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Obama pushing for tax extensions now, PC key

Daily World July 14, 2012 (President pushes extension of middle-class tax cuts, Associated Press, 7-14-12, http://www.dailyworld.com/viewart/20120715/NEWS01/207150307/President-pushes-extension-middle-class-tax-cuts)//RAD

WASHINGTON — President Barack Obama, eager to shift election-year attention away from the nation's lackluster jobs market, called on Congress Monday to extend tax cuts for only low and middle income earners while allowing taxes to increase for families that make more than $250,000 a year. "Let's not hold the vast majority of Americans and our economy hostage while we debate the merits of another tax cut for the wealthy," said Obama, flanked by a dozen people the White House said would benefit from the middle class-oriented tax cut extension. Obama wants Congress to pass a one-year extension of the Bush-era tax cuts for households making less than $250,000 before they expire at the end of the year. He said the outcome of his November election contest with Republican rival Mitt Romney would then determine the fate of the tax cuts for higher income earners. "My opponent will fight to keep them in place. I will fight to end them," he said. White House spokesman Jay Carney said Obama "would not sign" a bill that extended the whole range of tax cuts in full.

PC key for tax cut extension 

ABC News July 14, 2012 (Obama Continues Push for ‘Middle-class’ Tax Cut Extension, ABC, 7-14-12, http://abcnews.go.com/blogs/politics/2012/07/weekly-address-obama-continues-push-for-middle-class-tax-cut-extension/)//RAD
President Obama is continuing his push to extend the Bush-era tax cuts for Americans making less than $250,000, while simultaneously allowing breaks for those over that watermark to expire. Targeting congressional Republicans and Mitt Romney, the president says their insistence in maintaining the cuts for high income earners has led to a debate over “two fundamentally different paths” for the country. “They believe that if we spend trillions more on tax cuts for the wealthy, it’ll somehow create jobs – even if we have to pay for it by gutting education and training and by raising middle-class taxes,” he said in his weekly address. “I think they’re wrong.” In the taped remarks, Obama states that the government is still paying trillions to pay off nearly a decade of Republican tax policy, which did not deliver the rise in employee wages or jobs promised at the time. “The last thing we need right now is more top-down economics,” he said. The president says his administration has cut taxes for middle-class Americans every year he has been in office, with an average savings of $3,600 for families. Obama maintains that under his plan, taxes will go up on only 2 percent of Americans, and that 97 percent of small businesses would also remain unaffected. That remaining pool of taxpayers will see their rates return to levels under the Clinton White House, a time the president says saw the country “doing pretty well.” On Jan. 1 the tax cuts first enacted during the Bush administration will expire, and Republicans and Democrats have largely agreed that individuals making less than $200,000 and families less than $250,000 should see an extension. While not a new subject for the president, on Tuesday he used a White House event to bring the issue back into the spotlight. “Let’s at least agree to do what we all agree on,” he called on Republican rivals. “That’s what compromise is all about. Let’s not hold the vast majority of Americans and our entire economy hostage while we debate the merits of another tax cut for the wealthy.” The president calls partisan posturing over the issue “unnecessary drama,” and asks for politicians to “just do the right thing.” Today Obama is in the middle of two straight days of campaigning in Virginia, with his tax case a central theme on the stump. 

Tax cuts are key to the economy, empirically proven

Cloutier 2010, director of research and a portfolio manager with Heritage Capital Management Inc.  (Richard, Do tax cuts stimulate the economy?, Investopedia, June 23 2010, http://www.investopedia.com/articles/07/tax_cuts.asp#axzzz20iwAFsdh)

Tax cuts, when used properly, have stimulated the economy. Many credit President George W. Bush's tax cuts for moving the economy out of recession. Similarly, in 1964, Congress enacted an 18% cut in personal taxes to spur growth. The legislation was designed to encourage consumer spending - many believe that it succeeded admirably as consumers delivered a textbook reaction. According to a December 2004 article in Celtia.info, a magazine distributed in Celtic countries, tax cuts have also shown positive results in other countries as well. Ireland's recent tax cuts are believed to have improved living standards significantly. For years, the Irish were faced with high unemployment, budget deficits and high taxes. In 1986, Ireland faced a fiscal crisis. After reducing government spending, the government lowered taxes on both individuals and corporations. Over the next 13 years, Ireland's per capita income went from only 63% of the United Kingdom's average to besting it in 2000. Ireland now enjoys one of the highest standards of living in Europe. According to a May 2007 article in the Herald Tribune, tax cuts in Poland, Slovakia and Hungary before their entry in the EU have spurred economic growth in those countries. 

Economic collapse causes global war

Auslin, 9 – resident scholar at AEI (Michael “Averting Disaster”, The Daily Standard, 2/6, http://www.aei.org/article/100044)//RAD 

As they deal with a collapsing world economy, policymakers in Washington and around the globe must not forget that when a depression strikes, war can follow. Nowhere is this truer than in Asia, the most heavily armed region on earth and riven with ancient hatreds and territorial rivalries. Collapsing trade flows can lead to political tension, nationalist outbursts, growing distrust, and ultimately, military miscalculation. The result would be disaster on top of an already dire situation. No one should think that Asia is on the verge of conflict. But it is also important to remember what has helped keep the peace in this region for so long. Phenomenal growth rates in Japan, South Korea, Hong Kong, Singapore, China and elsewhere since the 1960s have naturally turned national attention inward, to development and stability. This has gradually led to increased political confidence, diplomatic initiatives, and in many nations the move toward more democratic systems. America has directly benefited as well, and not merely from years of lower consumer prices, but also from the general conditions of peace in Asia. Yet policymakers need to remember that even during these decades of growth, moments of economic shock, such as the 1973 Oil Crisis, led to instability and bursts of terrorist activity in Japan, while the uneven pace of growth in China has led to tens of thousands of armed clashes in the poor interior of the country. Now imagine such instability multiplied region-wide. The economic collapse Japan is facing, and China's potential slowdown, dwarfs any previous economic troubles, including the 1998 Asian Currency Crisis. Newly urbanized workers rioting for jobs or living wages, conflict over natural resources, further saber-rattling from North Korea, all can take on lives of their own. This is the nightmare of governments in the region, and particularly of democracies from newer ones like Thailand and Mongolia to established states like Japan and South Korea. How will overburdened political leaders react to internal unrest? What happens if Chinese shopkeepers in Indonesia are attacked, or a Japanese naval ship collides with a Korean fishing vessel? Quite simply, Asia's political infrastructure may not be strong enough to resist the slide towards confrontation and conflict. This would be a political and humanitarian disaster turning the clock back decades in Asia. It would almost certainly drag America in at some point, as well. First of all, we have alliance responsibilities to Japan, South Korea, Australia, and the Philippines should any of them come under armed attack. Failure on our part to live up to those responsibilities could mean the end of America's credibility in Asia. Secondly, peace in Asia has been kept in good measure by the continued U.S. military presence since World War II. There have been terrible localized conflicts, of course, but nothing approaching a systemic conflagration like the 1940s. Today, such a conflict would be far more bloody, and it is unclear if the American military, already stretched too thin by wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, could contain the crisis. Nor is it clear that the American people, worn out from war and economic distress, would be willing to shed even more blood and treasure for lands across the ocean. The result could be a historic changing of the geopolitical map in the world's most populous region. Perhaps China would emerge as the undisputed hegemon. Possibly democracies like Japan and South Korea would link up to oppose any aggressor. India might decide it could move into the vacuum. All of this is guess-work, of course, but it has happened repeatedly throughout history. There is no reason to believe we are immune from the same types of miscalculation and greed that have destroyed international systems in the past.

Will Pass

Tax Extensions have resistance but will pass- PC is a requirement

Brune July 9 2012 Political reporter for News Day (Tom, Obama Urges Extension of Bush-Era tax cuts, News Day, 7-9-12, http://www.newsday.com/news/nation/obama-urges-extension-of-bush-era-tax-cuts-1.3828457)//RAD 

President Barack Obama called on Congress Monday to pass a one-year extension of the Bush-era tax cuts, but only for low- and middle-income households, allowing taxes to increase for those making $250,000 or more a year. Obama, in a White House news conference, urged Congress to act on the tax cuts, which will expire at the end of the year, just after a dismal jobs report Friday and before his campaign trip to Iowa Tuesday. In the short speech, Obama attacked what he called the GOP's "trickle-down" economics as he pushed tax cut extensions for what he said was 98 percent of the population and 97 percent of small businesses. "My message to Congress is this: Pass a bill extending the tax cuts for the middle class," said Obama, surrounded by a dozen people the White House said would benefit. "As soon as that gets done, we can continue to have a debate about whether it's a good idea to also extend the tax cuts for the wealthiest Americans." The election, Obama said, would decide the question. His GOP rival, Mitt Romney, and congressional Republicans rejected his proposal -- Rep. Peter King(R-Seaford) said he "strongly" opposes it -- as they have in a long-running battle over the tax cuts. In 2010, Obama agreed to a two-year extension for all income levels. "Unlike President Obama, Governor Romney understands that the last thing we need to do in this economy is to raise taxes on anyone," said Romney spokeswoman Andrea Saul. The Republican-controlled House plans to vote to extend all tax cuts, not just for the middle class. White House spokesman Jay Carney said Obama would veto that bill. Obama said Republicans also say they don't want to raise taxes on the middle class. "Let's agree to do what we agree on, right?" he said. "Let's not hold the vast majority of Americans and our entire economy hostage while we debate the merits of another tax cut for the wealthy." Obama's proposal could face resistance from some Democrats, including Sen. Charles Schumer (D-N.Y.) and House Minority Leader Nancy Pelosi (D-Calif.), who favor a cutoff of $1 million per household instead of $250,000.

