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Economy Declining

Economy Failing- 19 Warrants 

Lendman 7/7 (Stephen, Harvard BA Wharton MBA Research Analyst, Veterans Today, July 7th 2012, http://www.veteranstoday.com/author/lendman/) //AK
In June, America added 80,000 jobs. U-3 unemployment remained at 8.2%. Based on 1980 calculations, it tops 22%.Most jobs created are part-time, low-pay temp ones. The nation’s manufacturing base largely exists offshore. So do many high-pay service jobs. Expectations were missed for the fourth straight month. Typically at this stage of the economic cycle, around a quarter million monthly jobs are created. Moreover, 36 months after an alleged recovery, U-3 unemployment is 3.6% below the pre-recession high. The household survey adjusted on a comparable basis to the headline payroll one showed 153,000 June job losses. It was the third decline in the past four months. In total, 666,000 jobs are gone. Average hours worked fell to 0.4% year-over year down from 4.3% in Q 1. It suggests downward GDP forecast revisions anywhere from 1.5% to contraction. The University of Michigan “favorable (employment) news” index plunged to 27 in June from 34 in April and May. In March it was 38. It reached a 2012 low. Since 1980, a decline of seven points month-over-month occurred only six times. In contrast, unfavorable employment new rose five points to 28. It hit a yearly high. The Conference Board’s “jobs hard to get” index rose to 41.5 in June. It reflected a five-month high. In May it increased to 40.9 from 38.1 in April. The ISM jobs index fell slightly from 56.9 to 56.6 month-over-month. Initial jobless claims averaged 387,000 in June. They rose 3% over May. In the past decade, months in which they increased this much saw declining payrolls over 70% of the time. Average hours worked fell to 0.4% year-over year down from 4.3% in Q 1. It suggests downward GDP forecast revisions anywhere from 1.5% to contraction. By any measure employment is weak. The private payrolls diffusion index measures the degree to which companies expand or contract them. It fell 1.9 points to 57.9. It dropped twice in the last three months. It’s the lowest read since last November. The manufacturing diffusion index declined to 51.2 from 53.7. It hit a 2012 low. Average unemployment duration rose for the second straight month. It’s at 39.9 weeks up from 39.7 in May. Part-time workers are growing at the expense of lost full-time jobs. The protracted trend shows the downsizing of American jobs, their quality, and future prospects. The service sector diffusion index also fell. It’s down from 53.7 in May to 52.1. It’s the lowest figure since January 2010. Its forward looking indicators flashed weakness. Backlogs dropped from 53 to 47.5. It’s another 2012 low. New orders fell to 53.5. Vendor performance slipped to 51 from 53. Export numbers declined to 49.5 from 53 in May and 58 in April. It’s the second lowest read since August 2010. Prices plunged for five straight months from 68.4 in February to June’s 48.9. It’s the lowest level since July 2009. Overall, nominal non-manufacturing stands at a three-year low. Indications suggest considerably more downside. Combining manufacturing and non-manufacturing indices, the composite dropped to 51.8 from 53.7 in April and May and 56.7 in February. It now stands where it did in January 2010. The Conference Board’s measure of CEO confidence plunged in Q2 to 47 from 63 in Q1. Under 50 reflects negative sentiment. Only three times in the past decade did a decline this great occur. Each time it reflected the economy in recession or about to roll over. Claiming the recession ended is more illusion than reality. Economic conditions are awful. Half or more of US households are impoverished or borderline. Expect much worse ahead. Protracted Depression harshness shows no signs of abating. Economist Jack Rasmus is a Progressive Radio News Hour regular. He explained that winter months job numbers “were grossly overestimated.” They were boosted by highly suspect statistical adjustments. They were more relevant pre-2007 than today.April, May and June reports were dismal. Putting a brave face on them doesn’t wash. They reflect economic decline, not growth. Later downward revisions may show they’re worse than now reported. Recovery is nowhere in sight. Conditions are going from bad to worse. Main Street remains in protracted Depression. On the Progressive Radio Network, economist Paul Craig Roberts called America a “third world economy.” Conditions are worse now than when crisis conditions erupted in fall 2007.

Economic growth not fast enough- employment proves
Reuters 6/13 http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/06/13/us-economy-usa-poll-idUSBRE85C1D020120613
The Reuters poll of economists in June found that between now and October, the U.S. economy will gain an average of 147,000 jobs a month, not enough to quickly bring down the U.S. unemployment rate, currently at 8.2 percent. Expectations for jobs growth were cut all the way through the end of 2013 when they were seen reaching 191,000 a month, down from a forecast of 200,000 in the May poll. Economic growth is also expected to be slower. In the third and fourth quarters of 2012, U.S. gross domestic product was forecast to expand by annualized rates of 2.3 and 2.4 percent respectively, in both cases 0.1 percentage point weaker than last month's poll. The pace of growth in the current quarter was seen unchanged at 2 percent.

Growth shrinking – election uncertainty and European debt crisis
Reuters 6/13 http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/06/13/us-economy-usa-poll-idUSBRE85C1D020120613
Uncertainty around the outcome of the U.S. elections, the debt crisis in Europe and whether a series of U.S. tax hikes and spending cuts will come into effect as scheduled in early 2013 has delayed many companies' hiring plans. "You have no idea what the marginal tax rate or the payroll tax is going to be on your business in seven months. You're not going to hire someone today for six months of work," said John Silvia, chief economist at Wells Fargo Securities in Charlotte, North Carolina. The median projection for gross domestic product in 2012 as a whole fell to 2.2 percent from 2.3 percent in the Reuters poll conducted in May and the forecast for 2013 dropped more sharply to 2.2 percent from 2.4 percent. 
Economy currently failing – unemployment consistently high

Portman, 6/13/12 – United States Senator for Ohio (Rob, “We Can Do Better On Economy”, Politico, June 13), http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0612/77389.html // ML
We are living through the weakest economic recovery since the Great Depression. More than 20 million Americans cannot find work, have given up searching or have been forced to accept part-time jobs. We must do better. The unemployment rate has remained above 8 percent for more than three years — the longest stretch since the Great Depression. The average unemployed worker spends nearly 40 weeks looking for a job. That’s nine months of stress, uncertainty and wondering how to make ends meet. President Barack Obama correctly points out that he inherited this recession. But the question is: What did he do with it? His policies, unfortunately, have failed to turn things around. Typically, the steeper a recession, the stronger the recovery. In recoveries, millions of unemployed Americans return to work and idled factories, and resources are put in use again, giving the economy lots of room to grow. This is what occurred after the 1981-82 recession. In terms of unemployment, that recession was as deep as the most recent one was. The unemployment rate peaked at 10.8 percent, which is higher than the 10 percent peak in the recent recession. But the 1980s recession was followed by five consecutive quarters of strong economic growth rates of between 7 percent and 9 percent. The economy gained more than 1.1 million net jobs in a single month. By this point after the beginning of that recession, the economy had recovered all jobs lost in the downturn and gained 7 million new jobs. Obama promised his policies would bring a similarly steep recovery. However, in contrast to Ronald Reagan — who encouraged the recovery by reducing tax rates, cutting red tape and limiting government, Obama spent more than $800 billion on a stimulus bill, has supported far higher tax rates, jammed through Congress a government health care takeover and expanded regulation. Obama and his team promised the unemployment rate would fall below 6 percent by now with his stimulus bill. He also pledged to cut the budget deficit in half in his first term and reduce annual family health costs by up to $2,500. Instead, the unemployment rate remains above 8 percent, $4 trillion has been added to the debt, this year’s budget deficit remains at well over $1 trillion and health care costs continue to rise. Rather than follow a steep recession with a steep recovery, the economy grew only 1.7 percent last year. Perhaps worst of all, we’re still 5 million net jobs down since the recession began.

U.S Econ Bad – state budget crises

Maclinnis and Maler, 6/8 – reporters of Reuters (Laura and Sandra, “Obama: U.S. economy needs help, Republicans lack ideas” Reuters Edition, 12, http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/06/08/us-usa-obama-economy-idUSBRE85716I20120608, ) // Y.L
(Reuters) - President Barack Obama stressed the U.S. economy is "not doing fine," seeking to clarify his earlier comments about the private sector and accusing his Republican rivals of lacking ideas about how to stoke growth and create jobs.¶ Speaking to reporters in the Oval Office, Obama said that while corporate profits are strong and companies have been adding jobs, small businesses are having a tough time getting financing and other pockets of the economy need more attention.¶ He repeated his view, expressed earlier on Friday in a press conference, that budget-pinched state and local governments need help to avoid teacher and police layoffs, and that Congress should help buoy struggling homeowners and construction workers who remain out of work several years after the financial crisis.¶ "It is absolutely clear that the economy is not doing fine, that's the reason I had a press conference," the Democratic president said, seated next to Filipino President Benigno Aquino.¶ Republicans in Congress had pounced on his Friday morning comments that the private sector was "doing fine," and Mitt Romney, who is running against Obama for the presidency on November 6, called that statement "an extraordinary miscalculation."¶ Obama, asked about Romney's response, accused Republicans of lacking ideas of how to help the U.S. economy fully recover.¶ "What steps are they willing to take right now that are going to make ran actual difference? So far, all we have heard are additional tax cuts for the folks who are doing well," he said.

Growth low - financial crisis problems not solved yet
Krueger 6/1 (Alan, Economist Professor at Princeton, The White House Blog, June 1 2012, https://mninews.deutsche-boerse.com/content/white-houses-krueger-economy-growing-not-fast-enough) //AK
Problems in the job market were long in the making and will not be solved overnight. The economy lost jobs for 25 straight months beginning in February 2008, and over 8 million jobs were lost as a result of the Great Recession. We are still fighting back from the worst economic crisis since the Great Depression. ¶ Today we learned that the economy has added private sector jobs for 27 straight months, for a total of 4.3 million payroll jobs over that period. The economy is growing but it is not growing fast enough. BLS’s establishment survey shows that private businesses added 82,000 jobs last month, and overall non-farm payroll employment rose by 69,000. The unemployment rate ticked up from 8.1 percent in April to 8.2 percent in May, according to BLS’s household survey. However, the labor force participation rate increased 0.2 percentage point to 63.8 percent, and employment rose by 422,000 according to the household survey. ¶ There is much more work that remains to be done to repair the damage caused by the financial crisis and deep recession that began at the end of 2007. Just like last year at this time, our economy is facing serious headwinds, including the crisis in Europe and a spike in gas prices that hit American families’ finances over the past months. It is critical that we continue the President’s economic policies that are helping us dig our way out of the deep hole that was caused by the severe recession. 

Economic collapse inevitable, Greece meltdown spills over

Gardiner, 12- Ph.D. is a Director, Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom at The Heritage Foundation. Yale University, Oxford University (Niel, “Why Greece’s economic collapse is a nightmare for Barack Obama”, 5/16/2012, http://blogs.telegraph.co.uk/news/nilegardiner/100158147/why-greeces-economic-collapse-is-a-nightmare-for-barack-obama/)VS

As Greece teeters on the brink of economic collapse, and Athens heads for an inevitable exit from the Euro, the White House is watching nervously. The Greek calamity is having a distinctly unsettling effect on US markets, and stocks could fall heavily on Wall Street as well as London, Paris, Frankfurt, Milan and Madrid as economic uncertainty mounts across the Eurozone. It will also hurt the fragile economic recovery in theUnited States, with unemployment still stuck firmly above 8 percent for a record 39th month in a row, a housing market still in the doldrums, and anemic levels of job creation. 70 percent of Americans still believe the US is in recession, an impression that won't be helped by the economic crisis across the Atlantic. But perhaps most damagingly for the Obama presidency, the debt crisis in Greece and across much of the EU is a sharp reminder to US voters of America's own economic mess, which has been greatly exacerbated by the big government policies of the current administration. Economic freedom in the US has been declining significantly over the past few years, propelled by excessive levels of government intervention, spending and borrowing, with the largest budget deficits since World War Two. America's national debt now stands at a staggering $15 trillion, and gross public debt surpassed 100 percent of GDP in 2011. And with the introduction of Obamacare, which is expected to add $1.6 trillion to net federal spending over the next decade according to George Mason University's Mercatus Center, the federal budget deficit will grow by more than $340 billion over the same period on the present trajectory. The dire situation in Greece is a stark warning for the United States if it continues down its current path of profligate spending. The debt and broader economic crisis in Europe is merely the shape of things to come for America unless it reverses course. The Obama presidency has been in denial regarding the extent of the economic crisis, continuing to push the same failing big government solutions both at home and abroad in a self-defeating effort to revive economic growth. There are only two solutions to the disaster unfolding across Europe. The first is greater economic freedom, including reduced government spending, lower taxes, and deregulation of labour markets. And the second is a return to national sovereignty, giving nation states the freedom to shape their own economic policies. The Obama administration has been firmly opposed to both, pushing ever greater bailouts within the EU, as well as backing the rise of a European superstate. As Vice President Joe Biden put it, "we did our bailout. They've got to do their bailout." As the Eurozone heads for the abyss, wedded to the same damaging policies that threaten to bring the United States to its knees, Americans will be sharply reminded of President Obama's  own big government agenda, and his administration's addiction to squandering other people's money. The Greek tragedy is a nightmare for Barack Obama, because it holds a mirror to his own presidency's mounting debt crisis, against a backdrop of the biggest rise in federal spending in US history. With good reason, the unfolding drama in Europe is a mounting liability for the American president.

