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U: recovery yes

The economy is growing but deficit reduction is necessary

Reuters, 6/28/11 [ UPDATE 1-Fed's Fisher-US monetary policy 'just about right', http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/06/28/usa-fed-fisher-idUSN9E7GO02Q20110628, BDD]

ROUND ROCK, Texas, June 28 (Reuters) - U.S. economic growth is poised to pick up next quarter, a top Federal Reserve official said on Tuesday, but faster growth does not necessarily dictate a need for tighter monetary policy. The comments, coming from usually hawkish Dallas Fed President Richard Fisher, suggest little pressure inside the U.S. central bank for a quick reversal to its super-easy monetary policy. Fisher, who votes on the Fed's policy-setting panel this year, said he was not seeing signs of building inflationary pressure that would trigger tighter monetary policy. While he said he "can't wait" for the Fed to trim its swollen balance sheet and move interest rates back up to more normal levels, that time has not yet come. The Fed's policy-setting panel last week cut its U.S. growth forecast and reiterated its commitment to keeping rates extraordinarily low for an extended period, but offered no hint of new monetary support, saying the recovery should gradually regain steam. "We've got monetary policy just about right," Fisher told a business group in the Austin, Texas suburb of Round Rock. "If and when we see the economy pick up, then we will have to consider how we are going to take out that stimulus that we have provided." Consumer confidence sagged to its lowest since last November, a report earlier Tuesday showed, as households fretted about 9.1 percent unemployment. Meanwhile a rise in inflation has some of Fisher's colleagues calling for tighter policy by the end of the year. The Fed's preferred measure of inflation, the core personal consumption expenditures price index, rose 1.2 percent in the 12 months through May, the largest increase since August 2009. For details, see [ID:nLDE75Q162] That is still well below the Fed's informal 2 percent target for inflation, and Fed Chairman Ben Bernanke has made it clear the Fed does not think the situation is as dire as it was last fall, when worries over deflation prompted the central bank to begin a new round of stimulus. The Fed wraps up that $600 billion bond-buying program this week. Factors that held growth back earlier in the year -- higher gas prices and the disruption to the supply chain after Japan's devastating earthquake -- have already begun to recede, Fisher said. "It would not be unimaginable to me to see 4 percent growth, in real economic terms adjusted for inflation, in the second half of this year," Fisher said on Tuesday. That's more than twice the tepid 1.9 percent rate seen in the first quarter. Still, that rosy outlook does not necessarily suggest the Fed will need to tighten monetary policy, he said. Consumers and businesses are holding back on spending in part because of uncertainty over tax policy. Lawmakers must "grow up" and address the fiscal deficit, Fisher said. "(Growth) will not pick up until we get clarity from the fiscal authorities in the United States," Fisher said. In the meantime, he said, inflation will likely abate. "I don't see a whole lot of price pressure in this economy," he said. "It will be very hard for companies to maintain their pricing power with fallow demand." (Reporting by Ann Saphir; Editing by Chizu Nomiyama) 
The economy is fine despite setbacks

Lockhart, 6/25/11 – Dennis Lockhart is president and CEO of the Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta. [http://www.ajc.com/business/road-to-recovery-less-987975.html ]

What should we make of such an uneven recovery? Well, it’s not unusual. Recoveries are rarely smooth. Quarter-to-quarter fluctuations in economic activity are to be expected in a dynamic economy. Such a halting and irregular path of recovery would be expected even in the absence of external shocks. And there have been several of those this year — namely, the events in North Africa and the Middle East that affected oil prices, the re-emergence of sovereign debt stresses in Europe, and the earthquake and tsunami in Japan that have disrupted supply chains running from Japan to the U.S. Add to these factors several domestic developments such as severe weather events including tornadoes and floods, the continuing weak housing sector and the uncertainty raised by the saga of the federal debt ceiling. I would argue that the economy has shown impressive resilience as it has continued to expand through shocks and setbacks. Further, I don’t believe recent data is reason to panic. In my view, there is no compelling reason to expect a so-called double-dip recession. Clearly there are risks that could reroute our economic future. But the economy does not appear to be headed off the rails. As I look forward, I believe three fundamental underlying factors will have profound influence on the country’s economic performance: the restored health of the financial (especially banking) sector; stabilized fiscal underpinnings of all levels of government; and, sustained low and stable inflation. All three will contribute greatly to confidence, an essential prerequisite of steady improvement of the economy. The financial system is on the mend. Much remains to be done, but most institutions, from the largest banks to community banks, are in far better condition today than two years back. 
Recovery yes – jobs and housing 

LA Times, 6/16/11 [http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/money_co/2011/06/chapman-forecast-economic-recovery-will-continue.html]

Another day, another economic forecast –- but this one is pretty rosy, so pay attention. A day after UCLA’s Anderson School of Management predicted that the state’s housing market would slow the recovery in the state, economists from Chapman’s A. Gary Anderson Center for Economic Research released a forecast saying that low home prices, coupled with a strengthening job market, could help California's economy. Payroll employment in the state will grow 1.6% this year, and 2.1% next year, forecasters say, with job strength in professional and business services, education and health services and leisure and hospitality. Gas prices will remain at current rates through next year, which means newly employed consumers will have more spending money. Taxable sales in the state will grow 5.9% this year, and 6.3% next year, they say. With more money in their pockets, Californians will also be motivated to buy homes as prices continue to fall –- unless tight lending standards make it too tough for them to get loans. Home prices in California will fall 4.4% this year, and an additional 0.7% next year, according to the Chapman forecast. And though there are a number of underwater and stressed properties in the state, fewer new stressed properties will come onto the market next year. Housing prices in the nation will continue to drop as well, in part because there are more than 2 million homes in foreclosure in the nation. Forecasters say prices will drop 2.7% this year and a further 1.4% in 2012. But there are positive signs as well. New households should absorb some of the vacant units. Rental vacancies are also falling –- but as prices rise, renters may choose to buy homes instead. Although people’s homes are worth less, many had gains in the stock market over the past year that made up for those losses. Household net worth declined by $680 billion because of housing prices dipping, but increased by $3 trillion because of stock market gains. Nationally, as the dollar continues to slip in value, exports will increase. That will lead to gains in the gross domestic product of 2.7% this year and 3.6% next year. Job growth will also stay positive, adding 3.4 million jobs between now and the end of 2012, pushing the unemployment rate to 7.5%. Forecasters say that although temporary shocks to the economy -- such as the earthquake in Japan and spiking gasoline prices -- may have led to slow growth this quarter, the recovery will still continue, and even accelerate. "Going into 2012, there are a number of positive fundamentals that point to strengthening economic forces," the forecast concludes. 
The economy is back on track – supply disruptions were temporary

The Economist, 7/1/11 [Temporary factors proving temporary, http://www.economist.com/blogs/freeexchange/2011/07/americas-recovery]

That worrisome outcome is not entirely out of the question, but it is looking less likely by the day. Japan's post-disaster economic slump seems to be ending, and American firms impacted by the disruption of supply chains are gearing back up. High automobile prices, due again to supply disruptions, dragged down auto purchases and pushed up inflation, but these trends too seem to be reversing. Petrol prices have dropped about 40 cents since the beginning of May, providing much needed relief to American consumers. And housing markets are showing some signs of life. The good news is translating into good data. Industial production surprised to the upside in June, according to figures released today. Home prices ticked up in April and, according to one survey, in May as well. Serious delinquencies continue to decline, and pending sales rose in May for the first time in over a year. Labour markets remain shaky, but initial jobless claims, while still high, have backed away from their recent peak near 500,000. Equities are following the good news; stocks are up over 5% since mid-June. So what happens now? In the hopeful scenario, the reversal of the first half's negative trends brings a return to the stronger job growth seen early in the year—the 235,000 new jobs seen in February rather than the 54,000 added in May. And ideally, these job gains support more spending and continued recovery in housing markets. One hopes, in other words, that the economy regains the trend it seemed to be on early in the year. That trend growth rate was too slow (it still implied a return to full employment somewhere off in the distant future) but it was far better than the prevailing pattern in April and May. 

U: investor confidence

Investor confidence up – Greece and manufacturing

ABC News, 7/2/11 [“US stocks rally as Greek fears ease”, http://www.abc.net.au/news/stories/2011/07/02/3259427.htm?section=business, BDD]

Share prices in the United States have seen their best weekly performance for two years amid diminishing concern over the Greek debt crisis. The Dow Jones Industrial Average jumped 5.4 per cent during the week, ending at 12,582. Market analysts say better-than-expected data from the US manufacturing sector eased concerns about slowing growth. Rising investor confidence was also helped by improving vehicle sales in the nation's automobile industry, as well as renewed optimism over the Greek debt crisis, following the Greek parliament's passing of key austerity measures. Investors are now likely to turn their attention to the looming deadline for congressional negotiations over the US debt limit. On Friday, a hesitantly positive show on the ISM manufacturing index for June was grasped as a big positive, while reports on falling consumer sentiment and slowing activity in the construction sector were ignored. The US rally was broad-based, reaching across nearly all sectors of the markets. 
Investor confidence increasing – January proves highest in 3 years 
Valetkevitch 1/26/11 [Caroline Valetkevitch, reporter for Reuters, Edited by Jan Pascal “ U.S. affluent investor confidence rises to best in 3 years”  http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/01/26/us-usa-markets-affluent-idUSTRE70P3OF20110126

NEW YORK, Jan 26 (Reuters) – U.S. affluent investors’ confidence rose in January to the highest in more than three years, thanks to a rally in stocks and an improved economic outlook, a wealth management consulting group said on Wednesday. The Spectrem Affluent Investor Confidence index, measuring the investment confidence and outlook of households with $500,000 or more in investable assets, rose to -3, but that was the highest level since December 2007, the Spectrem Group said. That level compares with a reading of -8 in December. The Spectrem Millionaire Investor Confidence index, however, dipped 5 points to 2 over the same period. Spectrem said both indexes are in neutral territory but are up sharply since the summer. The affluent investor index was at -20 in August, while the millionaire index was at -18. “Both groups have made strong gains since late summer and seem poised for more, should the economy and stock market continue to cooperate,” said George Walper, president of the Spectrem Group, in the release. U.S. President Barack Obama’s extension of the Bush-era tax cuts, which he signed into law on Dec. 17, gave affluent investors and millionaires another reason to be optimistic as the year began. The wealthiest Americans will get the biggest boost to after-tax income, due to the continuation of low federal income-tax rates, as well as low taxes on capital gains and dividends. But the Spectrem Group’s statement summarizing the January investor surveys did not mention the tax cuts. In interviews, affluent investors cited stock market conditions and the economic environment as the factors most affecting their investment plans. Stocks rallied into the end of the 2010 and began 2011 on a strong note, pushing the benchmark Standard & Poor’s 500 index (.SPX: ) up 9.4 percent since the start of December. Stocks, which have been on an up trend since early September, have risen so much that many analysts are expecting a “healthy” pullback in the near term followed by a return to gains. Optimism about the economy has bolstered investors’ sentiment, as data has underscored views the recovery is on track. Data on Tuesday showed an index of U.S. consumer confidence rose in January to its highest in eight months. For details, see [ID:nN25261699] The affluent investor index is based on 250 monthly interviews with the financial decision-makers in households with $500,000 or more in investable assets. 
Evidence postdates – even with June slumps confidence is neutral 
Cohn 6/28/11 [Carolyn, reporter for Reuters on the market, “Global investor confidence falls in June: State Street”  http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/06/28/us-markets-investors-confidence-idUSTRE75R39920110628” 

The U.S. financial services firm said its global confidence index fell to 99.2 from May's revised reading of 104.3, following a rise in confidence last month. Confidence among North American institutional investors fell to 100.4 from 106.2. A reading of 100 is neutral, indicating that investors are neither increasing nor decreasing their positions in risky assets. "This month saw the release of a number of indicators that offered further confirmation that global growth has slowed," said Harvard Professor Kenneth Froot, a co-developer of the index. "In the U.S., policymakers pointed to Japanese supply disruption and elevated natural resource prices as potential culprits, but beyond these concerns there is the prospect of further slowdown in China to consider, as well as the difficulties surrounding Greek sovereign debt." Asian institutional investor confidence dropped to 93.2 from 96.9 but confidence among European investors rose to 87.9 from 79.4. The indexes are drawn from movements in the roughly $22.6 trillion worth of assets State Street holds as custodian and administrator for institutional investors. 

U: Consumer Confidence

Consumer confidence up – highest level since 2008 due to fuel prices 
PR Newswire 6/2/11 [“US  consumer confidence rises: RBC consumer outlook index” http://www.marketwatch.com/story/us-consumer-confidence-rises-rbc-consumer-outlook-index-2011-06-02-112900] 
Buoyed by a pause in the increase of gas prices and a sense that the job market is improving, U.S. consumer confidence has hit its highest level since the beginning of the financial crisis in September 2008. As measured by the RBC Consumer Outlook Index, consumer confidence rose to 46.7 for June, up 3.8 points from May's 42.9 reading. "The rise in consumer confidence in June was broad-based, with all of the key underlying metrics rising. This improvement is likely a response to the sharp pullback in gasoline prices over the last few weeks. That said, it's important to note that even with this welcomed increase, confidence remains below the historical average and is only slightly better than the average for all of 2010," said RBC Capital Markets Chief U.S. economist Tom Porcelli. With the federal debt ceiling having been reached and Congress focused on deficit reduction, Americans remain divided over what course they want lawmakers to take. Although defense and entitlements make up the largest part of the budget, only one in four Americans (27 percent) want to see defense spending reduced and 17 percent want to see Medicaid cut. Even fewer want to cut Medicare (12 percent) or Social Security (10 percent). Only one in five (18 percent) want to see tax increases as part of a budget deal. Instead, 59 percent of Americans want Congress to cut an unspecified group of "other government programs." Scale back other government programs: 59 percent Scale back defense spending: 27 percent Scale back Medicaid: 17 percent Scale back Medicare: 12 percent Scale back social security: 10 percent Raise taxes: 18 percent None of these: 23 percent "While most people recognize that the deficit is a significant issue, it seems that few appreciate what really is required to fix the problem. Few are willing to see entitlements, the most problematic part of the deficit, scaled back. Instead, most favor scaling back "other" government spending, which accounts for a very small share of the deficit," said Porcelli. "The lack of willingness by voters to take on these issues highlights the high hurdle for elected officials to adopt the real and necessary reforms required to get the deficit under control." The RBC Consumer Outlook Index for June saw across-the-board gains, with increases in all of the sub-indices. One of the chief forces depressing consumer confidence - high fuel prices - appears to have abated. After three months in which 90 percent of consumers said that they expect fuel prices to increase, only 75 percent of the consumers in the latest survey expect fuel prices to rise. This month's increase in the RBC Consumer Outlook Index is driven partly by a stronger Current Conditions Sub-Index, which rose nearly four points to 36.8, from 32.9 in May, its highest since January 2010. While still low by historical standards, this is the highest Current Conditions score observed over the past year. The strengthening of the Investments Sub-Index, which improved 4.5 points to 41.0, up from 36.5 in May, also contributed to the improvement in the overall Index. As with the Current Conditions Sub-Index, June's Investments Sub-Index number was the highest since January 2010. However, despite the stock market's generally positive performance in recent months, large numbers of consumers continue to believe that it is a bad time (32 percent) to get into the market or are unsure (52 percent). The Jobs Sub-Index rose nearly four points to 54.7 this month, up from 50.8 in May, its highest level since January 2008. It is also the first time since 2008 that employment confidence has been above the historical mean of 53.9. The Consumer Expectations Sub-Index also rose this month to 56.6, up 3.4 points from 53.2 in May, barely below the 12-month high of 56.8 in February. Reflecting the growing optimism, nearly four in 10 Americans (38 percent) say the country is headed in the right direction, compared to 62 percent who say it is on the wrong track. While hardly a ringing endorsement of the country's condition, the "right direction" number climbed 8 percent, up from 30 percent last month. 

Investor confidence high despite debt ceiling

Niemann, 7/5/11 – Julie, an analyst at Smith Moore and Company in St. Louis [Marketplace, “Markets unrattled by debt ceiling debate in Congress”, http://marketplace.publicradio.org/display/web/2011/07/05/am-debt-limit-q/?refid=0, BDD.

HILL: So the markets had a great week last week, the best in two years. Why aren't investors reacting to the chance the US could default? NIEMANN: Oh the market says this is really all theater. While we do have Congressman who seem to love apocalyptic outcomes, we have rising corporate profits, restructuring Greek debt - call it anything but default. The market really sees only Draconian alternatives if you don't raise the debt ceiling. And there are alternatives out there. Ron Paul plan: the Fed cancels all of the treasuries they've bought with quantitative easing. They own it anyway, why pay themselves? That would save them $1.5 trillion. The McCain plan: you've got a mini debt ceiling, move the debate to the 2012 campaign. That's the season for some real fun then. And then the president can always invoke the 14th amendment, which relies on the validity of the public debt. 

U: housing
Housing upturn coming
Bloomberg, 6/28/11 (“ Blinder Says Wall Street May Be Underestimating Impact of Budget Impasse”. http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-06-28/blinder-says-wall-street-may-be-underestimating-impact-of-budget-impasse.html. BDD)

Blinder, 65, an economics professor at Princeton University in New Jersey, said that in the past three years the housing industry hasn’t been producing enough homes to keep up with population growth, a development that could eventually lead to an upturn in the housing market. ‘Housing Boom’ “Eventually we’re going to get a housing boom out of this,” Blinder said. ”It doesn’t look like it’s likely coming soon, but maybe we’ll get a positive surprise on that.” 

U: Cuts now
Cuts coming – debt deal

Stirewalt, 7/5/11 – Chris, political editor [Fox News. “How Long Can Obama Resist Deal on Debt?”. http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2011/07/05/how-long-can-obama-resist-deal-on-debt/. BDD]

 With the deadline fast approaching for a deal on Obama’s request for an increase in the federal government’s $14.3 trillion credit limit – Democrats have set July 22 as a target in order to give Congress time to digest the package and avoid any disruptions to federal cash flows – pressure is building on the president to accept the agreement already reached for approximately $1.4 trillion in new deficit spending in exchange for the same amount of cuts over the next five years. Over the weekend, former President Bill Clinton at the Aspen Ideas Festival urged Obama to accept a “mini deal” to stave off a fiscal crisis and then return to the same issues later. Sen. John Cornyn, R-Texas, on “FOX News Sunday” expressed openness to a short-term agreement. The goal has been an increase of more than $2 trillion, enough to last through the next election. But talks broke down two weeks ago, still considerably short of the target number. Republicans walked away from the talks over Democratic insistence that tax increases be added to the mix, and Democrats went on the attack. Democrats, led by Obama, went on a class-warfare blitz last week, demanding that Republicans yield on resentment-building exemptions for big corporations – private jets and oil inventories. The sums involved are smallish, and Democrats have argued that it is the least that corporate plutocrats can do. But there have all along been two larger, broader tax increases behind the scenes, as the Wall Street Journal outlines today. One would decrease tax exemptions on charitable giving for the target group in the overall Obama tax strategy – those families that earn more than $250,000 and individuals who make more than $200,000 – from 35 percent of the value of gifts to 28 percent. The Journal reports that if giving didn’t drop as a result of the new taxes, it would mean $290 billion in new tax payments over the next decade. This has been a long-sought hike for the Obama economic team. It was part of the first budget proposal from the administration, but high anxiety from charitable groups caused Democrats to abandon the plan. The second big proposed increase would take as much as $60 billion out of corporate coffers over the next ten years. The president wants to take away the ability of companies to pay taxes on inventories based on current market prices, not the price at which they purchased the items. The law currently allows companies to offset commodity price disruptions or falling prices for their products, a practice the White House seeks to end. Most Republicans are flatly opposed to either of these two broad tax increases, but by tying these two big-ticket items to the more sound-bite friendly items about Gulfstream jets and oil tycoons, Democrats are hoping that they can push through the more controversial items. Obama has also suggested that another way to get to the $2 trillion figure – and get him past Election Day without repeating this process – would be to cut the payments to Medicare and Medicaid providers. The ideas are in furtherance of existing goals for overhauling the programs inside the president’s national health care law, but could be counted as new savings in the debt deal. Republicans have called for structural changes to the programs, like increased eligibility ages and means testing for Medicare and giving states more authority over spending on Medicaid. As the debt deadline draws nearer, the question for Obama is how far he is willing to push to get enough borrowing power to cover the rest of his term. A major deal that sorts out the tax code and overhauls entitlements seems most unlikely in the next two weeks, so Obama may be forced to accept a symbolic victory on a marginal issue – like the $2 billion to be extracted from companies by lengthening the time over which they are allowed to depreciate the cost of their corporate jets – and prepare for another round of bargaining. As much as Obama doesn’t want to go through this ordeal again, he also knows that the weakening economy would suffer more if he skates too close to the edge. Investors and capitalists would prefer long-term stability, but if a grand bargain were not possible, they would rather see speedy resolution, not brinksmanship. Clinton’s point is that there’s no sense in waiting to take less if you know you can’t get more. The political wisdom is unassailable: a deal helps the economy and the better the economy the better Obama’s chances of reelection.
Cuts coming – GOP will prevail in budget battle

Mascaro and Parsons, 7/3/11 – Lisa, congressional correspondent and Christi, white house correspondent, respectively. [Washington Bureau. “GOP poised to prevail on spending cuts”. http://articles.philly.com/2011-07-03/news/29733272_1_spending-cuts-deficit-cuts-government-shutdown. BDD.]

WASHINGTON - Even as the political battle rages over federal spending, the end result for federal policy already is visible - and clearly favors Republican goals of deep spending cuts and drastically reduced government services. President Obama entered the fray last week to insist that federal deficits cannot be reduced through spending cuts alone. Tax revenues also must rise as part of whatever deficit-reduction package Congress approves this summer, he said. Obama has been pushing to end a series of what he calls tax loopholes and tax breaks for the rich.  But even if Obama were to gain all of the tax-law changes he wants, new revenues would make up only about 15 cents of each dollar in deficit reduction in the package. An agreement by the Republicans to accept any new revenues would be a political victory for Obama because "no new taxes" has been such an article of faith for the GOP. House Speaker John Boehner (R., Ohio) is aware that he will likely need Democratic votes to pass a deal, much as he did earlier this year to avert a government shutdown, and that may require adding sweeteners. But substantively, budget experts note, the plan would still be dominated by cuts to government programs, many of them longtime Democratic priorities, such as Medicaid and federal pensions. Acquiescing to GOP demands would be the third major compromise by Democrats in the last year - a point of frustration for the party's liberal base. Despite liberal opposition, Congress voted in December to extend the Bush-era tax breaks for the wealthiest and agreed this spring to steep budget reductions to avert a federal government shutdown. The current debate involves two issues: As of Aug. 2, the Treasury Department says, the government will hit its statutory limit for borrowing money. Administration officials and congressional leaders agree that failure to raise the ceiling could cause economic chaos by undermining faith in U.S. creditworthiness. Republicans say they will not approve a debt-ceiling increase without agreement on a major reduction in the government's long-term deficit - and by implication in the size and scope of government. They have demanded that deficit cuts match the new borrowing authority, dollar-for-dollar.  About $2.4 trillion in new borrowing capacity would be needed through 2012, Treasury officials say. "This is not just a numbers debate," Obama said Thursday in Philadelphia. "This is a values debate."  Democrats have largely accepted more than $1 trillion in spending reductions as a signal that they are willing to make difficult choices - including what a Democratic official said are $200 billion in cuts to Medicare and Medicaid.

Cuts are coming – Defense Department and Bipartisan support 

Alexander et al. 6/30/11 [ David Alexander,  journalist for 30 years,  editor and reporter in Washington, covering politics for Reuters; Phil Stewart:  Reuters since 1998   BS in international relations from Georgetown University's School of Foreign Service. Missy Ryan:  Prior to heading the Mexico bureau, Missy was deputy bureau chief in Baghdad for Reuters   “ Defense not the cause of budget deficit: Gates” 6/30/11 http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/06/30/us-usa-gates-budget-idUSTRE75T0UF20110630?]

Gates, in his final interview as Pentagon chief before stepping down on Friday, offered a robust defense of his effort to trim military spending since 2009 and said his successor was "on board" with his measured approach for finding new cuts. President Barack Obama has called on the Defense Department to come up with $400 billion in reductions over 12 years as he struggles to reduce the country's $1.4 trillion deficit and $14 trillion debt. Gates saw the writing on the wall two years ago and began an efficiency drive -- an effort that resulted in cuts expected to produce $154 billion in savings over five years due to reduced overhead and better business practices. "I saw this train coming and knew we were going to have to get better and more disciplined if we were going to ... defend ourselves at all," he said. "We had to be seen as out in front in trying to do smart things to make this place more efficient and more cost-effective." Gates said critics who accuse him of cutting too many programs or not defending Pentagon budgets are "completely oblivious to the political reality in this city and particularly on Capitol Hill among both Republicans and Democrats." Members of both parties -- even Republicans traditionally strong on defense -- have demonstrated an increased willingness to draw the line on military spending after a decade of war and rising costs that have nearly doubled the Pentagon's base budget. But Gates said he did not believe the Pentagon had lost the budget debate in Congress, where lawmakers are working to trim Obama's request for nearly $690 billion in military spending for the 2012 fiscal year beginning October 1. NEXT ROUND OF CUTS The administration's budget request includes a $553 billion Pentagon base budget, $118 billion for the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq and $18 billion for maintenance of the nuclear stockpile by the Department of Energy. If the base Pentagon budget were cut by 10 percent -- "which would be disastrous" for the military -- that would only be $50 billion of a $1.4 trillion deficit, Gates said. "We are not the problem." Lawmakers in the House of Representatives are close to cutting the president's request by some $9 billion, while the Senate is considering at least $6 billion in reductions. But the sides are still far from a final defense spending bill that Obama can sign into law. Fulfilling the president's request for an additional $400 billion in cuts will fall to Gates' successor -- outgoing CIA director Leon Panetta. The defense secretary, who departs for his home in Washington after farewell ceremonies on Thursday, has rejected the idea of across-the-board cuts to the military, saying it would leave the United States with a "hollow" force structure with too few people to perform all the required tasks. Instead he has said defense cuts of the magnitude sought by Obama will require a slimming of the force, strategic tradeoffs and a willingness to accept greater risk to national security. Gates said one strategic assumption on the line is that the United States must have a military capable of fighting two major regional wars simultaneously -- a core principle since the Second World War. "That is clearly one of the issues that we're looking at," he said, "and what difference it makes in terms of force structure if you assume that you're not going to fight those wars simultaneously but sequentially." To decide how to proceed, Gates has announced a review that will present the president and other policy-makers with options for cutting the military and its missions along with an analysis of the risks they entail. Gates said Panetta, who would be the first Democrat to serve as defense secretary in about 15 years, had indicated in conversations that he was "on board with the approach." But at the end of the day, he added, defense secretaries serve the president. "If the president says go do this, you have two choices," Gates said. "It's a binary decision." 
Afghan withdrawal proves shift to austerity

Politico, 6/22/11 [http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0611/57595.html. BDD.

