1AC NFL
1AC Economy

The economy is trapped in a cycle of stagnation – collapse is inevitable without manufacturing and jobs growth
Boak 2/9/14

Josh Boak, Associated Press economics Writer. "US economy may be stuck in slow lane for long run" February 9, 2014. news.yahoo.com/us-economy-may-stuck-slow-151732277.html

WASHINGTON (AP) -- In the 4½ years since the Great Recession ended, millions of Americans who have gone without jobs or raises have found themselves wondering something about the economic recovery:¶ Is this as good as it gets?¶ It increasingly looks that way.¶ Two straight weak job reports have raised doubts about economists' predictions of breakout growth in 2014. The global economy is showing signs of slowing — again. Manufacturing has slumped. Fewer people are signing contracts to buy homes. Global stock markets have sunk as anxiety has gripped developing nations.¶ Some long-term trends are equally dispiriting.¶ The Congressional Budget Office foresees growth picking up through 2016, only to weaken starting in 2017. By the CBO's reckoning, the economy will soon slam into a demographic wall: The vast baby boom generation will retire. Their exodus will shrink the share of Americans who are working, which will hamper the economy's ability to accelerate.¶ At the same time, the government may have to borrow more, raise taxes or cut spending to support Social Security and Medicare for those retirees.¶ Only a few weeks ago, at least the short-term view looked brighter. Entering 2014, many economists predicted growth would top 3 percent for the first time since 2005. That pace would bring the U.S. economy near its average post-World War II annual growth rate. Some of the expected improvement would come from the government exerting less drag on the economy this year after having slashed spending and raised taxes in 2013.¶ In addition, steady job gains dating back to 2010 should unleash more consumer spending. Each of the 7.8 million jobs that have been added provided income to someone who previously had little or none. It amounts to "adrenaline" for the economy, said Carl Tannenbaum, chief economist for Northern Trust.¶ And since 70 percent of the economy flows from consumers, their increased spending would be expected to drive stronger hiring and growth.¶ "There is a dividing line between a slow-growth economy that is not satisfactory and above-trend growth with a tide strong enough to lift all the boats and put people back to work," said Chris Rupkey, chief financial economist at Bank of Tokyo-Mitsubishi. "That number is 3 percent."¶ The recovery had appeared to achieve a breakthrough in the final quarter of 2013. The economy grew at an annual pace of 3.2 percent last quarter. Leading the upswing was a 3.3 percent surge in the rate of consumer spending, which had been slack for much of the recovery partly because of high debt loads and stagnant pay.¶ Yet for now, winter storms and freezing temperatures, along with struggles in Europe and Asia, have slowed manufacturing and the pace of hiring.¶ Just 113,000 jobs were added in January, the government said Friday. In December, employers had added a puny 75,000. Job creation for the past two months is roughly half its average for the past two years. A third sluggish jobs report in February would further dim hopes for a breakout year.¶ "Three months in a row would mean the job market is taking a turn for the worst," said Stuart Hoffman, chief economist for PNC Financial Services.¶ Former Treasury Secretary Larry Summers and Nobel Prize winner Paul Krugman have suggested that the economy might be in a semi-permanent funk. In November, Summers warned in a speech that the economy is trapped by "secular stagnation." By that, he meant a prolonged period of weak demand and slow growth.¶ If the United States hasn't already slipped into that period, the CBO predicts it could over the next four years. That's when the retirements of baby boomers would start to restrain growth.¶ The economy will expand 2.7 percent in 2017 before declining to an average of 2.2 percent through 2024, the CBO estimates. That's about as sluggish as the current recovery has been, on average, so far.¶ There are no documented examples of an economy that had to emerge from a financial crisis while simultaneously absorbing the effects of an aging population, noted Harvard University economist Carmen Reinhart, who has researched eight centuries of crises with her colleague Ken Rogoff.

Border infrastructure is failing—inefficient ports of entry are eroding our competitiveness
Taylor 12/6/13 (Steve Taylor, Rio Grande Guardian, citing Ana Luisa Fajer Flores, director general for North America Affairs in the Mexican Ministry of Foreign Affairs. "Fajer Flores: Border ports of entry simply not efficient enough" December 6, 2013.  www.riograndeguardian.com/business_story.asp?story_no=5)
BROWNSVILLE, December 6 - An official with the Mexican Ministry of Foreign Affairs said the message from Upper Rio Grande Valley stakeholders was loud and clear – infrastructure at border ports of entry is woefully inadequate.¶ Ana Luisa Fajer Flores, director general for North American Affairs, met privately with Upper Valley economic development, city, and bridge officials at the Mexican Consulate’s office in McAllen on Thursday. On Friday, Fajer Flores spoke at the Binational Economic Development Zone Summit at UT-Brownsville.¶ “We had a very productive meeting in McAllen. It was a real eye opener. The complaints of the stakeholders have been made public, that it is incredible the infrastructure we have, the waiting times, the saturation of the ports, the lack of quality of life when people are waiting in those immense lines. They do not have the basics, they do not have restrooms. We have to act in this regards,” Fajer Flores told the Guardian, after speech at UTB.¶ “They stakeholders were very clear, they need an efficient border. Their point is that it is just incredible that we have these challenges, here in the 21st Century. We are trading $1.3 billion dollars every single day and yet we have these infrastructure challenges. It does not make sense. We definitely need a more efficient border. We have a huge challenge.”¶ Asked if most of the responsibility for improving efficiencies at border ports of entries was down to the U.S. government, said “no,” that it was a shared responsibility with Mexico.¶ “We are so linked and integrated today that everything is a shared responsibility. We have to do our homework. But we do have the mechanisms in place. We have the 21St Century Border Executive Bilateral Committee. We work and analyze the projects.”¶ 21St Century Border Executive Bilateral Committee was set up by the U.S. and Mexican federal governments. Fajer Flores said the committee has asked the North American Development Bank to assist with mapping the ports of entry so that projects can be prioritized through a holistic approach.¶ In her interview with the Guardian, Fajer Flores referenced the State of the Border Report published earlier this year by the Woodrow Wilson Center. Chris Wilson, one of the authors of the 174-page document, also spoke at the Binational Economic Development Zone Summit.¶ The State of the Border Report pointed out that well over a billion dollars’ worth of goods cross the border each day. It stated that “long and unpredictable wait times at the border ports of entry are costing the United States and Mexican economies many billions of dollars each year.” It also said that trusted traveler and shipper programs, such as SENTRI, FAST, and C-TPAT, allow vetted, low-risk individuals and shipments expedited passage across the border. “Improving these programs and significantly expanding enrollment could increase border efficiency with minimal investments in infrastructure and staffing—all while strengthening security by giving border officials more time to focus on unknown and potentially dangerous individuals and shipments,” the report stated.¶ A common complaint from border leaders over the years has been that both Washington, D.C., and Mexico City fail to understand the challenges faced on the border and often times ignore its needs. Fajer Flores said she is very much aware of the needs and is working on recommendations from working groups.¶ “The border is central for both countries. It is one of the most dynamic regions in the world. If you combine the four border states in the United States and the six border states in Mexico, it is the fourth largest economy in the world. Mexico and the U.S., trade almost one million dollars every minute. That is the dynamism of the border. We have to better understand the border because we are sometimes too far from the border. We have to come here to see the border, to feel it and then we can move forward in making decisions,” Fajer Flores said.¶ Fajer Flores said the border region needs to become more competitive in order to compete with Asia. That means ports of entry need to be more efficient, security has to be improved and the knowledge base of the region has to be expanded.¶ “We have to promote education and innovation. We have to go beyond a non-skilled labor force or a cheap labor force. We have to design things, not just manufacture things, we need to innovate together in order to move forward. We have to combine this with a low-cost manufacturing base. Mexico is in a different position today. We are graduating engineers from our universities. There is a rising middle class in Mexico. We have good momentum. We have to take advantage of that,” Fajer Flores said.¶ NAFTA did a great job but now the U.S., Mexico and Canada needs something else, Fajer Flores argued.¶ “We need innovation, education, mobility between the two countries. We need more research and bi-national laboratories. The border is no longer stiff lines that divide countries. It is about flows, flows of goods, flows of people, flows of ideas and stories. We need dialogue, we need ideas, but we need actions as well,” Fajer Flores said.¶ Fajer Flores concluded her observations by praising the “amazingly talented and hardworking people” of the border. “When you come here and listen to the stakeholders, you have a sense of what is needed here. They have vision. We are trying to do that by organizing these binational workshops with the purpose not of talking, talking, talking, which as governments we are usually good at, but we really want to listen as to what the needs are,” she said.¶ Fajer Flores pointed to an infrastructure workshop held in Tijuana that looked at the issue from an integral perspective, not a regional perspective. It was timed to take advantage of the North American Competitiveness and Innovation Conference being held at the same time in San Diego. “We need more of that, by taking a holistic approach, not by patronizing but by listening to the stakeholders. So, we have conclusions, we have recommendations, and we have to pay attention to those recommendations.”¶ Fajer Flores said similar workshops will be held. “We will probably have a workshop in Laredo that focuses on competitiveness. We will hold others that focus on sustainability and quality of life. From these we want punctual and precise recommendations.”¶ 

Congestion throughout the US-Mexico border region undermines production efficiency—lack of infrastructure thickens traffic creating costly wait times
Lee and Wilson 12 (Erik, Associate Director at the North American Center for Transborder Studies (NACTS) at Arizona State University, and Chris, Associate at the Mexico Institute of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars. He develops the Institute’s research and programming on regional economic integration and U.S.-Mexico border affairs. "Whole Nations Waiting" Site Selection Magazine, July 2012. www.siteselection.com/issues/2012/jul/us-mex-border.cfm)