Economy bad - long time until economy and unemployment recovers

Homan and Kowaski, 4/12 – writers for Bloomberg (Timothy R. and Alex, “Unemployment Claims In U.S. Rises To Two-Month High” Bloomberg, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-04-12/u-s-jobless-claims-increase-to-380-000-higher-than-forecast.html) // Y.L
More Americans than forecast filed applications for jobless benefits last week, reinforcing concern among Federal Reserve policy makers that the labor-market recovery will be slow to develop¶ Unemployment claims increased 13,000 in the week ended April 7 to 380,000, the highest since Jan. 28, the Labor Department reported today in Washington. The median forecast in a Bloomberg News survey called for 355,000 claims. Other reports showed consumer confidence held near a four-year high and the trade gap narrowed more than projected.¶ The claims data, coming on the heels of last week’s weaker- than-forecast payroll number, raise the possibility that the job gains that drove unemployment down to a three-year low last month will moderate. Fed Vice Chairman Janet Yellen and Fed Bank of New York President William C. Dudley said over the past 24 hours that they support keeping the central bank’s main interest rate low through late 2014 to help reduce joblessness. “There’s a modest recovery in the labor market, but still a ways to go,” said Michael Hanson, a senior U.S. economist at Bank of America Corp. in New York.¶ “There’s a number of tailwinds for the labor market that are fading a bit,” he said. “And there are a number of headwinds that are still out there,” including the European debt crisis and possible U.S. government budget cuts early next year.¶ Stocks rose, sending the Standard & Poor’s 500 Index higher for a second day, as the possibility that the Fed will keep interest rates low overshadowed the increase in claims. The S&P 500 climbed 1.4 percent to 1,387.57 at the 4 p.m. close in New York.¶ Confidence Holds Up¶ The increase in jobless applications has yet to damp confidence. The Bloomberg Consumer Comfort Index (CONCCONF) was minus 32.8 in the period ended April 8, second only to the prior week’s minus 31.4 as the highest since March 2008. Households were the most optimistic about their finances since April 2008.¶ The claims week included Good Friday, prompting some economists to downplay the jump in claims. Because the Easter holidays come at different times during the year, it makes it more difficult for the government to adjust the data for seasonal variations.¶ “I wouldn’t make too much out of just one reading,” said Kevin Cummins, an economist at UBS Securities LLC in Stamford, Connecticut. “We don’t think it’s likely to soften going forward, regarding employment data. Other indicators of the labor market are pretty solid.”¶ Claims in the prior week were revised to 367,000 from a previously reported 357,000.¶ Survey Results¶ Estimates of the 46 economists in the Bloomberg survey ranged from 350,000 to 372,000. The four-week moving average, a less-volatile measure than the weekly figures, increased to 368,500 last week from 364,250.¶ J.C. Penney Co. (JCP) this month said it will eliminate nearly 1,000 jobs as it seeks to revive sales. Sears Holdings Corp. (SHLD) will close 62 of its 4,010 stores in the first half of the year, Best Buy Co. will shutter 50 of its big-box locations, the company announced in March.¶ Employers added 120,000 jobs in March, half as many as in February and the fewest in five months, a report from the Labor Department showed last week. Almost three years after the recovery began, employment remains 5.2 million short of the pre- recession peak. The report also showed the jobless rate dropped to 8.2 percent, the lowest since January 2009, as the workforce shrank. Yellen, speaking yesterday in New York, echoed Fed Chairman Ben S. Bernanke by saying unemployment will decline “only gradually.” U.S. central bankers next meet on April 24-25 to debate policy for an economy that Yellen said may be sapped by government spending cuts and the European debt crisis.¶ Dudley said today that the economy may be gaining strength even as last week’s Labor Department report on the job market highlights risks to growth. “It is still too soon to conclude that we are out of the woods,” he said, adding he still supports holding the Fed’s main interest rate close to zero through late 2014.¶ In the euro-area, industrial production unexpectedly rose in February, driven by a weather-related surge in energy output, figures from the European Union’s statistics office in Luxembourg showed today.¶ Elsewhere, Bank of Japan Governor Masaaki Shirakawa pledged to continue to add monetary stimulus amid growing calls from politicians for the central bank to do more to end deflation, or a persistent drop in prices.¶ Trade Gap Shrinks¶ Another report today showed the trade deficit in the U.S. narrowed more than forecast in February as imports fell by the most in three years, reflecting the smallest amount of crude oil purchases in 15 years and a drop-off in demand for Chinese goods.  The gap shrank 12 percent to $46 billion, the smallest since October, from a revised $52.5 billion in January, the Commerce Department said. The median estimate of 73 economists surveyed by Bloomberg called for a deficit of $51.8 billion in February. Purchases of foreign goods decreased by 2.7 percent, the biggest decline since February 2009. Exports barely rose to reach a record.¶ The Chinese Lunar New Year holiday may have contributed to the slump in imports, indicating demand will probably rebound as U.S. consumer spending improves. At the same time, sales overseas by American companies may moderate as parts of Europe stagnate and China slows.¶ Lunar New Year¶ “As domestic demand begins to gain some momentum you should start to see imports pick up,” said UBS’s Cummins. “It appears that the drop in imports was reflective of the Chinese New Year. We’ve assumed slower export growth based on global growth slowing in 2012.” At the same time, he said, “it doesn’t appear that exports are likely to be a significant drag on the U.S. economy.”¶ Economists at Goldman Sachs Group Inc. and JPMorgan Chase & Co. were among those boosting their tracking estimates for first-quarter gross domestic product based, in part, on the improvement in the trade account.

Fiscal Cliff Makes Economic Collapse Inevitable

We are approaching fiscal cliff – bipartisan agreement won’t be reached

Bingham 7/12 http://abcnews.go.com/blogs/politics/2012/07/erskine-bowles-we-are-going-over-the-fiscal-cliff/

“I think if I had to tell you the probability, I’d say the chances are we are going over the fiscal cliff,”  Bowles said. “I hate to say it, but I think that’s probably right.” Bowles, whom  Obama appointed,  along  with Simpson, to create a bipartisan debt-reduction plan, said today that because debt reduction was “politically painful” and “really tough,” it was not likely Congress and the president would make the tough choices to reform entitlements, cut spending and simplify the tax code, as the Bowles-Simpson plan suggests. “I think that if we don’t get these politicians to come together we face the most predictable economic crisis in history,” Bowles said during this morning’s interview in Sun Valley, Idaho. “I think it’s absolutely clear that the fiscal path we are on is not sustainable, and for me, the best analogy is these deficits are like a  cancer,  and over time they will destroy the country from within.”


Fiscal cliff can’t be solved - we’re in too deep already

Elkin 6/27/12 Larry M. Elkin, president of Palisades Hudson Financial Group, president of Palisades Hudson Asset Management B.A. in Journalism University of Montana 1978, M.B.A in Accounting New York University 1986 “Who’s Afraid of the Fiscal Cliff?” http://www.palisadeshudson.com/2012/06/whos-afraid-of-the-fiscal-cliff/ 
So we are not going to tumble over the fiscal cliff. That certainly does not mean we have a smooth fiscal path in front of us. We are in a deep national financial hole, and it gets deeper the longer we ignore the fundamental fact that our short- and long-term spending plans are unsupportable at any tax load that the U.S. private sector is able to sustain. We cannot borrow and spend our way to durable prosperity. We’ve been trying for at least four years now – arguably a lot longer – and we have succeeded only in digging a larger pit. 

Transportation Spending Increasing Now

TI stimulus now- Democrats are pushing TI 

Schor 2010 (Elana, Capitol hill reporter, Streets blog, January 26, 2010, http://dc.streetsblog.org/2010/01/26/democrats-learning-to-love-the-i-word-but-will-words-bring-action/#more-67691)

The White House is re-centering its message around economic and fiscal concerns ahead of tomorrow's State of the Union address, with a new package of job-creation measures expected to vault to the top of the agenda and a three-year "spending freeze" pitched to deficit-wary conservative Democrats. Infrastructure: Democrats love it. But how will they fund it? Yet despite data showing that transit stimulus spending's effect on employment was nearly twice as large as that of road projects, it's far from clear that the Obama administration's pivot to the economy will prove a boon to merit-based infrastructure investment. One thing is clear: Democrats are finally catching on to broad public support for building more efficient and sustainable infrastructure.  As Robert Menendez (D-NJ), chief of the Senate majority's campaign committee, put it to CNN on Sunday (emphasis mine): [The economy] is something that I expect the president to deal with in the State of the Union speech, and something we will deal with as we deal with the jobs package that talks about ... helping to look at some of the infrastructure of the country, so people can get to work right away ...At the same time, White House adviser Valerie Jarrett was telling NBC: We are investing in infrastructure, we are investing in public education so that our kids can compete going forth into the next generation. We are investing in renewable energy, to reduce our dependence on foreign oil. These are all connected to the economy. Of course, talking about a better built environment for the nation is one thing; delivering is a messier and far lengthier endeavor. Infrastructure encompasses more than just transportation networks, to be sure -- but looking at the specific challenges of federal transport funding, there remains but a small window for the Democrats to align their fondness for the I-word with the White House's austere new message on spending. Part of the problem with federal transportation spending is that, in budget-wonk parlance, it manages to be both mandatory (set aside in a special trust fund replenished by the gas tax, not Congress) and discretionary (distributed every year according to obligation ceilings set by Congress). So will transportation funds be hit by the White House's proposed "spending freeze," thus limiting the amount of available money for the U.S. DOT's newly revamped transit funding plan? The freeze would take effect based on funding levels in the 2011 White House budget, which is set for release next week and could well provide more money for sustainability efforts at the U.S. DOT. Even if the U.S. DOT budget gets a boost before a freeze kicks in, however, that tricky highway trust fund (which also funds much of Washington's transit spending) remains short of cash. If Congress and the administration can resolve their ongoing stalemate over financing the next six-year transport bill before October, when the fiscal year ends and the freeze kicks in, federal funding would be on a more certain footing. But if the next federal transport bill is delayed into 2011 or beyond, which remains a very real possibility, money will likely have to be transferred from the government's general fund into highway and transit accounts.The size of such a transfer is tough to predict -- Senate legislation offered in July would have spent $22 billion to keep transportation accounts solvent for 18 months -- but Democrats would face strong resistance to borrowing the money for a highway trust fund rescue after diverting $15 billion from the Treasury over the past two years. So it's easy to envision a scenario where another highway trust fund rescue requires cuts to other transport programs, putting federal investments in infrastructure on an even less sure footing than they are now. And given the negative consequences of waiting too long to solve the current transportation funding crisis, Democrats and the Obama administration could make the tough decisions on taxes now, while backing up their rhetoric on infrastructure with more merit-based grants, or kick the can down the road again. The predicament brings to mind House Speaker Nancy Pelosi's (D-CA) comments to Washington Post blogger Ezra Klein back in July: Washington, she said, is the "city of the perishable." Wait too long to act decisively on a difficult issue, and you risk losing the chance to address it at all.
Too much TI spending already 

Goff and Fraser 6/28/12 Emily Goff, research Associate for Heritage Foundation and Alison Fraser, Director of the Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies “Transportation Conference Bill: Some Good Reforms, but Too Much Spending” http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2012/06/transportation-conference-bill-some-good-reforms-but-too-much-spending
To fund transportation programs through 2014, the bill would spend $120 billion, or $60 billion per year. Though consistent with current spending levels, it is well above what the HTF will collect: According to the Congressional Budget Office, the trust fund will run out of money in 2013, meaning spending is clearly outpacing revenues.[3] Keeping spending within the limit of the trust fund puts pressure on lawmakers to return control of transportation programs and their funding to the states. Transfers from the general fund to pay for the bill would be offset mostly by pension and flood insurance changes. One pension-related reform would allow private businesses to invest less money in their employees’ defined-benefit pension plans. This is terrible policy that would harm the position of many under-funded plans. It also increases taxpayer risk of a pension bailout through the Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation (PBGC).[4] The other increases the premiums that an employer must pay to the PBGC for insurance. This change is good policy, but revenues should shore up PBGC instead of paying for additional spending.
Administration will increase spending on mass transit in 2013

