these issues have been affected by the development of federalism. The ethnic minorities are demanding more autonomy, and in the twelve state structures lasting form 1967-1975 the ethnic minorities enjoyed a relatively large degree of decentralized power. However, as the years have passed the new states have been created; the ethnic minorities have lost power. Firstly, due to increas ing number of states that were given two one of the three largest ethnic groups. Secondly, the more small unites the federation consist of the less power each unit will obtain, and the more centralized the federation becomes. The allocation of the oil revenues has also been affect by the state creation process, and that the military government has over 40 years they were in power centralized the power. The oil producing regions went from receiving 50% of the revenues in 1960 to 3% in 1993. When we look at the conflict map we do see that conflict is concentration in the area where the federalism has affected these two issues the most, in the Niger Delta. It does not seem that federalism has worked very well as a conflict management strategy in Nigeria, rather on the contrary. On the other hand one must ask the question whether the military government has used federalism to try to prevent or cure conflict? Even though they claim to do so it seems that this might be a secondary goal to centralize the power and to increase the oil revenues to the center. In the case of Nigeria, it seems that federalism has been used a tool by the military government, that has escalated conflict rather than prevent it.  

B) Instability in Nigeria causes oil price shocks 
Casa, Nationalist Member of the European Parliament, January 9, 2008

[David, “Voice of concern” http://www.independent.com.mt/news.asp?newsitemid=62972]
 The political instability that is being witnessed by the whole world these days, is indirectly affecting, the whole world. Financial trading companies are putting the blaming these conflicts on the new record high oil prices. The $100 per barrel price may be affected by the ongoing violence in Nigeria, concern about political instability in Kenya and Pakistan, the oil inventory expectations and the cold weather that has affected the whole world.

C) Major oil shocks will plunge the world into nuclear war. 

Lauria 08 

(Joe - New York-based investigative journalist. A freelance member of the Sunday Times of London Insight team, he has also worked on investigations for the Boston Globe and Bloomberg News., The Huffington Post, April 14, “The Coming War with Iran: It’s About the Oil, Stupid,” http://www.commondreams.org/archive/2008/04/14/8282/)

The Saudis would not mind seeing the Iranian regime go. But the Saudis may also be on the list. The US may have to destabilize and control Saudi Arabia some day too. The Wall Street Journal a few years ago revealed that in the 1970s under Nixon, Kissinger had plans drawn up for the US invasion and occupation of the Saudi oil fields. Those plans can be dusted off. The American oil wars are being launched out of weakness, not strength. The American economy is teetering and without control of the remaining oil it will collapse. There will be massive chaos in any case, when only enough oil remains for the American elite and whomever they choose to share it with. That will leave an oil-starved China and India, both with nuclear weapons, with no alternative but to bow to America or go to war. It’s not about greed any more. It’s about survival. Because the leadership of this country was initially too greedy to switch from oil to solar, wind, geothermal and other renewable alternatives, it may now be too late. Had the hundreds of billions of dollars poured into the invasion and occupation of Iraq been put into alternative energy the world might have had a fighting chance. Now that is far from certain. What is certain is that these wars are not about democracy. They are not about WMD. The coming one will not even be about Iran’s nuclear weapons project. It’s about the oil, stupid.

Nigerian Federalism Bad: Oil Shocks Internals

Instability in Nigeria creates the perception that the oil supply is shrinking – this increases the oil prices – an independent oil analyst Williams concludes
Republican Herald, January 7, 2008

[David Falchek, “Availability proves issue for crude oil” http://www.republicanherald.com/site/news.cfm?newsid=19174200&BRD=2626&PAG=461&dept_id=532624&rfi=6]