Commerce between the United States and Mexico is one of the great — yet underappreciated — success stories of the global economy. In 2011 U.S.-Mexico goods and services trade reached the major milestone of one-half trillion dollars with virtually no recognition. The United States is Mexico's top trading partner, and Mexico — which has gained macroeconomic stability and expanded its middle class over the last two decades — is the United States' second largest export market and third largest trading partner.¶ Seventy percent of bilateral commerce crosses the border via trucks, meaning the border region is literally where "the rubber hits the road" for bilateral relations. This also means that not only California and Baja California, but also Michigan and Michoacán, all have a major stake in efficient and secure border management.¶ The quantity of U.S.-Mexico trade is impressive, but its quality makes it unique. The United States and Mexico do not just sell goods to one another, they actually work together to manufacture them. Through production sharing, materials and parts often cross back and forth between factories on each side of the border as a final product is made and assembled. As a result, U.S. imports from Mexico contain, on average, 40 percent U.S. content, and Mexico's imports from the U.S. also have a high level of Mexican content.¶ This system of joint production has two important consequences. First, it means that our economies are profoundly linked. We tend to experience growth and recession together, and productivity gains or losses on one side of the border generally cause a corresponding gain or loss in competitiveness on the other side as well. Second, the fact that goods often cross the border several times as they are being produced creates a multiplier effect for gains and losses in border efficiency. Whereas goods from China only go through customs and inspection once as they enter the U.S. or Mexico, products built by regional manufacturers bear the costs of long and unpredictable border wait times and significant customs requirements each time they cross the U.S.-Mexico border.¶ Corridors in Crisis¶ This trade relationship requires major infrastructure to function effectively. The largest trade corridor, often referred to as the NASCO corridor, links central and eastern Mexico to Texas, the American Midwest, Northeast, and Ontario, utilizing the key Laredo-Nuevo Laredo ports of entry (POEs). Other important trade arteries include the CANAMEX Corridor, which connects western Mexico to the intermountain United States and Canadian province of Alberta, as well as the shorter but high-volume I-5 corridor connecting California to Baja California. As the economies of both the U.S. and Mexico grow, it is likely that this network of freight transportation infrastructure — and the land POEs that serve as nodes in this network — will experience added stress.¶ Unfortunately, the infrastructure and capacity of the ports of entry to process goods and individuals entering the United States has not kept pace with the expansion of bilateral trade or the population growth of the border region. Instead, the need for greater border security following the terrorist attacks of 9/11 led to a thickening of the border, dividing the twin cities that characterize the region and adding costly, long and unpredictable wait times for commercial and personal crossers alike. Congestion acts as a drag on the competitiveness of the region and of the United States and Mexico in their entirety. Solutions are needed that strengthen both border security and efficiency at the same time.¶ The integrated nature of the North American manufacturing sector makes eliminating border congestion an important way to enhance regional competitiveness. The global economic crisis forced manufacturers to look for ways to cut costs. After taking into consideration factors such as rising fuel costs, increasing wages in China and the ability to automate an ever greater portion of the production process, many American companies decided to nearshore factories to Mexico or reshore them to the United States, taking advantage of strong human capital and shorter supply chains. Bilateral trade dropped significantly during the recession but has since rebounded strongly, growing significantly faster than trade with China.¶ But the growth of trade continues to add pressure on the already strained POEs and transportation corridors. Several studies have attempted to quantify the costs of border area congestion to the economies of the United States and Mexico. In what is perhaps a testimony to the fragmented and geographically disperse nature of the border region, most of these studies have focused on particular North-South corridors of traffic and trade rather than taking a comprehensive, border-wide approach. The specific results of the studies (see table on p. 108) are quite varied. Nonetheless, one message comes through quite clearly — long and unpredictable wait times at the POEs are costing the United States and Mexican economies many billions of dollars each year.
Only proactive border investment in POEs can but the economy on the path to recovery – increases trade, jobs, and small businesses

Cuellar 3/4/14 
Henry, Member of the U.S. House of Representatives from Texas's 28th district, "Investment needed in trade infrastructure", March 4 2014, www.mysanantonio.com/news/local/communities/northeast/article/Investment-needed-in-trade-infrastructure-5285660.php
The impact of international trade can be felt in every town, city, and business across the United States. It creates jobs, supports small businesses, and puts more money in the pocket of hardworking Americans.¶ We have a responsibility to our nation's still fragile economy to take every reasonable step to invest in this critical segment of the economy that touches nearly every state in the country.¶ Last week, the president was in Mexico for a meeting with Mexican President, Enrique Peña Nieto, and the Canadian Prime Minister, Stephen Harper, on the twentieth anniversary of the implementation of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA). The agreement between the United States, Canada, and Mexico had a transformative and unprecedented impact on the continent, creating a single market with 400 million people and accounting for one-third of the world's output of approximately $1 trillion per year.¶ With the success of NAFTA, we need to make sure the Trans Pacific Partnership is negotiated in the right way with our partners so that we can continue to build trade and commerce. Increased trade will only benefit the American economy and create more jobs.¶ That is why investments in our trade infrastructure are so important. If we are going to embark on new trade partnerships, we need to create a 21st century border, increase the number of Customs and Border Protection officers at our ports of entry, and make sure that the flow of trade benefits our businesses and economy. Failing to make proactive and meaningful investments in our ports of entry will threaten over $1 trillion in trade and countless jobs.¶ In my hometown of Laredo, a border city of more than 250,000 people that handles 45% of all trade between the United States and Mexico, I was joined last week by the Deputy Secretary ofDepartment of Homeland Security, Alejandro Mayorkas, and the Administrator of the General Services Administration, Dan Tangherlini, to announce more than $61 million in federal funding to modernize and upgrade the facilities at two of the four international bridges in Laredo.¶ In 2012, the Laredo ports of entry were number 1 in the nation for truck border crossings with over 1.7 million crossings and when combined with the over 4.4 million automobile crossings and 38,000 bus crossings, the ports of entry at Laredo registered as the nation's number 1 busiest bus and the 3rd busiest automobile ports of entry.¶ These are not bridges to nowhere; these are bridges to new jobs, new markets, and new prosperity.¶ The strength of international trade is a bellwether for the strength of the American economy. If we invested in all our ports of entry to modernize infrastructure and update technology, our economy would be put on an even stronger path to full recovery.¶ 
A US-Mexico border that doesn’t stifle commerce is critical for our economy—exports generate billions in revenue for our manufacturing sector
Marczak et al 13 

Jason, AS/COA directory of policy, Andreina Seijas, AS/COA policy associate, Leani Garcia, the AS/COA Integration and Immmigration Initiative, "Get the Facts: Five Reasons Why the U.S.-Mexico Border Is Critical to the Economy", July 30 2013, www.as-coa.org/articles/get-facts-five-reasons-why-us-mexico-border-critical-economy
The U.S.-Mexico border offers unparalleled economic opportunities for Americans who live near the border as well as for workers and their employers throughout the United States. With the House of Representatives looking at various approaches to immigration reform—in which increased border security is a top priority—it is also critical to look at how the border improves competitiveness and brings direct and indirect prosperity to communities across the country.¶ This fact sheet—the fifth in our series on immigrants and the economy—details five reasons why U.S.-Mexico border is critical for the U.S. economy. A secure border is vital, but so is a border that provides security in a way that does not result in the unintended consequence of unnecessarily stifling commerce.¶ Five Reasons Why the U.S.-Mexico Border Is Critical for the U.S. Economy¶ 1. U.S.-Mexico trade surpasses $1 billion every day, with the vast majority of bilateral commerce crossing our land border.¶ Mexico is the second largest destination of U.S. goods and services after Canada. In 2012, U.S. exports to Mexico totaled $216 billion—more than U.S. exports to Japan and China combined. [1]¶ Mexico is the United States’ third largest trading partner. Since NAFTA was signed in 1994, bilateral trade levels have quintupled, reaching $494 billion in 2012. [2]¶ Close to 80 percent of bilateral trade crosses the U.S.-Mexico land border every day. [3]¶ 2. Millions of U.S. jobs depend on U.S. trade with Mexico—and on efficient cross-border commerce facilitation.¶ Six million U.S. jobs are supported by bilateral trade with Mexico, which means that one in 24 workers depend on U.S.-Mexico trade. [4]¶ More than 20 percent of U.S. jobs are linked to trade along the border. [5]¶ NAFTA-related trade between the United States and Mexico has added 1.7 million U.S. jobs. [6]¶ Trade with Mexico has created 692,000 jobs in California alone. U.S.-Mexico trade generated over 200,000 jobs in New York, Florida, Illinois, Pennsylvania, and Ohio, and more than 100,000 jobs in 22 other states. [7]¶ 3. Key U.S. industries vital to our national economy depend on Mexico.¶ In 2012, the top U.S. export categories to Mexico—machinery, mineral fuel and oil, vehicles, and plastic—added $128 billion to the U.S. economy. [8]¶ The United States and Mexico traded $70 billion in machinery, tools, and equipment in 2009, which were then used to produce other goods to be consumed locally or sold to foreign markets. [9]¶ The production-sharing model of U.S.-Mexico trade means that cars built in North America cross U.S. borders—both with Canada and Mexico—at least eight times during production. [10]¶ Even imports from Mexico support U.S. industries, with imported goods comprised of 40 percent U.S. content on average. [11]¶ 4. Mexico is on the rise, with a growing middle class looking to legally cross our southern border to spend tourism dollars in the United States.¶ Over 13 million Mexicans traveled to the United States in 2010, spending $8.7 billion—second only to Canadians. [12]¶ Mexico may become the world’s fifth largest economy by 2050, with a higher GDP per capita than all but three European countries. [13] The border is an important gateway for welcoming Mexican tourists ready to spend their disposable income.¶ From 2007 to 2008, Mexican tourists who entered the United States through land ports of entry spent $2.69 billion [14] in Arizona alone, creating 23,400 direct jobs and 7,000 indirect jobs for Arizonans. [15]¶ 5. Border communities throughout the U.S. southwest depend on Mexico to keep their economies growing.¶ In 2012, Mexico was the main export destination for three out of four border states: Arizona, California, and Texas. [16]¶ Twenty-three states count Mexico as their number one or number two export market. In 2012, 36 states counted Mexico as a top-five market. [17]¶ The San Diego-Tijuana border area, or the Cali Baja Bi-National Mega-Region, is a leading manufacturing and high-technology hub that spans both sides of the border, representing $202 billion in GDP in 2011 and a labor force made up of 3.1 million people. [18]¶ 
Manufacturing is the backbone of the economy — it undergirds growth, innovation, knowledge generation and generates a spillover effect
Creticos and Sohnen 13 — Peter A. Creticos, President and Executive Director of the Institute for Workand the Economy, a Chicago-based think tank specializing in national and regionalworkforce and economic development policies. He is also Principal of the policyconsultancy Peter A. Creticos, Ltd. He recently finished a four-year appointmentas Visiting Fellow at the Institute for Latino Studies at the University of NotreDame. Dr. Creticos is an adjunct faculty member of the University of Illinois at ChicagoCollege of Urban Planning and Public Administration, at the Illinois Instituteof Technology Stuart School of Business, and in the Department of Political Scienceand Public Administration at Roosevelt University. Prior to establishing theInstitute in 2000, Dr. Creticos served in senior positions in state and local government and nationaland state nongovernmental organizations (NGOs).Dr. Creticos earned his PhD at the McCormick School of Engineering and Applied Sciences at NorthwesternUniversity, where he conducted research on job matching. He also earned an MM atNorthwestern’s Kellogg Graduate School of Management, an MA in political science from theUniversity of Missouri at St. Louis, and a BA in philosophy from Washington University in St. Louis, and Eleanor Sohnen, Policy Analyst at the Migration Policy Institute, where sheworks for the Regional Migration Study Group. Her research interests include theinteraction of source-country education and workforce systems and migration,and the social and economic integration of intraregional labor migrants in LatinAmerica.Ms. Sohnen previously served as a consultant to the Inter-American DevelopmentBank (IDB), designing and implementing workforce development and capacity-buildingprojects in public employment services and migration management.While at IDB, she coauthored Crossing Borders for Work: New Trends and Policies in Labor Migrationin Latin America and the Caribbean (IDB, 2012); On the Other Side of the Fence: Changing Dynamicsof Migration in the Americas (MPI, 2010); and The Financial Crisis and Latin American and CaribbeanLabor Markets: Risks and Policy Responses (IDB, 2009).She holds a master’s degree from Johns Hopkins University’s Nitze School of Advanced InternationalStudies in international relations and international economics with a focus on Latin America anddevelopment economics, and a bachelor’s degree in Latin American Studies from Oberlin College (Peter A. Creticos, Eleanor Sohnen, Wilson Center — Migration Policy Institute, “MANUFACTURING IN THE UNITED STATES,MEXICO, AND CENTRAL AMERICA:Implications for Competitivenessand Migration”, January 2013, http://www.migrationpolicy.org/pubs/RMSG-Manufacturing.pdf)
The importance of manufacturing to the US economy is equaled by its importance in the country’s historical narrative. The United States has been the leading producer of manufactured goods for more than 100 years, currently producing nearly 18 percent of global manufactured products.3 The sector has long sustained the country’s economic growth, spurring constant innovation and knowledge generation. However, manufacturing has been declining as a share of gross domestic product (GDP) and employment. The sector now accounts for 12 percent of US GDP,4 with the four largest subsectors — computers and electronics; chemicals; food, beverages, and tobacco; and petroleum and coal — making up 51 percent of total manufacturing GDP.5 At its highest point, in 1944, the total manufacturing employment share in the United States reached nearly 40 percent. However, increasingly challenged by its Asian competitors in the 1970s and ’80s, the United States lost more than 40 percent of its manufacturing jobs between June 1979 and December 2009, with the worst losses coming in the first decade of the 21st century. Today, manufacturing employs 11 percent of the US private-sector workforce. Nationwide, immigrants from Mexico and Central America’s Northern Triangle make up a little more than 6 percent of the total civilian workforce — but are overrepresented in manufacturing, where they are nearly 8 percent of all workers in the sector. In fact, manufacturing is the second-biggest employment source for all immigrants from these four countries, trailing only construction.6 Despite the long-run manufacturing employment losses, the industry remains vitally important to the US economy. Manufacturing is a source of high-wage jobs for workers at all skill and education levels, but is an especially important source of jobs for those who would otherwise earn the lowest wages.7 In addition to production jobs, manufacturing ordinarily has a high “spillover” effect, indirectly creating millions of service jobs along the skills spectrum. (Production and service occupations include designers, engineers, machinists, assemblers, inspectors, sales representatives, and packagers, to name just a few roles.) The “renaissance” of manufacturing is a topic of note in the media, and subject to debate among economists. Some manufacturers have “inshored,” or relocated factories from Asia to the United States, citing rising labor costs in China and distance from R&D functions as drivers of their decision. Indeed, manufacturing’s share of employment is up slightly from a low of 8.79 percent in November 2010.8 However, the gains in manufacturing jobs from January 2010 to October 2012 — an increase of 500,000 jobs, or 4.4 percent from the trough9 — though a positive sign for the industry, have not matched the job losses suffered during the previous decade. On the bright side, the gains have been mainly concentrated in durable goods manufacturing, which tends to be a more productive and thus higher-wage part of the industry. In fact, the top four export subsectors by value — transportation and aerospace equipment, computers and electronic products, chemicals, and nonelectrical machinery — accounted for nearly two-thirds of US manufactured exports in 2010,10 and these key subsectors may have the potential to maintain or expand employment in the United States. 

