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T-Taxes---Violation---2NC 
MMT deliberately excludes redistributive taxation 
Brian P. Hanley 21, Ph.D., founder and chief scientist for Butterfly Sciences, 2021, “Is Modern Monetary Theory’s prescription to spend without reference to tax receipts an invitation to tyranny?,” Acta Oeconomica, 71(3), pp. 431-450
MMT does not currently advocate, nor demand taxation for redistribution of wealth for the purpose of addressing inequality. However, Wray would like to tax the wealthy until they are no longer rich, though this is not a formal part of MMT (Wray 2020). 3 The redistribution of wealth through taxation is a fundamental feature of the neoclassical theory (Samuelson 1956; Mas-Colell et al. 1995; Keen 2011), but such wealth redistribution is absent from MMT (Wray 2014a). Redistribution taxation is no longer practiced as much as it once was, particularly in the USA (FRED 2020d), and despite its foundational position in neoclassical theory, it is rarely mentioned in public discourse today. However, I think that adding redistribution taxation to the MMT system is probably a necessity to stabilize the economy (Weller 2010), and to accomplish political stability (Acemoglu – Robinson 2012). The former reason is that taxation for redistribution lowers Gini, and thus, stabilizes demand growth. While Weller and Rao’s argument is relative to the emerging economies, the same issues appear in the developed ones. Relative to politics, Acemoglu and Robinson’s work shows that the more unequal economic hierarchies produce political instability together with worse economic performance. Barring this kind of taxation, other careful work must be done to prevent rentier gaming of the economy, although Mosler’s concept of eliminating bond sales has a great deal of merit.
 
T-Taxes---Topical Version---2NC 
There’s a topical version of the aff consistent with MMT---even if taxes don’t directly fund spending, they can be used to directly redistribute income 
Emilio Carnevali 23, Associate Professor, Newcastle Business School, Northumbria University, Newcastle upon Tyne; and Giuseppe Fontana, Professor, University of Leeds Business School, 2023, “What modern monetary theory is, and what it is not,” European Journal of Economics and Economic Policies: Intervention, 20(1), pp. 56-66
It is fair to say that MMT authors tend not to emphasise the potential detrimental effects of high interest payments. As a result of political choices, real resources could de facto be diverted from low-income taxpayers, on whom the general taxation system relies disproportionally in developed countries, to high-income domestic or foreign savers. Of course, this also depends ultimately on who are the holders of government bonds. Yet regressive redistributive effects cannot be ruled out, when these holders are predominantly the representatives of the most affluent portions of the population. Even if one holds the MMT assumption that government expenditure is not funded by taxes, taxes are still used to drain real resources from the private sector: when a citizen pays taxes, the individual relinquishes purchasing power and gives it to the government. Interest payments on government debt correspond to a transfer of this purchasing power to individuals. Again, this could come with bottom-up redistributive effects. It makes a lot of difference whether public money is used to provide public goods (for example, to build schools or hospitals) or to pay interest on government bonds to a specific portion of the domestic or foreign population.


CP---Subsidized Employment 
1NC
CP---Subsidized Employment---1NC 
The Unites States Federal Government should adopt a subsidized employment program.

The CP solves unemployment through providing jobs to those that cannot currently find jobs. Solves better than a guarantee because programs can include training using public funds rather than MMT.
MDRC 13, Organizaton committed to finding solutions to some of the most difficult problems facing the nation — from reducing poverty and bolstering economic self-sufficiency to improving public education and college graduation rates, 2-2013, “Subsidized Employment: A Strategy for Bad Economic Times and for the Hard-to-Employ,” https://www.mdrc.org/publication/subsidized-employment-strategy-bad-economic-times-and-hard-employ // KG
Bottom Line: Subsidized employment programs provide jobs to people who cannot find employment in the regular labor market and use public funds to pay all or some of their wages. Some programs are designed primarily to provide short-term income support in poor economic times, while others also seek to improve long-term employment outcomes among “hard-to-employ” groups. Evaluations of subsidized employment programs suggest that they are effective at providing jobs in the short term but are less successful at helping participants transition to unsubsidized employment. However, these programs can also have valuable ancillary benefits, including the value of the work produced, reduced welfare receipt, and decreased recidivism among ex-offenders. To address lingering high unemployment rates for the long-term unemployed in the aftermath of the Great Recession, subsidized employment programs may be part of the answer, much as they were in past periods of deep unemployment.
What Do We Know?
Unemployment remains high for many disadvantaged and displaced groups. Nationally, the unemployment rate hovers around 8 percent long after the official end of the Great Recession. The rate is 15 percent — almost two times higher — if one counts involuntary part-time workers and “discouraged workers” who are not looking for jobs. Jobless rates are even higher for teenagers, individuals with criminal records, workers without any postsecondary education, and other groups that have difficulty finding jobs even when economic conditions are good. For a long time, policymakers have been searching for strategies that can provide people with immediate income (as they face the loss of unemployment insurance benefits), help to reduce the “scarring” that may hurt the employment prospects of the long- term unemployed, and aid the “hard-to-employ” in gaining work experience.
A subsidized employment program is one way to provide income support to people who cannot find jobs in the regular labor market, particularly during periods of high unemployment. The largest subsidized employment initiatives have been counter-cyclical programs, operated during periods of high unemployment. These programs have been designed primarily to provide work-based income support and have often targeted a broad range of unemployed people. Most recently, many states developed subsidized employment programs under the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) Emergency Fund, which was part of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA). These programs scaled up very quickly and employed about a quarter million people in 2009-10. Unlike in the past, the largest state programs placed most participants in subsidized jobs in the private sector, rather than creating public service positions.
Subsidized employment programs can also be used to train people with few hard skills, little previous work experience, or other barriers to employment for jobs. A subset of smaller-scale subsidized employment programs have targeted groups of people that tend to have low rates of employment even when the labor market is healthy. These people typically lack education and work experience. The goal of these programs is to improve long-term employment outcomes by providing some soft skills and hands-on training with paid work experience. In some cases, improved employment outcomes are expected to lead to other effects, such as decreases in recidivism among ex-prisoners.
Transitional jobs (TJ) programs are the most common example of this approach and have been found to increase employment in the short term. But more must be done to improve longer-term employment outcomes for those with serious barriers to employment. Studies show that several TJ programs for former prisoners and welfare recipients generate very large increases in employment initially — due to the subsidized jobs themselves — suggesting that the programs have succeeded in employing many people who would not otherwise have worked. However, the TJ programs tested thus far have generally not improved long-term employment outcomes. Two possible explanations are that TJ programs fail to make participants more attractive to employers because transitional work is not perceived as valuable or hard skill-building — or that the programs have lacked strong job development components, which would more directly connect individuals to employers.
Some of the TJ programs have produced other positive effects. The Transitional Work Corporation (TWC), a TJ program that targeted welfare recipients, reduced welfare receipt and welfare payments. Another program that targets former prisoners, the Center for Employment Opportunities (CEO), generated decreases in recidivism through three years, a rare achievement resulting in as much as $8,300 in savings to taxpayers for each program participant. However, four other TJ programs that targeted recently released prisoners did not consistently reduce recidivism — even during the early period when there was a large impact on employment.
Older subsidized employment models that provided wage subsidies to private employers have been successful at improving employment and earnings outcomes for welfare recipients and other groups, but these programs were small and selective. It will be important to see whether the next generation of subsidized employment models that provide on-the-job training or place participants directly into subsidized jobs with private firms can produce better outcomes.
What’s Next?
These findings suggest that providing transitional jobs can provide short-term income support to individuals with serious barriers to employment or to broader groups during poor economic times, but it does not guarantee improvements in long-term employment or other outcomes. Thus, it is important to test enhanced models of subsidized jobs that include partnerships with private employers, the use of incentives for participants and employers, additional training in hard skills to better prepare people for unsubsidized jobs, and other supports designed to address the specific needs of the population being served.
Two major, multisite projects run by MDRC — the Department of Labor’s Enhanced Transitional Jobs Demonstration and the Department of Health and Human Services’ Subsidized and Transitional Employment Demonstration — are currently testing the next generation of subsidized employment models, which are distinctly different from older TJ programs. These programs aim to increase the long- term employment of a variety of hard-to-employ populations, including welfare recipients, former prisoners, and low-income noncustodial parents. They also have additional goals specific to the target population, such as reducing welfare receipt, reducing recidivism, and increasing child support payments.
2NC 
Solvency---General---2NC
Subsidized employment solves better --- improves wages, provides work experience and helps the economy.
Laura Meyer 21, Master of Public Policy Student, University of Michigan, 4-1-21, “Subsidized Employment: A Proven Strategy to Aid an Equitable Economic Recovery,” https://www.cbpp.org/research/income-security/subsidized-employment-a-proven-strategy-to-aid-an-equitable-economic // KG
Subsidized employment programs, meanwhile, have improved workers’ wages and employment for decades, and can provide economic benefits for participants that last for years. In the recovery from the Great Recession, state subsidized employment programs resourced through the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) Emergency Fund placed more than a quarter-million people in public- and private-sector jobs, giving them needed income and work experience. Experience like this, in turn, can connect participants to unsubsidized employment, improving their long-term job prospects.
Subsidized employment programs have improved workers’ wages and employment for decades and can provide economic benefits for participants that last for years.
The current crisis calls for a permanent subsidized employment program that can similarly respond to short-term needs as well as support workers who are disadvantaged even in good economic times. The resulting higher wages and employment levels would help not just these workers but the economy, as such workers are likelier to keep the money they earn flowing into local economies. Federal policymakers should ensure such a program makes it to the finish line and is included in the recovery legislation that they will consider later this year.

Solvency---vs JG---2NC 
Subsidized employment solves better – they ensure unskilled workers aren’t left behind
Samuel Hammond 18, Resident senior fellow. He previously worked as an economist for the Government of Canada specializing in rural economic development, and as a graduate research fellow for the Mercatus Center at George Mason University, 3-27-18, “Why Not A Job Guarantee?” https://www.niskanencenter.org/not-job-guarantee/ // KG
3: Subsidized employment beats public employment.
Monetary policy and automatic fiscal stabilizers can support near-full employment without the political-economic problems of a job guarantee. New Zealand’s central bank, a historical leader in monetary policy innovation, recently updated its mandate to include “maximizing sustainable employment” alongside price stability. The Federal Reserve can and should interpret its dual mandate in an equally vigorous way.
That said, even a strong economy will leave some marginalized or discouraged workers behind. Providing subsidies to private sector employers for hiring hard-to-employ groups, from the long-term unemployed to individuals with disabilities, is a realistic strategy for closing the last mile of involuntary unemployment. As I’ve noted before, the United States trails the developed world in spending on active labor market policies. Researchers at the Georgetown Center on Poverty and Inequality have published a review of the evidence from 40 years of U.S. employment subsidy programs and experiments, with many lessons for how a program with dedicated federal funding could work.
Solvency---Inequality---2NC 
Empirics prove – subsidized employment programs have decades of proven success and can successfully reduce poverty and remove structural barriers to employment. Prefer neg ev – it is specific in the way it targets innequality at the roots.
Algernon Austin et al. 23, PhD, consults on race, politics, and economics in Washington, DC. He is the former director of the program on race, ethnicity, and the economy at the Economic Policy Institute. Et al. Natalia Cooper and Kali Grant, 2-22-23, “Subsidized Employment Can Help Fight Poverty in Good Times & Bad,” https://www.georgetownpoverty.org/issues/subsidized-employment-can-help-fight-poverty-in-good-times-bad/ // KG
Nearly 15 million people in the U.S. who would like to work are unable to find a job right now—despite a historically low national unemployment rate.1 This joblessness is not uniformly distributed across the country but concentrated in the most disadvantaged communities, particularly Black and Brown communities. A targeted, large-scale subsidized employment program can help these communities increase employment and reduce poverty.
Last year the national unemployment rate was 3.6 percent.2 The last time the national rate was this low was in 1969.3 But the national average hides the fact that there are many communities that are suffering from persistent, high levels of joblessness. In every state, one can find communities that have been similarly left behind due to deindustrialization, disinvestment, and discrimination related to the legacy of redlining and other policies. These communities tend to have a high share of workers with low incomes or workers of color. For example, last year the unemployment rate in the majority-Latinx town Yuma, Arizona, was 10 percent, nearly three times the national rate. It was 11 percent in both Flint, Michigan, and Magoffin County, Kentucky, predominantly Black and white locales, respectively. It was higher still in Jefferson County, Mississippi, where the unemployment rate is 14 percent and the large majority of residents are Black. It was 16 percent in the Alaska Native-majority Kusilvak area of Alaska.4 
A large-scale employment program, where the federal government subsidizes all or part of a worker’s wages and targets communities with the highest rates of unemployment, can help increase employment where it is needed most. During periods when the national unemployment rate is holding steady or declining, the program should be ramped up to reduce unemployment in places with high rates of joblessness. This would help all communities share in the nation’s prosperity.
A half-century’s worth of evidence proves subsidized employment is a powerful, beneficial, and versatile policy tool for supporting structurally excluded communities and workers, who face a variety of systemic barriers to employment and who also tend to be most impacted by inflation. Well-designed programs that provide on-the-job training and vital wraparound supports, like child care and transportation assistance, can strengthen local economies and boost employment rates. Subsidized employment programs have also been shown to increase incomes, reduce involvement with the criminal legal system, improve the psychological well-being of participating workers and their families, and reduce long-term poverty. 
Programs can be tailored to meet the specific needs of different communities, with lasting ripple effects. For example, evaluations of the New Hope program in Milwaukee showed improved test scores and academic performance among children of participating workers five years after the subsidized employment placement ended, and improved positive social behavior eight years after the placement’s end. There are countless other examples of effective subsidized employment programs that targeted workers with serious or intersecting barriers to employment, such as people facing racism, sexism, or discrimination based on their sexual orientation or gender identity, people experiencing challenges related to caregiving and health conditions or disabilities, people with criminal legal system involvement, or people without a high school credential or equivalent. 
In March 2022, the Federal Reserve hiked the interest rate for the first time in more than three years—and has raised rates seven times since then—in the hope of reducing inflation. A typical consequence of the Federal Reserve’s actions is higher unemployment. Often the Federal Reserve’s interest-rate hikes lead to a recession. 
It would be useful to have a targeted, automatically responsive, national subsidized employment program in place to support communities consistently left behind throughout the business cycle, and especially during times when the nation’s unemployment rate is decreasing. That way, when the Federal Reserve is increasing interest rates and unemployment, we could still preserve some level of employment through subsidized jobs. Since these jobs would be targeted to communities with the highest levels of unemployment, the jobs support would always benefit those who need it the most. And it would help mitigate the rise in unemployment and poverty that usually results from Federal Reserve interest rate hikes. In this way, a large-scale subsidized employment program could help disadvantaged communities in good economic times and bad.

It solves – scalable, accessible program that is proven to significantly reduce poverty rates.
Indivar Dutta-Gupta et al. 18, Co-Executive Director of the Georgetown Center on Poverty & Inequality (GCPI), where he leads work to develop and advance policy recommendations that alleviate poverty and inequality, advance racial and gender equity, and expand economic inclusion for all people in the United States, Published in 2018, “Working to Reduce Poverty: A National Subsidized Employment Proposal,” https://www.rsfjournal.org/content/rsfjss/4/3/64.full.pdf // KG
The total direct compensation costs of serving 20 percent of the full universe of eligible par- ticipants would be $15.9 billion annually to pro- vide subsidized employment for 2.4 million participants—which would benefit more than seven million members of those workers’ households.9 In addition to these direct com- pensation costs for wages would be added costs for payroll taxes and net tax benefits, wrap- around services, and state and local adminis- trative costs, which would further add to the annual costs.
The total additional earnings received would reduce the nation’s overall poverty rate (SPM) from 14.3 percent to 14.0 and thereby lift approximately one million people out of SPM poverty. The reduction in the poverty rate of expected program participants—who are significantly more disadvantaged than the overall population, having a poverty rate nearly 2.5 times the overall rate—would be far greater. For participants, the reductions in the poverty rate and the deep poverty 
rate (those with poverty levels less than half the supplemental poverty measure’s threshold) would be sharp. The poverty rates among participants would be reduced from 35 percent to 20 percent and the deep pov- erty rate would fall from 14 percent to below 4 percent. Participants would also see a sharp reduction in the poverty gap (the difference between household income and the poverty threshold), eliminating the majority (62 per- cent) of their poverty. Low-income families that have incomes above the poverty level but less than twice the poverty level would also see ben- efits that would increase their families’ income- to-needs ratio by nearly 20 percent.
These calculations account for the likely change in tax benefits net of taxes paid, such as the EITC and the CTC, but not some net sav- ings that would occur for federal spending on other programs, such as Supplemental Nutri- tion Assistance Program (formerly Food Stamps), for which higher earnings would re- duce benefit amounts for participants (West and Reich 2014). The size and benefits of the program could also easily be scaled for lower participation levels of 10 or 15 percent of the universe targeted for services or higher partic- ipation levels of 30 percent.

Solvency---Economy---2NC 
Helps boost the econ in times of unemployment and provide people with stable jobs.
Laura Meyer 21, Master of Public Policy Student, University of Michigan, 4-1-21, “Subsidized Employment: A Proven Strategy to Aid an Equitable Economic Recovery,” https://www.cbpp.org/research/income-security/subsidized-employment-a-proven-strategy-to-aid-an-equitable-economic // KG
During periods of high unemployment, subsidized employment programs can boost the economy by increasing wages and employment levels — and should be used to do so now. (See text box, “Subsidized Employment Already Being Used to Fight Pandemic.”)
But subsidized employment programs have a role to play even in expansionary periods, when they can improve the employment opportunities and outcomes for individuals with more significant employment barriers who may need more support and supervision.[28] These barriers, such as low education levels or caregiving responsibilities, make it challenging for many people to find jobs even when the economy is strong.[29] A permanent federal program could create the foundation to support these workers — then scale up rapidly during recessions. Subsidized employment should be a part of a permanent investment in a stronger, more equitable economy.

Mechanics---AT: Cost---2NC 
Clear funding mechanisms make the CP preferable.
Indivar Dutta-Gupta et al. 18, Co-Executive Director of the Georgetown Center on Poverty & Inequality (GCPI), where he leads work to develop and advance policy recommendations that alleviate poverty and inequality, advance racial and gender equity, and expand economic inclusion for all people in the United States, Published in 2018, “Working to Reduce Poverty: A National Subsidized Employment Proposal,” https://www.rsfjournal.org/content/rsfjss/4/3/64.full.pdf // KG
This proposal envisions a generous, open- ended federal match to states for the formula grant. Each states’ grant would be based on states’ FMAP (Federal Medical Assistance Per- centage, or Medicaid match rate). The FMAP for each state is based on the relative per capita income of a state compared with national per capita income. It currently varies between 50 and 82 percent, limited by a statutory maxi- mum of 83 percent (ASPE 2015). Under this sub- sidized employment proposal, each state would receive a minimum (regardless of macroeco- nomic conditions) match equal to its FMAP plus half the gap between the state’s FMAP and 100 percent, resulting in minimum matching rates ranging from 75 percent in the wealthiest states to 91 percent in the poorest. States would be able to count TANF,8 Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA), and other federal funding legitimately utilized for subsidized em- ployment toward their contributions. Based on the TANF Emergency Fund’s subsidized jobs experience and the adoption of the Medicaid expansion under the Affordable Care Act, a re- imbursement rate that is more generous than the existing FMAP for basic Medicaid is likely necessary to ensure that all or nearly all states choose to participate in this program (Kaplan 2009; Ollove 2015). This proposed federal sub- sidized employment match (FSEM) also would rise (never above 100 percent) and fall (never below 75 percent), with each year-over-year per- centage point increase in three-month average state unemployment rates triggering a percent- age increase in the match rate. Unlike the FMAP, the FSEM would be more responsive to economic changes by being updated every cal- endar quarter, though increased match rates would trigger on for a minimum of the balance of the current and subsequent fiscal year to allow for state fiscal, policy, and programmatic planning. (Overly volatile match rates, espe- cially falls in the match rate, would jeopardize the viability of the program’s match structure.) 
The competitive grant, administered by HHS, would be administered similarly to exist- ing competitive grant programs. 


