
R/T Growth solves debt 

Debt is outpacing the economy 

CRFB 18 5-14-2018, "It Would Take Nearly Unprecedented Economic Growth to Balance the Budget," 

Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget, 

http://www.crfb.org/blogs/it-would-take-nearly-unprecedented-economic-growth-balance-budget //DF 

Increased economic growth has often been cited as a solution to our fiscal problems or as a way to 

offset deficit-increasing legislation. However, higher growth has a limited ability to do either of those 

things, and recent legislation has made this solution even more inadequate.  We estimate that balancing the 

budget through higher economic growth alone would take 4.8 percent average growth over the next 

decade, or 5.9 percent if temporary tax cuts and spending increases were continued. Even the first amount would be nearly 

unprecedented for a ten-year period since World War II, and would be nearly two and a half times the 

average growth that the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) projects for that period. Policymakers cannot rely on 

growth alone; it will take hard choices on spending and taxes to get to balance.  Our estimate is based on the Congressional Budget Office's 

(CBO) January 2017 estimate of how a change in economic growth would affect the budget; CBO has not yet updated this estimate for the 

current baseline, so we make a few adjustments. First, we adjust the estimate of how much revenue is gained to account for the December 

2017 tax law, which reduced marginal tax rates and consequently the amount of revenue the federal government would take in from added 

growth. We also adjust the effect on interest spending due to changes in interest rates to account for the higher debt that is now projected. 

CBO projects that real GDP growth will average 2.0 percent over fiscal years 2018-2028. To erase the $1.53 trillion deficit CBO projects for 2028 

under current law, growth would need to increase by 2.8 percentage points per year for an average growth rate of 4.8 percent. That would be 

just about the record level of economic growth over a ten-year period achieved during the 1960s (1959-1968). More recently, this level of 

growth hasn't been achieved in a single year since 1984. Even getting to 3 percent sustained growth would be extremely difficult, and there is 

no plausible path to get 4 percent growth. However, current law contains several optimistic policy assumptions, 

including the expiration of several tax cuts and spending increases. If policymakers follow the assumptions of CBO's 

Alternative Fiscal Scenario (AFS), they would need to close a $2.1 trillion deficit in 2028. This would require average growth of 

5.9 percent, which is even more implausible than the 4.8 percent growth rate needed under current 

law. That level of annual growth has only been achieved in a single year once in the past 50 years. Averaging it over ten years would be 

impossible.  Even an easier fiscal goal would still require a substantial increase in growth. Stabilizing debt at its current level of about 77 percent 

of GDP through 2028 would require growth of 4.2 percent under current law and 5.2 percent under the AFS.  It is important to be realistic: it is 

much more likely that lawmakers could increase economic growth by a few tenths of a percentage point, rather than 3 or 4 percentage points, 

with well thought out and comprenhesive growth policies. Meeting an aggressive fiscal goal like balancing the budget will need to include 

substantial deficit reduction. Balancing the budget can't rely on increased economic growth to be more than a small part of the solution.  
 

 

R/T Recessions 

High debt can cause a crisis when there becomes a crisis of confidence 

Levin 18 Yuval Levin, 9-24-2018, "The Entitlement Crisis Is Looming," Weekly Standard, 

https://www.weeklystandard.com/yuval-levin/the-entitlement-crisis-is-real-and-its-worse-than-you-thin

k //DF 
There is a broad consensus among economists that large and persistent deficits slow economic growth by lowering savings and investment. 

Workers are less productive than they would be otherwise and have lower incomes. In fact, the recent run of stagnant wages is likely owed in 
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part to inadequate investment in productivity growth due to high deficits, and thus low national savings rates, over many years.  Large and 

persistent deficits also raise somewhat the risk of a genuine economic crisis. It is easy to become complacent about this 

threat, given the size and strength of the U.S. economy. But there’s no way to predict what would happen if America’s public finances remain 

on their current course, which is far out of line with historical experience. Countries get into trouble when servicing their 

debts becomes near-impossible given the size of their governments’ other commitments and the 

upper limit on revenue imposed by citizens unwilling to tolerate confiscatory tax rates. The United States is likely to have more room 

for borrowing without facing these most dire consequences, but no one can know for sure just when its luck will run out. Once that 

invisible line is crossed, interest rates can spike, raising borrowing cost even more, which can quickly 

spark a serious crisis. It is one of the core responsibilities of public officials to avoid avoidable calamities and to refrain from creating 

risks of significant harm and disruption for citizens. Our leaders are failing miserably in this regard with respect to federal debt.  
 