Obama’s tax extensions have the Democrats votes, Republicans will be a roadblock but it will pass

Dixon 7/16/12 Political reporter for Reuters (Kim, Senate Democrats’ plan may temper on dividend taxes, Reuters, July 16 2012, http://whtc.com/news/articles/2012/jul/16/senate-democrats-plan-may-temper-on-dividends-taxes/)

WASHINGTON (Reuters) - A plan by Senate Democrats to let income tax rates rise for wealthier Americans takes a softer line on taxing dividends than President Barack Obama's proposal amid a corporate lobbying push on Capitol Hill. The draft plan, circulating among lobbyists and confirmed by Senate Democrats, mostly embodies Obama's proposal to extend low tax rates for households earning up to $250,000 a year when the so-called Bush-era tax cuts expire at the end of 2012, while ending the cuts for the wealthy. But with the plan, dividends would be taxed at half the rate proposed by the president, easing the tax bite on the rich. Obama's 2013 budget proposed bringing tax rates for dividends up to those for ordinary income, which would result in a tax rate of about 40 percent for the highest-income groups. The Senate Democratic plan would raise dividend taxes from the current 15 percent rate to 20 percent, according to a summary. Dividend-paying companies like Verizon Communications, United Parcel Service and Southern Company are among those pressing their case with influential lawmakers in recent months. Chief executives from a lobbying group known as the Alliance for Savings and Investment are making the rounds with lawmakers this week. The Democratic-controlled Senate will vote on the legislation within weeks, accelerating a partisan battle over tax rates ahead of the November 6 presidential and congressional elections. Obama highlighted the issue last week, pitching a tax fairness theme to draw a contrast with Republicans. "Many members of the other party believe that prosperity comes from the top down, so that if we spend trillions more on tax cuts for the wealthiest Americans, that will somehow unleash jobs and economic growth," Obama said last week. The Democratic proposal will hit a roadblock in the House of Representatives, where Republicans in control favor extending all of the lower tax rates, including to the higher income groups. Lower tax rates on income and investments enacted under Republican president George W. Bush in 2001 and 2003 will expire at the end of the year unless Congress takes action. Obama agreed to extend all the rates in 2010 for two years. Because tax rates are assessed on marginal income, wealthier households would keep the lower rates on the first $250,000 of their income under the Democrats' proposal. FISCAL CLIFF Lawmakers are not expected to move on these tax issues until after the elections. This looming deadline, along with pending automatic spending cuts and a potential for the government to hit its borrowing limit, has been dubbed the "fiscal cliff." Non-partisan congressional budget-scorers say doing nothing could push the U.S. economy back into a recession in the first half of next year. Sean West, an analyst for investors at Eurasia Group, said most Democrats - even Obama - want to put off the stickier tax issues until next year when they attempt to overhaul the tax code. "Congress is going to get a stop-gap solution and the dividends are going to catch a ride," West said. West pointed out that when Obama made his pitch last week, he backed only a one-year extension. At the same time, both sides are ratcheting up the rhetoric, with some lawmakers suggesting they would let all tax rates rise  if they do not get their way.

Tax Extensions will pass but there is still opposition

Dinan 7/11/12 Reporter for Washington Times (Stephen, Both parties set to vote on plans for tax cut extensions, Washington Times, July 11 2012, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2012/jul/11/both-parties-set-to-vote-on-plans-for-tax-cut-exte/)// RAD

Republicans and Democrats in the Senate both say they’re eager to vote on President Obama’s plan to extend tax cuts for most Americans and raise rates on the wealthy - but they can’t seem to agree on how or when to hold the vote. Early Wednesday, Republicans tried to force a vote on both Mr. Obama’s plan and a GOP plan to extend all tax cuts for a year, hoping to drive a wedge between Democrats and their party’s leader. But Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, Nevada Democrat, blocked that move, drawing chuckles from the GOP, which said he was fighting Mr. Obama. Later in the day, however, Mr. Reid came back to the floor and offered to have votes - one on the president’s plan and one on Republicans’ plan - but would have also required votes on another small-business bill theGOP is not yet finished debating. Mr. McConnell objected, saying Democrats haven’t even written Mr. Obama’s tax plan into a bill yet, so a vote is premature. “We’d be happy to set up a vote on this critical issue, just as soon as the majority produces a bill to show us what tax increases they have in mind,”Mr. McConnell said. Seeking to refocus the tax debate, Mr. Obama on Monday called forCongress to pass a bill that would extend the Bush-era tax cuts for most Americans for one more year, but would allow rates to rise for households making $250,000 or more. He said the two sides should at least take care of the middle class, and then they can fight over the tax cuts for the richest Americans later. But the GOP is insisting all of the tax cuts be tied together, saying that allowing rates to rise on the wealthy will hurt small-business owners, many of whom pay taxes under the individual code. They are proposing a one-year extension, which they said would give enough breathing space to take up a complete tax code overhaul. Mr. Reid said extending cuts for everyone means the wealthy would benefit. “It’s the ‘help Paris Hilton’ legislation,” he said. “It would give people like her a tax break for doing nothing - $46 billion of the American people’s money to help Paris Hilton and others.” Late Wednesday, one member of his caucus, Sen. Joe Lieberman, Connecticut independent, said he’ll vote against both GOP and Obama plans, and said he wants to see the broad tax overhaul done now. “I think we can do better than that this year. We can cut spending and adopt tax reform and entitlement reform,” he said.

Obama is expecting passage but still faces opposition to the plan

Time 7/9/12 (Obama Pushing Tax-Cut Extension, AP, July 9 2012, http://www.time.com/time/nation/article/0,8599,2119074,00.html)

President Barack Obama, eager to shift election-year attention away from the nation's lackluster jobs market, called on Congress Monday to extend tax cuts for only low and middle income earners while allowing taxes to increase for families that make more than $250,000 a year. "Let's not hold the vast majority of Americans and our economy hostage while we debate the merits of another tax cut for the wealthy," said Obama, flanked by a dozen people the White House said would benefit from the middle class-oriented tax cut extension. Obama wants Congress to pass a one-year extension of the Bush-era tax cuts for households making less than $250,000 before they expire at the end of the year. He said the outcome of his November election contest with Republican rival Mitt Romney would then determine the fate of the tax cuts for higher income earners. "My opponent will fight to keep them in place. I will fight to end them," he said. White House spokesman Jay Carney said Obama "would not sign" a bill that extended the whole range of tax cuts in full. Obama has long supported expiration of the tax cuts for those making more than $250,000. But the White House and the president's re-election team are reviving his arguments now as a way to paint congressional Republicans as obstructionists and Romney as a protector of the wealthy, suggesting the GOP push for an across-the-board extension of the tax cuts puts the middle class at risk. The president's announcement also follows Friday's dismal jobs report, which showed the nation's unemployment rate stubbornly stuck at 8.2 percent. Romney supports extending the tax cuts for all income earners. His campaign spokeswoman Andrea Saul said Monday that Obama's proposal amounted to a "massive tax increase" and proved that the president "doesn't have a clue how to get America working again and help the middle class." The contours of the tax debate are largely the same as they were when the cuts were due to expire at the end of 2010. While Obama opposed an extension for higher income earners then as well, he ultimately agreed to full two-year extension, in part to win concessions for other legislation. Democrats see the tax debate as part of a larger coordinated attack on Romney, which includes intensifying calls for him to explain offshore bank accounts and release several years of tax returns. The strategy is aimed at portraying Romney, whose personal wealth could exceed $250 million, as disconnected from middle-class voters. Romney aides say the Democratic attacks on the presumptive GOP nominee's wealth an "unfounded character assault." Romney hasn't shirked from his wealth in the face of renewed Democratic criticism. He held a $50,000 per person fundraisers Sunday in the Hamptons, New York's exclusive string of waterfront communities on Long Island's South Shore. Romney aides also announced that the campaign and the Republican National Committee raised a combined $106 million in June, the former Massachusetts governor's biggest monthly haul so far. The Obama campaign and the Democratic National Committee raised $71 million last month. Republican lawmakers immediately balked at Obama's call for a partial extension. "No one should see an income tax hike next year — not families, not small businesses and other job creators," said Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell, R-Ky. The president's pitch may also face some opposition from congressional Democrats. House Minority Leader Nancy Pelosi, D-Calif., and Sen. Charles Schumer, D-N.Y., a member of his party's Senate leadership, have both advocated denying the tax cut extension to those making above $1 million annually. Extending the tax cuts only for households making below $250,000 costs the government about $800 billion less over 10 years than extending them for everyone. The full cuts cost the government about $4.5 trillion over a decade. Obama was to continue the tax debate Tuesday during a campaign trip to Iowa. His re-election team was also promoting the president's tax policy at a series of events this week in battleground states, including New Hampshire, Colorado and Nevada.

Obama is pushing Tax cuts

Matthew Larotonda Jul 14, 2012 (http://abcnews.go.com/author/matthew_larotonda)

President Obama is continuing his push to extend the Bush-era tax cuts for Americans making less than $250,000, while simultaneously allowing breaks for those over that watermark to expire. Targeting congressional Republicans and Mitt Romney, the president says their insistence in maintaining the cuts for high income earners has led to a debate over “two fundamentally different paths” for the country.

AT Thumpers

Tax extensions are Obama’s top priority 

CBS News July 14 2012 (Obama: GOP, Dems agree on middle-class tax cut extension, 7/14/12, http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-57472427-503544/obama-gop-dems-agree-on-middle-class-tax-cut-extension/)//RAD

Casting himself as a friend to the middle class, President Obama in his weekly address called on Republicans and Democrats to "at least agree to do what we all agree on" and extend the George W. Bush-era tax cuts for American families making less than $250,000 a year. "That's what compromise is all about," Mr. Obama said, making a nearly four-minute case for his tax plan over the GOP's "trickle down" approach that, he said, operates from the belief that "if we spend trillions more on tax cuts for the wealthy, it'll somehow create jobs." Suggesting "the only place [Republicans and Democrats] disagree is whether we keep giving tax cuts to the wealthiest two percent of Americans," the president said his path, by requiring the top two percent to pay "a little more" in income taxes exceeding the $250,000 threshold, would spare 98 percent of families from seeing any spike in income taxes. "In other words, the wealthiest few Americans will go back to the income tax rates they were paying under Bill Clinton," the president said. "And if you remember, that was when our economy created nearly 23 million new jobs, the biggest budget surplus in history - and millionaires were doing pretty well." But the priority for both parties in Washington, the president said, is to enact what they largely agree on and extend the Bush tax cuts (set to expire Jan. 1) for those individuals making less than $200,000 and families bringing in less than $250,000. "Let's not hold the vast majority of Americans and our entire economy hostage while we debate the merits of another tax cut for the wealthy," Mr. Obama said. "Let's skip the unnecessary drama, the needless delays and all the partisan posturing and let's just do the right thing." 

AT Dems blocking

Their Argument of the Democrats rejecting tax extensions was just a misconception

Sargent 7/11/12 Reporter for Washington Post (Greg, Yes the Senate Will Vote on Obama’s tax cut extension, Washington Post, July 11 2012, http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/plum-line/post/yes-the-senate-will-vote-on-obamas-tax-cut-extension/2012/07/11/gJQAb1Y7cW_blog.html)//RAD

Here’s what happened. Mitch McConnell asked for two votes, one on the GOP’s plan to extend all the tax cuts, including for income over $250,000, and another on Obama’s plan to extend the tax cuts on income just under $250,000. Reid objected. So what actually happened is that Reid didn’t want to hold a vote on both the GOP plan and Obama’s proposal. There will, in fact, be a vote on Obama’s plan, a Reid spokesman confirms.

PC Key/Obama Pushing
Obama is “100 percent committed” to tax cuts- PC is key

Kapur July 9 2012 - congressional reporter for TPM. He previously covered politics and public policy for numerous publications including The Guardian and The Huffington Post. (Sahil, Obama’s middle class tax cut extension dredges up 2010 defeat on bush tax cuts, TPM, http://tpmdc.talkingpointsmemo.com/2012/07/obama-middle-class-tax-cut-extension-2010-bush-tax-cuts-defeat.php)//RAD
This time around, the White House has emphatically insisted that Obama won’t back down. His senior campaign adviser Robert Gibbs said Sunday on CNN’s “State of the Union” that the president is “100 percent committed” to returning the marginal tax rates on high earners to Clinton-era levels, an increase from 36 percent to 39.6 percent. Under Obama’s plan, even the rich will pay lower rates on the first $250,000 they earn. The president will seek a standalone one-year extension of the middle class rates. The upshot is largely political because it’s taken as a given that Republicans on Capitol Hill have no intention of letting that happen. Apart from that, the Bush tax cuts are one of several issues — including large automatic spending cuts and expiration of the payroll tax cut, unemployment benefits and Medicare reimbursement rates — arising from last year’s debt deal that will likely be dealt with as a comprehensive package after the election to avoid a major economic contraction.