DA---Inflation
UQ
UQ---Inflation---2NC 
Inflation is receding now due to smart monetary policy by the Fed.
Wayne Duggan 23, MIT graduate contributing to Forbes, 6-13-2023, “The Price Is Right: U.S. Inflation Hits Two-Year Lows In May,” https://www.forbes.com/advisor/investing/current-inflation-rate/, oj
A combination of higher interest rates, easing supply chain constraints and tighter credit has helped tame inflation in 2023. As of May, the annualized rate of CPI inflation has declined for 11 months straight.
In May, core inflation—which excludes volatile food and energy prices—was up 0.4% on a monthly basis and 5.3% from a year ago.
Food prices were up 0.2% month-over-month and 6.7% compared to a year ago. Energy prices were down 3.6% on a monthly basis and are down 11.7% over the past 12 months. Shelter costs continue to rise, gaining 0.6% compared to April and 8% compared to May 2022.
The latest CPI numbers arrive after the Labor Department reported the U.S. economy added 339,000 jobs in May, showing that the jobs market remains incredibly strong. Wages were up 4.3% year-over-year in May, while the unemployment rate ticked higher to 3.7%—figures that further underline the unflagging strength of the U.S. labor market.
The May inflation reading is only the latest data showing meaningful progress on inflation. In May, the Commerce Department reported the core personal consumption expenditures (PCE) price index was up 4.7% in April, a slight increase from a 4.6% year-over-year gain in March.
Core PCE is the Fed’s preferred inflation measure.
The Fed Is Winning the War on Inflation
Inflation has been the Fed’s enemy No. 1 since early 2022, and the Federal Open Market Committee has made aggressive changes to U.S. monetary policy in an attempt to lower inflation to its long-term target of 2%.
In May, the FOMC raised its target federal funds rate by one quarter of a percentage point, its tenth consecutive interest rate hike. Since March of last year, the Fed has raised fed funds by 5% to its current range of between 5% and 5.25%.
The FOMC is also allowing up to $60 billion in Treasury securities and $35 billion in agency mortgage-backed securities (MBS) to mature and roll off its more than $8.3 trillion balance sheet per month.
In May, Fed Chair Jerome Powell said a U.S. banking crisis that included the collapses of Silicon Valley Bank, Signature Bank and First Republic Bank has tightened credit markets.
Thanks to the crisis, Powell noted, “our policy rate may not need to rise as much as it would have otherwise to achieve our goals.” The May CPI reading likely increases the chances the Fed will announce a pause to rate hikes at the conclusion of its meeting on Wednesday, June 14.
According to CME Group, markets are currently pricing in a 93% chance of a pause in rate hikes this week and just a 7% chance of a rate hike. However, the market is also pricing in a 74.3% chance the Fed will raise rates by at least another quarter of a percentage point by the end of July.
Markets Believe Inflation Is on the Mend
David Bahnsen, chief investment officer at The Bahnsen Group, says Tuesday’s CPI report is a clear sign the Fed has won its battle against inflation.
“Tuesday’s CPI suggests that inflation has been defeated,” Bahnsen says. “:Most of the inflation we are seeing is coming from housing, but it takes time for home price declines to show up in the CPI data, so today’s 4% inflation rate is actually much closer to the 2% Fed target.”
The central bank is attempting to navigate a balancing act of aggressively raising interest rates to bring down inflation without tipping the U.S. economy into recession. Higher interest rates increase borrowing costs for companies and consumers, slowing economic activity.
Best predictions point to decline---supply chain resolution, rate hikes, and spending normalization.
Preston Caldwell 23, Master of Business Administration from Rice, bachelors in economics from Arkansas, 5-26-2023, “Why We Expect Inflation to Fall in 2023,” https://www.morningstar.com/economy/why-we-expect-inflation-fall-2023-2, oj
Inflation in 2022 reached the highest level in over 40 years. But we expect inflation to fall dramatically over the next year.
Understanding why inflation will fall requires understanding why inflation became so bad in the first place. Over 2021 and 2022, strong consumer demand ran into a brick wall of supply constraints, causing prices to explode in many industries, especially food, energy, and durable goods.
But demand is cooling off, thanks greatly to the Federal Reserve’s interest-rate hikes. Just as importantly, supply constraints are disappearing. With the main causes of high inflation now running in reverse gear, the economy is set to receive a large deflationary impulse.
After peaking at 6.2% in 2022, we expect inflation to fall to 3.5% for 2023. Over 2024 to 2027, we expect inflation to average just 1.8%—below the Fed’s 2% target.
Inflation Still Heavily Driven by a Few Categories
Inflation (PCE) has fallen from a peak of 7% year-over-year in June 2022 to 4.2% as of March 2023. That’s encouraging progress, though it’s still much too high.
Digging deeper into the data, we continue to see inflation being heavily driven by a handful of categories subject to supply disruption. The spike in prices in these categories should unwind as supply issues resolve. This chart measures the contribution to excess inflation—or the cumulative deviation of inflation above its prepandemic trend.
Of the 8.8 percentage points in excess inflation since the start of the pandemic, well over half (4.9 percentage points) is accounted for by energy, food, and durable goods. These categories account for 22% of total personal consumption. Admittedly, the inflation problem has broadened out significantly since late 2021, when these categories accounted for three fourths of excess inflation. But the resolution of supply issues in these categories should go a long way to bringing inflation back to normal.
We Forecast Inflation for 2023-27 From a Bottom-Up Perspective
Given the role of industry-specific shocks, we forecast inflation using a bottom-up methodology.
We’re projecting large deflation in prices for durable goods, food, and energy over 2023-27.
For durable goods, resolution of the semiconductor shortage should play a large role in expanding supply. A normalization of consumer spending mix will also shift demand away from durables (and other goods) and back into services.
For food and energy, prices should subside as these industries adjust to disruption from the Russia-Ukraine conflict and other factors.
We don’t expect the price spikes in energy and durables to be replaced by new problems elsewhere in the economy. We expect moderate wage growth and the absence of any long-lasting supply disruptions to keep general inflation at restrained levels. Inflation expectations (which can fuel high inflation in a self-fulfilling prophecy) also look restrained.
Fed tightening will cool off the overall economy substantially in 2023 and 2024, extinguishing the inflationary fire before it gets out of control.
Supply Chains Are Healing as Demand Normalizes and Capacity Expands
A broad array of production and logistical disruptions have contributed to inflation in durables and other parts of the economy. But supply chains are healing as demand normalizes and capacity catches up. The New York Fed’s Global Supply Chain Pressure Index (which captures ocean shipping costs and delivery times, among other indicators) is now, stunningly, showing looser supply chain conditions than before the pandemic.
here’s more help on the way. As one indicator on the logistics side, there are enough container ships set to be delivered over the next several years to expand the current fleet by 30%. On the manufacturing side, capacity is also expanding in the U.S. and other major economies (most notably China).
Beyond these broad supply-chain disruptions, perhaps one half of the runup in durable goods prices looks to be a result of the semiconductor shortage alone. Semiconductor manufacturing capacity is frantically expanding, with 2022 capital expenditures having soared 90% above prepandemic levels. It takes a while to ramp up capacity, but it is now a question of when—not if—the semiconductor shortage will be cleared.

Their ev underestimates deflation impulses.
Preston Caldwell 23, Master of Business Administration from Rice, bachelors in economics from Arkansas, 6/28/2023, “When Will the Fed Start Cutting Interest Rates?,” https://www.morningstar.com/markets/when-will-fed-start-cutting-interest-rates, oj
Resolution of Supply Constraints Plus Fed Tightening Will Crush Inflation
We expect inflation to fall to normal levels after peaking at 6.2% in 2022. We still think most of the sources of high inflation since the start of the pandemic will abate (and even unwind in impact) over the next few years. This includes energy, autos, and other durables. Aggressive capacity expansion across many areas could turn widespread shortages into gluts within a few years. Combining these factors with monetary policy tightening, we expect inflation to drop to 3.6% for full-year 2023 and average just 1.8% over 2024-27.
We’re more optimistic on inflation coming down than consensus. We think consensus underrates the deflationary impulse likely to be provided by industries like energy and durable goods in coming years, as pandemic-era disruptions fade.



Link---Main
Link---MMT Jobs Guarantee---2NC 
Using MMT to fund full employment shocks the economy---inflation and destabilization ensure it. 
Gerald Epstein 19, Ph.D. in economics from Princton, Professor of Economics, founding Co-director of the Political Economy Research Institute, University of Massachusetts-Amherst, 2019, “What’s Wrong with Modern Money Theory? A Policy Critique,” Palgrave Macmillan, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-26504-5, ghs—gc
The key MMT macroeconomic policy proposal is that government spending should target full employment, and that the central bank should keep interest rates low by monetizing the debt.7 Moreover, the government should not worry about “financing the budget” through taxes or cuts in other spending. This is functional finance with an MMT twist. MMT advocates argue that at full employment, the fiscal authorities should raise taxes or cut spending to drain demand from the economy to maintain full employment without inflation (Wray 2012; Palley 2013, 2015; Tymoigne and Wray 2015). In this rendering, then, macroeconomic policy should be guided by fiscal spending to achieve full employment, and the policy should be subject to an inflation constraint managed by fiscal policy tools. Monetary policy, in turn, should focus on keeping the interest rate low. Palley has addressed the problems of using fiscal policy to fine-tune the economy to reach full employment without excessive inflation (Palley 2013, 2015). These are familiar from the old debates about fine-tuning vs. rules and emphasize uncertain lags, uncertain shocks to the economy, and poor understanding of key parameters such as multipliers associated with different policies and the shape and position of the Philips Curve. In addition, there are many related problems associated with this idea of fine-tuning fiscal policy at the point of full employment: how exactly do we define full employment? What about underemployment? What about variations in labor force participation rates over the cycle? There are additional problems. What happens when the economy crosses the threshold between the unemployment/low taxes world and to the full employment/higher taxes world: Let’s say we do know where to set the full employment threshold. We are now introducing a massive shock into the economy when we cross into full employment. That is, just before full employment taxes are very low. After we cross the threshold, all of a sudden, the government is collecting a significant amount of taxes. How do we avoid a significant destabilization?
MMT entrenches the economy in sustained inflation.
Juan Castañeda 21, Director of the Institute of International Monetary Research, PhD in Economics and has experience working and researching in monetary policy and central banking, 4-2021, “Modern Monetary Theory: Why it can’t provide sustained economic growth and low inflation,” https://ssrn.com/abstract=3850589, oj
The adoption of the MMT main policy proposals would result in a drastic change in the institutional framework used by governments to make policy decisions and how they define their budget constraint and their relation with the national central bank. In an MMT-dominated world, a central bank would cease to bear any resemblance to a financial institution. Instead, it would become an outpost of the treasury, its behaviour determined in particular by government decisions to spend more or less, thus determining whether to create more or less money. In such a scenario, the central bank would not retain any meaningful degree of independence regarding the decisions affecting the amount of money in the economy or the interest rate charged in its regular lending to commercial banks. The central bank’s only role would be to accommodate fully the financial needs of the treasury, determined by the government’s own economic policies and political goals. This is what economists traditionally refer to as a ‘fiscal dominance’ scenario (see Sargent and Wallace 1981). In the aftermath of the Global Financial Crisis, when reflecting on his experience with the US economy and high inflation back in the 1970s, the former President of the US Fed (1979- 1987), Paul Volker (2011) pointed out how difficult it was to return to more sound and sustainable monetary policies once fiscal dominance becomes entrenched. Adopting a fully-fledged fiscal dominance scenario would lead to a significant policy regime change, with enormous implications for longterm economic outcomes. As pointed out previously in this paper, if the financial constraint on the government were relaxed for too long, let alone eliminated as MMT would entail, there would be virtually no limit on money creation and rising inflation would rapidly become entrenched in the economy.
Currently, central banks are far from being in an ideal ‘monetary dominance’ scenario - in other words, one where an independent central bank determines its own targets following a clear policy rule and is not affected by government policies and decisions. From the outbreak of the Global Financial Crisis, the purchase by central banks of a significant amount of public debt has put them in a difficult position.17 This trend has accelerated since March 2020, when central banks all over the world have drastically increased their public debt holdings and at a faster pace. Effectively, this is making governments more reliant on their national central banks’ direct or indirect purchases of their debt to finance their enlarged spending programmes at affordable (indeed virtually zero) rates. To be clear, the central bank purchase of public debt under QE programmes is not per se tantamount to central bank dependence on the government. As recently explained by the Deputy Governor of the Bank of England, in times of severe crisis it is expected that both the fiscal and monetary policy makers use their respective policies to support spending (Broadbent 2020), one of their tools being asset purchase programmes or the reduction of policy rates. However, central bank independence will be tested in the next 1-2 years, when a likely increase in spending and in CPI inflation will put central banks in an extremely difficult policy position (Goodhart and Pradhan 2020). They will have to choose between pursuing their own targets, which will almost certainly mean tightening monetary policy to avoid future inflation (i.e. monetary dominance), or else keeping very low interest rates and loose monetary conditions for longer to support the government (i.e. fiscal dominance).18 At that point, central banks will need to choose between either surrendering monetary stability and low inflation altogether and effectively moving towards the adoption of an MMT paradigm, or taking the necessary measures to rein in inflation and take back control of the amount of money in circulation. If the former, both historical evidence and sound monetary theory point to an economy entrenched in enlarged government spending, much higher rates of growth in the amount of money, and therefore higher inflation.
MMT is not the right solution if we want to keep a sustainable rate of growth in the economy with low inflation over the medium to the long term.
Turn --- JG doesn’t prevent price instability but instead accelerates it.
Cullen Roche 12, Founder and Chief Investment Officer of Discipline Funds. Discipline Funds is a low fee financial advisory firm with a focus on helping people be more disciplined with their finances., 1-20-12, “Constructive Criticisms of a Job Guarantee Program” https://www.pragcap.com/mmt-job-guarantee/ // KG
3. The JG Will Not Result In Price Stability
The jobs guarantee is not the “price stability” component that some MMT advocates claim it is. This is the cornerstone of the MMT JG argument (even though Warren Mosler has said its only real role is to serve as a more liquid buffer stock – see below). One of the terms we keep seeing regarding the MMT Job Guarantee (JG) is this concept of it serving as a “price anchor”. The idea that is always attached to the JG is that it will provide full employment and price stability. This is right in theory and entirely unproven in reality. Yes, in theory, the government could really hire everyone they wanted to and they can really set the price of just about anything. But with regard to the price stability issue, the term “price anchor” is misleading as it gives the impression that the JG can serve as an effective way to contain inflation over the course of the business cycle (some MMTers have even gone so far as to make wild claims that the JG could eliminated inflation altogether!). More likely, the JG would serve as a good deflation fighter and only a “soft ceiling” (per Warren) or marginally better inflation fighter than what we have today (sounds good in theory, right!?).
Historically, buffer stock schemes have always failed. One of the primary reasons why buffer stock schemes fail is because the price setting entity ends up always bidding to buy more and more of the commodity than they prefer. Because the market knows they have an upward price bias there tends to be few environments in which the price setting entity is able to sell and put downward pressure on prices. So the buffer stock ends up being a price buoy and not a price anchor. This is well established in commodity markets where buffer stock schemes have never succeeded in the long-term.
Of course, modern governments have become particularly adept at fighting off deflation so the deflation fighting effects of the JG shouldn’t be heralded too much. After all, we’ve had one case of deflation in the last 50 years and it was more than short-lived. It’s not the downside we’ve come to worry about so much, but the upside (today is a rather unusual circumstance given the 100 year balance sheet recession storm). Modern governments have nearly perfected the art of “printing money” in order to offset negative shocks to the economy. Unfortunately, what they’re not so good at is stopping the ensuing boom or coming close to having policy measures in place that halt or alleviate it. While the JG serves as a good deflation fighting policy, it’s effectiveness in stopping high inflation will still rely on the boys switching the policy levers at Fed, Treasury and Congress….In this regard, I think the JG is severely lacking and requires something greater involving counter-cyclical policy (not men with perfectly trimmed beards making predictions!).
Robert LaJeunesse wrote an interesting book titled “Work time regulation as a sustainable full employment strategy” in which he explained the misguided thinking of the JG as a price anchoring buffer stock:
“During robust economic times, buffer stocks offer little prospect of abating wage pressures in the primary sector. Since buffer stocks target a minimum price of labor, an earnings floor if you will, and do not create a wage ceiling they will have little impact on the primary sector wage demands. Capitalists will be able to maintain a significant degree of labor market segmentation, allowing them to avoid hiring from outside the primary sector. As such they will avoid payroll expansion and attempt to squeeze more from existing workers in the form of longer hours and greater work intensification. One only has to look at the history of commodity prices (such as oil) to realize that buffer stocks do not place a ceiling on prices. Buffer stocks may mitigate priceswings, but they tend to prop prices up rather than restrain them, particularly when the commodity is in short supply. Buffer stocks, therefore, do not serve as a price anchor but rather as a price buoy. That is, they represent an earnings floor rather than an earnings ceiling. Public and private sector employees alike will still face pressure to work long hours under a job guarantee – either to maintain insatiable consumption desires or to retain jobs that offer long hours on a take-it-or-leave-it basis. Such behavior would most certainly become inflationary as Mitchell and Wray (2005) concede when they write, ‘if the government decides not to deflate demand, the ELR pool still allows the economy to operate with higher aggregate demand and lower inflation pressures, although inflation can still result.'”
The commodity buffer stock comparison has weak points, but one recent example of this sort of buffer stock idea surrounded the release of reserves from the Strategic Petroleum Reserve in the middle of last year. I spoke to several analysts and traders who, at the time, said the move was a desperate attempt to pull prices down and stimulate the economy. President Obama pulled hard on that buoy and released a small amount of this buffer stock into the market, but he couldn’t pull the prices down for long. Capitalists got back to being capitalists and market dynamics took control once again as prices floated higher. The labor market would work a bit differently, but contains some of the same problems that specific commodity price targeting would. As previously mentioned, buffer stock schemes have never succeeded.
The problem in the labor market is one of money neutrality (a concept that MMTers very publicly reject). In order for the buffer stock to control the market it essentially has to be THE market. But labor is not like any simple commodity. It is a highly specific and specialized commodity. We know this from the remarkable wage discrepancies that exist in the world today. A job at Goldman Sachs is a commodity unlike anything seen in the rest of the labor market. So setting the price of low price unskilled labor doesn’t have a sufficiently uniform effect across the entire labor market to keep wages low when the economy is booming and Goldman Sachs is poaching from Bank of America, Boeing is poaching from Caterpillar, and Microsoft is poaching from Cisco.
To make this point clearer, arguing that the JG is a strong upside inflation deterrent is a lot like setting the price for wool and then claiming that you’ve stopped commodities from rising above a certain point. Clearly, that’s not true. Now, if the government set all prices in the labor market then we’d be having a different conversation, but the JG would cover roughly 3-5% of the unskilled laborers at a point approaching full capacity. Because this buffer stock will have been dwindled down to largely low-skilled workers whose convertibility into private sector jobs is now negligible, it will have an equally negligible impact on the broader wage scale.
So the upside benefits will be relatively muted regarding price stability during an economic boom (when we’re nearing traditional “full employment”). Additionally, the job guarantee pool at 3-5% of all unemployed will be so small and non-convertible into widespread private sector jobs that it won’t come close to impacting prices and wages to the extent that private sector jobs will (which will see substantial wage pressure during a boom period as skilled laborers compete for the other 95-97% of jobs. As Mitchell and Wray say, this would most certainly add to aggregate demand during the boom times which would lead to higher inflation. Ultimately, we will still rely on counter cyclical policy to be implemented at levels of full capacity regardless of whether we have a buffer stock of unemployed or employed so the fact that the employed buffer stock acts as a price buoy and not a price anchor is quite substantial. Given the fact that modern governments have become particularly adept at fighting deflation, I think the inflation fighting case for the JG is vastly overstated.
One point that many MMTers make is that labor is sufficiently undifferentiated to allow a JG to reduce wages across the entire spectrum of wages. But this argument doesn’t hold true and is in fact a massive contradiction in MMT beliefs. MMTers have spent the last few years arguing over “income inequality”. The problem here is that they’ve created a price stability theory based on income equality. The fact is, it is the rich who control the price spectrum because it is the rich who spend the majority of the money in the USA. The top 20% of Americans do 50% of the spending. But the JG supporters are trying to have it both ways. They want to claim that the JG can contain inflation due to undifferentiated wages, but also claim that the income inequality is a problem. Clearly, the JG isn’t nearly the inflation fighting component of the theory as it is advertised to be. In fact, there is a very real chance that once the bill gets ratified and in the hands of the lobbyists that it could either cause greater income inequality (by pegging low wages) or be highly inflation when the lobbyists push the $16 wage to $20, then $25, then $30 as cost of living adjustments pressure law makers to alter the plan….
This leads into a final and more theoretical reality of the potential negative impacts of the JG – wages. Some MMTers have proposed a living wage of $16/hr.
This is $8.75 higher than the current minimum wage (generally unskilled labor and fairly rigorous work). The risk in the JG is that we pay people for rather easy to perform unskilled labor. For instance, the jobs in Wray’s book “understanding modern money” include Artist, musician, companion. Why would anyone desire to work for the private sector at a rate of $16/hr for a more rigorous form of work when they could have the rather lax govt job at $16/hr? More importantly, what is the trade-off between JG jobs and higher paying jobs in the real economy? Does a family of two playing music for the govt at a wage of $16/hr (with full health benefits) really want to enter a more rigorous form of work for $20/hr? What is the impact on private sector wages then and does this force the private sector to substantially boost wages in order to attract workers out of the JG (mind you, this assumption involves a very low JG wage to begin with – in all likelihood the political pandering and unionization of the JG would drive this wage much higher)? These are substantial and potentially ruinous risks that are largely overlooked or vastly overstated in the JG research.
In short, the inflation fighting components of the JG are vastly overstated and fail to identify and properly model the potential risks.
An MMT jobs guarantee blows the roof off of inflation. Only solving through existing policy solves.
Thomas Palley 19, economist; served as the chief economist for the United States-China Economic and Security Review Commission, 3-2019, “What’s Wrong with Modern Monetary Theory (MMT): A Critical Primer,” https://www.imk-boeckler.de/fpdf/HBS-007141/p_fmm_imk_wp_44_2019.pdf, oj
The JGP proposal also augments inflation concerns that are already inherent in MMT’s money-financed approach to fiscal policy. The main problem is a JGP sets a real wage floor for the entire economy, thereby implicitly introducing inflation indexation. As the economy approaches full employment, inflation will tend to rise in accordance with Phillips curve logic. That will trigger a higher nominal JGP wage, and raising the nominal wage floor will tend to spread inflation throughout the economy. If private sector firms fail to match the JGP nominal wage increase, workers will start to drift toward JGP jobs, causing a contraction of private sector output that could even potentially cause stagflation. The JGP is intended to be a non-inflationary automatic stabilizer. Yet closer inspection shows its implicit indexing may also render it an automatic destabilizer.23
Furthermore, to the extent that a JGP delivers quasi-full employment, it will also tend to exacerbate income distribution conflict inflation which emerges at full employment (Kalecki, 1943). That is because it would remove or diminish the threat of labor pricing itself out of work, thereby potentially increasing wage demands. The problem of full employment conflict inflation is generic, but a JGP would exacerbate it. Indeed, a JGP could trigger such inflation even earlier by emboldening wage demands earlier in the business cycle. There is no easy solution to that problem, which explains Lerner’s (1977, 1978) interest in Wage Increase Permits (WIPs). However, MMT proponents are wrong to claim that a JGP is not afflicted by the problem of conflict inflation, and they are doubly wrong to be dismissive of Lerner’s later concerns that prompted his WIPs proposal.
These multiple adverse considerations suggest it may be better to use and strengthen existing policy modalities to secure stable full employment. Those modalities include structural measures to improve income distribution (e.g. restoring worker bargaining power and reinvigorating progressive taxation) so as to rebuild the aggregate demand generation process, combined with strengthened and improved counter-cyclical stabilization policy (e.g. planned counter-cyclical infrastructure spending, counter-cyclical interest rate policy, and counter-cyclical asset and credit market policy based on asset based reserve requirements (Palley, 2010a)).
MMT fails---its skyrockets inflation and gets abandoned by politicians. COVID proves.
Connor O'Keeffe 22, masters in economics, 11/07/2022, “Today's Inflation Surge Should Discredit Modern Monetary Theory Forever,” https://mises.org/wire/todays-inflation-surge-should-discredit-modern-monetary-theory-forever, oj
It’s been a rough year for advocates of modern monetary theory (MMT). After nearly two years with all the budget deficits and money printing MMTers could have wanted, the doctrine’s popularity seems to have faded now that we’re well passed the honeymoon phase. Twenty twenty-two [2022] has clearly demonstrated that creating a lot of new money and running massive government deficits does, in fact, come at a cost. We should let this theory die before it causes any more destruction.
MMT is a school of thought born and raised on the internet during a thirty-year period of low price inflation with constant debate over government budgets. Advocates argue that because the US government is a currency issuer, we can drop all the talk about finding money for government programs. All that is needed is the political will to fund things with newly printed money. Suddenly in early 2020, that political will appeared overnight at a scale no one could have imagined even weeks before. 
The Federal Government embraced deficit spending to prop up the economy amidst imposed lockdowns and trade restrictions. Now, thirty-one months later, the national debt has increased by almost $8 trillion. At the same time, the money supply, as measured by M2, grew by $6 trillion, an increase of nearly 40 percent. Most critics of the free market would probably classify this historic level of money printing and debt as an unfortunate but necessary response to unprecedented circumstances. But not advocates of MMT. This is what they’ve been wanting all along. 
According to MMT, having concerns about the national debt is antiquated and childish. In fact, they argue that the total national debt is nothing more than a record of how many dollars there are in the pockets of private citizens. A higher national debt is not a consequence of MMT; it’s the entire point. The pandemic was, in many ways, MMT’s moment. 
Predictably, the historic level of monetary inflation paired with the government-imposed production slowdown has resulted in levels of consumer price inflation not seen in forty years. The rate appears to have peaked in June 2022, with prices on average 9.1 percent higher than the year prior. Producer price inflation also peaked in June at 11.3 percent. Although most MMT advocates had been dismissive of inflation, that’s not something they would have said was impossible. The problem for them is what they think needs to be done about it. 
Just as MMT sees the national debt as a measurement of all the dollars the government created and put into people’s pockets, taxes are the tools for the government to take money back out of the economy if inflation gets too high. Setting aside how economically flawed this characterization is, a government following the MMT playbook will run into a political problem at this point in the cycle. 
It is relatively easy to convince politicians and everyday people that the government programs they dream about can be funded by creating new money. And the true cost of this method—currency devaluation—is not felt or seen immediately. That adds to the illusion that something can be had for nothing. But taxes are the opposite. Everyone can see the line on their receipt, the amount withheld on payday, and the check they have to send to the IRS each April. The economic pain is felt without any clear, immediate benefit. 
During periods of high inflation, there is a general sense amongst everyday people that the same amount of money isn’t cutting it. Sure, the initial cause may be a higher money supply, but any given person will feel like possessing more money is the key to getting by. After all, prices keep going up. They’re not going to react as well to the argument that Uncle Sam should confiscate even more of their dollars. If MMTers thought it was difficult to cultivate the political will to inflate, they clearly haven’t been thinking further down the road. 
Interestingly, we’re not hearing much about raising taxes from MMT advocates these days. Or at least, their claims haven’t been amplified by Democrats and progressives as much as earlier arguments to print more money were. Just as they have done with Keynesianism for decades, politicians will grab any economic theory that justifies what they want and drop it when it prescribes something they don’t. And thank goodness for that. The last thing we need is more taxes. 
This year has demonstrated that printing vast quantities of money is costly. And that the political will to even stick with MMT breaks down when the going gets tough. That should be enough to completely discredit this ridiculous theory.
PERCEPTION.
Zach Moller 19, bachelors and masters in economics, 7-18-2019, “What Is MMT, and Why Isn’t It Practical?,” https://www.thirdway.org/memo/what-is-mmt-and-why-isnt-it-practical, oj 
The Federal Reserve provides an important macroeconomic safety net for the country. And it is able to play the role of an independent steward in the economy free, or mostly free, from political intrusion. For example, in the wake of the Great Recession, Congress worked to provide stimulus to bring the economy out of the tank. But it wasn’t enough. Fortunately, the Federal Reserve stepped in to help the economy through the fiscal policy doldrums in 2011 and 2012.
Further, our current economic situation is one of low inflation and low-interest rates. This is because markets trust the Federal Reserve and, as a result, businesses and individuals have well-anchored inflation expectations (i.e. they think inflation is going to be low and stable). Under MMT, however, the Fed’s role would be upended. A shift in strategy and relationship to inflation would have an uncertain effect on individuals’ and businesses’ inflation expectations. And possibly more dangerous during economic downturns, we would move from having both monetary and fiscal policy tools to only having fiscal ones.