Increasing US manufacturing output prevents a global economic collapse—2008 put us on the brink

Lagarde 13 

Christine, managing director of the International Monetary Fund, speech in front of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, "The Interconnected Gklobal Economy: Challenges and Opportunities for the United States--and the World", Sept 19 2013, www.imf.org/external/np/speeches/2013/091913.htm

The United States plays a unique role in the global economy. I am thinking, for instance, of global trade—of which the U.S. accounts for 11 percent. The U.S. also represents 20 percent of global manufacturing value-added. I know that you recognize the potential of an even bigger market. Tom and others at the Chamber have often referred to 95 percent of your potential customers living “outside the U.S.”¶ America’s global financial ties are even deeper. Foreign banks hold about $5½ trillion of U.S. assets, while American banks hold about $3 trillion of foreign claims. Meanwhile, close to half of the S&P500’s sales originate from foreign operations.¶ These interconnections have great benefits for the United States. But they are not without risks—two-way risks—and we saw some of these play out during this crisis.¶ We all remember, five years ago, how the collapse of one U.S. bank ushered in a harsh new reality across sectors, across countries, and across the world. As those tensions traveled across the Atlantic, for example, they exposed tensions in Europe.¶ Considering that 20 percent of U.S. exports are destined for Europe, and that more than half of U.S. overseas assets are held in Europe, you clearly have a large stake in the recovery there.¶ And yet, despite the risks, I know that you are also deeply aware of how much can be gained from engaging with the rest of the world.¶ President Taft, who helped establish the Chamber, captured this when he said: “I am in favor of helping the prosperity of all countries because, when we are all prosperous, the trade with each becomes more valuable to the other.”¶ What was true in President Taft’s day is even more true in today’s interconnected world: a strong U.S. economy and a strong global economy are two sides of the same coin.

Global economic decline leads to miscalculation and crisis escalation

Harris and Burrows, ‘09 [Mathew, PhD European History at Cambridge, counselor in the National Intelligence Council (NIC) and Jennifer, member of the NIC’s Long Range Analysis Unit “Revisiting the Future: Geopolitical Effects of the Financial Crisis” http://www.ciaonet.org/journals/twq/v32i2/f_0016178_13952.pdf]

Increased Potential for Global Conflict Of course, the report encompasses more than economics and indeed believes the future is likely to be the result of a number of intersecting and interlocking forces. With so many possible permutations of outcomes, each with ample Revisiting the Future opportunity for unintended consequences, there is a growing sense of insecurity. Even so, history may be more instructive than ever. While we continue to believe that the Great Depression is not likely to be repeated, the lessons to be drawn from that period include the harmful effects on fledgling democracies and multiethnic societies (think Central Europe in 1920s and 1930s) and on the sustainability of multilateral institutions (think League of Nations in the same period). There is no reason to think that this would not be true in the twenty-first as much as in the twentieth century. For that reason, the ways in which the potential for greater conflict could grow would seem to be even more apt in a constantly volatile economic environment as they would be if change would be steadier. In surveying those risks, the report stressed the likelihood that terrorism and nonproliferation will remain priorities even as resource issues move up on the international agenda. Terrorism’s appeal will decline if economic growth continues in the Middle East and youth unemployment is reduced. For those terrorist groups that remain active in 2025, however, the diffusion of technologies and scientific knowledge will place some of the world’s most dangerous capabilities within their reach. Terrorist groups in 2025 will likely be a combination of descendants of long established groups_inheriting organizational structures, command and control processes, and training procedures necessary to conduct sophisticated attacks_and newly emergent collections of the angry and disenfranchised that become self-radicalized, particularly in the absence of economic outlets that would become narrower in an economic downturn. The most dangerous casualty of any economically-induced drawdown of U.S. military presence would almost certainly be the Middle East. Although Iran’s acquisition of nuclear weapons is not inevitable, worries about a nuclear-armed Iran could lead states in the region to develop new security arrangements with external powers, acquire additional weapons, and consider pursuing their own nuclear ambitions. It is not clear that the type of stable deterrent relationship that existed between the great powers for most of the Cold War would emerge naturally in the Middle East with a nuclear Iran. Episodes of low intensity conflict and terrorism taking place under a nuclear umbrella could lead to an unintended escalation and broader conflict if clear red lines between those states involved are not well established. The close proximity of potential nuclear rivals combined with underdeveloped surveillance capabilities and mobile dual-capable Iranian missile systems also will produce inherent difficulties in achieving reliable indications and warning of an impending nuclear attack. The lack of strategic depth in neighboring states like Israel, short warning and missile flight times, and uncertainty of Iranian intentions may place more focus on preemption rather than defense, potentially leading to escalating crises. 36 Types of conflict that the world continues to experience, such as over resources, could reemerge,particularly if protectionism grows and there is a resort to neo-mercantilist practices. Perceptions of renewed energy scarcity will drive countries to take actions to assure their future access to energy supplies. In the worst case, this could result in interstate conflicts if government leaders deem assured access to energy resources, for example, to be essential for maintaining domestic stability and the survival of their regime. Even actions short of war, however, will have important geopolitical implications. Maritime security concerns are providing a rationale for naval buildups and modernization efforts, such as China’s and India’s development of blue water naval capabilities. If the fiscal stimulus focus for these countries indeed turns inward, one of the most obvious funding targets may be military. Buildup of regional naval capabilities could lead to increased tensions, rivalries, and counterbalancing moves, but it also will create opportunities for multinational cooperation in protecting critical sea lanes. With water also becoming scarcer in Asia and the Middle East, cooperation to manage changing water resources is likely to be increasingly difficult both within and between states in a more dog-eat-dog world.
Broad studies prove our argument