Tax Extensions will be a fight, Obama is willing to take any risk

Associated Press 7-17-12  (Bush Tax Cut. What should Congress Do?, Associated Press, July 17 12, http://www.king5.com/news/politics/Murray-Democrats-may-test-Republicans-and-let-tax-cuts-expire-162729926.html) //RAD
WASHINGTON -- Democrats are going all-in in a fiscal game of chicken, saying they'll let everyone's income taxes rise on Jan. 1 and slash defense spending amid 8-plus percent unemployment if Republicans continue to balk at raising taxes just on those making more than $250,000 a year. The brave face is being adopted as President Barack Obama and Congress come to grips with the possibility that gridlock and stalemate will result in the government careening off a fiscal cliff in January with automatic tax increases, spending cuts and an approaching exhaustion of borrowing ability. "If we can't get a good deal, a balanced deal that calls on the wealthy to pay their fair share, then I will absolutely continue this debate into 2013 rather than lock in a long-term deal this year that throws middle-class families under the bus," Sen. Patty Murray, D-Wash., said in a speech Monday. Murray's salvo was the latest in an almost daily back-and-forth between top Republicans and Democrats over the one-two punch facing the economy in January: expiration of the Bush tax cuts and the imposition of $110 billion in automatic spending cuts, half coming from defense. "They're ready and willing to go right off the fiscal cliff if they don't get their way," said Senate GOP Leader Mitch McConnell of Kentucky. "Because they think it will make it likelier they'll get their way.” McConnell was an architect of the automatic spending cuts, which were designed to prod a deficit-reduction supercommittee to reach an agreement rather than actually take effect. The supercommittee failed and the idea of automatic cuts is now an unpopular one. The gamesmanship also includes votes in the Republican-controlled House and Democratic-run Senate over the next two weeks on competing one-year extensions of former President George Bush's 2001 and 2003 tax cuts. The GOP version extends the full range of the Bush tax cuts. A plan circulated Monday by Senate Democrats would keep income tax rates where they currently are for families earning below $250,000 a year and individuals making less than $200,000, as Obama have proposed. But the tax cuts enacted a decade ago on income above those limits would expire, with the top income tax bracket rising to 39.6 percent. Democrats are bolstered by opinion polls that show voters favor increasing taxes on the wealthy. But they also risk sharing the blame for a broader tax increase and sudden spending cuts that economists like Congressional Budget Office Director Doug Elmendorf say would probably throw the economy back into recession next year. It's a risk they seem willing to take so far. 

Tax Extension will be a tough sell- PC key

CNN News July 13 2012 (Fight over extending Bush era tax cuts, CNN news, July 13 2012, http://www.katv.com/story/18982826/fight-over-extending-bush-era-tax-cuts)//RAD
WASHINGTON, DC Surrounded by working class Americans, President Obama Monday called on Congress to approve a one-year extension of the Bush-era tax cuts to Americans earning less than $250,000 a year. "I believe our prosperity has always come from an economy that's built on a strong and growing middle class," said the President. "A middle class that can own homes and send their kids to college and save enough to retire on." The extension approved by President Obama and Congress in 2010 is set to expire January 1. Since that time, the President has said he wants to exclude the wealthiest Americans from future extensions. He is trying to pain himself as a candidate for the middle class, while portraying Mitt Romney as the candidate for the wealthy. It's a distinction the Romney camp denies, saying Monday's announcement is merely damage control after Friday's disappointing jobs report. A campaign spokesperson released a statement saying, "President Obama's response to even more bad economic news is a massive tax increase. It just proves again that the president doesn't have a clue how to get America working again and help the middle class." The President's pitch will be a tough sell in Congress where Republicans say they don't want to increase taxes on anyone. "At the end of the day, I think the President will understand he's in a bad economic position," said Rep. Kevin Brady, R-Texas. 

Obama pushing for tax extensions now, PC key

Daily World July 14, 2012 (President pushes extension of middle-class tax cuts, Associated Press, 7-14-12, http://www.dailyworld.com/viewart/20120715/NEWS01/207150307/President-pushes-extension-middle-class-tax-cuts)//RAD

WASHINGTON — President Barack Obama, eager to shift election-year attention away from the nation's lackluster jobs market, called on Congress Monday to extend tax cuts for only low and middle income earners while allowing taxes to increase for families that make more than $250,000 a year. "Let's not hold the vast majority of Americans and our economy hostage while we debate the merits of another tax cut for the wealthy," said Obama, flanked by a dozen people the White House said would benefit from the middle class-oriented tax cut extension. Obama wants Congress to pass a one-year extension of the Bush-era tax cuts for households making less than $250,000 before they expire at the end of the year. He said the outcome of his November election contest with Republican rival Mitt Romney would then determine the fate of the tax cuts for higher income earners. "My opponent will fight to keep them in place. I will fight to end them," he said. White House spokesman Jay Carney said Obama "would not sign" a bill that extended the whole range of tax cuts in full.
Obama using PC now- key to passage

Horsley 7/9/12 Political Reporter for National Public Radio (Scott, Obama calls for tax cut extensions for Middles Class, National Public Radio, July 9 2012, http://www.npr.org/2012/07/09/156509340/obama-calls-for-tax-cuts-extension-for-middle-class)

President Obama is posing an election year challenge to Republicans over taxes. The president wants Congress to extend the Bush-era tax cuts for most Americans while allowing taxes for the wealthiest to go back up. That's a proposal he campaigned on four years ago and he'll be making the case again on the trail this week. NPR's Scott Horsley reports. SCOTT HORSLEY, BYLINE: For several weeks now, President Obama has been arguing that part of what's holding America back economically is a political stalemate in Washington. PRESIDENT BARACK OBAMA: And nowhere is that stalemate more pronounced than on the issue of taxes. HORSLEY: Today, the president tried to move that issue front and center by addressing the Bush-era tax cuts, which are set to expire at the end of this year. Mr. Obama wants to let the tax cuts lapse on schedule for the wealthiest Americans, those making more than a quarter million dollars. But he told a gathering of middle-class families in the White House East Room, their taxes should stay where they are. OBAMA: Let's not hold the vast majority of Americans and our entire economy hostage while we debate the merits of another tax cut for the wealthy. HORSLEY: In effect, the president is trying to decouple middle class tax rates from taxes on the wealthiest 2 percent. His Republican rival, Mitt Romney, on the other hand, has called for making all of the Bush-era tax cuts permanent as well as additional cuts that would primarily benefit the rich. OBAMA: In many ways, the fate of the tax cut for the wealthiest Americans will be decided by the outcome of the next election. My opponent will fight to keep them in place. I will fight to end them. But that argument shouldn't threaten you.

Fights over Tax Cuts – Costs Political Capital

Landler, 7/8/12 (Mark, “Obama Poised for New Fight With G.O.P. over Tax Cuts”, The New York Times, https://www.nytimes.com/2012/07/09/us/politics/obama-seeks-2013-tax-cuts-within-limits.html?_r=1&pagewanted=all)

Mr. Obama plans to make his announcement at the White House on Monday, senior administration officials said. The ceremony comes as Congress returns from its Independence Day recess, and as both parties and their presidential candidates head into the rest of the summer trying to seize the upper hand in a campaign that has been closely matched and stubbornly static. House Republicans plan to vote this month to extend for a year all of the Bush tax cuts, for middle- and upper-income people. The president’s proposal could also put him at odds with Democratic leaders like Representative Nancy Pelosi of California and Senator Charles E. Schumer of New York, who have advocated extending the cuts for everyone who earns up to $1 million. And it will most likely do little to break the deadlock in Washington over how to deal with fiscal deficits, an impasse that has only hardened as Republicans sense a chance to make gains in Congress this fall. But by calling for an extension for just a year, Mr. Obama hopes to make Republicans look obstructionist and unreasonable. Trying to bounce back from another weak jobs report on Friday, he also hopes to deepen the contrast with his challenger, Mitt Romney. On Friday, the president said Mr. Romney would “give $5 trillion of new tax cuts on top of the Bush tax cuts, most of them going to the wealthiest Americans.” From their stronghold in the House, Republicans plan to vote this week to repeal Mr. Obama’s health care law, hoping to energize their base even though they know that the campaign to abolish the law, which the Supreme Court upheld, stands no chance in the Democratic-led Senate. Republicans also renewed their call for an overhaul of the tax code. “You know, what we ought to be doing is extend the current tax rates for another year with a hard requirement to get through comprehensive tax reform one more time,” the Senate minority leader, Mitch McConnell of Kentucky, said on Sunday on the CNN program “State of the Union.” The struggle to frame the tax debate comes as the campaign moves into a period, only four months before the election, when the perceptions of voters begin to harden. Polls show a persistently tight race, with Mr. Romney closing in on Mr. Obama in certain swing states but with neither candidate able to break out decisively. Control of Congress is also up for grabs, with Mr. McConnell saying on Sunday that he believed the Republicans had a 50-50 chance to regain control of the Senate

Obama is preparing for a fight for tax extensions-expecting passage. All of his PC is focused on that

Fox News 7-9-12 (Obama Pushes for tax hike on top earners, extension of Bush era rates for others, Fox News, July 9 2012, http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2012/07/09/obama-to-launch-push-for-middle-class-tax-cuts-in-address/)

President Obama, amid charges of class warfare, pushed Monday for a tax hike on families earning more than $250,000 -- and an extension of the Bush-era tax rates for families making less than that. The president, speaking in the East Room of the White House, said he wants to break through the "stalemate" over taxes in Congress. He argued that sustaining the current tax rates for top earners puts too big a hole in the federal budget, saying "we can't afford to keep that up." Obama called on Congress to extend those rates, for one year, for families earning less than $250,000 -- failure to do so, he said, would be a "blow" to families and a "drag" on the economy. "We don't need more top-down economics," Obama said. "We need policies that grow and strengthen the middle class." The president urged Congress to pass a bill that deals with the middle-class tax rates only, and then move on to a separate debate over extending the rates for top earners. Obama, though, made clear he is adamantly opposed to doing so. "I will fight to end them," Obama said, adding that he doesn't want that debate to "threaten" those making less than $250,000. When asked later in a TV interview with North Carolina's WRAL whether he would veto any bill that extended all the tax cuts, Obama said, "yes, and the reason is, we can't afford it." The proposal comes just days after Obama courted the blue-collar vote in the battleground states of Ohio and Pennsylvania, where he talked frequently about middle-class values. The pitch is the latest proposal from a White House that has had a complicated relationship with the Bush-era tax rates, which have been in effect for nearly a decade. Obama at first held back on letting any of those rates expire during the height of the recession, saying in 2009 that would be "the last thing you want to do" because it would "take more demand out of the economy." He then negotiated with Republicans in 2010 to extend the rates for another two years. But campaign adviser Robert Gibbs said over the weekend that Obama is now "100 percent committed" to ending the rates for those making more than $250,000. The latest proposal would let the rates expire only for those whose incomes exceed $250,000. It preempts a more sweeping proposal from congressional Republicans -- who will be negotiating for an extension of the Bush tax rates for everyone. 