The Newspaper 12- (“White House Doubles Spending on Mass Transit”, The Newspaper, 2-17-12, http://www.thenewspaper.com/news/37/3718.asp)JY
President proposes to double the money spent on trains, trolleys and subways. The White House on Monday released its budget for federal transportation spending in 2013. In sharp contrast to the plan proposed by Republicans in the US House of Representatives, the administration wants to encourage the diversion of federal gasoline tax dollars into mass transit programs by doubling funding over the next six years. "Look, investing in transit is more than just a question of what we spend; it's a question of what we value," Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood wrote on his FastLane blog Tuesday. "It's a question of fairness for our friends and neighbors who can't drive or can't afford to own a car." The document cites a "peace dividend" from ramping down overseas military operations as an offset to boost spending on favored initiatives. For example, the proposal would spend $47 billion over six years on high-speed rail and Amtrak subsidies. The budget expends $2.2 billion on 29 rail and bus projects in fifteen states. As part of a program to make "livable and sustainable communities," $108 billion in gas tax funds would be spent on subways and buses over six years -- double the amount previously authorized. Another $20 billion would be set aside to encourage states to set up "livability" projects as well as various programs to encourage the issuance of traffic tickets. Like the House plan, the president's budget contains no earmarks and would consolidate duplicative grant programs. Overall transportation spending in 2013 would rise 4.8 percent to $74,334,000,000, but even the money dedicated toward "highways" would be spent on transit. The Federal Highway Administration will spend $4 billion on "livable communities." Missoula, Montana, for example, used these grants to build 400 miles of pedestrian facilities and bicycle paths. "President Obama's 2013 budget will support the research and technologies that America's next generations will need to sustain a thriving economy," LaHood wrote. "As we rebuild, we can no longer afford to continue operating our transportation systems the same way we did 50 years ago, with outdated processes and financial tools that were made for yesterday's economy."
Government Spending Out of Control Now

Federal spending rampant now – Obama worst spender ever

Wahlman 7/10- sell-side equity research analyst covering the communications technology industries from 1996 to 2008: UBS 1996-2002, Needham & Company 2002-2006, and ThinkEquity 2006-2008 (Anton, “Federal Balloons During Obama’s Presidency”, 7/10/2012, http://www.thestreet.com/story/11611336/1/federal-spending-balloons-during-obamas-presidency-opinion.html)
There are some claims that are so outrageous that they go beyond the pale. Recently there have been various statements that federal spending during the Obama presidency has either been cut or has risen very little.¶ One recent example was a graphic that went viral. The graphic summarized a MarketWatch column.¶ Politifact.com rated the claim in that graphic "mostly true."¶ But such claims about the budget couldn't be further from the truth.¶ The numbers are publicly available to prove it. All you have to do is apply some second-grade math.¶ The following Web page from The American Presidency Project provides numbers on U.S. federal spending:http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/data/budget.php .¶ The relevant data are near the bottom of the table, just above the reference footnotes.¶ Let's begin by determining the average spending per fiscal year during the 2002 through 2009 fiscal years. These outlays cover the administration of President George W. Bush.¶ (Note that each fiscal year begins on Oct. 1 of the previous year. So the 2002 fiscal year began on Oct. 1, 2001. Presidents typically submit budgets for the coming fiscal year on the first Monday in February.)¶ Outlays (the third column) go from $2.01 trillion in 2002 to $3.52 trillion in 2009. Add them all up and divide by eight, and you get an annual average of $2.60 trillion.¶ Then let's add up spending for the four years for which President Obama has submitted budgets. (Note: the fiscal 2013 budget has yet to be agreed upon by the White House and Congress, and numbers for fiscal 2012 and fiscal 2013 are estimates.)¶ For the first four Obama years, outlays average $3.66 trillion. That's a 41% increase over the average spending during the Bush years.¶ There are no two ways around this, folks. This is hard, cold math.¶ There is only one objection that can be made to these calculations. We are comparing an average of eight years (2002-2009 fiscal years) with an average of four years (2010-2013 fiscal years).¶ That's not fair, you say. You're darn right it's not fair! But for whom? The answer is that it depends on what federal government spending will be the next four years, so we can measure eight years over the previous eight years.¶ 

Unemployment High

Unemployment high – 2nd quarter report not good enough

Time 12 (CHRISTOPHER S. RUGABER “U.S. Employers Add 80,000 Jobs as Economy Struggles” http://business.time.com/2012/07/06/u-s-hiring-likely-improved-only-modestly-in-june/)

U.S. employers added only 80,000 jobs in June, a third straight month of weak hiring that shows the economy is struggling three years after the recession ended.  The Labor Department said Friday that the unemployment rate was unchanged at 8.2 percent. The economy has added just 75,000 jobs a month in the April-June quarter. That’s one-third of 226,000 a month created in the first quarter. Job creation is also trailing last year’s pace through the first six months of 2012. Stock futures fell modestly after the report came out. Dow Jones industrial average futures were down 24 points before the report at 8:30 a.m., and were down 60 points minutes later. (MORE: U.S. Jobless Aid Applications Fall to 6-Week Low) Yields for government bonds sank, an indication that investors were putting money into the Treasury market. The yield on the 10-year U.S. Treasury note was 1.59 percent just before the report and 1.57 percent after it came out. A weaker job market has made consumers less confident. They have pulled back on spending, even though gas prices have plunged.  High unemployment could shift momentum to Mitt Romney, the presumptive GOP presidential nominee. An Associated Press-GfK poll released last month found that more than half of those surveyed disapproved of President Barack Obama’s handling of the economy. Dismal June job figures could also prompt the Federal Reserve to take further action to try to boost the economy. The Fed last month downgraded its economic outlook for 2012. It predicted growth of just 1.9 percent to 2.4 percent for the year and little change in the unemployment rate.  Job gains in April and May were little changed from the department’s previous estimates. There were some good signs in the report. The average work week grew to 34.5 hours from 34.4 in May, boosting many workers’ paychecks. And average hourly wages rose 6 cents to $23.50. Hourly pay has increased 2 percent in the past year and is ahead of inflation, which has fallen in recent months along with gas prices.¶ About one-third of the jobs gained in June were in temporary services. Manufacturing added 11,000, its ninth straight month of gains. But growth in factory jobs slowed sharply in the second quarter compared to the first. Health care added 13,000 jobs and financial services gained 5,000. Retailers, transportation firms and government cut jobs.
Unemployment staying high – long term indicators
Associated Press, 7/04 - an international news agency based in New York City (CHRISTOPHER S. RUGABER, “Next President To Face High Unemployment, Economists Say” Huffington Post, 12, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/07/04/unemployment-2012_n_1649459.html)
A majority of economists in the latest Associated Press Economy Survey expect the national unemployment rate to stay above 6 percent – the upper bounds of what's considered healthy – for at least four more years.  If the economists are correct, the job market will still be unhealthy seven years after the Great Recession officially ended in June 2009. That would be the longest stretch of high unemployment since the end of World War II.  And it means the job market and the economy – President Barack Obama's main political threats – would remain big challenges in either a second Obama term or President Mitt Romney's first term.  "The election isn't going to be a miracle cure for the unemployment rate – that's for sure," says Sean Snaith, an economics professor at the University of Central Florida. He thinks unemployment, which is 8.2 percent now, won't drop back to 6 percent until after 2016. Economists consider a "normal" level to be between 5 percent and 6 percent. The economists surveyed by the AP foresee an unemployment rate of 8 percent on Election Day. That would be the highest rate any postwar president running for re-election has faced. The survey results come before the government reports Friday on hiring during June. Fears about the economy escalated after U.S. employers added just 69,000 jobs in May, the fewest in a year and the third straight month of weak job growth. The AP survey collected the views late last month from 32 private, corporate and academic economists on a range of issues. Among their views:  The economy will continue to grow only slowly. The average forecast for the April-June period is that GDP grew at an annual rate of 2 percent. That's down from a 2.4 percent forecast in April. The economists think the rate in the final six months of the year will be just 2.3 percent. That's too weak to bring the unemployment rate down.  Monthly job gains will average 139,000 the rest of this year – barely enough to keep up with population growth and prevent unemployment from worsening. In their forecast in April, the economists predicted average monthly job gains of 189,000. The one step Europe could take that would boost confidence in its financial system quickly would be a bailout program like the Troubled Asset Relief Program, or TARP, that Congress approved in 2008 to rescue U.S. banks after the financial crisis hit. The biggest threat to the U.S. economy is the tax increases and spending cuts that will take effect Jan. 1 unless Congress reaches an agreement. Many economists and the International Monetary Fund have warned that these measures would push the economy off a "fiscal cliff" and back into recession.¶ ¶ An unemployment rate of 5 percent to 6 percent is typical of a healthy economy. The rate usually doesn't fall much lower, in part because many people who leave a job or start looking for one after finishing school don't get one right away.¶ ¶ Most economists also say that if the Federal Reserve sought to lower unemployment much further, the economy could overheat and ignite inflation.¶ ¶ Unemployment has fallen below 5 percent, most recently in 2000 and 2007. But hiring during those periods was swollen by bubbles in technology (2000) and real estate (2007) that ended in crashes that sent unemployment back up.¶ ¶ U.S. policymakers are supposed to strive for "full employment" under the Employment Act of 1946. That law defined it as an unemployment rate of 4 percent. Today, most economists, including Fed Chairman Ben Bernanke, define full employment as between 5 percent and 6 percent.¶ ¶ Fifty-fix percent of the economists surveyed by the AP said the unemployment rate wouldn't return to 6 percent until 2016 or later. Thirty-one percent said it would take until 2015.¶ ¶ The economists said high unemployment remains a persistent problem for several reasons. The biggest factor: The economy isn't growing fast enough to cause employers to expand and hire much.¶ ¶ Beth Ann Bovino, deputy chief economist at Standard & Poor's, forecasts growth of about 2 percent this year and next. She doesn't think it will get much better before 2015.¶ ¶ "You need something closer to 4 percent to make a dent in unemployment," she said.  Consumers, businesses and governments are all cutting back on spending to reduce debts, Bovino said. That creates a vicious cycle: Less spending by consumers results in less revenue for companies. Businesses then reduce hiring. And that means fewer people with paychecks to spend.¶ ¶ And even if hiring does pick up, several economists said the unemployment rate will be hard to bring down. That's because millions of Americans have given up looking for work and are no longer counted as unemployed. Many of those "discouraged workers" will likely resume their job searches as employers start hiring more. But because most won't be hired immediately, the unemployment rate will stay elevated. Andrew Kohut, president of the Pew Research Center, said presidents find themselves under pressure almost immediately after taking office to improve the economy and job market.¶ ¶ If elected, Romney will likely point out that he inherited a weak economy, Kohut said. Obama has tried the same approach. But voters "still want to know, what have you done for us lately?" Allen Sinai, chief global economist at Decision Economics, said the United States is in a squeeze: It needs to stimulate growth. Yet it also needs to rein in government spending and budget deficits over the long run.¶ ¶ "I don't envy the next president, whoever he is," Sinai said. "He is going to have one heck of a problem to fix."

Inflation High

Food price inflation raising – global warming
Campbell 7/12/12 Ian Campbell, Chief Economist, Emerging Markets at ABN AMRO Bank “Overheating” 7/12/12 http://www.breakingviews.com/ian-campbell/2336.bio
The United States has just had its hottest first half-year ever. The corn crop is suffering, corn prices are soaring. Extreme weather is also hitting Russian wheat. Is global warming threatening a repeat of the destabilising 2011 global food price shock? Probably not this year. But the longer-term threat is troubling. In the United States, the Department of Agriculture reduced its forecast for corn, the country’s largest crop, by 12 percent this week. U.S. corn prices are up by around 40 percent in the past month. As grain feeds animals, meat prices may also rise. The heat will have an inflationary impact.  

Inflation will rise in 2012 – corporate predictions prove
Bloomberg 12 “Investors See Inflation in U.S. at 3-Year High, JPMorgan Survey” 4/6/12 http://www.moneynews.com/Economy/Inflation-economy-us-high/2012/04/06/id/435080 

Financial market participants’ inflation expectations for the U.S. rose to the highest level in nearly three years, while they see deflation risk in the euro region, according to a survey by JPMorgan Chase & Co. Inflation expectations in the U.S. for the next 12 months rose to 2 percent, the highest since JPMorgan began the survey in July 2009, the bank said. The same gauge for the U.K. fell to 2.2 percent from 2.3 percent in the previous survey in November. 

Inflation is increasing now – fiscal and monetary policy trigger
Money News 3/16 “Charles Goyette: 'High Inflation Crisis' Looms for U.S.” 3/16/12 http://www.moneynews.com/Economy/Goyette-High-Inflation-Crisis/2012/03/16/id/432848 

Runaway government spending and excessively loose monetary policies are set to send U.S. inflation rates spiking, says Libertarian author Charles Goyette. To combat what it saw as deflationary threats and uncomfortably high unemployment rates, the Federal Reserve bought trillions in mortgage-backed securities and Treasury bonds from banks during the past couple of years, flooding the economy with inflation-fueling liquidity in the process. Considering all that liquidity remains in the economy while government spending remains rampant, consumer prices are set to soar.

US faces high inflation crisis – federal reserve policy guarantees
Money News 12 “Charles Goyette: 'High Inflation Crisis' Looms for U.S.” 3/16/12 http://www.moneynews.com/Economy/Goyette-High-Inflation-Crisis/2012/03/16/id/432848
"I'm afraid the stage is already being set right now and it's certainly a high inflation crisis. You can see the incipient signs of rising prices in all kinds of areas," Goyette told Newsmax.TV in an exclusive interview. A good portion of that excess liquidity has ended up in commodities markets, which has sent crude and food prices rising. "These things don't start going up because of the phases of the moon or because of the weather," said the author of the recently released “Red And Blue And Broke All Over.” "The rises in commodities prices across the board is a result of the Federal Reserve trying to monetize the deficit and give the politicians cover for their irresponsible spending by printing the money to cover it up so we don't have to go out and borrow it," Goyette says. 