Just one instance triggers the link.
Eric Leeper 23, professor in economics at the University of Virginia, research associate at the National Bureau of Economic Research, director, 4-3-2023, “Fiscal Dominance: How Worried Should We Be?,” https://www.mercatus.org/research/policy-briefs/fiscal-dominance-how-worried-should-we-be, oj
Leaning too heavily on extreme cases can lull us into the belief that as long as monetary policy decisions are independent of political leaders, the economy is insulated from fiscal dominance. This policy brief led with three subtle examples of fiscal dominance to make this point: each case involved an operationally independent central bank. Fiscal dominance need not imply fiscal policy run amok. It can arise anytime policy makes the path of primary budget surpluses impervious to economic conditions such as inflation.
Monetary policy independence is a bulwark but not an impenetrable barrier against fiscal dominance. The Reagan administration began with inconsistent plans for monetary and fiscal policy (Sargent 1986). At the same time that the administration supported Federal Reserve Chair Paul Volcker’s goal of wringing inflation out of the economy through tight monetary policy (monetary dominance), it announced tax cuts and defense spending increases that implied a persistent path of primary deficits (fiscal dominance). Two dominant policies cannot coexist indefinitely because they cannot achieve the prime directive: each policy requires a different inflation path and neither policy stabilizes debt. Sargent credits Neil Wallace with describing the conflict between policies as a game of chicken. Which policy would flinch to avoid an economic crash? As Sargent (1986, 36) put it, “Reaganomics was not credible because it was not feasible.”


Link---Rate Hikes---2NC 
MMT spikes interest rates – triggers asset price bubbles that crash the economy 
Thomas Palley 20, American economist who has served as the chief economist for the United States-China Economic and Security Review Commission, October 2020, “What’s wrong with Modern Money Theory: macro and political restraints on deficit-financed fiscal policy,” https://www.elgaronline.com/view/journals/roke/8-4/roke.2020.04.02.xml //SBM
3.2.1 Financial markets, the complex of interest rates, and asset prices
Government is likely to face significant financial market blowback if financial markets believe it is engaging in excessive money issue. In particular, long-term interest rates will tend to rise if financial market participants anticipate risks of future financial turmoil or higher future inflation. Current financial market conditions are affected by expectations about the future, which means the future is always already here and in the present. Consequently, inflationary bias in MMT's reliance on money-financed deficits will creep into present financial market conditions long before full employment.
It is sometimes claimed that government can set the long-term bond interest rate, just as it sets the short-term money market interest rate. The argument is government can buy or sell long-term bonds to set the long-term interest rate in the same way as it does for the short-term rate. However, if private agents deem the bond rate too low given inflation expectations created by money-financed deficits, the government bond market will shrivel, in the sense of fewer private agents being willing to buy government bonds. More importantly, bond market repression does not prevent interest rates rising in private credit markets, and they may even overshoot owing to unfavorable expectations caused by money-financed fiscal policy. Consequently, the combination of money-financed deficits and bond market repression can disrupt private credit flows, and thereby disrupt economic activity. Furthermore, owing to expectations, those disruption effects can emerge in advance of full employment. However, once again, such effects are absent in MMT because it ignores expectations and treats private credit markets as irrelevant.
Increases in the money supply can also potentially cause asset price bubbles. That is because some of the money injected into the circular flow of expenditure and income leaks into the financial circuit via the process of saving (Palley 1998), where it is directed to bidding up asset prices. Bubbles are unstable and subject to abrupt crashes owing to changes in sentiment and expectations. When they crash they can cause major economic disruption, as illustrated by the global financial crisis of 2008. Bubbles can also develop independently of full employment. Those features give policymakers good reason to prevent them, which constrains policy. For instance, bond-financing of deficits may be preferable to money-financing to the extent that bond-financing is less likely to promote financial market bubbles. However, bond-financing raises its own concerns with adverse interest rate effects and debt sustainability. Such considerations are absent in MMT's analysis because it is silent on asset price formation, the effect of asset prices, and the impact of budget deficits on asset prices.
Interestingly, the effect of budget deficits on credit and asset markets will likely depend on current conditions and expectations of future outcomes, with expectations being influenced by the nature of the policy regime. That type of effect illustrates the importance of the Lucas (1976) critique for understanding financial market responses to deficit-financed fiscal policy. Such concerns with the bond market's reaction and psychology were also central in Keynes's critique of Lerner's functional finance view and its assertion that money-financed spending could effortlessly solve the Keynesian macroeconomic problem (Aspromourgos 2014). However, such effects are again absent in MMT, which explains why MMT fails to recognize them.
MMT destroys investment and growth – inflation triggers interest rate spikes 
Thomas Palley 20, American economist who has served as the chief economist for the United States-China Economic and Security Review Commission, October 2020, “What’s wrong with Modern Money Theory: macro and political restraints on deficit-financed fiscal policy,” https://www.elgaronline.com/view/journals/roke/8-4/roke.2020.04.02.xml //SBM
3.2.3 Inflation and the Phillips curve
Another problem is that inflation does not work as MMT describes. According to MMT, government should run money-financed budget deficits until all real resources are employed. At that stage, the economy becomes supply-constrained and policy should step on the budget brake to prevent emergence of inflation. Inflation is therefore presented as a ‘threshold’ problem, but that is not how inflation develops in the real world. Instead, the economy consists of multiple sectors, and some hit the full employment barrier before others. Consequently, inflation starts bubbling up before there is aggregate full employment, and government lacks the capacity to target its demand injections sector by sector and market by market. Contrary to the claims of Wray (1998, p. viii), it is not easy to have full employment without inflation, and policymakers confront an inescapable inflation–unemployment trade-off.17
Replacing the threshold model of inflation with a Phillips curve introduces the familiar policy challenges of trade-offs and inflation expectations. As argued earlier, those expectations are influenced by policy regime and they are likely to be adversely impacted by adoption of an MMT policy regime. Furthermore, in an economy with a backward-bending Phillips curve (Rowthorn 1977; Akerlof et al. 2000; Palley 2003), excessively expansionary money-financed deficits could cause inflation expectations to jump to the positively sloped portion of the Phillips trade-off where higher inflation generates higher unemployment.
Interestingly, and not well advertised by proponents of MMT, such concerns prompted Lerner (1977; 1978) to significantly qualify his system of functional finance. In particular, Lerner was concerned about the problem of inflation posed by full employment, which prompted him to develop his wage-increase permit (WIP) plan whereby the government would limit inflation by issuing tradeable permits allowing wage increases.18 Ironically, MMT proponents tend to be especially dismissive of the problem of inflation despite Lerner's concern with inflation at full employment.
3.2.4 Inflation, interest rates, and the policy mix
Introducing a Phillips curve introduces inflation, and inflation affects the real interest rate, which then unravels MMT's approach to interest rate policy. MMT recommends parking the nominal interest rate at zero (Wray 1998, p. 87; 2007, p. 22; Forstater and Mosler 2005), which implies real rates would fall as the economy moves up the Phillips curve.19 That potentially creates an unstable situation in which higher inflation creates lower real interest rates which in turn drives higher inflation. The converse problem would hold if the economy moved down the Phillips curve as real interest rates would rise with unemployment, potentially causing even higher unemployment.
Recognizing that interest rates matter introduces the familiar fiscal-policy–monetary-policy mix problem which was a central concern of Old Keynesians, and which is another concern that is entirely neglected by MMT. The greater the emphasis on fiscal looseness, the more the need to raise real interest rates to avoid excessive AD. However, higher interest rates negatively impact investment and growth. Consequently, a government that is concerned about growth and future living standards will be concerned about budget deficits and their implications for interest rates, which in turn means it is financially constrained and concerned about bond market sentiments.
The problematic of the policy mix also connects with another Neo-Keynesian concern regarding portfolio crowding-out (Haliassos and Tobin 1990, pp. 893–894), which is different from Monetarist crowding-out. Monetarist crowding-out concerns the impact of deficit-financed fiscal policy on AD and output. Portfolio crowding-out concerns the impact of deficit-financed fiscal policy on wealth composition. In particular, if the demand for wealth is finite and government financial obligations are net wealth, government deficits can crowd-out private capital accumulation by increasing the supply of government wealth that must be held in private portfolios.
Restoring activist interest rate policy does not save MMT. Indeed, the opposite is true. If policymakers are concerned about interest rates, they need to be concerned about the state of the interest rate spectrum, of which the policy rate is part. That means policymakers need to be concerned about financial market conditions, which implies government is not financially unconstrained. Furthermore, maintaining an interest rate target requires issuing government financial obligations, and government needs to be concerned about the impact of that issuance on AD and financial markets. Again, government is not unconstrained.
Increases interest rates—more bonds and inflationary pressure 
Zach Moller 19, Provides technical guidance and strategic advice to senior staff at Third Way, Congressional policymakers, and Democratic campaigns crafting policy and legislation and works to 
develop, analyze, and communicate about economic policy across many issues, including recession relief, ways to make capitalism more equitable, fiscal policy, taxation, and more, 07/18/19, “What Is MMT, and Why Isn’t It Practical?” https://www.thirdway.org/memo/what-is-mmt-and-why-isnt-it-practical //SBM
2. It ends our central non-political economic manager.
The Federal Reserve provides an important macroeconomic safety net for the country. And it is able to play the role of an independent steward in the economy free, or mostly free, from political intrusion. For example, in the wake of the Great Recession, Congress worked to provide stimulus to bring the economy out of the tank. But it wasn’t enough. Fortunately, the Federal Reserve stepped in to help the economy through the fiscal policy doldrums in 2011 and 2012.
Further, our current economic situation is one of low inflation and low-interest rates. This is because markets trust the Federal Reserve and, as a result, businesses and individuals have well-anchored inflation expectations (i.e. they think inflation is going to be low and stable). Under MMT, however, the Fed’s role would be upended. A shift in strategy and relationship to inflation would have an uncertain effect on individuals’ and businesses’ inflation expectations. And possibly more dangerous during economic downturns, we would move from having both monetary and fiscal policy tools to only having fiscal ones.
Why does MMT require the Fed to get out of the way? Because the Fed currently has a dual mandate of full employment and stable prices. The Fed’s toolbox to help manage the dual mandate is, primarily, changing short-term interest rates and buying and selling publicly traded bonds.
Currently increasing the deficit can raise interest rates in two ways:
The Treasury must auction significantly more bonds, which results in higher demanded interest rates in the marketplace.
Inflationary pressure from larger deficits would, under current practice, provoke monetary tightening (higher interest rates) from the Fed.
Higher interest rates generally put the brakes on economic activity. To solve the challenges higher interest rates create – including a possible interest financing spiral – MMT generally says that the Fed will be tasked with keeping interest rates low by making the federal government, through the Fed, the consistent (if not the primary) purchaser of bonds. This is a different mission for the Fed than it has now. The Fed would no longer be tasked with intervening to keep prices stable because it would be too busy buying bonds. Bond purchases by the Fed generally increase inflation. Thus, the Fed would no longer be an independent manager of the economy. And as we explained above replacing monetary policy with fiscal policy has its challenges.