Tax cuts will lead to fights – Political Capital necessary

Barrett, 7/10/12 (Ted, “Bush tax cut fight could derail Senate small-business bill”, CNN Politics, http://www.cnn.com/2012/07/10/politics/senate-small-businesses/index.html)
The Senate voted Tuesday to begin debate on a bill to give tax breaks to small businesses that hire new workers or boost pay for existing workers. But the overwhelming 80-14 vote masks the broad expectation that because of an unrelated fight over the Bush tax cuts, the small business bill is unlikely to pass the chamber. "You have to wonder whether the bill that we will go to shortly is a serious exercise," said Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell, R-Kentucky, shortly before the vote, as he a noted a procedural technicality could scuttle the bill even if the Senate did approve it. "So I'm not sure that the majority is interested in passing something." In addition, McConnell said Republicans would insist on getting a vote on an amendment to extend all the Bush-era tax cuts for one year, which he said would provide some certainty to taxpayers and give lawmakers time to agree on comprehensive tax reform. The GOP push for the tax cut extensions for all filers comes on the heels of President Barack Obama's announcement Monday that he wants to extend the Bush tax cuts only for those earning $250,000 and less. Top GOP aides privately made clear that Republican senators would consider voting for the bill only if they were first allowed to vote on their tax cut extension proposal. Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid was non-committal when asked if he would agree to the GOP demand, saying only that "we'll move through this amendment by amendment and see what we can work through." A vote on the Republican amendment could be tough for some moderate Democrats, especially those facing re-election, as they will be forced to choose between supporting the policy of the Democratic president or their Republican opponents. Democrats huddled in the Capitol with Treasury Secretary Tim Geithner and top Obama campaign aide David Axelrod to discuss the issue.

Obama knows it will be a tough fight- his PC is key

Sacremento Bee July 8 2012 (Obama Asks Congress for limited extension of Bush tax cuts, James Rosen and David Lightman, 7-8-12, http://www.sacbee.com/2012/07/08/4618809/obama-asks-congress-for-limited.html)

President Barack Obama expressed confidence Monday that he can win an election-year fight with Republicans over taxes and the economy despite three straight months of weak job growth. Obama urged Congress to pass a one-year extension of the Bush-era tax cuts for most Americans, but aides said he would veto a bill that included providing relief to households earning $250,000 or more, as GOP congressional leaders and presumptive Republican presidential nominee Mitt Romneywant to do. “Let’s not hold the vast majority of Americans hostage and our entire economy hostage while we debate the merits of another tax cut for the wealthy,” Obama said in the White House’s ornate East Room. Obama’s appeal drew a disdainful response from Republicans on Capitol Hill. “President Obama is still asleep at the switch when it comes to our economy and jobs,” said House Speaker John Boehner of Ohio. Boehner spokesman Michael Steel noted that Obama made his pitch “just days after another dismal jobs report,” which showed the unemployment rate holding at 8.2 percent in June and the economy adding only 80,000 jobs during the month. While Obama’s aides denied that his appeal was a political move aimed at distracting attention from Friday’s disappointing employment numbers for June, the president claimed broad political support for his refusal to back across-the-board tax relief after Dec. 31, when the Bush tax cuts are set to expire. “The American people are with me on this,” he said. “Poll after poll shows that’s the case.” Obama upped the ante by framing the November election as a referendum on his advocacy of middle-class tax cuts vs. Romney’s desire to extend tax relief to all Americans regardless of income. “In many ways, the fate of the tax cut for the wealthiest Americans will be decided by the outcome of the next election,” Obama said. “My opponent will fight to keep them in place. I will fight to end them.” Romney, the former Massachusetts governor, readily accepted the challenge. “President Obama’s response to even more bad economic news is a massive tax increase,” said Romney campaign spokesman Chris Walker. “It just proves again that the president doesn’t have a clue how to get America working again and help the middle class.” White House Press Secretary Jay Carney tussled with reporters who asked him why Obama, in December 2010 when the Bush tax cuts were originally set to end, backed unrestricted tax relief but now wants to limit it to families earning less than $250,000 a year. Carney said Obama’s stance then was a political tradeoff as part of a larger political deal with congressional Republicans that included extension of unemployment benefits and payroll tax reductions. Carney said flat out that Obama would veto any Republican plan to extend the current tax cuts for all Americans. But the Obama spokesman repeatedly declined to make the same vow when reporters asked him about a proposal floated by some Democratic congressional leaders to limit tax hikes to households earning at least $1 million. Obama and his aides tread a thin line in trying to explain his position. Obama said Bush’s tax cuts “didn’t work” and blamed his “top-down economics” for the 2008 economic collapse and subsequent Great Recession. At the same time, Obama called for extending the same tax cuts to what he said would be 98 percent of all Americans were the $250,000 household income cap – with a limit of $200,000 for individuals – to be imposed. Obama said the lower tax rates for affluent Americans are “a major contributor to our (federal budget) deficit, costing us a trillion dollars over the next decade.” Yet that price tag is a fraction of the current federal debt of almost $16 trillion, and the “tax cutsfor the middle class” that Obama advocates would reduce by trillions more dollars government revenues that could make a bigger dent in the debt. Budget-watchdog groups such as the Concord Coalition, a bipartisan group dedicated to slashing the deficit, criticized Obama’s stance. “Obviously this is intended to be a campaign talking point to highlight the differences between the two candidates,” said Robert Bixby, the organization’s executive directly. “It’s certainly not the deficit fix that is needed,” Bixby said. “There is nothing new about this proposal. It’s kind of frustrating that we keep going over the same ground on these things without addressing the issues.” Most economists believe that a mix of tax hikes and spending cuts are needed to cut the debt significantly. A special commission Obama appointed soon after taking office in January 2009 recommended such an approach, but the president and congressional leaders from both parties largely ignored the panel’s advice. Romney wants to go further than Bush by reducing current tax rates by an additional 20 percent for all Americans. He hasn’t said how he would pay for the plan, though he wants to cut federal spending to 20 percent of gross domestic product, down from its present 24 percent level. Romney says he would work to "slowly raise the retirement age" for future Social Security recipients, while slowing the growth in benefits for “higher-income retirees." On Medicare, Romney said the private sector would “compete to offer insurance coverage at the lowest possible price,” while raising the Medicare eligibility age by one month each year from its current threshold of 65. Romney’s approach would add $2.6 trillion to the federal debt through 2021, according to U.S. Budget Watch, a nonpartisan watchdog group. While reinforcing the election’s sharply drawn battle lines, Obama acknowledged that he’s in for a fight. “What’s holding us back from meeting these challenges – it’s not a lack of plans, it’s a lack of ideas,” the president said. “It is a stalemate in this town, in Washington, between two very different views about which direction we should go in as a country. And nowhere is that stalemate more pronounced than on the issue of taxes.” Republicans hotly dispute Obama’s claim of Bush’s failed economic policies, saying the economy grew for more than six years after his first round of tax cuts in 2001 and before the 2008 crash. 

Tax Cuts Key to Econ

Extending the Tax Cuts is key to the economy – poses the greatest threat to the economy 
Laffer 7/15 - , an economist, is president of Laffer Associates, where Mr. Scudder, a Chartered Financial Analyst, is chief operating officer (Arthur B., “The Tax Cliff is a Growth Killer”, The Wall Street Journal, July 15, 2012, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702303962304577510691430926320.html?mod=googlenews_wsj) ELB
The United States faces an economic collapse thanks to massive tax increases on Jan. 1, and continued deficit spending for years on end. Keynesians worry about spending cuts and to some extent the expiration of the temporary 2% payroll tax cut. But the looming expiration of the Bush tax rate cuts along with new levies enacted as part of ObamaCare pose the greatest threat. The breadth of what will hit the country is extraordinary. The top federal rate on personal income will increase to 39.6% from 35%, with an additional 0.9% increase in the payroll tax for Medicare. The highest federal rate on dividends will increase to 43.4% from 15%, and the tax rate on capital gains will increase to 23.8% from 15%. The rates on capital income are rising because of the expiration of the Bush tax cuts, and a 3.8% tax on investment income for the highest earners enacted as part of ObamaCare. As happens almost every year, there is a large scheduled expansion of the Alternative Minimum Tax (AMT) to ever-lower levels of income. The highest estate tax rate is scheduled to rise to 55% from 35%, with the lifetime individual exemption dropping to $1 million from $5 million. Meanwhile, tax rates will rise in many states. In all, federal tax increases total almost $500 billion (over 3% of GDP) per year on a static-revenue basis. And that's not counting the $1 trillion, 10-year increase in excess spending over tax receipts in the ObamaCare legislation. Given that many of the new taxes are rate increases at the margin, they will affect incentives to earn additional income. Thus it is a certainty that we face a lower level of output in 2013. The blunt reality is that we cannot have a prosperous economy when government is overspending, raising tax rates, printing too much money, overregulating and restricting the free flow of goods and services across national boundaries. In the 1980s and '90s, Ronald Reagan's tax cuts and Bill Clinton's spending cuts (as a percentage of GDP) and his 1997 cut in the capital gains tax rate propelled the economy to grow rapidly. We're looking at the mirror image of that in years ahead—a situation in which the economy deteriorates more than it might otherwise. There are a number of reasons for dwelling on the tax cut experience during the Reagan years. First, tax cuts were ostensibly less important to the economy of the early 1980s than the Obama tax increases are to today's economy.

Tax cuts are good for the economy

Grant, 6/11 – (David Grant, Senate Finance Committee Chief, 6/11/12,”Key Senate Democrat Resists Push to Renew Bush Tax Cuts Before Election,” The Christian Science Monitor, http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Politics/2012/0611/Key-Senate-Democrat-resists-push-to-renew-Bush-tax-cuts-before-election)
House Republicans want to extend the Bush tax cuts sooner rather than later. Sen. Max Baucus, Senate Finance Committee chief, said Monday the tax code is a 'hydra' – and that lawmakers should lay groundwork and trust before tackling it. That stance appears to put him at odds with his House counterpart, Ways and Means Committee Chairman Dave Camp (R) of Michigan. Representative Camp and the House Republican leadership say they will vote to extend for another year all of the Bush tax cuts, which are slated to expire in December. Such an extension would reduce economic uncertainty and prevent tax rates from rising for all Americans come Jan. 3, 2013, they argue. Baucus offered only broad  outlines of his goals for tax reform, saying such an effort should set out to foster job growth, increase American competitiveness globally, spur innovation, and offer economic opportunity to all Americans. Taxes are just one part of Washington's year-end "fiscal cliff." Before 2013, Congress and Mr. Obama must contend not only with expiration of the Bush tax cuts, the potential imposition of the Alternative Minimum Tax on thousands of upper-middle-class households, and the need to extend key tax credits, but also with spending cuts stemming from last summer's debt ceiling deal and the need to handle unemployment benefits.