US Inflation high- gas and food prove

US Inflation Calculator 12 “US Inflation Hits 2.9% on 12-Month Basis, Consumer Prices Climb 0.2% in January 2012” 2/17/12 http://www.usinflationcalculator.com/inflation/us-inflation-hits-2-9-on-12-month-basis-consumer-prices-climb-0-2-in-january-2012/1000988/
US inflation ticked higher in January as Americans paid more at the pump for the first time in four months, government data released on Friday revealed. However, consumer prices dipped a bit over the past year as compared to the previous 12-months ending in December. Consumer prices rose 0.2 percent in January, marking the biggest jump since September and coming on the heels of two straight flat monthly readings. Food and energy costs are among the items that drove US inflation higher as both of the government-watched indexes advanced 0.2 percent in January. The increase for food actually matched the previous month. However, energy prices tumbled 1.3 percent in December and the change into January accounted for a more noticeable burden on the wallet. Advances occurred in other areas as well, the government noted. 

Transportation Infrastructure Spending Out of Control Now

Link Answers

Mass Transit Link Turn

Mass Transit’s spending helps econ – construction jobs

Smart Growth America, 11-coalition of advocacy organizations that have a stake in how metropolitan expansion affects the environment, quality of life and economic sustainability. Partners include national, state and local groups, working on behalf of the environment, historic preservation, social equity, land conservation, neighborhood redevelopment, farmland protection, and labor(“New report reveals smart transportation spending creates jobs, grows the economy”, 7/11,

http://www.smartgrowthamerica.org/2011/02/04/new-report-reveals-smart-transportation-spending-creates-jobs-grows-the-economy///LA

According to data sent by the states to Congress, the states that created the most jobs were the ones that invested in public transportation projects and projects that maintained and repaired existing roads and bridges. The states that spent their funds predominantly building new roads and bridges created fewer jobs.¶ As Newsweek’s David A. Graham explains, investments in transportation have dual economic benefits:¶ Injecting money into transportation projects, the thinking goes, is an especially potent jobs-creation tool because it not only puts construction workers and contractors to work quickly, it also lays the groundwork for future economic growth and development. Obama predicted the transportation money alone would put hundreds of thousands of workers on the job.

HSR Link Turn

California HSR helps the economy- will pump 8 billion 

Krause, 12- executive director for Californians on High Speed Rail (Daniel, “ High-speed rail will bolster economy, budget” The E.W. Scripps Co., 6/30, http://www.vcstar.com/news/2012/jun/30/krause-high-speed-rail-will-bolster-economy/ )//LA

As California faces yet another large budget deficit, and potentially more devastating cuts, there have been numerous calls that the high-speed rail project should be shelved. Opponents are claiming that Californians must choose between funding schools and high-speed rail. Not only is this a false choice, it would also be a tragic mistake economically for California in the short and long term.¶ It is time to set the record straight. The high-speed rail project will provide a dramatic boost to California's economy — and its budget outlook — at just the right time.¶ California is in the middle of an economic crisis and the jobs situation is atrocious, damaging the lives of untold numbers of people. This lack of jobs is sucking the life out of our state budget because tax revenues have plummeted while the unemployed draw on public services. The jobs high-speed rail will create, along with the sale of construction materials to build the project, will dramatically increase tax revenues flowing into the state budget.¶ But what of the debt servicing cost to our state budget? Again, one word: jobs.¶ The early investments in high-speed rail, both in the Central Valley and at the urban bookends, will pump more than $8 billion into California's economy, creating thousands of direct and indirect jobs. Over the next few years, at a time when we must kick our economy back into gear, the increased tax revenues generated from these jobs will more than offset debt servicing costs.¶ Additionally, the state plans to direct underutilized truck weight fees, which statutorily must be used for transportation projects, to pay the interest on HSR bonds. These small but extremely important details debunk the high-speed rail versus school kids myth.¶ In the long term, high-speed rail will help usher a much more efficient transportation system, which is a key component to sustained economic prosperity. Continued gridlock, coupled with volatile oil prices, hurts California businesses in the worst way.¶ High-speed rail will ensure that workers and consumers can move efficiently, without being subject to unstable transportation costs — a true boon for business. And when our business community is functioning efficiently and prospering, our state budget and our schools benefit.¶ Extreme austerity in Europe is proving to be a flawed strategy, plunging much of the continent back into deep recession. Cutting investments to critical infrastructure projects such as high-speed rail, here at home, will only make our budget problems worse. We need to shake ourselves out of the downward economic spiral of divestment and cutting by boldly moving forward with a project that will inject billions directly into our economy.¶ The fact that we are even considering rejecting these funds, which will put thousands of people back to work starting next year, is hard to believe. It doesn't make short-term sense, and it doesn't make long-term sense.¶ In 2008, the voters of California endorsed a high-speed rail vision that would have a direct effect on relieving some our state's most challenging transportation and quality of life problems.¶ That vision remains, and contrary to what many are saying, the economic case for high-speed rail is actually more important than ever. Let's start to realize that vision.

National Infrastructure Bank Link Turn

NIB helps boost jobs and fund governmental projects  

Barnes, 11- Peter Barnes is a senior Washington correspondent for the Fox Business Network. He joined the network in October 2007. Education at Penn State ( Peter, “Infrastructure Bank My Boost Size of Obama Jobs Bill” Fox News Network, 9/12, http://www.foxbusiness.com/industries/2011/09/12/infrastructure-bank-may-boost-cost-obama-jobs-bill/ ) //LAhttp://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Peter_Barnes_(journalist)
The White House said Monday that the President Obama_s proposed national infrastructure bank could back $100 billion to $200 billion in new state and local road, bridge, mass transit and other projects over the next decade--it hopes in more _public-private_ partnerships with funding from private investors.¶ That could increase the effective size of the President_s $450 billion jobs bill to the range of $550 billion to $650 billion, including new infrastructure spending from non-federal sources over the next 10 years. Administration officials claimed that potential greater impact would come at a minimal cost and risk to taxpayers.¶ According to the jobs legislation the White House released Monday, the bank would guarantee infrastructure project loans, putting taxpayers on the hook for losses.¶ But a senior administration official said any losses in the program would be minimized because federal support would be targeted to _economically viable_ projects with dedicated revenue sources for loan repayments; direct loans and loan guarantees would be limited in size, and taxpayer subsidies would be conservatively estimated and structured, starting with just a $10 billion federal investment.¶ Supporters have said Washington guarantees through the bank would assist cash-strapped state and municipal governments by allowing project financing at lower interest rates.¶ In his jobs plan, the President would spend $10 billion to establish an infrastructure bank, which would help pay for new public construction projects over 10 years with the objective of raising much of the funding for them from pension funds, hedge funds and other private investors.¶ Gene Sperling, the director of the White House National Economic Council, said in an interview Friday that the Administration expects at least $10 of non-federal funding for every $1 of federal funding or guarantees in bank-supported projects, but that the figure could be closer to $20 in other funding sources for every $1 of federal backing.¶ _I think 10-1 is actually conservative,_ Sperling said. _I think many people think-- including some on our jobs council, some of our business leaders believe--that you could get 20-1 bang for your buck._¶ A White House spokesperson confirmed Monday that formula could generate about $100 billion to $200 billion in total new financing for state and local infrastructure projects. According to a summary of the jobs legislation, the bank _will provide direct loans and loan guarantees to facilitate investment in economically-viable infrastructure projects of regional or national significance._¶ Government infrastructure banks exist in other countries. In the U.S., supporters have been lobbying Congress for years to create one. They have pressed their case as state and municipal budgets, like the federal, have tightened, and as the nation_s infrastructure has crumbled and rebuilding it has lagged. Earlier this year, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce joined forces with the AFL-CIO to win backing for a bank.¶ But critics have attacked infrastructure banks, like similar government-backed financing entities, as potentially costly to taxpayers _ housing insurance giants Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac have required about a $150 billion bailout _ as well as of questionable value in jumpstarting job creation. _An infrastructure bank would do little to spur the economic recovery_and nothing to create new jobs,_ Ronald Utt, a senior economics research fellow at the Heritage Foundation, wrote in August.¶ Utt said the _time-consuming nature of creating such a bank_ would mean _more than a year or two will pass before the first dollar of a grant or loan is dispersed to finance a project._ He also criticized the billions in direct federal infrastructure spending in the President_s 2009 stimulus plan as ineffective.¶ The bank proposal faces an uphill fight in Congress, were some top Republicans oppose it. On Monday, House Republican Leader Eric Cantor (R-VA) called it _a Fannie and Freddie for roads and bridges."¶ But after previously pushing its own type of bank--with up to $30 billion in federal capital over six years--the White House has embraced more restrictive bank start-up legislation in the Senate that has won some bi-partisan support. Sponsors of that proposal have said it could help finance up to $600 billion in projects.¶ Mirroring the Senate proposal, the Administration_s legislation would limit financing to projects with loans that would be repaid _(in whole or part) from tolls, user fees, or other dedicated revenue sources that secure the senior payment obligations,_ according to the White House summary--funding could _not be provided for any project whose purpose is private and for which no public benefit is created._¶ The bank also could not provide or guarantee more than 50% of a project_s financing. And like Fannie, Freddie and other government financing entities, it could charge a _credit fee_ to help cover its costs, including any loan losses.¶ _That was just another chance for the President to reach out and say here's something bipartisan we can do,_ Sperling said of the Administration_s new support for the Senate bill. _The cost to the federal government is $10 billion. But what you're really doing is helping just cover some of the risk._¶ According to the White House jobs bill summary, the bank could finance public transportation, water and energy projects, including _highways, roads, bridges, mass transit, inland waterways, commercial ports, airports, air traffic control systems, passenger rail, freight rail, water-waste treatment facilities, storm-water management systems, dams, solid-waste disposal facilities, levees, open-space management systems, pollution-reduced energy generation, transmission and distribution of energy, storage of energy and energy-efficiency enhancements for buildings._¶ Along with the infrastructure bank, the President's jobs plan includes another $95 billion for infrastructure spending, including for school and vacant housing renovation.

Generic Link Turn

Transportation investment creates jobs and lowers deficit

Johnson 12- Fellow at Campaigning for America’s Future (Dave, “Transportation and Infrastructure = Immediate Jobs = Deficit Reduction”, Huffington Post, 5-1-12, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/dave-johnson/transportation-infrastruc_b_1469356.html) JY
President Obama spoke Monday at the AFL-CIO's Building and Construction Trades Department Legislative Conference in Washington, asking Republicans to stop blocking infrastructure and transportation projects. (See transcript here.) These projects would immediately create jobs, which would immediately start reducing the country's deficit -- which is probably why Republicans are blocking them. There are millions of infrastructure jobs that absolutely need doing. There are millions of people out of work who really, really need jobs. On top of that the cost of financing is the lowest ever. So maintaining and modernizing our infrastructure would immediately put millions of people to work. But wait, there's more! Modernizing our infrastructure would make our economy more efficient and our businesses more competitive, bringing returns for decades. So, of course, with all these points going for it Republicans are blocking it. The Obstruction We have been deferring infrastructure maintenance since the Reagan years, but in recent years Republicans have doubled down on blocking public investment, calling it "just more government spending" and even "socialism." And, they complain, construction projects help union members. So Republicans have blocked bill after bill to repair and modernize the infrastructure, or to maintain and modernize our aging transportation system, build high-speed rail, etc. The president discussed this obstruction in his speech, ... over the last year, I've sent Congress a whole series of jobs bills that would have put your members back to work. But time after time, Republicans have gotten together and said "no." I sent them a jobs bill that would have put hundreds of thousands of construction workers back to work repairing our roads, bridges, schools and transit systems, along with saving the jobs of cops, teachers, and firefighters, and creating a new tax cut for businesses. They said "no." Then, I sent them just the part of that bill that would have created those construction jobs. They said "no." And we're seeing it again right now. As we speak, House Republicans are refusing to pass a bipartisan bill that could guarantee work for millions of construction workers. Seeing a pattern here? That makes no sense. Congress should do the right thing and pass this bill right away. The Cost Our aging infrastructure costs our economy. As things break down it gets harder to get things done. It is harder to start new businesses and our businesses are less competitive in the world. Shipments are delayed, etc. There are other costs. Cars have to be repaired from driving on our substandard roads, people have to pay higher fuel costs as they try to get where they are going on clogged streets or taking detours around closed bridges, etc. People's time is wasted, which also costs. As we move toward third-world status, property values decline, we lose tourism, etc. From a report on the president's speech in The Hill, (differs from advance transcript.) "There are bridges between Kentucky and Ohio where some of the key Republican leadership come from, where folks are having to do detours an extra hour and half drive every day on their commute because these bridges don't work," Obama said in a speech to the Building and Construction Trades Department Legislative Conference in Washington. "Time after time, the Republicans have gotten together and they've said no," he said. The Missed Opportunity This infrastructure work has to get done at some point, and gets more expensive the longer we put it off. It not only gets more and more expensive to do this work the longer it is put off, but we are falling far behind our economic competitors as we fail to modernize. But here's the thing -- as a share of the economy, Europe invests more than twice what we do in infrastructure; China about four times as much. Are we going to sit back and let other countries build the newest airports and the fastest railroads and the most modern schools, at a time when we've got private construction companies all over the world -- or all over the country -- and millions of workers who are ready and willing to do that work right here in the United States of America? Jobs Fix Deficits Jobs fix deficits. People are paying income taxes instead of collecting unemployment benefits or food stamps, they are spending their paychecks and the stores are paying taxes, etc. So government revenues are up and payouts are down. This is why the deficit is jobs, but there is a deficit of jobs. If you want to fix the deficit problem you have to get people working again. And since we have to maintain and modernize the aging infrastructure anyway, then let's get people working on... maintaining and modernizing the aging infrastructure! Take Back The American Dream Conference This and other issues will be talked about and worked on at the Take Back The American Dream Conference, June 18-20 in Washington DC.