Royal, ‘10 [2010, Jedediah Royal is the Director of Cooperative Threat Reduction at the U.S. Department of Defense, “Economic Integration, Economic Signaling and the Problem of Economic Crises, Economics of War and Peace: Economic, Legal and Political Perspectives”, ed. By Goldsmith and Brauer, p. 213-215]
Less intuitive is how periods of economic decline may increase the likelihood of external conflict. Political science literature has contributed a moderate degree of attention to the impact of economic decline and the security and defence behaviour of interdependent stales. Research in this vein has been considered at systemic, dyadic and national levels. Several notable contributions follow. First, on the systemic level. Pollins (20081 advances Modclski and Thompson's (1996) work on leadership cycle theory, finding that rhythms in the global economy are associated with the rise and fall of a pre-eminent power and the often bloody transition from one pre-eminent leader to the next. As such, exogenous shocks such as economic crises could usher in a redistribution of relative power (see also Gilpin. 19SJ) that leads to uncertainty about power balances, increasing the risk of miscalculation (Fcaron. 1995). Alternatively, even a relatively certain redistribution of power could lead to a permissive environment for conflict as a rising power may seek to challenge a declining power (Werner. 1999). Separately. Pollins (1996) also shows that global economic cycles combined with parallel leadership cycles impact the likelihood of conflict among major, medium and small powers, although he suggests that the causes and connections between global economic conditions and security conditions remain unknown. Second, on a dyadic level. Copeland's (1996. 2000) theory of trade expectations suggests that 'future expectation of trade' is a significant variable in understanding economic conditions and security behaviour of states. He argues that interdependent states arc likely to gain pacific benefits from trade so long as they have an optimistic view of future trade relations. However, if the expectations of future trade decline, particularly for difficult to replace items such as energy resources, the likelihood for conflict increases, as states will be inclined to use force to gain access to those resources. Crises could potentially be the trigger for decreased trade expectations either on its own or because it triggers protectionist moves by interdependent states.4 Third, others have considered the link between economic decline and external armed conflict at a national level. Mom berg and Hess (2002) find a strong correlation between internal conflict and external conflict, particularly during periods of economic downturn. They write. The linkage, between internal and external conflict and prosperity are strong and mutually reinforcing. Economic conflict lends to spawn internal conflict, which in turn returns the favour. Moreover, the presence of a recession tends to amplify the extent to which international and external conflicts self-reinforce each other (Hlomhen? & Hess. 2(102. p. X9> Economic decline has also been linked with an increase in the likelihood of terrorism (Blombcrg. Hess. & Wee ra pan a, 2004). which has the capacity to spill across borders and lead to external tensions. Furthermore, crises generally reduce the popularity of a sitting government. "Diversionary theory" suggests that, when facing unpopularity arising from economic decline, sitting governments have increased incentives to fabricate external military conflicts to create a 'rally around the flag' effect. Wang (1996), DcRoucn (1995), and Blombcrg. Hess, and Thacker (2006) find supporting evidence showing that economic decline and use of force arc at least indirecti) correlated. Gelpi (1997). Miller (1999). and Kisangani and Pickering (2009) suggest that Ihe tendency towards diversionary tactics arc greater for democratic states than autocratic states, due to the fact that democratic leaders are generally more susceptible to being removed from office due to lack of domestic support. DeRouen (2000) has provided evidence showing that periods of weak economic performance in the United States, and thus weak Presidential popularity, are statistically linked to an increase in the use of force. In summary, rcccni economic scholarship positively correlates economic integration with an increase in the frequency of economic crises, whereas political science scholarship links economic decline with external conflict al systemic, dyadic and national levels.' This implied connection between integration, crises and armed conflict has not featured prominently in the economic-security debate and deserves more attention.
Economic rationality is inevitable – Individuals will always attempt to survive off of limited resources. 
Shughart, 2006 (William, Professor of Economics at the University of Mississippi, "Terrorism in rational choice perspective," No date listed, latest citation from 2006 home.olemiss.edu/~shughart/Terrorism%20in%20rational%20choice%20perspective.pdf]

In the economist’s model of rational human behavior, all individuals are assumed to be motivated by self-interest. They seek to maximize their senses of personal well-being, or utility, an objective that includes not only the satisfaction derived from consuming goods and services purchased on the market, but also the psychic pleasure associated with the attainment of any other desired end. What is of chief importance here is that self-interest is not to be understood narrowly as selfishness; the aim of economically rational economic man (or woman) is not solely to maximize private income or wealth. Other-regarding preferences indulged by actions such as providing aid and comfort to family and friends, bestowing charity on strangers or supporting a revolutionary cause fall within the ambit of the rational-choice model. So, too, does striving to gain entrence to a believed-in afterlife. Faced with a limited budget and unlimited wants, the problem confronting abstract economic man simply is to select the particular combination of market and non-market goods that, in the chooser’s own judgment, yields the greatest possible level of satisfaction. Terrorists are rational actors on that definition. Rationality in the spirit of Homooeconomicus is not necessarily to be found in terrorists’ stated intentions, though. Indeed, living in a “fantasy world” (Laqueur 1999, p. 28), the Red Army Faction (Baader-Meinhof Group), Italy’s BrigateRosse, France’s Action Directe and other left-wing terror groups of the 1960s and 1970s generally had no well-articulated purposes beyond “destruction of the current Western system” of liberal democracy (Kellen 1990, p. 55) and no practical plans for replacing it, except perhaps, as in the pipedreams of their Russian nihilist forebears, with a “universally all human social republic and harmony” (Dostoevsky [1872] 1994, p. 53). But terrorists are rational in two important means-ends senses. First, while the globe is terrorist-target rich, theresources commanded by individual terrorists and terrorist groups unavoidably are limited. Every terrorist faces a budget constraint and, whether acting alone or in concert with others, consequently must deploy money, munitions and manpower cost-effectively, allocating the available resources over time and space so as to maximize terrorism’s net returns, in whatever form those returns are expected to materialize. Second,terrorists respond rationallyto measures taken to counter them. When some targets are hardened, they shift attention to softer ones. If a country elevates its counterterrorist efforts, terrorists move their operations to less vigilant states. Terrorists, in short, behave as if they areguided by the same rational-choice calculus that animates human action in more ordinary settings. They evaluate the alternatives available to them and choose the option that promises the largest expected benefit relative to cost; they respond, moreover, “in a sensible and predictable fashion to changing risks” (Enders and Sandler 2006, p. 11) and, one might add, to changing rewards. Many of the causes and consequences of terrorism are, in short, amenable to explanation by the economist’s model of demand and supply.

Economics describe the world – Historical analysis proves any alternative dooms us to disastrous consequences. 
Morriss, 2008  (Andrew, University of St. Thomas Law Journal, Volume 5, Issue 1 2008 Article 8, “The Necessity of Economics: The Preferential Option for the Poor, Markets, and Environmental Law,” http://ir.stthomas.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1140&context=ustlj)

Economics offers many insights into how the world around us works, much more than would be possible to summarize even in a full-length law review article with many footnotes. s From among those many insights, I have selected three "propositions" that demonstrate the fundamental points that economics is necessary, but not sufficient, to address environmental issues and that economics is necessary, but not sufficient, to reconcile the obligations of faith toward the poor and the need to protect the environment. By "propositions" I mean fundamental truths about human behavior and the natural world that we ignore at our peril, truths as basic as the laws of gravity or humanity's susceptibility to sin. We can write statutes or regulations that ignore these-and Congress, legislatures, and regulators the world over frequently do-but such measures risk the same fatal results as bridges built without accounting for gravity. These propositions I will offer are economic "theory," but they are theory in the sense that the laws of gravity are a theory and are founded upon economic insights spanninghundreds of years of careful analyses, testing of hypotheses, and rigorous debates. That does not mean all economists agree on all policy implications or that every prediction by an economist comes true. It does mean that the core principles of the discipline are not mere matters of opinion and that economics is not a "point of view" to be accorded equal weight with folk tales or political preferences. All theories of how the world works are not equal -some work better than others and the ones that work deserve greater weight in policy debates than the ones that do not. Economics' great strength is that it is a concise and powerful theory that explainsthe world remarkably well. Those who ignore its insights are doomed to fail. Proposition 1: TANSTAAFL Science fiction author Robert Heinlein coined the phrase "TANSTAAFL" as a shorthand way of saying "There Ain't No Such Thing As A Free Lunch" in his classic 1966 science fiction novel The Moon is a Harsh Mistress, in which he described a revolution by residents of lunar colonies against oppressive governments on Earth in 2076. 6 Heinlein had the revolutionaries emblazon TANSTAAFL on their flag and wove the principle through the free lunar society he imagined-a place where even air cost people money. "No free lunch" means that everything costs something. Everything. No exceptions. At a minimum, if I spend my time doing one activity, I cannot spend that time doing something else. Economists refer to the idea that resources devoted to one activity are unavailable for other activities as "opportunity cost." If we do X, we cannot use those resources to do Y. The failure to recognize that there is an opportunity cost to committing resources to any given use can have disastrous consequences because when we do not recognize that our actions have costs we cannot intelligently consider our alternatives. And if we cannot assess the costs and benefits of our alternatives, we cannot make reasoned choicesamong them. 7 In short, tradeoffs matter, and we need to pay attention to them.
1AC Relations

US-Mexico relations are outdated—engagement re-brands our relationship to focus on economic opportunity—security should not continue to be prioritized
Montealegre 13 

Diplomatic Courier Contributor and a freelancer specializing in Latin American markets, finance, economics, and geopolitics [Oscar Montealegre (MA in International Relations from the University of Westminster-London and a Certificate in International Trade and Commerce from UCLA), “U.S.-Mexico Relations: Love Thy Neighbor,” The Diplomatic Courier, | 24 January 2013, pg. http://www.diplomaticourier.com/news/regions/latin-america/1331