Link---AT: Aff Args
Link---MMT Inflation Controls Fail---General---2NC 
All the aff tricks about Congress controlling inflation are wrong---it’ll be a disaster in practice 
Michael Edesess 20, adjunct associate professor in the Division of Environment and Sustainability at The Hong Kong University of Science and Technology and a research associate of the EDHEC-Risk Institute, 6/29/20, “Modern Monetary Muddle,” https://www.advisorperspectives.com/articles/2020/06/29/modern-monetary-muddle
One of the most vehement critiques of MMT comes from Larry Summers, formerly Treasury Secretary and president of Harvard University. His opinion piece about MMT, titled, “The left’s embrace of modern monetary theory is a recipe for disaster,” was published in The Washington Post March 5, 2019.
His chief complaint was that, “contrary to the claims of modern monetary theorists, it is not true that governments can simply create new money to pay all liabilities coming due and avoid default. As the experience of any number of emerging markets demonstrates, past a certain point, this approach leads to hyperinflation.”
But of course, Kelton says that the central concern of MMT is inflation – especially as opposed to balancing the budget.
Nevertheless, all of the critiques – Summers’s, Wolf’s, Cochrane’s, and even Paul Krugman’s, which I’ll come to in a moment – are concerned that embrace of MMT will cause too much inflation.
Why is that, when Kelton says that the purpose of MMT is to provide a framework for ensuring that too much money is not chasing too few resources, thus avoiding inflation, while also employing those resources as fully as possible?
Because those critics don’t believe it. They don’t believe MMT’s efforts to control inflation by funding full employment – but not more – will work. For example, Martin Wolf says, “it is hard to know where ‘full employment’ lies. Excess demand may exist in some sectors or regions, and deficient demand elsewhere. Full employment is a highly uncertain range, not a single point.”
But then couldn’t you fine-tune things by observing and adjusting? Cochrane rejects Kelton’s suggestions about how Congress could tell if there is slack in the economy. He says, “Really her answer is: Don’t worry about it.”
As for Krugman, he and Kelton carried out a running public exchange last year in the pages of The New York Times and Bloomberg. Much of that debate is too technical to be covered here, but one of Krugman’s main arguments baffles me.
In an article with the tagline, “Their agenda still needs to be tax-and-spend, not just spend,” Krugman argues that if Medicare for all means replacing private insurance with free public coverage, you need offsetting revenue.
But let’s look at it from the MMT perspective – would replacing private insurance with free public coverage make more intensive use of resources than leaving things as they are? Would it mean too much money chasing too limited resources? No, it would replace one resource with another, in fact probably the same one – many of those who work in the private health insurance field might instead work for the government.
Krugman seems to be missing Kelton’s point.
Why do the critics think that belief in MMT will fuel inflation and why are they so worried about it?
Notice that Summers’s warnings focus on the hyperinflation that occurred in emerging markets where governments promised too much and gave too much to their constituencies.
One of Kelton’s main proposals is to take the task of balancing inflation against resource exploitation (i.e. employment) away from the Fed and give it to Congress. Congress would decide whether there is slack in the economy. It would decide whether to make use of that slack by spending more, without regard for whether that spending is “covered” by taxes. If there were no slack at all and the economy was tightly wound, then Congress would decide whether to mop up the excess dollars by raising taxes. It would do this, of course, by drawing on expert advice, for example from the Congressional Budget Office. But that advice would not be couched in terms of balancing the budget, but in terms of determining the extent to which national resources were fully utilized and inflation was emergent.
The critics are freaked out by two things.
In her book, Kelton devotes a lot of pages to waxing optimistic about all the things we could do once we realize that the spending doesn’t have to be paid for by additional taxes. This raises fears that those who embrace MMT will, in fact, go on a spending bender, exceeding the available resources and causing inflation – just as in Summers’s developing countries like Argentina, Brazil, and Zimbabwe.
The deeper issue
But there is an even more basic issue raising those fears. They don’t trust Congress to make the appropriate adjustments. Would Congress, observing that – or being advised that – the economy was overheating therefore raise taxes to mop up the excess dollars, as MMT advocates? Would it restrain itself from spending programs once Congresspersons had to deal with lobbyists for various programs who had learned that MMT tells you that you don’t have to raise taxes to do it?
No, they don’t trust Congress to do that – in fact they don’t trust democracy to do it. And for good reason.
Democracy has a Tragedy of the Commons problem. A Tragedy of the Commons is, for example, a fish pond shared by many anglers, each of which, in their own self-interest, catches as many fish as they can, with the unfortunate collective result that the pond gets fished out.
If each person votes his or her own financial interest, they will vote for more government spending and less taxes. But collectively, it will cause too much spending chasing limited resources – hyperinflation.
The current structure of the U.S. government is one that dodges this problem, but it requires believing a fiction. It requires that Congress – and its constituencies – believe the budget has to be balanced, and it requires an undemocratic committee of elites, the Federal Reserve, to manoeuver, however inefficiently, to keep inflation in check.
Any threat to that arrangement is dangerous. To keep the unwashed masses from prevailing upon – or electing – a government that tries to provide all things to all people, as in a populist state, we must perpetuate the fiction that all new expenditures must be immediately paid for by new taxes. And we must delegate the management of the supply of money not to a democratic process, but to a quasi-authoritarian government arm, the Fed.
Kelton recognizes this tension and raises the question of whether we can trust Congress to properly allocate resources. But she does not provide a clear answer.
Nor do the critics of MMT. They believe – but can’t say directly – that such power leads to disaster.
Fighting inflation with taxes structurally fails AND exacerbates supply crunches 
Bryan Cutsinger 22, assistant professor of economics in the Norris-Vincent College of Business and a research assistant professor at the Free Market Institute at Texas Tech University; and Alexander Salter, associate professor of economics in the Rawls College of Business at Texas Tech University, a research fellow at TTU’s Free Market Institute, and a senior fellow with the American Institute for Economic Research, 2/05/22, “Modern monetary theorists have no answer to raging inflation,” https://www.washingtonexaminer.com/restoring-america/faith-freedom-self-reliance/modern-monetary-theorists-have-no-answer-to-raging-inflation, ghs—gc
Our inflation woes continue.
New data indicate that the Federal Reserve’s preferred price index rose 5.8% from a year ago, the largest increase in nearly 40 years. But as economics commentators, business leaders, and policymakers sound the alarm, one group has surprisingly little to say. Modern monetary theorists loudly defended printing-press finance when inflation was low. But now they claim surging prices are beyond our control.
Modern monetary theory turns public finance on its head. Advocates of MMT care little about the national debt. Governments that borrow in their own currency can’t default, they note. Hence Uncle Sam faces a resource constraint but not a fiscal constraint. Nothing prevents the public sector from massively expanding to combat the blight of idle resources, including unemployment. Furthermore, MMT proponents urge, government outlays should be funded by money creation. After Congress decides how much to spend based on social and political priorities, the Fed should buy up all the bonds necessary to finance this new spending.
Stephanie Kelton, economist and author of The Deficit Myth, is arguably the leading proponent of MMT. Her recent discussion of inflation reflects MMT supporters’ uncomfortable position. What’s the solution to current inflation? Her answer leaves much to be desired: "There isn’t one." Small wonder the advice has largely dried up!
Kelton insists MMT bears no responsibility for current inflation. MMT is merely a paradigm, she tells us, not a policy prescription. In her defense, MMT is a minority position among economists, including at the Treasury and the Fed. Yet it’s hard not to notice the similarities between how MMT says policy should work and how the federal government’s response to the pandemic actually worked. As Judy Shelton pointed out in the Wall Street Journal, the Fed purchased $3.3 trillion in government debt in the past two years. That’s more than half of the deficit over that same period. There were good reasons for this extraordinary monetary expansion, but that doesn’t change its resemblance to printing-press finance, which Kelton recently acknowledged.
Inflation is one reason for MMT advocates’ reticence. Another is that in their system, there’s really only one way to curb it: taxes. If total spending is increasing faster than the economy’s ability to keep up, the government must soak up the excess liquidity. Of course, this is traditionally what monetary policy is for. But the Fed can’t finance the government and tackle inflation at the same time. Instead, it falls to the IRS to fight inflation. This prescription is understandably unpopular. Americans are already hurting due to inflationary bracket creep. Raising tax rates on top of this would increase the burden and enrage voters.
While Kelton claims fighting inflation with taxes was "never the MMT solution," it’s the only arrow left in the MMT quiver. Given well-known tax disincentives for working, saving, and investing, fiscal crackdowns on inflation would further exacerbate supply problems. Comparisons of today to the 1970s are overblown, but if we continue down the MMT path, that decade’s troubles could return.
We should limit new spending based on economic trends, keeping spending growth below economic growth. This indirectly improves monetary policy too. Printing-press finance isn’t as tempting if the government lives within its means.
Fortunately, the MMT crowd’s powerlessness before inflation doesn’t mean we’re stuck with it. Instead of MMT’s permanent revolution in public finance, we need sound budgeting and monetary restraint. This isn’t complicated. It’s what Nobel laureate James Buchanan called the "old-time fiscal religion," and it works.
Err neg---their args are only true in theory 
Jim Caron 19, Co-Lead Global Portfolio Manager and Co-Chief Investment Officer of the Global Balanced Risk Control Team, March 2019, “Beware Modern Monetary Theory: An Opinion on Risks,” https://www.morganstanley.com/im/publication/insights/investment-insights/ii_bewaremodernmonetarytheory_en.pdf //SBM
Modern Monetary Theory (MMT) represents a structural change in how we think about money, inflation and asset prices. It is an increasingly popular narrative that is widely discussed in the markets today. While the current debate is immediately unlikely to have a significant impact on asset prices, it has the potential to affect the future of economic policy in a way that may present longer- term risks. 
As a basic breakdown of a complex topic, MMT can be understood in basic form to be the opposite of fiscal austerity. Fiscal austerity is the notion that a country’s deficit—or rather, its deficit/GDP ratio—matters. This ratio is akin to a default-risk level. MMT, by contrast, suggests that the deficit/GDP ratio is less important because as long as a country can print its own money, it can pay off its
debts in perpetuity and without problems. In this theory, the creation of money by the government is what directs economic activity. 
In its original formulation in 1905, this was called “chartalism,” from the Latin charta, meaning token. While the first “M” in MMT stands for “modern,” the theory is also referred to as “neo-chartalism” by those with a taste for economic history. There is nothing modern about it. 
Under standard monetary policy, the Fed uses interest rates to affect the value of money. Lower rates mean cheaper money and an accommodative policy, while higher rates make money more expensive and lead to monetary tightening. By contrast, under MMT, the government would take over responsibility for the Fed’s dual mandate of price stability (inflation) and full employment. It would change the value of money through a combination of the printing press and taxation. Printing more would direct economic activity (easing) and increased taxation would drain money out of the system (tightening). 
MMT is seeing a resurgence in popularity largely due to the belief that the global economy is in a “liquidity trap”—i.e., that interest rate policy as a tool to stimulate the economy is broken. In a liquidity trap, lower rates, no matter how low, will not stimulate growth, will not spur economic activity and will not increase employment. One of the explanations of why MMT has gained so much attention lately is “because it is a policy polemic for depressed times,”1 and there is indeed some validity to the liquidity trap argument. Japan’s 0% rate policy, the ECB policy rates at -0.40%, low real rates of growth, secular stagnation and so on all act as cases in point. In situations like this, the fiscal side of the economy needs to step up. 
Can MMT work? As Yogi Berra eloquently explained, “In theory, there
is no difference between theory and practice. In practice there is.” In theory, MMT can work. In practice, we believe it is very unlikely to. In theory, economic activity can be controlled by politicians through fiscal spending, if they spend when appropriate and reduce spending when appropriate—much like the way the Fed hikes and cuts interest rates. In practice, however, politicians (of any party) tend to become drunk with the power of the printing press and tend to invest and spend in inefficient projects. This generally leads to inflation rising. 
Expectations of rising inflation due to MMT would have an impact on investing by potentially decreasing the value of cash flows in the future. The discount rate would thus be expected to rise and the present value of assets would fall. Financial assets, which were inflated under QE, would likely suffer, but real assets could benefit. 
This would take time, however. During the first few years of MMT, the potential impact may be similar to that of a fiscal stimulus, to the benefit of GDP. If—or when—the markets sense this spending is mismanaged, it could lead to higher inflation and hurt financial assets. This is the general narrative today. 
In our view, MMT is a risky economic experiment. It increases the size and the role of government in economic activity, despite overwhelming historical evidence that governments tend to be inefficient users of capital in comparison to the private sector. Under current monetary policy, the Fed simply sets the price of money and lets the “animal spirits,” innovation and efficiencies from the private sector take over. While this system is not perfect, we believe it is better than MMT, as MMT is very likely to create inflation and erode asset prices in the long term. 
The key question becomes when? In its early stages, MMT could generate positive results, as it looks similar to fiscal stimulus. Those gains could mask the longer-term deleterious impact of higher inflation and eroding asset values. In other words, MMT could fool us in the short term. 
Despite being based on shaky economics, MMT’s appealing politics have the potential to turn it into a real risk. If the U.S. or global economy falls into a recession, MMT may look like a good alternative in a time of economic stress as it provides a large fiscal impulse that seemingly works significantly better than lowering interest rates. 
Every empirical data point is neg---MMT can’t control inflation when the economy’s below full employment, and won’t rein in spending when necessary 
Ben Ritz 22, Director of the Progressive Policy Institute’s Center for Funding America’s Future, 2/10/22, “MMT Isn’t Taking A Victory Lap – It’s On Its Last Legs,” https://www.forbes.com/sites/benritz/2022/02/10/mmt-isnt-taking-a-victory-lap--its-on-its-last-legs/?sh=3db2b2992ad5, ghs—gc
In recent years, politicians on the far left have leaned on Modern Monetary Theory (MMT) to justify offering increasingly exorbitant spending proposals without plans to pay for them. Then roughly $6 trillion in deficit-financed stimulus approved by Congress in 2020 and 2021 provided policymakers a natural experiment to evaluate the claims proponents of MMT made. The results exposed the critical flaws in their approach, and rather than being able to take a victory lap, MMT is now on its last legs.
The idea that government should use deficit spending to support an economy in crisis is not unique to MMT – economists across the political spectrum supported an aggressive fiscal response in 2020. The core tenet of MMT is that a monetarily sovereign nation, like the United States, can always simply print however much currency it needs to buy whatever goods and services programs require. This is the lens through which proponents of MMT have argued that the only constraint on deficit spending should be inflation that materializes when the economy is utilizing all available resources.
A new paper published by Dr. Eric Leeper for the Progressive Policy Institute deconstructs the problems with this approach. Leeper writes that the modern financial system rests upon certain norms, namely that 1) government spending is financed by either collecting taxes or debt that will be repaid with revenue from future tax collections and 2) the Federal Reserve will operate independently to fulfill a dual mandate of full employment and price stability. Adherence to these norms is what has allowed to United States to enjoy low borrowing costs, a reliable currency, and robust economic growth.
Proponents of MMT want to turn the system over by having Congress use fiscal policy to achieve inflation and employment goals while monetary policy simply plays a supporting role. In other words, the Fed will keep interest rates low to enable Congress to run large deficits indefinitely – at least, until inflation materializes. In her book “The Deficit Myth,” Dr. Stephanie Kelton, one of the thought leaders behind MMT, writes, “for evidence of overspending, look to inflation.” She goes on to say that below-desired inflation signals insufficient spending while above-desired inflation signals excess spending.
But as Leeper explains, MMT has no comprehensive theory of what determines the inflation rate when the economy operates below its resource limit (as it usually does) nor do its advocates have any actionable proposals for managing inflation that has already materialized. It’s telling that, after a year in which prices rose nearly 7 percent for the first time in decades, no prominent MMT advocates are calling for deficit-reducing tax increases. Perhaps it is because they know that elected officials are loathe to enact the measures needed to rapidly reduce deficits at a time when workers are already seeing their hard-earned wages eroded by inflation.
MMT abolishes policies to control inflation once it sets in---at best it uses a central planning approach that fails
Ben Ritz 22, Director of the Progressive Policy Institute’s Center for Funding America’s Future, 2/10/22, “MMT Isn’t Taking A Victory Lap – It’s On Its Last Legs,” https://www.forbes.com/sites/benritz/2022/02/10/mmt-isnt-taking-a-victory-lap--its-on-its-last-legs/?sh=3db2b2992ad5, ghs—gc
Kelton has in recent days compared tax increases to “a helmet” – a proactive tool that would prevent inflation from happening, but would have little benefit once inflation has already materialized (without ever producing a model that would plausibly justify the distinction). In a New York Times profile published last weekend, Kelton says that the Congressional Budget Office should “analyze possible inflation ahead of time” and then lawmakers should try to offset the impact of inflation with tax increases. How useful is an economic theory that tells us how to avoid inflation, but has no credible recommendations for reducing inflation once it’s higher than desired? 
There is also no reason to believe that advocates of MMT would support such precautionary fiscal restraint. CBO did produce an estimate of the gap between projected and potential economic output in 2021, and it was just one fifth of the size of the $1.9 trillion American Rescue Plan enacted last March. Yet at no point did Kelton or other leading advocates of MMT join the calls of other economists to shrink the bill or propose pairing it with tax increases. In fact, some argued the bill should be even bigger – and they did so without producing any alternative model to suggest CBO was underestimating potential output. Leeper’s paper makes clear that the lack of testable models that can be analyzed and debated is a pervasive problem with MMT.
We now have a scenario in which Congress approved enormous amounts of new spending that was not backed by tax revenues, the Fed supported this debt by creating new bank reserves and keeping interest rates low, and inflation soared as a result. Although most of this spending was essential for enabling the United States to experience a robust recovery from the 2020 recession, the excess came at a cost most Americans were unwilling to pay. Instead of acknowledging those tradeoffs and calling for monetary tightening, as conventional macroeconomists would suggest, or fiscal tightening that is the logical extension of their past statements, advocates of MMT are now proposing to control prices through central planning – an approach that didn’t work in the 1970s and won’t work today. These advocates have faced their first real test and failed miserably.
Until its proponents specify the models underlying their rhetoric and resolve the myriad of practical questions about how to operationalize their proposals, MMT will remain what other critics have likened to “Calvinball” – an incoherent game in which the rules are constantly changing to ensure its creator wins. The past year has proven that policymakers who pursue the misguided prescriptions of MMT advocates without a plan for dealing with the consequences will be following a recipe for economic misery.
Those central planning approaches destroy efficient capital allocation and fail to control inflation 
Roger Hirst 20, Co-Head of Real Vision, 20 years of experience writing market reports for investment banks, 10/13/20, “MMT and the Risks of Limitless Fiscal Spending,” Lykeion, https://www.thelykeion.com/mmt-fiscal-spending-austerity/, yao + ghs—gc
The Problems with MMT
The inflation argument against MMT is frequently presented, and rightfully so. Ultimately, MMT is still quite theoretical, and the idea of central institutions being successful at controlling inflation is a hypothetical scenario that we struggle to digest given their track-record in fighting deflation.
That being said, besides the inflation counter-argument, we believe that proponents of MMT have omitted or forgotten a more menacing threat: MMT forces us to live in world of central planning, which destroys incentives in an economy, and prohibits the forces of competition and capitalism to boost innovation and, hence growth. MMT implies a move towards a more controlled economy, something that in past experiments has not worked well. But let’s break this down, step by step. What are the main problems with Modern Monetary Theory?
#1 – It confuses Money with Wealth
Money is not wealth. Printing money doesn’t equate to printing wealth. We work to create wealth, which happens to be denominated in a currency. Prosperity is a ‘condition of wealth.’ All of these imply effort, innovation and productivity on the part of people, either individually or collectively, rather than simple financial wizardry.
Printing a currency (QE, MMT) actually tends to devalue the existing wealth denominated in that currency (through inflation). This means that, by printing money to finance fiscal spending, which in turn funds the parts of society who need income support, we’re diluting the overall level of wealth of a nation rather than redistributing wealth from the haves to the have nots. Indiscriminate spending risks to undermine society as a whole if not properly managed. Ultimately, through MMT you’re trusting your Government that it will be able to chemically manage the economy so that inflation doesn’t get out of hand.
#2 – It incentivizes misallocations of capital
Do you have faith in the ability of governments to allocate capital efficiently? One of the notions which MMT seeks to dispel is that governments crowd out the private sector. As a ‘matter of accounting’:
Government Balance + Private Sector Balance + Foreign Sector Balance = Zero
One sector’s deficit is another sector’s surplus. Not all dollars, however, have equal potential. A government deficit may be exactly equal to a private sector surplus in notional value, but are both parties equally good at allocating capital, and hence, promoting growth and prosperity? Here is an extremely simplified example.
The government gives the private sector $1 million to invest
The private sector gives the government $1 million to invest
Which is likely to have the best outcome? The notional value is the same, but most people would expect the private sector to be more efficient at allocating the capital (obviously there’s a multitude of caveats, but money can have significantly different outcomes depending upon who is wielding it). MMT argues that fiscal deficits increase our wealth and collective savings, rather than creating a borrowing (debt) requirement that puts the government in competition with other potential borrowers (households and corporates, for instance). The issue, however, is not the potential for crowding out of the private sector by excessive government deficits, but the potential for misallocating capital. MMT forces you to agree that the Government is a better capital allocator than the private sector.


Link---MMT Inflation Controls Fail---Congress/Political---2NC 
Inflation reduction gets wrecked by both sides of the isle.
Zach Moller 19, bachelors and masters in economics, 7-18-2019, “What Is MMT, and Why Isn’t It Practical?,” https://www.thirdway.org/memo/what-is-mmt-and-why-isnt-it-practical, oj [language modified]
Under an MMT regime, policymakers would need to respond to inflation by doing two of the most unpopular things ever: raising taxes and cutting spending.
With MMT, if inflation starts to get out of control, money needs to be pulled out of the economy either by taxing people more or spending less. Raising taxes is, of course, historically difficult in America. For example, the last time Congress passed a meaningful increase in the payroll tax was in 1993 when the earnings limit was repealed for the Medicare portion of FICA.3 The last Republican president to sign a tax increase into law was President George H.W. Bush in 1991.4 With one party adamantly opposed to increasing taxes, it seems like a fantasy to believe that politicians would approve a tax increase while people’s earning power is being eroded by inflation. On the spending side, do we see Democrats actually cutting spending and taking an ax to things like national parks, food inspection, and health care services? They shouldn’t have to—and they won’t.
Further, the current political system moves painfully slow. People rightfully blame gerrymandering, primary challenges, the filibuster, and a host of other political issues. But the end result is the same: depending on Congress to react as quickly as the Fed currently does takes a lot of faith. We can easily imagine divided government’s paralysis [incapacity] to fight inflation—Republicans refusing to raise taxes and Democrats refusing to cut spending.
Even if the aff doesn’t cause high inflationary effects in the short term, it makes adaption for future inflation impossible
Eric Leeper 22, professor in economics at the University of Virginia, research associate at the National Bureau of Economic Research, director, 2-2022, “Modern Monetary Theory: The End of Policy Norms As We Know Them?,” https://www.progressivepolicy.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/02/PPI_Modern-Monetary-Theory-E.Leeper-02072022-1.pdf, oj
MMT puts countercyclical policy and inflation control in fiscal hands, substantially rewriting the Federal Reserve Act [Kelton (2021, chapter 8)]. Proponents argue that moving interest rates around to fight inflation tends to destabilize financial markets. So, the only remaining tasks for the Fed are banking supervision, financial stability, and maintaining low and stable interest rates. 
There are two good arguments for making an operationally independent central bank the first line of attack against recession and inflation. The first is pragmatic. Monetary policy is more nimble than fiscal policy: it can and does react immediately to worrisome incoming data. Hundreds of economists across the Federal Reserve System provide policymakers with theoretical and empirical input. No other American policy institutions devote comparable resources to a rigorous understanding of the economy. Although Congress did act swiftly to pass COVID-relief legislation, the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act in response to the global financial crisis was enacted in January 2009, over a year after the recession started and the Fed had begun to lower interest rates. Many recessions come and go with no congressional action. 
Federal Reserve agility permits it to adjust to a changing state of the economy. State contingency brings policy behavior closer to the prescriptions of the optimal policy literature. An optimal policy reaction to higher inflation, for example, depends on the underlying sources of the rising prices. Is inflation due to weak productivity growth, higher production costs, strong demand, or other factors? The answer drives the appropriate policy response. 
Automatic stabilizers built into the federal budget also generate responses contingent on economic conditions. In recessions, personal and corporate tax revenues fall, while unemployment insurance outlays and some transfer payments rise. These fiscal adjustments occur with no new legislative actions. But MMT rightly points to the inadequacies of existing stabilizers. Legislative reactions to economic developments, in addition to being poorly timed, tend to be clunky and inflexible. The fiscal response to COVID was spread across six bills enacted between March 2020 and March 2021, which increased spending $4 trillion. Legislation allocates fixed sums to specific targets, and once implemented cannot easily adapt the sums or the targets to changing needs. Some of fiscal policy’s shortcomings could be addressed, but some are intrinsic to a democratic legislative process. The notion that Congress could ever be light enough on its feet to effectively conduct countercyclical policies is dangerously naive.
Controlling inflation takes us to the second argument in favor of maintaining the independent central bank norm. MMT would remove inflation from the Fed’s portfolio to make it the purview of fiscal policy. MMT combats rising inflation with higher taxes. Increased tax bills remove more currency from private hands to temper demand for goods and services. One indisputable fact about elected officials is they have little difficulty cutting taxes but are loath to raise them. It’s one thing for appointed technocrats to order “the punchbowl removed just when the party was really warming up.”7 Now imagine a congressperson telling voters that to stave off inflation, a larger chunk of their income will go to paying taxes. Good economic and political reasons underlie tasking an independent monetary authority with inflation control.
Inflates government division—raising taxes and cutting spending dismantles GOP and Dems relationship
Zach Moller 19, Provides technical guidance and strategic advice to senior staff at Third Way, Congressional policymakers, and Democratic campaigns crafting policy and legislation and works to 
develop, analyze, and communicate about economic policy across many issues, including recession relief, ways to make capitalism more equitable, fiscal policy, taxation, and more, 07/18/19, “What Is MMT, and Why Isn’t It Practical?” https://www.thirdway.org/memo/what-is-mmt-and-why-isnt-it-practical //SBM
What are Some Potential Pitfalls for MMT?
If MMT sounds too good to be true, that’s because it is. All progressives want to devote additional funding to a series of sectors, from health care and education, to economic security and the environment, so the theory carries an obvious appeal. But MMT is riddled with pitfalls.
1. It assumes politicians will easily raise taxes and cut spending.
Under an MMT regime, policymakers would need to respond to inflation by doing two of the most unpopular things ever: raising taxes and cutting spending.
With MMT, if inflation starts to get out of control, money needs to be pulled out of the economy either by taxing people more or spending less. Raising taxes is, of course, historically difficult in America. For example, the last time Congress passed a meaningful increase in the payroll tax was in 1993 when the earnings limit was repealed for the Medicare portion of FICA.3 The last Republican president to sign a tax increase into law was President George H.W. Bush in 1991.4 With one party adamantly opposed to increasing taxes, it seems like a fantasy to believe that politicians would approve a tax increase while people’s earning power is being eroded by inflation. On the spending side, do we see Democrats actually cutting spending and taking an ax to things like national parks, food inspection, and health care services? They shouldn’t have to—and they won’t.
Further, the current political system moves painfully slow. People rightfully blame gerrymandering, primary challenges, the filibuster, and a host of other political issues. But the end result is the same: depending on Congress to react as quickly as the Fed currently does takes a lot of faith. We can easily imagine divided government’s paralysis to fight inflation—Republicans refusing to raise taxes and Democrats refusing to cut spending.