Obama Tax cuts are good for the economy – maintains stimulus
Chris Isidore, July 9, 2012 ( Senior Writer http://money.cnn.com/2012/07/09/news/economy/bush-tax-cuts/index.htm)

Carl Riccadonna, senior U.S. economist with Deutsche Bank, said the most important thing to do is to not re-impose any of the taxes when economic growth and hiring are still so weak. He supports extending the Bush tax cuts for all, since the only way to win Republican support for the extensions is to include the break for the upper-income taxpayers. "By pushing an extension for one group of taxpayers and not the other, you reduce the possibility of it being passed," Riccadonna said. "We don't need to raise taxes in the short term. When unemployment is down to 6%, we can talk about phasing out these tax cuts, even though that could be a while." Russell Price, senior economist with Ameriprise Financial Services, is one of those who agrees with the Obama administration proposal, saying it balances the need to deal with deficits while at the same time keeping most of the stimulus in place.

Bush era tax cuts are key to the economy

AP Monday, 9 Jul 2012  (http://www.cnbc.com/id/48115893/Obama_Extend_Tax_Cut_for_Middle_Class_Americans)

The Bush-era tax cuts are due to expire at the end of the year unless Congress votes to extend them. Economists worry that across-the-board tax increases, along with automatic spending cuts also scheduled to take hold at year's end, could be a blow to the shaky U.S. economy. Obama has made what he calls "tax fairness" a key feature of his campaign for re-election on Nov. 6, repeatedly urging Congress to make the tax cuts permanent for families making less than $250,000 a year. The tax cuts enacted by Obama's Republican predecessor, George W. Bush, will expire on Jan. 1 without congressional action, part of a so-called fiscal cliffthat potentially could hit the U.S. economy alongside deep automatic spending cuts. Analysts warn the impact of rising taxes and lower federal spending could tip the economy back into recession.

Tax cuts essential to economic success

Murphy, 09 – Ph.D Economist and Member of Pacific Research Institute (Robert, “Cut Taxes for the Right Reasons”, Ludwig Von Mises Institute, 2/16/12, https://mises.org/daily/3332)//WS

. Why Tax Cuts Are Better Than Government Spending Let me be clear: I wholeheartedly agree that it makes much more sense for the government to cut taxes, rather than spend money, in order to improve the economy. But what I have been arguing is that the reason for this superiority is not, "Let taxpayers spend money and create jobs rather than the politicians." But if job creation from spending is a bad argument, what are the valid reasons for supporting tax cuts? First is the simple moral argument. That money was earned by the taxpayers, and so prima facie it is always a good idea to take (i.e., steal) less from them. Second there is an incentive argument. Especially if the tax reduction comes in the form of lower marginal rates (rather than lump-sum rebates), then individuals have the incentive to produce more. Notice that this is the exact opposite of the standard Keynesian analysis. In other words, the pragmatic argument for tax cuts isn't to give consumers more money to go buy stuff, but rather it's to give producers the incentive to go make stuff. In conclusion, the critics of the nearly trillion-dollar "stimulus" plan are certainly correct to call for tax cuts rather than more government spending. However, many of these critics couch their justifications in ways that actually prove the superiority of government spending. A correct analysis shows that it is better to let taxpayers keep more of their money, even if they use 100% of the savings to pay down debt. There is nothing magical about consumption spending, and in fact it was overconsumption that got us into the present mess.

*AFF*

Nothing Will Pass

Obama can get nothing passed – GOP obstructionism

McAuliff 7/11 -a Washington correspondent for the New York Daily News, where he covered Sen. Hillary Clinton, the 2008 presidential campaign, and the fight over the 9/11 health and compensation law. Before coming to the paper in 2003 as a national and metro desk editor, he was the national editor of ABCNews.com. He was also the national editor of the groundbreaking crime-news site APB News.com. He went to Brooklyn College, and got his start covering news in New York City. (Michael, “Obama’s Tax Cuts Fail To Get Senate Vote After Republicans Balk”, The Huffington Post, July 11, 2012, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/07/11/obama-tax-cut-senate-vote-republicans_n_1666759.html) ELB
WASHINGTON -- The partisan wrestling on tax issues took an odd turn in the Senate Wednesday as Republicans objected to a vote on President Barack Obama's plan for a one-year extension of Bush-era tax cuts for people earning less than $250,000.¶ Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell (R-Ky.) had challenged Democrats in the morning to bring up Obama's proposed extension for a vote, apparently believing it would not pass. He charged that the Senate should stop dithering on what he described as an unpopular tax hike.¶ "Frankly, we don’t have the luxury to waste any more time arguing about a question that’s already settled for most people," McConnell said. "The problem here isn’t that government taxes too little, but that it spends too much. “What the American people need right now isn’t a lecture on fairness but some certainty," McConnell continued. “I have already called for a one-year extension of all of the current income tax rates. Today, I’ll go further by asking for consent that we set up two votes in the Senate. “One on the president’s proposal to raise taxes on nearly one million business owners in the middle of the worst economic recovery in modern times, and one that would extend current income tax rates for one year," he said. “The Senate should make itself clear which policy it supports. This is our chance to do it."¶ But by the afternoon, Democrats seemed assured that they could manage to get at least 50 votes, and Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) offered the GOP its chance -- as long as it was a straight majority vote, with no 60-vote filibuster threshold used to block much legislation.¶ "They knew they'd lose," said one Democratic aide who was not authorized to speak publicly about the behind-the-scenes strategy. "So they came up with this lame excuse that they hadn't seen legislation they also hadn't seen in the morning."¶ Indeed, McConnell cried foul.¶ "I’d be happy to take a look at what my good friend the majority leader is offering, but I cannot at this time agree to lock in a vote at an indeterminate time on a proposal that has not yet been written," McConnell told Reid on the Senate floor. "My good friend has had all day to come up with a written proposal but I gather that so far they have been unable to do so. Or if they have, we certainly haven’t seen it."¶ A Democratic aide acknowledged a measure hasn't been written, but argued that it was a simple matter of doing what Obama asked. "The language is pretty simple," the staffer said, noting that all that's really required is changing the expiration date on the tax cuts from 2012 to 2013, and specifying that they apply only to the first $250,000 that anyone earns.¶ "We’d be happy to set up a vote on this critical issue, just as soon as the majority produces a bill to show us what tax increases they have in mind," McConnell said.¶ The jockeying on the president's tax plan came as the Senate was trying to move onto a small business tax cut bill that would give a 10 percent break to business for all new payroll costs, up to $5 million. It would also extend 100 percent bonus depreciation on investments that companies make on new machinery and expansion.¶ Reid argued that what McConnell and the Republicans really are trying to do is kill anything that might help the economy, and therefore Obama.¶ "Republicans are looking for any excuse to vote down the proposal for two reasons," Reid said. "It has the support of President Obama and Democrats in Congress. And it would strengthen the economy, which would help the president. "We know Republicans won’t do anything that helps President Obama -– even if it’s good for the economy –- because their number one goal is to defeat the president. Mitch McConnell has said so," Reid said, referring to comments McConnell made not long after Obama took office.¶ The Senate is expected to vote on the bill Thursday, as well as a competing proposal by House Majority Leader Eric Cantor (R-Va.) that passed in the other chamber. That bill would grant an across-the-board 20 percent tax cut for all small businesses. Democrats oppose it on the grounds that it is not contingent on a business hiring anyone, and because the benefits go disproportionately to the wealthy.
PC Low

Obama has low to no political capital – democratic politicians are distancing themselves from him

Dwight, 7/14 – (QUALS, Dwight L. Schwab Jr., “Democratic Politicians Distancing Themselves from Obama,” examiner.com, http://www.examiner.com/article/democratic-politicians-distancing-themselves-from-obama, MEK)

Apparently the Obama administration wants to play the “Bush Tax Cuts” game one more time to corral those angry base voters anxious to continue the class warfare theme of the Obama presidency over a tax structure put in place ten-years-ago. The newest revolution of this “transparent president” is to eliminate the Bush-era tax cuts for anyone with annual income of more than $250,000. This time around, he is making a lot of enemies in his own party. That is the case with Democrats facing competitive congressional races. Those besieged candidates think $1 million rather than $250,000 has a “wealthier” sounding ring to it and will still please the wanna-bees the president so desperately is attempting to polarize in his new French Revolution. The “divide and conquest” strategy could be stalled until after the election, as it was in 2010 when the Democrats were handed their heads by Republicans much like the guillotine was used in in 18th century France. The expiration date on the tax “extensions” is December 31st. By then the Democrats are acutely aware their president may be packing his bags for the big move out three-weeks later. The recent furor to increase the income level is part of a trend among moderate Democrats fleeing from the president, or better defined, seeing the writing on the wall. It's the same sort of action taking place concerning the Democratic National Convention where scores of Democratic lawmakers have decided to stay hom, or "campaign" as they say.
Obama has low PC – criticized by GOP leaders
Slack, 7/6 – (Donovan Slack, “House GOP leaders Rip Obama Over Jobs Report,” Politico, http://www.politico.com/politico44/2012/07/house-gop-leaders-rip-obama-over-jobs-report-128157.html, MEK)
House GOP leaders blasted President Obama on the jobs report Friday, saying his failed policies are to blame for stagnating unemployment and job growth.The unemployment rate remained unchanged at 8.2 percent in June, according to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, and the economy added 80,000 jobs, roughly the same as in May. “Today's report shows the private sector clearly isn’t ‘doing fine’ and that President Obama’s policies have failed," House Speaker John Boehner said in a statement. “The president needs to stop betting on his failed policies and start working with Republicans to remove government obstacles to job creation." Majority Leader Eric Cantor said the GOP majority in the House has "begun to right the ship, but we will not be able to achieve long-term growth without willing partners in the White House and Senate." "This crawling pace is not enough to get the millions of Americans who are unemployed back to work or provide long-term growth," Cantor said in a statement. "We've seen month after month of dismal jobs numbers, college graduates unable to find employment and small business hiring stalled. The President has had three years to get the economy going again, but he has not. His policies have not worked, and we can't afford to keep going down the same path."