The president’s decision, shared with the nation in a prime-time speech, requires a more rapid drawdown than what top Pentagon officials had favored and addresses Americans’ growing impatience with the war. Obama said the accelerated withdrawal is possible because of military gains by U.S. and coalition forces since he launched the surge in December 2009. “We are starting this drawdown from a position of strength,” Obama said in a 14-minute address delivered from the entrance to the White House’s East Room. “Al Qaeda is under more pressure than at any time since 9/11.” Obama said the United States and its allies have succeeded in denying Al Qaeda safe haven in Afghanistan, reversing the momentum of Taliban gains and beginning the training of Afghans so they can take full responsibility for their own security in 2014. The speech also reflected a keen awareness that Americans of all political ideologies are increasingly concerned about the ballooning federal debt and that at least some of the government’s runaway spending has been on conflicts abroad. “We have spent a trillion dollars on war, at a time of rising debt and hard economic times,” Obama said. The president acknowledged the popular frustration with seeing schools and roads built abroad at American expense while an atmosphere of fiscal austerity reigns in the U.S. “America, it is time to focus on nation-building here at home,” Obama declared. 
Cuts coming – embedded in the deficit deal and 1 trillion predicted 

Bajaj  7/5/11 [Priya Balaj, market report website Forex Dice  featured article, prominent market news source with a  qualed editor “ Brace for Spending Cuts in Debt Deal” http://www.forexdice.com/brace-for-spending-cuts-in-debt-deal/653516/]

Everyone’s concerned how the deal on raising the debt ceiling is progressing. The answer to this is by way of huge spending cuts and possibly a few targeted tax hikes. The Aug 2 deadline is only a few weeks away. $1 trillion identified in budget cuts by a group of lawmakers who took part in negotiations headed by Joe Biden, Vice President have not satisfied the Republicans, they have demanded more. On the other hand, $1 trillion in cuts have made a record figure in the history of the government. The package was estimated to be filled with spending cuts with only some representational revenue increases, by an economist, Isabel Sawhill, who has earlier worked in the Clinton administration. Debt ceiling FAQs: What you should know The next decade would see $1 trillion in cuts spread evenly, meaning thereby that federal spending would be reduced by approximately $100 billion every year. Sawhill said that on coming to know of the details instead of a mere generalization of less spending, the public would express more concern. Non-security discretionary spending, though it is a tiny part of the budget, is probably going to be the focus of the cuts, which will also include, education and FBI grants, subsidy for food inspectors & other services and programs of the government, he added. While on one hand, spending cuts would spread the pain around, tax increases as a source of revenue would affect only a small number of Americans. According to Sawhill, Americans did not have a firm grasp on the import of cutting a trillion dollars, as they had a misconception that they belonged to someone else. 

Cuts coming – Obama talks and bipartisan agreement 

Robinson 6/27/11 [Dan,  Chief White House Correspondent Voice of America  American University B.A., International Relations / Broadcast Journalism, http://www.voanews.com/english/news/usa/Obama-Enters-Talks-on-US-Debt-Spending-Cuts-124625284.html]

With a little more than a month until a deadline to raise the nation's debt limit, President Barack Obama met on Monday with the top U.S. Senate Democratic and Republican leaders to try to narrow differences in long-running talks on reducing government deficit spending and raising the government's borrowing limit. The president met for about half an hour in the morning with Senate Majority Leader, Democrat Harry Reid, who left without speaking to reporters. Senate Minority Leader, Republican Mitch McConnell came later in the day and also made no immediate comments to the media. At a White House news briefing, Press Secretary Jay Carney quoted Mr. Obama as saying "everyone in the room" believes that a significant deficit reduction deal "remains possible," but that such a deal will require tough choices by Democrats and Republicans. "If everyone is willing to abandon the 'my way or the highway' [my way only] approach to accept that compromise on behalf of the American people requires touch choices, we can get significant deficit reduction done this year," said Carney. Carney said the president and his fellow Democrats have shown themselves willing to make touch choices, but that Republicans need to "take on some of their sacred cows" [be willing to modify their positions on issues they consider important], citing Republican resistance on ways to increase government revenue. Vice President Joe Biden led several rounds of negotiations, trying to reach a compromise on reducing government spending. Republicans withdrew from the talks last week and the talks are now suspended. The bigger picture includes an August 2 deadline to raise the government's $14.3 trillion debt ceiling. Any compromise agreement would have to give Congress time to act ahead of that date. Raising the debt limit always sparks intense partisan debate in Congress. But lawmakers have voted to do so several times over the decades, under Democratic and Republican presidents. The Obama administration and economists say failure to raise the borrowing limit and a potential government default on obligations amid a weak economic recovery could push the U.S. economy back into recession. Republicans want to reduce government spending in an amount equal to any increase in the debt limit. President Obama's proposals include eliminating tax subsidies for oil and gas companies, and limiting tax deductions for wealthier Americans. Senator McConnell has repeated the Republican position that raising taxes will not resolve the deficit problem and will not pass in Congress. On the Senate floor before his Monday meeting with the president, he said that any proposal for tax increases or spending increases linked to the debt ceiling should be "taken off the table" "Not only are they counterproductive from the standpoint of an economic recovery, they are also politically impossible, since Republicans oppose tax hikes and Democrats have already shown that they won't raise taxes in a down economy either," said McConnell. After meeting with President Obama last week, Democratic Representative Chris Van Hollen asserted that Republicans are placing the economy at serious risk where the debt ceiling is concerned. "These people are playing with fire and really putting the very fragile economy at greater threat by playing the games that we have been seeing," said Van Hollen. White House spokesman Carney on Monday reiterated a key administration talking point that "significant progress" was made in negotiations that went into "abeyance" after key Republicans withdrew last week. Carney called it important not to "test" the broadly-held view that a government default would be "calamitous." And he repeated the White House view that Republican deficit cutting proposals have not been balanced. The president's spokesman said nothing about a possible joint negotiating session that Mr. Obama might have in addition to his one-on-one talks with key congressional leaders. 

U: Keynes discredited
Keynesian economics has lost credibility

Gold, 7/1/11 –  Howard R. Gold is a columnist for MarketWatch and editor at large at MoneyShow.com. [MarketWatch. “Great Recession cooks Friedman and Keynes. http://www.marketwatch.com/story/great-recession-cooks-friedman-and-keynes-2011-07-01. BDD] 

Many economists agree that the drastic measures taken probably prevented a repeat of the Great Depression. But the “recovery” has been so weak that much of the public thinks, with good reason, that we never emerged from recession. Truth is, the giants Friedman and Keynes have met their Waterloo in a housing depression that shows few signs of recovery, a financial crisis that has suppressed growth and a looming debt crisis in Europe and the U.S. We’re witnessing the collision of theory and reality. And when that happens, no matter how elegant or persuasive the theory, reality always wins.
**LINKS**

Link – Spending kills discipline
Now is key to fiscal discipline – failure to establish a precedent snowballs

Mercatus Center, 6/29/11 – cites Veronique de Rugy, a senior research fellow at the Mercatus Center at George Mason University. [http://mercatus.org/features/greek-crisis-foreshadowing-us-future. BDD]

As U.S. politicians continue to disagree over the debt ceiling and budget cuts, Greece approved a five-year austerity package today. Economist Veronique de Rugy says Greece is providing a glimpse of what is in store for the U.S. down the road if we continue to wait until a crisis forces our hand. “While we may be years away from the Greek-type crisis, the same disease usually shows the same symptoms, and we’re starting to see the symptoms of Greece’s disease in the U.S.,” said de Rugy, a scholar at the Mercatus Center at George Mason University. “The good news is that the debate on the debt-ceiling shows that some in Congress are taking our situation very seriously and do not want to wait until it’s too late,” said de Rugy. “Raising the debt ceiling without serious spending cuts or institutional reforms signals that we are willing to wait until the last minute, and by then, there may not be a solution that works or all the solutions will be extremely painful.” “No one knows what it will take for Greece to get out of this mess,” she said. “What we do know, is that the U.S. still has time, and the opportunity to turn things around right now.” 
Any spending destroys discipline

Williams, 7/5/11 – Armstrong, political commentator and activist and TV and radio host. [“Three Kinds of People”, The Cutting Edge, http://www.thecuttingedgenews.com/index.php?article=52334&pageid=16&pagename=Opinion, BDD]

3. Finally, those who do versus those who watch must establish a process of continuity. We didn’t create this debt overnight. And it will take years to eradicate it. Just look at Greece. Not even one year has passed since the European Union chose to bail out the country and Athens is not only failing to repay its obligations, it’s piling on new ones. The nation’s leaders thought this could be fixed quickly, but it cannot. It is in this instance where lawmakers must examine themselves and prove they are worthy. The pursuit of self-esteem must yield to self-control. We live today in a society where emotion precedes behavior. If lawmakers feel good about a path they are taking, they’re more apt to choose it. Such an outcome will not and cannot occur with the debt. Behavior—action—must rule the day. And those actions of austerity must continue whether a lawmaker feels good about it or not. 

Hold the line of austerity– must resolve the debate between Keynesian and Classical economics

White, ’11 – Lawrence H. White is an Economics Professor at George Mason University [April. “ from pleasant deficit spending to unpleasant sovereign debt crises”. Mercatus Center. http://mercatus.org/sites/default/files/publication/wp1122-from-pleasant-deficit-spending-to-unpleasant-sovereign-debt-crises.pdf. BDD]

Economists have long disagreed seriously about the costs and benefits of government budget deficits and debt. Following the Second World War, a clash between Keynesian and ―orthodox‖ fiscal policy views arose. The debate waned as fiscal Keynesianism won the day, then resumed as monetarist and new classical economists challenged Keynesian thinking in the 1970s. Economists became largely skeptical about the potential for actively using deficit spending to improve macroeconomic outcomes. With the sharp recession of 2007–09 the Keynesian side of the debate suddenly revived, and today the clash continues. On the side of greater deficit spending in the recession are the intellectual progeny of John Maynard Keynes and his interpreters Alvin Hansen and Abba Lerner, contemporary fiscal Keynesians, who worry that government spending and debt growth must be too small when there are high rates of unemployment. 12  On the opposite side are the intellectual progeny of David Ricardo, Milton Friedman, and F. A. Hayek, contemporary new classical and Austrian economists, who dispute the Keynesian arguments and worry about rapidly growing government financed by rapidly mounting public-sector debts. 1 
It’s not a question of price – discipline is important

Indianapolis Star, 7/5/11 [“Bottom line: We must cut spending”, http://www.indystar.com/article/20110705/OPINION08/107050309/Bottom-line-We-must-cut-spending?odyssey=mod|newswell|text|Opinion|p, BDD]

The federal government in recent decades has blown through money like a professional athlete who finds himself in bankruptcy court despite the high-end contract. It's not a revenue problem; it's a failure to control spending. Given that fact, simply raising taxes will not solve the federal government's struggles with the deficit -- just as the next pay day won't solve a shopaholic's credit card problems. Congress and the president, as Republicans have insisted, need to reach a firm agreement on deep spending cuts, including slicing into the defense budget. However, that first step (and likely the second and third) eventually may have to be followed with higher taxes in some form. The nation's elected leaders, with the tacit approval of voters, have created such a mess that no reasonable option can be set aside because of political or philosophical tastes. Congress inevitably will jack up the debt ceiling once again in coming weeks. When they do, there needs to be a binding commitment from all sides that spending will be brought in line with revenue -- no matter how discomforting that may feel in the short term. 

Link – SPS  
SPS spending requires massive capital – 1400 billion for 1 launch 

Rapp 07 [Donald Rapp, Polytechnic Institute of New York: Associate Professor of Chemistry,  2003-2009, JPL Consultant,  Research Professor, Viterbi School of Engineering, University of Southern California,  Ph.D. Chemical Physics, University of California (Berkeley)  “Solar Power Beamed From Space” Astropolitics vol 5  iss. 1  in 2007] 

It is widely agreed that costs for launch and delivering to GEO will constitute a major part of the total cost of any SPS. These transportation costs depend directly on the mass that must be transported to space. Hence, the mass of a SPS is a critical factor in estimating the installation cost, which in turn, affects the viability of SPS concepts. Several SPS concepts have been put forward, but most of the detailed analyses of SPS were done on early concepts in the late 1970s. Furthermore, it is difficult to project the mass of systems that lie so far in the future. A NASA study3 estimated the mass of a five GW SPS Reference System to be in the range 34,000 to 51,000 metric tons (MT). This was based on a system with an overall efficiency of 7% (i.e., 7% of the solar energy impinging on the arrays of the SPS ends up as power fed to the grid on Earth). This implies that to provide 5GW of power on Earth, 70GW of solar power must be intercepted by a large solar array. Using the solar intensity at one Astronomical Unit (AU), about 1367W=m2 (watts per meter squared), suggests that the size of such a solar array is about 50km2 (kilometer squared) or 77 km. Assuming that the solar array has an efficiency of 13%, this would imply Solar Power Beamed from Space 65 that it generates about nine GW (0.1370GW) of electric power in space. Current solar arrays have specific power of 50 to 80W=kg (watts per kilogram). Some studies assumed that in the future, this may be increased to say, 400W=kg using thin film arrays. With this assumption, a 70-GW array with a conversion efficiency of say 13% would weigh approximately 9109 (W)=400(W=kg) or 22,500 MT. The mass of the associated microwave antenna has been estimated to be about 13,000 MT, so the mass of a SPS to deliver 5GWat Earth would be estimated on this basis to be about 35,500MT without contingency allowance. Using currently available solar arrays, it would be a good deal higher. Current costs to deliver mass to GEO are around forty dollars per MT, so the cost to merely deliver such a SPS to GEO would be a prohibitive at 1400 billion dollars.4 Most advocates of SPS assume that launch costs can be reduced by factors of up to 100 in the future. With this assumption, the cost to deliver such a SPS to GEO would be reduced to fifteen billion dollars. However, the basis for assuming such reductions in launch costs is a generic expectation that costs go down as activity increases. 

No capital investment – SPS is too costly and provides minimal returns
Rapp 07 [Donald Rapp, Polytechnic Institute of New York: Associate Professor of Chemistry,  2003-2009, JPL Consultant,  Research Professor, Viterbi School of Engineering, University of Southern California,  Ph.D. Chemical Physics, University of California (Berkeley)  “Solar Power Beamed From Space” Astropolitics vol 5  iss. 1  in 2007] 

Hickman provides an extensive discussion of capitalization of very large futuristic space projects.37 This reference points out that popular science writers typically describe the benefits to be derived from their favorite very large space development project in detail, but their treatment of the crucial initial capitalization of such projects is typically sparse or implausible. The crucial problem for these projects is capitalization because the total capital investment required is very large and the investment takes a very long time before producing economic returns. Such investments are unattractive to most private investors and lenders. He argues that very large space development projects are best understood as massive public works projects, and despite the libertarian sentiments in much of the popular science writing on very large space development projects, government would likely have to play a large role in capitalizing such projects. Hickman goes on to ask why investors would risk the enormous sums necessary to realize these dreams? He says that space development enthusiasts typically respond to this question indirectly by itemizing the likely economic benefits derived from space after the capital investments necessary to open the frontier have been made. He points out that the technology and personnel for very large space projects are less in doubt than is the necessary capital investment. Hickman concluded that ‘‘very large space development projects are probably too unattractive as investments for private investors and lenders.’’ 

Link – New Space Program 

New program impossible – budget and capabilities 
Sunseri and Potter, 09  [Gina Sunseri producer and reporter specializing in the space program at ABC news, and Ned Potter  articles for New York magazine, The Chicago Tribune and other publications,  covers science and technology for ABC News . A graduate of Princeton University with a bachelor's degree in the history, for ABC news, “ Augustine Commission: NASA's Plans 'Unsustainable” on 0ctl. 22 2009  “ http://abcnews.go.com/WN/AheadoftheCurve/space-program-major-revision-augustine-commission/story?id=8892321” ]
To get to the moon and then eventually go on to Mars will take much more money and technology than the U.S. space program has now, according to a report released today by an independent panel convened, at White House request, under former aerospace executive Norman Augustine. The Augustine Commission made several recommendations today for NASA: -- Retire the space shuttle as planned in 2010 or 2011. -- Extend the life of the International Space Station until 2020. NASA had planned to ditch the station -- which is still not finished -- in the Pacific Ocean in 2015 so it would have more money for its new fleet of ships, the Orion space capsule and its Ares booster. -- Keep Ares and Orion going -- but recognize they probably won't be ready for regular use until 2017. They were originally expected to be operational in 2012. The panel said it might be an option to scrap the Ares 1 booster, and use other rockets instead. -- Encourage commercial space development to fill in the gap between the shuttle and the next generation of ships. To do all this, the panel said NASA would need substantially more funding -- an additional $3 billion annually starting next year. In its 157-page report, the 10-member Augustine panel encouraged NASA to think beyond low Earth orbit, which is where astronauts have been limited since the end of the Apollo moon flights nearly 40 years ago. But they urged revisions in America's space ambitions. Skip a Moon Base? Pick Easier Goals? "Mars is the ultimate destination for human exploration of the inner solar system, but it is not the best first destination," they wrote. "What about the moon first, then Mars? By first exploring the moon, we could develop the operational skills and technology for landing on, launching from and working on a planetary surface. In the process, we could acquire an understanding of human adaptation to another world that would one day allow us to go to Mars. "There are two main strategies for exploring the moon. Both begin with a few short sorties to various sites to scout the region and validate lunar landing and ascent systems." But the panel said a Mars mission is not yet possible with current technology, and there may be simpler missions -- such as flights to near-earth asteroids or perhaps Mars' two small moons, that could be accomplished first. Panel: NASA's Moon-Mars Plan 'Unsustainable' Christopher Kraft, the famed flight director for the Apollo missions, told ABC News, after former President George W. Bush in 2004 proposed going back to the moon, that he believed doing it was the right thing to do. "I think we would learn a great deal more about the moon itself," said Kraft, "but at the same time, if we build a scientific station on the back side of the moon, we will be able to look out onto the solar system we live in." The space shuttle is 30 years old, and has flown 128 missions, with six more planned until the space station is finished and the shuttle can be retired. The first test version of the new Ares I rocket is on a launch pad at the Kennedy Space Center now, ready for a test launch as early as next week. 
Link – Manned Flight 

Manned flight expensive – falls prey to congressional job vying and wastes billions 
Simberg 4/21/11 [ Rand, covering aerospace engineer and a consultant in space commercialization, space tourism and Internet security and he is the chairman of the Competitive Space Task Force, adjunct scholar at the Competitive Enterprise Institute. for the Washington Examiner “ 'Shooting for the moon' amid cuts?” http://washingtonexaminer.com/blogs/opinion-zone/2011/04/shooting-moon-amid-cuts]

Over at Politico, there was a story yesterday about last week's lone earmark for favored space contractors in the Continuing Resolution for the rest of fiscal 2011, which displays the continuing lack of understanding of space policy issues by the conventional media: A handful of powerful lawmakers are so eager to see an American on the moon — or even Mars — that they effectively mandated NASA to spend “not less than” $3 billion for a new rocket project and space capsule in the 2011 budget bill signed by the president last week. This doesn't really have much to do with seeing an American on the moon -- as they note: While some praise Congress for pushing the United States to remain a world leader in space science, critics say the national space program is effectively run by lawmakers protecting jobs in their home states. There's a reason that "critics say" that. It's because it's pretty obviously true. Note also that human spaceflight has little to do with science at all, let alone space science. There may or may not be good reasons to do it, but science isn't, and never has been one of them. They also quote Citizens for Common Sense, who like many, continue to not understand the new policy: “Manned spaceflight is prohibitively expensive, especially considering our budgetary woes,” said Steve Ellis, vice president of Taxpayers for Common Sense, a budget watchdog group. “At one point, the administration was trying to lead NASA out of that, but congressional politics protecting parochial interests have forced the agency to waste money in the recent short-term continuing resolutions and are forcing a specific approach down NASA’s throat in the yearlong spending bill.” The administration was not "trying to lead NASA out of" human spaceflight, which in fact is "prohibitively expensive" only because Congress, or at least those in Congress who pay much attention to it at all, continues to view it as little more than a jobs program. Space Exploration Technologies (SpaceX) and other new companies, whose focus is on actually opening up space, rather than just getting cost-plus government contracts, have shown that it can be quite affordable. SpaceX has built an entire new company, developed two new rockets, a pressurized capsule, test and manufacturing facilities, and launch pad modifications, for less than the cost of a single Space Shuttle flight. They were able to do that because they didn't have to operate under the political constraints of spreading jobs around to various political districts, and could instead focus on their own bottom line and business goals, of developing competitive space launch services. As a result, they are not only lower cost (and by quite a bit) than their American competition at United Launch Alliance and other places, but even the Chinese don't think they can beat their prices, even with a government-subsidized system. What the administration proposed last year was for NASA to purchase rides into space from commercial providers via fixed-price contracts (just as it is going to be doing exclusively with the Russians once the Shuttle retires this year, at $63M per seat). This would free them up to focus on doing things beyond low earth orbit, including going to the moon if there is a case to be made for that.

Link – Boosters 

Boosters Link – It’s a pork program - constellation like development is unsustainable and impossibly expensive
Simberg 4/21/11 [ Rand, covering aerospace engineer and a consultant in space commercialization, space tourism and Internet security and he is the chairman of the Competitive Space Task Force, adjunct scholar at the Competitive Enterprise Institute. for the Washington Examiner “ 'Shooting for the moon' amid cuts?” http://washingtonexaminer.com/blogs/opinion-zone/2011/04/shooting-moon-amid-cuts]

 In his efforts to continue steering taxpayer funds to his congressional district in Alabama, Representative Aderholt repeats unsupported mythology about space: “Dismissing [the 130-ton rocket], or the capsule work, as constituent concerns misses the point that these are unique, national capabilities necessary to remain a leader in space exploration,” said Rep. Robert Aderholt (R-Ala.). “The Chinese are building a 130-ton rocket to go to the moon. We are dependent on the Russians for access to the International Space Station. The greatest nation on Earth, the one who stunned the world and inspired a generation by sending a man to walk on the moon, cannot afford to be eclipsed by Russia or China.” Neither 130-ton rockets or Orion capsules are necessary to lead in space exploration, and the notion that they are is what has actually been holding us back for almost forty years since the end of Apollo. There is nothing magic about 130 tons, except it's about the same payload as the Saturn V was. The belief that the only way to go back to the moon is to recreate the exact capabilities of Apollo is what I've previously described as being a member of the Apollo Cargo Cult. Apollo was done the way it was because we were in a race, it was of national importance to win it, and money was no object. It is not the way that von Braun himself would have done it if he had wanted to do it in a more affordable and sustainable fashion. And there is no evidence, other than comments by some in the program, that China is actually pursuing such a vehicle. Such comments are nothing but an attempt to restoke a moon race in the hope of getting both sides to spend their money foolishly. Furthermore, even if such a vehicle is needed, then we need two of them, so that we don't have the risk of shutting down the program for years, as happened twice with Shuttle. SpaceX has shown that it can be done cheaply enough to allow two different types to be built, but only if it is done on a competitive basis, instead of handing out cost-plus contracts to the same companies that have already spent over ten billion dollars over the past five years with little to show for it. If Congress was truly serious about returning to the moon, the rocket scientists on the Hill would give NASA a date, and a budget, and tell them to come up with a way to make that happen, without telling them which contractors to use, or how big the rockets must be, and how they must be designed. That the latter is their approach tells you that it's all about the pork, and not about the moon at all. Read more at the Washington Examiner: 
Link – Constellation

The program is dead – either it costs more than Apollo and succeeds or further development wastes Billions 
Simberg 4/14/11 [ Rand, covering aerospace engineer and a consultant in space commercialization, space tourism and Internet security and he is the chairman of the Competitive Space Task Force, adjunct scholar at the Competitive Enterprise Institute, “ Constellation is dead -- Long live Constellation”  http://washingtonexaminer.com/blogs/opinion-zone/2011/04/constellation-dead-long-live-constellation