Transportation investment revitalizes the econ- job creation and increased productivity

Messer 9- President and chairman of the board of Walter P Moore, a company focusing on structural, civil, and traffic engineering(Raymond F., “Infrastructure Improvements Will Boost a Struggling Economy”, Design Intelligence, 1-15-09, http://www.di.net/articles/archive/2966/) JY
There is well-documented evidence of the direct correlation between transportation spending and job creation and the vital link between transportation and the economy. Transportation and transportation-related industries account for 10 percent of U.S. gross domestic product, and studies show that $1 billion in spending on infrastructure supports more than 34,000 jobs. Each dollar invested in highway construction generates $1.80 of GDP in the short term, according to Standard & Poor’s DRI. It is no surprise that the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and other business groups are making transportation a priority in their advocacy. Infrastructure spending received a fair amount of consideration in Congress last year as a part of an economic stimulus package. Opponents contend that it takes too long to get projects going to have any short-term stimulative effect. But supporters countered by identifying thousands of ready-to-go projects where the money could be spent within 90 days. Although most of that near-term funding will go directly to construction projects, the engineering and design community still has an interest in supporting it because there will be opportunities for project management, and the funds will help clear the books and get other projects off the shelf. Additional spending on infrastructure will foster immediate job creation, but it is also important for clients and policymakers to appreciate the long-term benefits to our national economic competitiveness. One, the transportation industry supports well-paying engineering and construction jobs, the kind of professions that are essential in the increasingly competitive global marketplace. Two, a safe and efficient transportation network is critical to economic growth — it reduces travel time and increases reliability, thereby lowering costs and leading to greater economic productivity for businesses and ease of mobility for travelers. Businesses depend on a reliable system for just-in-time manufacturing and delivery. There are other benefits as well. As outlined in a 2002 report published by the Transportation Research Board, transportation investment also strengthens local, regional, and state economies by energizing city centers and facilitating employment opportunities. One study found that a 10 percent increase in travel speed leads to increases of 15 percent to 18 percent in the size of the labor market. Transportation improvements also generate additional tax revenue by allowing businesses to expand operations and hire more workers. Despite these clear benefits, we are not doing enough to maintain, let alone improve, our infrastructure. According to the National Cooperative Highway Research Program, there is a $58 billion gap between current expenditures and the cost just to maintain highway and transit performance. To make improvements to the system, that gap grows to $119 billion. The National Surface Transportation Policy and Revenue Study Commission — a blue-ribbon panel of experts created by Congress to develop policy and funding recommendations — reported a $225 billion minimum annual investment needed to upgrade our system to a state of good repair and create a more advanced, sustainable system. Inadequate funding for transportation has led to deterioration, congestion, and delays, all of which raise the price of doing business through maintenance and repair needs, wasted fuel, and delayed cargo shipments. Last year, our national economy was crippled by nearly $80 billion in congestion costs. On the safety side, traffic accidents and fatalities, beyond their personal impact, exact a $230 billion annual toll in economic costs. The message is clear: We must not continue to put lives at risk or diminish our global competitiveness by failing to maintain and improve our transportation network.

Internal Link Answers

Infrastructure Spending/Stimulus Good

Infrastructure spending key to recovery-jobs, and Keynesian stimulus empirically proven-WWII

Blodget, 12- Henry Blodget is co-founder, CEO and Editor-In Chief of Business Insider, one of the fastest-growing business and tech news sites in the world. A former top-ranked Wall Street analyst, Henry is also the host of Yahoo Daily Ticker, a Yahoo Finance video show viewed by several million people a month.  He is often a guest on CNN, MSNBC, NPR, and other networks. Blodget received a Bachelor of Arts degree from Yale University. (Henry, “Yes, It's Time For A Massive Infrastructure Spending Program”, Buisness Insider, http://www.businessinsider.com/infrastructure-spending-program-2012-6?op=1, June 19, 2012)//TWR

I recently laid out the fundamental problem with the US economy:¶ Massive consumer debts and high unemployment are crippling consumer spending, which accounts for about 70% of our economy.¶ I noted that, to get the economy healthy again, consumers have to get back to work and reduce their debts. This latter process has begun, but it will take significantly more time, probably another decade.¶ No one can wave a magic wand and make consumer debt go away. (If they could have, they would have). What someone can do is wave a magic wand and create jobs--jobs that benefit the whole country and put spending money back in consumer's pockets. Who can wave that magic wand? The government. Instead of cutting spending and firing people, the way it has been for the last few years, the government can do the opposite: Commit to spending, say, an extra $2-$3 trillion over the next decade to rebuild our country's infrastructure--and create work and awesome infrastructure for millions of Americans in the process. Yes, the government could also commit to hiring more teachers, firefighters, policemen, and other folks who generally improve life for all Americans. But hiring those folks is much more controversial. So the government should start with a massive infrastructure spending program.¶ But wait. Can we afford to spend $2-$3 trillion on infrastructure? We already have $15 trillion of debt, and we're accumulating more debt at a rate of more than $1 trillion per year!¶ The answer is.... yes, we can afford it. As long as we commit to fixing our social-insurance programs (Social Security, Medicare, Medicaid) over the next decade. Those programs are what are slowly bankrupting this country, not infrastructure spending. And in the meantime, our infrastructure is collapsing.¶ Don't think we should initiate a massive infrastructure spending program? Believe folks who tell you that "government spending doesn't work?" Think the 2009 stimulus proves that government spending doesn't work?¶ Then read on...¶ YES, GOVERNMENT SPENDING DOES WORK--SOME GOVERNMENT SPENDING¶ The economy is basically composed of three big spending engines —consumers, corporations (investment), and governments. So when the first two weaken, as they have in recent years, the third can help offset this weakness.¶ Specifically, the government can increase its spending to offset the lost consumer and business spending.¶ When governments spend money well, moreover—such as on infrastructure projects that benefit all citizens—the impact of this spending lasts far beyond the years in which the money is spent. Roads, bridges, schools, airports, national broadband networks, and other investments can improve the country for decades. When the government spends money badly, meanwhile--on bailouts and handouts and by perpetuating unsustainable promises of entitlement programs--the money is just wasted.¶ Ever since the 2009 stimulus "failed to fix the economy," the consensus in the US has been that government stimulus doesn't work. There's actually a lot of evidence to suggest that it did work, or at least helped improve the situation (check out these charts). But the theory that government spending "doesn't work" is pervasive.¶ In support of this theory, everyone first points to Japan, where the government has been frantically "stimulating" the economy for two decades now. Then they point to the Great Depression, with its massive public-works programs.¶ But other evidence suggests that the impact of government stimulus, specifically infrastructure stimulus, is being badly misunderstood.¶ Richard Koo¶ Think Japan's stimulus has failed? Look at what it would have done with government intervention (red line).¶ The work of economist Richard Koo, for example, suggests that Japan's stimulus has been vastly more successful than is commonly believed.¶ Far from not working, Koo argues, Japan's government stimulus has kept Japan's economy alive for the past 20 years. Without the stimulus, Koo says, Japan's economy would not have crawled along for the last two decades—it would have collapsed.¶ When the same logic is applied to the US stimulus of 2009-2010, the conclusion is that the stimulus "failed to fix" the US economy, but that it kept the recession from being much worse.¶ In addition to Japan, one of the most often-repeated examples cited by those who say stimulus doesn't work is the US experience in the Great Depression. To see that stimulus doesn't work, they say, all you need to do is look at the huge public-works programs of the 1930s, which failed to pull the US permanently out of the Depression. What finally got the US out of the Depression, these folks continue, was World War 2. World War 2: The biggest Keynesian stimulus ever. But what was World War 2 if not a gigantic government stimulus? That's exactly what World War 2 was. It put the US government deeply in debt, vastly deeper in debt than we are today. But it got our production engine humming again. And it set the stage for decades of impressive growth, during which we eventually worked off the World War 2 debt.¶ So there's a lot of evidence to suggest that the current consensus that stimulus "doesn't work" is flat-out wrong.¶ In fact, the evidence suggests, stimulus can keep the economy from collapsing while the private sector heals itself.¶ And this, in turn, suggests that ruling out future stimulus in the form of infrastructure investment as a way to help the economy is a major mistake, especially with US infrastructure in such lousy shape and so many US workers idled by the construction industry slowdown.¶ To learn more about how government stimulus helps economies get through depressions, flip through some of Richard Koo's excellent slides below. They focus on Japan, the Depression, and recent US and Europe experiences…

Infrastructure is key to economy-jobs and manufacturing
Runningen, 12-Roger Runningen is an agriculture and commodities reporter in the Bloomberg News Washington bureau. Runningen graduated from Winona (Minn.) State University in 1972 with a B.A. in political science and speech. He spent 12 years as a Washington regional reporter for the Small Newspaper Group covering agricultural, politics and Congress, and is a former chief spokesman for the U.S. Department of Agriculture. He has won several awards, including ones from the Society of American Business Editors and Writers and the National Association of Agricultural Journalists(Roger, “Lew Says Infrastructure Spending Still Needed to Bolster Economy”, Bloomberg Buisnessweek, http://www.businessweek.com/news/2012-02-16/lew-says-infrastructure-spending-still-needed-to-bolster-economy.html, 2/16/2012)//TWR

Feb. 12 (Bloomberg) -- White House Chief of Staff Jack Lew said hundreds of billions of dollars in spending for roads and bridges, education and manufacturing are necessary to keep the U.S. economy growing.¶ “Most Americans understand that a crumbling infrastructure is not the way to build an economy that can last,” Lew, the former White House budget director, said on CNN’s “State of the Union” program. “We need to make sure we have a manufacturing base in this country” and workers with the needed skills.¶ President Barack Obama submits the fourth budget of his presidency tomorrow, a multitrillion-dollar package that calls for $350 billion in short-term spending to create jobs and a $476 billion highway bill, while saying it will cut $4 trillion from the deficit over a decade, partly by raising taxes on the wealthy.¶ Much of the budget, which envisions a $1.3 trillion deficit this year, declining to $901 billion next year, represents a repackaging of proposals that Republicans in Congress have largely blocked or rejected as unworkable or unnecessary.¶ Obama faces a re-election campaign, and the budget amounts to a campaign platform reflecting his vision for the country, while Republican rivals question its direction and cost.¶ Lew said “there are a lot of tough cuts” in the budget, including more than $360 billion over a decade in Medicare, Medicaid and other health programs. He urged lawmakers to extend the payroll tax cut to the end of the year as a stimulus to the economy. If Congress fails to take action the tax cut for 160 million Americans expires Feb. 29, resulting in a tax increase.¶ Sustaining Growth¶ “We still need to pay attention to sustaining economic growth and creating jobs,” Lew said. He declined to predict what the economy would look like in September as the elections draw near but said job growth has been increasing, with employers adding 243,000 jobs in January.

Infrastructure spending is key to GDP empirics prove-stimulus allots increase in jobs and economic productivity 

Forbes, 11-Forbes is a leading source for reliable business news and financial information, ( Robert Lenzer, “Infrastructure Spending Is Crucial For Jobs and Growth”, Forbes, http://www.forbes.com/sites/robertlenzner/2011/07/29/infrastructure-spending-would-drive-growth,7/29/11)//TWR
You can damn former White House economic adviser Larry Summers for vehemently opposing infrastructure spending as stimulus even before Obama moved into the White House. Two weeks before inauguration his op-ed in the Washington Post made it clear no make-work jobs on infrastructure. Just imagine the jobs that could have been created employing laid-off construction workers, painters, carpenters, plumbers etc.¶ Summers is always carping about the pathetic look of our airports and railroad stations. Well, then. he should have corralled some of the $780 billion stimulus for repairing railroad stations, painting schools and other public buildings, fixing the bathrooms at public locations everywhere in the country. I am sure there is an enormous amount of infrastructure that needs to be modernized, freshened up, holes repaired in highways, subway stations cleaned, bridges strengthened.¶ All without building a single new power plant or dam or project that requires environmental and local political approval.¶ Look at the numbers; they show how crucial infrastructure spending is to the level of growth in GDP. Between 1950 and 1979 the year to year growth in public investment in infrastructure amounted to a 4% annualized growth rate. This 4% was just a tad under the 4.1% growth rate for the nation’s entire GDP. So, you can clearly see how important infrastructure spending was to our economy.¶ Now, compare 1950-1979 to 1980 to 2007. In the later period the year to year growth in public investment in infrastructure was a mere 2.3%– almost down to half the rate in the earlier period.¶ The GDP numbers for 1980-2007? Only 2.9% growth in GDP.¶ Contact the Political Economy Research Institute if you don’t believe me. Numbers are just as powerful as ideas.