Won’t Pass

There is no chance of Obama’s tax extension passing- Republicans want their own version

Espo 7/15/12 Political analyst at Associated Press (David, Hope of Compromise Dwindles, Associated Press, July 15 2012, http://www.poughkeepsiejournal.com/viewart/20120715/OPINION/307150026/As-election-nears-hope-compromise-dwindles?odyssey=mod%7Cnewswell%7Ctext%7CPoughkeepsieJournal.com%7Cp)

Another item on the Republican to-do list for July is a measure to extend all of the tax cuts due to expire at the end of the year, including the reductions for wealthier income earners that Obama and most Democrats want to end. Obama countered on Monday with a call on Congress to follow his prescription on taxes, not the one offered by Republicans. Senate Democrats want to end existing tax breaks for the costs businesses incur in moving jobs overseas. This measure dovetails nicely with Obama’s attempts to cast GOP presidential candidate Mitt Romney as a champion outsourcer of jobs during his career as a businessman. In addition, they may set up a vote on legislation to require disclosure for individuals making high-dollar contributions to political organizations that spend millions on campaign commercials. Whatever the merits of these proposals, Republican and Democratic aides say there is no expectation any of them will pass this summer. Instead, they say, each is designed to make lawmakers on the other side of the political aisle choose between a popular position on the one hand and political orthodoxy within their own party on the other.

Plan won’t pass- Republicans want their own version

Seattle Times 7/16/12 (Senate Dems ready 272 billion tax cut extension bill, July 16, 2012, http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/politics/2018699693_apuscongresstaxes.html)

Democratic aides have said the Senate will debate the legislation as early as next week. Minority Republicans who say the tax increases will hinder job creation are virtually certain to derail the measure by forcing Democrats to produce 60 votes to prevail, which they will not be able to do. When the debate occurs, Republicans are expected to offer their own measure extending the tax cuts for a year for everyone. The GOP-run House is expected to vote the week of July 30 on legislation renewing the tax cuts for everybody for a year and establishing a process aimed at pressuring Congress to overhaul the entire tax code next year.
Won’t pass – republican opposition

O’Brien, 7/9/12 (Michael, “Obama calls for extending most tax cuts, setting up election year fight”, MSNBC, http://firstread.msnbc.msn.com/_news/2012/07/09/12643446-obama-calls-for-extending-most-tax-cuts-setting-up-election-year-fight?lite)

President Barack Obama urged Congress on Monday to extend expiring tax cuts for most American households, injecting the issue of tax fairness into the 2012 campaign.¶ The president, speaking early this afternoon at the White House, again voiced support for allow tax cuts for households earning over $250,000 per year to expire at the end of 2012, while also preserving existing rates for households earning less than that.¶ “We don't need more top-down economics. We tried that theory ... we can't afford to go back to it,” Obama said. “That's why I believe it's time for the tax cuts for the wealthiest Americans, including myself, to expire.”¶ Congress is likely to do anything but that, though. Republicans who control the House of Representatives quickly rejected Obama’s proposal as a tax hike, though the president sought to decouple the middle class tax cuts from the high-end breaks. Obama urged lawmakers to act now to extend most of the expiring tax cuts, and have a second debate – likely to be decided in November’s election – on the tax cuts for the wealthiest. "My opponent will fight to keep them in place; I will fight to end them,” Obama said in reference to Mitt Romney, the presumptive Republican presidential nominee.¶ All of the tax cuts, which were first proposed by President George W. Bush, were set to expire at the end of 2010. After having initially resisted their extension, Obama relented and agreed to a two-year extension of the Bush tax cuts for all income brackets – a compromise that allowed the administration to advance some of its legislative priorities through that year’s lame-duck Congress.¶ At the time of that extension, Obama said he would refuse to again agree to any extension of the high-end tax cuts.¶ The announcement is rife with election year significance. Republicans have raised the specter of a tax increase that would spring into effect if the Bush tax cuts were allowed to expire at the end of this calendar year.¶ Though Obama's proposal would preserve existing tax rates for all but the wealthiest American households, Republicans still derided it as a massive tax hike -- especially on small business owners whose revenues are treated as personal income.¶ "President Obama’s response to even more bad economic news is a massive tax increase," said Romney campaign spokeswoman Andrea Saul. "The president's latest bad idea is to raise taxes on families, job creators, and small businesses. Almost half a million fewer Americans are working today than the day Barack Obama took office, and we've just come through the worst job creation quarter in two years."¶ In response to that charge, Obama said: "This isn't about taxing job creators; this is about helping job creators."¶ Moreover, Republicans accused Obama of looking to divert attention from last Friday's jobs numbers, which showed the economy added 80,000 jobs in June, a figure that fell somewhat below estimates.¶ Taxes have often been an effective political cudgel for the GOP to wield against Democrats in election years. Obama's announcement on Monday was ostensibly intended to defuse the looming tax fight at the end of this year, though it's unlikely that any legislation makes it to the president's desk before Election Day.¶ Obama's proposal, rather, doubles down on what Democrats view as a politically advantageous demand that the wealthy contribute a higher share of taxes, a sentiment that generally polls well. Nonetheless, Americans slightly favored Republicans on the issue of taxes in the June NBC News/Wall Street Journal poll. Thirty-four percent of respondents said they favor the GOP's approach to taxes, versus 32 percent who said that of Democrats.¶ Republicans on Capitol Hill have been eager to highlight, though, differences between Democratic lawmakers and the president on this very issue. Democratic leaders in the House and Senate have called on preserving tax rates for all households earning less than $1 million per year, a higher threshold than Obama's. This alternative proposal was born of politics, since it opens the door to Democrats' charge that the GOP wishes to preserve tax breaks -- literally -- for millionaires.¶ The president's push to extend the Bush tax cuts for households earning less than $250,000 per year is also meant to set up a contrast with Romney, whose proposal to cut marginal income tax rates by 20 percent in each bracket composes the cornerstone of his tax reform plan.¶ "Unlike President Obama, Governor Romney understands that the last thing we need to do in this economy is raise taxes on anyone. He has a plan to permanently lower marginal rates, help middle-class Americans save and invest, and jumpstart economic growth and job creation," said Saul, the former Massachusetts governor's spokeswoman.¶ Romney has also called for cutting the corporate tax rate to 25 percent and maintaining friendly tax rates on investment income. The presumptive Republican nominee has said that he would pay for the price tag of these cuts with an overarching tax reform package that would eliminate some loopholes and deductions.¶ But he's refused to specify what those changes might be, or how they would affect the nation's tax ledger. He told CBS last month that he would "go through that process with Congress" to determine which deductions and exemptions he would eliminate.¶ Romney has additionally weathered pressure from the Obama campaign to release more of his own tax records amid scrutiny of his overseas holdings. Romney released his returns from 2010, which showed he paid an effective tax rate of about 14 percent (because much of his income came from investments). Romney filed for an extension on his 2011 taxes, and his campaign said it would release them to the public when they're available, no later than October.¶ "The next president, in the next four years -- somebody's going to have to tackle comprehensive tax reform. And they're going to have to deal with sheltering income, like it appears Mitt Romney is doing in Bermuda, in the Caymans, in Switzerland," senior Obama campaign adviser Robert Gibbs said Monday on NBC's "TODAY" show. "I think the American people deserve to know what tax breaks and what sheltering each of these candidates is taking advantage of."

Tax Cuts Not Key to Econ

Tax cuts do not provide any stimulus to the economy

Lott July 9 2012 FOXNews.com contributor. He is an economist and co-author of the just released “Debacle: Obama's War on Jobs and Growth and What We Can Do Now to Regain Our Future” (John Wiley & Sons, March 2012)[image: image1.png]


.(John, Truth about Obama’s tax cut extension plan, 7/9/12, http://www.foxnews.com/opinion/2012/07/09/truth-about-obama-tax-cut-extension-plan/)//RAD
President Obama kept pointing out Monday that he has cut taxes. But he doesn't understand that the way that he cut taxes actually discouraged work for one simple reason: he increased marginal tax rates. Obama's tax cuts increase marginal tax rates because he phases out deductions and credits as people make more income. You get the earned income tax credit or the college tuition credit but as you earn more money more of those credits are taken away from you. Those lost tax benefits are on top of the unchanged official marginal tax brackets. Average tax rates went down, but marginal tax rates went up.

The president said he wants “an economy where work pays off.” But if you actually want to give me an incentive to work more it is the marginal tax rate that matters. The solution is obvious: let people keep more of each additional dollar they earn.

Tax cuts are not key to the economy

Baltimore Sun 7/16/12 (Senate tax cut not enough, Baltimore Sun, July 16, 2012, http://www.baltimoresun.com/news/opinion/readersrespond/bs-ed-tax-cuts-letter-20120716,0,7865510.story)//RAD

Sure is encouraging to hear Senate Democrats supporting reducing taxes for small businesses by $29 billion until you realize they want to cut taxes for only those businesses that hire new workers, or give their current workers raises, or invest in new equipment this year. They believe this will encourage businesses — especially small ones—to hire again. Not likely. From the fourth quarter of 2007, when the recession officially began, to the end of 2009 (official end of the recession), real U.S. business investment plunged 22 percent, an unprecedented drop. This economic tsunami washed away millions of jobs, created massive uncertainty and helped push the jobless rate above 8 percent where it has remained for 41 months. This is why we now suffer the worst jobs recession since the Great Depression, three years after the recession officially ended. Targeted tax breaks won't get the job done. These are half-measures that don't address the real problem, which is that real business investment remains almost $100 billion below where it was nearly five years ago. Stop the meddling. Stop the micromanaging. Rather than just a select few tax cuts that sound good in an election year, America needs deep, across-the-board tax cuts for all businesses.

Bush era tax cuts are not attributed to economic growth

Leonhardt 2010 Chief of the Washington bureau at The Times (David, were the bush era tax cuts good for growth, New York Times, November 8 2010, http://economix.blogs.nytimes.com/2010/11/18/were-the-bush-tax-cuts-good-for-growth/)

I mean this as a serious question, not a rhetorical one: Given this history, why should we believe that the Bush tax cuts were pro-growth? Is there good evidence the tax cuts persuaded more people to join the work force (because they would be able to keep more of their income)? Not really. The labor-force participation rate fell in the years after 2001 and has never again approached its record in the year 2000. Is there evidence that the tax cuts led to a lot of entrepreneurship and innovation? Again, no. The rate at which start-up businesses created jobs fell during the past decade. The theory for why tax cuts should create growth and jobs is a strong one. When people are allowed to keep more of each dollar they earn, they are likely to work longer and harder. The uncertainty is the magnitude of this effect. With everything else that’s happening in a $15 trillion economy, how large of an effect on growth do tax cuts have? Every available piece of evidence seems to suggest that the Bush tax cuts did little to lift growth. I have yet to hear a good argument to the contrary, but I’d be fascinated to see another blogger or an economist take a crack at it.

Bush tax cuts did not increase economic growth – prefer our evidence, its from an economist

Bartlett, 11 – (Bruce, Former Reagan Economist, 7/26/11, “Bush Tax Cuts Did Not Increases Rate of Economic Growth,” The New York Times, Economix, http://mediamatters.org/mobile/research/2012/07/11/fox-news-inflates-impact-of-bush-tax-cuts/187072)

It would have been one thing if the Bush tax cuts had at least bought the country a higher rate of economic growth, even temporarily. They did not. Real G.D.P. growth peaked at just 3.6 percent in 2004 before fading rapidly. Even before the crisis hit, real G.D.P. was growing less than 2 percent a year. By contrast, after the 1982 and 1993 tax increases, growth was much more robust. Real G.D.P. rose 7.2 percent in 1984 and continued to rise at more than 3 percent a year for the balance of the 1980s. Real G.D.P. growth was 4.1 percent in 1994 despite widespread predictions by opponents of the 1993 tax increase that it would bring on another recession. Real growth averaged 4 percent for the balance of the 1990s. By contrast, real G.D.P. growth in the nonrecession years of the 2000s averaged just 2.7 percent a year -- barely above the postwar average.