With regard to the NASA budget, there is good news and bad news for space enthusiasts and taxpayers in the Continuing Resolution (CR) being voted on today on the Hill. The good news is that, after multiple failures in previous CRs, language inserted into the appropriations bill last year by Senator Richard Shelby (R-AL) that was forcing NASA to continue to waste a million and a half dollars a day on the cancelled Constellation program was finally removed, freeing the agency to reallocate those funds to something productive, at least in theory. What was Constellation? In 2004, in the wake of the loss of the Space Shuttle Columbia a year before, the Bush administration came out with a new policy called the Vision for Space Exploration, to end the Shuttle program and send humans out beyond low earth orbit once again, for the first time since the end of Apollo (now almost forty years ago). He put together a presidential commission led by noted aerospace executive Edward Aldridge that recommended that the implementation of the vision incorporate commercial enterprise, involve our international partners and support national security. But when Mike Griffin took over NASA a year later, he ignored those recommendations, and came up with a new NASA-only architecture to essentially repeat Apollo (except "on steroids"), without a matching budget. That was Constellation. It consisted of two new rockets (a small one for crew launches and a heavy lifter for everything else) derived from Space Shuttle components, a crew capsule called "Orion" that was a larger version of the Apollo capsule, a lunar lander called "Altair," and an earth departure stage to get them to the moon. Only the first rocket for crew (Ares I) and the Orion were under active development last year when, in response to a report from a new panel led by industry veteran Norman Augustine showing that the program was unaffordable and slipping more than a year per year in schedule (with a low probability of flight before 2018 or so), the administration canceled them. They were replaced with a widely misunderstood plan to shift the burden of getting crews to space to fixed-price commercial contracts, while focusing on the technologies needed to drive down the costs of exploration beyond earth orbit, to make such expeditions sustainable and affordable (also unheeded recommendations of the Aldridge Commission), and happen much sooner than they would have under Constellation. But Senator Shelby's amendment had forced NASA to continue spending money on Ares and Orion, right up until this day, and the waste will end only if the CR passes. So, what's the bad news? Last fall, Congress passed a NASA authorization bill demanding that NASA build a different new Shuttle-derived rocket, called the Space Launch System (SLS, though wags, including yours truly, call it the Senate Launch System, after its designers on the north side of the Hill), and continue Orion under the name Multi-Purpose Crew Vehicle (MPCV), to be ready by 2016. Think of it as Constellation by a different name, and the rose doesn't smell any more sweet. Particularly because they authorized less money for it than Constellation was slated to get over that time period, and there was universal agreement between NASA, the General Accountability Office and others that it could not be done for that amount. Fortunately, the language in that bill provided NASA with some limited flexibility, by using words like "if practicable," and in being somewhat ambiguous about the payload (ranging from between 70 tons to orbit and 130 tons, depending on how one interpreted the language). Unfortunately, the current CR compounds that error with what seems to be the only earmark in the entire CR (which was supposed to be an "austerity" measure), rumored to be by the request of the minority leader. The CR contains an "anomaly" -- language specifically appropriating three billion of NASA's exploration budget to these activities -- $1.8B for the SLS and $1.2B for Orion, in the current fiscal year, an increase over the authorization (something that had been supposedly sacrosanct). NASA has told the Congress that it is still performing trade studies to determine the best means to satisfy the requirements, but those few senators who care about the NASA budget care primarily about jobs in their states, and maintaining the employment base in Utah, Alabama, Texas and Florida apparently trumps parsimony with the taxpayers' money or progress in space. They now demand a new 130-ton vehicle for which there is no mission defined, and for which no payloads are funded (or likely fundable, given how much money they'll spend on the rocket). The increase in funding over authorized funds for the SLS for the same fiscal year is an admission that the new program is already overrunning its budget. That the Senate insists on earmarking funds in this bill, at this time, is an affront both to taxpayers and supporters of useful space activities. It will inevitably end in wasting more years and billions on rockets that will never fly. If they want to remove the taint of this, they will allow NASA to actually put out bids for the work, per NASA's requirements (not arbitrary Senate payload numbers), rather than simply forcing them to issue sole-source no-bid contracts to ATK, and Boeing and Lockheed Martin. Half a century after the dawn of human spaceflight, it's past time for Congress to learn that the road to the solar system for humanity will not be paved with crony capitalism, from either side of the aisle. [Update] The Taxpayers' Protection Alliance is on the case: ...it looks like at least two NASA earmarks have made their way into the continuing resolution. On pages 214-215 of H.R. 1473 (the continuing resolution) there is language that states, “Of the amounts appropriated by this division for ‘National Aeronautics and Space Administration, Exploration’, not less than $1,200,000,000 shall be for the multipurpose crew vehicle to continue existing vehicle development activities to meet the requirements described in paragraph (a)(1) of section 303 of Public Law 111-267, and not less than $1,800,000,000 shall be for the heavy lift launch vehicle system which shall have a lift capability not less than 130 tons and which shall have an upper stage and other core elements developed simultaneously.” This is important because Congress made a pledge of no earmarks and these particular earmarks would be used to salvage the Constellation Program that the President has tried to cancel. The President signed into law legislation cancelling major components (the Ares I Rocket) of the Constellation program in 2010. But, because of a provision in NASA’s fiscal year (FY) 2010 Appropriations Act, NASA will spend an estimated $500 million on the Ares I rocket. On January 2, House Oversight and Government Reform Committee Chairman Darrell Issa (R-Calif.) said on CBS’s “Face the Nation” that “in the last days of last Congress they funded five hundred million dollars for a rocket program at NASA that’s already been shut down. That can’t be too hard to undo.” It looks like it's a lot harder than Congressman Issa thought 

Link – Generic Space

Federal space action costs billions.
Robert Murphy, Adjunct Scholar of the Mises Institute, 05 The Free Market, “A Free Market in Space”, 1/05, V. 26 N. 1 [Marcus]
 
Prior to the exploits of SpaceShipOne, the standard justification for government involvement in space was that such undertakings were "too expensive" for the private sector. But what does this really mean? The Apollo moon program certainly didn’t create labor and other resources out of thin air. On the contrary, the scientists, unskilled workers, steel, fuel, computers, etc. that went into NASA in the 1960s were all diverted from other industries and potential uses. The government spent billions of dollars putting Neil Armstrong on the moon, and consequently the American taxpayers had billions fewer dollars to spend on other goods and services.

 

Federal spending hurts the economy – less domestic products.
Robert Murphy, Adjunct Scholar of the Mises Institute, 05 The Free Market, “A Free Market in Space”, 1/05, V. 26 N. 1 [Marcus]
 
What people can’t see are the thousands of other goods and services that now won’t be enjoyed, because the scarce resources necessary for their production were devoted to the government project. Politicians may break moral laws, but they can’t evade economic ones: If they send a man to the moon (or build a new stadium), consumers necessarily must curtail their enjoyments of other goods. Thus the question becomes: Was the Apollo program (or new stadium) sufficiently valued by consumers to outweigh its opportunity cost (i.e., the value consumers place on the goods that now cannot be produced)? At first glance, this seems to be a difficult question to answer. After all, how can we possibly compare the benefits of the Apollo program with, say, the benefits of the additional shoes, diapers, automobiles, research on cancer, etc. that could have been alternatively produced? The short answer is, we can’t. This is just a specific example of the more general principle elaborated by Ludwig von Mises: the impossibility of economic calculation under socialism. Even if a central planning board were truly benevolent, and even if it had access to all of the technical conditions (such as resource supplies and technological recipes) of the economy, the planners would be at a loss to deploy the scarce resources in an efficient way. There would be no way to determine whether the chosen output goals were good ones, or whether an alternative plan could have provided the subjects with a better outcome. 

Link Magnifier 
The plan gets bigger – Constellation and parochial decisions prove 
Raju and Bresnahan 4/20/11 [ Manu Raju  congressional reporter at POLITICO  covered the Senate leadership for The Hill,  Congressional Quarterly , John Bresnahan  senior congressional reporter for POLITICO  more than a decade covering Congress, 4/20/11 “Shooting for the moon amid cuts” http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0411/53495.html [Lassiter]

 A handful of powerful lawmakers are so eager to see an American on the moon — or even Mars — that they effectively mandated NASA to spend “not less than” $3 billion for a new rocket project and space capsule in the 2011 budget bill signed by the president last week. NASA has repeatedly raised concerns about the timeframe for building a smaller rocket — but the new law expresses Congress’s will for the space agency to make a massive “heavy-lift” rocket that can haul 130 metric tons, like the ones from the days of the Apollo. Congressional approval of the plan — all while $38 billion is being cut elsewhere in the federal government — reflects not only the power of key lawmakers from NASA-friendly states, but the enduring influence of major contractors like Lockheed Martin and Boeing in those states. For instance, a series of stop-gap spending laws had kept money flowing to the man-to-moon Constellation program because Sen. Richard Shelby (R-Ala.) initially tucked a provision into a 2010 budget bill — even though President Barack Obama and Congress agreed last fall to end that Bush-era initiative. An internal NASA audit pegged the cost of that move at $215 million over five months. While some praise Congress for pushing the United States to remain a world leader in space science, critics say the national space program is effectively run by lawmakers protecting jobs in their home states. “Manned spaceflight is prohibitively expensive, especially considering our budgetary woes,” said Steve Ellis, vice president of Taxpayers for Common Sense, a budget watchdog group. “At one point, the administration was trying to lead NASA out of that, but congressional politics protecting parochial interests have forced the agency to waste money in the recent short-term continuing resolutions and are forcing a specific approach down NASA’s throat in the yearlong spending bill.” 
Link – Precedent/Lobbies 

New spending sets a fiscally irresponsible precedent for states and lobbies 
Cafferty  11 [Jack Cafferty, reporter for CNN news network appears nightly on the situation room,  April 21, 2011 “ Should U.S. space program be priority in budget crisis?”  http://caffertyfile.blogs.cnn.com/2011/04/21/should-u-s-space-program-be-priority-in-budget-crisis/]

Buried deep in the $38 billion 2011 fiscal budget bill - that one that was hastily passed by Congress before its spring break and hurried over to President Obama to sign - is a $3 billion provision for NASA to build a new rocket and space capsule. That’s $3 billion for a space ship. Wonderful. While lawmakers fought for six months over nickels and dimes for programs such as the Corporation for Public Broadcasting, Planned Parenthood and Pell Grants for college tuition, billions had been set aside for a space rocket. So much for all that big talk about cutting spending. But this is nothing new, according to the political news website Politico. Lawmakers from states where NASA and the corporations typically awarded its contracts operate have long pushed for the continuation of space programs, even when they aren't exactly popular. These are states such as Alabama, Maryland, Texas and Utah. Lawmakers from those states insist their support of projects like this one stems from the overall importance of the U.S. space program, and they say the value goes far beyond job creation in their own states. But you've got to wonder how much value a trip to the moon can really provide when the growing debt problem is sinking this country to new lows. Plus there's that old phrase, "Been there, done that." Oh and those major U.S. companies such as Boeing and Lockheed Martin that stand to be awarded big-time contracts to build this rocket and space capsule? They probably have a little something to do with this. Boeing reportedly spent about $18 million on lobbying last year, and its political action committee contributed more than $2.2 million in the last election cycle. Lockheed Martin spent about $16 million on lobbyists, and its PAC donated more than $3.5 million in 2009 and 2010. 

Link – NASA Incentives 

Budget increases incentivize wasteful government spending – inefficiency ravages the economy
Giarrusso and Hudson  in 94 [Frederick Giarrusso is a doctoral candidate in Engineering-Economic Systems at Stanford University; Gary C. Hudson is an entrepreneur engineering non-governmental space launch systems.  “The Space Program: No Prize”   January 1994 • Volume: 44 • Issue: 1  in “The Freeman” http://www.thefreemanonline.org/columns/the-space-program-no-prize/

Science writer Dr. Jerry Pournelle claims, “The three great failures of socialism in the 20th century are Soviet agriculture, U.S. education, and NASA.” A review of NASA’s performance reveals the aptness of the last third of his remark. NASA controls all aspects of the civil space program in the United States. Fifteen billion dollars filter through NASA each year to fund shuttle launches, space station designs, and one of the largest and least cost-effective bureaucracies to grace our land. To most people, NASA is the U.S. space program. The very term “space program” is problematic, however. A program implies a single, concerted effort, usually by government, to perform some task. Typically, this effort is at odds with a capitalist system, in which profit and individual motivations dictate performance. Imagine where California would be if its exploration and settlement had occurred under the federal government’s “Gold Rush Program.” Suffice it to say, San Francisco’s football team might well have been called the “‘98ers.” We have all seen the failures of a command economy in the rest of the world; why is it so difficult to recognize those failures when they occur within our own borders? When a command economy allocates resources, it changes the incentives of the people involved—otherwise there would be no need for the “command”; it would simply be an economy. When a government agency dictates development in a particular industry, it changes the incentive system in that field. The result is profound inefficiency. The lack of an appropriate incentive system can lead to some interesting—and expensive—results. Consider the pressure suits worn by our astronauts. NASA estimated the cost of designing a new space suit for the planned space station at about $350 million—manufacturing costs not included. These suits are expected to withstand 5-8 psi of internal pressure in a relatively innocuous environment. Space suits are similar to the rigid, deep-ocean suits worn by divers. While maintaining a single atmosphere environment for the diver, deep ocean suits must withstand external pressures of over 500 psi, as well as operate in a corrosive environment. In addition, they must be very durable. Minor leaks in an astronaut’s space suit would not necessarily kill the astronaut; such failure in a deep ocean suit would certainly doom the diver. The International Hard Suits company of Vancouver, B.C., manufactures the state-of-the-art one-atmosphere diving suit, the Newtsuit®. The suit is available for approximately $400,000 each, and is presently in full production for military, scientific, and commercial use. NASA, on the other hand, would have to make over 875 space suits at no cost to justify the expense of their own design. Instead, NASA would expect to make only a handful of suits, with significant manufacturing costs. Although such an existing supplier of space suits would have been more cost-effective, NASA chose to contract out for a new design—essentially to reinvent the wheel. This represents a minimum of $345 million down the drain; $1.38 for every man, woman, and child in the United States, thrown away. And that’s just the space suits. 
Link – NASA precedent
Link – A new space program sets a bad precedent for NASA – kills all other econ sectors  
DeGroot 09 [   Teaches 20th Professor of Modern History at the University of St Andrews, PhD. Edinburgh university, for the Telegraph Newspaper   “ The space race is a pointless waste of money” http://www.telegraph.co.uk/comment/personal-view/4807506/The-space-race-is-a-pointless-waste-of-money.html] 

Good sense is a terrestrial phenomenon, as the expression "down to earth" suggests. Outer space, on the other hand, provides metaphors of madness. "Lunacy" originates from lunar, or the idea that the moon's gravitational pull adversely affects the brain. That perhaps explains the insanity that typifies American space policy. Forget giant leaps for mankind, Nasa is a machine for spending money. That fact has been driven home by the ignominious failure of the Orbiting Carbon Observatory, a $278 million package which blasted off from Vandenberg air force base on Tuesday and promptly crashed into the Pacific. The satellite, we were told, would advance the study of global warming. But Nasa isn't interested in global warming; it simply realises that wearing green is a way to get government money. While most Americans have moved on, Nasa is stuck in the 1960s. That explains the desire to go to Mars, an aspiration given the seal of presidential approval in 2004. Bush's project, priced at $400 billion, was inspired by his desire to stay ahead of the Chinese in the new space race. Just as in the 1960s, the ability to make shallow gestures in space is still assumed to be an indicator of a nation's virility. During a recent radio programme, a Nasa astronaut asked me how the American people might react if the next man on the moon were Chinese. I replied with a question: "why are Americans so insecure?" If the Chinese want that worthless rock, so be it. Obscenely expensive manned missions mean that practical, earth-based science suffers, as does the genuinely valuable satellite research so essential to the way we live today. It is no wonder that the most articulate opposition to the Apollo missions came from Nobel scientists who objected to the way their budgets were bled in order to fund an ego trip to the moon. Recently, Stephen Hawking has argued that we must colonise other planets to ensure mankind's long-term survival. Much as I admire Hawking, that's nonsense. The Earth is indeed doomed, but where might refugees go? Mars makes Antarctica seem like paradise. As for distant galaxies, a spaceship capable of travelling at a million miles per hour (20 times faster than Apollo) would take 4,000 years to reach the nearest star system that might theoretically be hospitable. The time has come to pull the plug on meaningless gestures in space. An expensive mission to the moon (especially at a time of global recession) seems like lunacy when terrestrial frontiers such as disease, starvation and drought cry out for cash. Furthermore, expensive space missions add credence to fundamentalist allegations about American spiritual vacuity. So far, Obama has sent mixed signals when it comes to space. A year before the election, he announced that a hike in education funding would be paid for by cutting the Mars mission. Then, three months later, he started courting Nasa, perhaps to woo voters in Florida. By last August, he had gone full circle: expressing full support for Bush's pledge. For a man who got to the White House promising change, that sounds depressingly like 1960s logic. While it is not Obama's habit to revere old Republicans, he would do well to study what Nixon and Eisenhower had to say about space. Nixon was the first president to catch on to Nasa's trick of using past expenditure to justify future investment. As the agency argues, going to Mars will make what was spent going to the Moon a good investment. That's a clever way of endlessly spending money without ever producing anything. But the final word goes to Eisenhower, who once vetoed Apollo. He reminded Americans that "every rocket fired signifies, in the final sense, a theft from those who hunger and are not fed, those who are cold and are not clothed". 

Link – Fiscal Discipline
Fiscal discipline in NASA key – shuttle retirement proves 

Olson 3/18/11 [ Pete,  Congressman for the 22nd District of Texas  House Transportation & Infrastructure, Science & Technology (Ranking Member, Space & Aeronautics Subcommittee) and Homeland Security, “ Transparency and fiscal discipline must be part of final Shuttle decision” http://dailycaller.com/2011/03/18/transparency-and-fiscal-discipline-must-be-part-of-final-shuttle-decision] 
Earlier this month, the space shuttle Discovery completed its final mission. America now awaits the final two shuttle missions, the flights of Endeavour and Atlantis. The end of the shuttle program should be the dawn of the next vehicle system to carry Americans into space. However, in two successive budgets, the administration has attempted to kill NASA’s human space flight program, citing cost as the primary reason. However, it has no problem using taxpayer dollars to retire one of the orbiters to a museum in a politically important state. Tucked away in the president’s 2012 budget proposal is an earmark for $14 million in taxpayer funds to prepare shuttle Atlantis for display in the Air Force’s Wright-Patterson Flight Museum in Dayton, Ohio. This might seem like a drop in the water in the context of the massive federal budget, but it is further evidence that this administration is comfortable wasting the taxpayer’s dime. There is no need for tax dollars to fund this when guaranteed private funding exists — though perhaps not where the president wants the orbiter to go. Private entities in Houston, the home of the Johnson Space Center and the human space flight function of NASA, have already offered to fund the preparation and permanent housing of one of the retired orbiters should it be selected to receive one. Under specific, NASA-established criteria for determining the best location for exhibiting the retired orbiters, competing communities must complete a thorough proposal that includes a plan to pay for, or raise through private funding, the costs associated with hosting the shuttle. NASA has repeatedly delayed the announcement of where the final orbiters will be housed. The decision was expected last year and was postponed again into 2011. While NASA Administrator Charles Bolden is expected to make the “official” announcement of the decisions on April 12, the administration’s handling of this process is disappointing at best and political at worst. The space community and those interested in hosting an orbiter have been thrown for a loop with the president’s Air Force earmark. If the decision has already been made internally, without a final and formal announcement, it is inappropriate and unfair to the communities that have a relevant history and interest in housing a shuttle. The administration’s budget maneuver is a disappointing move that rightfully fuels speculation of political intent. More importantly, the unnecessary allocation of taxpayer funds in this process is simply wrong. Our nation faces record deficits, and we are fighting two wars. To use the Air Force budget in this way is indefensible, especially when private funding is available. Taxpayers should be troubled by the threat of their hard-earned tax dollars being wasted in this way. As Discovery, Endeavour and Atlantis roll off the flight line and into the museums, the American people should be confident that fiscal prudence and history determined their final homes — not wasteful political considerations. 

***INTERNAL LINK

Debt bad – Heg 
Fiscal conservatism key - larger spending only worsens the deficit, concedes space dominance to China via debt 

Laurie, 1/27/11  [Robert, Political Columnist at Biggovernment.com Political columnist at The Detroit News Political columnist at The Daily Caller Writer  Creator at RobertLaurie.net, “ Obama’s True ‘Sputnik Moment’: Recognizing the Failure of His Ideology” http://biggovernment.com/rlaurie/2011/01/27/obamas-true-sputnik-moment-recognizing-the-failure-of-his-ideology/#more-221424 [Lassiter] 

Whether or not you’re buying the sudden, unlikely, belief in American Exceptionalism that Barack Obama displayed during his State of the Union speech, one thing is clear. However great we, as a nation are, we cannot “win the future.” In his address, Obama spent a lot of time talking about our “Sputnik Moment.” In the mid 50’s, the United States was on the receiving end of a space-race smack down. The Russians had been the first to put a satellite in orbit. Soon after, they would outpace us again, by putting a human in space and returning them safely to Earth. Despite the objections from Democrats like Walter Mondale, America funneled its collective will into rectifying the situation. According to the President, we had recognized our “Sputnik moment” and were on our way to “winning the future” by beating Russia to the Moon. That was 50 years ago. In the following decades, we maintained our space-age dominance through multiple lunar missions, Skylab, the space shuttle, and unparalleled advances in satellite technology. We’re now seeing our leadership status erode. When George Bush left office, we were on pace to return to the moon – ahead of our new space-rivals, the Chinese. Barack Obama put an end to that program. He gutted NASA’s budget and all but eliminated manned space flight, while paying lip service to a nebulous, underfunded, Mars mission that many believe will never come to fruition. Liberals regularly tell us that there’s nothing a human can do in space that a machine can’t. According to the scientific mind of Barney Frank, “Manned space travel adds far more cost than is justified in terms of scientific return.” Predictably, while the left decimates American space exploration, China is ramping up its Space initiative. The CNSA (China National Space Administration) is aggressively pursuing a series of orbital missions and moon shots, which will be funded by the interest paid on the money Barack Obama is currently borrowing. As a result, where space exploration is concerned, China has become the new Russia, and once again we’ve fallen behind. Only this time, we’ve done so by choice. Barack Obama says we’re at “a Sputnik moment” – this time, due to our financial situation. We find ourselves being fiscally outpaced by a hostile foreign government, to which we’re deeply indebted. We’ve got to turn the situation around. According to his State of the Union address, we simply need the will to make it happen. Disastrously, the one man in America who seems to lack that will is the President himself. A day after the State of the Union address, we learned that 2011 will see the United States perched precariously atop a record breaking 1.5 trillion dollar deficit. How are we going to deal with it? We’re going to borrow more money from China. We’re going to fund our chief competitor. Just as Obama has forfeited our place in the space race, he is willfully relinquishing our place as a global economic superpower because he lacks the willpower necessary to embrace his own “sputnik moment” and make the decisions necessary to fix the situation. Instead, he’s marching down a path of “investment” in green energy and high speed rail. In short, he’s embracing the same old left-wing, big government positions, digging us deeper and deeper into the hole. Even if, by some strange miracle, tomorrow saw Barack Obama change course and embrace every tenant of fiscal conservatism the fight would go on. Yes, we would quickly return to dominance, but there will always be the next competitor, the next country, trying to knock us out of the top spot. “Winning the future” implies that an endgame exists where it clearly doesn’t. It’s a problem around which dyed-in-the-wool liberals, like Barack Obama, have a hard time wrapping their heads. We will never be able to “win the future” because the future is always in motion. We can however, prepare ourselves for success by cultivating an environment in which achievement is possible. Obama’s brand of anti- entrepreneur, anti-individual, liberalism has been tried, repeatedly, and has served only to neuter our country’s greatest assets. Recognizing this fact is Barack Obama’s true “Sputnik moment.” Sadly, he continutes to prove that he’s absolutely unwilling to embrace it. 