Infrastructure spending needs to increase-more jobs, increased competitiveness and boost to private sector

Tyson, 11-Laura D’Andrea Tyson is a professor at the Haas School of Business at the University of California, Berkeley, and served as chairwoman of the Council of Economic Advisers under President Clinton. She currently serves on President Obama’s Council on Jobs and Competitiveness and its infrastructure subgroup (Laura, “The Virtues of Investing in Transportation”, The New York Times,  http://economix.blogs.nytimes.com/2011/06/03/the-virtues-of-investing-in-transportation/, June 3, 2011)//TWR

Government spending on infrastructure raises demand, creates jobs and increases the supply and growth potential of the economy over time. The C.B.O. says infrastructure spending is one of the most effective fiscal policies for increasing output and employment and one of the most cost-effective forms of government spending in terms of the number of jobs created per dollar of budgetary cost.¶ Studies indicate that each $1 billion of infrastructure spending creates 11,000 (estimate of the President’s Council of Economic Advisers) to 30,000 jobs (estimate of the Department of Transportation for infrastructure spending on highways) through direct and indirect effects.¶ Most of these jobs are added in construction and related sectors, hard hit by the housing crisis, and most of them are relatively well paid, with wages between the 25th and the 75th percentile of the national wage distribution.¶ Public infrastructure enables the private sector. A modern transportation infrastructure improves private-sector productivity by reducing production and transportation costs, and facilitating trade, economies of scale and efficient production methods.¶ Not surprisingly, the quality of transportation infrastructure is a major factor affecting business decisions about where to locate production, and the eroding quality of infrastructure is making the United States a less attractive place to do business.¶ According to the 2010-11 competitiveness report of the World Economic Forum, the United States now ranks 23rd among 139 countries on the overall quality of its infrastructure — between Spain and Chile. In 1999, the United States ranked seventh.¶ 
Economic stimulus solves long term financial viability-2008 proves

Baer, 10- director of communications for the Obama White House's Office of Management and Budget. He is a former White House speechwriter, author, and analyst. (Kenneth, “Setting the Spending Record Straight”, 10/12/2010, http://www.whitehouse.gov/blog/2010/10/12/setting-spending-record-straight) VS

First, a large driver of federal spending was the onset of the economic collapse in late 2008 as automatic aid to people hit hard by the downturn, such as unemployment insurance and food stamps, kicked in. With more people temporarily eligible for these mandatory programs and less revenue coming in, the deficit increased substantially in FY 2009, which began on October 1, 2008. In fact, on January 7, 2009 -- before President Obama was sworn in -- the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) issued its Economic and Budget Outlook for Fiscal Years 2009-2019. In that document, CBO projected that government spending would rise from 20.9 percent of GDP in FY 2008 to 24.9 percent of GDP in FY 2009. In reality, government spending in FY 2009 turned out to be roughly what had been predicted a year earlier (24.7 percent). That is to say, this big increase of government spending occurred because of the economic meltdown the Administration inherited and the accompanying automatic increase in programs that assist those most hurt by it -- and this was already fully baked into the fiscal cake when the President took office.¶ Second, also in response to the recession, we needed to help close the huge gap between what the economy could produce and what it was producing in order to prevent a second Great Depression and even more devastating job losses. That's why economists from across the spectrum supported a significant stimulus measure, and why the President signed into law the Recovery Act.¶ While the Recovery Act has become a subject of intense debate, it clearly has brought our economy back from the brink. Instead of four quarters of economic contraction, we now have had four quarters of economic growth. Instead of losing 750,000 jobs a month, we've now had nine months of private sector job growth. Recovery Act investments not only saved the jobs of thousands of teachers, firefighters, and police officers, but are also laying the foundation for economic growth in years to come as new roads, bridges, power plants, and rail are built. The Recovery Act added to government spending, but it was essential and beneficial to the nation's economy.¶ While measures like these were needed to stave off recession and strengthen the economy, we also must restore fiscal sustainability over the medium- and long-term. However, doing so is made much more difficult because of past fiscal irresponsibility -- the previous Administration's failure to pay for two large tax cuts and the Medicare prescription drug benefit.¶ What is required of us now is to make the tough choices to put our fiscal house in order.¶ The President has put forward a budget that contains more than $1 trillion in deficit reduction. He has put in place a three-year freeze on non- security discretionary spending -- in nominal terms based on levels that do not include any Recovery Act funding -- and vowed to enforce it with his veto pen. He convened a bipartisan fiscal commission to devise a plan to get our budget in primary balance and our country on a long-term, sustainable course, and looks forward to hearing back from them in December. Looking to the long term where the growth of health care costs is the single biggest driver of increased spending, the President signed into law the Affordable Care Act, which will reduce the deficit by more than $100 billion in its first decade and more than $1 trillion in the second.¶ The other side's response to our fiscal imbalance is to make it worse by supporting tax cuts for the wealthiest 2 percent of households -- cuts that will increase our deficits by nearly $700 billion and do nothing at all to stimulate economic growth.¶ What should worry those concerned about government spending and our fiscal situation are not slanted arguments about how we got here, but plans like these that will put us deeper into a hole

Keynesian Stimulus Turns

Spending cuts only deepens economic downturn, benefits are illusionary

Krugman, 10-Nobel prize winning professor of Economics and International Affairs at Princeton University (Paul, “The Pain Caucus”, 5/31/2010, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/05/31/opinion/31krugman.html) VS

The extent to which inflicting economic pain has become the accepted thing was driven home to me by the latest report on the economic outlook from the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, an influential Paris-based think tank supported by the governments of the world’s advanced economies. The O.E.C.D. is a deeply cautious organization; what it says at any given time virtually defines that moment’s conventional wisdom. And what the O.E.C.D. is saying right now is that policy makers should stop promoting economic recovery and instead begin raising interest rates and slashing spending.¶ What’s particularly remarkable about this recommendation is that it seems disconnected not only from the real needs of the world economy, but from the organization’s own economic projections.¶ Thus, the O.E.C.D. declares that interest rates in the United States and other nations should rise sharply over the next year and a half, so as to head off inflation. Yet inflation is low and declining, and the O.E.C.D.’s own forecasts show no hint of an inflationary threat. So why raise rates?¶ The answer, as best I can make it out, is that the organization believes that we must worry about the chance that markets might start expecting inflation, even though they shouldn’t and currently don’t: We must guard against “the possibility that longer-term inflation expectations could become unanchored in the O.E.C.D. economies, contrary to what is assumed in the central projection.”¶ A similar argument is used to justify fiscal austerity. Both textbook economics and experience say that slashing spending when you’re still suffering from high unemployment is a really bad idea — not only does it deepen the slump, but it does little to improve the budget outlook, because much of what governments save by spending less they lose as a weaker economy depresses tax receipts. And the O.E.C.D. predicts that high unemployment will persist for years. Nonetheless, the organization demands both that governments cancel any further plans for economic stimulus and that they begin “fiscal consolidation” next year.¶ Why do this? Again, to give markets something they shouldn’t want and currently don’t. Right now, investors don’t seem at all worried about the solvency of the U.S. government; the interest rates on federal bonds are near historic lows. And even if markets were worried about U.S. fiscal prospects, spending cuts in the face of a depressed economy would do little to improve those prospects. But cut we must, says the O.E.C.D., because inadequate consolidation efforts “would risk adverse reactions in financial markets.”¶ The best summary I’ve seen of all this comes from Martin Wolf of The Financial Times, who describes the new conventional wisdom as being that “giving the markets what we think they may want in future — even though they show little sign of insisting on it now — should be the ruling idea in policy.”¶ Put that way, it sounds crazy. And it is. Yet it’s a view that’s spreading. And it’s already having ugly consequences. Last week conservative members of the House, invoking the new deficit fears, scaled back a bill extending aid to the long-term unemployed — and the Senate left town without acting on even the inadequate measures that remained. As a result, many American families are about to lose unemployment benefits, health insurance, or both — and as these families are forced to slash spending, they will endanger the jobs of many more.¶ And that’s just the beginning. More and more, conventional wisdom says that the responsible thing is to make the unemployed suffer. And while the benefits from inflicting pain are an illusion, the pain itself will be all too real.

Austerity is not the answer –other countries prove

Laffer & Moore, '12 -- economist, former member of Reagan's Economic Policy Advisory Board; ecnomi writer and policy analyst, found and fromer president of lub for Growth (Arthur; Stephen, "Laffer and Moore: Obama's Real Spending Record; There's no way around the facts. Under Presidents Bush and Obama, government exploded as a share of the economy," Wall Street Journal, 6/12/12, http://search.proquest.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/docview/1019966857) // MK 

Economic austerity is a dangerous, self-defeating intellectual fad. Perhaps I should say that's what it was given Sunday's election results in Europe. Perhaps I should also say "good riddance." Voters in France, Greece and even Germany - a hotbed of the austerity cult - told their political leaders, in no uncertain terms, that boosting economic growth is more important than cutting government spending. Here in the United States, I hope that Democrats, at least, were paying attention; I fear that the ideologues who control the Republican Party will never get the message. On Sunday, French voters elected Socialist Party candidate Francois Hollande as president, ousting center-right incumbent Nicolas Sarkozy in what amounted to a referendum on Sarkozy's embrace of austerity. Sarkozy and German Chancellor Angela Merkel agreed on a common policy of budget cuts and partial "reform" - a euphemism for "dismantling" - of the welfare state. This, they decided, was the way to return Europe to prosperity and save the European Union's common currency, the euro, from collapse. But Sunday, even Merkel got a message from voters: Her party was punished in local elections in the northern German state of Schleswig-Holstein, where it appeared that a center-left, anti-austerity coalition would end up in control. Also Sunday, voters in Greece tried their best to say no to austerity. For them, sadly, it's probably too late. The fiscal and debt crises there were so acute that the Greeks, from the start, have had only painful choices. One obviously bad option would have been to withdraw from the euro, default on a mountain of debt and slowly climb back from a deep economic depression. Officials in Athens decided to go with a worse option - stay with the euro, impose draconian austerity, muzzle anyone who utters the word "default" - that also sent the country into a deep economic depression with no apparent way out. Yes, one lesson from the Greek experience is that there are limits. There is a point at which deficits become too large, debt too crushing and social spending too generous. The lifestyle a nation enjoys must bear some relationship to what that nation produces. But another clear lesson is that austerity has to be seen as a means, not an end. The goal is to recover from the massive blow inflicted by the global financial meltdown and return to prosperity. This may involve a measure of austerity. Putting a chokehold on government spending at a time when economies are just sputtering back to life is monumentally self-defeating. In Britain, the economy was growing when Prime Minister David Cameron took office two years ago. Adhering to the platform of his Conservative Party, Cameron took the austerity route with a host of gloom-and-doom budget cuts. Now unemployment is rising and the economy appears to be slipping back into recession. Nice job, Tories.

Austerity policies fail, empirics prove; Keynesian economics is the best stimulus 

Krugman, 12-Nobel prize winning professor of Economics and international Affairs at Princeton University (Paul, “How to get growth”, 6/21/2012, http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/hottopics/lnacademic/) VS

Let me tell you why I wrote the book. I thought it might be helpful, especially now that austerity policies are so visibly failing, to go on the offensive, and say how easy it should be to get us out of the severe slump that we are in. We've just conducted what amounts to a massive experiment on pretty much the entire OECD [the industrialised world]. It's been as slam-dunk a victory, for a more or less Keynesian view, that one can possibly imagine. We need to do the opposite of what we've been doing these past two years and get out of this quickly. Bronwen Maddox (editor, Prospect): Why do you argue that this is the right prescription not just for the United States but also for Europe?¶ PK: The US is clearly a purely Keynesian story of a shortfall in demand and plenty of room to reflate [increase economic output by government spending] where the obstacles are partly intellectual but also political. One of our two major political parties is stark raving mad and that makes policy difficult. The eurozone has a different kind of problem: the single currency without a single government does create a much more difficult situation. Any resolution is going to have to rely much more heavily on monetary policy. There is, in effect, this problem of the over-valuation of the peripheral economies and to have any hope-in addition to supplying, sort of, open-ended liquidity-you have to have a sufficiently high overall eurozone inflation rate that internal devaluation becomes, at least, possible. And there's the UK, the only region where you can say it's truly an unforced error. There is neither the political insanity of the US nor the structural problems of the single currency and so it's purely a wrong diagnosis on the part of the coalition. In many ways, the UK would be the ideal place to put my prescription into effect, except for the fact that so doing would require an admission of gross error on the part of people in power. ¶ 
Keynesian economics is the best stimulus-Austerity fails, empirics prove

Krugman, 12-Nobel prize winning professor of Economics and international Affairs at Princeton University (Paul, “How to get growth”, 6/21/2012, http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/hottopics/lnacademic/) VS