R/T Foreign Aid 

1. Foreign aid cuts won’t happen 

Racke 18 Will Racke, 8-9-2018, “FOREIGN AID FLIP-FLOP: TRUMP ADMINISTRATION CANCELS PLAN TO 

CUT BILLIONS IN OVERSEAS ASSISTANCE FUNDING,” Daily Caller, 

https://dailycaller.com/2018/08/29/foreign-aid-cut-white-house-cancels-plan/ //DF 

The Trump administration is dropping plans to cut billions of dollars from the foreign aid budget that had 

been approved by Congress but gone unspent, according to multiple reports.  The White House Office of Management and Budget (OMB) had 

previously asked the State Department and the U.S. Agency for International Development to prepare a “rescission” package for $3.5 billion in 

foreign assistance before the end of the fiscal year on Sept. 30. A rescission pulls back funds that have been appropriated by lawmakers but not 

actually spent by the government.  On Tuesday, however, OMB dropped the request after bipartisan pushback from 

lawmakers. Secretary of State Mike Pompeo was also against the plan and voiced his opposition in a meeting with 

other administration officials, Reuters reported.  President Donald Trump has repeatedly sought to slash foreign aid spending, calling it 

ineffective and wasteful. In its first budget proposal, the White House called for foreign assistance to be cut by nearly 30 percent, a figure that 

was widely denounced on Capitol Hill.  The administration again sought to slash foreign aid spending in the fiscal year 2018 budget, but Trump 

ended up signing a spending bill without any cuts after Congress rejected them.  Foreign aid spending is generally popular 

with both parties in Congress. Most lawmakers consider it to be a useful diplomatic tool and an 

expression of “American values” abroad. (RELATED: Why Cutting Aid To Pakistan Won’t Help The US Win In Afghanistan) 

“Rescinding funds that had been agreed to by Congress and signed into law by the President, in the waning days of the fiscal year, would have 

set a terrible precedent and harmed programs that further United States interests around the world,” Democratic Sen. Patrick Leahy of 

Vermont, the vice chairman of the Senate Appropriations Committee, said in a statement.  Within the administration, Pompeo has been a 

leading opponent of rolling back foreign assistance funds. At his confirmation hearing in April, he told lawmakers that he would push to keep 

any funding he deemed necessary carry out the State Department’s mission, as he had done while heading the CIA.  The federal budget for 

FY2018 set aside $55.9 billion for international affairs, including foreign aid, which was about 5 percent less than the previous fiscal year.  
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R/T Entitlement Cuts 

1.  Peterson says not necessary 

2. Entitlement programs will soon run out of money, forcing drastic cuts. We need to 

act now to stop even worse cuts in the future 

2. Government spending crowds out private investment. With medicare, the money 

lost to support medicare canceled out the benefits of those recieving it 
Heritage 11 The, 5-9-2011, "Research Shows Medicare Part D Crowds Out Private Insurance, Public 

Funds Cut Seniors’ Costs," Heritage Foundation, 

https://www.heritage.org/health-care-reform/report/research-shows-medicare-part-d-crowds-out-priv

ate-insurance-public-funds //DF 
Although the authors estimate the median additional welfare to be about $170 for those who signed up for Part D coverage, the average 

welfare gain was nearly $450, indicating that those with high out-of-pocket costs benefited a great deal from Part D. In fact, the study estimates 

that seniors with out-of-pocket costs in the top 10 percent of the out-of-pocket distribution with Part D benefited so much in terms of 

additional welfare that the aggregate welfare gained is likely equivalent to the deadweight loss of financing Part D. The authors note that these 

calculations do not include potential health benefits accrued from increased prescription drug use. Engelhardt and Gruber conclude that 

Medicare Part D is at worst a wash—at least in terms of economic efficiency.  Summary of Findings  Medicare Part D crowds out 

private prescription drug coverage and expenditures for seniors by 75 percent. Medicare Part D increased 

overall spending on prescription drugs by seniors but also reduced their out-of-pocket spending. Part D reduced the average out-of-pocket 

spending risk for seniors by about $450 for those with public drug coverage. However, seniors with expenses in the top 10 percent of the 

out-of-pocket distribution gained a great deal more from Part D coverage than was gained by seniors with lower drug expenses. The 

deadweight loss from taxes used to finance Part D coverage and the benefits to seniors from Part D 

are likely close equivalents.  