It is not common knowledge that Mexico is the United States’ third largest trading partner, behind Canada and China. Every day, at least a billion dollars of goods flows across the border. Yet, Mexico is frequently negatively caricaturized, primarily with images of migrants illegally crossing the border into the U.S. and stealing U.S. jobs. Instead of viewing Mexico as a valuable partner that can benefit the U.S. in many facets, it is perceived as a liability, a region that cultivates corruption and violence and is the root of the current U.S. immigration ‘problem’ that has spurred controversial rogue measures like Arizona’s SB 1070.¶ In matters of foreign policy, Mexico is an afterthought—our attention and resources are diverted to the Middle East or to grand strategies based on ‘pivoting’ our geopolitical and economical capacity towards Asia. With the U.S. economy performing at a snail-like pace, an emphasis on exports has re-emerged, but the bulk of the exporting narrative revolves around Asia. This is unfortunate, because our neighbor to the south has quietly positioned itself to be the next jewel in the emerging markets portfolio.¶ For example, Market Watch (a Wall Street Journal subsidiary) recently published a bullish article on Mexico with the following headline: “Mexico: Investor’s New China”. The Economist published an opinion piece titled “The Global Mexican: Mexico is open for business”, highlighting Mexican companies that are investing locally and in the U.S. and arguing that Mexico is fertile ground for more investment, especially in the manufacturing sector. And according to The Financial Times, BRIC countries (Brazil, Russia, India, and China) are no longer the flavor of the month; Mexico is now taking over that distinction.¶ In essence, immigration and the drug trade will no longer anchor the relationship between the U.S. and Mexico; instead, economics, finance, trade, and commerce will dictate the terms between the neighboring countries.¶ However, in order to move forward, undoubtedly the elephant in the room must be addressed promptly. Immigration—although the topic is polarizing, it is imperative that President Obama tackles this issue steadfastly and in the most bi-partisan manner possible. It can be seen as one-sided that the onus is on the U.S., while Mexico gets carte blanche in its contradictory policy with their border patrol methods towards Central American migrants entering through Guatemala. True, but when you are world’s super power, not all is fair in love and war.¶ Fortifying borders, beefing up security, creating walls that divide the two countries that mimic uncomfortable parallels between Israel and Palestine should not be the main focus. With the world becoming more flat, the emphasis in tackling the immigration quagmire should be trade and commerce. Engagement, interaction, and the exchange of ideas should be the picture we want to paint. We should not foster the argument that an open border policy and a global business paradigm will compromise American jobs and bite into our distinctive American competitiveness.¶ The reason Mexicans cross the border illegally into the U.S. is because of one desire: opportunity. If Mexico develops a lasting robust economy, Mexicans will no longer desire to come to the U.S. in such droves. According to Nelson Balido, President of the Border Trade Alliance, this already occurring: “Mexico’s economy has, for the most part, weathered the worst of the economic downturn, meaning that more young Mexicans can reasonably seek and find work in their patria rather than heading north.”¶ A strong American economy is extremely favorable for Mexico. Turn the tables a bit, and ponder what it means for the U.S. when a Mexican economy is robust and stable—more export possibilities for the U.S.; more investment from the U.S. to Mexico, and vice versa, creating a win-win situation. Less need for Mexicans to leave their homeland and look for jobs in the U.S.¶ Sounds familiar? The characteristics of many vibrant emerging markets such as China, Indonesia, Brazil, and India, are occurring right next door. Why go East when we can venture South? Or perhaps, approach both simultaneously. According to a Nomura Equity Research report, Mexico in the next decade will surpass Brazil in being Latin America’s largest economy. When comparing Mexico on a GDP per capita basis, Mexico happens to be less developed than Argentina, Chile, and Brazil. This might sound negative, but in actuality it should be music to investors’ ears: more catching up for Mexico, meaning more investment and business activity.¶ Moreover, Mexico’s economy is highly interconnected with the U.S. economy. Currently, Mexico sends almost 80 percent of its exports to the U.S., and roughly 50 percent of its imports are from the U.S. Manufacturing costs in Mexico are once again competitive compared to China. Ten years ago, China’s labor costs were four times cheaper than Mexico, but with labor wages in China inflating, Mexico now has a comparative advantage because its proximity to the U.S. Shipping cargo across the Pacific can be more expensive and arduous, versus trucking cargo from northern Mexico and delivering to Wisconsin in a matter of days.¶ However if the U.S. administration continues to close the borders, the exchange of commerce between Mexico and the U.S. will suffer due to setbacks of just getting goods to cross the border. Luckily, NAFTA is already in place, but both parties (and Canada) can do more to cut red tape and streamline the movement of trade and commerce.¶ Currently, Mexico is entering a perfect demographic storm. It has a young and growing population, which is expected to last for several decades. Mexico is no longer only looking north for economic advancement, as many of their multinational companies, such as Bimbo and Cemex, are currently doing business in Latin America and Spain. Mexico’s stock market is currently in talks to integrate their stock exchange with the MILA group—the established stock exchanges between Colombia, Peru, and Chile. The U.S. must act soon before it arrives at the party too late. It is in the U.S.’s interests to have Mexico think northward first, and then the other regions second, but the opposite is developing.¶ The interconnectedness between both countries strongly conveys why the dialogue should revolve around bilateral trade and commerce agendas. For Mexico, 30 percent of GDP is dependent on exports, and 80 percent of exports are tagged to the U.S. Most importantly, one of ten Mexicans lives in the U.S., accounting for nearly 12 million Mexicans that consider the U.S. their current residence. Add in their descendants, and approximately 33 million Mexicans and Mexican-Americans reside in the U.S. Let’s put this figure in perspective: Venezuela has a population of 29 million; Greece, 11 million; and Canada, 34 million. Essentially we have a ‘country’ within a country—the beauty of America—but it must be embraced instead of shunned or ignored. Economically, it is a plus for Mexico, because there is a market for Mexican products; it is also a plus for the U.S. in many areas, including soft power, diversity, direct linkages to Mexico and Latin America. A cadre of American-born and educated human capital are able to cross cultures into Mexico and Latin America to conduct business and politics.¶ The presidential election emphasized that Latinos in the U.S. are now a vital demographic when concerning local, Congressional, and Presidential elections. It makes practical sense for the U.S. (regardless of political party) to consider Mexico the front door to Central and South America. The most recent U.S. Census discovered that the Latino population in the United States: 1) now tops 50 million; 2) has accounted for more than half of America’s 23.7 million population increase in the last decade; 3) grew by 43 percent in the last decade; and 4) now accounts for about 1 out of 6 Americans. Latinos are now the largest minority group in the United States. These are extraordinary figures that should be leveraged into something positive.¶ President Obama cannot respond by merely paying lip service to the Latino community. Latino voters have overwhelmingly backed President Obama for two elections now, but no favor is done with complete altruism. Surprisingly, during President Obama’s first term, there were 30 percent more deportations than during George W. Bush’s second term. Yet there is hope that President Obama will fix the broken system with a more humane approach, contrary to laws that are being pushed and backed by the Republican Party in Arizona, Georgia, and Alabama. Some may ask—what does this have to do with Mexico, or even Latin America? It is all about messages, and in the next four years the President must use the available tools to solidify relationships with its partners, paving the road for more trade and commerce, which ultimately will further strengthen the U.S. economy. What happens in the U.S. means a lot to many countries, and immigration is perhaps one of the most important matters in Mexico, Central, and South America.¶ The U.S. must first focus on re-branding its relationship with Mexico. President Obama and Mexican President Peña Nieto need to formulate a new agenda between the two countries—one that resonates with the 21st century, linking the two countries economically; where the U.S. can envision Mexico as a vibrant emerging market in its own backyard. Obstacles do exist, like the current Mexican drug war and political corruption. But don’t India and China have corruption problems as well?¶ 
Recent trade talks prove that Obama isn’t focusing on improving NAFTA—focusing on domestic trade is needed to overcome recent strains on our relationship

Kuhnhenn 2/19/14 
Jim, Associated Press, "Obama in Mexico to meet with N. American leaders", Feb 19 2014, news.yahoo.com/obama-mexico-meet-n-american-180904758.html
TOLUCA, Mexico (AP) -- President Barack Obama sought to reassure leaders of Mexico and Canada of his commitment to new trade agreements between Asia, the Pacific and the Americas, even as he faces political resistance in the U.S. from members of his own Democratic party.¶ Obama arrived Wednesday in the industrial center of Toluca, about 40 miles of Mexico City, for the start of a one-day North American Leaders Summit. Flanked by his trade negotiator and top Cabinet secretaries, Obama stepped off Air Force One and onto a red carpet to be welcomed by an honor guard. Cloudless skies and warms breezes set a sunny mood as Obama walked to his limo to be shuttled to an ornate government complex nearby.¶ Obama opened his trip with a bilateral meeting with Mexican President Enrique Pena Nieto, a discussion the U.S. leader said would focus in part on how to advance the the Trans-Pacific Partnership, a trade bloc of 12 countries in the Americas, Asia and the Pacific.¶ The one-day meeting is being overshadowed by the violence that erupted half a world away in Ukraine as the government of President Viktor Yanukovych cracks down on protesters in Kiev. During brief remarks at the start of his meeting with Pena Nieto, Obama said the United States condemned the violence in Ukraine "in the strongest terms."¶ Officials said the U.S. was weighing its options against those responsible for the violence, including consulting with the European Union on the use of sanctions. It's not the first of Obama's foreign travel to be eclipsed by unrelated events.¶ The summit occurs on the 20th year of the North American Free Trade Agreement among the three countries, a deal that has vastly expanded cross-border commerce in the region but that remains a contentious issue in the United States over its impact on jobs and on environmental protections. Trade experts say the agreement is due for an upgrade to take into account the current globalized environment and to address issues not touched in the original pact. But rather than reopen NAFTA, the three countries are instead relying on negotiations underway to complete the TPP pact.¶ The Obama administration is hoping those negotiations are completed this year. The U.S. is also in the midst of negotiations over a Trans-Atlantic Trade and Investment Partnership with the European Union. But the president is facing stiff election-year resistance from Democratic leaders over his desire to get "fast track" trade authority, which would require Congress to give yes-or-no votes on the trade agreements without the opportunity to amend them.¶ "He is pursuing an agreement — TPP — that explicitly protects American workers and the environment and that he believes would be highly beneficial to our economy and the middle class," White House spokesman Jay Carney said. "That's the conversation he has and others have with lawmakers of both parties."¶ Obama is sure to get quizzed by Pena Nieto on his prognosis for overhauling U.S. immigration laws, an issue of intense attention by Mexicans both in Mexico and in the United States. While White House officials remain hopeful that Congress could complete immigration legislation this year, chances of passage in the Republican controlled House this year are dimming. The summit also unfolds against other tensions, including revelations that the National Security Agency spied on Pena Nieto before he was elected and gained access to former Mexican President Felipe Calderon's email system when he was in office.¶ To the north, Canadian leaders have voiced frustration at the amount of time the Obama administration has taken to decide whether to approve the Keystone XL pipeline that would carry oil from tar sands in western Canada 1,179 miles to Nebraska, where existing pipelines would then carry the crude to refineries on the Texas Gulf Coast.¶ Keeping with the trade focus of the trip, Obama signed an executive order while traveling on Air Force One intended to speed up the process for approving import or export cargo. The order directs the government to finish a new electronic system to allow companies to submit their documentation to the federal government without paper forms.