Link---MMT Empirics---2NC 
MMT makes current economic challenges worse— empirics, hyperinflation, trade wars 
Warwick McKibbin 19, Nonresident Senior Fellow in Economic Studies, Distinguished Professor of Economics & Public Policy at the Crawford School of Public Policy, 03/12/19, “Is modern monetary theory too good to be true?” https://www.brookings.edu/opinions/is-modern-monetary-theory-too-good-to-be-true/ //SBM
Free lunches have a long tradition in policy debates. They are politically popular and have recurred many times in the twentieth century and before. The experience with all economies that have swallowed the particular free lunch proposed by MMT enthusiasts is that it is very costly, and it can take a long time before unsustainable pressures eventually cause a disastrous outcome. The evidence on approaches like those proposed by advocates of MMT is that it always results in hyperinflation, massive social and economic destruction, and a crisis, followed by the imposition of more conventional economic policies. All existing experience– Venezuela today; Zimbabwe in 2008; Yugoslavia in 1994; Hungary in 1946; Greece in 1944; Wiemar Germany in 1923 — demonstrates the large costs.
Is it possible that traditional economics has missed something? Is it possible that this time MMT will perform differently?
When a government spends more than the revenue it generates, it usually finances its budget deficits by issuing government debt. Debt is a promise to repay lenders at some time in the future, for example by cutting spending relative to revenue or by raising revenue relative to spending. Most taxes that governments use to repay typical debt, such as income or profit taxes, are transparent.  In contrast, the “tax” that usually finances unsustainable deficits and exploding government debt is the inflation tax, i.e. the real decline in the value of money held by the public that arises when prices rise more quickly than the amount of money that people hold. Inflation also arises when central banks print large amounts of money in excess of the capacity of the supply side of the economy to produce additional goods. More money chasing a limited supply of goods leads to rising prices.
John Maynard Keynes was an advocate of such money-financed fiscal expansions to smooth the business cycle. Smoothing fluctuations in private demand with temporary government demand financed by printing money makes sense. The problem with the MMT is that it is marketed as a way to raise the growth rate in the economy in the face of persistent deficits and high levels of debt for no apparent cost.
The reality is that eventually someone must pay for fiscal deficits. However, the long lags between a massive run-up in debt and the eventual crisis it creates make debt tempting for politicians. I know of no example of a country that has pursued money-financed fiscal deficits and then transitioned back to more-conventional policies once the economy recovered.
Examples abound in which printing money to solve a fiscal debt problem hasn’t worked. There are no examples that I am aware of in which MMT has worked. It is a theory with no practical relevance.
Global economic challenges in 2019 involve a complex mix of many factors including: adjustments to demographic slowdowns; a decline in productivity growth; threat of trade wars; and a real concern about the scale of public and private debt and the implied future tax liabilities. Printing money to replace excessive government borrowing can do little to improve these fundamental problems, and it is likely to make things worse.
There is a good argument for governments to temporarily finance investments that earn a much higher rate of return than the current low and negative real interest rates. There is also a role for governments to smooth business cycles.  These arguments are completely different to the ideas being proposed by advocates of modern monetary theory that printing money to replace the huge quantities of government debt in the world economy is a free lunch.
Hyperinflation inevitable with MMT—Brazil, Venezuela, and Zimbabwe prove
Chris Talgo 21, Editorial Director at The Heartland Institute, 03/30/21, “The false promise of modern monetary theory,” https://thehill.com/opinion/finance/545502-the-false-promise-of-modern-monetary-theory/ //SBM
In 2008, then-presidential candidate Barack Obama said, “We’re just taking out a credit card from the Bank of China, essentially. We’re borrowing that money. And we’ve added $4 trillion worth of debt since George Bush took office. Keep in mind, just to give you some perspective, the first 42 presidents amassed $5 trillion worth of debt.”
During his two terms, Obama added $8.6 trillion to the national debt — more than double his predecessor. President Trump added $6.7 trillion. In one term.
As of this writing, the U.S. national debt stands at $28.1 trillion. In 1960, the U.S. national debt was $286 billion. In 1980, it increased to $908 billion. By 2000, it grew to $5.6 trillion. In 2010, it ballooned to $13.5 trillion. Just seven years later, it crossed the $20 trillion threshold.
America’s debt-to-GDP ratio is also on an unsustainable trajectory. In 1960, it was 53 percent. In 1980, it decreased to 34 percent. In 2000, it ticked up to 58 percent. As of 2020, it had skyrocketed to 129 percent — exceeding the previous high of 118 percent, set at the end of World War II.
This is significant. And ominous. We can blame our debt debacle on many things: decades of out-of-control entitlement spending, the pandemic, costly wars in the Middle East, to name a few.
However, let’s not overlook the meteoric rise of modern monetary theory (MMT).
For those unaccustomed with MMT, in essence it states that the U.S. government can print and spend money limitlessly. Deficits don’t matter. Neither does the national debt.
MMT has several high-profile adherents, from Sen. Bernie Sanders (I-Vt.) to Rep. Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez (D-N.Y.).
Many books have been written on MMT, most famously “The Deficit Myth: Modern Monetary Theory and the Birth of the People’s Economy,” by Stephanie Kelton.
In a nutshell, MMT true believers claim that age-old economic dogma is backwards. MMT turns traditional economic theory on its head.
According to Investopedia, “The central idea of MMT is that governments with a fiat currency system under their control can and should print (or create with a few keystrokes in today’s digital age) as much money as they need to spend because they cannot go broke.”
Actually, governments can and do go broke when they defy the rules of commonsense economics.
However, MMT advocates claim they have the secret recipe to avoid the pitfalls of currency debasement and mountains of debt. Once again, as Investopedia explains, “[A]ccording to MMT, large government debt isn’t the precursor to collapse we have been led to believe it is, countries like the U.S. can sustain much greater deficits without cause for concern, and a small deficit or surplus can be extremely harmful and cause a recession since deficit spending is what builds people’s savings. … MMT theorists explain that debt is simply money the government put into the economy and didn’t tax back.”
This is ludicrous. Government deficit spending is not an economic boon. It is a hindrance to economic growth that impoverishes future generations.
Furthermore, despite what MMT supporters claim, printing huge sums of money will cause inflation.
As Jonathan Hartley writes that the claim “ignores the dark history of debt monetization leading to hyperinflation … printing money and monetizing debt — even when that debt was partly denominated in local currency — led to devastating inflation in Austria, Hungary, Poland, and Weimar Germany during the first half of the 20th century.”
The same thing has occurred more recently in Brazil, Venezuela and Zimbabwe.
Modern monetary theory is far from groundbreaking, let alone modern. It is simply a failed idea that has been tried many times and has led to economic destruction in every case.
Although MMT proponents would like us to believe that it is a contemporary economic breakthrough, don’t believe the hype. Commonsense refutes MMT on its face.
MMT wrecks the economy – hyperinflation, ignores debt, overestimates revenue from money creation
Scott Sumner 19, The Ralph G. Hawtrey Chair Emeritus of Monetary Policy at the Mercatus Center at George Mason University, Professor Emeritus at Bentley University and Research Fellow at the Independent Institute; and Patrick Horan, research fellow focusing on monetary policy and the Federal Reserve System, 03/11/19, “How Reliable Is Modern Monetary Theory as a Guide to Policy?” https://www.mercatus.org/research/policy-briefs/how-reliable-modern-monetary-theory-guide-policy //SBM
Modern Monetary Theory (or MMT) is a macroeconomic model that has become popular among some heterodox economists and progressive policymakers, and is often cited by those who favor expanding the size of government. To understand the MMT model, it helps to start with some basic accounting relationships for government finance. For instance, government spending is paid for with either taxes, debt, or money creation. MMT proponents argue that a government that issues its own currency will not default on its bonds because it has the power to issue as much money as needed to pay off the public debt. In their view, this gives governments the ability to fund expensive public projects such as universal healthcare and a universal jobs guarantee without concern for the cost of these programs.
According to MMT proponents, there is a risk that deficit spending could lead to higher inflation once the economy is pushing beyond full capacity. If inflation were to rise, MMT proponents advocate raising taxes to hold down inflation. Most MMT proponents, however, do not regard inflation as a current risk for the US economy.
Unfortunately, the MMT prescription of monetizing debt would likely lead to high deficits, high inflation, or both. It could even lead to hyperinflation and all its associated problems. Therefore, the Federal Reserve (Fed) is more likely to continue adhering to its mandate and refuse to monetize the debt. In that case, however, the burden of deficit spending would fall on future taxpayers, leading to slower economic growth. In addition, higher interest rates might discourage private investment.
How Conventional Fiscal Policy Works
Government spending can be paid for in one of three ways. The fiscal authorities can (1) raise revenue via taxes, (2) borrow money (by issuing government bonds) and engage in deficit spending, or (3) print money. The third option is often advocated by MMT proponents, whereas the first two are the more standard methods for governments (especially in developed countries) to finance their spending. Ultimately, all public spending must be financed with tax revenue, as the public debt must be serviced by future taxpayers, and even money creation imposes an “inflation tax” on the public.
Government spending involves an opportunity cost: the diversion of resources that could have been used by the private sector for either investment or consumption. When a government borrows, it diverts funds away from private sector borrowers, a process called “crowding out.” Furthermore, it must pay back its debt, including the principal and accrued interest. This imposes a burden on future taxpayers, especially if the interest rate rises over time. Some economists argue that the debt burden is currently not a problem, as the economy’s growth rate exceeds the interest rate on debt. However, this may no longer be true in the future, as increasing budget deficits put upward pressure on interest rates.
If the interest rate on government bonds exceeds the country’s growth rate, then even if taxes are sufficient to cover noninterest spending, the ratio of debt to GDP will continue to grow. If a government incurs sufficiently high debts, then creditworthiness may decline, pushing the interest rate on government debt still higher. Eventually, the debt ratio may become too high for the government to even service the debt, triggering a crisis. This is called a “sovereign debt trap,” which refers to a situation where the government can no longer pay back its debt and the only options are (1) to default on its debt obligations, (2) to print money, or (3) to acquire external gifts. Default is undesirable because the debtor government’s credit worthiness deteriorates further and financial markets could potentially destabilize. Printing money leads to higher and more unstable inflation, which is also undesirable as it creates uncertainty, distorts labor markets, and discourages saving and investment. Acquiring external gifts, even when possible, usually comes with stringent conditions.
Because all of these options are unattractive, prudent governments exercise some degree of fiscal restraint, not allowing the debt ratio to reach dangerous levels. While some deficit spending is manageable for a government with a good credit rating, excessive debt can be a drag on the economy, requiring sharp tax increases, inflationary money creation, or both.
The MMT Alternative
MMT proponents often suggest that governments do not need to pay for increased spending with higher taxes. Governments that use their own fiat currency can always issue more of that currency to pay back their debt. Thus, the government has no effective budget constraint, which means that budget deficits and accumulated debts are no longer problems in terms of imposing a burden on taxpayers. Extra government spending does not need to be “paid for.”
This does not mean that MMT rejects all principles of macroeconomics. As in traditional macro models, MMT acknowledges a limit to how much growth an economy can sustain, given available resources. When an economy is operating under this limit (called its “full potential”), then MMT proponents argue there is room for government to increase its deficits without raising inflation. Since an economy is viewed as being below its full potential if there are a substantial number of people who are involuntarily unemployed, MMT advocates frequently argue in favor of a government-provided jobs guarantee. Increased government spending only becomes problematic when the economy is above its sustainable full potential, which leads to increased inflation. If and when excessive inflation occurs, MMT calls for increasing taxes, reducing spending, or both.
Some MMT proponents advocate a policy of holding the interest rate on government bonds at zero indefinitely, which would eliminate the cost of servicing the public debt. At this point, government bonds would be an almost-perfect substitute for money. There is a tradeoff involved, however, as this policy also risks promoting high inflation, unless steep tax increases hold the budget deficit to very low levels.
Weaknesses of MMT
There are at least five major problems with MMT:
It has a flawed model of inflation, which overestimates the importance of economic slack.
It overestimates the revenue that can be earned from money creation.
It overestimates the potency of fiscal policy, while underestimating the effectiveness of monetary policy.
It overestimates the ability of fiscal authorities to control inflation.
It contains too few safeguards against the risks of excessive public debt.
MMT is partly based in a Phillips Curve model that was largely discredited by theoretical advances in the late 1960s. Prior to 1968, many economists saw a tradeoff between inflation and unemployment, which is represented by the famous “Phillips Curve.” This reflected the widespread view that inflation was caused by “overheating,” or economic output expanding beyond the economy’s potential. Inflation was only a problem (in this view) when unemployment fell to unsustainably low levels.
In 1967, Milton Friedman and Edmund Phelps showed that this theory was flawed and did not account for the role of expectations. Over the next few years, their “Natural Rate Hypothesis” was confirmed by events. Unemployment was relatively high during much of the period from 1972 to 1981, and yet the inflation rate averaged nearly 9 percent. In contrast, today the United States has only 4 percent unemployment, and yet inflation is slightly below 2 percent. Japan is at full employment, and has had virtually no inflation over the past quarter century.
In fact, the trend rate of inflation is determined by monetary policy, which can impact either the money supply (through open market operations) or money demand (through the payment of interest on bank reserves.) Short-term fluctuations in inflation are often correlated with changes in economic slack, but the underlying inflation process is caused by monetary policy, not economic overheating. Indeed, the unemployment rate will tend to return to its natural rate in the long run, regardless of any given trend rate of inflation. This is why, on average, countries with low inflation do not tend to have higher unemployment rates than countries with high inflation.
MMT proponents also overestimate the revenue that can be derived from money creation. They often talk about paying for new programs by printing money, but don’t seem to realize how little revenue can be earned in this way. Part of the confusion may result from recent innovations, such as “quantitative easing” (QE), which have given many pundits the impression that the government can create a lot of money without triggering inflation. But modern QE programs are nothing like the money-financed deficits that hard-pressed countries once relied upon to cover their bills.
Printing money is a source of revenue for the government if the new money does not earn interest. Thus, printing a $100 bill costs roughly 6 cents, yielding a profit of $99.94. This type of non- interest-bearing money is called “high-powered money,” which refers to the powerful effects resulting from the injection of more cash into the economy. When interest rates are positive, newly created non-interest-bearing currency is a sort of “hot potato,” which gets spent quickly, forcing up prices.
Until 2008, the entire monetary base (currency plus bank deposits at the Fed) was high-powered money. After 2008, however, the Fed began paying interest on bank deposits at the Fed, and thus most bank reserves are no longer high-powered money. QE programs that exchange interest-bearing reserves for interest-bearing government debt are very different from “printing money” in the classic sense, and do not provide a way of extinguishing public debt. The Fed’s purchase of Treasury bills reduces the government’s interest liabilities in one sense, but the new bank reserves are simply another form of government debt, which involve a roughly equal interest liability. It is true that the currency continues to pay no interest, and thus in theory the government could finance its activities by issuing new currency. But the amounts are far too small to make a meaningful difference. In the United States, the currency stock is just over 8 percent of GDP. If one assumes that nominal GDP rises at 4 percent a year on average and the currency ratio stays at roughly 8 percent of GDP, then revenue from money creation is only about 0.32 percent of GDP, a drop in the bucket compared to total federal spending, currently over 20 percent of GDP.
Of course, the government could eliminate interest on bank reserves and print almost unlimited amounts of base money, but this would result in high inflation. Even Keynesian economists such as Paul Krugman are skeptical of the MMT claim that printing money could finance a significant share of government spending without provoking hyperinflation:
When people expect inflation, they become reluctant to hold cash, which drive prices up and means that the government has to print more money to extract a given amount of real resources, which means higher inflation, etc. Do the math, and it becomes clear that any attempt to extract too much from seigniorage — more than a few percent of GDP, probably — leads to an infinite upward spiral in inflation. In effect, the currency is destroyed.
One academic study found that the maximum sustainable amount of inflation tax revenue is roughly 4 percent of GDP, which would generate an annual inflation rate of 266 percent!
The tendency for MMT proponents to overestimate the revenue potential of money creation is closely tied to a related error, underestimating the potency of monetary policy and overestimating the potency of fiscal policy. They err in arguing that fiscal policy is what ultimately determines inflation in places like the United States. Because inflation is currently low in the United States, MMT advocates have argued that there is room for government to increase its spending. However, inflation is low precisely because the Fed is not following MMT policy advice. It is monetary policy that determines inflation, not fiscal policy.
There is abundant empirical evidence in US history that points to the dominance of monetary policy. In 1968, President Lyndon Johnson raised taxes and balanced the budget to reduce high inflation. He was unsuccessful, and inflation continued to rise owing to expansionary monetary policy. Inflation only fell in the United States in the early 1980s, after the Fed under Paul Volcker reduced the growth of the money supply. Volcker’s actions occurred at the same time as rapidly rising US budget deficits under President Reagan. Since the 1990s, inflation in the United States has been consistently low despite widely varying fiscal policies, ranging from budget surpluses during 1999–2001 to high budget deficits today.
To illustrate this, figure 1 shows both the US budget deficit as a percentage of GDP and the inflation rate from 1960 to 2017. If MMT were correct, then one would expect to see increases in the deficit correlated with increases in inflation. However, despite dramatic increases in the budget deficit since 2001, inflation has not shown much variation.
Because MMT proponents overestimate the potency of fiscal policy, they mistakenly assume that fiscal policy can successfully control inflation. Today, central banks in most countries are independent and are charged with the task of stabilizing price levels. In most advanced countries, central banks are not required to support fiscal policy by lowering interest rates in order to allow governments to borrow more cheaply. Thus, monetary policy determines the path of inflation. [graph omitted]
MMT’s explanation for inflation only works in places like Zimbabwe and Venezuela, where the central bank is subservient to fiscal policymakers, and thus central bank independence is eliminated. It is difficult to imagine why elected politicians, who adjust tax and spending policies in response to the interests of their constituents, would be more effective in controlling inflation than central bankers, who focus solely on that task.
If the MMT model is to be believed, then the roughly 2 percent inflation rate that has prevailed in the United States since 1991 owes to the deft actions of Congress in adjusting the budget deficit, not the decision of the Fed to try to keep inflation close to 2 percent. How likely does that seem? Congress has recently enacted tax and spending changes that have caused the budget deficit to soar, despite strong GDP growth and low unemployment. Does that seem like the action of an institution that can effectively target inflation at 2 percent?
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MMT fosters more economic inequality—hyperinflation targets the poor 
Jonathan Hartley 20, Economics researcher focusing on macroeconomics, finance, labor, public, and urban economics, PhD student at Stanford University, Research Fellow at the Foundation for Research on Equal Opportunity, Senior Fellow at the Macdonald-Laurier Institute, research associate at the Hoover Institution, Fall 2020, “The Weakness of Modern Monetary Theory,” https://www.nationalaffairs.com/publications/detail/the-weakness-of-modern-monetary-theory //SBM
MMT proponents argue that central banks can print money without triggering dangerous levels of inflation. This claim not only overlooks the theoretical considerations outlined above, it also ignores the dark history of debt monetization leading to hyperinflation. As Thomas Sargent famously documented in his 1982 classic, The Ends of Four Big Inflations, printing money and monetizing debt — even when that debt was partly denominated in local currency — led to devastating inflation in Austria, Hungary, Poland, and Weimar Germany during the first half of the 20th century.
Austria and Hungary — two states formed through the dissolution of the Austro-Hungarian Empire — found themselves greatly diminished in both size and power following WWI. Since Austria-Hungary was deemed an aggressor of the war, its successor states owed the Allies substantial amounts in war reparations. To pay off the reparations while alleviating large-scale food shortages and unemployment, the Austrian government ran significant deficits — which it financed by selling treasury bills to the Austrian section of the liquidated Austro-Hungarian bank. At the same time in Hungary, political turmoil led to considerable budget shortfalls, which the government financed by borrowing heavily from the Hungarian section of the bank and increasing the volume of low-interest loans issued to private entities. As a result, both the Austrian crown and the Hungarian krone depreciated rapidly while domestic prices rose. This led to flight from each currency by domestic actors and foreign investors alike and, ultimately, to hyperinflation in both countries.
Poland, meanwhile, emerged from WWI as an independent nation after over a century of foreign rule. Cobbled together from portions of Austria-Hungary, Germany, and Russia, Poland inherited inflated currencies from these three partitioning powers — each of which had financed their respective participation in WWI through the printing press — and an empty treasury. The fighting in Poland did not end in 1918, either, as the nation found itself in a second war with Soviet Russia that lasted until the fall of 1920. In order to settle this and other border disputes, and to rebuild after the devastating WWI occupation, Poland amassed substantial debt. Like both Austria and Hungary, Poland financed its deficit spending by printing massive amounts of currency. In 1918, one U.S. dollar was equivalent to nine Polish marks; by the end of 1923, that same dollar was worth 6,375,000 Polish marks.
Of the four post-WWI cases of hyperinflation Sargent covers, none looms larger in the historical imagination than that of Weimar Germany. Germany had financed its war effort through deficit spending and suspension of the gold standard, believing that it would be able to achieve a swift, decisive victory and pay off its debt by annexing wealthier territories and imposing reparations on its defeated enemies. What occurred was very much the opposite: Over four long years of fighting, Germany accumulated considerable war debt while significantly devaluing its currency, the German mark. And since Germany was on the losing side of the war, instead of being paid reparations, it owed staggering levels of reparations to the Allies at the war's end.
Making matters worse, the Reparations Commission demanded Germany pay 132 billion gold marks as part of the London Payment Plan. The German government responded by printing more German marks to pay what it owed, which only devalued its currency further. In 1922, Germany failed to pay an installment it owed to France, which prompted the French occupation of Germany's primary industrial region to ensure repayment. The German government responded by calling for what amounted to a strike, then offered the workers financial support — again, financed by printing more currency and issuing loans at interest rates far below the rate of inflation. By 1923, German currency was worthless: One U.S. dollar at the time was equivalent to 4,210,500,000,000 German marks.
But hyperinflation is not just a phenomenon of the distant past. In fact, instances of hyperinflation have occurred over recent decades in countries like Brazil, Zimbabwe, and Venezuela.
Brazil experienced hyperinflation in the final decades of the 20th century. This resulted from its decision to pay down high external debt but avoid raising taxes. Instead, the country turned to printing money. By 1990, inflation reached a monthly rate as high as 82.4%. Hyperinflation in Brazil was only resolved when it created a separate unit of account, the Unidade Real de Valor, or URV, to exist parallel to its existing currency, the cruzeiro. Ultimately, this new unit of account became the Brazilian real, replacing the cruzeiro and quashing the inflationary spiral.
For Zimbabwe, the trouble began in the late 1990s, when the government adopted several spending plans — including the compulsory government purchase of white-owned commercial farms and generous pension plans for veterans of the country's war of independence — without budgeting for them. This triggered panic among foreign investors, who pulled capital from the Zimbabwean markets, thereby causing a crash of the country's currency.
Subsequent unwise military ventures drove Zimbabwe further into debt. Meanwhile, the forced seizure of farmland and resulting violence nearly halted all agricultural production. Since the Zimbabwean economy was too fragile to grow its way out of debt, and imposing new taxes to raise revenue was a political non-starter, monetary and fiscal authorities began to monetize the country's debt by printing more money. This ultimately led to hyperinflation so extreme — at an estimated 79,000,000,000% per month in November 2008 — that Zimbabwe was effectively forced to substitute its own currency with the U.S. dollar shortly thereafter through a process economists call "dollarization."
The seeds of Venezuela's ongoing struggles with hyperinflation were sown in the early 2000s, when the nation's economy and the value of its currency, the bolívar, became heavily dependent on revenues from oil exports. The rise in oil prices that largely coincided with President Hugo Chávez's term in office — from 1998 until his death in 2013 — ensured a steady stream of foreign revenue into government coffers. This allowed the Chávez regime to increase deficit spending in pursuit of its socialist policy agenda.
Then in 2014 — a year after Chávez's successor, Nicolás Maduro, took office — the global price of oil collapsed, leading to a steep decline in government revenues. Foreign demand for the bolívar to purchase Venezuelan oil fell, contributing to a decline in the currency's value. The Venezuelan economy was already in recession at the time, but instead of pulling back on Chávez's generous social-welfare programs or increasing taxes, Maduro's regime responded by ramping up deficit spending and printing more currency to finance the government's debts. By 2016, hyperinflation had set in. At the end of 2018, inflation rates in Venezuela reached an estimated 80,000% per year.
As these examples demonstrate, the correlation between currency printing and hyperinflation is undeniable, the causal relationship intuitive. Yet MMT proponents continue to contest it. In their canonical MMT textbook Macroeconomics, William Mitchell, L. Randall Wray, and Martin Watts state that "[n]o simple proportionate relationship exists between rises in the money supply and rises in the general price level." Wray, a Bard College professor and one of MMT's key proponents in academia, has gone on to say "there is no empirical evidence to support the belief that raising interest rates fights inflation." Stephanie Kelton, author of The Deficit Myth and former advisor to Senator Bernie Sanders's presidential campaign, argues that inflation is the result, not of monetary policy, but of "overspending" — spending beyond what it takes for an economy to reach "full employment" (which she defines not according to the mainstream economic concept of "natural rate of unemployment," but as the 0% unemployment rate that would occur under a government jobs guarantee). Such claims fly in the face of both historical evidence and traditional macroeconomic theory. And it's worth remembering, too, that hyperinflation often hurts the poor the most, since consumption makes up a greater fraction of their incomes.
Turns inequality 
Arkadiusz Sieron 17, at the Institute of Economic Sciences, University of Wroclaw, “Inflation and Income Inequality,” Prague Economic Papers 26(6):633-645, DOI: 10.18267, oj
4. Effects of Inflation on Income Inequality In the previous section we presented empirical evidence of the relationship between inflation and income inequality. Of course, correlation does not imply causation; however, there are also strong theoretical arguments that inflation may contribute to the rise of income inequality. 
First, inflation decreases the real value of social benefits (Yeager, 1997a). Because of imperfect indexation (e.g. due to the fact that the index is the past inflation rate), the nominal value of social benefits lags behind price changes reducing the real income of the beneficiaries. People receiving social benefits generally have low incomes (Romer, Romer, 1998); therefore, inflation contributes to income inequality. 
Second, in countries with progressive income taxes, which prevail nowadays, inflation leads to bracket creep (Wilson, 1982). It raises the effective tax rate for people not initially in the highest tax bracket, thus leading to increasing income inequality. 
Third, inflation reduces the value of cash and leads to other forms of storage of wealth. Empirical evidence shows the fraction of household wealth held in liquid assets decreases with income and wealth (Kennickel, Starr-McCluer, 1996). Mulligan, Sala-iMartin (2000) found the probability of hedging against inflation by adopting financial technologies is positively related to the level of household income and wealth. Moreover, wealthier people are more able to economize on cash because they face a lower perunit cost of banking services and “lower per unit cost of credit purchases than their low income counterparts since they consume more than low income households” (Erosa, Ventura, 2002, p. 3).
The above effects are important,7 however, we should not forget that the money supply never enters the economy in a uniform way and never affects prices evenly. In reality the money supply is unevenly distributed into the economy, that is, only through certain channels, affecting different prices in a non-uniform way. This effect is called the Cantillon effect, because Richard Cantillon (1775) was the first to describe it, or alternatively the first-round effect or injection effect. Thus, the Cantillon effect is the non-neutral effect of money resulting from the fact that newly created money is neither evenly nor simultaneously distributed among the population. Therefore, the expansion of the money supply affects the structure of relative prices and leads to changes in resource allocation and distribution of income and wealth. It “can hardly be doubted: monetary expansion cannot leave all real quantities and all relative prices the same as they would otherwise have been. New money enters the economy in a particular way and has differential impacts.” (Yeager, 1997b, p. 253) Although inflation entails some effects even if it is uniform, the Cantillon effect should be regarded as more central. Indeed, if money were neutral, there would be no need to increase the money supply.
How does this effect operate, and how does it lead to a rise in income inequality? The first main channel of such inflationary redistribution is from the late to the early recipients of newly created money. The first recipients have higher cash balances, while the prices of their purchases have not yet changed. Therefore, they can purchase more goods and services. However, as new money spreads through the economy, prices are bid up, which means that late recipients face higher prices.
This effect may explain why financial markets – which, thanks to credit expansion, are the very first recipient of any new money supply – in virtually all developed countries have grown faster than the real economy for most of the past century. Since 1980, the US financial sector’s share in GDP increased at a faster rate (13 basis points per annum) than it did in the prior 30 years (7 basis point per annum) (Greenwood, Scharfstein, 2012). Accordingly, the US financial services industry grew from 4.9 per cent of GDP in 1980 to 7.9 per cent of GDP in 2007, while market capitalization of equities grew from 50 per cent to 141 per cent of GDP (Greenwood, Scharfstein, 2012).
The impact on income inequality seems to be obvious now. The injection of money into the financial sector augments the salaries of people employed in this sector. In 1980, the typical financial services employee earned roughly the same wage as comparable employees in other industries, while in 2006 the typical wage in the financial sector was an average of 70 per cent higher than in the rest of the economy (Greenwood, Scharfstein, 2012). Similarly, in the finance, insurance, and real estate sectors, employment as a share of total private sector employment rose from 6.6 per cent in 1979 to 7.3 per cent in 2005 (Palley, 2007), while the ratio of CEO pay to average worker pay increased from 27 in 1973 to 300 in the year 2000 (Gordon, Dew-Becker, 2005). These facts may confirm the thesis of Piketty, Saez (2003) that the rise of income inequality in the United States since the 1970s has been caused mainly by a surge in top wages, including the wages of financial professionals.
Inflation directly correlates to inequality---they’re ev doesn’t assume the overall effect.
Arkadiusz Sieron 17, at the Institute of Economic Sciences, University of Wroclaw, “Inflation and Income Inequality,” Prague Economic Papers 26(6):633-645, DOI: 10.18267, oj
There are many explanations of this phenomenon, such as globalization and skillbiased technological changes, but the redistributive impact of inflation has been understated. This is puzzling, taking into consideration the correlation between rising income inequality and the accelerated pace of monetary inflation after the final abandonment of the gold standard. One potential reason for their lacuna may be that mainstream economists focus nowadays on price inflation rather than monetary inflation, and on price (and wage) rigidity rather than the Cantillon effect. In consequence, they consider inflation a regressive tax, or examine only the redistribution from creditors to debtors. Their observations are often very insightful; however, the redistributive effects of inflation are much more complex. This is because the inflationary redistribution of income (and wealth) depends on many things, such as institutional factors, access to new money, the differences in consumption baskets, or the structure of economic agents’ assets and liabilities (Laidler, Parkin, 1975). In other words, changes in the relative income (and wealth) position of different groups depend in large measure on movements in relative prices of goods and assets and differences in the composition of ownership of goods and assets. This is why analyses that focus only on one type of redistribution, such as Piketty (2014), who focuses on the redistribution from labour to capital, cannot be fully satisfactory.8
In this paper we have offered a more systematic analysis of the redistributive effects of inflation. We demonstrated that even uniform monetary inflation increases income inequality because lower-income people generally have less ability to protect themselves against inflation than higher-income people. Moreover, they possess a greater part of their wealth in cash and may suffer more due to institutional reasons such as tax-bracket creep or imperfect indexation of social benefits. 
Inflation reinforces economic inequality and food instability—poor are most vulnerable to rising prices 
Compassion International ND, American child sponsorship and humanitarian aid organization that aims to positively influence the long-term development of children globally who live in poverty, No Date, “Poverty and Inflation,” https://www.compassion.com/poverty/poverty-and-inflation.htm //SBM
Inflation is when goods and services increase in price over time. If there's a shortage of the raw materials used to produce goods, that can increase inflation. Likewise, increased demand for products and services can also trigger inflation. Economists also report that a higher price of oil can majorly affect inflation rates because it is used to make and deliver so many goods.
What is the Relationship Between Poverty and Inflation?
Inflation intensifies the problem of poverty. For people in lower-income households who already live hand-to-mouth, paying more for essential goods like gas and food can be devastating. Inflation also lowers the real minimum-wage around the world, meaning it decreases the value of minimum wage and lowers the standard of living even more for those who rely on it.
Why Does Inflation Hurt the Poor More Than Others?
People in high-income households can typically weather rising inflation. But those in low-income households lack control over their purchasing power. They often don't work jobs where wages are adjusted to compensate for inflation. Those with the lowest income can't rely on credit when cash flow is tight. And they live hand-to-mouth, so they don't have savings to help them weather hard times.
And consumer prices often increase more for basic needs than for luxury items. Low-income earners spend a greater portion of their budget on essentials than their counterparts. As a result, low-income families' budgets will feel a greater strain than higher-income earners when costs rise for essentials like food and gas. For example, food costs are 17% of consumer spending in advanced economies but 40% in sub-Saharan Africa1. This disproportionate impact on people in poverty is called inflation inequality.
For many in poverty, food insecurity is already debilitating. The UN reported that in 2021, food prices shot up by 22%, reaching their highest level in a decade2. This is catastrophic for many in low-income countries. The Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) and World Food Programme warned that continued high food prices could undercut food access in many countries, including Afghanistan, the Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela, Haiti, Liberia, Nigeria and Sierra Leone.
How Does Inflation Impact Real Minimum Wages Around the World?
Studies show that inflation's worst effect on poverty is how it impacts real wages. A World Bank survey of 38 countries found that high inflation tends to lower the real minimum wage, while also increasing poverty3. If minimum wages increase less than the price of goods consumed by wage earners, a workers' real income will decline. According to study results, real wages fall by 14 percent when inflation doubles3.
Think of it this way: Nominal wages are how we typically think of income - it's the amount of money we get in our paycheck. Real wages are represented by the amount of goods and services we can buy with that money. When inflation increases the prices of goods and services but the nominal wage stays the same, people can buy fewer things with the same amount of money. Therefore, people have less purchasing power and their money is worth less. Inflation may not lower the dollar amount in your paycheck, but it does increase your cost of living—making it more expensive to buy goods and services.
How Does Inflation Make It More Difficult to Escape Poverty?
Families living below the international poverty line often struggle to feed themselves. When food is available and accessible, it's not always the food necessary for a healthy diet, and a healthy diet costs almost three times the average food expenditure in low-income countries. So for those already struggling to eat, when the price of food rises, so do hunger, undernourishment and malnutrition.
Malnutrition in an expecting mother harms the baby's development and decreases birth weight, which translates to a shorter life expectancy for the child. If a child does escape this reality, malnutrition has often left him or her with impaired cognitive abilities that hinder learning and school performance, subsequently affecting the child's future quality of life and income earning potential.
Without intervention, a child who grows up malnourished in extreme poverty often becomes an adult struggling to survive and provide for a family on a low income. Inflation increases the cost of food and worsens food scarcity, increasing the likelihood that families will remain trapped in a cycle of poverty for generations.
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Econ DA---Link---Asset Bubbles 
MMT policy is destabilizing---it promotes risky, speculative lending and asset bubbles that crash. 
Gerald Epstein 19, Ph.D. in economics from Princton, Professor of Economics, founding Co-director of the Political Economy Research Institute, University of Massachusetts-Amherst, 2019, “What’s Wrong with Modern Money Theory? A Policy Critique,” Palgrave Macmillan, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-26504-5, ghs—gc
First, is it really true that the MMT policy of keeping interest rates low and fiscal policy oriented to full employment, subject to an inflation constraint, amount to a stable policy? Palley, for example, has pointed out the difficulties of implementing such a fine-tuned policy, given lags in policy, uncertainty, and shocks, and the dynamic evolution of the economy such that policies can lose their effectiveness and predictable effects over time. (Palley 2019a, b). We simply do not know to what extent this kind of “fine-tuning” can succeed to stabilize the economy. 
Second, there is a far larger problem that the MMT policy might engender, one that the MMT focus on sovereign money, and ignoring credit, leaves in the shadows: the possible impact of excessive private credit creation on financial speculation, bubbles and financial instability. 
Numerous authors have identified the dynamic, instability inducing impacts of excessive private credit flows on domestic and international economies (Kindleberger 1978; D’Arista 2019). There is considerable evidence that, with liberalized financial markets, long term low interest rates can generate a stretch for yield, leading to risky lending, and promote asset bubbles, which eventually crash (e.g., Schularick and Taylor 2010). In conjunction with liberalized financial markets, this low rate monetary policy also contributed to the housing speculation and crisis (Mian and Sufi 2018). Further evidence is found in the work of Jorda et al. (2018) who look at the factors driving global financial cycles with a data set that spans 150 years and 17 “advanced capitalist” countries. They find that extended periods of low interest rates appear to contribute to an increase in risk-taking and can contribute to financial instability. They find that it is “fluctuations in risk premiums….that account for a large part of the observed (global) equity price synchronization after 1990….(they) also show that U.S. monetary policy has come to play an important role as a source of fluctuations in risk appetite across global equity markets.” 
In short, MMT policy of very low long term interest rates and full employment fiscal policy might contribute to increases in speculative lending, asset bubbles and financial instability, both in the US and, given the international role of the dollar, to many other parts of the world. Note that these negative impacts come even from steady as you go, very low Fed interest rates in a financially liberalized and integrated world. 
This does not necessarily mean that low interest rates are bad. But it does suggest that key complementary policies, such as financial regulations, capital controls, and credit allocating central banks are likely to be an important accompaniment to such policies if they are to avoid destabilizing the economy.