When you fill up your tank, you aren’t just paying for gasoline. You also are paying for greed and fear in the global petroleum market.With continued instability in the Middle East and in oil-producing countries of Africa, oil supplies could be easily disrupted at any time. That produces what oil traders call a “risk premium,” an extra price tacked on to the barrel price of oil futures. In fact, violence in Nigeria helped give crude oil its final push over $100 a barrel Wednesday. Bands of armed men invaded Port Harcourt, the center of Nigeria’s oil industry, attacking two police stations and raiding the lobby of a major hotel. When political disruptions seem to threaten stability in oil-producing counties, buyers rush to get their orders in before a potential supply crunch or price spike. That drives up the price of oil immediately, even if nothing terrible actually happens overseas. The price of fear. No one can say for sure how much of oil’s record run to $100 a barrel is due to market speculation. But where there’s risk, there’s speculation, said James L. Williams, an independent oil analyst from WRTG Economics.  In his view, oil prices aren’t climbing because our demand exceeds supply. There is still more oil than needed that sits in tapped wells ready to be pumped, but the cushion of excess capacity is thin and shrinking.  During the oil glut in the 1990s there were 6 million barrels per day of excess capacity, more than enough to keep oil flowing should there be supply disruptions. Today, excess capacity is only 1.7 million barrels. “When you only have 1 or 2 million barrels around, it’s what you can’t do that adds to the price,” Williams said. “We can’t replace Nigerian production if it goes offline. If there’s a revolution in Venezuela, we don’t have enough to make up for it. We can’t make up Iran, either.”  All those “what ifs” lead to fear. That fragile balance, where production barely meets the world’s demands, sent oil prices up, Williams said. He calculates that about $30 per barrel of “supply/risk premium” is built into today’s record prices.

The perception of political instability in Nigeria  triggers shocks
Washington Post, July 14, 2006

[Steven Mufson, “A Price Inflamed By Fear, Up to a Third of Oil’s Stunning Ascent Traces to Psychology” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2006/07/13/AR2006071301686_2.html]

Add this to the costs of political instability and violence around the world: The price of crude oil hit a record yesterday, topping $76 a barrel.  Oil prices rose as fighting spread in Lebanon, the standoff continued over Iran's nuclear program and a Nigerian newspaper reported that explosions had rocked two pipelines in the West African nation. Although supplies of oil were virtually unaffected, traders and analysts said anxiety about political violence and tension around the world had once again driven up the "political premium" for oil.

Nigerian Federalism Bad: Oil Shocks Internals

Unrest in Nigeria triggers shocks
The Australian, January 4, 2008

[“OPEX under pressure as oil price spikes” http://www.theaustralian.news.com.au/story/0,25197,23005586-36418,00.html]

THE oil producing cartel OPEC will face enormous pressure to help calm the crude market at its next meeting in February after prices struck the symbolic $US100 level, analysts said. "It (the $US100 record) will be a psychological trigger for consumer countries,'' said global head of commodities at investment bank Societe Generale Frederic Lasserre. "We will see governments putting pressure on OPEC, saying 'we need you to do something for us'. In the end though, they (governments) probably share the view that adding a few barrels will not change the market.''  The 13-member Organisation of Petroleum Exporting Countries shrugged off demands at its last meeting in December, despite a public plea from US Energy Secretary Samuel Bodman for an output increase.  The Saudi-led cartel pumps about 40 per cent of world oil supplies but restricts the output of its members through a quota system that is reviewed at regular meetings.  London-based analyst John Hall, who runs his own oil consultancy, John Hall Associates, sees OPEC bowing to pressure and making a gesture at the extraordinary meeting in Vienna on February 1.  "I was convinced that they were going to increase output in December. I'm confident they are going to do it this coming month,'' he said.  "Maybe they can talk the thing up though (the possibility of an increase) and the market will come down. Then they won't need to do it,'' he said.  OPEC, which declined to make anyone available for interview when contacted by AFP, insists that prices are being driven by speculative buying and that increasing supplies would not have an impact on the market.  "For now the cartel's view is that underlying supply and demand conditions are nowhere near as tight as record oil prices would suggest,'' said Julian Jessop, chief international economist at research group Capital Economics.  "But if oil prices are still around $US100 per barrel in the run-up to the next OPEC meeting on February 1, we would expect quotas to be raised again.''  The last raise was in September when US ally Saudi Arabia pushed through an increase of 500,000 barrels per day (bpd) in the face of reluctance from fellow members, mainly anti-US bloc Venezuela and Iran. Lasserre sees another increase of 500,000 bpd in February, which will formalise current production over the output quota and add a bit to the market. Analysts agree that a number of factors driving oil prices higher are outside of OPEC's control, mainly buying by investment funds, the weaker US dollar, unrest in crude producer Nigeria and instability in Pakistan. But some do lay blame at the cartel's door for the more than 50-per cent increase in prices over 2007.  "OPEC has not been pumping enough. It's as simple as that,'' an analyst at the Centre for Global Energy Studies, Leo Drollas, told AFP, referring to output cuts sanctioned by the cartel at the end of 2006. 

Instability in Nigeria inflates oil prices

Gheit, managing director of oil resources with Oppenheimer & Co., Inc., November 2007

[Fadel, “Foreign Policy: Seven Questions: The Price of Fear” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/story/cms.php?story_id=4045&page=1]

FP: How much of the price of oil right now is really a “risk premium” associated with political turmoil in places like the Middle East, Venezuela, and Nigeria? 