Increasing infrastructure investment at the border is key

Pritzker 2/8/14 

Penny, U.S. Secretary of Commerce, "Commerce Secretary Pritzker on U.S.-Mexico Economic Relations", Feb 7 2014, iipdigital.usembassy.gov/st/english/texttrans/2014/02/20140208292506.html#axzz2stYLtlLo

Let me be clear: U.S. businesses are here today, they will be here tomorrow, and they want to be part of Nuevo Leon’s future.¶ The U.S.-Mexico friendship and trust is built on strong person-to-person connections, common values, and a dynamic commercial and economic relationship defined by openness, cooperation, and collaboration.¶ The depth of our friendship has been evident to me and my delegation this week as Mexican companies and government officials have extended us such a warm welcome.¶ Today, I want to highlight the importance of our bilateral relationship, and then discuss how we can continue to grow and lead together as partners.¶ Over the past 20 years, NAFTA has created benefits for our companies and for our people in both countries.¶ American exports to Mexico have increased fourfold. More than 50,000 U.S. firms now sell their products and services here.¶ I am pleased to say that the Commerce Department released new data yesterday showing that 2013 was a fourth consecutive record year of U.S. exports – $2.3 trillion dollars.¶ We reached new records of $226 billion in exports to Mexico and $507 billion dollars in two-way trade last year.¶ To put that in perspective, about $2 million dollars has been traded between our countries since I started talking.¶ Of course, Nuevo Leon plays a crucial role in that. 60 percent of our bilateral trade passes through this state.¶ When I am in the U.S., I remind people that it’s not just states along our border that benefit from this relationship. For example, my home of Illinois is the fifth-largest exporting state to Mexico. In fact, nearly half of U.S. states count Mexico as their first or second-largest export market.¶ At the same time, business investment in both directions has grown dramatically over the past 20 years. 1,600 U.S. companies have operations in Nuevo Leon, and nearly half of foreign investment here comes from the United States. Meanwhile, Mexico has risen to become the 15th largest source of foreign direct investment into the United States, supporting thousands of American jobs.¶ Altogether, millions of citizens in our countries have good jobs because of our strong trade and investment ties.¶ In fact, we no longer simply trade with each other. We build things together.¶ Consider this: Imports to the United States from Mexico contain as much as 40 percent U.S. content – by far the highest of our major trading partners.¶ In short, we trade with each other more than ever before. We invest in each other more than ever before. And we produce together more than ever before.¶ Therefore, the decision to come here for my first trade mission was an easy one. Where better to go than to our close friend and neighbor – Mexico?¶ Seventeen companies from key industries have joined me. Could you all please stand for a moment?¶ This week, each of them has built new relationships that are beneficial to them and to their Mexican partners.¶ For example, Mexico’s hospitals are looking for health information technology software to help organize records and manage supplies. American companies on my delegation stand ready to meet the needs of customers ranging from blood banks to orthopedic surgeons.¶ U.S. firms in my delegation are also eager to support efforts to build out infrastructure and transportation links within Mexico – such as railroads.¶ In addition, Mexico's historic reforms in areas like telecommunications and energy could create new opportunities and bring substantial benefits to Mexico’s people and its economy. Businesses from around the globe hope to help with that transformation.¶ Given all of this progress, I could not agree more with what President Obama said last year when he went to Mexico City: “A new Mexico is emerging.” Mexico’s rise is good for Mexico and it is good for the United States.¶ Secretary Guajardo discussed how we are jointly working with Canada to further integrate our economy. And I know that we all look forward to the North American Leaders Summit later this month that President Obama will attend. Many of our tri-lateral initiatives are also reflected in our bilateral priorities as part of the High-Level Economic Dialogue.¶ Naturally, the new High-Level Economic Dialogue between our countries has been on my mind this week.¶ I would like to highlight a few key areas that we have identified as priorities since launching the Dialogue.¶ First, we need to invest more in border infrastructure to handle growing volumes of trade. Together, our two governments are working on border facilitation through the 21st Century Border Management Initiative.¶ But the fact is, our border was built for just a quarter of our current level of bilateral trade. It takes too long to move goods and people between the United States and Mexico.¶ Delays of cargo at the border impact many firms that rely on just-in-time processes to stay competitive.¶ With tight government budgets, we must ask these questions: How do we fund these much-needed border infrastructure projects? Are public-private partnerships part of the solution? And which projects should we fund?¶ These questions do not have easy answers, but to address this infrastructure challenge, we need to develop a model that is financeable and sustainable.
Actions are more effective than words—a long-term investment prevents Obama from continuing a policy of neglect—the rest of the world is watching
Condon 13 

Staff writer covering the White House for National Journal, citing Lee Hamilton, 17 term congressman, longtime chairman of the House Foreign Affairs Committee, director of the Center on Congress at the University of Indiana, and Ricardo Zuniga, the president’s new top Latin America adviser on the National Security Council, “Why Mexico Will Always Play Second Fiddle,” National Journal, Updated: May 9, 2013 | 9:19 p.m. pg. http://www.nationaljournal.com/magazine/why-mexico-will-always-play-second-fiddle-20130509

It was a dramatic reminder that events—more than even presidents—set agendas. And it is a lesson with some relevance to President Obama, who traveled to Mexico last week and repeated some of the now-expected promises to elevate U.S.-Mexican relations in the foreign policy hierarchy. No one doubts the president’s sincerity. He understands the growing importance of trade with Mexico and with the Central American countries, whose leaders he met with last week in Costa Rica. In fact, a main purpose of the trip was to shift attention from the issues of drug cartels, crime, and violence that dominated earlier hemispheric summits. That repositioning came even amid indications that newly elected Mexican President Enrique Peña Nieto is reconsidering some security cooperation with the United States.¶ But, given the many challenges facing Obama both domestically and abroad, there is definitely some doubt on both sides of the border about his ability to keep the spotlight where he wants it.¶ “This is a big, complicated country,” says Lee Hamilton, the 17-term congressman, longtime chairman of the House Foreign Affairs Committee, and now director of the Center on Congress at the University of Indiana. “The president is the single most important voice in setting the agenda. But he certainly does not control the agenda. He has to react to events, and events often dominate the agenda.”¶ Just as Bush was unhappy that he had to shelve his high hopes for Mexico in 2001, all presidents are frustrated by their lack of control. “It’s the old problem of the in-box,” Hamilton told National Journal. “The in-box swamps the policymaker again and again so that they can’t get to their broader vision.” That reality has been brought home to Obama in recent days. He did not run for office as a foreign policy president. He wants to be talking about jobs and the economy, agenda items that took him to Austin, Texas, this week. But he has spent more time recently on questions about the terrorist attack in Benghazi, Israeli attacks on Damascus, chemical weapons in Syria, threats in North Korea, and gun regulations at home.¶ Few of these topics dominated the presidential campaign last year when Obama was outlining his priorities. In more than 75,000 words spoken in the three presidential debates and one vice presidential debate, only one question was about guns. And “Mexico” and “Korea” were uttered only once each, both times by Mitt Romney. Obama never mentioned either country—although, of course, both candidates offered immigration plans and competing strategies on border enforcement.¶ Now reelected, Obama is determined to force Mexico onto the foreign policy agenda—and not as a border or immigration issue. In part, that is because he sees Mexico as a crucial part of his top priority of creating more American jobs. With that in mind, Obama scheduled the visit to Mexico City and San Jose, Costa Rica, as the first foreign trip of his second term. “It really is an effort to elevate what we’re doing in the Americas,” said Ricardo Zuniga, the president’s new top Latin America adviser on the National Security Council. But Zuniga realizes that Hamilton is correct: Latin America is waiting to see if Obama delivers. “Mexicans have deeply resented that we go down there and we give speeches about how important the relationship is, and then it falls off the calendar completely,” Hamilton said. “It creates a kind of anger on the part of many countries. What is true of Mexico is true of Latin America in general. Latin Americans feel greatly neglected.” Zuniga is experienced enough in the region to recognize that anger, and to know of the long trail of broken promises. “It’s a fair point,” he said, acknowledging that U.S. security interests elsewhere often trump a president’s engagement with Latin America, just as they did after 9/11. “One of the reasons why you constantly hear that the Americas don’t receive the attention that other parts of the world receive is because there are other issues going on in the world that are directed at our national security.”¶ But Zuniga said that this time will be different because U.S. jobs are more reliant today on Mexico and other southern neighbors. “Mexico, economically, is even more important to the United States than it was at the time of 9/11. Our economies now are integrated. There is shared production. There is shared work at the international level that wasn’t even taking place then.”¶ It is also true that Latin America is no longer so completely at the mercy of decisions made in Washington and consumers north of the border. When the recession struck in 2008, Latin American countries rebounded more robustly than the United States because they took advantage of a Chinese market that wasn’t accessible when earlier U.S. presidents were taking them for granted. For this president, that is yet another factor he cannot control. Even so, and despite the record of broken promises, Obama is determined to deliver that new era of U.S.-Mexican relations that Bush proclaimed in 2001. A new generation of leaders across the hemisphere will be watching expectantly.
U.S.-Mexico relations are independently vital to the success of global democracy promotion — Mexico is the crucial test case. 

O’Neil 13 — Shannon K. O’Neil, Senior Fellow for Latin America Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations, holds a B.A. from Yale University, an M.A. in International Relations from Yale University, and a Ph.D. in Government from Harvard University, 2013 (“Mexico at the Crossroad,” Two Nations Indivisible: Mexico, the United States, and the Road Ahead, Published by Oxford University Press, ISBN 0199898332, p. Kindle 7-11)

Working with Mexico—for the good of both countries—will require not just a new set of policies (though these too are needed), but a larger conceptual shift toward forging a true partnership. We can work with Mexico to form this connection only if we know the forces that shape it. It is vital that the United States understands the post-PRI, post-NAFTA, post-9/11 global Mexico to strengthen the good and limit the bad in such a close, but still unequal relationship. By continuing to misunderstand or ignore the goings-on south of our border, we are leaving America’s fate in part in Mexican hands. I argue that we should determine it ourselves, but that we can do so only through active efforts based not on conflict but on cooperation. ¶ A new partnership should start by creating an environment that understands how highly interconnected the two nations are and supports rather than shuns the binational people, families, and communities already existing in and between us. This means rethinking immigration and border policies to encourage, not hinder, the legal movement of Mexican workers and their families. ¶ Upending the current thinking, Americans may soon come to see immigration as the answer to— not the cause of— many of the United States’ woes. Under the current radar are ineluctable demographic shifts happening on both sides of the border. Changed family patterns mean that fewer Mexicans will be coming of age and needing jobs. In the United States, the eighty-million-strong baby-boomer generation is beginning to retire, leaving more openings than the smaller “Generation X” could hope to fill. This combination may lead to a rapid turnaround on this hot-button issue: desperate to close the gaps in America’s workforce, in the next decade we may be urging Mexicans to come to the United States. ¶ Diplomatically, we also need to rethink the United States’ approach in light of Mexico’s ongoing political transformation. A stronger partnership provides the best platform for a prominent U.S. twenty-first century foreign policy priority: democracy promotion. Despite frequent misunderstandings our long shared history, intertwined economies, and strong personal and community links provide the constant multilayered interaction necessary to work together toward the complex goal of strengthening democracy. Joint economic development initiatives, support for local citizen organizations, and efforts to increase transparency and strengthen courts and police forces will all benefit from the strong links that already exist between our two nations. Mexico, not the Middle East, should be the test case for solidifying market-based democracy. It is not only much more likely to succeed, but also arguably much more likely to hurt the United States if it fails. Mexico’s success is more probable because it has already taken many tough steps, all on its own. After seventy years of one-party rule, Mexicans used their votes to usher in an opposition party president. Abandoning a long history of ballot-box stuffing, Mexico’s parties now compete in quite clean and transparent elections. The country’s over 100 million citizens dream of—and are already working hard to create—a vibrant and prosperous political system where their voices can be heard and their hard work rewarded. If successful, Mexico would provide a positive example of a newly consolidated democracy, offering lessons for others worldwide. Nevertheless, it still faces considerable challenges. Many in fact worry that Mexico’s democratic gains may be lost, overcome by political bosses, special interests, and drug-related violence. And Mexico’s failure would lead to disastrous consequences for U.S. foreign policy, not to mention America’s economic, political, and social well-being at home. The United States’ focus elsewhere—particularly in Asia and the Middle East—has distracted us from the game-changing importance of political choices being made just next door. ¶ A better partnership also requires rethinking U.S.-Mexico economic relations—in particular moving beyond the prejudices and misinformation that have grown up around NAFTA. In the United States, the great sucking sound of American jobs going south didn’t happen. Instead, with nearly half a trillion dollars’ worth of goods flowing back and forth each year, Mexican consumers and companies support over two million U.S. workers directly and four million more indirectly— as the earnings from exports cascade down into local economies. 8 Though the benefits spread unevenly, by spurring and reinforcing economic opening NAFTA transformed Mexico and helped secure the economic underpinnings of today’s broadening middle class. It also encouraged (albeit unintentionally) Mexico’s democratization. 