Debt bad – heg / econ / cap

Fiscal discipline is key to prevent collapse of American leadership, the economy, and global capitalism 

Altman and Haass, ’10 – Roger C. Altman is Chair and CEO of Evercore Partners. He was U.S. Deputy Treasury Secretary in 1993-94. Richard N. Haas is President of the Council on Foreign Relations [Foreign Affairs. “American Profligacy and American Power”. November / December.

http://www.relooney.info/0_New_9635.pdf. BDD]
The post-2020 fiscal outlook is downright apocalyptic, for two reasons. First, the aging of the U.S. population will drive sharp increases in health care costs (and at the same time, more Americans will be retired). Second, federal interest expense will rise exponentially, as the Treasury's borrowing costs grow with the debt. The Congressional Budget Office projects that official federal debt (excluding government-sponsored enterprises) could hit 110 percent of GDP by 2025 and 180 percent by 2035. Adjusting these forecasts for the inevitably slower growth that would accompany such quickly rising debt levels means hitting those stratospheric ratios sooner. Why is this scenario so dangerous? One reason is that a large amount of federal borrowing would eat up the stock of private capital that is available to finance investment. A higher and higher percentage of personal savings would be diverted to purchasing government debt and away from productivity enhancing investments in equipment and technology. This would shrink the base of productive capital and flatten GDP and family incomes. As more and more debt piled up, growth would slow and Americans' standard of living would fall. In addition, interest expense would become so large as to crowd out whole categories of federal spending. Budgets for research, education, and infrastructure, to name but three examples, would inevitably decline in inflation-adjusted terms. Washington's capacity to respond to domestic crises, such as the recent recession, would also fade. All of this would further undermine families' incomes. Another problem is the inherent instability associated with the world's largest economy being the world's biggest borrower. This has turned the global dynamic of savings and borrowing on its head. For decades, most developed nations generated current account surpluses, or near surpluses, consistent with their export and investment strength. The poorer nations, for their part, ran deficits, as they imported capital to finance development. But today, the United States is the biggest borrower, and developing nations are its biggest lenders. The data are imperfect but suggest that the central banks of emerging countries have been adding between $700 billion and $900 billion to their dollar portfolios in each of the past three years. Most of these additions have taken the form of U.S. Treasury securities. In other words, these central banks are lending to the United States. The biggest lender by far has been China. Some argue that the United States' ability to borrow such vast amounts is a strength, but that view is misguided. China and the other lenders have no strategic reason to continue holding U.S. dollars. And even though they would suffer losses if, for example, the dollar fell sharply, the consequences of a much weaker dollar would be far worse for the United States. The longer Washington borrows from these countries, the greater the likelihood that they will purchase fewer U.S. Treasuries or even stop adding to their holdings of them altogether. At that point, presumably, the terms of U.S. borrowing would become increasingly onerous, causing a rise in interest rates and thus further slowing down the U.S. economy. But it is precisely because this fiscal outlook is so frightening that the very prospect of it could trigger actions that would interrupt what is in train. Two scenarios are the most likely. The desirable one would involve proactive intervention by U.S. politicians. Realizing the dangers, Obama and leaders in Congress would negotiate a deficit-reduction package that pulls the country out of its fiscal slide. Such an intervention happened in 1990 and again in 1993 but on a much smaller scale and in a less partisan age. This time, politicians could take the initiative on their own, or more likely, be pressed to do so by an unhappy electorate. Recent polls indicate that public discontent over deficits and debt is sharply rising, but it is not clear that this translates into support for specific tax and spending changes. Indeed, the magnitude of the tax increases and spending cuts required makes such a voluntary deal unlikely. This judgment is only underscored by the fact that a sufficient number of Democrats and Republicans in Congress could not agree on the structure of the National Commission on Fiscal Responsibility and Reform -- a body created to identify fiscally sustainable policies. In the end, it had to be created by executive order. (The commission is due to report December 1, 2010.) The more likely path, however, is a solution imposed on the United States by global capital markets. Such market forces have descended on Washington before, during the 1979 energy crisis, and have repeatedly rejected the financial policies of other countries over the ensuing 30 years, including those of the United Kingdom, Russia, Mexico, and, most recently, much of southern Europe. There is no evidence of such an advancing storm today. Dollar interest rates are near record lows, and the currency itself is trading relatively calmly. Futures markets are not sending any disconcerting signals either. The weak outlook for growth and inflation, the euro's own troubles, the reserve status of the dollar, and the safe-haven character of Treasury bonds all may conspire to maintain this calm for some time, possibly for two or three years. But history strongly suggests that today's calm will not last in the face of the United States' disastrous fiscal outlook. The events of 1979 are instructive. That was the time of President Jimmy Carter, stagflation, and the Iranian oil embargo. The value of the dollar had been slowly weakening over several months. Amid all that, Carter introduced his new budget, which contained a larger deficit than markets expected (although tiny by today's standards). That was the last straw. The dollar plunged, triggering an international financial crisis. Within one week, markets had forced the Federal Reserve to raise interest rates sharply and Carter to retract his budget, generating a U-turn in U.S. economic policy. Despite the size of its economy and the reserve status of its currency, the United States was not immune from global financial rejection then. And it is not immune now. One way or the other, by action or reaction, there will be a profound shift in U.S. fiscal policy if the U.S. government continues to overspend. Deficits will be cut sharply through a combination of big spending cuts, tax increases, and, quite possibly, re-imposed budget rules. No category of spending or taxpayers will be spared. DEBT AND CONSEQUENCES It makes a big difference whether the new fiscal rectitude in the United States arises from domestic leaders making difficult decisions themselves or from international pressures imposing these decisions. The proactive approach would allow the United States to manage its transition into austerity, avoiding both severe disruption at home and a sudden reduction in its position abroad. The forced result would be ugly and punitive. Collapsing confidence in Washington's ability to control its debt could trigger a dollar crisis among global financial markets, as there was in 1979, with the Federal Reserve compelled to raise interest rates way beyond what domestic needs alone would require. And the spending and tax adjustments might be sudden and indiscriminate, with little warning to the countless injured parties. Furthermore, the absence of a proactive solution would expose the United States to exploitation by the foreign governments lending to it. Approximately 50 percent of U.S. Treasury debt is now held abroad -- 22 percent of it by China alone. In normal times, China would have a stake in U.S. economic success, both to prop up a large market for Chinese exports (central to avoiding the potentially destabilizing political effects of rising Chinese unemployment that would result from a decline in exports) and to maintain the value of its vast dollar holdings. But what if times were not normal? During a crisis over Taiwan, for example, Chinese central bankers could prove more dangerous than Chinese admirals. A simple announcement that China was cutting back its dollar holdings could put huge pressure on the U.S. dollar and/or interest rates. This would be similar to the way the United States used economic pressure against the United Kingdom during the 1956 Suez crisis, when Washington refused to support an IMF loan to the British government unless it agreed to withdraw its military forces from Egypt. That threat worked, as an overextended United Kingdom could not sustain its currency against foreign pressure. What goes around could easily come around. 

[… continues, text removed … ]

More than just financial resources will be affected. The United States' global influence, in all of its facets, will suffer. Washington's ability to lead on global economic matters, such as its recent urgings in the G-20 for more stimulus spending, will be compromised by the coming plunge into austerity. Similarly, the United States' voice within the IMF and other multilateral financial institutions will be weakened. Nor will Washington have the capacity to engineer direct financial interventions, as it did with the 1994 rescue of Mexico. A related cost of the United States' debt has even greater consequences: the diminished appeal of the American model of market-based capitalism. Foreign policy is carried out as much by a country's image as it is by its deeds. And the example of a thriving economy and high living standards based on such capitalism was a powerful instrument of American power, especially during the Cold War, when the American model was competing with Soviet-style communism around the world. Now, however, the competition comes from Chinese-style authoritarianism: a top-heavy political system married to a directed and hybrid form of capitalism. The recent stellar performance of China's economy in the midst of Western economic troubles has enhanced the appeal of its system. Reinforcing this trend is the reality that the U.S. approach (one associated with a system of little oversight and regulation) is widely seen as risk-prone and discredited after the recent financial crisis. If the United States is unable to address its own debt crisis and a solution is forced on it, then the appeal of democracy and market-based capitalism will take a further blow. This shift in power from the United States, Europe, and Japan will accelerate the emergence of a nonpolar world, in which power is widely diffused among numerous states and nonstate actors. In particular, it will raise the global clout of the major emerging nations, including China, Brazil, India, and others. The relative position of the United States will inevitably decline, as will its ability to lead and shape international relations. No one else appears willing and able to assume this role. The result of reduced U.S. power will be a world that is messier and, in the end, less safe and less prosperous. 
Debt bad – investors

Fiscal discipline is key to prevent a collapse of investor confidence and the economy

White, ’11 – Lawrence H. White is an Economics Professor at George Mason University [April. “ from pleasant deficit spending to unpleasant sovereign debt crises”. Mercatus Center. http://mercatus.org/sites/default/files/publication/wp1122-from-pleasant-deficit-spending-to-unpleasant-sovereign-debt-crises.pdf. BDD]

These debt forecasts for the United States were especially ominous in light of recent research by economists Carmen Reinhart and Kenneth Rogoff warning that debt above 90 percent of GDP is associated with substantially lower real economic growth. As they summarized the findings from their cross-country study: First, the relationship between government debt and real GDP growth is weak for debt/GDP ratios below a threshold of 90 percent of GDP. Above 90 percent, median growth rates fall by one percent, and average growth falls considerably more. 9 Some members of the U.S. public, an agency of the federal government, and at least one bond rating firm became concerned. New federal spending programs (financial and auto industry bailouts, pork-filled ―stimulus,‖ Obamacare) and ballooning debt helped to trigger the ―Tea Party‖ protests of 2009 and 2010 against what was seen as fiscal irresponsibility. The Congressional Budget Office warned in its July 2010 report: ―Unless policymakers restrain the growth of spending, increase revenues significantly as a share of GDP, or adopt some combination of those two approaches, growing budget deficits will cause debt to rise to unsupportable levels.‖ What had happened in Greece and Ireland might then happen in the United States: A ―growing level of federal debt would also increase the probability of a sudden fiscal crisis, during which investors would lose confidence in the government‘s ability to manage its budget, and the government would thereby lose its ability to borrow at affordable rates. 10 A hint of higher future borrowing costs was suggested in January 2011 when the Moody‘s bondrating agency warned that for United States Treasury debt ―the probability of assigning a negative outlook in the coming two years is rising.‖ 11 
New spending wrecks investor confidence 

Bonner 10 [ Jo, Congressman 1st district Alabama,  Chairman of the House Ethics Committeep, Report on the State of the Union for a local Newspaper service “South Alabamian”  http://www.southalabamian.com/news/2010-02-11/Editorials/Congress_Reports.html
Last week, President Barack Obama delivered his first State of the Union address to Congress and the nation. This was, in fact, his third speech before a Joint Session of the Congress since he took office just over a year ago. A portion of his one hour and 15 minute remarks was devoted to allaying the American people’s concerns about the struggling economy, continued double digit unemployment and government’s dramatic overspending. However, much of what he had to say sounded, at least to me, a lot like his past speeches during which he emphasized a greater role of government in everything from health care choice, to how we heat and cool our homes. He touted his $787 billion stimulus bill as having saved about two million jobs and he called for a second such spending bill. There is widespread disagreement over the true impact of the president’s colossal stimulus bill. Accountability over these funds has been called into question and it is believed that very few jobs have actually been created. I opposed the first stimulus, and I voted against the second stimulus which passed the House on December 16 and still awaits Senate approval. The president also walked a political tightrope, trying to balance the public’s desires for greater control over federal red ink spending, with his own goals of expanding government’s reach into health care and energy. Despite recent polls showing the American people feel Washington is distracted with costly programs that are not addressing the economy, the president did not back away from continuing to pursue either of his controversial health care or national energy tax programs. Even while he advocated these big government programs, he decried government red ink and pledged to freeze a portion of federal “discretionary” spending for three years in order to rein in the deficit. The amount the president would actually freeze amounts to only 17 percent of the budget and it would not take effect until next year. However, many of the programs that he would freeze have recently seen significant funding increases (at his request) and would, therefore, be locked in at more generous spending levels. When you consider that the Congressional Budget Office has scored this year’s budget deficit at $1.35 trillion, the president is merely trimming around the edges when he proposes to freeze only 17 percent of the budget. The best way to revive the economy is by halting this administration’s reckless spending and big government expansion programs that have shaken investor confidence and stymied business growth. There’s still time for the president and the Democrats in Congress to embrace a bipartisan approach to reviving our economy and promoting job growth. Unfortunately, I am not yet convinced the president is truly interested in bipartisan solutions to our country’s problems. His actions will have to match his words. 

Failure to reign in the deficit will result in reduced credit rating

Reuters, 6/21/11 [ S&P restates political threat to U.S. AAA rating,  http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/06/21/us-markets-sp-idUSTRE75K3AZ20110621?feedType=RSS&feedName=topNews&rpc=71, BDD]

Standard & Poor's threatened in April to downgrade the United States' AAA credit rating unless the Obama administration and Congress find a way to slash the yawning federal budget deficit within two years. Earlier on Tuesday, Fitch ratings said it saw risks of a debt default in the United States, whose top-rated bonds may suffer if the country doesn't lift its fiscal borrowing ceiling.
AT: Keynesian theory
Keynesian economic theory is wrong – recent study

De Rugy and Debnam, ’10 –  Veronique de Rugy is a senior research fellow at the Mercatus Center. Jakina Debnam is a research associate at the Mercatus Center. [Mercatus Center, George Mason University. “ Does Government Spending Stimulate Economies?”. July 14. 

 http://mercatus.org/publication/does-government-spending-stimulate-economies-0. BDD]

A new study by Harvard professor Dr. Robert Barro and Charles Redlick tests this claim and the economic theory that underlies it by using defense spending as a proxy for overall government spending.2 Their research finds that greater government spending does not aid the economy; in fact, it causes decreased consumption and investment. THE THEORY OF MULTIPLIERS It is difficult to get solid evidence on the economy's response to changes in government spending. Direct reporting measures—such as those employed by Recovery.gov, the U.S. government's website for tracking stimulus spending—capture the direct and observable effects of government spending on economic activity. These measures can be helpful, but they fail to account for the indirect, less-easily observable effects of government spending. To capture the big-picture effect of government spending, economists turn to the spending multiplier. The multiplier effect or spending multiplier refers to the idea that an initial amount of government spending leads to a change in the activity of the larger economy. In other words, an initial change in the total demand for goods and services (what economists term aggregate demand) causes a change in total output for the economy that is a multiple of the initial change. For example, if the government spends one dollar and, as a result of this spending, the economy (as expressed by the Gross Domestic Product, or GDP) grows by $2, the spending multiplier is 2. If the economy grows by $1.50, the spending multiplier is 1.5. However, if the economy only grows by 50 cents (a loss from the original $1 spent), the spending multiplier is 0.5. THE SPENDING MULTIPLIER DEBATES The theory sounds pat, but economists have been debating aspects of government spending multipliers for years. One crucial debate centers on how to measure a multiplier's value. Some economists find spending multipliers that are smaller than 1.3 Other economists, however, assert that spending multipliers are much larger.4 Still others argue that multipliers can't even be credibly measured.5 Another debate surrounds the implications of spending multipliers. For Keynesians, consumption is the ultimate goal of government spending, and even with a multiplier smaller than 1, spending can still increase GDP. Thus Keynesians argue that, during a recession, when people tend to save their money rather than investing it in the private market,6 a small increase in GDP is better than nothing. Simple Keynesian macroeconomics assumes that in times of high unemployment, the government is better than the private market at guiding idle resources to create economic output. Government spending puts unemployed labor and capital to work at zero social cost.7 When the government puts this previously unemployed labor and capital to work, the mobilized labor and capital produce added goods and services that private sector was unable to create. A New Classical understanding of the multiplier starts with the idea that government spending has some social cost (i.e. a rise in government spending requires a fall in other parts of GDP, such as consumption and investment.) As such, the value of the public projects (bridge construction or roads) needs to justify that social cost. This view doesn't assume that an increase in consumption at any cost is a good thing: if the multiplier's value is less than 1, then government spending has crowded out the private investment and spending that would have otherwise happened. Even government spending where the multiplier is higher than 1 could still be a poor use of taxpayer dollars. For instance, though $1 in government spending could lead to a GDP boost of $1.50 in the short run, it could also make it harder to solve the longer-term-debt problem. THE DATA OF DEFENSE So what is the historical value of the multiplier in the United States? Barro and Redlick examine this question in detail. They explain that in order to understand the effects of government spending on the economy, one must know how much of the economic change is due to government spending and how much is due to other factors. Unfortunately, it is impossible to figure this out with general government spending, since the level of government spending often expands and contracts along with the economy.8 When the economy grows, income and tax receipts increase. This, in turn, leads to increased government spending (see figure 1). However, they argue that there is a useful, much more isolated proxy for overall government spending: defense spending. Using defense spending as a proxy has several advantages.9 First, government does not set defense spending levels based on the state of the economy. Non-economic factors drive defense spending. Second, changes in defense spending are very large and include sharply positive and negative values (see figure 2). Finally, the historical data on defense spending covers periods of high unemployment. Thus this data set should reveal whether government spending creates increased economic growth in a slack economy. Moreover, studying the effects of defense spending on the economy gives the best-case scenario of the spending multiplier effect of government spending on the economy because defense spending leads to economic growth in ways that general government spending does not. For example, in times of war, the government mandates the increased production of particular goods, and the scarcity of domestic labor due to military enlistment and resources also forces economic resources to go to innovative and productive uses that did not exist before the war.10 Barro and Redlick's research estimates that the multiplier for changes in defense spending that people think will be temporary—spending for the Iraq war for example—is between 0.4 and 0.5 at the time of the spending and between 0.6 and 0.7 over two years. If the change in defense spending becomes permanent, then these multipliers increase by 0.1 to 0.2.11 Over time, this is a maximum multiplier of 0.9. Thus even in the government's best-case spending scenario, all of the estimated multipliers are significantly less than one. This means greater government spending crowds out other components of GDP, particularly investment. In addition, they calculate the impact on the economy if the government funds the spending with taxes. They find that the tax multiplier—the effect on GDP of an increase in taxes—is -1.1. This means that if the government raises taxes by $1, the economy will shrink by $1.1. When this tax multiplier is combined with the effects of the spending multiplier, the overall effect is negative. Barro and Redlick write that, "Since the tax multiplier is larger in magnitude than the spending multipliers, our estimates imply that GDP declines in response to higher defense spending and correspondingly higher tax revenue."12 Thus, they conclude that greater government spending financed by tax increases hurts the economy. Other economist have also calculated defense spending multipliers of less than or equal to 1.13 Economists Bob Hall and Susan Woodward recently examined spending increases from World War II and the Korean War and found that the government spending multiplier is about 1.14 Economist Valerie Ramey's work on how U.S. military spending influences GDP gives a multiplier estimate of 1.2 in the short term, but in the long term, she finds that consumer and business spending fall after a rise in government purchases, offsetting the initial effect of the government spending.15 WHY DOES IT MATTER? Getting the multiplier wrong has big consequences when understanding the effects of fiscal stimulus on the economy. The government uses multipliers to estimate the widely cited projections of unemployment, job creation, and economic output. In the time leading up to the passage of the ARRA, Council of Economic Advisors (CEA) economists Christina Romer and Jared Bernstein used spending multipliers greater than 1 to promote the economic effects of the fiscal stimulus package.16 In the months following the implementation of this package, the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) used estimates of a spending multiplier between 1.0 and 2.5,17 relying on macroeconomic models that ignore the possibility that the growth of the economy may be affecting the level of government spending and not the reverse.18 By extrapolating from these multipliers, CBO and CEA have made important projections about the effects of fiscal stimulus on the economy. These projections, however, have been largely wrong. For example, in their January 2009 report,19 Romer and Bernstein used multipliers of between 1.0 and 1.55 to determine the effect of the proposed stimulus spending (then $775 billion) would have on GDP and job creation. They assumed that each 1 percent increase in real GDP would create an additional 1 million jobs. Based on that assumption and their estimated spending multiplier, they estimated that the fiscal stimulus would create 3.5 million jobs by the end of 2010. While we cannot be certain how many jobs would have been lost or created without a stimulus package, we do know that since January 2009, 3.8 million jobs have been lost.20 CONCLUSION The understandable temptation to take action in time of recession should not lead lawmakers to take counterproductive actions. Barro and Redlick's data show that the CBO's multiplier overestimates the return on government spending almost by a factor of two. Thus, while the stimulus may appear to be a wise investment, it is really no wiser than a junk-rated mortgage-backed security; though the investment claims a good rate of return, in reality the return isn't worth it because money is lost.
Their arguments don’t assume foreign debt

White, ’11 – Lawrence H. White is an Economics Professor at George Mason University [April. “ from pleasant deficit spending to unpleasant sovereign debt crises”. Mercatus Center. http://mercatus.org/sites/default/files/publication/wp1122-from-pleasant-deficit-spending-to-unpleasant-sovereign-debt-crises.pdf. BDD]

For the main part of his analysis Eckstein assumed that the government debt was internal, entirely held by domestic households and firms, so that ―we owe it to ourselves.‖ In that case, assuming full employment, additional debt-financed government command over resources implies contemporaneously reduced private consumption (or investment) of resources by those who buy the government‘s new bonds. In that sense the burden of debt-financed additional spending is felt immediately. Later on, the taxes levied on citizen Peter to pay interest or principal on the debt held by citizen Paul do not reduce national consumption (except by the extent of deadweight losses), but merely shift consumption from Peter to Paul. Burkhead similarly argued that interest payments to non-residents ―may be a serious drain‖ for a city government, ―But ‗costliness‘ in these terms does not apply to the federal government of the United States. Here the interest payments are not made ‗abroad;‘ instead, they are transfer payments within the economy.‖ 30 Internal financing of government debt is, however, no longer a reasonable approximation for the United States or major European countries. At the end of 2010, according to the Congressional Budget Office, domestic entities held about 53 percent of the U. S. public debt, while foreign entities held about 47 percent. The largest foreign holders were central banks and private intermediaries in China, Japan, and the United Kingdom. 31 Eckstein acknowledged that borrowing from abroad— a practice he associated with developing countries — allows greater aggregate national consumption or investment in the first period, while the interest and principal 501 payments going abroad correspondingly reduce the possibilities for national consumption or investment by taxpayers in later periods. 
Even if Keynesian theory is valid in the abstract it gets misused

White, ’11 – Lawrence H. White is an Economics Professor at George Mason University [April. “ from pleasant deficit spending to unpleasant sovereign debt crises”. Mercatus Center. http://mercatus.org/sites/default/files/publication/wp1122-from-pleasant-deficit-spending-to-unpleasant-sovereign-debt-crises.pdf. BDD]

In their 1977 book Democracy in Deficit, Buchanan and co-author Richard Wagner challenged the Keynesian messages that deficit spending is an unmixed blessing (at less than full employment) or no burden on future generations (at full employment). Buchanan and Wagner charged that the Keynesian fiscal policy prescription, seemingly written for implementation by philosopher-kings, was having unintended consequences in the hands of elected officials: Keynesian economics has turned the politicians loose; it has destroyed the effective constraint on politicians‘ ordinary appetites. Armed with the Keynesian message, politicians can spend and spend without the apparent necessity to tax. 34 The alternative they offered was a return to ―the classical theory of public debt,‖ with its practical support for ―the quasiconstitutional rule for a strict balanced budget.‖ 35  Fiscal theory begins with the government‘s budget constraint: every dollar a government spends during a fiscal year has come either from one of three sources: tax revenue, borrowing, or creating money. To write out a simple accounting identity that we will also use later in the chapter, during any fiscal year G = T + ΔD + ΔM where G is government expenditure, T is ordinary tax revenue, ΔD is the change in the stock of debt (Δ for change in, D for debt) held by the private sector, and ΔM is the change in the stock of government-issued money (aka ―base money‖) held by the private sector. To be explicit, the 503 inclusion of money-creation means that the identity includes the operations of the central bank— where it is the money-creation agency—as part of the government. All the variables are measured in dollars per year. Putting money-printing aside, and taking the level of government spending as fixed, as Buchanan and Wagner noted, ―The theory of public debt reduces to a comparison between the effects of taxation and public debt issue.‖ 36 Buchanan and Wagner noted that ―If an individual borrows, he incurs a personal liability.‖ The knowledge that his borrowing obliges him and nobody else to pay later, with interest, deters excessive or irresponsible borrowing for consumption spending. 37 The incentives surrounding government borrowing, they argued, are different. The burden of government borrowing will fall on future taxpayers, a different set of individuals from those who make the current decision to spend and borrow. Voters who expect to bear a smaller share of the future tax burden than they receive of the benefits from current spending will have a bias in favor of financing current spending by future taxation (current borrowing) rather by current taxation. A borrowing bias will affect voters who expect that when the tax bill arrives they will be dead without heirs, or emigrated, or in a lower tax bracket, or who expect to have their share of the burden partly shouldered by new immigrants or a growing population. The incentive to avoid excessive or irresponsible borrowing for consumption spending is thereby weaker for a democratic government than for an individual household. 38 In effect, the fiscal choices of voters and politicians tend to be overly short-sighted. Fiscal orthodoxy once constrained this tendency, but fiscal Keynesianism has unleashed it. 39 By teaching that the burden of debt cannot be imposed on later generations, Keynesian theory undermined the previous moral constraint against excessive borrowing, and by teaching that 504 deficits expand national income, it undermined the perception of a no-free-lunch cost constraint. The result has been excessive government spending at the expense of future taxpayers. 
***WAR IMPACTS
Growth solves war

Empirics

Bloomberg and Hess, 2k2 [S. Brock, Department of Economics, Wellesley College, and Gregory D., Department of Economics, Oberlin College, Journal of Conflict Resolution, Volume 46, Number 1, pg. 88-89] 

Using an unbalanced panel of 152 countries from 1950 to 1992, we estimate a Markov probability model to investigate the joint determination of internal conflict, external conflict, and the economy. We begin with a simple model that allows for a two-variable relationship: internal conflict and recessions, external conflict and recessions, and internal conflict and external conflict. We find that these are not independent events. In particular, we find that recessions play an important role in determining internal conflict, especially in Africa and for nondemocratic countries. In this case, the occurrence of a recession causes an increase in the probability of internal conflict starting in a given year to almost double. We then extend the model to allow for a three-variable relationship: internal conflict, external conflict, and recessions. In the more complicated system, we continue to find an important link. In this case, we find that the presence of a recession coupled with an external war will actually cause the probability of an internal conflict starting in a given year to increase between two- and threefold. If this study is to convince readers and policy makers of anything, it is that the linkages between internal and external conflict and prosperity are strong and mutually reinforcing. Economic conflict tends to spawn internal conflict, which in turn returns the favor. Moreover, the presence of a recession tends to amplify the extent to which internal and external conflicts self-reinforce each other. However, the ability of government organizations to stop the spread of internal conflict to external conflict and vice versa by helping to reduce the incidence of recessions may be quite limited. Economic aid that is to improve a nation’s productive capacity is likely to be difficult to identify and implement in just such circumstances. 
Economic decline causes nuclear world war –  institution collapse

Smith, ’11 – Robert Smith is president of Oregon 1031 Investments and has been a registered investment adviser and financial planner for 24 years. (Daily Journal.  “Commentary: Recession could lead to World War III”. Jan 18. http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_qn4184/is_20110118/ai_n56722962/?tag=mantle_skin;content)

The stock market crash of 1929 and the Great Depression precipitated the unraveling of institutional arrangements that had ordered global business and government relationships since the end of World War I. Two of the primary consequences of the depression were: the global monetary system, embodied in the gold standard, fell apart; and collective security via the League of Nations was shattered. It appears that similar forces are at work today. The breakup of the Euro appears imminent, and the dollar's role as reserve currency of choice (extant since the end of World War II) is under serious pressure. And this says nothing of the total irrelevance of the United Nations as a guarantor of global security. With nuclear proliferation rampant among rogue states and appeasement the response of choice, it is not difficult to imagine a chain of events that would result in yet another world war. It is impossible to know how long this state of affairs will last. However, it is precipitating major change, and we appear to have entered another period of monetary instability as a result. 
Diversionary conflict theory is true

Diversionary conflict theory is true

Münster and Staal, ’11 – Johannes Münster is assistant professor at Free University of Berlin.  Klaas Staal is a senior fellow at the Centre for European Integration Studies at University Bonn. [“War with Outsiders Makes Peace Inside”.  Conflict Management and Peace Science 2011 28: 91. http://cmp.sagepub.com/content/28/2/91.full.pdf+html]

 We study a two-stage model where in the first stage, groups decide how much to invest into fighting against the other groups. Investing more in the external conflict increases the group’s share of total output. However, it also implies that the group’s members have fewer resources available in the second stage. In stage 2, players individually decide how to allocate their remaining resources to internal fighting and production. Here, each player faces the classic trade-off between guns and butter: investing more into internal fighting increases the player’s share, but has the opportunity cost of decreasing total output, since the resources invested in internal fighting can no longer be used for production. The equilibrium amount of internal fighting depends crucially on the tightness of the budget constraints. In particular, if players have few resources available in stage 2, there will be only little or no internal fighting in stage 2. Now consider the incentives of a group in stage 1. Investing into external fighting increases the share of the group at the expense of the other groups. However, any resources invested into external fighting can no longer be used for production or internal fighting. Thus the group will take into account that its decision in stage 1 has an impact on the tightness of the budget constraints in stage 2, and thereby on the equilibrium amount of internal fighting. The incentives to fight against the other groups thus depend, inter alia, on the effect of tighter budgets in stage 2. More external fighting could lead to less production, in which case there is a trade-off between external fighting and production. However, if more external fighting only reduces internal fighting, without decreasing production, then spending on external fighting increases the group’s share without decreasing output, and therefore is clearly beneficial for the group. We show that in our model, in equilibrium, groups always spend a sufficient amount on external fighting such that no internal fighting occurs. The individuals within a group have two benefits from this: they are no longer wasting resources in fighting internally, and by fighting the outsiders they increase their share at the expense of the other groups. Of course, from the perspective of all individuals, having no conflict at all would be even better; but if property is insecure, this is not an equilibrium. The intensity of external conflict is driven by the consideration that internal conflict should be avoided. A higher insecurity of property within groups, which ceteris paribus would imply higher incentives to fight internally, thus only leads to more external conflict. As a robustness check, we also consider the case where all decisions are taken individually, including decisions about external conflict. We show that for a large range of parameters the same conclusions emerge. If the incentives to fight internally are strong and the incentives to fight externally comparatively small, however, there will be internal fighting on the equilibrium path. Thus our article predicts that internal fighting will occur if two conditions are met: the insecurity of property within groups is high, and institutions are weak so that groups are unable to enforce decisions on external conflict. 