FG: Well, it’s very difficult to really quantify it. I wish there were a scale or a yardstick that one can use to do that, but one can deconstruct the $97 oil price and compare it to the $67 oil price only three months ago and see what happened in the world to push oil prices by $30 over a very short period of time. And basically, I can cite a few: The sharp drop in the U.S. dollar because of the Federal Reserve cutting interest rates; increased tension in the Middle East with tough talk by the administration against the Iranians; also, the dispute between the Kurdish rebels and Turkey—all of these things basically gave the financial players additional ammunition, if you will, to push the fear factor to a higher level. I do believe that oil prices are inflated, and significantly. If I were to quantify how much, I would say at least $40. 
Nigerian Federalism Bad: Instability

Nigerian federalism exacerbates religious disputes

Hanson, writer for the Council on Foreign Relations, 2007 
(Stephanie Hanson, “Nigeria’s Creaky Political System” http://www.cfr.org/publication/13079/nigerias_creaky_political_system.html April 12)
How does the federalist structure influence religious tensions?
At the local level, divisiveness over religious issues has exacerbated and at times trumped ethnic rivalries, according to the International Crisis Group report. Under Obasanjo’s presidency, a Pentecostal and evangelical revival in the south paralleled a rise of fundamental Islam in the north. An upsurge in violence in the Middle Belt reflects this tension between the north and south. But as with ethnic disputes, there have not been any large-scale conflicts. Religious organizations act as alternatives to the state, and some argue that the weakness of government institutions, rather than ideological fervor, precipitated the religious revival. 

Decentralization leads to Nigerian breakup and civil war

Ron Singer, Peace Corps volunteer in Nigeria from 1964 to 1967, January 1, 2005

 (“Nigeria's slippery politics; Oil industry” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists) Lexis
Today, violence in the Delta is due as much to extortion by criminals associated with the government as it is to protests against injustice. During the last decade, civil war has ripped though West Africa so virulently that it may seem reckless to suggest a country loosen its federal ties, albeit in the name of greater stability. And it is unlikely that the North would tolerate decentralization, which would mean a loss of revenues and power.
Nigerian federalism would lead to economic collapse and national instability  

Ejobowah, Department of Global Studies, 2003 
[John Boye, “The New Political Economy of Federal Preservation: Insights from the Nigerian Federal Practice”, http://www.queensu.ca/politics/rgonemc/EjobowahFederalismPaper2.pdf]
The reluctance of the centre to commit to market preserving federalism has to do with the difficulties that such reform might pose for governance. First, the existing states are not financially viable and may not survive in the short run. Of all the thirty-six states, only Lagos is self-sustaining and this is on account of an efficient tax system and a strict regime of accounting (BusinessDay, 30 September 2002). Most of the remaining states are not like Lagos State that is an industrial and commercial city-state; rather, they are non- industrialised with majority of the people operating outside the formal sector. In the short term fiscal devolution would either set these states crumbling or drive most of them into heavy borrowings. The outcome of the latter would be the Brazilian type of financial crisis that could compromise national stability. It is no coincidence that arguments for retrenching the centre have not received support across the country, especially from the non-oil bearing states.  Second, devolution would require that the oil-bearing states have right to resources within their domain but pay taxes to the centre, as actually practiced in decentralized federal polities. In this case, the national government has to abandon its post-civil war policy of distributing the benefits of oil equally among all groups and sections of the country. The difficulty here is that, in the short run, the non-oil states would be in real financial distress as noted earlier on and, the centre, with its right to offshore oil reserves, would have no choice but to bailout the se states. In effect, there will be a return to the status quo ante with this group of states while the oil states possess financial power and independence. This would be asymmetrical federalism, Nigerian style. Furthermore, an arrangement by which the centre has to wait on the oil states to pay taxes is one that the federal government considers dangerous, as there is no guarantee that the states will fulfil their obligations. Bruce Berman (2004) has argued that the near absence of trust is a fundamental problem in the economy and institutions of contemporary Africa. The abstract and collaborative trust that underlies contracts and makes transactions possible in the modern world is somewhat weak in the African setting. This is especially true of Nigeria and is evidenced by the prevalence of the cash and- carry syndrome. Given the problem of trust, the federal level might consider it too risky to ground its financial operations on taxes the states may not pay when due. Martin Dent (2000) has revealed that within the current system of central fiscal control, the states rarely get their allocations from Abuja on time and that they have appointed liaison officers to reside in the federal capital where they can chase up payments due them from the ministry of finance. The national government is well aware of what would befall it if the states are given control of resources, and it is not likely to travel that road. Indeed, recent actions of the national government indicate that fiscal devolution is not an issue to be considered in the immediate future. 