Effective democracy promotion is crucial to global stability — it solves the root cause of major impacts. 
Miller 12 — Paul D. Miller, Assistant Professor in the Department of Regional and Analytical Studies at the College of International Security Affairs at the National Defense University, serves as an Officer in the U.S. Army Reserve and was deployed to Afghanistan in 2002, served as Director for Afghanistan on the National Security Council from 2007 to 2009, served as a political analyst for the Central Intelligence Agency specializing in South Asia, holds a Masters in Public Policy from the John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University and a Ph.D. in International Relations from Georgetown University, 2012 (“American Grand Strategy and the Democratic Peace,” Survival: Global Politics and Strategy, Volume 54, Issue 2, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via Taylor & Francis Online)

A grand strategy that includes promoting the democratic peace has much to recommend it. The historical evidence seems convincing: established democracies rarely, if ever, fight one another. The more states that adopt democracy, the fewer there are that are likely to become enemies of the United States. Additionally, as summarised by Sean M. Lynn Jones, editor of International Security, democracy has a number of other benefits directly helpful for US national security. Democracies are less likely to use violence against their own people and therefore less likely to draw in outside intervention. They rarely sponsor international terrorism. Democracies have better long-run economic prospects, rarely experience famine, and produce fewer refugees than non-democracies, which means they require less international aid, are more likely to trade with and invest in the United States, and are more likely to become centres of innovation and productivity.27¶ Scholars have offered a range of reasons why democracies rarely fight one another, which collectively suggest that the benefits of democracy are not ephemeral accidents but permanent features of this form of government. Citizens of democracies believe they share values with other democracies, and thus are slower to see other democracies as potential enemies or combatants. Democracy enforces peaceful dispute-resolution domestically, a norm that democratic leaders may simply transplant to the international arena, especially in disputes with other democracies. Institutional considerations are also relevant. Democracies typically constrain the government's war powers through civilian control and checks and balances, making it harder to launch a war. The public, which pays the cost of war in a democracy, is likely to be more selective about the wars it chooses to fight. And democracies are unable to control information about themselves because of the freedoms of speech and press, which decreases misperceptions that could lead to war and, in a militarised dispute, improves the credibility of a democracy's military threats and hence decreases opponents' willingness to gamble on war.28¶ Promoting democracy also fits naturally with other long-standing components of US grand strategy. Washington has, for example, long sought to prevent the rise of a hostile hegemon in strategically important areas of the world – especially Europe or East Asia – by maintaining a favourable balance of power through military dominance and a network of allies. Preventing hegemony has rightly animated US policy for generations, from its tack-andweave between Britain and France from 1776 to 1815 to its involvement in both World Wars and the Cold War. A commitment to democracy is, in a sense, the corollary to resistance to hegemony, as democratic systems are defined by a diffusion of power among many actors, thus limiting the chances for tyranny. The same holds internationally: the United States should work to keep power diffused among many sovereign states and international organisations to prevent the rise of a hostile, coercive hegemon. Regimes committed to those ideals at home are more likely to apply them abroad, while autocracies are more likely to seek to expand their power at others' expense, both domestically and internationally. The growth of democracy abroad alters the balance of power in the United States' favour.¶ Finally, promoting democracy is well suited to one of the major challenges of the twenty-first century: state failure and its attendant threats. The United States can and should respond to the rising tide of state failure across the world with democratic peace-building interventions. The consequences of state failure and anarchy across much of the world – including the rise of terrorist groups, organised crime, drug cartels, human traffickers, nuclear smugglers, pandemic disease and piracy – collectively erode global stability and liberalism and raise the cost of US leadership. Effective democratic peace-building (meaning peace-building that is well armed, well funded and well planned) is the answer to this challenge. When successful, it holds out the promise not just of treating these various symptoms, but of addressing the disease. The alternative is to play global Whack-a-Mole with the crisis du jour, sniping pirates one day, drone-bombing terrorists or barricading drug cartels into narco-statelets the next. Such policy is reactive, defensive and events-driven, the opposite of what strategy is supposed to be. A grand strategy would complement these immediate, short-term actions to stave off threats with longer-term efforts to address the underlying challenges to stability and democracy.
Plan

The United States federal government should substantially increase its infrastructure investment toward Mexico through the North American Development Bank.

1AC Solvency

Increasing NADBank investment solves infrastructure development — the plan ensures accountability, private investment, and Mexico says yes.

Rodriguez 9 — Raul Rodriguez, serves as the Chairman of the Board of Advisors of the North American Center for Transborder Studies at Arizona State University. He is also the Benson Chair in Banking and Finance and Distinguished Professor at the HEB School of Business and Administration at the University of the Incarnate Word in San Antonio, Texas and the President of RMI, an investment and trade consulting firm in Mexico. He served as CEO and Managing Director of the North American Development Bank (NADBank) until October 2005. Prior to joining the NADBank, he was Executive Director of the Mexican Foreign Trade Bank; the Bank's Director for Asia; Mexico's Trade Commissioner in Canada during the NAFTA negotiation; and Secretary of Economic Development for the Mexican border State of Tamaulipas. Mr. Rodriguez participates actively in community affairs at home in San Antonio, Texas, as Chairman of the World Affairs Council; Chairman Elect of The Free Trade Alliance; Mayoral appointee to the Board of Directors of the Port Authority of San Antonio; Chairman Elect and Vice President of the San Antonio - Mexico Friendship Council, among others. He is also a founding member of the Mexican Council on Foreign Relations and a member of the Advisory Council of the Harte Research Institute at Texas A&M University, the North American Forum, the U.S. - Mexico Futures Forum and the Border Trade Advisory Committee of the Texas Transportation Commission. He participated in the Foreign Affairs task force with President Calderon's transition team in Mexico in October and November 2006 (Raul Rodriguez, The Wilson Center Mexico Institute and El Colegio de la Frontera Norte, June 2009, “The Future of the North American Development Bank”, http://wilsoncenter.org/sites/default/files/RODRIGUEZ%20NADBANK.pdf, Accessed 08-21-2013)

Many agencies and programs have a bearing on border issues, but the region still lacks an effective and cohesive institutional base, particularly on a bilateral scale. Prevailing political thinking in Washington—and to a certain extent in Mexico City—and the current economic situation are not conducive to creating supranational structures; so while Europe bursts with a cumbersome and bloated institutional life, North America remains anemic by comparison. ¶ Its mere existence and capacity for reform given its small size and overheadmake NADB a valuable asset. Only an accountable and trusted institutional body with a mandate on both sides of the border and subject to bilateral oversightwill allow for further resource transfers and productive interaction. With its track record of tackling difficult sectors and its untapped potential, NADB could truly become the long overdue border bank. It is time for NADB and its mandate to reach beyond the environment to other areas where it can be a vital funding and capacity-building instrument. ¶ Mexico has sought a broader mandate for NADB since 2000. President Felipe Calderón has acknowledged its value and the need to continue expanding its role. He has underscored the “very positive outcomes” of NADB financing; his “commitment to promote” further “reforms of the Bank’s mandate” in order to “eliminate restrictions and improve its operations”; and the need to increase single obligor limits and to expand the mandate to cover “infrastructure projects in general”, and not just environmental projects (speech at the VI National Convention, American Chamber of Commerce; February 27, 2007). ¶ Some progress has been made along Pres. Calderon’s line of thinking. In 2008 the Bank authorized increasing the single-obligor limit, as well as financing for a new type of air quality improvement project: border crossing infrastructure. NADB’s role also fits within President Barack Obama’s agenda in terms of the critical importance of infrastructure development, the need to tend to border issues, and the structuring of more positive and comprehensive cooperative efforts with Mexico. Both federal governments are sponsoring infrastructure programs along the border as part of their economic stimulus initiatives that will render synergies if closely coordinated. ¶ A drawn-out debate has taken place among environmentalists along the border who would like BECC and NADB to continue concentrated on their current mandate and those who believe they should cater to much broader infrastructure needs and an extended jurisdiction. There is a valid argument in making sure these institutions remain focused and clearly there is still much to do environmentally. But there is a wider range of needs along the border that require urgent attention, face decreasing government funding, and are not profitable enough to be financed by commercial banks or the private sector. Addressing these needs would not only have a high impact on the quality of life of the population but would also foster job creation and economic development. In addition, covering more profitable sectors would enhance the Bank’s ability to respond to projects lacking credit capacity.¶ Below are ten of the actions and policy initiatives that have been debated in recent years with regard to achieving an expanded and more effective role for NADB: ¶ A. Expand the mandate to include additional infrastructure sectors: ¶ The Bank requires a more flexible mandate that takes into account a broader set of criteria that do not focus excessively on quantifiable environmental benefits. Currently the Board sets very high environmental benefit thresholds on projects. Factors relating to the broader goals of infrastructure improvement and economic development should be considered in addition to environmental criteria in a balanced way. ¶ Some sectors are more amenable than others for bilateral cooperation. Water—and environmental infrastructure in general—has been a must in view of its strategic importance as a shared and scarce resource on both sides of the border and given its growing complexity. Transportation and logistics, among other areas, is a natural choice: fostering the corridors concept, linking inland port projects and facilities on both sides, helping address the tradeoffs with security measures, promoting customs systems and bridge and road projects that have faced endless delays. Maximizing the use of current infrastructure and addressing mismanagement, coordination and harmonization issues should continue to be part of NADB’s focus. ¶ The Bank should become more fully engaged with the development and expansion of ports of entry and border crossings. In the context of security imperatives, investments aimed at facilitating the construction and improvement of crossings through public-private partnerships might be the most important contribution to the border’s development today. ¶ The need for legislation to authorize further expansion into other infrastructure sectors has been debated. Some suggest it is simply an issue for the governments to resolve. However, given the restrictive interpretations of the charter, if a favorable legislative climate develops its amendment would be advisable if broad mandate expansion were to be considered. ¶ A lingering question is how much of a BECC certification process should be applied to projects in new sectors. Public and stakeholder participation in project development, approval and support has been a fundamental contribution of BECC over the years, but there is a concern—particularly among private sector investors—that it delays the funding process unduly. Expedited NADB lending approval processes will also be critical in order to foster more private sector participation. ¶ As new sectors are addressed, it will be crucial to find even more creative ways to mitigate risks, foster long-term financing in the local currency, and leverage funds from different sources. A key role for the NADB will be to help enhance project conditions and provide guarantees in order to link with private financial markets where affordable long-term funds in a multi-year programming context might be available. 
NAD Bank solves infrastructure on the border and avoids political spending backlash