History proves

Münster and Staal, ’11 – Johannes Münster is assistant professor at Free University of Berlin.  Klaas Staal is a senior fellow at the Centre for European Integration Studies at University Bonn. [“War with Outsiders Makes Peace Inside”.  Conflict Management and Peace Science 2011 28: 91. http://cmp.sagepub.com/content/28/2/91.full.pdf+html]

Many historians argue that external wars were started out of consideration to internal conflict. For example, Kennedy (2000: 57) writes about the Great Arab Conquest, which started in the 7th century, that “... the leadership had no choice but to direct the frenetic energies of the Bedouin against the Roman and Sasanian empires. The only way of avoiding an implosion was to direct the Muslim against the non-Muslim world.” This example nicely fits our theoretical model—the leadership started external conquest, forseeing that otherwise internal conflict would arise. Other cases include the behavior of the military Junta in Argentina in the Falklands/Malvinas War (Levy and Vakili, 1992) or the German elites prior to World War I (Wehler, 1973; Joll, 1984). Moreover, large-scale ethnic violence is often seen as at least partially driven by political fighting within the elite of one ethnic group. For example, reviewing several case studies on inter-ethnic conflict, Fearon and Laitin (2000: 864) conclude that “the leader’s motivation to ‘play the ethnic card’ emerges out of political fighting within the leader’s ethnic group”. Cases in point include the genocide in Rwanda (Prunier, 1995; see also Hintjens, 1999), Sudan (Deng, 1995), and the Balkans (Woodward, 1995).

More empirics

Münster and Staal, ’11 – Johannes Münster is assistant professor at Free University of Berlin.  Klaas Staal is a senior fellow at the Centre for European Integration Studies at University Bonn. [“War with Outsiders Makes Peace Inside”.  Conflict Management and Peace Science 2011 28: 91. http://cmp.sagepub.com/content/28/2/91.full.pdf+html]
 With our model, we also explicitly address several theoretical objections to the idea of diversionary wars. Blainey (1973) argues that any resources used in a war against outsiders could also be used to crush internal discord. We show that, nevertheless, players can be rational in starting a war against outsiders. Levy (1989, 1998) critically surveys the literature and asks for a more solid theory explicitly linking diversionary wars with the group cohesion effect. In this article, we try to answer his request by exposing a formal model that captures both the group cohesion effect and diversionary wars. Fearon and Laitin (2000) wonder why the public should follow if political leaders start a diversionary war. In our model, all individuals are perfectly rational and there is complete information but, nevertheless, individuals have an incentive to follow if some leader tries a diversionary tactic. This is in line with empirical observations: Fearon and Laitin (2000) conclude, based on their review of several case studies from diversionary conflict in inter-ethnic relations, that individuals have private benefits from following incitements to diversionary wars. For example, Woodward (1995: 249) argues that the war in Bosnia became, for many of the participants who sustained the violence, a “rare opportunity for enrichment, through theft and smuggling, in a period of economic decline. Early pictures in the war in Bosnia-Herzegovina show soldiers looting VCRs and stereos, urban furniture and appliances, and foreign automobiles such as BMWs”. Similarly, Prunier (1995) attributes the genocide in Rwanda partially to internal fighting between moderate and extremist Hutu groups, and states that—in addition to indoctrination and obedience— “[t]here was of course also an element of material interest in the killings [...]. The killers looted household belongings and slaughtered the cattle. Meat became very cheap, and grand feasts were held” (p. 248). 
**Impacts** 
AIDS

Economic decline undermines the fight against AIDS
Griffiths 10 (Meredith, May 29, “Economic downturn hampers AIDS battle”, http://www.abc.net.au/news/stories/2010/05/29/2912879.htm) 

Aid agency Medecins Sans Frontieres says the fight against AIDS in Africa is being undermined by the economic slowdown. The agency, also known as MSF or Doctors Without Borders, has released a new report showing how major funders have capped, reduced or withdrawn spending on HIV treatments over the past 18 months. Dr Mit Phillips worked on the report, which analysed what has happened to HIV funding in eight sub-Saharan countries. She says the gap is widening and people will die waiting for treatment. "There is already not enough funding that is foreseen, and now we see a clear change in direction of several donors," she said. The largest institution, the Global Fund, faces a major shortfall, as the US, the Netherlands and Ireland have already announced they will be reducing their donations. The US Government's own AIDS program has frozen its budget and has cut funding for anti-retroviral drugs, as has UNITAID and the World Bank. Dr Phillips says that in the Democratic Republic of Congo, the Global Fund had intended to start 12,000 people on anti-retroviral drugs, but that has been reduced to 2,000. She says MSF has already seen the effects of the funding shortfall. "Any problem in funding has an immediate knock-on effect on supplies," Dr Phillips said. "It's not inevitable at all, because although most of the donors call upon the economic crisis to explain why there is less money available, it's a question of choices. "If the economic crisis is used as an excuse, then it's at the same time a bit unreasonable to expect that countries in Africa who are also caught up and touched by the economic crisis that they can compensate. So we have really a problem." Dr Phillips says the lack of funding could undermine the progress that has been made over the past decade. "There has been significant success in terms of HIV treatment all out and we are seeing now also positive effects in areas where there is a high coverage of [antiretroviral treatments]," she said. MSF says that 9 million people around the world need HIV treatment and two-thirds of them are in sub-Saharan Africa. 

Asian Stability

Growth is key to it

Cossa and Khanna, ’97 –  Ralph A. Cossa is President and  Jane Khanna is assistant director for programs and development, both at the Pacific Forum CSIS (April. “ East Asia: Economic Interdependence and Regional Security”. International Affairs, Vol. 73, No. 2,  (Apr., 1997), pp. 219-234. http://www.jstor.org/stable/2623825?origin=JSTOR-pdf)
The nations of East Asia have proved increasingly to be capable of putting his- toric enmities and suspicions aside in order to participate in, and to sustain, the region's growing economic prosperity. The generally secure post-Cold War political/security environment has both fostered economic growth and coop-  eration and been enhanced by it. Nonetheless, potentially serious security chal- lenges and uncertainties continue to exist which could threaten future region- al peace and stability.While economic interdependence provides no guarantee against future conflicts (and could even generate such conflict if mismanaged), on the whole, greater economic cooperation fosters greater trust and confi- dence while increasing the costs of conflict to all concerned.This decreases the likelihood that military force will be used to accomplish objectives or settle dis- agreements among states. Among the vehicles for creating better habits of cooperation in the region are the promotion of NETs and greater participation in multinational growth triangles. The Yellow Sea rim area offers one of many arenas for Japan, South Korea, and China (and eventually North Korea as well) to overcome their his- toric animosities. Some fundamental challenges still exist; there is a lingering perception of a zero-sum game in North-East Asia, where states worry that other states will gain more by cooperation. The lack of political as well as economic trans- parency helps to feed these concerns.Yet the web of economic and political ties that are being generated in the Yellow Sea rim and other NETs or growth tri- angles can serve as building blocks in developing a further improved Asian security environment. 

China Relations

Perception of U.S. economic decline destroys relations with China

Swaine, ’11 – Michael Swaine is a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. [The Diplomat. http://the-diplomat.com/whats-next-china/avoiding-us-china-military-rivalry/]
Despite the mostly friendly nature of President Hu Jintao’s state visit to Washington last month, the potential still exists for the US-China relationship to become much more adversarial, especially in the military-security arena. A combination of deepening strategic distrust (found most notably within the militaries of the two countries), China’s steady acquisition of maritime power projection capabilities, the persistence of bilateral tensions associated with territorial issues along China’s maritime periphery, and a growing sense in China of the United States’ economic decline could prod both countries to view Asia as a zero-sum game and look for ways to counter each other’s military actions. If this is to be prevented, the two countries will need to start considering more long-range, strategic communication. 

Competitiveness

Fiscal irresponsibility crushes competitiveness – private crowd out and trade

Bergsten, 11 – C. Fred, Director, Peterson Institute for International Economics [5/6.  “The Budget Deficit and U.S. Competitiveness”, CFR. http://www.cfr.org/economics/budget-deficit-us-competitiveness/p24910]

Early and effective correction of the budget deficit is critical to the global competitiveness of the U.S. economy. This is because there are only two possible financial consequences of our continuing to run deficits of more than $1 trillion annually as now projected for the next decade or more. One is sky-high interest rates that would crowd out private investment. The other is huge borrowing from the rest of the world that would push the exchange rate of the dollar so high as to price U.S. products out of international markets. Either outcome would severely undermine U.S. global competitiveness. The saving rate of the U.S. private sector, despite modest recovery from its rock-bottom lows prior to the recent crisis, is far too meager to finance enough investment to grow U.S. productivity and economic output at an acceptable rate. Government deficits anywhere near current levels tap such a large share of this pool of funds that they starve the capital needs of productive enterprise.  The traditional "escape value" from this dilemma, facilitated by the central international role of the dollar, is for the United States to borrow abroad. We can do so in only two ways, however: by offering interest rates so high that they will also stultify domestic investment or, more likely, by letting the dollar climb to levels that are substantially overvalued in terms of U.S. trade competitiveness. Every rise of a mere 1 percent in the trade-weighted average of the dollar in fact reduces the U.S. current account balance by $20 to $25 billion, after a lag of two years, cutting economic growth and destroying 100,000 to 150,000 jobs in an economy already suffering from high unemployment. Partly as a result of persistent budget deficits, the dollar has been overvalued by at least 10 percent--and frequently by much more--over the past forty years. As a result, U.S. competitiveness and the entire U.S. economy have been severely undermined. In addition, the United States has become by far the world's largest debtor country, and its external balance is on a wholly unsustainable trajectory. The trade and budget deficits are not "twins" in any mechanistic sense. The latter inherently promotes the former, however, as we have observed over these last four decades. Elimination of the fiscal imbalance, and preferably the maintenance of a modest surplus over the course of the business cycle to produce an adequate level of overall national saving, is imperative to avoid further severe deterioration of the international economic position of the United States. 
Democracy

Growth solves democracy – promotes tolerance

Friedman, ‘5 –  Benjamin M. Friedman is the William Joseph Maier Professor of Political Economy at Harvard. [Oct 27. Carnegie Council. “The moral Consequences of Economic Growth”. https://www.carnegiecouncil.org/resources/transcripts/5278.html/_res/id=sa_File1/The_Moral_Consequences_of_Economic_Growth.pdf]

Why, in a society as rich as ours, do we care so much about such matters? After all, the relationship of standard of living and life expectancy and what diseases we suffer and whether we can read and write and whether we have indoor plumbing has played itself out by the time an economy gets to a standard of living, say, half of ours. For example, the Portuguese or the Koreans have a standard of living no more than half of ours, yet, on all of these basic life dimensions, they are just as well off as we are. So why should we care? We should care for a reason that goes well beyond the material benefits that economic growth provides. Societies like ours, and specifically including ours, are more likely to be successful at preserving and enhancing their basic moral values when the majority of the population has a sense of getting ahead. By "basic moral values," I mean, for instance, whether the society provides opportunities to those who are able and willing to take them, whether the society is characterized by tolerance of people of other races, other religions, and different backgrounds. I have in mind whether we have a sense of fairness, generosity to those who are less advantaged, whether we are committed to the preservation and strengthening of our democratic institutions—in short, the whole range of characteristics of a society that thinkers since the Enlightenment have considered not only as explicitly positive characteristics, but also explicitly moral characteristics of the society. I picture the average citizen asking himself or herself questions like, "How am I living compared to how I was doing twenty years ago?" "What's it like at my house compared to what it was like growing up in my parents' house?" For young adults, "How is my career starting out compared to what all of my uncles and aunts had in their day?" For people at a slightly later stage, "What am I doing in providing for my children compared to how I grew up myself?" For people at a yet older stage, "What are the career prospects for  my children compared to the prospects that I had as a young man or a young woman starting out?" This is not a story about business cycles. This is not a story about people comparing themselves today to two or three years ago. This is about today versus ten or fifteen years ago, today versus a generation ago. When a broad cross-section of the population looks back over those comparisons and is able to have the sense that they are getting ahead economically, that is the condition under which societies make progress in tolerance, mobility, fairness, and democracy. By contrast, when the broad bulk of the population has the sense of stagnation or, worse yet, falling behind, opportunity and tolerance erode, fairness falls by the wayside, and democratic institutions are allowed to wither. I look back to the Civil War and trace the century and a half of experience since then and ask, when are the periods when American society made progress, and when did we fall back? I also look at the traditional large European democracies—France, Germany, Britain—again asking, when did these democracies move forward as democracies, and conversely, when did they fall back? I examine the experience of the developing world, where life's necessities are also in play, but I argue that the fairness and democracy of the developing world is also at stake when we think about economic growth. There are four important implications of this hypothesis: The first is very optimistic. If it's true that what matters for such aspects of a society's moral development is not how rich it is in terms of standard of living, but rather its growth in the sense of whether the average citizen feels he is getting ahead, then the very optimistic implication is that those countries in the world where incomes and living standards are far below ours do not have to wait, and will not have to wait, until they achieve Western living standards before they begin to democratize. We see evidence of this all over the world. Half a century ago, there were only about fifty functioning electoral democracies. Today there are over 100. Many of the new ones are indeed in what we think of as developing economies. To take the most obvious example of a developing economy that is still not a democracy, China: If the Chinese continue to maintain the very rapid growth rate and increase in standard of living that they have achieved over the past twenty-five years, then within our lifetimes, we will see the beginnings of a political liberalization in China, to go along with the economic liberalization. Today, unlike when I first visited China twenty-five years ago, most Chinese are free to decide where they want to work, whether they want to work, whether to start a new business, whether to hire or fire somebody. But they can't decide on what form of government they want. The tension that the Chinese now face between the increasing liberalization of their economic life versus the continued rigidity of what is a military dictatorship will be resolved in the direction of liberalization in the political sphere as well. That doesn't mean that it has to look like American democracy in every respect, but under conditions of economic growth, the Chinese will resolve this very fundamental tension in a positive direction. This holds true in the developing world as well. Those developing countries that are able to sustain economic growth such that the broad majority of the population has a sense of getting ahead will make progress in these dimensions. The second major implication is a very sobering one. Even in a country as rich as the United States, if what matters for these purposes is the growth of the economy rather than the level of people's incomes, then any time the economy stagnates, our basic democratic values are at risk. Despite a fairly strong American economy at the moment, the majority of Americans are not doing well. The Census Bureau reported recently that in 2004, for the fifth year in a row, the median income in the United States decreased after adjustment for inflation—five years in a row in which the family right at the middle of the American income distributions saw a decrease in its income and standard of living. My argument is not about business cycles, but about longer periods of time, people thinking back a generation or at least ten or fifteen years. If we arrest this decline in incomes for the median family in the United States, then five years could look like a blip. But by contrast, if we remain mired in the current situation, then the lessons of my book are rather sobering. At times in the past when our citizens have not had a sense of getting ahead, predictable pathologies have flourished in American society in ways that we all regret. Whether we look at attitudes towards immigrants or race relations or religious prejudice, generosity to the poor, the ebbing and flowing of the strength of our democracy, the times like the 1880s and 1890s or like the 1920s or like the period from the OPEC years right up through the early 1990s, when the majority of American citizens have been stagnating or falling behind, have not been episodes that we would like to repeat. Think about attitudes towards immigrants. A question that I pose in the book is, why did we have a wave of anti-immigrant violence in the 1850s? Why did it go away after the Civil War? Then in the 1880s and 1890s, why did we have a wave of ugly anti-immigrant agitation? After the turn of the twentieth century, why did that give way to a period in which the predominant attitude was to welcome immigrants, but to Americanize them? This was the origin of the high school movement. At the beginning of the twentieth century, there were almost no public high schools in the United States. The fraction of the American population that had a high-school education as of 1900 was 3 percent. But the idea was that if we were to welcome all of these immigrants, we had to Americanize them. This is also where the Social Studies curriculum came from. 

Environment / Warming

Economic growth solves warming and the environment – EKC curves

Tierney, 9 – John, columnist [April 20. New York Times.  “Use Energy, Get Rich and Save the Planet”. http://www.nytimes.com/2009/04/21/science/earth/21tier.html]

But among researchers who analyze environmental data, a lot has changed since the 1970s. With the benefit of their hindsight and improved equations, I’ll make a couple of predictions: 1. There will be no green revolution in energy or anything else. No leader or law or treaty will radically change the energy sources for people and industries in the United States or other countries. No recession or depression will make a lasting change in consumers’ passions to use energy, make money and buy new technology — and that, believe it or not, is good news, because... 2. The richer everyone gets, the greener the planet will be in the long run. I realize this second prediction seems hard to believe when you consider the carbon being dumped into the atmosphere today by Americans, and the projections for increasing emissions from India and China as they get richer. Those projections make it easy to assume that affluence and technology inflict more harm on the environment. But while pollution can increase when a country starts industrializing, as people get wealthier they can afford cleaner water and air. They start using sources of energy that are less carbon-intensive — and not just because they’re worried about global warming. The process of “decarbonization” started long before Al Gore was born. The old wealth-is-bad IPAT theory may have made intuitive sense, but it didn’t jibe with the data that has been analyzed since that first Earth Day. By the 1990s, researchers realized that graphs of environmental impact didn’t produce a simple upward-sloping line as countries got richer. The line more often rose, flattened out and then reversed so that it sloped downward, forming the shape of a dome or an inverted U — what’s called a Kuznets curve. (See nytimes.com/tierneylab for an example.) In dozens of studies, researchers identified Kuznets curves for a variety of environmental problems. There are exceptions to the trend, especially in countries with inept governments and poor systems of property rights, but in general, richer is eventually greener. As incomes go up, people often focus first on cleaning up their drinking water, and then later on air pollutants like sulfur dioxide. As their wealth grows, people consume more energy, but they move to more efficient and cleaner sources — from wood to coal and oil, and then to natural gas and nuclear power, progressively emitting less carbon per unit of energy. This global decarbonization trend has been proceeding at a remarkably steady rate since 1850, according to Jesse Ausubel of Rockefeller University and Paul Waggoner of the Connecticut Agricultural Experiment Station. “Once you have lots of high-rises filled with computers operating all the time, the energy delivered has to be very clean and compact,” said Mr. Ausubel, the director of the Program for the Human Environment at Rockefeller. “The long-term trend is toward natural gas and nuclear power, or conceivably solar power. If the energy system is left to its own devices, most of the carbon will be out of it by 2060 or 2070.” But what about all the carbon dioxide being spewed out today by Americans commuting to McMansions? Well, it’s true that American suburbanites do emit more greenhouse gases than most other people in the world (although New Yorkers aren’t much different from other affluent urbanites). But the United States and other Western countries seem to be near the top of a Kuznets curve for carbon emissions and ready to start the happy downward slope. The amount of carbon emitted by the average American has remained fairly flat for the past couple of decades, and per capita carbon emissions have started declining in some countries, like France. Some researchers estimate that the turning point might come when a country’s per capita income reaches $30,000, but it can vary widely, depending on what fuels are available. Meanwhile, more carbon is being taken out of the atmosphere by the expanding forests in America and other affluent countries. Deforestation follows a Kuznets curve, too. In poor countries, forests are cleared to provide fuel and farmland, but as people gain wealth and better agricultural technology, the farm fields start reverting to forestland. Of course, even if rich countries’ greenhouse impact declines, there will still be an increase in carbon emissions from China, India and other countries ascending the Kuznets curve. While that prospect has environmentalists lobbying for global restrictions on greenhouse gases, some economists fear that a global treaty could ultimately hurt the atmosphere by slowing economic growth, thereby lengthening the time it takes for poor countries to reach the turning point on the curve. But then, is there much reason to think that countries at different stages of the Kuznets curve could even agree to enforce tough restrictions? The Kyoto treaty didn’t transform Europe’s industries or consumers. While some American environmentalists hope that the combination of the economic crisis and a new president can start an era of energy austerity and green power, Mr. Ausubel says they’re hoping against history. Over the past century, he says, nothing has drastically altered the long-term trends in the way Americans produce or use energy — not the Great Depression, not the world wars, not the energy crisis of the 1970s or the grand programs to produce alternative energy. “Energy systems evolve with a particular logic, gradually, and they don’t suddenly morph into something different,” Mr. Ausubel says. That doesn’t make for a rousing speech on Earth Day. But in the long run, a Kuznets curve is more reliable than a revolution. 
Turns warming – tech

Freedman, ‘8 – Andrew, environmental journalist and policy analyst (10/20/08. Washington Post. http://voices.washingtonpost.com/capitalweathergang/2008/10/will_the_climate_benefit_from.html)

Furthermore, It's quite possible that the economic mess will work against emissions reduction efforts by making governments and businesses more skittish about spending money to develop and deploy alternative energy technologies or enact tough new emissions standards. 

Economic growth is necessary to solve climate change – developing nations

Klemperer, ‘7 – Paul,  Edgeworth Professor of Economics at Oxford University and CEPR Research Fellow 9 [VOX.  “What is the top priority on climate change?”. http://www.voxeu.org/index.php?q=node/803]

As the developing world ramps up its greenhouse-gas emissions, what should our top priority in climate-change policy be? The critical issue is that no strategy will work unless it is consistent with developing countries' continued economic growth. So we are unlikely to be able to reduce the use of “dirty” energy enough – either through carbon taxes or through a “cap and trade” permit system – unless we can find a cheap clean substitute. And that requires innovation. Developing countries are not going to give up the immediate aspirations of their (often growing) populations for climate-change benefits that are largely in the future. Worrying about preserving the environment for our great-grandchildren is a luxury developing nations do not have. China, for example, stresses even in the Forward to its “National Climate Change Programme” that “economic and social development and poverty eradication are [its] first and overriding priorities” – hardly a surprise when the latest figures show 300 million of its people live below the World Bank’s dollar-a-day poverty line, and perhaps 100 million are illiterate. 

Gender Inequality

Economic growth reduces gender inequality – statistics

Forsythe et al, 2k [Nancy Forsythe,  prof of Sociology and Women’s Studies at the University of Maryland; Roberto Patricio Korzeniewicz, prof of sociology at the University of Maryland; Valerie Durrant, Ph.D. in sociology with an emphasis in demography. Economic Development and Cultural Change, Vol. 48, No. 3 (April 2000), pp. 573-617. Economic Development and Cultural Change, Vol. 48, No. 3 (April 2000), pp. 573-617]

 In summary, the level of economic development has a signiﬁcant, positive, and linear relationship to the relative status of women as measured by the GDI. In a cross-sectional analysis of available data, such a relationship is manifested in the fact that the status of women (as measured by the GDI) is higher in wealthy nations and lower in poorer ones. In a longitudinal analysis of the data, such a relationship is manifested in the fact that advances in the GDI were most pronounced, after controlling for the initial level of women’s status, in countries undergoing the highest rates of economic growth. These results were robust after controlling for patriarchal institutional arrangements, a variable that is often viewed as signiﬁcant in the literature. However, neither the cross-sectional (for both 1970 and 1992) nor the longitudinal (1970–92) analysis provided any support for the notion that economic development and the status of women are characterized by a curvilinear relationship. As indicated in our longitudinal models, the rise in women’s status between 1970 and 1992 was most pronounced in countries where women had relatively lower levels of status in the early 1970s. And while the legacy of patriarchal institutional arrangements (as indicated by the Muslim and Latin America variables) explains cross-sectional patterns in women’s status, such a characteristic indicates no signiﬁcance in the longitudinal models. Different results are obtained when looking at inequalities between men and women as measured by the GI. Here, both cross-sectional and longitudinal (1970–92) analyses appear to provide support for the argument that economic development and gender inequalities are characterized by a curvilinear relationship. In the cross-sectional analysis of available data, however, we show that such a relationship actually reﬂects the relatively higher level of inequalities in both Muslim and Latin American countries (nations that also tend to be characterized by intermediate levels of economic development). But the curvilinear relationship between economic development and gender inequalities is robust in a longitudinal analysis of the data, even after controlling for the legacy of patriarchal institutional arrangements. The longitudinal model on gender inequality also suggests that gender inequalities were less likely to decline in Muslim countries (as opposed to the pattern found regarding women’s status), that Latin American countries showed no signiﬁcant pattern of their own regarding changes in gender inequality between 1970 and 1992, and that countries with higher original levels of inequality in 1970 were likely to experience the greatest relative decline in inequalities in subsequent decades. Structural adjustment did not appear as a signiﬁcant variable explaining trends in either women’s status or gender inequality. Patterns of change during the period under consideration are summarized in table 11. As indicated above, all countries showed some degree of improvement in the status of women during the period under con- sideration. In some (e.g., most high-income countries), the improvement in the status of women was less pronounced than in others (e.g., Algeria, Iran, Morocco, Nepal, Saudi Arabia, Tunisia), but they all moved toward a rising status. However, trends are rather mixed regarding gender inequalities. Here, some countries were characterized by a signiﬁcant reduction in inequalities (most notably, Barbados, Denmark, Finland, Norway, and Sweden). Others, however, even though experiencing an improvement in the status of women, actually showed an increase in gender inequalities (e.g., Egypt, Guinea, Honduras, India). The ﬁndings suggest that while wealthy nations tended to experience less pronounced change in women’s status, they also were the nations that showed the most pronounced reductions in gender inequality 
Hegemony

Fiscal irresponsibility is the only thing that can cause multipolarity

Khalilzhad, ’11 – Zalmay, the former head of policy planning at DOD (2/2/11. The National Interst. http://nationalinterest.org/letters/follow-the-leader-4817)

U.S. grand strategy since the end of the Cold War has not fundamentally endangered American global primacy. Our current military budget as a percentage of GNP is consistent with past levels. The more serious threat to our position in the world is our continued economic problems and the rise of rival powers such as China. Whether we can address slow growth and mounting debt before they force us to retrench internationally is our test. Should we fail to get our economic house in order while others continue to grow at a rapid pace, a multipolar world may reemerge. In such a scenario, offshore balancing could be a sensible option. 