Federalism in Nigeria has strengthened ethnic conflicts

Hanson, writer for the Council on Foreign Relations, 2007 
(Stephanie Hanson, “Nigeria’s Creaky Political System” http://www.cfr.org/publication/13079/nigerias_creaky_political_system.html April 12)
How does the federalist structure influence ethnic and regional tensions?  Experts say the dysfunctional federalist structure, while limiting the national influence of any single ethnic group, has inflamed ethnic conflict within states and local communities. An International Crisis Group report says the “cancerous growth of state structures” has created bureaucratic obstacles, administrative rivalries, and a proliferation of “minorities” within the numerous local government areas. Nigeria contains more than 250 ethnolinguistic groups and about seventy “nationalities.” Roughly half Nigeria’s states have primary ethnic identities, but since the country’s independence in 1960, the influence of the majority ethnic group in each state has waned as the government structure has expanded. Suberu argues that this expansion mitigates ethnic tension by diluting the intensity of conflict between the country’s three main ethnic groups.  While there have not been any national ethnic conflicts, Lewis notes that there is an upward trend in overall ethnic incidents at the local level. Since 1999, more than three million have been displaced and at least fourteen thousand killed by interethnic conflicts, most of which stemmed from a constitutional provision instituted in 1979 that differentiates between the so-called “indigenes” of a states and “settlers” or “non-indigenes.” “There are not large heavily mobilized ethnic militias or ethnic blocs,” he says. “There is no single fault line driving these things.” A Council Special Report on Nigeria writes that almost all of these conflicts are over resources. “Trading privileges, employment possibilities, welfare payments, water access, and land rights are continually contested,” it says.

Indonesia Models US Federalism

Indonesian Federalism is modeled on the U.S.
Moll, former volunteer in Indonesia, 2001
(Jason, April 22, 2001, "All the Trouble in Indonesia," Washington Times, Cfbato)
The recent violence in Borneo highlighted an issue the Indonesian government has been determined to avoid, even though it begs urgent attention. The question is: How does an infant democracy peacefully incorporate hundreds of ethnic groups, scattered among thousands of islands, into a regime in which ethnic Javanese rule from distant Jakarta?     A conclusive answer - if there is one - won't be easy.     Indonesia could drastically improve the current situation by discarding its traditional top-down style of governing and grant more autonomy to provinces when it comes to finances and day-to-day affairs. American federalism is a model for Indonesia when it comes to distributing power to the local level. 

 
US is global model for federalism
Herbert London, President Hudson Institute and Professor Emeritus NYU, 2000
("The Enemy Within," American Outlook, Spring http://ao.hudson.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=article_detail&id=1398, Cfbato)
Fourth, the United States possesses a sense of moral universalism that exists nowhere else. When one talks about some sort of example—a model of human rights, constitutionalism, subsidiarity, rule of law, and property rights—the United States stands alone. It is the model. Not long ago several Hudson Institute scholars had the opportunity to spend some time in Indonesia, and we found that Indonesia does not turn for its models to China or Japan; it looks to the United States. The new Indonesian president is very keen on establishing a form of federalism. What does he look to? The American Constitution.
Indonesia models the US constitution
South China Morning Post, October 15, 2004 (“Vote of confidence” Lexis)
 Indonesia's political framework is based on the 1945 constitution, which, with modification, has provided the present system mixing presidential and parliamentary styles of government. After more than three decades under Suharto, lawmakers were eager to move as quickly as possible to the philosophy behind their country's founding - democracy.Dr Chusnul believed that attaining that goal after having no viable opposition for so long would be a matter of political evolution. As a democratically -elected president, Dr Susilo would have to learn how to deal with the parliament. "This is a new era of implementation of the constitution," Dr Chusnul said. "But there are in-built safeguards to this presidential system with checks and balances between the president and parliament."
The original model had been the American political model, but rather than using the Electoral College system, direct election of the president by the people through a popular vote had been substituted. Modifications had also been made by altering the two-party US system to give equal share of influence to a multi-party system.
Indonesia models US Federalism – This is key to Indonesian stability.
Dillon, Senior policy analyst at the Asian Studies Center, 2000
(Dana Dillon-, April 19, 2000, The Heritage Foundation, “Indonesia and Separatism: Finding a Federalist Solution,” http://www.heritage.org/Research/AsiaandthePacific/EM670.cfm)
To increase stability in the region and reduce the threat of separatism, more emphasis should be placed on strengthening the newly elected provincial parliaments and governors and devolving more power to the provinces. To assist Indonesia in this effort, the United States should:Promote substantive devolution of power to the provinces. The United States, as the world's foremost constitutionally based federal republic, must clearly articulate its support of federalism. Public diplomacy that promotes devolution of power to the levels of government closest to the people will have the most significant long-term effects. 
Indonesian Federalism Bad: Hegemony