Business Confidence 
Econ DA---Link---Biz Con 
MMT collapses biz con---upticks inflationary effects and wrecks worker efficiency.
Kellen Jones 22, second-year graduate student in the Master’s of Public Administration program at the University of Alabama and a Graduate Research Assistant for the FACE project, 09/08/22, “How the Modern Monetary Theory Experiment Lost (Badly) to Basic Economics,” https://fee.org/articles/how-modern-monetary-theory-experiment-lost-badly-to-basic-economics/, ghs—gc
It is not hard to see that this spray and pray mentality of shooting bundles of cash into the economy and hoping it does not have any negative consequences was ripe for massive inflation from the beginning. Despite what MMT proponents may want you to believe, there is no way to abolish the laws of supply and demand. When there is a lot of something, it is less valuable. Massively increasing the supply of money in the economy will decrease the value of said money.
MMT economists seemed woefully unaware of this reality prior to the pandemic. Lecturing at Stoney Brook University, Kelton attempted to soothe worries about inflation by explaining that (in the modern economy) the government simply instructs banks to increase the number of dollars in someone’s bank account rather than physically printing the US Dollar and putting it into circulation. Somehow–– through means that were never entirely clear–– this fact was supposed to make people feel better.
In reality, there is no difference between changing the number in someone’s bank account or printing money. In both cases, the result is the same, the supply of money has increased. Evidence of MMTs inflationary effects are now everywhere.
Prices are skyrocketing. The most striking monuments to the failures of MMT are the price tags on every good you pick up at the grocery store. The Consumer Price Index has recorded an 11 percent increase in the price of food and a 33 percent increase in the price of energy. Housing prices are through the roof, while every economic indicator signals that the US economy is sliding into a recession. The once “transitory” inflation has become a long-term state of malaise for the economy.
Ironically, now that MMT has been implemented, no one wants to talk about it anymore. Since the first signs of inflation began to surface in late 2020 and early 2021, there has been a nosedive in the discussion of MMT. According to Nexis Uni, there were around 5,000 mentions of MMT in the news and academic articles et al. between 2019 and the end of 2021. This year, there have only been around 700 mentions. The economic fashion de jure has quickly become the emperor’s new clothes.
However, even midway into the pandemic, MMT’s architects were unrepentant. Kelton credited MMT with delivering “the shortest recession in US history,” which was true only to the degree that a Band-Aid covers a stab wound. MMT masked the symptoms of the Covid recession, while the wound festered and became gangrenous. Now, around a year after Kelton gave her lecture bragging about the “success” of MMT, the American economy is contracting.
MMT may be “modern,” but it has done nothing but revive old problems. Stagflation has returned. People have been paid not to work while businesses struggle to find employees––and, the financial markets now sit atop numerous bubbles. In many ways, MMT has proven to be nothing more than a Super-Market Sweeps style grabbing of all the worst economic phenomena of the 1970s, social welfare, and the 2008 crisis.
The only responsible choice is to discard MMT, now clearly a disproven theory, to the trash heap of history. Kelton, in her Ted Talk, quoted Margaret Thatcher in an attempt to display fault and antiquation in the Iron Lady’s thinking, but Thatcher’s quote is more relevant to MMT and economics today than ever.
“Let us never forget this fundamental truth. The state has no source of money other than the money people earn themselves,” Thatcher observed. “If the state wishes to spend more, it can do so only by borrowing your savings or by taxing you more. There is no such thing as public money, there is only taxpayers’ money.”