Economic strength is key to sticky power which is key to hegemony

Mead, ‘4 – Walter Russell, Professor of Foreign Affairs and Humanities at Bard College, Editor-at-Large of The American Interest,  Henry A. Kissinger senior fellow for U.S. foreign policy at the Council on Foreign Relations (March / April. “America’s Sticky Power”. Foreign Policy. http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2004/03/01/americas_sticky_power?page=0,2)

Similarly, in the last 60 years, as foreigners have acquired a greater value in the United States-government and private bonds, direct and portfolio private investments--more and more of them have acquired an interest in maintaining the strength of the U.S.-led system. A collapse of the U.S. economy and the ruin of the dollar would do more than dent the prosperity of the United States. Without their best customer, countries including China and Japan would fall into depressions. The financial strength of every country would be severely shaken should the United States collapse. Under those circumstances, debt becomes a strength, not a weakness, and other countries fear to break with the United States because they need its market and own its securities. Of course, pressed too far, a large national debt can turn from a source of strength to a crippling liability, and the United States must continue to justify other countries' faith by maintaining its long-term record of meeting its financial obligations. But, like Samson in the temple of the Philistines, a collapsing U.S. economy would inflict enormous, unacceptable damage on the rest of the world. That is sticky power with a vengeance. THE SUM OF ALL POWERS?   The United States' global economic might is therefore not simply, to use Nye's formulations, hard power that compels others or soft power that attracts the rest of the world. Certainly, the U.S. economic system provides the United States with the prosperity needed to underwrite its security strategy, but it also encourages other countries to accept U.S. leadership. U.S. economic might is sticky power.   How will sticky power help the United States address today's challenges? One pressing need is to ensure that Iraq's economic reconstruction integrates the nation more firmly in the global economy. Countries with open economies develop powerful trade-oriented businesses; the leaders of these businesses can promote economic policies that respect property rights, democracy, and the rule of law. Such leaders also lobby governments to avoid the isolation that characterized Iraq and Libya under economic sanctions. And looking beyond Iraq, the allure of access to Western capital and global markets is one of the few forces protecting the rule of law from even further erosion in Russia.   China's rise to global prominence will offer a key test case for sticky power. As China develops economically, it should gain wealth that could support a military rivaling that of the United States; China is also gaining political influence in the world. Some analysts in both China and the United States believe that the laws of history mean that Chinese power will someday clash with the reigning U.S. power.   Sticky power offers a way out. China benefits from participating in the U.S. economic system and integrating itself into the global economy. Between 1970 and 2003, China's gross domestic product grew from an estimated $106 billion to more than $1.3 trillion. By 2003, an estimated $450 billion of foreign money had flowed into the Chinese economy. Moreover, China is becoming increasingly dependent on both imports and exports to keep its economy (and its military machine) going. Hostilities between the United States and China would cripple China's industry, and cut off supplies of oil and other key commodities.   Sticky power works both ways, though. If China cannot afford war with the United States, the United States will have an increasingly hard time breaking off commercial relations with China. In an era of weapons of mass destruction, this mutual dependence is probably good for both sides. Sticky power did not prevent World War I, but economic interdependence runs deeper now; as a result, the "inevitable" U.S.-Chinese conflict is less likely to occur.   Sticky power, then, is important to U.S. hegemony for two reasons: It helps prevent war, and, if war comes, it helps the United States win. But to exercise power in the real world, the pieces must go back together. Sharp, sticky, and soft power work together to sustain U.S. hegemony. Today, even as the United States' sharp and sticky power reach unprecedented levels, the rise of anti-Americanism reflects a crisis in U.S. soft power that challenges fundamental assumptions and relationships in the U.S. system. Resolving the tension so that the different forms of power reinforce one another is one of the principal challenges facing U.S. foreign policy in 2004 and beyond. 
Key to heg – military strength, international perception, and domestic isolationism 

Morgan, ‘8 –  Iwan Morgan is Professor of US Studies and Head of US Programmes at the Institute for the Study of the Americas [ISA]. He was previously Professor of Modern American History and Head of Department of Politics and Modern History at London Guildhall University and Professor of American Governance at London Metropolitan University (“Bush on the Rocks” International Politics (2008) 45, 92–112. http://www.palgrave-journals.com/ip/journal/v45/n1/full/8800147a.html)

In order to contextualize the analysis, it is necessary first to consider the significance of America's economic strength to its broader global power. Empire, of course, is not an uncontested term in the lexicon available to characterize America's position in the international system. ‘Hegemon,’ ‘superpower,’ and ‘unilateralist’ continue to have their devotees, but arguably none of these convey the change in America's view of its world role since the cataclysmic events of 9/11. The Bush Doctrine's arrogation to the United States of the right to set international standards, determine threats — actual and potential, and use force as it sees fit can reasonably be regarded as imperialism howsoever named. (Hitchens, 2002; Shaw, 2002; Cox, 2003, 2004; Ferguson, 2003; Cohen, 2004) But whatever term is used to define American power, it is evident that, in Ikenberry's (2004, 153) words, ‘the ability of any state to dominate the international system depends on its economic strength.’ First and foremost, economic growth generates the lifeblood of hard power. America's imperial project requires it to bear the costs of the attendant global military liabilities without harm to its economy. During the Cold War the United States built up a huge national security apparatus to sustain global containment of communism for nigh on 40 years, but defence spending actually declined as a share of total output over the course of this conflict thanks to the growth of the giant American economy. During the Reagan defence build-up of Fiscal Years (FY) 1982–1987, national security outlays averaged 6.1 percent of gross domestic product (GDP), well below the Cold War peak of 14.2 percent of GDP in FY 1953.1 The strength of the American economy also helped to determine the outcome of this superpower conflict. In the 1980s the Soviet Union's defence budget claimed a proportion of national output between two and three times greater than its American counterpart. Mikhail Gorbachev's recognition that this was unsustainable was instrumental in his decision to pursue a détente that would allow for restructuring of his country's inefficient economy. (Kennedy, 1989; Nye, 1990; Schweizer, 2002) At first sight America's 21st century imperial grand strategy looks less costly than its Cold War crusade. In FY 2004 the defence budget amounted to $456 billion, equivalent to 3.9 percent of GDP, a substantially lower share than in the Reagan era. However, the Bush-initiated defence expansion is set to last far longer than the record continuous expansion from FY 1977 to FY 1989. On a best-case scenario, the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) (2005, 52–53) projected that military spending on current baseline assumptions would dip in FY 2006 and FY 2007 before rising steadily to $529 billion in FY 2015 and that defence would average 2.9 percent of GDP from FY 2006 to FY 2015. However, the Bush administration's tendency to fund its defence expansion in part through supplemental requests — which accounted for 20 percent of total military spending in FY 2004 — suggests that CBO estimates are short of the mark.2 Many analysts (Kady, 2004; Brainard and O'Hanlon, 2004) anticipate that the defence budget will exceed $600 billion within a decade because of this and other underestimates. Whatever its true scope, the main expansion will take place from 2010 onwards through the conjunction of new weapons systems (such as the Marine Corps' V-22 Osprey tilt-rotor troop carrier, the Virginia-class attack submarine, and the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter) reaching full production, higher operation and maintenance costs, and pay rises and enhanced benefits to attract and hold military personnel. Military outlays are not the only source of rising governmental expenditure in the Bush era. Homeland security costs (about a quarter of which are subsumed within the defence budget) are projected to rise from $36 billion in FY 2004 to $50 billion in FY 2015. (CBO, 2005, 71) However, analysts such as Peterson (2004) contend that the expansion will need to be much greater to deal with weak points in the system.3 Moreover, in previous periods of military expansion (World War II, the early 1950s, and the 1980s) domestic programme expenditure was either reduced or its expansion was slowed. By contrast, the early 21st century economy will have to bear not only the higher costs of defence and homeland security but also significant increases in social security and Medicare as the post-1945 baby-boom generation reaches retirement age from 2012 onward.4 The second requirement of economic power is to enable the United States to maintain the liberal economic order of free markets in trade and capital that it created at the end of World War II and has promoted ever since. Like Britain in the 19th century international economy, the United States acted in the second-half of the 20th century as the hegemonic stabilizer who ‘resolves the question of which state will govern the system, as well as what ideas and values will predominate, thereby determining the ethos of succeeding ages’(Gilpin, 1981, 203). From Keohane's perspective (1984, 32), the hegemonic power had to possess a preponderance of material resources — particularly raw materials, capital, control of markets, and leadership in highly valued goods — in order to make and enforce the rules of the international economy through either coercion or inducement. Of course, hegemony should not be interpreted as omnipotence. Even at the height of its relative economic power in the late 1940s, the United States did not always hold sway over very dependent allies (Ikenberry, 1989). As other industrial nations recovered from World War II and new ones rose, America's economic ascendancy inevitably diminished in scope, but the rash of predictions that its power over the international economic system was near its end proved mistaken (Cox, 2001)5. Although the world became more globalized and interdependent towards the end of the 20th century, America exercised what Wade (2003) termed ‘empire-like power’ over the international economy. In part this reflected its continued ascendancy in terms of tangible economic resources. In overall volume of production and trade, the US is broadly on level terms with the European Union and somewhat ahead of Japan/East Asia, but as neither of these competitors is a single state, they face greater difficulty in devising common policies. America's economy is more than double the size of any other national economy, so it more often initiates policies to which the other two blocs react. Moreover, it holds a strong lead over all countries in the production and application of new information technology; the dollar is the global reserve currency; Wall Street continues to be the heart of the world's financial system; and America's giant domestic market has been a vital piston in the engine of global economic growth, particularly through its capacity to rescue the international economy from stagnation by acting as the importer of last resort (Zuckerman, 1998; Cumings, 1999). America's authority over the international economic system also reflected its significance as the seemingly indispensable guarantor of order, ranging from its role in ensuring the security of world oil supplies to its broad promotion of open markets. America's ascendancy was not always embraced with enthusiasm; nor was it always unselfishly internationalist and benign (Russett, 1985; Snidal, 1985). Nevertheless the benefits of living under its protection generally outweighed the disadvantages insofar as most other non-communist nations were concerned. When economic disputes with other countries arose, as they inevitably did from time to time, the imbalance of interdependence generally enabled the US to resolve these to its satisfaction through the bargaining process. Although the leading powers in the international economic system became locked together in mutual dependency, the United States tended to be the least dependent member in this relationship and that asymmetry generally acted to its advantage, as was exemplified by Japan's response to the Wall Street crash of October 1987. Amidst growing concern about the impact of the US trade and budget deficits on the dollar's value in mid-1987, lighter than normal Japanese purchases of Treasury bonds helped to push up American interest rates as a premium to cover the added risk. However, Japan's central bank massively increased its security purchases in the wake of the stock market collapse, which many analysts attributed to the fear of a dollar-strike by foreigners. As one Japanese financial analyst commented, ‘Japanese financial institutions are captives of the American market. When you lend too much money, you have a vital interest in that economy staying healthy, so you have to cooperate’(Nye, 1990, 158). Finally, America's economic strength not only underwrites its hard power but also ‘burnishes the reputation and self-confidence of the country and thus contributes equally to soft power’(Nye, 2002, 125). The well-being of the economy is tied in with the self-identity of Americans as the people of plenty. When it is doing badly, this is strongly reflected in the national mood, as was evident in the ‘malaise’ of the late 1970s and the inward-looking concerns of the American public in the early 1990s. On assuming the presidency, Ronald Reagan made it his first order of business to rescue the ailing economy as a prerequisite for rebuilding national confidence in America's capacity to win the Cold War. ‘Nothing was possible,’ he later declared, ‘unless we made the economy sound again’(Reagan, 1990, 333). The successful example of its economy operating in accordance with liberal values of market openness, regulatory flexibility, and unrestricted movement of capital also energizes America's efforts to promote the kind of international economic order it prefers. With the conundrum of slow productivity apparently resolved by the high-tech boom of the 1990s, the main concern about the American model centred on its capacity to overcome income inequality rather than to sustain aggregate growth. To many foreigners the benefits of greater reliance on market forces had to be measured against the costs in greater inequality and insecurity for those in the lower half of the income distribution (Hutton, 2002; Stiglitz, 2002; Finnegan, 2003). According to Nye (2002, 132), resolving how ‘we deal at home with those who are left behind’ was consequently essential to enhance America's soft power. 
The dollar is key to leadership – strengthens autonomy

Kirshner, ‘8 –Jonathon Kirshner is Director of the Peace Studies Program and a Professor of Government at Cornell University [August. “Dollar primacy and American power: What’s at stake?”.  Review of International Political Economy 15:3 August 2008: 418–438. http://web.rollins.edu/~tlairson/seminar/dollarprime.pdf]

During the 1960s it was understood that the ‘principal advantage’ of the Bretton Woods system for the US was that its balance of payments deﬁcits ‘can be ﬁnanced in part through increases in the dollar reserves held by foreign monetary authorities’. To the extent that its deﬁcits are ﬁnanced in part by increased holdings of dollar reserves abroad, the US could run larger balance of payments deﬁcits than other states; moreover, and perhaps with even greater consequences, ‘it [could] take greater risks in adopting economic policies that might have adverse effects on the balance-of-payments’. 24 This remains true for as long as the dollar retains its attractiveness abroad; today, the principal overt beneﬁts that the US enjoys from the international role of the dollar are the ability to sustain deﬁcits on its international accounts that others can not, and the related and crucial ability not simply to run deﬁcits at a certain magnitude, but to take risks and adopt economic policies that would, anywhere else, elicit a withering ‘disciplinary’ response from international ﬁnancial markets. The key currency role of the dollar also provides to the US not only overt power via its enhanced autonomy and discretion, it increases the political inﬂuence and capacity of the US, via what has been called ‘structural power’. There are two distinct (if related) strands of thought on structural power that are relevant here, one associated with Susan Strange and the other with Albert Hirschman Strange’s conception of structural power owes something to Woody Allen; as with aspiring playwrights, for hegemons, 90% of structural power is just showing up. Simply by its enormous size, a dominant state creates the context in which political interactions take place – often without even the intention of doing so. Thus, for example, any discussion of the international monetary system takes place in the context of dollar primacy. Of course, structural power can also be quite purposeful, although it is expressed not by ‘relational’ power or coercion over speciﬁc outcomes, but via agenda setting – ‘the power to decide how things shall be done, the power to shape frameworks within which states relate to each other’. 25 The strand of structural power associated with Hirschman emphasizes how the pattern of economic relations between states can transform the calculation of political interest. States (and private actors within states) that use the dollar (and especially those that hold their reserves in dollars) develop a vested interest in the value and stability of the dollar. Once in widespread use, the fate of the dollar becomes more than just America’s problem – it becomes the problem off all dollar holders (to varying degrees from case to case). Even those that simply peg to the dollar as part of a broader international economic strategy also have an interest in future of the greenback even without signing on as ‘stakeholders’ the way large holders of dollars have, advertantly or not, as they accumulate dollar denominated assets. 26 In the contemporary system, then, dollar primacy increases both the ‘hard power’ and the ‘soft power’ of the US Regarding the former, America’s coercive capacity is enhanced by its greater autonomy to run deﬁcits and to adopt policies that would otherwise elicit a countervailing market reaction. As for the latter, the structural beneﬁts afforded to the US can be classiﬁed under Nye’s deﬁnition of ‘soft power’ – getting others to want what you want them to want. For Strange the weight of the dollar beneﬁts the US by necessitating that relevant political arenas will be operate in such a way that cannot but account for American interests. For Hirschman, the US gains because participation in a dollar-based international monetary order both shapes the perceived self-interests of states and of many private actors within states, and also, more concretely, by creating stakeholders in the fate of the dollar. 
Poverty
Growth solves poverty – gains are distributed evenly

Dollar and Kraay,  ‘2 – David Dollar is Head of the Macroeconomics and Growth Group in the Research Department of the World Bank. Aart Kraay is a Senior Economist in the Development Research Group of the World Bank's Development Economics Vice Presidency (“Growth is Good for the Poor”. Journal of Economic Growth, 7. 2002. http://siteresources.worldbank.org/DEC/Resources/22015_Growth_is_Good_for_Poor.pdf)

Average incomes of the poorest fifth of a country on average rise or fall at the same rate as average incomes. This is a consequence of the strong empirical regularity that the share of income of the poorest fifth does not vary systematically with average incomes, in a large sample of countries spanning the past four decades. This relationship holds across regions and income levels, and in normal times as well as during crises. We also find that a variety of pro-growth macroeconomic policies, such as low inflation, moderate size of government, sound financial development, respect for the rule of law, and openness to international trade, raise average incomes with little systematic effect on the distribution of income. This supports the view that a basic policy package of private property rights, fiscal discipline, macroeconomic stability, and openness to trade on average increases the income of the poor to the same extent that it increases the income of the other households in society. It is worth emphasizing that our evidence does not suggest a “trickle-down” process or sequencing in which the rich get richer first and eventually benefits trickle down to the poor. The evidence, to the contrary, is that private property rights, stability, and openness contemporaneously create a good environment for poor households -- and everyone else -- to increase their production and income. On the other hand, we find little evidence that formal democratic institutions or a large degree of government spending on social services systematically affect incomes of the poor. Our findings do not imply that growth is all that is needed to improve the lives of the poor. Rather, we simply emphasize that growth on average does benefit the poor as much as anyone else in society, and so standard growth-enhancing policies should be at the center of any effective poverty reduction strategy. This also does not mean that the potential distributional effects of growth, or the policies that support growth, can or should be ignored. Our results do not imply that the income share of the poorest quintile is immutable – rather, we simply are unable to relate the changes across countries and over time in this income share to average incomes, or to a variety of proxies for policies and institutions that matter for growth and poverty reduction. This may simply be because any effects of these policies on the income share of the poorest quintile are small relative to the very substantial measurement error in the very imperfect available  income distribution data we are forced to rely upon. It may also be due to the inability of our simple empirical models to capture the complex interactions between inequality and growth suggested by some theoretical models. In short, existing cross-country evidence – including our own – provides disappointingly little guidance as to what mix of growthoriented policies might especially benefit the poorest in society. But our evidence does strongly suggest that economic growth and the policies and institutions that support it on average benefit the poorest in society as much as anyone else. 
Growth empirically reduces poverty

 Norton, professor of business at Wheaton College, 2002 (Seth, “ECONOMIC GROWTH AND POVERTY: IN SEARCH OF TRICKLE-DOWN”, Fall 2002 http://www.cato.org/pubs/journal/cj22n2/cj22n2-5.pdf, accessed)

The more relevant issue is the role of economic growth in reducing poverty. The trickle-up contention and the jaundiced view of trickledown—the trickle is just a small trickle—rest strongly on the contention that it is the “quality of growth” and the redistribution of the benefits of growth, not growth itself, that leads to the elimination of poverty. The results documented in Tables 2 and 3 challenge that assertion. For example, suppose the poor countries of the world experienced average economic growthof 5 percent per annum. After 5 years, the compounded income would result in an increase of about 27.62 percent. Ignoring the effect of the other income group, the impact of the rich stratum’s income growth would decrease the death rate (“Deathby 40”) by about 3.76 percent, whereas an increase in the income of the poor stratum would reduce the death rate by about 2.55 percent. 4 Thus, in the ceteris paribus sense, the poverty reduction by growth of the richest class’s income would generate a greater effect than the poverty reduction attributable to the growth of poor class’s income. However, incomes of the rich and poor do not grow in a ceteris paribus sense. The incomes of the rich and the poor actually grow together as Table 1 clearly documents. More importantly, the data show that poverty falls as the rich get richer. Thus, economic growth should enhance the well-being of the poor as well as the rich. We can directly examine the role of economic growth in ameliorating poverty as measured by the HPI. Table 4 contains regression estimates of the impact of economic growth, as measured by the percentage growthrates in per capita GDP for various time periods, on the HPI. For control purposes, the initial per capita GDP levels  are also included in the estimates to assure that the results deal with growth and not just the dispersion of income across countries. 5 The results show that the growth rates for all periods are significant determinants of poverty rates, and the sign is negative in all cases—i.e., economic growth reduces measured poverty rates. Moreover, the explanatory power of growth rates increases somewhat as the period lengthens, with the maximum explanatory power occurring with the 1970–90 estimate. The use of the components of the HPI in comparable regressions in Table 5, using only the estimate from Table 4 with the highest adjusted R-squared (the 1970–90 estimate), provides further evidence of the benefits of economic growth to the poor. In particular, if growth increased one standard deviation above the mean for the  1970–90 period (i.e., by .44), the proportion of the population surviving to age 40 would increase by almost 6 percentage points. At the sample mean, there would be a reduction from about 21 percent not surviving to age 40 to about 15 percent. 

Prolif

Growth solves prolif – conventional militaries are expensive

Lind, ‘9 –  Michael Lind is Policy Director of the Economic Growth Program at the New America Foundation (“ How I learned to stop worrying and live with the bomb”  OCT 13 . http://www.salon.com/news/opinion/feature/2009/10/13/nuclear_weapons)

Superior conventional forces are the weapons of the rich. Only the most advanced industrial states can afford to build world-class conventional military forces, and paying for them is much easier if an economy is large and dynamic. This is good news. Countries with large and dynamic economies tend to have relatively rational if not necessarily democratic governments and to be committed to the geopolitical status quo. Nazi Germany, rich but irrational, committed suicide in a short period of time, and the Soviet Union eventually fell apart because its economy could not support its massive conventional and nuclear forces. Today's rapidly developing China is far more prudent and responsible than Mao's China. Nuclear weapons, by contrast, are weapons of the weak. They can be acquired by regimes that, because of poverty or ideology, are incapable of developing the world-class economy needed to support world-class conventional forces. It is easier for North Korea to build an atomic bomb than a fleet of aircraft carriers. 