A) Federalism in Indonesia risk disintegration via economic isolation and trade barriers

The Jakarta Post  2001

(April 4, 2001, “, Lexis, Cfbato)

JAKARTA (JP): Regional autonomy, and the subsequent decentralization of fiscal policies are threatening domestic trade due to the creation of new trade barriers by regional governments, according to analysts on Tuesday. They said since the implementation of regional autonomy laws in January, domestic trade barriers had increased. The analysts also warned that higher trade barriers would cost Indonesia the competitiveness of its products and impede growth of local and foreign investment. [it continues…] But Brahmantio suspected that the new law on decentralization would further distort prices of commodities and trading activities.   [it continues…]  According to KPMG consultant and fiscal adviser to the Ministry of Finance, Douglas Todd Consulting, trade barriers can create economic isolation among regions.  He warned that Indonesia is at risk from disintegration, even though decentralization was aimed at avoiding that risk in the first place.  "If you allow the decentralization process to incorporate trade barriers, you will harm the very thing you're trying to achieve," he explained. 

B) Indonesian collapse Kills US basing and Power Projection
Menon, Professor of International Relations at Lehigh University, 2001 
(September 19, 2001,”The National Interest”, Lexis, Cfbato)
The consequences of Indonesia's breakup would affect American interests, as well. American energy and raw materials companies (Exxon-Mobil, Texaco, Chevron, Newmont Mining, Conoco and Freeport-McMoRan, among others) operate in Indonesia, particularly in Aceh, Riau, and West Papua, and many of the ships that traverse the Strait of Malacca are American-owned. The United States is also a major trader and investor in East Asia and is to some degree hostage to its fate, especially now that the American economy is slowing. Moreover, if Indonesia fractures, worst-case thinking and preemptive action among its neighbors could upset regional equilibrium and undermine the American strategic canopy in East Asia. The United States has a network of bases and alliances and 100,000 military personnel in the region, and is considered the guarantor of stability by most states-a status it will forfeit if it stands aside as Indonesia falls apart. America's competitors will scrutinize its actions to gauge its resolve and acumen. So will its friends and allies-Australia, Japan, Singapore, Thailand and South Korea-each of whom would be hurt by Indonesia's collapse.

C) Global Nuclear War
Khalilzad 1995 
(Zalmay, “Losing the moment” WASHINGTON QUARTERLY, Spring 1995, LN, ) 
Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.

Indonesian Federalism Bad: Terrorism

A) Federalism in Indonesia risk disintegration via economic isolation and trade barriers

The Jakarta Post  2001

(April 4, 2001, “, Lexis, Cfbato)

JAKARTA (JP): Regional autonomy, and the subsequent decentralization of fiscal policies are threatening domestic trade due to the creation of new trade barriers by regional governments, according to analysts on Tuesday. They said since the implementation of regional autonomy laws in January, domestic trade barriers had increased. The analysts also warned that higher trade barriers would cost Indonesia the competitiveness of its products and impede growth of local and foreign investment. [it continues…] But Brahmantio suspected that the new law on decentralization would further distort prices of commodities and trading activities.   [it continues…]  According to KPMG consultant and fiscal adviser to the Ministry of Finance, Douglas Todd Consulting, trade barriers can create economic isolation among regions.  He warned that Indonesia is at risk from disintegration, even though decentralization was aimed at avoiding that risk in the first place.  "If you allow the decentralization process to incorporate trade barriers, you will harm the very thing you're trying to achieve," he explained.
B) Indonesian collapse spurs terrorism 
Australian Financial Review 2002 
(November 22, 2002, “, Lexis, Cfbato)
There is no question that productive private sector investment is a vital driver for economic growth and poverty reduction in developing countries in our neighbourhood. So too, however, is the delivery of aid which focuses on the building blocks for human and economic development, education, health care, good governance and sustainable use of natural resources. The reality is that limited immediate financial return on investment is unlikely to attract private sector investment in these important sectors. While there clearly is not a direct link between entrenched poverty, gross inequality and terrorism, the events of the last year have shown the world that widespread poverty and suffering can create an environment conducive to breeding social instability and violent extremism. Achieving human security focused on the basic rights of people is one critical element to attaining global security. The social and economic challenges confronting Indonesia are staggering.
C) Terrorism leads to extinction
Alexander, professor and director of the Inter-University for Terrorism Studies in Israel and the United States, 2003
(Yonah, August 27 “Terrorism Myths and Realities,” Washington Times)
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.
Indonesian Federalism Bad: Free Trade