The 2001 tax cut did nothing to stimulate the economy

Barlett, 6/12 - (Bruce, Former Reagan Economist, 6/12/12, “The 2001 Tax Cut Did Nothing to Stimulate the Economy,” The New York Times, Economix, http://mediamatters.org/mobile/research/2012/07/11/fox-news-inflates-impact-of-bush-tax-cuts/187072)

" In a post on The New York Times' Economix blog, economist Bruce Bartlett -- a former adviser to Presidents Reagan and George H.W. Bush -- wrote that not only did the Bush tax cuts fail to stimulate the economy, but contrary to Scott's claim that revenue "jumped substantially" during the Bush years, it actually fell as a percentage of GDP: The 2001 tax cut did nothing to stimulate the economy, yet Republicans pushed for additional tax cuts in 2002, 2003, 2004, 2006 and 2008. The economy continued to languish even as the Treasury hemorrhaged revenue, which fell to 17.5 percent of the gross domestic product in 2008 from 20.6 percent in 2000. Republicans abolished Paygo in 2002, and spending rose to 20.7 percent of G.D.P. in 2008 from 18.2 percent in 2001. According to the C.B.O., by the end of the Bush administration, legislated tax cuts reduced revenues and increased the national debt by $1.6 trillion. Slower-than-expected growth further reduced revenues by $1.4 trillion. 

Tax cuts are bad economics

De Rugy, 12 (Veronique, “Eric Cantor’s Temporary Tax Cuts are Bad Economics”, Us News, 4/24/12, http://www.usnews.com/opinion/blogs/economic-intelligence/2012/04/24/eric-cantors-temporary-tax-cuts-are-bad-economics)
In January 2013, the 22 million small business owners who pay their taxes through the personal income tax will see their top marginal tax rate increase to 41 percent. Most people don't want to pay more taxes. Everyone loves small businesses. Take these three sentences, shake well, and you get the legislation backed by Majority Leader Eric Cantor, Republican from Virginia, to cut taxes on small business by 20 percent. [See a collection of political cartoons on the economy.] By design, the GOP plan would cut the top marginal rate from the current 35 percent to 28 percent and avoid reverting to the pre-Bush tax cuts rate of 39 percent for firms that have fewer than 500 employees. While I am all in favor of lowering marginal rates and tax burden of businesses, this bill is a terrible idea. In fact, it is the perfect example of how not to cut taxes. It is temporary and it only caters to a special interest group rather than everyone. A temporary tax cut is precisely the sort of half-baked intervention that accomplishes little more than injecting even more uncertainty into an already murky economic situation. Reducing tax rates can help spur investment and job creation, but "temporary" tax cuts never have that effect precisely because producers and consumers know a change is coming soon. [Read the U.S. News debate: Is Obama's Corporate Tax Plan A Good Idea?] Do Republicans really believe that companies that benefit from the reform will invest and hire new employees based on a reduction in rate that may go away a year later? Shouldn't they have learned by now that temporary tax rebates, tax credits, and tax cuts don't work? Take the Bush administration Tax Relief Act of 2001 and the Economic Stimulus Act of 2008, two similar packages with similar effects on the economy. Which is to say, not much. In 2008 the major component was sending $100 billion in cash to Americans so they would have more to spend and thus jumpstart the economy. It failed. People spent little if anything of the temporary rebate, and consumption did not recover. In fact, formal statistical work by Joel Slemrod, a professor of tax policy at the University of Michigan, has shown that rebates generally produce no statistically significant increase in consumption because of their temporary nature. The same is true with temporary tax cuts, and temporary anything for that matter. In fact, it is their tendency to pass temporary tax cuts—shared by Democrats—that explains the uncertainty taxpayers face today. Think about the extension of the Bush tax cuts and the payroll tax set to expire in 2013. Do they really want to add to it?

Tax cuts are bad for the economy

Krugman, 09 (Paul, “Is Obama Relying too Much on Tax Cuts”, The New York Times, 1/5/09, http://krugman.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/01/05/is-obama-relying-too-much-on-tax-cuts/) 
I don’t know yet. But news reports this morning certainly raise questions. Let’s lay out the basics here. Other things equal, public investment is a much better way to provide economic stimulus than tax cuts, for two reasons. First, if the government spends money, that money is spent, helping support demand, whereas tax cuts may be largely saved. So public investment offers more bang for the buck. Second, public investment leaves something of value behind when the stimulus is over. That said, there’s a problem with a public-investment-only stimulus plan, namely timing. We need stimulus fast, and there’s a limited supply of “shovel-ready” projects that can be started soon enough to deliver an economic boost any time soon. You can bulk up stimulus through other forms of spending, mainly aid to Americans in distress — unemployment benefits, food stamps, etc.. And you can also provide aid to state and local governments so that they don’t have to cut spending — avoiding anti-stimulus is a fast way to achieve net stimulus. But everything I’ve heard says that even with all these things it’s hard to come up with enough spending to provide all the aid the economy needs in 2009. What this says is that there’s a reasonable economic case for including a significant amount of tax cuts in the package, mainly in year one. But the numbers being reported — 40 percent of the whole, two-year plan — sound high. And all the news reports say that the high tax-cut share is intended to assuage Republicans; what this presumably means is that this was the message the off-the-record Obamanauts were told to convey. And that’s bad news. Look, Republicans are not going to come on board. Make 40% of the package tax cuts, they’ll demand 100%. Then they’ll start the thing about how you can’t cut taxes on people who don’t pay taxes (with only income taxes counting, of course) and demand that the plan focus on the affluent. Then they’ll demand cuts in corporate taxes. And Mitch McConnell is already saying that state and local governments should get loans, not aid — which would undermine that part of the plan, too. OK, maybe this is just a head fake from the Obama people — they think they can win the PR battle by making bipartisan noises, then accusing the GOP of being obstructionist. But I’m really worried that they’re sending off signals of weakness right from the beginning, and that they’re just going to embolden the opposition.

Misc

Tax cuts are popular among the public

Chron 7/16/12 (Majority of Americans want to see Bush era tax cuts fully extended, Texas on the Potomac, July 16 2012, http://blog.chron.com/txpotomac/2012/07/textmessage-majority-of-americans-want-to-see-bush-era-tax-cuts-fully-extended/)

According to a new McClatchy-Marist poll, the majority of Americans want the Bush-era tax cuts to be extended.“The poll found 52 percent of registered voters saying they want all the tax cuts extended, including the tax cuts for incomes above $250,000, while 43 percent want the cuts extended just for incomes below that threshold,” McClatchy reported. The article added that the most stalwart support for extending the tax cuts came from those who are reported among Obama’s most strongest supporters, including the youth, minorities, poor and working class. McClatchy reported that among young voters polled, ages 18-29, they favored tax cuts by a margin of 69-29. That, the article added, was the largest margin of any age group. The poll also broke the support for the Bush-era tax cuts down by race. Latinos favored the cuts for all persons 62-36 percent, whites 50-44 percent, African Americans 48-47 percent. “And those making less than $50,000 supported tax cuts for all incomes by 53 percent to 41 percent,” McClatchy reported.

Taxes are economically, politically, and morally wrong – must be cut

Ostrowksi, 01 (James, “A $21 Trillion Tax Cut”, Ludwig Von Mises Institute, 3/20/01, https://mises.org/daily/633/)//WS