Russia War

Economic downturn collapse Russian restraint, unleashing a winner-take-all war

Nyquist 8 [J.R., a WorldNetDaily contributing editor and author of 'Origins of the Fourth World War.', “Financial Collapse and Destructive War”, September 19, http://www.financialsense.com/stormwatch/geo/pastanalysis/2008/0919.html] 

If the United States went bankrupt the following sequence would occur: The U.S. government would lose its credibility, the country’s currency would fail and imports could not be maintained – especially oil imports. There would be shortages. But the sequence doesn’t end with shortages. It doesn’t end with mere economic loss. When the financial structure collapses, the national security structure collapses. Then nothing will restrain the military power of Russia and China. A few days ago Russia’s representative to NATO, Dimitry Rogozin, made a striking statement. He warned that the Europeans risk war if Georgia joins the alliance. “We will terminate all contact with NATO because we cannot cooperate with an organization which supports an aggressor against us. If NATO makes another mistake in its relations with the East, we will be unable to continue our relations. Our people will not understand. For us, it is a ‘red line.’” He then characterized Mikhail Saakashvili as a war criminal and “puppet of the United States.” Rogozin warned that Europe should stay out of the “somebody else’s war, which is a war against Russia.” What did Rogozin mean by this? If the Europeans know what is good for them, they will leave the Americans to fend for themselves. In other words – Europe must break with the United States. The real conflict is between Russia and America. Europe need not get involved. The Kremlin’s position was clarified recently by Prime Minister Putin. He said that George Bush was a good man, but that George Bush was no longer in charge of the U.S. government. Evil advisors have taken over in Washington, and these must be dealt with. If you follow Russia closely, and listen to the words of Russian leaders, then you know that there is a low-level war being fought between Russia and America. In fact, it is a war of national survival and Russia is determined to prevail. This has not been stated directly, but was indirectly alluded to by Vladimir Putin when he spoke to the Russian people after the Beslan massacre in 2004. “Despite all the difficulties,” said Putin in a televised speech, “we have managed to preserve the core of the colossus that was the Soviet Union.” And that core has come under attack. “Someone” wants to destroy what remains of the USSR. The Russian leadership is consistent in its policy. Talk of Russia’s “partnership” with America has always been a smokescreen. The Kremlin seeks to justify future military action against the United States and has long been building a case. The Kremlin wants America cut off from its allies, and has patiently waited for the advent of financial collapse as the signal to push hard for Europe’s neutrality. As explained in previous columns, this is the basis of Russia’s recent turn of policy. “Some want to cut a juicy morsel from us,” said Putin in 2004, referring to the oil-rich Caucasus region. “Others are helping them. They are helping because they believe that, as one of the world’s major nuclear powers, Russia still poses a threat to them, and therefore this threat must be removed. And terrorism, of course, is only a tool for achieving these goals.” They want to break the back of the Russian state. They want to deprive Russia of its nuclear arsenal because it “still” threatens them. “This is a challenge to the whole of Russia,” Putin explained, “to the whole of our people. This is an attack on our country.” The plan is to “intimidate” Russia with “inhuman cruelty,” to “paralyze our will and demoralize our society.” The Russian president added: “It would appear that we have a choice of resisting them or agreeing to their claims, surrendering or allowing them to destroy and split Russia….” It is a case of kill or be killed, split or be split. Russia is therefore at war with America. “One cannot fail to see the obvious,” said Putin. “We are not just dealing with separate actions aimed at frightening us, or separate terrorist sorties. We are dealing with direct intervention by way of terrorism against Russia, with total, cruel and full-scale war in which our compatriots die again and again.” Putin is lying, of course. He knows that the wars of the Caucasus were contrived by the Russian General Staff and the KGB. The Kremlin has long operated on the basis of a secret policy. This policy includes the retreat from ideology, the abdication of the Communist Party and false liberalization. KGB defector Anatoliy Golitsyn described this secret policy five years before the Berlin Wall came down, warning that a long-range strategy had been jointly agreed upon by Russia and China in 1960. He outlined the details of the planned collapse of Communism: including the unification of Germany, the elimination of the Warsaw Pact and the push for European neutrality at the outset of a renewed Cold War. To be sure, no policy works exactly as the planners envisioned. There were setbacks and delays. But the objective of the conspiracy remains. It is global revolution. This was Lenin’s conception. This was also the rationale of the Soviet state and the mission of the KGB. The collapse of the Soviet Union was conceived as a strategic maneuver in the late 1950s. It was discussed by KGB Chairman Alexander Shelepin at a secret meeting in 1959. The KGB infiltrated and financed various dissident movements inside the Soviet Bloc. The future role of these movements was clear. A period of fake democracy would be initiated and the West would be “put to sleep.” The Communists in the East denied their faith publicly. They repeated Lenin’s New Economic Policy with a straight face and their hands out. When Communism lost its official standing in Russia, the Communists discovered the feebleness of their revolutionary order. They discovered that fraud is a two-way street. The party bosses weren’t the only ones who could steal, cheat and lie. The reality of the Soviet economy was, in part, expressed in a simple formula: “We pretend to work and they pretend to pay us.” A fraudulent system engenders a fraudulent citizenry and a hollow center. The Soviet public suspected the official ideology was rotten with lies; so once the bankruptcy of the system was publicly admitted the people were confirmed in their cynicism. Besides this, they never really cared about class struggle. The ruling ideology was not theirs. They did not choose it willingly, or embrace it enthusiastically. It was imposed on them by Lenin and Stalin. Only a sub-faction within the aspiring cadre of the Communist Party Soviet Union appreciated Marxist concepts. For such people, Communist ideas signified foreknowledge and power. It was the science and method, pure and rigorous, of global revolutionary conquest. It was a method of seizing power, winning wars and crushing enemies. That is why Mao Zedong scoffed at the atomic bomb. Weapons don’t decide everything, he said. Man decides what happens, and men are guided by ideas, and the ideas of Marx and Lenin are “more powerful than a machine gun,” and more destructive than the atomic bomb. To understand the power of Communist ideas we must come to terms with the emergence of the modern nihilistic misfit and his special brand of narcissistic megalomania. Lenin once wrote that there is no such thing as Communist dogma. This statement may confuse the party idiots, but it clarifies the real situation for the politically perceptive. The apparent abdication of the Communists during the period 1989-91 was a subterfuge long in the making. It was conceivable by the strategists in Moscow because the framework of their ideology involved the integration of sociology, economics and psychology with politics and war. It represented the science of “divide and conquer” carried to perfection. Today the name of Hitler has become a caricature. In our mind’s eye we see the carpet-chewing megalomaniac foaming at the mouth, screaming hate before demented crowds, parading around with goose-stepping soldiers. We call Hitler a “madman” and dismiss him as an aberration. We fool ourselves by thinking there is nobody like him today. But the leaders in Moscow and Beijing are more cunning and better equipped for mass extermination than Hitler ever was. The leaders of the totalitarian countries, behind the façade of liberal reform, are serial killers imprinted with an impulse to butchery. They want more victims, and they want the victims piled ever higher. These are the blood-proofs of their power, and the ultimate assurance of longed-for preeminence. If the ancient Romans destroyed Carthage without nuclear weapons, without modern instruments of war, what will Moscow and Beijing do to the United States when America is paralyzed by financial collapse? Again and again I am asked the question: Why would the leaders of Russia or China want to destroy the United States? One might as well ask why Hitler sought the destruction of the Jews. Why did Genghis Khan exterminate entire cities and depopulate entire regions of the earth? You say that these are the acts of “madmen.” But history is populated with madmen. Everyone can see that Lenin’s successors have refused to bury him. They buried Stalin. They buried Khrushchev. They buried everyone in the country. But they refuse to bury Lenin. He lays in state, in his mausoleum, the great symbol of Communism’s persistence and the KGB’s ongoing mission. The cadre stays the course. The dynamos continue to propel the great engine of destruction. They are there, wearing their masks – in league with their comrades around the globe (in Cuba, in Venezuela, in Bolivia, in South Africa, in Congo, in the American universities). Only when they bury Lenin, only when the Red Tsar is laid to rest, should we accept the death of Communism as an authentic happening in Russia. You see, it doesn’t matter if one percent of a country actually adheres to something. If that one percent is driven to dominate, if that one percent guides the machine, if that one percent makes policy and follows the same old strategy, then the rest are fodder. They are grist for a terrible mill. Ideas are decisive in every system, even if those ideas are a rationale for mass murder, even if those ideas only appeal to thieves and murderers. The killer has an impulse to kill, the tyrant to tyrannize and the warmonger to make war. Vladimir Putin has referred to himself as a “Soviet person.” He has publicly decried the fall of the Soviet Union. He has overseen the return of Soviet symbols to the Russian military, the rebuilding and modernization of key elements of the old Soviet war machine. Whether he is a true tsar or the public face of a secret ruling group, the spirit of Lenin bleeds through his cold Napoleonic façade. America’s financial collapse threatens to uncork the totalitarian genie from its bottle. I believe it is too late to stop the worst from happening. The sequence has begun. The Kremlin knew that a financial crash was about to take place. They’ve been waiting on it. They are prepared to exploit it. And the Americans are completely oblivious. They are utterly unprepared. 

Space Exploration

Growth and fiscal discipline are key to space exploration and development

Elhefnawy, ‘8 –  Nader, B.A. in IR, frequent writer on  international affairs, national security and space issues, contributor to the Space Review ( “Economic growth and space development over the long haul”. June 23. The Space Review. http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1220/1) 
No less important is the expansion of the economic base that would have to support such endeavors, a point which rarely gets much attention. There is an obvious reason why that approach is often ignored: the common claim that the limits to growth on Earth mandate a turn to the exploitation of space. (Such arguments are not exclusive to the writers of the 1970s. John S. Lewis posits that the failure to do so will mean “civilization collapses to subsistence agriculture by 2030” in his 1996 book Mining the Sky.) However, this is far from being the only reason. The plain truth is that relying on terrestrial economic expansion to endow us with the resources for eventual space expansion will mean admitting the most exciting things are further off than we would like, outside the time frame of “meaningful” discussions of what public policy should be or what private business can do. Besides, it makes for a less compelling and attractive story than the idea of a technological revolution just over the horizon that opens up the heavens to all of us—especially if one is a market romantic when it comes to these matters (see “Market romanticism and the outlook for private space development”, The Space Review, September 2, 2008). Nonetheless, that is what one would have to assume given the state of the art. Additionally, however, while space launch costs (and other, related costs) may drop in real terms in the coming decades, it is safe to say that any viable future spacefaring society will also see them drop markedly in relative terms. The United Nations predicts the rise of Gross World Product (GWP) to about $140 trillion by 2050, more than twice today’s level, and this is still rather conservative next to some previous periods of comparable length. A repeat of the growth of 1950–1990, for instance, would likely result in a GWP in the $250–350 trillion range. And of course, if one goes in for that sort of thinking, the growth we could realize if the predictions of futurists like Ray Kurzweil pan out would absolutely explode those numbers. Of course, some caution is in order. Given the challenges the world now faces, including tight energy supplies, ecological degradation, and financial instability (and the huge uncertainties involved in not just space, but other technologies like molecular engineering and robotics), it is easy to picture even the modest numbers supplied by the UN proving overoptimistic. Additionally, even if these levels of income actually are attained (and the possibility is certainly worth considering), one should not get carried away in fantasizing about their significance. Joseph Schumpeter once considered the prospect of a per capita U.S. GDP of $1300 ($16,700 in today’s dollars) in 1978. It seemed obvious to him that at such a level of income: all the desiderata that have so far been espoused by any social reformers—practically without exception, including even the greater part of the cranks—either would be fulfilled automatically or could be fulfilled without significant interference with the capitalist process. Put more plainly, he argued that “this would do away with anything that according to present standards could be called poverty, even in the lowest strata of the population.” Schumpeter’s scenario was both overly pessimistic, and overly optimistic. As it turned out, the US economy grew far more rapidly than that. By 1978 America’s per capita GDP was about fifty percent higher than in his prediction, some $25,000. However, the utopian results he described did not come about. Indeed, it is worth noting that Botswana and Estonia today meet the level of economic development he described. No one considers either of those countries to be anything close to “poverty-free”.  This danger of overestimating the significance of a given level of income certainly carries over to discussions of how large a space program a country (or the international community as a whole) can afford. US GDP in 1970 was roughly forty percent what it is today, but the NASA budget is actually a little smaller. Clearly, growth alone (at least as conventionally measured) did not suffice to fund a more ambitious space program. Nonetheless, even if one should not get carried away by seemingly staggering numbers, the fact of higher output still means an enlarged range of options. Just as China’s economic growth has made its new ambitions in space more than just a dream (even if many of its plans have yet to prove to be realistic), a space project of any given size would seem far more affordable in a world where global wealth had risen by a factor of two, three, or five. This will especially be the case if all that growth has developed along with fiscal sanity, poverty reduction, and better resource management—the failure to achieve which has been the Achilles’ heel of growth in recent decades. (To give just one example, the net financial liabilities of the Group of Seven industrial countries quadrupled as a share of their GDP between 1974 and 2006, tightening their budgets even as their economies got much bigger, according to the Canadian Ministry of Finance.) In the end, rather than banking on space as a way out of Earth’s short-run problems, solving those problems here on Earth, with the resources at hand, is likely to be crucial to meeting the long-run demands of space flight. 

Terror

Economic decline causes terrorism – empirics

Blomberg, Hess and Weerapana, ‘2 (S. Brock Blomberg, professor of Economics, Claremont McKenna College; Gregory D. Hess is the Danforth-Lewis Professor of Economics at Oberlin College; Akila Weerapana is an Associate Professor of Economics at Wellesley College. “Economic conditions and terrorism.” European Journal of Political Economy Volume 20, Issue 2, June 2004, Pages 463-478.  http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0176268004000217#sec5)

This paper has developed a theory whereby groups with limited access to opportunity rationally engage in terrorist activities while policy-making elites find it rational not to engage in opening access to these groups. The result is a pattern of reduced economic activity and increased terrorism. To explore the model's implications, we constructed a panel data set of 130 countries from 1968 to 1991 of terrorist and economic variables. We have found that economic activity and terrorism are not independent of one another. In particular, high income and democratic countries appear to have a higher incidence of terrorism, and a lower incidence of economic contractions. Furthermore, terrorism appears to be related to the economic business cycle: periods of economic weakness increase the likelihood of terrorist activities. 

***NEG ANSWERS 

A2 Market Link Turn 
No Turn – Investors wont risk capital on lofty space projects  

Hickman  99 [  John Hickman, Ph. D. Associate Professor of Government Department of Government and International Relations Berry College,  “The Political Economy of Very Large Space Projects”  Journal of Evolution and Technology, Volume 4, November 1999]

Reading the popular science literature reveals that remarkably few space development enthusiasts have given the political economy of their very large space projects serious thought. Instead, they have chosen to describe the exciting science and engineering possibilities while promising the moon and stars to those who would dare to exploit them. Performing this public relations role is certainly crucial if any very large space project is ever to be realized. Both elite and mass public opinion will be to be inspired if the kind of resources necessary for development are to be mobilized. But something much more fundamental is missing. What needs explaining are the rational motivations for investors to risk their capital in opening a very distant, completely uninhabited frontier that is subject to extreme environmental conditions. Why should investors risk the enormous sums necessary to realize these dreams? Unfortunately, space development enthusiasts typically respond to this question, not by answering it directly, but by itemizing the likely economic benefits derived from space after the capital investments necessary to open the frontier have been made. Space development enthusiasts are also given to lamenting that annual public and private spending on space development compares unfavorably with annual consumer spending on beer and pizza, and to discounting the present value of public and private spending on space against what humanity will gain over the long term from that spending. Granting the truth of all of these arguments, the fact remains that the technology and personnel for very large space projects are less in doubt than is the necessary capital investment. Capital is the essential missing ingredient. The voluntarism evident in so much of the popular science writing about space development is a liability when it prevents recognition of this crucial problem. 

No Link Turn – Large space missions cant get investors to pick up - capital investment is too risky the solvency deficit confirms it 

Hickman  99 [  John Hickman, Ph. D. Associate Professor of Government Department of Government and International Relations Berry College,  “The Political Economy of Very Large Space Projects”  Journal of Evolution and Technology, Volume 4, November 1999]

Attempting to persuade investors to risk enough capital to finance the construction of a very large space development project would run up against the same capitalization problems now faced by entrepreneurs seeking capital for ordinary space development projects such as launching communication satellites. Investors and lenders seek to maximize economic returns from capital while avoiding risk. The cost of capital is higher for riskier investments. Persuading investors and lenders to part with their capital requires making credible promises that they will receive better returns than they would have received from making alternative investments during the same time period commensurate with risk. While investors often accept higher levels of risk than do lenders, they do so in the expectation of even better returns. Ordinary space development projects confront not only the risks that their businesses might not make money and that the technology might fail to work as projected, but also that they might not attract enough investment because the necessary capital investment is too “chunky.” In other words, the “up-front” capital investment necessary to proceed with even an ordinary space development project tends to be relatively large and to take a relatively long time period before generating cash flows or profits (Simonoff 1997: 73-74; U.S. Department of Commerce 1990: 55-60; McLucas 1991). It is important for the subsequent discussion that the reader note that many investors typically understand the phrase “long time period” to mean “5 years” (Marshall and Bansal 1992: 99-100). If attracting capital for projects using proven technologies like communications satellites remains difficult, imagine the difficulty of attracting sufficient capital to construct a mining facility on the Moon or terraforming Mars or Venus. Such projects are extraordinarily “chunky” in that they would require massive amounts of capital to be invested “up front” and would take long or very long time periods before generating economic returns. The total amount of capital available for investment in anything is finite and the private investors and lenders who control most of it normally enjoy multiple investment opportunities. Investors and lenders are typically reluctant to concentrate their risks on a single project. Investors and lenders are also reluctant to lock up their capital in very long time investments or loans because this increases their opportunity costs. 
***COUNTERPLANS
Commercial Subsidies – Solvency 
Commercial space flight solves better -  best for the economy and preserves competition with China and Russia 

Commercial Space Flight Federation, 2k10 [  over 40 businesses and organizations are members of the Commercial Spaceflight Federation. Executive Members include commercial spaceflight developers, operators, and spaceports. Associate Members include suppliers supporting commercial spaceflight, with recent members including suppliers of mission support services and suppliers of training, medical, and life-support products and services. “ Deficit Commission Errs, “Illustrative Cut” Would Outsource Human Spaceflight to Russia” November 11, 2010, http://spacetalknow.org/wordpress/?p=2555] 

The Commercial Spaceflight Federation, representing 37 companies employing thousands of Americans nationwide, released a statement opposing in the strongest possible terms the “illustrative cut” to commercial spaceflight put forth today by the co-chairs of the Deficit Commission. “This proposed cut would have disastrous consequences for NASA and the Nation. Commercial Crew now represents the primary means of transporting U.S. astronauts to orbit following retirement of the Space Shuttle. Commercial Crew will in fact result in substantial cost savings to the U.S. taxpayer. Eliminating Commercial Crew would result in total reliance on Russia to get to the Space Station and result in the loss of thousands of high-tech jobs here in the United States,” stated Bretton Alexander, President of the Commercial Spaceflight Federation. Alexander added, “The bottom line is that elimination of NASA’s Commercial Crew program will cede human spaceflight to Russia. Commercial Crew is the fastest way to reduce the gap following Shuttle retirement, minimizing the time we are dependent on buying seats from the Russians. Some commercial providers have publicly committed to significant cost savings on a per-seat basis as compared to the Russian alternative. “Moreover, the Deficit Commission also appears to misunderstand the very nature of the Commercial Crew Program. Rather than being ‘a subsidy to the private sector,’ the Commercial Crew program is fulfilling an essential national need by developing the next U.S. spacecraft to take astronauts to the Space Station, while stimulating markets beyond government as well. It is, in fact, a win-win for the American taxpayer. “Last year, an independent blue-ribbon commission headed by Norm Augustine recommended to President Obama that NASA partner with the private sector on the development of its next manned spacecraft. Since then, groups including 25 former NASA astronauts and 14 Nobel laureates have all endorsed the Commercial Crew Program. The deficit commission couldn’t have gotten this more wrong – this is a program NASA cannot afford to do without,” Alexander concluded. About the Commercial Spaceflight Federation The mission of the Commercial Spaceflight Federation (CSF) is to promote the development of commercial human spaceflight, pursue ever-higher levels of safety, and American leadership in aerospace through technology innovation, and inspiring young people to pursue careers in science and engineering 

share best practices and expertise throughout the industry. The Commercial Spaceflight Federation’s member companies, which include commercial spaceflight developers, operators, spaceports, suppliers, and service providers, are creating thousands of high-tech jobs nationwide, working to preserve

Commercial Subsidies - Solvency
The CP solves – commercial flight is cheaper, safer, and solves on a faster timeframe 

 Garriott and Stern 11 [Ow en Garriott former NASA Apollo, Skylab, and shuttle astronaut, and a former member of the NASA Advisory Council. Alan Stern is the previous NASA associate administrator for science, and also a former member of the NASA Advisory Council. appeared in Space News on March 7, 2011. http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1796/1]

The space shuttle program has been an incredible achievement and demonstration of US technical expertise. The shuttle also has served many useful civil, commercial and defense space purposes, inspired a populace, and was in many ways ahead of its time in terms of its range of capabilities. But the shuttle program’s record also includes two tragic mission failures, each of which resulted in the loss of shuttle orbiters and their entire crews. These accidents taught many lessons that the shuttle program subsequently used to reduced its risks. Regrettably, though, the accidents also contributed to higher operating costs, making progress in human space exploration ever more difficult. There is now a growing consensus that our path into the future should lie in promoting a commercial human space launch program in LEO, and that such systems will be substantially safer and less expensive than the space shuttle system they will replace. Fortunately now, concurrent with the shuttle’s retirement, several commercial companies have the ability to launch payloads—and, with relatively modest modifications, even human-rated vehicles—into low Earth orbit (LEO). These include Boeing and Lockheed Martin, through their United Launch Alliance joint venture; Space Exploration Technologies; and Orbital Sciences. One day not very far off these companies might also include the likes of ATK, Sierra Nevada, and Blue Origin. Commercial firms argue that their experience in delivering payloads to the International Space S Station (ISS) using proven launch vehicles like Atlas 5 and Falcon 9 can be extended in a timely way into a human transport capability to LEO at reasonable cost. We think they are right. We also think that commercial crew LEO transport has the potential (and, many believe, high probability) of providing crew transport at a far lower cost. And in addition to being less expensive to field than a full NASA development program, commercial crew should also come online more quickly, relieving our country of its soon-to-be-complete dependence on Russia for access to LEO and the ISS. As a result of these factors, there is now a growing consensus that our path into the future should lie in promoting a commercial human space launch program in LEO, and that such systems will be substantially safer and less expensive than the space shuttle system they will replace. Moreover, all of the new proposals for launch vehicles have some kind of integral launch abort/escape capability, just as our Apollo program had and which the Russian Soyuz has had for decades. As a result, in most launch and even reentry failure scenarios, a second independent failure is required before there will be a loss of crew. Even if, for example, the launch vehicle has a 1:50 risk of catastrophic failure, but the abort system has an independent 1:100 risk of failure, the consequent risk of crew loss would be only 1:5,000, which is certainly satisfactory and far superior to the shuttle system. We conclude that the enhanced crew safety, lower costs, faster time to initial operational capability and resultant greater independence of the US for meeting its human spaceflight needs mean that these vehicles offer a highly attractive option for our space program. We believe that the development of such commercial crew capabilities is imperative for the future of human spaceflight in the United States, and we urge Congress to fully fund the development of commercial crew capabilities in the fiscal year 2011 and 2012 NASA spending bills. 

Free Market CP  – Solvency 
(**SAME AS BOOSTER AND MANNED FLIGHT LINK**) 

Counterplan solves – parochial congress causes an ineffective program and wastes billions – the market can undercut the Chinese  Space X proves
Simberg 4/21/11 [ Rand, covering aerospace engineer and a consultant in space commercialization, space tourism and Internet security and he is the chairman of the Competitive Space Task Force, adjunct scholar at the Competitive Enterprise Institute. for the Washington Examiner “ 'Shooting for the moon' amid cuts?” http://washingtonexaminer.com/blogs/opinion-zone/2011/04/shooting-moon-amid-cuts]

Over at Politico, there was a story yesterday about last week's lone earmark for favored space contractors in the Continuing Resolution for the rest of fiscal 2011, which displays the continuing lack of understanding of space policy issues by the conventional media: A handful of powerful lawmakers are so eager to see an American on the moon — or even Mars — that they effectively mandated NASA to spend “not less than” $3 billion for a new rocket project and space capsule in the 2011 budget bill signed by the president last week. This doesn't really have much to do with seeing an American on the moon -- as they note: While some praise Congress for pushing the United States to remain a world leader in space science, critics say the national space program is effectively run by lawmakers protecting jobs in their home states. There's a reason that "critics say" that. It's because it's pretty obviously true. Note also that human spaceflight has little to do with science at all, let alone space science. There may or may not be good reasons to do it, but science isn't, and never has been one of them. They also quote Citizens for Common Sense, who like many, continue to not understand the new policy: “Manned spaceflight is prohibitively expensive, especially considering our budgetary woes,” said Steve Ellis, vice president of Taxpayers for Common Sense, a budget watchdog group. “At one point, the administration was trying to lead NASA out of that, but congressional politics protecting parochial interests have forced the agency to waste money in the recent short-term continuing resolutions and are forcing a specific approach down NASA’s throat in the yearlong spending bill.” The administration was not "trying to lead NASA out of" human spaceflight, which in fact is "prohibitively expensive" only because Congress, or at least those in Congress who pay much attention to it at all, continues to view it as little more than a jobs program. Space Exploration Technologies (SpaceX) and other new companies, whose focus is on actually opening up space, rather than just getting cost-plus government contracts, have shown that it can be quite affordable. SpaceX has built an entire new company, developed two new rockets, a pressurized capsule, test and manufacturing facilities, and launch pad modifications, for less than the cost of a single Space Shuttle flight. They were able to do that because they didn't have to operate under the political constraints of spreading jobs around to various political districts, and could instead focus on their own bottom line and business goals, of developing competitive space launch services. As a result, they are not only lower cost (and by quite a bit) than their American competition at United Launch Alliance and other places, but even the Chinese don't think they can beat their prices, even with a government-subsidized system. What the administration proposed last year was for NASA to purchase rides into space from commercial providers via fixed-price contracts (just as it is going to be doing exclusively with the Russians once the Shuttle retires this year, at $63M per seat). This would free them up to focus on doing things beyond low earth orbit, including going to the moon if there is a case to be made for that. In his efforts to continue steering taxpayer funds to his congressional district in Alabama, Representative Aderholt repeats unsupported mythology about space: “Dismissing [the 130-ton rocket], or the capsule work, as constituent concerns misses the point that these are unique, national capabilities necessary to remain a leader in space exploration,” said Rep. Robert Aderholt (R-Ala.). “The Chinese are building a 130-ton rocket to go to the moon. We are dependent on the Russians for access to the International Space Station. The greatest nation on Earth, the one who stunned the world and inspired a generation by sending a man to walk on the moon, cannot afford to be eclipsed by Russia or China.” Neither 130-ton rockets or Orion capsules are necessary to lead in space exploration, and the notion that they are is what has actually been holding us back for almost forty years since the end of Apollo. There is nothing magic about 130 tons, except it's about the same payload as the Saturn V was. The belief that the only way to go back to the moon is to recreate the exact capabilities of Apollo is what I've previously described as being a member of the Apollo Cargo Cult. Apollo was done the way it was because we were in a race, it was of national importance to win it, and money was no object. It is not the way that von Braun himself would have done it if he had wanted to do it in a more affordable and sustainable fashion. And there is no evidence, other than comments by some in the program, that China is actually pursuing such a vehicle. Such comments are nothing but an attempt to restoke a moon race in the hope of getting both sides to spend their money foolishly. Furthermore, even if such a vehicle is needed, then we need two of them, so that we don't have the risk of shutting down the program for years, as happened twice with Shuttle. SpaceX has shown that it can be done cheaply enough to allow two different types to be built, but only if it is done on a competitive basis, instead of handing out cost-plus contracts to the same companies that have already spent over ten billion dollars over the past five years with little to show for it. If Congress was truly serious about returning to the moon, the rocket scientists on the Hill would give NASA a date, and a budget, and tell them to come up with a way to make that happen, without telling them which contractors to use, or how big the rockets must be, and how they must be designed. That the latter is their approach tells you that it's all about the pork, and not about the moon at all. Read more at the Washington Examiner: 
***AFF
Aff U
Double dip likely – five reasons