Let me tell you why I wrote the book. I thought it might be helpful, especially now that austerity policies are so visibly failing, to go on the offensive, and say how easy it should be to get us out of the severe slump that we are in. We've just conducted what amounts to a massive experiment on pretty much the entire OECD [the industrialised world]. It's been as slam-dunk a victory, for a more or less Keynesian view, that one can possibly imagine. We need to do the opposite of what we've been doing these past two years and get out of this quickly. Bronwen Maddox (editor, Prospect): Why do you argue that this is the right prescription not just for the United States but also for Europe?¶ PK: The US is clearly a purely Keynesian story of a shortfall in demand and plenty of room to reflate [increase economic output by government spending] where the obstacles are partly intellectual but also political. One of our two major political parties is stark raving mad and that makes policy difficult. The eurozone has a different kind of problem: the single currency without a single government does create a much more difficult situation. Any resolution is going to have to rely much more heavily on monetary policy. There is, in effect, this problem of the over-valuation of the peripheral economies and to have any hope-in addition to supplying, sort of, open-ended liquidity-you have to have a sufficiently high overall eurozone inflation rate that internal devaluation becomes, at least, possible. And there's the UK, the only region where you can say it's truly an unforced error. There is neither the political insanity of the US nor the structural problems of the single currency and so it's purely a wrong diagnosis on the part of the coalition. In many ways, the UK would be the ideal place to put my prescription into effect, except for the fact that so doing would require an admission of gross error on the part of people in power. ¶ 

Keynesian Stimulus works – Obama’s method not Keynesian

Galbraith 11 – author of The Predator State: How Conservatives Abandoned the Free Market and Why Liberals Should Too, teaches Keynes at the University of Texas (James, “Why Not Keynes,” American Conservative, July 2011, http://proquest.umi.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/pqdweb?did=2368415151&Fmt=3&clientId=17822&RQT=309&VName=PQD&cfc=1) // MK
IN THE HIGH CRISIS just two years back, the cult of John Maynard Keynes saw a dramatic revival. Deficits were acceptable, stimulus plans became law, books entitled Return of the Master and The Keynes Solution rushed into print. Enthusiasts spoke of a "new New Deal." Today, although the economy has not recovered, and although unemployment remains near 9 percent, none of this remains. Barack Obama declined to become a third Roosevelt. His Bernard Baruch proved to be Robert Rubin. There is no Wagner in the Senate, no Eccles or Currie at the Federal Reserve. The agencies that harbored Leon Henderson and the young John Kenneth Galbraith do not exist. If Keynes were alive today and came to visit, one wonders who in official Washington would see him. The new dawn of the Keynesian idea has gone dark. That it was a false dawn goes without saying. People who had actually read and understood Keynes never came close to power. Those who did come to power under Obama were False Keynesians. They would support a "stimulus," but only if it were limited and temporary. To Lawrence Summers, a two-year program met the definition of "sustained." $800 billion spread over two years - about 3 percent of a GDP in freefall - qualified as "substantial." Ben Bernanke and Christina Romer, both of whom had reputations as experts on the Great Depression, were closer to Milton Friedman's view of that matter - that the Fed did it - than to Keynes. The False Keynesians also relied on forecasting models that were conceptually anti-Keynesian because they incorporated the notion of a "natural rate of unemployment." The models assumed that economic recovery would occur, returning us to an unemployment rate near 5 percent after five years. This would happen - so said the models - no matter what the policies were. The models thus defied the commonsense perception that we were in a deep and systemic crisis. In 1930 Keynes wrote, "The world has been slow to realize that we are living this year in the shadow of one of the greatest economic catastrophes of modern history." In 2009 we realized it. But our computers, and the technicians who ran them, overruled us. As a result, policies were inadequate and the results fell short. In March 2009 I predicted in The Washington Monthly that a temporary program - rather than strategic effort coupled with forceful financial reform - would not foster business investment and sustainable renewed growth. As the stimulus package wore off, the economic recovery would be slow. This prediction came true with disastrous political effects for Obama. And so the False Keynesians went home - Romer back to Berkeley, Summers to Harvard. The reputation of Keynesianism is just part of their collateral damage.

Austerity economics exacerbate economies – empirics prove

Leiser, 7/15/12 – Historian and Reporter from Vacaville (Gary, “Austerity Doesn’t Work”, The Reporter, July 15, 2012) http://www.thereporter.com/opinion/ci_21080421/austerity-doesnt-work // ML
Jack Batson's article ("Keynes Was Right," July 11) was right on the money. He deftly demolished the claim by a previous writer that large-scale government spending cannot end the recession ("Massive spending isn't a solution," July 8). The argument in the latter article collapsed at its very beginning when the writer failed to recognize that it was the massive government spending of World War II that finally ended The Depression. Indeed, it cannot be emphasized enough that the fastest way out of the current recession is to increase taxes on the rich -- the CEO or Oracle just bought one of the Hawaiian islands -- and increase government spending. There is no example in modern history in which austerity economics have rescued a country from a recession, much less a depression. Herbert Hoover tried it and failed. FDR knew the government had to take action and managed to take a few steps in the right direction, although the Republicans fought him all the way. Then came World War II, followed by economic prosperity and high taxes on the rich. It is bad enough that austerity economics do not work. In fact, they make the situation worse. The theory goes something like this: By cutting government spending and throwing hundreds of thousands of people out of work, confidence will be restored in the marketplace, people (the unemployed?) will start spending and businesses will start hiring. In other words, creating mass unemployment will create employment! This has no connection with reality. It is faith-based economics (Republican ideology). If you are still not sure, just look at Europe where the juries are all in. In every troubled country, austerity economics have failed. Greece and Spain have been pushed from recession to depression. There is a lesson in this for us. If Mitt Romney becomes president and the Republicans implement the economic policies they advocate, brace yourself for a very long recession, if not a full-scale depression.

Austerity prevents job creation – International Labour Organization reports

West, 7/11/12 – News writer for the CNBC (Matthew, “Austerity Stifling Job Creation: Labor Organization”, CNBC, July 11, 2012)

http://www.cnbc.com/id/48131991 // ML
The International Labour Organization (ILO) called on European leaders to invest in their economies and make job creation their priority on Wednesday, as it released a new report which showed 3.5 million jobs had been lost since the 2008 financial crisis and a further 4.5 million were at risk. Jonathan Kitchen | Image Bank | Getty Images The report warned euro zone unemployment now stood at 11 percent, representing a total 17.4 million people. The ILO warned if current policy did not change quickly it was possible this figure could rise sharply across the euro zone: "fueling social unrest and eroding citizen's confidence in national governments, the financial system and European institutions." Unemployment among young people (those aged 16 to 24) was predictably highest among all those of working age. Youth unemployment in April 2012 stood at 22 percent across the whole of the euro zone while in Italy, Portugal and Slovakia it was 30 percent. In Greece and Spain youth unemployment stood at a staggering 50 percent. The ILO said there was a growing awareness that fiscal austerity as a policy response to the euro zone crisis was, on its own, not enough, and that the policy was not only having a negative effect on job creation but was failing to stimulate investment or financial stability. Swingeing cuts in public spending had, according to the report, led to a predictable decline in domestic demand but this had not been met by the forecast increase in exports to help stimulate growth and had meant most economies in the euro zone, with the exception of a very few including Germany, had suffered recessions. RELATED LINKS America's Highest Paying Jobs 2012EU Talks Up Spanish Banks Package, Markets SkepticalTime to Throw in Towel on Euro Crisis: Economist Moreover, 13 of the 17 euro zone states had implemented flexible labor market reforms making it easier for employers to dismiss staff with no visible boost in job creation, merely increasing the number of layoffs. "The austerity approach has sidelined the much needed reform of the financial system, the epicenter of the crisis. Indeed, action on this front has proceeded slowly," added the repot. Banks had not resumed their role of providing loans to the real economy and private investment as a percentage of gross domestic product (GDP) had in fact fallen in 2011 creating further problems fo the overall euro zone economy which was reliant on the success of small businesses. The ILO report called for a resumption of investment and reform of the financial system. It said increased investment equivalent to 1 percent of euro zone GDP would create 1.4 million new jobs over two years. Were the banking sector to resume lending to small businesses to the same level as before the crisis which would mean an increase in the investment to GDP ratio of less than 2 percentage points to 21.5 percent two thirds of the jobs lost since 2008 would be recovered. 

Unemployment More Important Than Inflation

Unemployment hurts the economy

Simpson, '11 -- financial writer, investor, and consultant (Stephen, "The Cost of Unemployment To The Economy," Investopedia, http://www.investopedia.com/financial-edge/0811/The-Cost-Of-Unemployment-To-The-Economy.aspx#axzz20obvApsn) // MK
The economic costs of unemployment are probably more obvious when viewed through the lens of the national checkbook. Unemployment leads to higher payments from state and federal governments for unemployment benefits (in excess of $320 billion through the end of 2010), food assistance, and Medicaid. At the same time, those governments are no longer collecting the same levels of income tax as before - forcing the government to borrow money (which defers the costs and impacts of unemployment into the future) or cut back on other spending (perhaps exacerbating the bad economic situation). Unemployment is also a dangerous state for the U.S. economy. Over 70% of what the U.S. economy produces goes to personal consumption and unemployed workers. Even those getting government support cannot spend at prior levels. The production of those workers leaves the economy which reduces the GDP and moves the country away from the efficient allocation of its resources. For those who subscribe to Jean-Baptiste Say's theory that "products are paid for by products," that is a serious issue. It is also worth noting that companies pay a price for high unemployment as well. Unemployment benefits are financed largely by taxes assessed on businesses. When unemployment is high, states will often look to replenish their coffers by increasing their taxation on businesses - counter-intuitively discouraging companies from hiring more workers. Not only do companies face less demand for their products, it is also more expensive for them to retain or hire workers. 

Employment causes inflation – Consider North Dakota

Yglesias, '12 - Slate's business and economis correspondent, formerly worked for ThinkProgress, the Atlantic, TPM Media, and the American Prospect (Matthew, "Inflation Doesn't Create Jobs, Jobs Create Inflation," Slate, June 21 2012, http://www.slate.com/blogs/moneybox/2012/06/21/inflation_doesn_t_create_jobs_jobs_create_inflation.html) // MK
After I wrote about monetary policy yesterday I got a surge of commentary from hard money types, often involving the phrase "inflation doesn't create jobs, [fill in the blank]."¶ That's true. The problem with the Fed's strict inflation targeting strategy isn't that inflation would create jobs. It's that employment would create inflation.¶ Think about North Dakota. Amidst the huge nationwide recession, North Dakota has had a localized boom due to the combination of an oil discovery and an extremely low baseline population. This has led to a soaring price level in North Dakota. Lots of people have flooded into the Bakken Shale area, using up all the housing stock and causing absurd appreciation in the quality-adjusted rent. Restaurants and stores are more crowded, which has led to higher prices (to ration access) and to increases in staffing levels (to accommodate more customers at what were previously off-peak times) and the increased demand for low-skilled labor has led to wage increases. This inflation has been the consequence, rather than the cause, of North Dakota's localized boom.¶ But suppose we had a nationwide employment boom, what would happen then?¶ Well you'd see similar price spikes to what's occurred in North Dakota. Except the United States as a whole is much much larger than North Dakota, so the price spikes would have a much broader impact. Unlike little North Dakota or even a country like Sweden, the American economy is large enough that a nationwide surge in employment would have a meaningful impact on worldwide commodity prices. With rents and commodities soaring, you'd see both the core and headline CPIs go up and you'd see some localized and occupation-specific wage increases.¶ Except you wouldn't see any of that, because the Federal Reserve has promised to keep the inflation rate below 2 percent this year and next year. But the only way to live up to that commitment is to ensure that business conditions are not ripe for a nationwide jobs boom. When the economy is already at full employment, adopting a strict inflation target that's incompatible with a jobs boom is fine. Inflation is annoying and a jobs boom from a full employment baseline wouldn't accomplish anything. But when unemployment is 8.2 percent, only a jobs boom will get us back to where we need to be. And strict adherence to the Fed's 2 percent inflation ceiling makes a jobs boom impossible. ¶ So remember: Inflation doesn't create jobs. But booms create inflation. And we need a boom.