Dollar Hegemony 
Dollar DA---1NC 
The plan would destroy the dollar’s reserve currency status 
Michael U. Krause 21, professor of economics at the University of Cologne; Thomas A. Lubik, senior advisor in the Research Department at the Federal Reserve Bank of Richmond; and Karl Rhodes, senior managing editor at the Federal Reserve Bank of Richmond, April 2021, “MMT and Government Finance: You Can't Always Get What You Want,” https://www.richmondfed.org/publications/research/economic_brief/2021/eb_21-12
Promoters of modern monetary theory (MMT) — including a growing number of pundits and policymakers — are toying with the idea that "deficits don't matter." They are tempted to believe that a government can merge fiscal and monetary policy and simply print currency to pay for its expenditures indefinitely without economic costs or constraints. This core tenet of MMT, which has permeated the public debate, worries economists of all stripes — not just "mainstream" economists, but also traditional Keynesians and heterodox economists.1
A key aspect of MMT is that it seems to present a cost-free solution to many economic and social problems. While a critique of current monetary and fiscal policy approaches may certainly be warranted, proponents of MMT go one step further. As we argue in this brief, implementing MMT would reverse the role of policy institutions and would fundamentally change the nature of U.S. currency both domestically and internationally. Arguably, implementing MMT policy prescriptions would therefore require a fundamental overhaul of the relationship between the individual and the state, and MMT's outcomes are potentially catastrophic. Nonetheless, some aspects of MMT are perfectly consistent with the dominant monetary paradigm in economics and are, in fact, the subject of much ongoing macroeconomic research and debate. But MMT differs greatly in its policy prescriptions.
The idea that a government, as the monopoly issuer of currency, can always print money to cover budget deficits and fund government spending may appear reasonable. But it flies in the face of mainstream economics and historical experience. We argue that its recent prominence is a product of the economic context of the past 25 years, where both interest rates and inflation were low. But in the end, MMT provides only an untested set of statements about the consequences of monetary policy.
Setting the Stage
The sudden popularity of MMT ideas is arguably predicated on three key factors that have shaped the economic environment of the past quarter century: first, the secular and worldwide decline in real interest rates; second, the apparent disappearance of inflation to the point of deflation in many countries; and third, the widespread use of nontraditional monetary policy tools, such as quantitative easing (QE), by major central banks. Low interest rates and low inflation ultimately may be driven by demographic forces, globalization and the slowdown in productivity growth.
Real interest rates have declined around the world to nearly zero, a long-term trend that we have experienced at least since the 1980s. At this extremely low level, loans are effectively free in real terms. As real rates were declining in the early 2000s, then-Federal Reserve Governor Ben Bernanke warned of a global savings glut. China's entry into the world trading system and the opening of its current account, together with the emergence of surplus resource exporters (the oil-producing countries in the Middle East, for example) and deficit-averse countries in the industrialized world (such as Germany) rendered the world awash in savings at a time when public and private investment was leveling off globally or falling in some countries.2
In combination, these events put downward pressure on interest rates, which gave governments more elbow room to finance larger annual budget deficits and service greater overall levels of debt. At first, this trend did not capture the imagination of the public and policymakers since tax receipts before the global financial crisis of 2007–08 were quite robust and because many countries, especially in Europe, were pursuing "austerity" policies. However, with bailouts and government-support payments burgeoning in the aftermath of the financial crisis, deficits and debt levels reached historically high levels with no apparent repercussions on inflation or interest rates in the government bond market.
On the monetary side, lower interest rates were stimulating in their own right, and as policy rates approached zero, central banks resorted to nontraditional policy tools to stimulate the economy even more. The main new tool turned out to be QE, which is the purchase of financial assets (mostly government bonds) with newly created central bank money (reserves). QE led to a massive expansion of central bank balance sheets and the money supply (monetary base). While the efficacy of QE is still being debated, it may have left the impression with the public, and perhaps even some policymakers, that central banks can "print money" to support the economy without any of the adverse effects (such as inflation) that both monetarist and New Keynesian theories would predict.3
The second factor shaping the economic environment has been the apparent disappearance of inflation during the past decade despite unprecedented monetary expansion. At face value, this observation would appear to support MMT because it shows that one of the main arguments against it, namely money-driven increases in inflation, did not happen. While this observation seems to provide evidence in favor of MMT, it does not pass the ceteris paribus test — that is, all other factors did not remain the same. Economic scarcity, one of the key drivers of inflation, was not a given for long stretches of the past 20 years because of the global financial crisis and the downward pressure on costs due to globalization. Moreover, shortly before the most recent crisis, labor markets appeared to be very tight, and the Federal Reserve had begun to increase its policy rates in response.
In addition, demographic changes occurred in the United States and in other advanced economies as average ages increased. Older societies tend to experience lower rates of inflation because older people tend to purchase items that are less prone to price increases. Also, the large cohort of baby boomers approaching retirement typically have had high savings rates, which exerted downward pressure on interest rates. Finally, the effects of QE were blunted by the fact that most of the additional liquidity remained in the form of excess reserves in banks' accounts with the Federal Reserve — as opposed to cash or bank deposits in the hands of consumers.
In short, the economic environment over the past 25 years has provided fertile ground for MMT ideas to take root. Monetary and fiscal expansions did not lead to runaway inflation or debt crises, especially not in the United States, which has benefited from the dollar's status as the world's reserve currency and unwavering global demand for safe Treasury securities. Therefore, at a superficial level, it may appear that monetary expansion can take place without inflationary consequences. This may create the impression that governments can simply print money to finance expenditures without repercussions.
From Here to MMT
The core tenet of MMT is that a government can print money indefinitely and without constraints since it is the monopoly issuer of currency. More pertinently, the government can compel households and businesses to hold currency to make tax payments. This has two implications for the efficacy of MMT.
First, economic history is awash with disastrous attempts to finance government spending and debt simply by printing money. These examples range from currency debasement in the Middle Ages to the hyperinflations of the 1900s (for instance, Germany in 1923, Hungary in 1946 and Zimbabwe in the 2000s). All of these examples demonstrate that MMT-flavored policies are, at the very least, poor solutions to fiscal problems. While it is true that a government can compel citizens to use its currency, people have always found substitutes — such as foreign currencies in South America or underground barter economies in the old Soviet bloc. Fiat currency works only as long as the fiat is accepted. In the United States, for example, the credibility of Federal Reserve notes was not granted by fiat: It has been earned by the central bank over many consecutive years of responsible behavior.4
Arguably, proponents of MMT are aware of this history. What they derive from these insights is that the roles of fiscal and monetary authorities (Treasury/Congress and the Fed) could be effectively reversed. Under MMT, the Fed finances the deficit by printing money, while the Treasury and Congress use their tools (taxation, expenditures and fees) to stabilize the economy and fight inflation. For example, Congress could raise taxes to dampen aggregate demand when the economy heats up. In fact, many MMT theorists are quite concerned about the dangers of inflation — perhaps to a greater extent than adherents to post-Keynesian or even New Keynesian views — because it erodes the purchasing power of wages. While in the latter frameworks, inflation greases the wheels of the economy, this is not necessary under MMT since the government's printing presses provide lubrication. The hallmark of MMT is thus a fiscal view of the world, where the fiscal authority becomes responsible for the traditional monetary policy domain. In fact, MMT might be more aptly called "modern fiscal theory."5
Deficits Don't Matter — Until They Do
The mainstream view of the government budget and the sustainability of public debt is based on the concept of the intertemporal government budget constraint (IGBC). Sustainability in this context means that government bond holders and purchasers believe that a current level of indebtedness can be repaid or at least serviced with net government revenues at some point in the future. The budget constraint is derived from the difference between current spending (government expenditures and net interest payments on outstanding debt) and current revenue (taxes, fees and the proceeds from money creation). If the difference is positive, the government issues new debt. If the difference is negative, the government retires old debt. The IGBC is the "present-value" version of this constraint.
The main implication is that people would buy and hold government bonds only if they expected the IGBC to hold. In other words, outstanding debt has value today because it will be repaid by future net revenues. If this is no longer the case, as in the presence of ever-rising deficits, then a debt crisis occurs, and the government either has to default on some of its debt, raise taxes or lower spending. MMT does not escape from this IGBC logic since government debt has to be marketed and sold to willing investors.
MMT advocates argue that by printing money, the central bank can become the holder of public debt. In support of this argument, it is true that with interest rates at zero, short-term debt and money are effectively substitutes. However, this relationship does not necessarily extend to longer-term debt, which might still carry a term premium. In principle, the government could then replace all debt with very short-term debt called "reserves." But this does not obviate the requirement that ultimately someone must be willing to hold such debt instruments, even if those instruments are simply money — and this is far from a given, as discussed above. Moreover, U.S. government debt is considered the world's "safe asset," and it underpins the U.S. dollar's status as the world's reserve currency. Under MMT-influenced policy, there appears to be no mechanism that would compel foreigners to hold U.S. debt. Therefore, MMT would jeopardize the dollar's exorbitant privilege in exchange for highly uncertain benefits.
There is a substantial literature on debt sustainability from the 1980s and 1990s that relied on statistical methods to tease out underlying trends in debts, deficits, tax revenues and expenditures to assess whether debt tended to stabilize or explode over time. The main shortcoming of this early work is that it implicitly took future deficit paths as given, rather than considering how these paths are determined by policy choices. Given the difficulty of precisely predicting the future actions of a government, the findings from this earlier literature have not offered a clear consensus on debt sustainability. Again, the fact that standard neoclassical theory does not offer precise predictions of when a debt crisis might occur offers room for less empirical approaches, such as MMT, to take root.
More recently, better theoretical and empirical modeling techniques have facilitated a more coherent description of actual debt dynamics. For example, University of Virginia economist Eric M. Leeper has introduced the concept of a fiscal limit, which is based on the idea that policymakers often allow debt to grow rapidly during crises but then pump the fiscal brakes when things return to "normal."6 The fiscal-limits literature considers such (historic) corrective behavior by monetary and fiscal authorities in terms of a "point of no return." While the older debt-sustainability literature came up with problematic debt-to-GDP ratios of between 100 percent and 120 percent, the fiscal-limits literature finds ratios of 180 percent to 200 percent sustainable. Japan, with its stable economy and a debt-to-GDP ratio of more than 200 percent, provides suggestive evidence of this higher limit (although that higher limit has costs).7 No one knows for certain where the U.S. limit lies, but there is certainly a limit.
Conclusion
When interest rates decline while all other things remain equal, governments have more space for expansionary fiscal policy. But this luxury may create the impression that a growing debt load is cost-free, which is counter to the historical record because interest rates are unlikely to stay low, especially when the debt load is growing. When inflation is low and inflation expectations are well-anchored by central bank credibility, then the central bank may have more elbow room for expansionary monetary policy. Arguably, none of this analysis is controversial or inconsistent with mainstream macroeconomic thinking or MMT. What distinguishes the latter from the former is an apparent disregard, at least in the public debate, for obvious constraints on government spending.
Given this gap, we believe that current policy challenges are best addressed in the context of mainstream macroeconomic theory. The caveat that needs to be attached to MMT is that it would require a fundamental realignment of the relationship between the state and the individual in addition to a reversal of policy responsibilities between fiscal and monetary authorities — in exchange for highly uncertain benefits.
Collapse of dollar heg triggers a slew of conflicts and undermines global public good provision---turns the whole case 
Joshua P. Zoffer 20, J.D. candidate, Yale Law School, 2/3/20, “To End Forever War, Keep the Dollar Globally Dominant,” https://newrepublic.com/article/156417/end-forever-war-keep-dollar-globally-dominant
Yet in their recent article in The New Republic, David Adler and Daniel Bessner argue the U.S. should abandon these advantages. In their view, the dollar’s role has encouraged American militarism and should be relinquished to curb such behavior. Dollar hegemony is not without cost, but to renounce it would be a profound mistake. Adler and Bessner’s view neglects the sizable economic benefits the dollar’s role confers on the U.S., as well as its possible use as an antidote to military adventurism. It ignores the enormous good that can be done with deficit spending, much of which has gone to the American military but could instead fund progressive programs. And it elides the inability of the U.S. and its global trading partners to shift away from dollar dominance without creating worldwide financial distress. Adler and Bessner are right that the U.S. has misused its privilege, but Washington should not abandon it; rather, American leaders should seek to transform it.
Generations of American policymakers have been right to protect the dollar’s key currency role for economic reasons. Most notably, dollar hegemony affords the U.S. the ability to run large and prolonged budget and balance-of-payments deficits. The dollar represents 62 percent of allocated foreign exchange reserves, is used to invoice and settle roughly half of world trade, and accounts for 42 percent of global payments. Because governments, banks, and businesses worldwide need lots of dollars, the world market always stands ready to absorb new U.S.-dollar-denominated debt without charging higher interest rates.
Adler and Bessner correctly point out that the rest of the world considers the dollar’s role as the world’s reserve currency to be an “exorbitant privilege,” a term coined in the 1960s by then French Finance Minister Valéry Giscard D’Estaing. The ability to spend beyond its means has enabled the U.S. to fund its impressive military might, whether one views that power as the fountainhead of Pax Americana or the source of illegitimate military adventurism.
But these economic benefits go beyond just deficits. The demand for dollars also pushes up the dollar’s value against other currencies, enhancing American purchasing power and offering consumers access to imports on the cheap. The dollar’s role also means American firms rarely need to do business in foreign currencies, reducing transaction costs and exchange-rate risks.
More broadly, America’s central economic role gives it outsize influence at crucial moments. At the height of the financial crisis that began in 2008, the Federal Reserve was able to inject vital liquidity into the global financial system by selectively offering dollar swap lines to trusted foreign central banks. Dollar hegemony enabled the U.S. to act swiftly, effectively, and on its own terms.
In addition, the dollar’s role offers a potent alternative to kinetic military action as a means of pursuing foreign policy objectives. The dollar’s broad use means access to dollar liquidity—which in turn requires access to the U.S. financial system—is essential for foreign governments and businesses. For foreign banks, especially, being cut off from dollar access is essentially a death sentence. That makes sanctions that do so a powerful tool in the international arena.
In 2005, for example, the U.S. used the dollar to strike a devastating blow against North Korea without firing a single shot or even formally enacting sanctions. Using authority provided by Section 311 of the Patriot Act, the Department of the Treasury crippled Banco Delta Asia, a bank accused of facilitating illegal activity by the North Korean government, by merely threatening to cut off its access to the American financial system. Deposit outflows began within days; within weeks the bank was placed under government administration to avoid a full collapse. Pyongyang was hit hard, as other banks ceased their business with it to avoid meeting the same fate.
Similarly, though the Trump administration has worked hard to undo it, the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action with Iran to limit the development of nuclear weapons was made possible, in part, by painful dollar sanctions that brought Iran to the table. Far from being a proximate cause of military conflict, the dollar’s central global role has often been used to contain adversaries without military intervention.
Still, skeptics are right to point out that the dollar’s role has indirectly funded American interventionism and that dollar sanctions have been overused, provoking the ire of American allies. But these facts suggest we should use our dollar power to forge a more progressive U.S. order, not abandon the advantage altogether. America’s exorbitant privilege need not fund warships and missiles: The same low-interest borrowing could be used to fund a new universal health care system, expand access to higher education, or pursue any number of large-scale social policy objectives, including financing global public goods that no other country or consortium of countries is prepared to fund, such as climate change mitigation.

Dollar DA---Link---2NC 
MMT destroys the dollar---investors will back out and stop soaking up debt. 
Zach Moller 19, Director of the Economic Program at Third Way, master’s degree in economics from the University of Virginia, 7/18/19, “What Is MMT, and Why Isn’t It Practical?” Third Way, https://www.thirdway.org/memo/what-is-mmt-and-why-isnt-it-practical/, yao + ghs—gc
It destroys foreign confidence in America’s finances.
The United States has control over its currency because we are the largest open economy and everyone wants to do business with us. Currently, foreign investors own about $6.4 trillion (40%) of the $16 trillion in publicly held U.S. debt. The largest two individual holders are Japan and China.5
Holders of U.S. debt (in the form of treasuries) expect stability in value, a return from their investments, and the ability to be paid back. MMT blows that up. Bondholders would no longer be assured a return on their investment, and it will no longer be as desirable for our creditors to hold U.S. debt. The recent ability of foreign investors to soak up the increasing supply of U.S. marketable debt has helped prevent a run-up in interest rates that could have damaged the recovery from the great recession.
Why does this matter? Well, a flight of foreign creditors destabilizes U.S. international trade because inherently less demand for U.S. assets will weaken the exchange rate of the U.S. dollar, possibly severely. And a weaker dollar would further provide inflationary pressure from higher import prices.
The more the plan spills over to broad adoption of MMT, the more it destroys the dollar 
Michael Edesess 20, adjunct associate professor in the Division of Environment and Sustainability at The Hong Kong University of Science and Technology and a research associate of the EDHEC-Risk Institute, 6/29/20, “Modern Monetary Muddle,” https://www.advisorperspectives.com/articles/2020/06/29/modern-monetary-muddle
One of Kelton’s main proposals is to take the task of balancing inflation against resource exploitation (i.e. employment) away from the Fed and give it to Congress. Congress would decide whether there is slack in the economy. It would decide whether to make use of that slack by spending more, without regard for whether that spending is “covered” by taxes. If there were no slack at all and the economy was tightly wound, then Congress would decide whether to mop up the excess dollars by raising taxes. It would do this, of course, by drawing on expert advice, for example from the Congressional Budget Office. But that advice would not be couched in terms of balancing the budget, but in terms of determining the extent to which national resources were fully utilized and inflation was emergent.
The critics are freaked out by two things.
In her book, Kelton devotes a lot of pages to waxing optimistic about all the things we could do once we realize that the spending doesn’t have to be paid for by additional taxes. This raises fears that those who embrace MMT will, in fact, go on a spending bender, exceeding the available resources and causing inflation – just as in Summers’s developing countries like Argentina, Brazil, and Zimbabwe.
MMT devalues the dollar and causes investors to dump their assets---ensures consequences in markets. 
Robert Bradley 21, chairman of Bradley Foster and Sargent, portfolio manager and member of the firm’s investment committee and its board of directors, January 2021, “Have We All Now Embraced Modern Monetary Theory (MMT)?” Bradley Foster & Sargent, https://www.bfsinvest.com/have-we-all-now-embraced-modern-monetary-theory-mmt, ghs—gc 
MMTers opine that governments should not be treated like households, which have to match revenues and expenses. MMTers maintain that governments control their own fiat currencies and therefore can pay their liabilities in their own currency, which they can print as they wish. Accordingly, governments do not need to budget as households or companies do, because they can meet all their obligations by simply printing money. And this, of course, is true. Problems, however, occur when government spending decisions lead printing presses to get out of control, as has happened in Weimar Germany, Argentina and many other Latin American countries, and the Zimbabwes of the world. So if the government simply instructs the central bank to print money whenever it needs it and in quantities beyond what the economy can absorb, one would expect inflation to rear its ugly head — often with catastrophic political and social consequences as in the Weimar Republic, which ushered in the Nazis.
The debasement of the currency also has ramifications on the foreign exchange market. If a country’s central bank prints too much money, it will lead to the devaluation of the currency on the foreign exchange markets. This, too, has many negative consequences, not the least of which is that if imports of goods and services cost more, prices will rise, causing inflation to accelerate. For the U.S., the devaluation of the U.S. dollar would have much more serious consequences. The U.S. dollar is the world’s major reserve currency, and U.S. Treasury obligations are held as reserves in central banks worldwide. A significant dollar devaluation would cause these banks, as well as other foreign institutions and corporations, to dump their U.S. Treasury holdings. The dollar dropped over 6% in 2020, and there is perhaps more to come. Currently, $7 trillion of U.S. government obligations are held by foreigners, and panic-selling to exchange these bonds for other currencies would cause enormous downward pressure on the dollar, debasing it even further. This would have potentially disastrous ramifications in the world’s capital markets.
The dollar is the only stable reserve currency---MMT makes it less valuable and continues to surge debt levels. 
Frank Holmes 21, American businessman and investor, Executive Chairman of Hive Blockchain Technologies and CEO and Chief Investment Officer at U.S. Global Investors, 01/24/21, “Closing the gold window opened the door to Modern Monetary Theory (MMT),” https://www.mining.com/closing-the-gold-window-opened-the-door-to-modern-monetary-theory-mmt/, ghs—gc 
The drawback is that, in the years since the end of the gold standard, there’s been a significant and growing lack of discipline when it comes to government spending. Before 1971, there was a natural limit to how much money could be printed. New issuances were dependent on the amount of gold sitting in the nation’s coffers.
Today, with the dollar backed not by a hard asset but by the “full faith and credit” of the U.S. government, the federal debt is closing in on an astronomical $28 trillion, which is more than 130% of the size of the U.S. economy.
To give you some idea of how dramatically times have changed, federal debt in 1960 was only a little over half the size of the economy.
The debt is expected to surge even more in the coming months, now that Joe Biden has been sworn in as president and Congressional control has shifted in the Democrats’ favor. Biden, who turned 78 in November, has called for a $1.9 trillion economic relief package that includes $1,400 checks for all American adults.
I’m not advocating that we return to the gold standard. It’s probably no longer feasible. According to the Treasury Department, official gold reserves currently stand at approximately 261 million ounces, for a market value of some $493 billion. 
That’s just not enough metal to support an economy as large as the U.S.—not unless the price of each ounce of gold was fixed at something outrageous like $100,000.
There’s been some discussion of making Bitcoin a reserve currency. Like gold, its supply is limited, and it has the potential to scale up. But at the moment, cryptos are far too volatile. Both Bitcoin and Ethereum corrected substantially on Thursday (the first 21st day of the 21st year of the 21st century), with the former falling 13%, the latter close to 19%. 
So for now, we’re left with the current monetary system of unlimited money-printing, which in turn makes each U.S. dollar less valuable and each ounce of gold more valuable.  
MMT destroys international relations—dollar loses reserve status 
Joe Ciolli 19, executive editor in the business division at Insider, overseeing the markets, investing, economy, and finance teams; and Vincent Deluard, macrostrategist at INTL FCStone, 03/17/19, “A Wall Street expert explains why the US is the 'worst place' for Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez's favorite economic theory — and breaks down the 'absolutely horrifying' impact it could have,” https://www.businessinsider.com/alexandria-ocasio-cortez-mmt-modern-monetary-theory-expert-opinion-on-drawbacks-2019-3 //SBM
At the core of Deluard's argument is the idea that domestic conditions in the US right now make MMT a bad fit — potentially creating a disastrous situation on a global basis. And that all stems from the US dollar's position as the world's foremost reserve currency.
According to Deluard, the massive amount the US government makes by issuing currency puts it in a unique position. It's allowed Americans the luxury of being able to import close to four times their annual income over the past 27 years without truly having to pay for it.
That all traces back to the perception that the US dollar will always be an anchor of value. If that idea vanishes, Deluard warns, the positive effects of MMT would be more than offset by decreased income as the dollar gradually loses its reserve status.
In fact, Deluard says the US's reserve-currency status has already taken a hit recently. The chart below shows that foreign holders have already sold $1 trillion in Treasurys over the past four years.
[Graph omitted]
"Unfortunately, MMT ideas became popular at the wrong place, and at the wrong time," Deluard said. "If the domestic conditions for MMT in the US are unfavorable, the international consequences of such a move would be absolutely horrifying."
So to summarize: Deluard thinks the "free money" the US collects from its role as a reserve-currency provider would be eroded by MMT. And that would ultimately hurt both the US and its international counterparts.
"The US is the worst place for a large scale MMT experiment," he said, adding that MMT's "failure to consider its international dimension is its greatest weakness."

Dollar DA---Hegemony IL---2NC 
Dollar primacy makes overall hegemony sustainable---reject ‘LIO decline inevitable’ arguments that discount the dollar 
Nicholas Ross Smith 19, Assistant Professor of International Studies at the University of Nottingham Ningbo China, August 2019, “International Order in the Coming Cryptocurrency Age: The Potential to Disrupt American Primacy and Privilege?,” Rising Powers Quarterly, 4(1), pp. 77-97
There is a growing consensus in the discipline of IR that we are currently witnessing the end of an era (Flockhart 2016; Acharya 2017; Duncombe & Dunne 2018; Peterson 2018).1 The LIO built by the United States at the end of the Second World War, which was later (practically) universalized at the end of the Cold War, is on its last legs, and we are on the cusp of a new, more chaotic orderless era. Of course, the end of the American-led LIO has been hypothesized for some time. The putative decline of the United States coupled with the rise of China and other emerging powers (such as India, a resurgent Russia under Putin, or even the EU’s potential for deeper integration post-Brexit) has led to terms such as post-American world, G-Zero world, and multipolarity (or multi-order) gaining widespread usage in the mainstream coverage of international affairs in recent years (see Bremmer and Roubini 2011; Layne 2012; Zakaria 2008). Such prognostications have accelerated since the election of Donald Trump as President of the United States in late 2016, as his foreign policy – at least rhetorically – no longer seems to care about liberalism or the United States’ position as arbiter of the LIO, rather prioritizing an “America-first” aim (Peterson 2018; Posen 2018).
The problem with these prognostications about the imminent collapse of the liberal international order is that they assume that the defining characteristic of the LIO is liberalism. This article prescribes to the school of thought that the liberal aspect of the United States’ post-WWII international order was more of a superficial framing device rather than anything substantial and that, in reality, the real substance of engineering the order was the promotion, and then maintenance, of the United States’ international primacy (Barnett 2019; Lind & Wohlforth 2019; Patrick 2019).2 This is not to say that the order did not have any liberal characteristics – as Lind and Wohlforth (2019) contend, the order is not ideologically bound and can reflect the prominent ideologies of a given time – nor that the order has not been, on the whole, good for international politics. But, any consideration of the state of the LIO needs to focus on the substantive, not superficial areas. As Stokes (2018, 134) argues, proclaiming the order finished is naïve because it is “highly unlikely that the agency of Trump will overcome the deep structures and path dependencies that incline towards systemic maintenance” and that even if there is some deviation away from the order, “American elites will seek to ‘snap back’ to the status quo ante, given the goods the United States still derives from its hegemony.”
Arguably, the key substantive area of the LIO is not diplomatic (i.e. the embedding of multilateral institutions, fora, and frameworks) but financial. The globalization of finance since the end of the Second World War (and especially since the 1970s) has reached unprecedented levels and all of this has been managed by a system largely created by the United States – a structure which undeniably benefits it above the rest (Layne 2012; Stokes 2018; Kitchen & Cox 2019). The key aspect of this financial hegemony is the status of the US dollar as the undisputed global reserve currency. Former French President Valéry Giscard d’Estaing described the hegemony of the American dollar as representing an “exorbitant privilege” to the United States over the rest of the world (Eichengreen 2011). The crux of this argument was that when the US dollar was enshrined as the global reserve currency, the United States could no longer suffer a balance of payments crisis as its imports were purchased in their own currency. In other words, it gave the United States an exclusive ability to run up a massive current account deficit at an incredibly cheap rate by simply printing more money or issuing debt (Eichengreen 2011).
This strategic worth of the United States’ advantage of being the kingpin of international finance has not been lost on its foreign policy-makers either. The role of the United States’ financial hegemony in its various grand strategies since the end of the Second World War is clear (Stokes 2014). For instance, the Marshall Plan(1), the Washington Consensus (to name but a few), and, more recently (albeit unfulfilled) the pivot to Asia, all used the United States’ financial clout to help it pursue clear strategic aims (Walt 2011; Stokes 2014). Given the importance of economic sources of power in today’s heavily integrated international system, it is plausible to even make the case that the United States’ financial clout is its single most useful source of power – more so than its clear military might (Keohane & Nye 1973; Wigell, Scholvin & Aaltola 2018). Furthermore, this position of financial hegemony (and the ongoing exorbitant privilege) provides the United States with significant insulation from hegemonic decline (Stokes 2018; Smith 2019).
Since the advent of the US dollar as the global reserve currency in 1971, the United States has, unsurprisingly (given the inherent privilege it awards them), transitioned from the world’s largest creditor state to the world’s largest debtor state. For example, as of late 2018, the United States’ net international investment position (NIIP) has ballooned to nearly negative $10 billion while its net investment income (NII), thanks to its exorbitant privilege, was positive $167 billion – generally such an indebted country would have a significant negative NII too (Bureau of Economic Analysis n.d.). Essentially, the United States’ NIIP and NII statistics, according to Steil and Smith (2017), demonstrated that “basically, foreigners are willing to accept a trivial return to hold dollar-denominated assets.” Consequently, since Nixon’s decision to scrap the gold standard in 1971 turned the United States into a proverbial “gold mine” as it acquired much more financial power (Ward 2018).
In contrast to the United States’ privileged position of being able to maintain an extremely indebted position, the challengers to its financial power position, most notably China, have a clear competitive disadvantage. In contrast to the United States’ ever-increasing levels of debt, China has become the world’s largest creditor state, ballooning its NIIP to positive $1.7 trillion (Steil & Smith 2017). China’s incentive for being a creditor state is that it permits them to influence international trade and finance through offering cheap loans – either to advantage their own companies internationally or to grow ties with resource-rich countries in the global south (Fukuyama 2016). However, in doing so, China has had to accept a negative NII of negative $80 billion in 2017 – the world’s worst NII. The problem for China has been that occupying such an unfair position comparatively to the United States – what Steil and Smith (2017) call an “exorbitant detriment” – has become increasingly difficult given China’s economic wobbles over the past couple of years, especially as it begins a transition from an industrialised country to a post-industrial one (Steil & Smith 2017).