Riddix, 7/1/11 –   Mark Riddix is the founder and president of New Horizons Financial Management (Investopedia. http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/g/a/2011/07/01/investopedia53733.DTL. BDD)

A whole lot of economists and market prognosticators are predicting that the United States economy is slowly slipping back into a recession. The growth rate in the economic recovery has slowed, and a lot of disappointing economic news has been released recently. Whether the economy is taking a turn for the worse or not remains to be seen. A few factors, however, could send the United States economy into a double-dip recession. Let's take a look at them. (Hyperinflation isn't some historical curiosity. It is a very real risk that countries and governments still struggle with today. Check out An Introduction To Hyperinflation.) TUTORIAL: Introduction To The Federal Reserve 1. Decline in Consumer Confidence Consumer confidence is incredibly fragile. The amount of money that consumers spend on goods and services directly relates to their confidence in the economy. When confidence is high, spending increases and the economy grows. Lower consumer confidence can lead to increased savings and a contraction in the economy. The last economic recession lasted so long because consumers tightened their purse strings and spending slowed dramatically. In May, the consumer confidence index fell to 71.8, which was lower than 74.3 in April. A continued drop in consumer sentiment to the 60 level could slide the United States into a recession, as consumers stockpile cash because of economic fears. 2. Inflation The Federal Reserve has spent the last few years trying to stimulate economic growth by keeping interest rates as low as possible and providing stimulus to the economy. One of the government's key concerns has been inflation, as prices have been rising quickly over the current year. The consumer price index rose 0.2% in May, and prices are now up 3.6% for the current year. Inflation is a serious concern, because the Fed doesn't have many tools available at its disposal to lower inflation. Inflation forces manufacturers and consumers to spend more money for the same products and reduces their overall buying power. Inflation has brought about many recessions in the United States when wage growth has been nonexistent and prices have increased. 3. Higher Gas Prices Gas prices have been a thorn in the side of consumers for all of 2011. Fuel prices have risen for a number of reasons including supply disruptions, speculation and inflation. Consumers are being forced to spend more money at the pump, which quickly cuts into their discretionary spending. Four-dollar-a-gallon gasoline is leaving little money for consumers to buy staple products, luxury items and take vacations. If gas prices remain high, consumers will cut back on travel and purchases, which will directly affect hotels, airlines, automobile manufacturers and retailers. These sectors would suffer heavily from decreased demand. 4. Rising Unemployment Unemployment has been an issue for the United States since the great recession of 2008. The economic recovery seems to have run out of steam since it was largely a jobless recovery. Just when the job market appeared to be headed north, the unemployment rate rose to 9.1% last month. A high unemployment rate means fewer dollars are available to spend in the economy. This leads to lower or negative GDP growth, which can quickly move the economy back into a recession. More unemployed Americans means lower cumulative wage growth and lower spending. (Preparation can help you land on your feet after getting the old "heave-ho". Check out Planning For Unemployment.) 5. Stock Market Correction The last economic crash brought us Dow 6,600, in which millions of Americans saw their balance sheets trimmed. Americans lost $16.4 trillion in wealth during the previous recession. Most of the wealth of Americans is in the stock market and the housing market. The housing market is already depressed, and any perceived weakness in the economy could lead to another stock market crash. This would erase trillions more in household wealth and would depress investment in the country. There would be less money available to spend, and savings rates would increase. A second market crash would test the faith of many investors who would likely never return to the market. 
Stocks low

Bowley, 7/5/11 – Graham, writer for the New York Times [“Lag in profits might dampen stock rally”, http://www.heraldtribune.com/article/20110705/ARTICLE/110709826/2055/NEWS, BDD]

In this less-than-sparkling economy, Americans have at least been able to look to the rising stock market and corporate America’s robust profits as two bright spots, but even these may now be dimming. Stocks have seesawed much of this year as investors worried about higher commodity prices, the Japanese tsunami’s impact on global supply lines and Europe’s debt crisis. Now a string of second-quarter corporate earnings announcements due over the next few weeks could confirm that companies are beginning to have a harder time. Higher gas prices are soaking up already weak consumer spending, banks are struggling and labor costs may be starting to pick up, squeezing business’s profit margins meaningfully for the first time. All of that could spell more trouble for the stock market. Stocks rallied sharply last week after the Greek Parliament passed austerity measures. But some analysts question how long the rally will last. If it does not endure, it could complicate the economic picture as these two pistons of the already sputtering economy, profits and the stock market, fire less powerfully. “For the first time in this economic cycle, there is going to be a fair number of disappointments,” said Doug Cliggott, an analyst at Credit Suisse, referring to the earnings reports. “The economy is going to be without those drivers.” Europe’s debt crisis may be far from over. Standard & Poor’s, the credit rating agency, said on Monday that a plan promoted by France for French and German banks to roll over their large holdings of Greek government debt would in fact amount to a default by Greece, raising questions about how the indebted nation could qualify for a much-needed second bailout. 

Aff – Debt Ceiling No Pass 
Debt ceiling wont pass – contention and process 

Taylor 7/4/11 [ Andrew, reporter for Associated press, “ Passing major debt deal by Aug. 2 seems doubtful” 7/4/11 http://www.seattlepi.com/business/article/Passing-major-debt-deal-by-Aug-2-seems-doubtful-1449232.php#page-1]

WASHINGTON (AP) — It may be even more difficult than it appears for Congress to reach a broad deal to raise America's borrowing limit and slash spending by Aug. 2. Maybe all but impossible. Even if quarreling lawmakers can somehow agree this month, it is doubtful that Congress can write it up in binding fashion and pass it by one month from Saturday. That's when, the Treasury Department declared anew on Friday, the government will start running short of money to pay the nation's bills. Congress could end up having to vote at least twice on the political poisonous issue of raising the debt ceiling, now $14.3 trillion, to avoid a first-ever government default. The first vote would be on an interim raise, possibly in the tens or even hundreds of billions of dollars, to give Congress time to wrap up a grand bargain allowing the government to go trillions of dollars deeper into debt in exchange for spending cuts and possibly higher taxes totaling an equal amount. "It will take time, and that is a bit troublesome," says Sen. Jon Kyl, R-Ariz., who represented Senate Republicans in budget talks led by Vice President Joe Biden. "Nobody wants this to be just parachuted in three days before they vote on it." Veterans of previous budget deals say there's no way President Barack Obama and Congress can meet the Aug. 2 deadline even if a broad overall agreement is reached in the next two weeks. First, it could take weeks more for lawmakers and staff aides to implement that deal negotiated by the president and the two parties' leaders. Then, lawmakers would need time to examine and digest the legislation. And that's hardly all. "There's the need to write it, the need to read it, the need to understand it, the need to score it, the need for it to be 'real,' the need for it to be processed and supported by each side's base, the need to assemble the necessary votes," said GOP lobbyist Eric Ueland, a former longtime Senate aide. And that's assuming everything goes according to plan — that the debt-budget pact doesn't get blown up by a revolt from the tea party on the right or frustrated Democrats on the left. That's a huge "if." It took many months to move a 2005 budget-cutting bill — which ended up cutting about $100 billion over 10 years — through the system, and that was when Republicans controlled both the White House and all the congressional committees that drew the legislation up. Now, GOP-controlled House panels and Democratic-led Senate committees with little experience working together will have to write up an agreement hatched by Obama and the top leaders in both parties. Battles are unavoidable. The House and Senate Agriculture committees, for example, will be asked to implement farm subsidy cuts they either disagree with or would prefer to do in a more deliberate fashion later. Even items that both sides agree on, such as lucrative auctions of electromagnetic spectrum to wireless companies, can be enormously complicated to implement. Core questions, like how much money to devote to building a new, more effective wireless system for emergency responders and how much to compensate broadcasters for giving up their existing rights to spectrum, seem much too complicated to resolve in a couple of weeks. The degree of difficulty is heightened by the desire to generate a package of deficit cuts in the range of $2.4 trillion over the coming decade to balance a similar increase in the debt limit — one that's large enough to keep the government afloat past the November 2012 election. 

Aff – Investor Non-Unique 
Non Unique – Investor confidence was rocked by the recession its still at a low 
Lott [John Lott, 6/27/11  research positions at academic institutions including the University of Chicago, Yale University, the American Enterprise Institute Ph.D. in economics from UCLA  “ Already Anemic Growth Forecasts Cut Down Further” http://island-adv.com/2011/06/already-anemic-growth-forecasts-cut-down-further/


Why is our recovery so much worse than for other countries? It can’t simply be that there is a slow recovery after financial crises since that would imply a slow recovery every place. From CNBC: Two months ago, Goldman Sachs projected that the economy would grow at a 4 percent annual rate in the quarter ending in June. The company now expects the government to report no more than 2 percent growth when data for the second quarter is released in a few weeks. Macroeconomic Advisers, a research firm, projected 3.5 percent growth back in April and is now down to just 2.1 percent for this quarter. Both these firms, well respected in their analysis, have cut their forecasts for the second half of the year as well. Then this week, the Federal Reserve downgraded its projections for the full year, to under 3 percent growth. It started the year with guidance as high as 3.9 percent. Two years into the official recovery, the economy is still behaving like a plane taxiing indefinitely on the runway. Few economists are predicting an out-and-out return to recession, but the risk has increased, with the health of the American economy depending in part on what is really “transitory.” . . . Obama says: “But we can’t simply cut our way to prosperity.” More accurately, he should say: “We can’t simply spend our way to prosperity.” A Rasmussen Survey shows low confidence ratings among consumers and investors. At 72.5, the Consumer Index is down five and a half points from a week ago, 11 and a half points from a month ago and down 10 points from three months ago. Twenty-seven percent of consumers rate their personal finances as good or excellent, while and equal number (27%) rate them as poor. The Rasmussen Investor Index, which measures the economic confidence of investors on a daily basis, rose four points on Sunday from its two-year low to 74.9. Investor confidence is down nine points from a week ago and down 17 points from a month ago and three months ago. Forty-three percent (43%) of investors say their personal finances are in good or excellent shape. Just 10% of investors rate their personal finances as poor. Overall confidence in housing values among homeowners has plummeted as well. Just 45% now say their home is worth more than what they currently owe on their mortgage. That’s the lowest level measured in more than two years of regular tracking. Prior to the latest survey, this finding had ranged from a low of 49% to a high of 61% since late 2008. . . . . Another Rasmussen Survey shows that 46 percent of Americans think that Obama is doing a poor job on the economy. The latest Rasmussen Reports national telephone survey of Likely Voters shows that 34% rate the president’s handling of economic issues as good or excellent. Forty-six percent (46%) say Obama is doing a poor job in that area. (To see survey question wording, click here.) Poor ratings for the president’s handling of the economy are up seven points from last week, but the latest finding is more consistent with his job ratings on the economy over the past year. The president’s highest poor rating of 50% was last measured in October 2010. His positive marks on the economy fell to 31% in mid-March, the lowest point since he took office. . . . An overwhelming majority of Political Class voters give the president positive ratings for his handling of both the economy and national security. Most Mainstream voters (56%) think the president is doing a poor job on the economy but are more narrowly divided when it comes to his national security performance. . . . Finally, here is a survey showing that only 26% think that the country is heading in the right direction. 

Aff – Spending Not Hurt Econ
Spending doesn’t damage the economy – cuts would be catastrophic

Blinder, 6/21/11 – Alan S. Blinder, a professor of economics and public affairs at Princeton University, is a former vice chairman of the Federal Reserve. [WSJ. “The GOP Myth of ‘Job-Killing’ Spending”. http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702303635604576392023187860688.html. BDD]

For example, the large fiscal stimulus enacted in 2009 was not "paid for." Yet it has been claimed that it created essentially no jobs. Really? With spending under the Recovery Act exceeding $600 billion (and tax cuts exceeding $200 billion), that would be quite a trick. How in the world could all that spending, accompanied by tax cuts, fail to raise employment? In fact, according to Congressional Budget Office estimates, the stimulus's effect on employment in 2010 was at least 1.3 million net new jobs, and perhaps as many as 3.3 million. A second job-destroying mechanism operates through higher interest rates. When the government borrows to finance spending, that pushes interest rates up, which dissuades some businesses from investing. Thus falling private investment destroys jobs just as rising government spending is creating them. There are times when this "crowding-out" argument is relevant. But not today. The Federal Reserve has been holding interest rates at ultra-low levels for several years, and will continue to do so. If interest rates don't rise, you don't get crowding out. In sum, you may view any particular public-spending program as wasteful, inefficient, leading to "big government" or objectionable on some other grounds. But if it's not financed with higher taxes, and if it doesn't drive up interest rates, it's hard to see how it can destroy jobs. Let's try one final argument that is making the rounds today. Large deficits, it is claimed, are creating huge uncertainties (e.g., over what will eventually be done to reduce them) and those uncertainties are depressing business investment. The corollary is a variant of what my Princeton colleague Paul Krugman calls the Confidence Fairy: If you cut spending sharply, confidence will soar, spurring employment and investment. As a matter of pure logic, that could be true. But is there evidence? Yes, clear evidence—that points in the opposite direction. Business investment in equipment and software has been booming, not sagging. Specifically, while real gross domestic product grew a paltry 2.3% over the last four quarters, business spending on equipment and software skyrocketed 14.7%. No doubt, there is lots of uncertainty. But investment is soaring anyway. Despite all this evidence and logic, some people still claim that fiscal stimulus won't create jobs. Spending cuts, they insist, are the route to higher employment. And ideas have consequences. One possibly frightening consequence is that our limping economy might have one of its two crutches—fiscal policy—kicked out from under it in an orgy of premature expenditure cutting. Given the current jobs emergency, that would be tragic. 
Austerity is dangerous – every expert agrees

Blanchflower, ’11 –  David Blanchflower is Bruce V Rauner Professor of Economics at Dartmouth College, New Hampshire, professor at the University of Stirling and a former member of the Bank of England's Monetary Policy Committee. (New Statesman. http://www.newstatesman.com/blogs/david-blanchflower/2011/06/economy-wing-fiscal-mpc. BDD)
 So let's look at their claims. First, there is little evidence of domestically driven inflationary pressures in the UK, as various members of the MPC have made clear. For example, in his written testimony to the Treasury select committee yesterday, the MPC member David Miles argued that more than 100 per cent of the current measured inflation in the UK was due to the temporary factors of a VAT increase, oil and commodity price increases and the depreciation of the currency. The MPC member Paul Fisher and the Bank of England governor, Mervyn King, have made similar arguments in recent speeches. The majority of the MPC does not believe that there are significant inflationary pressures two years down the road, which is what monetary policy can impact today. It also seems unlikely that interest rates were too low in 2009. In its latest forecast, the MPC has made it clear that it needs to look through the current high levels of CPI inflation, as at the forecast horizon inflation will return to target. The MPC member Adam Posen has stressed that there remains a risk of deflation and I agree with him; the recent decline in oil price and slowing growth pushes us in that direction. This week, Posen said that the Bank for International Settlement's argument that the Bank of England should raise rates because of non-existent inflation was "nonsense" and he is right. Inflation is likely to plummet as the temporary factors drop out. If the MPC were to raise rates, that would increase unemployment and lower growth. Inflating the debt away looks attractive, especially where there have been large declines in house prices as there have been in the US, Ireland, Spain and the UK. At some point, interest rates need to rise to normal levels, so that when the next shock arrives, they can be cut. Assuming house prices fall another 15 per cent or so -- which seems plausible -- then that would leave three million households in negative equity, which they can't walk away from. If we assume approximately £50,000 of negative equity for each household, that would amount to £150 billion in losses that would fall on banks' balance sheets. Inflation looks like a better option than that. The problem is trying to create some inflation, given the strong deflationary pressures at work. The right-wing blogosphere's solution to the problem of negative housing equity is what, precisely? Interest rates should not be increased right now, which is one of the few things that George Osborne, Lord Lamont, Vince Cable, King and I apparently all agree on. Just think what interest rises would do to homeowners on variable-rate mortgages. Raising rates now would hurt house prices and reduce consumer spending and lower even further the already anaemic growth the UK economy is experiencing -- more on that below. Interestingly, the financial markets don't believe the bloggers, as they are now predicting that the first interest rate rise will not happen until the middle of 2012. Indeed, now the yield curve, which is derived from what is being traded, implies that rates will be 1 per cent or lower for the next five years. The minutes of the latest MPC meeting suggests that the possibility of further quantitative easing -- meaning monetary loosening, not tightening -- is now back on the table, due to the worry of deflation rather than inflation. Second, the whole idea of an "expansionary fiscal contraction" is a contradiction in terms. That is clear from what has been happening in Greece, Ireland and Portugal, countries that have involuntarily had to impose austerity measures because they were stuck in monetary union and unable to depreciate their exchange rate. The coalition government decided to voluntarily and unnecessarily impose austerity too deep and too fast, even though the markets were not demanding it. Contrary to the false claims of Cameron, Osborne and Clegg, the UK economy was never close to bankruptcy and the previous Labour government was not responsible for the global financial crisis. As I have made clear many times, the UK is not Greece, Botswana or Paraguay. This utterly false and dangerous talk caused consumer confidence to collapse even before austerity hits, and I lay the blame for that squarely at senior members of the ConDem government's door. The collapse in consumer confidence predates and predicts the collapse in consumer spending that is now devastating the high street: the value of goods sold in the high street fell by 1.4 per cent in May, which isn't surprising, given that real disposable income fell 0.8 per cent in Q1 2011, after a fall of 0.9 per cent in the previous quarter. Over the past few days, Jane Norman, Homeform, Habitat and TJ Hughes have filed for administration while HMV, Carpetright and Thorntons all declared profit warnings. Marks and Spencers started its sale two weeks early with heavy discounting. Without the consumer, the recovery is in doubt. Talking the economy down even before the full effects of fiscal retrenchment have taken effect has caused the UK economy to slow. I have every expectation that the economic growth will fall even more as austerity hits and it looks like growth in Q2 may well be around zero. The biggest worry is what happens to output in Q3 and Q4 of 2011, which may well come in negative. Today, the ONS revised GDP growth for 2010 downwards from 1.8 per cent to 1.6 per cent, even though the OBR and the Bank of England have been predicting that it would be revised upwards. Obama's chief economic adviser and ex-president of Harvard, Larry Summers, recently called the whole idea "oxymoronic" as it doesn't work. The concept depends on the idea that the public sector is crowding out the private sector, so cutting public spending is a bonanza for the private sector that more than fills the gap. That is the theory but the practice is totally different. First, in the 1930s, similar arguments were used, which resulted in a fiscal tightening in 1937 in the US. This then plunged the economy back into a double-dip recession. Second, previous examples quoted, such as Canada, cut fiscally in the 1990s but also loosened monetary policy and benefitted from the boom going on in the US. There is no credible empirical evidence that fiscal contractions, without monetary loosening accompanying it, are expansionary. Sorry! Finally, one right-wing blogger claims that "Obama's Keynesian stimulus didn't work". How do they know what might have been? This amounts to an argument about how the economy would have performed without the stimulus -- what economists call the counterfactual. Right-wing blogs have seriously underestimated the scale of the shock that those of us involved in the crisis, including me, observed at first hand. There are a number of authorities on this issue that believe this is a once in 100 years event -- a Taleb-style black swan. Ben Bernanke, governor of the Federal Reserve and the world's most distinguished scholar of the Great Depression, argued recently on 60 Minutes on CBS that without fiscal and monetary stimulus, unemployment would have been 25 per cent and the US would have entered a depression. Mervyn King has used equally apocalyptic language about the severity of the shock the UK faced and I concur. Last week, at Dartmouth, I attended a speech by Tim Geithner, currently secretary of the Treasury and previously governor of the New York Fed and FOMC member, who argued: "Most of what feels bad about the American economy today is the aftershock of the crisis . . . We were on the edge of a catastrophic collapse . . . We looked into the abyss . . . We were at the cliff edge." The ex-deputy chairman of the FOMC Alan Blinder, in a recent paper, estimated that unemployment would have been around 16 per cent rather than 25 per cent but still markedly higher than the 10 per cent it reached. Further, in a recent column in the Wall Street Journal, Blinder argued that he sleeps well at night knowing that there is gridlock on Capitol Hill and consequently fiscal austerity will not be implemented any time soon. It is hard, admittedly, to separate out the effects of monetary and fiscal stimulus as they were implemented together but collectively they prevented the US economy from heading over the cliff. In my view, the same is true of the UK. The reader is faced with the easy choice between the views of Bernanke, King, Geithner and Blinder on one side and some right-wing blogger on the other. Tough choice, I don't think. There remains a further worry about contagion from the fast-moving sovereign debt crisis in Europe. Further bailouts will not solve Greece's deep-rooted problem of lack of competitiveness across product and labour markets alongside widespread tax evasion. The interconnectedness of the international banking system makes it uncertain how much exposure the UK banking system has. Any fallout would also represent a downside risk to economic growth as the first report of the Fiscal Policy Committee made clear last week. The UK is undergoing a contractionary fiscal contraction. These right-wing bloggers appear to understand economics about as well as my 120lb Bernese mountain dog, Monty. 

Econ resilient

Dobosz, 7/4/11 –  John Dobosz is deputy editor of investing content for Forbes Media  [Forbes, “America’s Debts are Mighty, So Is Its Power To Come Back”, http://blogs.forbes.com/johndobosz/2011/07/04/americas-debts-are-mighty-so-is-its-power-to-come-back/]

It’s also racked up some debt and fought some wars. Lately it has been hard to avoid hearing about how big of a problem we have with our national debt and deficits, what with the Greek imbroglio dominating headlines with dramatic photos of burning Athens streets and tales of fiscal austerity. As tempting as it is to compare the United States to Greece in terms of the vexing fiscal situations the two countries both face, there are some huge differences between the two situations. For one, let’s talk currency. The Greek central bank does not have the ability to print the world’s reserve currency, nor can it print any currency for that matter since Greece is a member of the European Monetary Union and uses the euro, just like the big boys in Berlin and Paris. Ben Bernanke may not appeal to the Milton Friedman in you but let’s admit that he has performed some incredible feats to take trillions of bum loans off of the books of banks to keep the financial system operational. Monetizing debt, he was able to inject the economy with enough liquidity to avoid–at least for now–a deflationary depression. Another advantage of the United States is its military, which has the power to project force around the globe. It helps to have lethal force on your side when it comes to putting weight behind your policies. God bless the men and women of the military who enable us to enjoy this advantage. Finally, for all of its faults, the United States still attracts the world’s top entrepreneurs and scientists, from the boys at Google to legions of graduate students in engineering, medicine and physical sciences. With this lifeblood of business flowing through our veins, it’s not hard to imagine that the promise of great wealth will continue to spur innovation throughout the economy. 

Aff – A2 Growth Solves Warming 

Growth won’t solve warming – meta-analysis

Koirala et al, ’11 [ Bishwa S. Koirala is a professor at the Dept. of Economics at the University of New Mexico; Hui Li is Associate professor and Robert P. Berrens is professor, both in the  Dept. of Economics, Eastern Illinois University. “Further Investigation of Environmental Kuznets Curve Studies Using Meta-Analysis”. International Journal of Ecological Economics and Statistics, volume 22, number S11. http://www.ceser.in/ceserp/index.php/ijees/article/view/1055 ]

With continued growth in available evidence, statistical investigation of the systematic variation across environmental Kuznets curve (EKC) studies may improve understanding of the relationship between economic growth and environmental quality. This investigation uses meta-analysis, based on 878 observations from 103 empirical EKC studies (1992 to 2009), to explore this relationship. Relative to earlier meta-analyses, this meta-analysis has larger data set (49% more observations), and includes a broad dis-aggregation across environmental degradation measures (according to physical and chemical properties). Using cluster analysis to account for heterogeneity across studies, econometric results indicate that the type of environmental quality indicator significantly affects the presence of an EKC relationship, and any predicted income turning points (ITPs). Results indicate the presence of an EKC-type relationship for landscape degradation, water pollution, agricultural wastes, municipal-related wastes and several air pollution measures. However, in the high-profile case of CO2, the predicted value of the corresponding ITP is both extremely large in relative terms (about 10 times the world GDP per capita in 2007 purchasing power parity), far outside the observed range of the data, and significantly above any income growth scenarios (e.g., IPCC, 2000) for the 21st century that control CO2 to acceptable levels (e.g., 354 ppm in 1990). Thus, the EKC literature offers no basis for predicting that continued economic growth will lead to significantly reduced CO2 emissions, absent specific policy actions to do so. 

Aff – Manned Flight Link Turn 

Turn – Exploration solves talent and the economy in every sector
Livingston 08 [ Dr. David Livingston,  Masters and Doctorate in Business Administration and has nearly 40 years of experience, adjunct professor in the Space Studies Department at the University of North Dakota, “Is Space exploration worth the costs?” January 21 2008 http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1040/1

In my opinion, the manned space exploration program is absolutely worth the cost. But first, consider the following because understanding the following points is crucial to understanding what manned space exploration affords us in so many areas: 1. The money spent on manned space exploration is spent right here on Earth and most of it is spent in the US. We do not yet have a Bank of the Milky Way, the First International Bank of Mars, or a Lunar Mutual Savings and Loan. The money that is spent goes to manufacturing, research and development, salaries, benefits, insurance companies, doctors, teachers, scientists, students, blue- and white-collar workers, and corporations and businesses both large and small. The money disperses throughout the economy in the same way as money spent on medical research, building houses, or any other activity we engage in with government or even private spending. In general, I do think that collectively we, in the space community, do a lousy job of letting people across America know why manned space exploration is important and worth the cost. 2. Whenever we look at government spending (or any spending for that matter), it is important that we understand what is being purchased and whether there is a value for that investment. We should also ask if the value benefits a narrow group of people or a special interest, or does it have the potential to benefit large groups, even humanity. Clearly, several types of public expenditures can be considered investments and they can benefit large groups of people and humanity. So I also look for qualitative factors, such as the ability to inspire others to do hard work, to go the next step, to push the envelope for the next level of advancements for all our benefit. I also look to see if the public expenditure can change lives for the better and, if so, over what period of time. There are several types of public expenditures that can do some of this, but manned space exploration is able to do it all. 