 

R/T Infrastructure 

An infrastructure bill is not politically viable 

Itkowitz 19 Colby Itkowitz, 1-18-2019, “Trump wants to revive infrastructure talks. It’s likely to include 

building a wall,” Washington Post, 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2019/01/18/trump-wants-revive-infrastructure-talks-its-likel

y-include-building-wall/?noredirect=on&utm_term=.c9771f2f5a77 //DF 

Infrastructure is like that friend you truly do like and really mean it when you say you need to get 

together, but life seems to always get in the way. For the past decade or so, other issues have always gotten in the way.  Let’s 

go back to 2009, President Barack Obama’s first year in office. He was pushing through a stimulus package that 

originally included serious investments in major transportation projects. Ultimately, though, that money 

went mostly to maintenance, like road repaving, rather than building anew.  Around the same time, Rep. James L. 

Oberstar (D-Minn.), chairman of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, put together an ambitious and expensive plan to 

dramatically overhaul the nation’s highways, bridges and transit systems. Accomplishing this would require new revenue, possibly in the form 
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of increased gas taxes.  It seemed as though Oberstar was going to make this happen. But on the day of his big reveal, the 

lawmaker got a call from the Obama White House saying it wouldn’t support his plan because there 

were other priorities, namely health care, for which it needed to save all of its political capital.  Two years 

later, Democrats lost the House, Oberstar lost his seat in the tea party wave, and any hope of something truly revolutionary on infrastructure 

died.  Enter Donald Trump, who often refers to U.S. infrastructure as “Third World” and promised throughout his campaign to modernize it. 

After the election, Trump seemed keen to make this happen. But inevitably, things fizzled. A running joke in the first two years of 

the Trump administration was that every week was supposed to be infrastructure week, until some 

bombshell news got in the way.  When his administration finally did reveal an infrastructure plan, it was big on ideas and short on 

ways to fund them, which has always been the rub. Moreover, his infrastructure plan included one special project: construction of a wall along 

the southern border.  “We’re getting that sucker built!” Trump said during a speech meant to be about his infrastructure plan in March 

20“That’s what I do. I build. I was always very good at building. It was my best thing. I think better than being president, I was always very good 

at building.”  But for the two years that Republicans held all of Congress, they never took up the White House’s infrastructure plan, instead 

opting to prioritize tax cuts.  So to summarize, when a Democrat controlled the White House and all of Congress, 

infrastructure was put on the back burner. When a Republican then had control of them, it’s also not 

taken up seriously.  How is a divided government, which cannot even agree on funding the 

government for what is now 28 days, come together to solve a problem so big that even one-party rule in 

Washington didn’t have the political will to tackle? Couple that with the acrimony to come from the 

Democrats' investigations into Trump and the pending release of the report by special counsel Robert 

S. Mueller III, and it’s hard to imagine how the White House and Democrats will find common ground. 
Rep. Peter A. DeFazio (D-Ore.), the chairman of the House Transportation panel, told Reuters that absent “real money, real investment” to 

rebuild U.S. infrastructure, it’s not going to work.  



2. Even if a bill were possible, high debt makes it impossible. 

Schawartz 18 Nelson D. Schwartz, 9-25-2018, "As Debt Rises, the Government Will Soon Spend More on 

Interest Than on the Military," NYT, 

https://www.nytimes.com/2018/09/25/business/economy/us-government-debt-interest.html //DF 

Finding the money to pay investors who hold government debt will crimp other parts of the budget. In 

a decade, interest on the debt will eat up 13 percent of government spending, up from 6.6 percent in 

2017.  “By 2020, we will spend more on interest than we do on kids, including education, food stamps and aid to families,” said Marc 

Goldwein, senior policy director at the Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget, a research and advocacy organization. Interest costs 

already dwarf spending on many popular programs. For example, grants to students from low-income families for college total roughly $30 

billion — about one-tenth of what the government will pay in interest this year. Interest payments will overtake Medicaid in 

2020 and the Department of Defense budget in 2023.  What’s more, the heavy burden of interest payments 

could make it harder for the government to repair aging infrastructure or take on other big new 

projects.  Mr. Trump has called for spending $1 trillion on infrastructure, but Congress has not taken up that idea. The U.S. hasn’t faced this 

issue for years Until recently, ultralow interest rates, set by the Federal Reserve to support the economy, allowed lawmakers to borrow without 

fretting too much about the cost of that debt.  But as the economy has strengthened, the Fed has gradually raised rates, starting in December 

2015. The central bank is expected to push rates up again on Wednesday, and more increases are in store.  

 

 