A) Increased Indonesian decentralization torpedoes co-op and global free trade

The Straits Times 2005 

(November 30, “A Coast Guard for Singapore?” Lexis)
 SINCE a high volume of shipping passes through the Malacca and Singapore straits, any serious disruption to maritime traffic there would have widespread and far-reaching detrimental impact. Happily, functional cooperation among the three littoral countries of Singapore, Malaysia and Indonesia is good. The Police Coast Guard of Singapore, the Malaysian Marine Police and the Marine Police of the Riau region have met regularly for exchanges. The navies of the three countries have also exercised together regularly, albeit more on a bilateral than multilateral basis. As a result, bilateral operating procedures are in place and a degree of inter-operability has been developed at the tactical level. The ease with which maritime security issues such as the interdiction and recovery of rogue vessels, the enhancement of surveillance abilities as well as data sharing between participating navies were included in recent bilateral exercises highlights the level of confidence developed between the respective units at the tactical level. This confidence is about to get a boost as exercises are multilateralised. For example, trilateral coordinated patrols (Malsindo) among the three countries were begun in July last year. Recently, there was the Eye In The Sky (EiS) initiative involving Singapore, Malaysia, Thailand and Indonesia. Moreover, the three littoral states are part of the Western Pacific Naval Symposium, a grouping of 22 navies in the Western Pacific that conducted a multilateral maritime-security sea exercise last May. Participating navies were required to share surveillance information via a locally developed data link unit. But while functional cooperation is good, each country has adopted different approaches in tackling maritime security issues, especially those posed by transnational threats. Malaysia, for example, has decided to centralise all its agencies for peacetime maritime affairs in the Malaysian Maritime Enforcement Agency (MMEA). Formed in November, the MMEA, which is akin to the US Coast Guard, is charged with maintaining law and order, preserving peace, safety and security, preventing and detecting crime, apprehending and prosecuting offenders and collecting security intelligence. It is to perform these tasks within the Malaysian maritime zone but it will come under the command and control of the Malaysian Armed Forces in emergencies, special crises or war. Indonesia, however, has opted to decentralise much of its policing functions to the provincial level. For example, its navy is no longer the sole agency responsible for maritime security. The provinces now have authority for up to 12 nautical miles of sea while the regencies are responsible for up to three nautical miles of sea. Also, the armed forces were recently placed under the defence minister, and the police force under the home affairs minister. This has diffused power as both police and military used to be under one rule previously. Singapore, on the other hand, has adopted a coordinating approach. Each of three maritime agencies is responsible for its respective area of purview while the Maritime Security Task Force coordinates their activities and looks into further ways of enhancing maritime security and promoting Singapore's broader maritime interests. The role of the Maritime and Port Authority (MPA) is to regulate the port industry in Singapore, to ensure its competitiveness and also to oversee the implementation of security measures mandated by the International Maritime Organisation. The MPA also has the task of handling civilian emergencies such as oil or chemical spills from vessels passing through the Singapore Strait. The Police Coast Guard maintains physical security within Singapore's territorial waters while the Republic of Singapore Navy oversees the seaward defence of Singapore's sea lanes. Increasingly, the navy is also being assigned constabulary duties, such as the boarding of selected ships within Singapore's waters to prevent hijacking. Although functional cooperation between the navies of the three littoral countries is excellent at the tactical level, this level of proficiency is not fully extended to the operational level. With Malaysia adopting a centralised approach, Indonesia a decentralised approach and Singapore a coordinating approach, the different decision-making structures make for a lack of operational efficiency. The incompatibility of the respective command and control organisations impedes performance when it comes to both the decision-making and interdiction phases of the response chain.