Impact Answers

Economic Decline Doesn’t Cause War

Econ decline doesn’t cause war – economic interdependence and centrist governments prevent

Barnett 9 – senior manging director of Enterra Solutions LLC (“Security Remains Stable Amid Financial Crisis”, August 25) http://www.aprodex.com/the-new-rules--security-remains-stable-amid-financial-crisis-398-bl.aspx) // ML 
When the global financial crisis struck roughly a year ago, the blogosphere was ablaze with all sorts of scary predictions of, and commentary regarding, ensuing conflict and wars -- a rerun of the Great Depression leading to world war, as it were. Now, as global economic news brightens and recovery -- surprisingly led by China and emerging markets -- is the talk of the day, it's interesting to look back over the past year and realize how globalization's first truly worldwide recession has had virtually no impact whatsoever on the international security landscape. None of the more than three-dozen ongoing conflicts listed by GlobalSecurity.org can be clearly attributed to the global recession. Indeed, the last new entry (civil conflict between Hamas and Fatah in the Palestine) predates the economic crisis by a year, and three quarters of the chronic struggles began in the last century. Ditto for the 15 low-intensity conflicts listed by Wikipedia (where the latest entry is the Mexican "drug war" begun in 2006). Certainly, the Russia-Georgia conflict last August was specifically timed, but by most accounts the opening ceremony of the Beijing Olympics was the most important external trigger (followed by the U.S. presidential campaign) for that sudden spike in an almost two-decade long struggle between Georgia and its two breakaway regions. Looking over the various databases, then, we see a most familiar picture: the usual mix of civil conflicts, insurgencies, and liberation-themed terrorist movements. Besides the recent Russia-Georgia dust-up, the only two potential state-on-state wars (North v. South Korea, Israel v. Iran) are both tied to one side acquiring a nuclear weapon capacity -- a process wholly unrelated to global economic trends. And with the United States effectively tied down by its two ongoing major interventions (Iraq and Afghanistan-bleeding-into-Pakistan), our involvement elsewhere around the planet has been quite modest, both leading up to and following the onset of the economic crisis: e.g., the usual counter-drug efforts in Latin America, the usual military exercises with allies across Asia, mixing it up with pirates off Somalia's coast). Everywhere else we find serious instability we pretty much let it burn, occasionally pressing the Chinese -- unsuccessfully -- to do something. Our new Africa Command, for example, hasn't led us to anything beyond advising and training local forces. So, to sum up: No significant uptick in mass violence or unrest (remember the smattering of urban riots last year in places like Greece, Moldova and Latvia?); The usual frequency maintained in civil conflicts (in all the usual places); Not a single state-on-state war directly caused (and no great-power-on-great-power crises even triggered); No great improvement or disruption in great-power cooperation regarding the emergence of new nuclear powers (despite all that diplomacy); A modest scaling back of international policing efforts by the system's acknowledged Leviathan power (inevitable given the strain); and No serious efforts by any rising great power to challenge that Leviathan or supplant its role. (The worst things we can cite are Moscow's occasional deployments of strategic assets to the Western hemisphere and its weak efforts to outbid the United States on basing rights in Kyrgyzstan; but the best include China and India stepping up their aid and investments in Afghanistan and Iraq.) Sure, we've finally seen global defense spending surpass the previous world record set in the late 1980s, but even that's likely to wane given the stress on public budgets created by all this unprecedented "stimulus" spending. If anything, the friendly cooperation on such stimulus packaging was the most notable great-power dynamic caused by the crisis. Can we say that the world has suffered a distinct shift to political radicalism as a result of the economic crisis? Indeed, no. The world's major economies remain governed by center-left or center-right political factions that remain decidedly friendly to both markets and trade. In the short run, there were attempts across the board to insulate economies from immediate damage (in effect, as much protectionism as allowed under current trade rules), but there was no great slide into "trade wars." Instead, the World Trade Organization is functioning as it was designed to function, and regional efforts toward free-trade agreements have not slowed. Can we say Islamic radicalism was inflamed by the economic crisis? If it was, that shift was clearly overwhelmed by the Islamic world's growing disenchantment with the brutality displayed by violent extremist groups such as al-Qaida. And looking forward, austere economic times are just as likely to breed connecting evangelicalism as disconnecting fundamentalism. At the end of the day, the economic crisis did not prove to be sufficiently frightening to provoke major economies into establishing global regulatory schemes, even as it has sparked a spirited -- and much needed, as I argued last week -- discussion of the continuing viability of the U.S. dollar as the world's primary reserve currency. Naturally, plenty of experts and pundits have attached great significance to this debate, seeing in it the beginning of "economic warfare" and the like between "fading" America and "rising" China. And yet, in a world of globally integrated production chains and interconnected financial markets, such "diverging interests" hardly constitute signposts for wars up ahead. Frankly, I don't welcome a world in which America's fiscal profligacy goes undisciplined, so bring it on -- please! Add it all up and it's fair to say that this global financial crisis has proven the great resilience of America's post-World War II international liberal trade order. Do I expect to read any analyses along those lines in the blogosphere any time soon?Absolutely not. I expect the fantastic fear-mongering to proceed apace. That's what the Internet is for.

States in econ decline will turn inward - not adopt an outward, aggressive policy. Soviet Union proves.
Pape 4/11/01 – Professor of Political Science at University of Chicago (Robert, “Technological Sources of War and Peace: Why Structural Change Ended the Cold War Peacefully”, April 11)

http://web.mit.edu/ssp/seminars/wed_archives01spring/pape.htm // ML
The cause of the long term, economic decline has a tremendous impact on how a state will respond: cooperation and peace or competition and war? When faced with economic decline, states can pursue domestic reform and/or external expansion. Backward states falling behind will respond differently than advanced states losing a lead. More specifically, backward states falling behind usually opt for domestic reform instead of external expansion. In order to acquire breathing space to make necessary economic and social changes, they will adopt accommodating foreign policies and make territorial concessions. Backward states falling behind realize that only shifts in the balance of technology can reverse their decline, so marginal gains or losses of territory or resources are less important to their security concerns. Backward states falling behind usually do not realize the extent of their technological inferiority until their power has declined so far as to make preventive war extremely unattractive. Conversely, advanced states losing a technological lead often pursue resources aggressively and wage preventive war. As technology spreads throughout the international system, the technological gap narrows and resources gain in importance. That is, the balance of power becomes increasingly sensitive to marginal gains and losses of territory, which intensifies the competition for resources. States losing the lead realize that only material gains can change their relative decline until new technological innovations can be developed. While falling behind results from a relative lack of technological innovation, losing the lead is a consequence of the diffusion of existing technology across state borders. There are three reasons why states falling behind are more likely to choose domestic reform instead of external expansion: 1) the "fog of innovation," 2) the "limits of backward production," and 3) "conquest rarely modernizes backward states." Meanwhile, there are four primary reasons why advanced states losing the lead are more likely to pursue aggressive foreign policies and wage preventive war: 1) clarity of diffusion, 2) innovation to regain a lost lead is unreliable, 3) equal technology puts a premium on resources, and 4) asymmetric diffusion of technology creates exploitable windows. Thus, structural changes in the distribution of technological capabilities yield opposite results depending upon whether the state is falling behind or losing the lead. Preventive war theory predicts that major powers in relative decline will engage in more aggressive foreign policy behavior. In the case of the Soviet Union, relative economic decline led to the opposite result (i.e., a more cooperative foreign policy). Why? This theory of structural, technological change and international conflict and cooperation helps explain why the Cold War ended peacefully. Recently available evidence from Soviet memoirs, interviews, and primary documents reveal that Soviet leaders were primarily concerned with economic decline relative to the United States and other Western countries. As early as 1982, Gorbachev wrote that the Soviet Union's backwardness was the result of missing the scientific and technological revolution. The Soviet Union was falling behind technologically in relation to the West, so the Soviet leaders attempted to gain some breathing space for domestic reform and increased access to foreign techniques by adopting a more cooperative foreign policy. In short, the Soviet case supports the logic of backwardness and foreign policy. First, the Soviet Union had become technologically backward relative to the West by the 1980s. Second, this technological gap created military consequences that threatened Soviet security in the long term. Third, Soviet leaders realized that catching up to the West technologically would require substantial domestic reform, and, hence, a conciliatory foreign policy. The history of great power relations since 1830 (long term power shifts between major power rivals) supports these propositions. The technological balance widened in five cases: The backward power falling behind made resource concessions four times and pursued economic cooperation once. The technological balance narrowed in six cases: The advanced states losing a lead started war four times and adopted aggressive foreign policies twice. The argument that states in long-term decline opt for preventive war simply does not apply when that decline is caused by technological innovation. In short, technological innovation usually leads to cooperation while the diffusion of technology tends to lead to conflict and preventive war. 

Economic Decline Doesn’t Cause Psychological Problems

Econ collapse irrelevant – people are resilient

New York Times 9 (“Economic collapse brings out resilience in most, experts say”, The NY Times, Jan 1, 2009, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/01/11/world/americas/11iht-suicide.4.19256150.html?_r=1) // SKRG

Just as loss itself comes in different flavors, from the bittersweetness of divorce to the acid tang of public condemnation, so too do people's responses to loss differ, sometimes wildly. There are people who fall hard and do not find their feet for a long time, if ever - a condition some psychiatrists call complicated grief. And the depth of this economic collapse has unceremoniously stripped thousands of far more than money: reputations have reversed; friendships have turned sour; families have fractured.

Yet experts say that the recent series of suicides, while undeniably sad, amounts to no more than anecdotal, personal tragedy. The vast majority of people weather stinging humiliation and loss without suffering any psychological wounds, by drawing on resources which they barely knew they had.

"The fundamental point is that most people are extremely resilient, and we have shown this in studies of a wide variety of events - losing a spouse, a marriage, even a bodily function," said George Bonanno, a professor of psychology at Columbia University.

In a recently completed study of 16,000 people, tracked for much of their lives, Bonanno, along with Anthony Mancini of Columbia and Andrew Clark of the Paris School of Economics, found that 60 percent of people whose spouse died showed no change in self-reported well-being. Among people who had been divorced, more than 70 percent showed no change in mental health.

Many of those in the study who suffered serious distress - depending on the loss - rebounded psychologically, with time.

Cooperation Checks Conflict Escalation

No impact to U.S. decline – other countries will cooperate 

Faiola 09 – Washington Post writer (“U.S signals for New Era for Global Economy”, Washington Post, 4/09, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/04/01/AR2009040102094.html) // YL

On the eve of a global economic summit here, President Obama delivered an unusual warning Wednesday for an American leader: The "voracious" U.S. economy can no longer be the sole engine of global growth. Those are all issues that we have to deal with internally, which means that if there's going to be renewed growth, it cannot just be the United States as the engine," he said during a news conference with British Prime Minister Gordon Brown. "Everybody is going to have to pick up the pace. "The sense of a new economic order with the United States sharing the stage is hanging over this Group of 20 summit. In this relatively new forum, leaders of industrialized powers including the United States, Britain and Japan as well as emerging giants such as China, India and Brazil are grappling together for an answer to the global economic crisis.

Economic collapse solves environment

Economic collapse solves environmental problems

Barbu 2010- Spiru Haret University (Cristina, “How the Economic Crisis Affects the Environment?” Journal of Environmental Management and Tourism, Winter 2010, http://asers.eu/asers_files/jemt/JEMT_Volume_I_Issue_2%282%29_Winter_2010.pdf#page=4)//JY 

Economic development means working very hard to create something in one place and to destroy something in another place. Climate change is already being observed through rising temperatures, melting glaciers, shifting rain patterns, increased storm intensity and rising sea levels. Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from human activities – mainly fossil fuel use, deforestation and agriculture – cause climate change. During the crisis the emissions of CO2 are diminished and this is good for the environment. As a general conclusion, short-term crisis had a beneficial effect on the environment by reducing emissions of pollutants into the atmosphere, by reducing discharges into the main rivers of Romania, following cut down mining operations, tourism, economic, generally. But long term, the economic crisis could have a negative impact on the environment, due to the reduction of funds and investments in the green industry. The good conclusions:  Compared to other European country Romania has high levels of biodiversity and a relatively low level of greenhouse-gas emissions per person. Our country's environmental legislation is slowly coming in line with that of the European. The bad conclusions:  Romania's environmental infrastructure is insufficient;  There is still a lot of pollution from agriculture, energy, and transportation, some of which is encouraged by subsidies in those sectors;  Road traffic (and thus, air pollution) has increased;  Half of industrial wastewater, containing mercury, lead, chromium, zinc, and other toxins, is still being discharged untreated into rivers and coastal waters;  Patterns of production and consumption are unsustainable.

Economic collapse solves Bio Diversity-Key to solving extinction by 2035

Bay Chronicle, 12 (Hamis, Maclean, “Economic collapse might ‘save us’”, 6/28/2012, http://www.stuff.co.nz/auckland/local-news/northland/bay-chronicle/7183983/Economic-collapse-might-save-us) VS

An American academic brought a roadmap for the future to Kerikeri on Monday.¶ Guy McPherson takes climate change issues very seriously: a rise in global temperatures is happening and its results could very well be catastrophic.¶ For the University of Arizona professor emeritus and writer the results are already in. The industrial economy is driving to extinction 200 species a day every day, he says.¶ The self-described "life-loving economic doomer" is not making predictions for the future but his best-case scenario coincides with what many would view as a worst-case economic scenario.¶ "We can't see the future but we can make the future."¶ He's urging a lifestyle switch.¶ "Anarchy means taking responsibility for yourself and for your neighbours," Mr McPherson says. He says there is no politically viable solution to climate change driven by our fossil fuel driven economy. And he openly hopes for a quick, complete economic collapse.¶ "If you actually love life, you have to be in favour of the industrial economy reaching its overdue end," he says.¶ It's the only way to mitigate the current trend towards a mass extinction by 2035, he says.¶ "I have no doubt whatsoever that there is no gain to be had politically from `durable living'," he says.¶ But that's exactly what he said on Monday: raising goats, chickens and ducks; growing fruit and vegetables and keeping bees; collecting water; and living in a low-tech, energy-efficient home.¶ "In New Zealand it would be almost too easy to make this happen," he says of community level self-sufficiency.¶ Mitigating the effects of an economic collapse requires water security, food security, maintaining body temperature and community, Mr McPherson says,¶ The signs that he pointed to as indicators of a coming dramatic global rise in temperatures are the Amazon drought, once a carbon sink the area is now a major carbon emitter; ocean methane emissions; Siberian methane vents, which grew in diameter from 30cm in 2010 to 1km in 2011; and arctic defrosting, which occurs when warm Atlantic waters enter the Arctic.¶ 