R/T Trump Plan 

Plan only invest in places a) where infrastructure is good and b) where employment is high… he 

quantifies that in ordee to qualify for federal funding a city needs to be  able to fund 80% of the 

project on their own (Hao - Quartz) 
Karen Hao, Jan 2018, "Trump’s leaked infrastructure plan would deepen urban inequality in the US," Quartz, 

https://qz.com/1186972/trumps-leaked-infrastructure-plan-favors-rich-cities-and-neighborhoods/ (NK) 

During his 2016 presidential campaign, Donald Trump pledged that, if elected, he would implement a $1 trillion plan to rebuild America’s 

crumbling infrastructure. He promised to reinvest in inner cities and rejuvenate economically impoverished urban areas. But a draft of 
Trump’s infrastructure plan leaked this week (Jan. 22) to Axios neglects poorer neighborhoods and 
cities, and instead outlines funding principles that would use national resources to fuel development 
in already-wealthy metro areas. “Basically the whole structure [of this proposal] is oriented around cities 
that are not only wealthy but also economically healthy,” says Yonah Freemark, a transportation and urbanism expert 

and PhD student at MIT. “But for cities that are not economically healthy, it will be very hard to make this kind of funding stream work for 
them.” The leaked document, which remains unverified by the White House, restricts federal funding to covering only 20% of any total 
infrastructure project cost. That aligns with Trump’s 2018 budget draft from last May, which called for $200 billion of federal “seed” money to 
be allocated over 10 years to spur $1 trillion of total spending on infrastructure. 
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3. Infrastructure isn’t effective: don’t create short-term jobs 

De Rugy 19 Veronique De Rugy [Ph.D., is a senior research fellow at the Mercatus Center at George 

Mason University and a monthly columnist for the print edition of Reason], 3-2017, "Federal 

Infrastructure Spending Is a Bad Deal," Reason, 

https://reason.com/archives/2017/02/09/federal-infrastructure-spendin //DF 

But not all infrastructure spending is equal. Ample literature shows, in fact, that it's a particularly bad vehicle for stimulus and does 

not, in practice, boost short-term jobs or economic growth. To work that way, government spending would 

have to be used quickly to put the unemployed to work on shovel-ready projects. But as Obama discovered in 

2009 when he tried to spend $47 billion from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act on infrastructure, there aren't that many 

shovel-ready projects lying around. [Meaning there aren’t projects that could be immediately started 

on] And since job seekers rarely have the skills needed to start building a bridge or highway right 

away, employers are forced to poach workers from their existing jobs.  Publicly funded infrastructure projects often 

aren't good investments in the long term, either. Most spending orchestrated by the federal government suffers from terrible incentives that 

lead to malinvestment—resources wasted in inefficient ways and on low-priority efforts. Projects get approved for political reasons and are 

either totally unnecessary or harmed by cost overruns and corruption. For example, we know that infrastructure investment produces the 

highest returns when it supports already-expanding cities and regions. Yet politicians' tendency is to spend in declining areas, where dollars 

can't help as many people, such as Detroit and Cleveland.  

 

Didn’t reduce unemployment during the great depression 

Will 18 George F. Will, 2-14-2018, “Infrastructure spending won’t transform America,” Washington Post, 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/infrastructure-spending-wont-transform-america/2018/02/

14/2ffb8550-10eb-11e8-9065-e55346f6de81_story.html?noredirect=on&utm_term=.be41af2d7ea5 

//DF 
The most recent surge of infrastructure spending, in the Obama administration’s stimulus, taught a useful lesson: Because of the 

ever-thickening soup of regulations, there are no “shovel-ready” projects. So, such spending cannot be nimble enough to ameliorate business 

cycles. This is just as well: Government attempts to fine-tune the economy are folly. The United States got 

many marvels — e.g., the Hoover Dam and part of the Golden Gate Bridge — from New Deal 

infrastructure spending. It did not get what the spending was supposed to provide: a cure for 

unemployment, which never fell below 14 percent until the nation prepared for World War II. 
Bipartisanship, the absence of which is lamented until its recurrence reminds us of its costs, this month produced the budget agreement. It put 

the nation on a path to trillion-dollar deficits during brisk economic growth and full employment. So, Democrats face a disagreeable decision. 