B) And, that leads to nuclear extinction 

Copley News Service 99 (December 1st) 
For decades, many children in America and other countries went to bed fearing annihilation by nuclear war. The specter of nuclear winter freezing the life out of planet Earth seemed very real. Activists protesting the World Trade Organization's meeting in Seattle apparently have forgotten that threat. The truth is that nations join together in groups like the WTO not just to further their own prosperity, but also to forestall conflict with other nations. In a way, our planet has traded in the threat of a worldwide nuclear war for the benefit of cooperative global economics. Some Seattle protesters clearly fancy themselves to be in the mold of nuclear disarmament or anti-Vietnam War protesters of decades past. But they're not. They're special-interest activists, whether the cause is environmental, labor or paranoia about global government. Actually, most of the demonstrators in Seattle are very much unlike yesterday's peace activists, such as Beatle John Lennon or philosopher Bertrand Russell, the father of the nuclear disarmament movement, both of whom urged people and nations to work together rather than strive against each other. These and other war protesters would probably approve of 135 WTO nations sitting down peacefully to discuss economic issues that in the past might have been settled by bullets and bombs. As long as nations are trading peacefully, and their economies are built on exports to other countries, they have a major disincentive to wage war. That's why bringing China, a budding superpower, into the WTO is so important. As exports to the United States and the rest of the world feed Chinese prosperity, and that prosperity increases demand for the goods we produce, the threat of hostility diminishes. Many anti-trade protesters in Seattle claim that only multinational corporations benefit from global trade, and that it's the everyday wage earners who get hurt. That's just plain wrong. First of all, it's not the military-industrial complex benefiting. It's U.S. companies that make high-tech goods. And those companies provide a growing number of jobs for Americans. In San Diego, many people have good jobs at Qualcomm, Solar Turbines and other companies for whom overseas markets are essential. In Seattle, many of the 100,000 people who work at Boeing would lose their livelihoods without world trade. Foreign trade today accounts for 30 percent of our gross domestic product. That's a lot of jobs for everyday workers. Growing global prosperity has helped counter the specter of nuclear winter. Nations of the world are learning to live and work together, like the singers of anti-war songs once imagined. Those who care about world peace shouldn't be protesting world trade. They should be celebrating it.
Indonesian Federalism = Secession

(grab impact from the generic secession module)

Indonesian federalism sparks separatism and causes state dissolution.

Manila Standard, 7/28/05. “FEDERALISM NO PANACEA.”

As in Japan, a federal union of semi-independent states in Indonesia would have encouraged separatism, as indeed the weakening of the central government after the fall of Suharto has encouraged separatist movements in Aceh, Manado and elsewhere.  (Largely Catholic East Timor separated from predominantly Muslim Indonesia during Suharto's watch, with the active encouragement of the western [i.e. nominally Christian] media.)  Federalism is more suitable for countries with large, contiguous land masses - such as Russia, Canada, the US, Brazil, Australia, India, Mexico and Germany - where centrifugal forces have less appeal. Yet even among these examples, there are separatist movements in Canada, Russia and India. Archipelagic countries (Japan, Indonesia, the Philippines) are better off with unitary states. The recent threat of certain Filipino mayors and governors, to secede from the Republic if President Arroyo is forcibly removed from power, may be dismissed as harmless political noise, but they may be aberrations of our personalistic culture, in the absence of a nationalistic one. In which case, federalism will just lead to the break-up of the Republic on the whim of regional political bosses.

Federalism in Indonesia stokes secessionist tendencies.

Catharin E. Dalpino, fellow in Foreign Policy Studies at the Brookings Institution. September 2001. Brookings Institution, Policy Brief #89. “Indonesia at the Crossroads.” http://www.brookings.edu/comm/policybriefs/pb89.htm
The greatest challenge to Indonesia's internal stability is the management of the numerous communal conflicts and secessionist movements in the provinces, which have erupted or become worse in the post-Suharto era. Each is a unique situation, but all have been exacerbated by a lack of attention by the Indonesian government in recent years as political elites have struggled among themselves for power in a changing system. The 1999 law to decentralize government is beginning to take hold and could lay the groundwork for more equitable and amicable relations between Jakarta and the provinces in the long-term. But in the short-run, because central government controls have loosened while provincial controls are not yet established, decentralization may only be pouring fuel on the flames of these conflicts.
Secession in Indonesia sparks secessionism throughout Asia.