President Bush has proposed a $1.6 trillion tax cut. I would like to suggest that the president modify his tax proposal. He should increase the size of his tax cut to $21 trillion. Well, it’s not really a $21 trillion tax cut. It’s a $2.1 trillion tax cut. I got the $21 trillion figure by projecting it for ten years, just as Bush does with his. I don’t know why Washington projects these tax cuts for ten years, since federal budgets are only good for one year and can be changed any time thereafter. But, you say, isn’t $2.1 trillion the entire federal budget for one year? Right you are. Let me explain my proposal, using fourth-grade math. [Note: If the following figures are off by a couple billion bucks, blame the OMB press office for not returning my phone call.] The feds are going to extort $2,084 billion from us this year. But they are only going to spend $1,868 billion. If we eliminate all overpayments, you have a $216 billion tax cut. Now, let me give you back $210 billion more, which is what we pay in interest to those who were silly enough to lend money to the government. This has a side benefit of discouraging anyone from lending to the government again, as well as encouraging sound fiscal policy in the future.  Total tax cut so far—$426 billion. Let’s do some more easy tax cuts. Let’s eliminate a bunch of departments we could do without. In the name of the Ninth and Tenth Amendments. By eliminating these useless and destructive agencies, we save an additional $276 billion, all of which goes into our tax cut. I still can’t believe the gigantic size of the budgets of HUD, HHS, Education, and Transportation. I’d love to spend time detailing how useless and destructive these agencies are. Instead, just see any book by James Bovard.  Total tax cut so far—$702 billion. The Justice Department/INS spends $20 billion. Cut out all the make-believe crimes like drug possession and failure to file form 57(e), and abolish the DEA, and we can cut their budget down to, say, $7 billion. Net savings—$13 billion Total tax cut so far—$715 billion. The Treasury Department spends $14 billion. First, since we’re eliminating all federal taxes, bye, bye, IRS ($8 billion!). Next, abolish the ATF and strip U. S. Customs of its tax-collecting and strip-search functions and save 3 billion. That leaves the Treasury with about $3 billion to do goodness-knows-what. Net savings—$11 billion Total tax cut so far—$726 billion Veteran’s Affairs spends $22 billion. They do important work, but they waste a lot of money too. They can get by with $14 billion. If not, we’ll raid the huge defense budget—but more about that later. Net savings—$8 billion. Total tax cut so far—$734 billion Medicare and Medicaid (socialized medicine) have greatly harmed the health-care industry. They have caused a tremendous increase in the price of health-care services by artificially inflating demand; they have raised costs by separating consumption from payment; and they have led to the bureaucratization of this vital industry. Like all government programs, they deliver less for more. Scrap them, and we save $342 billion. Total tax cut so far—$1,076 billion. Socialism Security impoverishes working people, prevents them from investing in real wealth creation, funds the welfare-warfare state, and makes our parents and grandparents political pawns of the federal government. Scrap this scheme, and we save $438 billion. As Harry Browne suggests, we can sell off government assets and buy annuities for those dependent on Socialism Security and federal pensions (another $80 billion). Total tax cut so far—$1,594 billion. Bill Clinton ended welfare as he and Newt knew it, but they did not end welfare as we know it. The federal budget is loaded with redistributionist schemes that don’t work for anybody, except for the middle-class bureaucrats who make large salaries staffing them and the politicians who buy votes with them. When you keep your own money, it’s called criminal tax evasion; when others want to own your money, they call it an "entitlement."  By providing incentives for people not to work or get married, the welfare state has greatly reinforced the social foundation of the permanent underclass—single-parent families headed mostly by women. It also directly impoverishes people by taxing them and every commodity, good, or service they buy. The poor can no longer afford to have the federal government look after them. True poverty, being that poverty not caused by misguided government programs, is a problem best dealt with at the local level.  There is no space here to prove that government welfare doesn’t work. May I suggest a midsummer night’s stroll through the South Bronx? For those who would prefer a more abstract lesson, let me just say that the failure of government to solve problems can be explained by just four interrelated ideas that are so simple, you don’t have to go to college to learn them. In fact, odds are, you wouldn’t learn them in college anyway. I didn’t.  First, the private sector is superior to government as a problem-solver because private transactions require the consent of all parties to them. When government interacts with people, there is always at least one party that is forced to participate and that is, therefore, abused and exploited.  Second, private decisions are made by individuals and firms that know more about their particular circumstances than anyone else could possibly know. In contrast, governments cannot know as much about the persons and institutions they deal with and thus are forced to make and enforce arbitrary general rules that apply the same to different people and different circumstances, regardless of the absurd or unjust consequences. Third, because, in the words of Frederic Bastiat, people are not clay, they always react and respond to the state’s use of power against them in ways that result in unintended and negative consequences from the state’s point of view, now fashionably called "blowback."  Fourth, the widespread use of state power erodes private morality, as people learn from the state’s actions and rationalizations that it is acceptable to use force against others to achieve your goals. Unfortunately, the state and its politicians—corrupt, mendacious, rapacious, lascivious, and ruthless—have become the great moral teachers of our time. Thus, the government’s vaunted power to do good is an illusion. The power that liberals wish to apply to social problems destroys the natural harmony among people that leads to peace and prosperity. People are on their best behavior when they can achieve their goals only by coordinating their plans and goals with willing others. People are at their worst when they can use power to achieve their goals while trampling on the plans, goals, and values of others.  Statists believe that people are too stupid and irresponsible to run their own lives but, paradoxically, are smart enough and intelligent enough to vote for politicians who will appoint the bureaucrats who will tell them how to live. This is the conundrum that underlies our democracy today.  The opposite is true: People in general are capable of managing their own affairs but are utterly incapable of managing the affairs of millions of their fellow citizens and are even less capable of running a global empire. For example, the war on poverty institutionalizes poverty, the war on drugs leads to the use of more dangerous drugs, urban "renewal" causes homelessness, the FDA kills people by depriving them of medicine, the war on racism increases racial tensions, the minimum wage causes unemployment, and on and on and on. Globally, our frequent wars and interventions have led only to more war, the expansion of communism, and, more recently, to the scourge of terrorism. Because the government is not and cannot be a force for good, even liberals should cheer, not fear, the dismantling of the regulatory and welfare state. Scrap the federal welfare state, and we save $173 billion. Total tax cut so far—$1,767 billion. The 2001 budget proposes to spend $288 billion on national "defense." This is a misnomer. Virtually all of this money is spent on our national offense. It is spent to provide us with the wherewithal to fight one and one-half foreign wars and to police the world and intervene in the affairs of countries and regions far, far away, whose ancient antagonisms we do not understand and cannot suppress. The true nature of our national defense posture has been obfuscated for many years. As for nuclear attack, we have no defense whatsoever. We have no way to stop the bombs from falling, and no reasonable person who doesn’t own stock in defense industries believes that we will have such a defense in the near future. Query: Which is easier, (1) figuring out how to shoot nuclear missiles out of the air, or (2) minding our own business so other countries don’t want to fire missiles at us? Only a Ph.D. in political science would not be able to answer that question. The actual risk of a conventional military invasion of the United States has been exaggerated for many decades. The last time a hostile military force invaded one of the United States was 1861 when the Union army invaded Virginia. (Pearl Harbor was an air raid on a colony stolen from the natives.) The United States was never at risk of an invasion from Nazi Germany, and the United States is not now, nor will it be in the near or far future, in danger of an invasion from Communist China. Think about it. Five million Chinese troops—a number not adequate to subdue us—would need five thousand troop ships to convey them six thousand miles to our shores, escorted by the U. S. Air Force, where they would be six thousand miles from the nearest supply depot.  What does threaten our security is our huge stockpile of nuclear weapons. Our strange love of nuclear weapons tempts us into pushing other countries around. These countries put two and two together and conclude that if they had nukes like we do, they could push other countries around as well. The world becomes one big nuclear coming-out party, courtesy of the United States, the only country ever to explode these ghastly weapons with people around. We can drastically reduce our "defense" spending if we limit spending to our actual defense needs: deterring invasion by a foreign power. We can deter such an invasion and cut defense spending by relying on a militia rather than a standing army. The problem with standing armies is that they don’t stand; they march—usually into other countries. Also, since they are supported and controlled by the government, they can be used to suppress and control the people in times of crisis. Here’s my idea. Scrap the million-man army—keeping a small number of technicians to care for the high-tech stuff—and replace it with a fifty million-man militia, as in Switzerland. If you take the number of able-bodied men in America between the ages of eighteen and fifty, and subtract the crazies and wimps, you could have about fifty million men ready to defend the United States from that imaginary, non-existent invasion from the Chinese that will never happen. With each militiaman armed with an assault rifle, pistol, and shotgun (for old times’ sake), they should be able to handle that five million-man Chinese army (which would already have been blown out of the water by our streamlined Air Force and Navy somewhere around the Philippine Sea.) Not only is a militia fully capable of defending the nation from attack—and, therefore, of deterring such a futile attack in the first place—but militias enhance security in other ways as well. Since militias, unlike standing armies, do actually stand and defend, and do not march and invade, they are no threat to the security of other nations. They therefore encourage other nations to de-escalate their own military machines and concerns and reduce the prospect of conventional or nuclear "preemptive strikes."  The other beauty of militias is that they just happen to solve a fundamental political problem. We give the government military power to deter foreign invasion. How do we prevent the evil that characterized the twentieth century, a state’s use of the military to tyrannize, exploit, draft, overtax, conscript, and massly murder its own people? The militia system reduces such risk to an absolute minimum by giving the bulk of the military power—grunts on the ground with guns—to the people themselves. I guess the framers of the Second Amendment may have known a thing or two about history and political science after all. We’ll still need a much smaller high-tech professional navy and air force—practice blowing up troop ships, boys—but, with a vastly reduced mission, we can drastically cut the offense budget. I think the military can get by with $70 billion, which is five times as much as China spends. But no more thousand-dollar toilet seats. Net Savings—$218 billion. Total tax cut so far—$1,985 billion Finally, we get to the three branches of government actually authorized by the Constitution. Congress’s budget is $3 billion. I’ve been to the Russell Office building. These people live like kings. No wonder they never leave to go back to the old hometown. How are you going to keep them down on the farm after they’ve seen D. C.? Give each congressman a $2 million budget—more than they deserve. Round it off to an even billion. Net Savings—$2 billion Total tax cut so far—$1,987 billion The judiciary’s budget is $4 billion. Even though resolving disputes is the main rationale for government, their budget is still too high. Since we’re getting rid of much of the federal court workload—drug and other imaginary crimes and administrative suits for or against the alphabet-soup agencies—they should be able to get by with $2 billion. Net Savings—$2 billion Total tax cut so far—$1,989 billion The president’s own office expense is less than a billion. I know we could gut it with no ill effects. After all, Lincoln ran a military dictatorship with two secretaries. But, it’s less than a billion, and if you think I am going to start figuring out fractions of a billion, you’re crazy. Round it up to $1 billion. So, we have whittled the federal budget down to about $100 billion. That amounts to a $2 trillion tax cut. Not bad for one short article. But I promised a 2.1 trillion tax cut; I still owe you another $100 billion. My idea for achieving that is so simple that no Ph.D. in public administration would ever think of it. A tax is the forcible seizure of private wealth by the state. Taxation violates the Eighth Commandment’s ban on theft and violates the individual’s natural moral right to own himself and own the products of his own labor. Thus, taxation—contrary to that overrated jurist in a perpetually bad mood, Oliver Wendell Holmes—is incompatible with civilization. What is civilization, after all, but that state of affairs in which human beings deal with one another, not by brute force, but by reason, resulting in a flowering of all the products of reason: culture, science, art, community, economy, and philosophy?  The twentieth century proved, if you were paying any attention, that taxation is the great enemy of civilization. How do you think Hitler paid for that army? With voluntary contributions? How did Stalin pay for the Gulag Archipelago? With bake sales? Ultimately, all the hot, warm, and cold wars and genocides and classicides and nuclearicides of the dismal twentieth century were paid for by taxation. Barbarism is the price we pay for taxation. Without taxation, how do we raise that $100 billion to fund the restoration of freedom? Here’s my plan. All 200 million Americans of voting age would get a statement from the government suggesting that they pay their fair share of the budget. With a budget of $100 billion, that would amount to a mere $500 per person.  I truly believe that the vast majority would send in their money. Some would send in more; some would send in less; some would send in nothing at all. That’s OK. That would mean merely that they believe their funds would be better spent elsewhere. If the federal government is unable to convince those people that its good works deserve their support, the government will have to either get the money elsewhere or cut its budget—just like everyone else does. And don’t tell me about "free riders." It’s my plan that eliminates the free riders: people who live at the expense of unwilling others. Besides, I’d rather have a few "free riders" than have a whole nation of tax slaves (unfree carriers). The federal government would have a few carrots and sticks to use, however. Though no one would be denied protection of the law for their failure to contribute, there are certain peripheral rights and benefits that could be denied to recalcitrant citizens. First, no pay, no vote. The fairness of that is obvious. We’ll exempt people who are absolutely disabled from working and unable to pay. Able-bodied people who are unable to contribute could contribute in-kind services instead of money to fulfill their moral obligation. So, no one can complain that my proposal involves any sort of poll tax.  Second, no pay, no jury trial in civil cases. If you have a civil suit, tell it to the judge! Frankly, I would send my money in. Nonpayers would be charged slightly higher user fees for various services, passports, court filing fees, and so on. Nonpayers would be barred from government employment. These and other gentle inducements could be used to persuade people to contribute. No fundamental rights would be taken away, however, and, if you did not contribute, no IRS agents could have you arrested, seize your assets, or shoot you dead. There would be no taxes! All in all, though, I think the vast majority will contribute. Remember, most people will be saving thousands of dollars with my $2.1 trillion tax cut. Also, the economy—unburdened by enormous taxes and the numerous bureaucracies we have eliminated—will soar, providing us with far greater resources to pay the measly 500 bucks, the cost of two days’ vacation. So there you have it: a $2.1 trillion tax cut that restores the constitutional republic and dismantles our 140-country, global military empire—the fountain of terrorism, the main stimulus to an insane global nuclear arms race, and the greatest threat to our national security in the twenty-first century. 