They tend to regret private-sector involvement that taints the purity of government’s undertakings. Democrats might, however, have to 

embrace public-private partnerships that generate revenue streams — from tolls, user fees and other devices — for investors. That is, 

Democrats, whose euphemism for government spending is “investments,” might have to tolerate real ones.  
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Long-term also wasteful 

De Rugy 19 Veronique De Rugy [Ph.D., is a senior research fellow at the Mercatus Center at George 

Mason University and a monthly columnist for the print edition of Reason], 3-2017, "Federal 

Infrastructure Spending Is a Bad Deal," Reason, 

https://reason.com/archives/2017/02/09/federal-infrastructure-spendin //DF 

Publicly funded infrastructure projects often aren't good investments in the long term, either. Most 

spending orchestrated by the federal government suffers from terrible incentives that lead to 

malinvestment—resources wasted in inefficient ways and on low-priority efforts. Projects get 

approved for political reasons and are either totally unnecessary or harmed by cost overruns and 

corruption. For example, we know that infrastructure investment produces the highest returns when it supports already-expanding cities 

and regions. Yet politicians' tendency is to spend in declining areas, where dollars can't help as many people, such as Detroit and Cleveland. 

Government statistics show that our infrastructure isn't actually crumbling. While conditions vary from state to state, the most recent data on 

highway quality (from 2012) classify 80 percent of urban highways as either good or acceptable. For rural highways, the figure is almost 97 

percent. Meanwhile, the quality of bridges has improved as well. In 2004, 5.7 percent of bridges were classed as structurally deficient, meaning 

that the bridge isn't unsafe but that it could suffer from a reduction in its load-carrying activities. By 2014 that number had declined to 4.2 

percent.  Still, our infrastructure could use some work. Recently, in a debate at the Aspen Ideas Festival with former National Economic Council 

Director Lawrence Summers, the economist Robert Barro noted that he was "glad that Larry and I can agree that fixing potholes is the most 

productive activity in government." Unfortunately, the political process is biased against dull but valuable projects, such as basic road 

maintenance, and biased in favor of flashy or grandiose projects, such as high-speed rail, the Big Dig, and the Bridge to Nowhere. The process 

also systematically overestimates the benefits and underestimates the price of infrastructure projects.  
 

R/T Debt not bad 

R/T Reserve Currency 

Rising U.S. debt reduces confidence in the U.S. government and hasten a shift away 

from the dollar; this will make it more difficult for the U.S. to pay off its debt 

Steil 16 Benn Steil, 4-6-2016, "The Strategic Implications of U.S. Debt," Council on Foreign Relations, 

https://www.cfr.org/report/strategic-implications-us-debt //DF 
The United States does not want to make high levels of debt the new normal. High debt levels remove flexibility that would be necessary if, for 

example, there were another financial crisis that required a large-scale fiscal stimulus or an unexpected major national security challenge that 

demanded a costly response. Keeping debt levels low enough to allow for a surge in spending without triggering a debt crisis seems to be a 

prudent hedge and worth paying a reasonable premium for. Mounting debt will hasten the demise of the dollar as the 

world’s reserve currency. This will happen as a result of a loss of confidence in U.S. financial 

management, as well as the related concern that what the United States will need to do to finance its 

debt will be at odds with what it should be doing to manage the U.S. and, indirectly, world economy. 

To help relieve the debt burden, the United States will need to reform entitlements including Medicare, Medicaid, and Social Security; avoid 

“false solutions” from Congress, such as the sequester and failing to raise the debt ceiling; and increase economic growth in the United States 

through education, infrastructure, immigration, and tax reforms.  
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R/T Crowdout Good 

The economy is less risky than it was in 2008 

Herbst-Bayliss 18 Svea Herbst-Bayliss, 11-13-2018, "U.S. recession unlikely before 2020, and then 'wok' 

shaped," Reuters, 

https://www.reuters.com/article/us-investment-summit-recession/u-s-recession-unlikely-before-2020-a

nd-then-wok-shaped-idUSKCN1NI2OY //DF 
Meanwhile, trade wars are seen as a danger, both men said, noting that tariffs, including a fresh round on Chinese goods, are bound to hurt 

U.S. consumers. “At the end of the day the president wants a deal with China. This is what he is all about, making deals,” PIMCO’s Fels said. 

SAUCER OR WOK? If there is a recession on the horizon, both Fels and Wien said it would likely be shallower than 

the great recession in 2008, in part because excesses have not built up the way they did a decade ago 

when the housing market overheated. “The next recession will be not very deep because I don’t see the big imbalances in the 

real economy that we had in past recessions, but it could be extended because we have less tools to fight it,” Fels said, adding “The last 

(recession) was V shaped. This one could be more saucer or wok-shaped.”  