Balido, 08/29/11 (Nelson Balido—President of the Border Trade Alliance; “Bill to expand NADBank projects holds potential to make big impact for border.”; Border Trade Alliance; http://www.thebta.org/btanews/bill-to-expand-nadbank-projects-holds-potential-to-make-big-impact-for-border.html#top )
But Congress and the White House don’t have to look far for inspiration for how to finance infrastructure. There’s already a bank making a positive difference in infrastructure development that, with a legislative tweak here and there, can be even more impactful: the North American Development Bank. Over the past sixteen years of operation, the NADBank has been vitally important to improving basic services in the border region by financing numerous water, wastewater, solid waste and street paving projects, among others. To date, NADBank has provided approximately $1.24 billion in loans and grants to support 149 infrastructure projects in the border region, which represents a total investment of $3.26 billion and will benefit more than 12.8 million residents of the region. One particularly notable accomplishment is the significant improvement in wastewater treatment coverage on the Mexican side of the border. In 1995, it was estimated that 27 percent of wastewater generated in border communities was being treated. According to Mexico’s National Water Commission (CONAGUA), wastewater treatment coverage has now reached approximately 85 percent. This dramatic improvement is in large part due to the work of NADBank. The bank remains limited, however, in the projects it can finance. Its charter permits the bank only to get involved in projects deemed to have a significant positive environmental impact. There have been cases where the NADBank has taken interest in projects involving international ports of entry that would benefit an area’s economy and create new jobs. Yet the bank has been unable to deliver financing to such projects,over the objections of its board of directors,for not demonstrating a sufficient environmental benefit to merit NADBank financing. Rep. Rubén Hinojosa (D-Texas) has introduced a bill, H.R. 2216, the NADBank Enhancement Act of 2011,which would broaden the scope of projects where the bank could provide financing. This would include projects that promote trade and commerce between the U.S. and Mexico, including port of entry modernization and construction projects. Perhaps the best thing about the bill is that it doesn’t add a dime to the federal deficit or debt. Rather, the bill will help ensure NADBank’s existing capital is more fully utilized for the benefit of the U.S.-Mexico border region, and ultimately for the benefit of both the U.S. and Mexico. The NADBank isn’t going to solve the nation’s infrastructure woes. NADBank is and will continue to be a bank focused on the border region. But the potential is there for the bank to move beyond its traditional scope of financing U.S.-Mexico borderregionwater quality and wastewater projects and get involved in financing additional border area infrastructure projects that could improve the area’s quality of life and provide a needed boost to the region’s economy.

Our epistemology is correct

Weede, 4-

(Erich, professor of sociology at the University of Bonn, Germany, In Winter 1986-87, he was Visiting Professor of International Relations at the Bologna Center of Johns Hopkins University, “BALANCE OF POWER, GLOBALIZATION, AND THE CAPITALIST PEACE,” http://www.fnf.org.ph/downloadables/Balance%20of%20Power,%20Globalization%20and%20Capitalist%20Peace.pdf) 
If one does research or summarize the research of others – of course, most of the ideas, theories, and evidence discussed below have been produced by others – one cannot avoid some epistemological commitments. In the social sciences the fundamental choice is whether to pursue an ideographic or a nomothetic approach. Almost all historians choose the ideographic approach and focus on the description of structures or events, whereas most economists and psychologists choose the nomotheticapproachand focus on the search for law-like general statements. Sociologists and political scientists are still divided – sometimes even by the Atlantic Ocean. In American political science the nomothetic approach dominates the flagship journal of the profession, the American Political Science Review, as well as more specialized journals, such as International Studies Quarterly, the Journal of Conflic Resolution, or World Politics. In German political science, however, the nomothetic approach has advanced little beyond electoral studies.My own approach is definitely nomothetic. This is related to my training in psychology at one of the first German universities focusing on quantitative research methods in the early 1960s, the University of Hamburg. This epistemological orientation has been reinforced by graduate training in international politics at one of the first American universities emphasizing quantitative research in the late 1960s, Northwestern University, which is located in a suburb of Chicago.¶ Nomothetic research focuses on hypothesizing, testing and establishing law-like general statements or nomological propositions. Examples of such propositions are: The higher average incomes in a nation are, the more likely is democratic government. Or, the more economic freedom in a nation prevails, the less frequently it is involved in war. One characteristic of such propositions is that they say something about observable reality. Whenever you say something about reality, you risk that others find out that you are wrong. If we observed that most poor countries were democracies, but most rich countries were autocracies, then we should reject or, at least, modify the proposition about prosperity and democracy mentioned above.1 Nomothetic researchers look for refutations. They try to falsify their propositions or theories (Popper 1934/1959). If the empirical evidence is compatible with one's theory, then one keeps the hypotheticalpropositions and regards them as supported – until negative evidence turns up. Although certitude about possession of the truth is beyond the capabilities of human inquiry, growth of knowledge is conceivable by the successive elimination of errors. This epistemological approach borrowed from Popper were easily applicable, if most of our propositions weredeterministic, if they claimed to be valid without exceptions. Then, finding a single exception to a general statement – say, about prosperity and democracy – would suffice to falsify the proposition. Looking at poor India nevertheless being democratic, or at fairly rich Kuwait nevertheless being autocratic, would suffice to reject the theory.2 Unfortunately, almost no theory in macroeconomics, macrosociology, or international relations delivers deterministic propositions. Instead we have only probabilistic statements of the type that more prosperous countries are more likely to be democratic than others, or that economically freer countries are more likely to avoid war involvement than others. Probabilistic assertions never can be falsified by pointing to single events which do not fit with theoretical expectations. Instead we have to look at relative frequencies, at correlations or regression coefficients. We need statistical tools to evaluate such propositions. We typically ask the question whether a hypothesized relationship is so strong that it could only rarely occur because of random measurement or sampling error. Probabilistic propositions are regarded as supported only if they jump certain thresholds of significance which are ultimately defined by mere conventions.¶ Researchers are interested in causal propositions, that is, in statements about causes and effects, or determinants and consequences. Suchstatements can be used for explanation, forecasting, or policy interventions. We need to know more than the mere existence of some association or correlation between, say, prosperity and democracy, or economic freedom and the avoidance of military conflict. We need to know whether prosperity promotes democracy, or whether democracy promotes growth, or whether, possibly, both statements might be defensible or, for the time being, taken for 'true'.¶While a correlation between two variables, like prosperity and democracy, is equally compatible with the simple alternative causal propositions that prosperity causes democracy, and that democracy causes prosperity, this ambiguity no longer necessarily applies in more complex theoretical models. There, we tend to explain a single effect by a number of causes. For example, one may contend that democracy is promoted by prosperity as well as by a capitalist economic order (or economic freedom). We can take such a theoretical contention – which may be true or false, compatible with the data or not – as a starting point for specifying a regression equation.3 If both theoretical statements – about the democratizing effects of prosperity and capitalism – were true, then the regression coefficients of both variables should be positive and significant. If this is what we find in empirical research, then we regard the two propositions as provisionally supported. But final proofs remain impossible in empirical research. It is conceivable that some non- believer in the two propositions suggests a third measurable determinant of democracy. Before it actually is included in the regression equation, one never knows what its inclusion results in. Possibly, the previously significant and positive regression coefficients of prosperity and capitalism might be reduced to insignificance or even change signs. Then a previously supported causal proposition would have to be overturned and rejected. The claim of causality implies more than observable association or correlation. It also implies temporal precedence of causes before effects. If one wants to test the causal proposition that prosperity contributes to democratic government, or that economic freedom contributes to the avoidance of military conflict, then one should measure prosperity or economic freedom before their hypothesized effects occur – certainly not later. If there is doubt about the direction of causality, as there frequently is, one might also look at the relationships between, say, earlier prosperity and later democracy as well as between earlier democracy and later prosperity. Although such investigations may become technically complicated, it might suffice here to keep the general principles in mind. From causal propositions we derive expectations about correlation or regression coefficients. But conclusions from correlations to causal propositions are not justified. One simply can never 'verify' causal statements by correlations. From causal propositions we also derive expectations about temporal precedence. As long as empirical evidence fits one's theoretical expectations, one regards the propositions or theory as provisionally supported and works with them.¶ There is another complication. As illustrated by the debate about the effects of trade and economic interdependence on the avoidance of military conflict below, full accordance of empirical studies and verdicts with theories is the exception rather than the rule – if it ever happens at all. That is why some philosophers of science (for example, Kuhn 1962; Lakatos 1968-69) have been critical of the idea of falsification and warned against premature rejection of propositions. If 'anomalies' or 'falsification' are more or less ubiquitous, then our task is no longer so easy as to choose between theories which have been falsified and therefore deserve rejection and those which are compatible with the facts and therefore deserve to be accepted until negative evidence turns up. Then our task becomes to choose between competing theories, for example about the conflict reinforcing or pacifying impact of trade, and to pick those which fit the data relatively better than others. So, the claim advanced in this review of the literature cannot be that the empirical evidence fits the capitalist peace idea perfectly, but merely that the evidence fits it much better than competing explanations of military conflict and notions about the negative impact of capitalism on the avoidance of conflict and war or the irrelevance of democracy do.¶The epistemological discussion above could provide no more than a crude 'feel' for empirical research in the social sciences and its pitfalls. Although certitude is beyond reach, it is better to rely on testable, tested and so far supported propositions than on a hodgepodge of ambiguous hunches, contradictory thinking, and unsystematically evaluated empirical evidence.