Catharin E. Dalpino, fellow in Foreign Policy Studies at the Brookings Institution. September 2001. Brookings Institution, Policy Brief #89. “Indonesia at the Crossroads.” http://www.brookings.edu/comm/policybriefs/pb89.htm
Once a critical 'domino' in the cold war Asian security arena, Indonesia has new significance in the post-cold war world as a model for other countries in the process of rapid political and social change. As a Muslim-majority country, Indonesia's democratic experiment offers lessons for other societies with significant Muslim populations that are emerging from authoritarian rule. As the most ethnically diverse country in Asia, Jakarta's ability (or failure) to accommodate communal differences while maintaining national unity will influence stability in its neighbors with sharp internal divisions. If the fundamentalist province of Aceh withdraws from Indonesia, it will embolden separatist groups in the Philippine province of Mindinao and leaders of Malaysia's Islamic Party, which is gaining strength at the local level. Indonesia's experience in establishing democratic civil-military relations could have some influence on the course of political development in Burma, where the military is hinting it may restart political dialogue with the civilian opposition. The junta in Rangoon has publicly drawn parallels between the Indonesian and Burmese systems.
Impact - Devolution=Conflict
EMPIRICALLY, STATE DEVOLUTION PROMOTES ETHNO-NATIONALISM 

Valerie Bunce, US Peace Institute, 1999 (POLITICS AND SOCIETY, June, p. 217-8) 

 The formal end of the Yugoslav state, then, was preceded for at least a decade by a process in which the state, precisely and ironically in strict accordance with ideological precepts, had withered away. Economic, political, and cultural sovereignty, therefore, had been parceled, and all three forms of sovereignty resided n the republics that made up the Yugoslav confederation - or what Sabrina Rarnet aptly termed that time on the Yugoslav "international system." Thus, while struggles over power and reform immediately preceded, as well as caused, a sudden and rapid decentralization of the Czechoslovak and Soviet states, a decentralized political economy with full institutional expression was already in place by the time the Yugoslav regime and state came into serious question. 

DEVOLUTION CAUSED ETHNIC CONFLICTS THAT FEDERALISM COULDN'T SOLVE IN YUGOSLAVIA

 Carol Salnik Leff, Political Science Professor, 1999 (WORLD POLITICS, June, p. 224-5)  
By the period of multiple transitions in 1990, therefore, the center no longer held the cards to coordinate a policy of state maintenance. It was forced to rely on the constitutional courts for adjudication of republican sovereignty initiatives and helpless to enforce court decisions, which republics systematically flouted. The center had lost control of the agenda of constitutional revision. Instead those battles were increasingly fought directly between and among the republics, within the federal presidency, and bilaterally, as the framework of federal coordination broke down. It was the refusal of Milosevic of Serbia to negotiate a more confederal model as much as the resistance of the deadlocked federal government that set the stage for the Croatian and Slovenian exodus from the state in June 1991. Once again, the republics seized the initiative from the center in determining the course of negotiations, although in this case the outcome was a bargaining stalemate among the republics and violently contested secession. 

STATE DEVOLUTION PROMOTES ETHNIC VIOLENCE

 D. Lake, Political Science Professor, 1998 (THE INTERNATIONAL SPREAD OF ETHNIC CONFLICT, Ed. D. Lake, p. 8)  

When central authority declines, groups become fearful for their survival. They invest in and prepare for violence, and thereby make actual violence possible. Whether arising incrementally out of competition between groups or from extremist factions actively seeking to destroy ethnic peace, state weakness is a necessary precondition for violent ethnic conflict to erupt. 
Devolution t/ case – increases poverty

DEVOLUTION WILL WIDEN THE RICH-POOR GAP

John D. Donahue, JFK School of Government, 1997 (DISUNITED STATES, p. 163) 
It is by no means certain that America will be able to reverse growing economic inequality and the erosion of the middle class, no matter how we structure our politics. Devolution, however, will worsen the odds. Shared prosperity, amid the maelstrom of economic change tearing away at the industrial underpinnings of middle-class culture, is an artifact of policy. Policies to shore up the middle class include work-based antipoverty efforts that become both more important and more expensive as unskilled jobs evaporate; relentless investments in education and job training; measures to strengthen employees' leverage in the workplaces; and a more progressive tilt in the overall burden of taxation. The individual states - each scrambling to lure mobile capital, fearful of losing business and well-off residents to lower-tax rivals,, anxious to minimize their burden of needy citizens, -- will find such policies nearly impossible to sustain. As Washington sheds responsibilities and interstate rivalry intensifies, only a small-government agenda becomes realistic. 
63/122