 

TURNS High Debt → less foreign debt buyers; crowding out etc, bad bc people invest in bonds which 

don’t grow the economy as opposed productive private investments in businesses. (Goodkind - 

Newsweek) 
Nicole Goodkind, 5-2-2018, "U.S. debt is growing and foreigners are buying less: Here’s why that could be disastrous for the economy," 

Newsweek, https://www.newsweek.com/trump-tax-cuts-debt-china-907763 (NK) 

America is taking on record amounts of debt to pay for tax cuts and spending increases, but foreign 

investors, who currently hold about 43 percent of government debt, are getting skittish about 

purchasing it. The Treasury announced Monday that it had racked up a record amount of debt in the first three months of 2018, borrowing 

about $488 billion, or $47 billion more than initial estimates. But as the U.S. takes on these unprecedented levels of debt 

during economic boom times, a potential crisis looms: Foreign investment in U.S. debt is currently at 

its lowest point since November 2016 and has been decreasing steadily since 2008, when foreigners 

owned about 55 percent of American debt.  Foreign ownership of federal debt is essential to the 

country’s economic well-being, said Andrea Dicenso, a portfolio manager and strategist at Loomis, Sayles & Co. “We cannot 

exist at these growth rates with these deficit projections without foreign participation,” she told The Wall 

Street Journal. If fewer foreigners buy U.S. debt, American investors will be forced to pick up the slack and 

buy debt instead of active investments, a problem called "crowding out." “If foreigners buy less debt, 

Americans buy more, and they’re buying at the expense of making productive investments in 

businesses and startups,” explained Marc Goldwein, senior policy director for the nonpartisan Committee for a Responsible Federal 

Budget. “As a result of the dollars diverged to the treasury from other investments, our economy 

experiences less GDP [gross domestic product] growth, and wage growth slows.” Recent Republican tax cuts 

will cost $1.9 trillion over the next 10 years, and the omnibus spending bill cost another $1.3 trillion, and because of this increase in federal 

spending, the government is now on track to run a deficit of more than $1 trillion by 2020.  At a certain point, if that status quo 

is sustained, foreign unwillingness to buy U.S. debt will move beyond increased domestic purchasing 

and into panic territory, said Goldwein. “You could see a big jump in interest rates that happens quite 

rapidly.” If the United States has to offer five percent returns on its debt instead of 2 percent to 

interest potential buyers, outstanding debt will become less valuable to investors.  Just like the quick 

sell-off of housing debt led, in part, to the financial crisis of 2008, “a sell-off of debt could cause 
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financial crisis,” said Goldwein. “But who’s big enough to bail out the U.S. federal government?" The 

United States is currently the wealthiest nation in the world and is in a good position to take on more debt if it needs to, but this could be a "the 

bigger they are the harder they fall" situation, said Goldwein. "It’s not likely, but if [a large debt sell-off] does happen it would be really bad and 

could make the recent financial crisis look modest in comparison.” 
 

 

R/T Risky Investment 

TURN: pro growth policies mean things like the trump tax cuts which means more money for the 

wealthy. This is bad because wealthy investors are the most likely to speculate, which forms asset 

bubbles and means more recessions.(Carter - Huffpost) 
Zach Carter, 12-12-2017, "Bitcoin Is An Insult To Markets. So Are The GOP Tax Cuts.," 
HuffPost,https://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/bitcoin-speculation-gop-tax-cuts_us_5a2eeeb3e4b078950282cfbd (NK) 
But to some conservative economists, including George Mason University professor and Bloomberg columnist Tyler Cowen, even this isn’t cause 
for alarm. “What if those investors take the money and put it in a venture capital fund or invest it in some other manner? The whole point of 
capital markets is to recycle resources into the most profitable new opportunities,” Cowen wrote in November. What’s then to stop rich tax-cut 
recipients from plowing the money into bitcoin? Ultimately, bitcoin is just a hyper-distilled example of what is going wrong in the American 

economy. Corporations are currently sitting on $2 trillion in cash. The stock market is enjoying record 
highs. But none of these profits are doing much for ordinary families. The median household income has barely 

budged over the past decade. If we put more money into the financial system without directly improving the 
prospects for working people, there won’t be any productive place for that money to go. It will end up 
in purely speculative projects that could destabilize the financial system. Under conditions of extreme economic 

inequality, big tax cuts for the rich aren’t just unfair; they’re dangerous. Maybe bitcoin is only a silly aberration. But I 

wouldn’t stake $1.5 trillion on it. 
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