Dollar DA---Impact---2NC
Dollar centrality caps all global conflict AND prevents great power war with Russia and China
Dr. Salvatore Babones 17, Professor of Sociology at the University of Sydney, “Money Talks: The Rise of Geoeconomics Is Playing Right Into Washington’s Hands”, World Politics Review, 10/3/2017, https://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/23295/money-talks-the-rise-of-geoeconomics-is-playing-right-into-washington-s-hands
Geopolitics is dead. Long live geoeconomics. Since the turn of the millennium, the geoeconomics of sanctions and sweeteners has slowly been replacing the geopolitics of diplomacy and war. With U.S. forces actively engaged across a wide swath of Africa and the Middle East, the transition from geopolitics to geoeconomics may not seem all that obvious. But on closer inspection, it becomes clear that military intervention these days is limited to places that lack functioning economies that can be effectively sanctioned. Most of the world, and all of the economically productive world, lies in the sphere of geoeconomics.
That economically productive section of the world, spanning the Atlantic and Pacific basins with North America at its center, incorporates more than 80 percent of global GDP into an interwoven fabric of transnational production networks. In this zone of integration, outright war is obsolete as a tool of foreign policy. Those who suggest that the “great powers” of today might repeat the mistakes of 1914 and stumble into war fail to understand that 21st century economic integration is much deeper than the international trade of the early 20th century. It’s hard to imagine China invading Taiwan when Taiwanese firms employ more than 15 million people in China itself.
The U.S. still maintains by far the most powerful—and most expensive—military force in the world. China will find it very difficult to catch up, even more so as its economic growth slows. But military power is less and less the main source of American influence in the world. If the U.S. was the preeminent geopolitical power of the 20th century, it is the geoeconomic behemoth of the 21st. The U.S. may account for a declining share of global GDP, but its corporations increasingly dominate global value chains and its institutions hold overwhelming sway at international forums. Just as important, the U.S. is at the center of the financial, technological, educational and other networks that form the backbone of the 21st-century global economy.
The centrality of the U.S. in the 21st-century economy makes it a new kind of sanctions superpower.
Geoeconomic power is generated more by centrality than by sheer size, and the centrality of the U.S. in the 21st-century economy makes it a new kind of sanctions superpower. Few people are even aware of EU sanctions that are not part of larger American-coordinated efforts. Countries don’t worry much about being the target of Russian economic sanctions, and China tends to offer economic carrots rather than punish with economic sticks. The EU, Russia and China all have some geoeconomic power, but only the U.S. has the power to exclude individuals, firms or even entire countries from participation in the larger global economy. In the realm of geoeconomics, the U.S. isn’t just a major player, or even the lone superpower. Quite simply, it exercises many of the functions of a global government.
The New Middle Kingdom
The U.S. is in effect the spider at the center of the web of the integrated global economy. This position makes it disproportionately influential and by far the most powerful player in the new great power game of geoeconomics. The dominance of the U.S. dollar is well known, and the global financial system has been centered on the U.S. since the end of World War I, when France, Germany and the United Kingdom all found themselves financially dependent on New York, America’s financial capital. But today the virtual infrastructure of the internet, operating systems, app stores and the entire online economy is also centered on the U.S., as are the worlds of higher education, science, medicine, publishing, business services and a host of other “post-industrial” industries.
From Asia to Europe, the giants of China, Japan and Germany also host key nodes in the 21st-century economy, but American firms and institutions predominate because they occupy leading positions not just in one or two fields, but in nearly every field simultaneously. This generates network effects that multiply American influence. What’s more, many of the leading firms and institutions that are not American are based in countries that are closely allied to the United States. Twenty-two of the 28 EU member states are also members of NATO; Canada, Australia, Japan and South Korea are all close U.S. allies; Taiwan is in effect a U.S. protectorate.
The world’s only major economic power that is not a U.S. ally is China, but China is highly dependent on investment from and exports to the U.S. and its allies. Many of the most productive and profitable niches in China’s own economy are foreign-owned, with China’s moribund state-owned enterprises claiming the majority of what remains. Even China’s world-class internet companies are locked into an American-managed industrial infrastructure. Google search may be blocked in China, but 99 percent of Chinese mobile phones run Google’s Android or Apple’s iOS operating system.
The centrality of the U.S. in what has been called the “zone of integration” created by the globalization of the world’s economy is a new phenomenon, but it’s not unprecedented. In the premodern era, before the emergence of a single global economy, the world was fragmented into separate regional economies. One of those regional economies was the East Asian economy centered on China. The English word for China descends from the ancient Roman and Greek name, “Sinae,” or the “the land of the Qin,” named for China’s founding Qin Dynasty (221-206 B.C.). But in Chinese, China is simply Zhongguo, the “Central State” or, more poetically, the “Middle Kingdom.” Premodern China was always at the center of its own world.
In all the other major languages of East Asia, China is also called by some variant of Zhongguo. Some other countries even defined themselves in relation to China. Japan is the “land of the rising sun”—as seen from China. The “nam” in Vietnam means “south,” placing Vietnam to the south of China. Japan and Vietnam, along with Korea, Mongolia, Tibet and much of Southeast Asia, once formed an integrated economic region centered on China. The Chinese name for this area, which represented the world as seen from China, was tianxia, meaning “sky-encompassed” or “all under heaven.”
By the time of the Ming Dynasty (A.D. 1363-1644), the Chinese tianxia was an integrated economic zone covering all of East Asia and extending at times into the Indian Ocean as far west as Somalia and Tanzania. This precursor to globalization with China at the center was the historical inspiration for Chinese President Xi Jinping’s One Belt, One Road initiative, known as OBOR. The two components of OBOR—the Silk Road Economic Belt and the 21st-Century Maritime Silk Road—are explicitly designed to put China back at the economic center of the Afro-Eurasian landmass. The Chinese government clearly appreciates the geoeconomic value of centrality.
The problem for China is that although the OBOR strategy of “build it and they will come” might work for the physical infrastructure of ports and railways, it is not an effective way to improve China’s position in the virtual infrastructure of the 21st-century economy. Centrality in human networks depends very little on physical connectivity. China can send all the rail cars in the world chugging across Central Asia to Western Europe, but it won’t change the fact that Western Europeans are more likely to use Facebook than WeChat—and more likely to educate their children in North America than in China.
The fact that Chinese parents are themselves beating down the doors to educate—and even give birth to—their children in North America makes the prospect of a new Chinese tianxia even more remote. Instead, as Chinese individuals seek out the most advantageous positions for themselves and their families in global economic networks, they reinforce the centrality of the U.S. in those networks. As a result, the U.S. is becoming a kind of new Middle Kingdom of what might be called an American Tianxia. The emerging American Tianxia is very different in language, culture and politics from the old Chinese tianxia, but it does share one crucial trait: the leveraging of network centrality into world-spanning geoeconomic power.
The Zone of Irrelevance
The historian Wang Gungwu, writing in 2013, was the first to suggest that the Chinese term tianxia might be applied to today’s American-centered world. He described the word tianxia as depicting “an enlightened realm that Confucian thinkers and mandarins raised to one of universal values that determined who was civilized and who was not” and suggested that today’s American Tianxia performs the same function. Replace “Confucian thinkers and mandarins” with “political pundits and NGOs” and you get the point. 
The globalized people who participate in the networks of the American Tianxia—the journalists, think tankers, businesspeople, academics and other opinion leaders who are much more closely tied to the U.S. than to, say, Syria or North Korea—get to mold the image of nations and their leaders, with clear results. It’s no mystery what they think of Assad, Kim Jong Un or Abu Bakr al-Baghdadi—or even Vladimir Putin and Recep Tayyip Erdogan, who are skating on thin ice. By contrast, Saudi and Emirati attempts to stigmatize Qatar have fallen flat, since Qatar is in many ways the most liberal of the Gulf states. And with a reported 11,000 U.S. military personnel based in Qatar, it is unlikely that the U.S. would ever bring its full geoeconomic power to bear against the Qatari government. Reversing his initial condemnation of Qatar, even U.S. President Donald Trump is now offering to mediate the dispute.
China can send all the rail cars in the world chugging toward Western Europe, but it won’t change the fact that Europeans are more likely to use Facebook than WeChat.
The world may seem to be awash in conflict today, but terrible as those wars may be, they are concentrated in countries that are peripheral to the larger global economy. Conflict hotspots like Syria, Afghanistan, South Sudan, Ukraine, Myanmar and Yemen are only tenuously connected to the outside world and are completely excluded from sophisticated global production networks. They form what from a geopolitical perspective has been called the “zone of intervention” but which from a geoeconomic perspective might just as well be called the “zone of irrelevance.” Who wins these wars may make an enormous difference to the people who live in the countries affected, but it will have no meaningful impact on the larger global economy.
Geoeconomic stigmatization via the imposition of economic sanctions is also focused on countries that are relatively isolated from global economic networks. Autarkic Russia is routinely criticized for its democratic failures, yet globally networked China is not a democracy at all. It is perhaps no coincidence that while it costs the U.S. very little to sanction Russia, it would cost a fortune to sanction China. The distinction between civilization and barbarism in the American Tianxia may be based on the acceptance of universal values, but it is mainly American pundits and NGOs who make the distinction, and these days they’re much better networked with China than with Russia. As a result, China tends to get a pass from the Western expert class, at least for now. Russia does not.
The few remaining “hot” conflicts or crises that affect economically consequential areas of the world, like the ones in Iraq and North Korea, are legacies of 20th-century geopolitics. They also involve countries that are not themselves integrated into 21st-century value chains. Iraq may be oil-rich and North Korea surrounded by advanced economies, but neither is itself very well networked economically. Their very irrelevance, ironically, limits their susceptibility to geoeconomic pressure. Islamic State forces in Iraq must be confronted by military power precisely because they have no formal economy to govern, even if they have overseen a black market for oil. North Korea is similarly relatively immune to sanctions because its economy is so meager. 
China is particularly careful to keep its geopolitical conflict zones clear of geoeconomic entanglements. China has broadly supported the U.S. in applying economic sanctions on North Korea because China no longer has any geopolitical use for North Korea. By contrast, in the South China Sea, where China does have geopolitical interests, it ensures that these do not interfere with the smooth functioning of important economic systems. It may be true that one-third of global ocean trade passes through the South China Sea, but it is less often pointed out that most of that trade is China’s. Thus China speaks loudly but carries a small stick when it comes to the possibility of real conflict in the South China Sea.
China’s recently resolved Doklam Plateau standoff on its border with India and Bhutan similarly illustrates China’s separation of geopolitics from economics. The Doklam Plateau is almost literally in the middle of nowhere. China’s road-building there was in many ways similar to its island-building in the South China Sea. Both represent the development of infrastructure in remote locations in order to establish a permanent Chinese presence in previously unoccupied territories. They are bold geopolitical provocations, but they are geoeconomically irrelevant. With China, as in the rest of the world, geopolitical conflicts are confined to the zone of irrelevance. In the parts of the world that matter, geoeconomics is the order of the day.
Belts and BRICS
With its OBOR initiative, China is at the forefront of moving from geopolitics to geoeconomics as the basis of its foreign relations. Unlike in the Doklam and the South China Sea, China has no territorial ambitions along its belt and road routes. Instead, it seeks to leverage economic statecraft for political gain. For example, not long after Chinese state-owned shipping company COSCO made a major investment in Athens’ port of Piraeus, the Greek government blocked an EU effort to criticize China’s human rights record. Similarly, at China’s behest the Dalai Lama has repeatedly been denied a visa to enter South Africa. South Africa is a major beneficiary of Chinese largesse that has gained entry into the BRICS summit club—joining Brazil, Russia, India and China—entirely at China’s behest.
The problem for China is that it does not control access to major global networks that people value for their own sake. As a result, China’s geoeconomic checkbook diplomacy is fundamentally transactional. This is very different from the classical Chinese tianxia, under which the countries of East Asia valued access to China’s learning, technology and unique products and thus were willing to accept the trappings of nominal Chinese suzerainty in exchange for the privilege of trading with China. In the old tianxia, China was the center of the world and could use that position to its advantage. In the new geoeconomics, China must pay full price to meet its foreign policy goals.
In its exercise of geoeconomic power, China rewards while the U.S. punishes.
The most recent BRICS summit in early September is a case in point. Just a week before the opening of the summit in Xiamen, in eastern China’s Fujian province, Chinese and Indian troops were facing off on the remote Doklam Plateau 1,700 miles to the west. But Xi presumably didn’t want to see the crisis disrupt an economic summit on his own home turf; early in his career he had served as deputy mayor of Xiamen and governor of Fujian. So he bought India off with a geopolitical withdrawal in order to meet his geoeconomic goals. 
China can afford its many geoeconomic initiatives—the BRICS-sponsored New Development Bank, its own Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank, multiple OBOR initiatives, diplomatic offensives to isolate Taiwan—but the fact that it has to pay for them underlines the point that for China, geoeconomics is a costly game. China has to buy its friends. The U.S., by contrast, gets its friends for free. People are even willing to pay to join the U.S. “club,” as when countries buy U.S. airplanes or military hardware as the price of U.S. friendship.
In its exercise of geoeconomic power, China rewards while the U.S. punishes. That’s because the U.S. is in the enviable position that mere access to its geoeconomic infrastructure is valuable in itself. Countries are not paying China for the privilege of joining OBOR; China is paying them to join. China has effectively paid India to keep quiet and stay in the BRICS, paid Greece to plead its case at the EU, and paid dozens of African countries to allow Chinese state-owned firms to build infrastructure at below-cost rates. China even donated a new headquarters building for the African Union—and sent a Chinese crew to Addis Ababa to build it.
By contrast, more than a million international students—nearly a third of them Chinese—pay to study in the U.S., subsidizing American colleges while absorbing American values. More than 500 foreign companies are listed on the New York Stock Exchange, subjecting themselves to U.S. government oversight, and the U.S. dollar is on one side of the deal in 88 percent of all international currency transactions. The whole world relies on the American-dominated internet, the American-provided Global Positioning System (GPS) and American-owned computer and mobile phone operating systems. It is difficult to do business of any kind in today’s integrated economy without using U.S.-linked systems of one kind or another, which is why the U.S. is uniquely powerful in the imposition of economic sanctions.
Geoeconomics isn’t everything, and sanctions may not be able to solve all of the world’s geopolitical crises. Sometimes boots on the ground and missiles in the air are the only ways to achieve important policy and humanitarian goals. But geoeconomics is increasingly important, and in that realm, the U.S. is vastly more powerful today than postwar America was in its Cold War heyday. It is worth remembering that the U.S. at its geopolitical zenith struggled to contain an impoverished China in the Korean War and failed to contain an impoverished North Vietnam in Southeast Asia. Today, geoeconomic centrality gives the U.S. much more power to influence the policies and behaviors of other countries than military force ever did. Hegemony is dead. Long live centrality.
The perception of decline causes immediate lash-out---nuclear war
Ken Jorgustin 14, MA in Political Science, History, and Economics from the University of West Florida, Retired Master Sergeant in the United States Air Force, Graduated Number One at the Academic Instructor School Air
War College, Maxwell AFB, “The Coming Collapse Of The Dollar, And A Time For War”, 12/26/2014, https://tinyurl.com/y32yc6o8
In my opinion we are witnessing an Empire end-time struggle of the U.S. dollar hegemony over the world – the result of which may become the end of the dollar as we know it and grave financial pain for the American citizen, or even worse, World War 3.
You’ve probably seen or heard the word ‘hegemony’ before. But what is hegemony? Hegemony is the political, economic, or military predominance or control of one state over others. We are seeing before our eyes – the most critical clash of our time – the increasingly desperate attempts to sustain global dollar hegemony and dominance. What you need to know is that this ongoing battle is coming closer to a tipping point. The dollar is going to collapse. One day.
You better do what you can to understand what’s really going on – to see through the propaganda and misinformation – and to prepare and protect yourself from the results of a global chess game and perhaps soon to be ‘checkmate’.
You’ve heard that desperate people do desperate things, but will we (the pawns) be led to major war while the protected elite call the shots? There is a looming collapse of the dollar and it will be caused by losing it’s reserve currency status. When the ‘currency war’ fails, the elites in desperation will lead us to the next major world war – which might even go nuclear. Why? Because the U.S. is not ‘playing’ with an Iraq this time. This time it’s playing with Russia, a major nuclear power with a strong military, in alliance with China. This time it’s different…
While the dollar is in a temporary rally, don’t be fooled. While the chess game may even take one to three years to play out till checkmate, once the ‘king’ is tipped over, once the dollar goes, the United States ’empire’ status is finished. Believe me – I do NOT wish for American hardship, as I am an American – but it’s just how I see the unfolding right now – and while I hope we do not suffer because of it, I do prepare for the uncertainty.
In case you didn’t know, the reason we (the United States) are able to sustain astronomical deficits, mind-boggling national debt, seemingly limitless spending on government and it’s programs, is because the dollar is the world’s currency reserve. For those who have not been paying attention, this notion has been slowly slipping, and is being challenged and seen for what it really is – and is facing serious challenges ahead. In fact serious is not strong enough a word – more like desperate.
The thing is, the elites are running out of moves in this chess game. Their spending policies (while having enabled an enormous dependent class of serfs), have destroyed much of the middle class – who themselves are just a paycheck or two away from serfdom. When the dollar falls down – even just a teetering – the tipping point will have been reached as the systemic house of cards collapses on itself while a state of anarchy erupts in the United States. The elites know this and they will do anything to keep it going until the very end. This is where our new apparent ‘enemy’ comes in… Russia.
The United States is making an enemy of Russia.
You see, any nation that has chosen to NOT use the dollar as a currency medium of exchange is first hit with economic sanctions. If that doesn’t work they’re hit with attempted government overthrow by way of internal (provoked and assisted) revolution. If that doesn’t work, the bombs start dropping. The problem is, and the illustrating fact that the United States is so desperate, is that we’re doing it to Russia. We’re in phase 1 and 2 right now. Phase 3 will not end well.



Private Sector Crowd-Out 
DA---Private Crowd-Out---1NC 
Private sector job creation has been beating expectations BUT only continued investment in private businesses can improve a rocky job market.
Megan Hennery 6-1, Reporter for FOX Business and Fox News who covers economics with a focus on the Federal Reserve, monthly data reports and what this all means for American consumers. She graduated from Penn State University with a B.A. in both political science and print journalism and a minor in history, 6-1-23, “Private sector job growth increases by 278,000 in May, easily beating expectations,” https://www.foxbusiness.com/economy/private-sector-job-growth-increases-may-easily-beating-expectations // KG
Hiring by U.S. companies increased more than expected in May, pointing to a labor market that remains tight even in the face of higher interest rates, according to the ADP National Employment Report released Thursday morning. 
Companies added 278,000 jobs last month, easily beating the 170,000 gain that economists surveyed by Refinitiv predicted. It is slightly below the revised 291,000 figure recorded last month.
The report comes as the Federal Reserve wages the most aggressive fight since the 1980s to crush inflation and slow the labor market with a series of rapid interest rate increases. Fed policymakers have made it clear that they anticipate unemployment to climb as a result of higher borrowing costs, which could force consumers and businesses to pull back on spending.
In a potentially welcoming sign for the Fed as it tries to wrangle inflation under control, wages cooled at a faster pace in May. Annual pay rose 6.5% in May down from 6.7% in April, according to the report. For workers who switched jobs, wages climbed 12.1%, down a full percentage point from the previous month.
"This is the second month we've seen a full percentage point decline in pay growth for job changers," said Nela Richardson, chief economist at ADP. "Pay growth is slowing substantially, and wage-driven inflation may be less of a concern for the economy despite robust hiring." 
The distribution of job gains was "fragmented" in May, the report said, with the majority stemming from the leisure and hospitality industry, which added 208,000 new workers, and natural resources and mining, with a gain of 94,000.
The biggest losses, meanwhile, were concentrated in the manufacturing sector, which saw payrolls tumble by 48,000. Financial activities also shed 35,000 positions, while education and health services cut 29,000.
By size, medium and small businesses led the way in hiring last month, onboarding 140,000 and 235,000 workers, respectively. That is a reversal from prior months, in which small businesses struggled to find and retain workers. Large businesses lost 106,000 workers last month.
The data precedes the release of the more closely watched May jobs report on Friday morning, which is expected to show that employers hired 190,000 workers following a gain of 253,000 in April. The unemployment rate is expected to inch higher to 3.5%.
New job guarantees undermine private sector employers and cause people to flood to government issued jobs—causes private sector job crowd out
Greg Ip 18, Canadian-American journalist, currently the chief economics commentator for The Wall Street Journal. A native of Canada, Ip received a bachelor's degree in economics and journalism from Carleton University in Ottawa, Ontario, 5-2-18, “The Problem With a Federal Jobs Guarantee (Hint: It’s Not the Price Tag)” https://www.wsj.com/articles/the-problem-with-a-federal-jobs-guarantee-hint-its-not-the-price-tag-1525267192 // KG
In 1944, Franklin D. Roosevelt proposed a second bill of rights enshrining the right to a job and a decent income. More than 70 years later, many on the left say it is time to deliver.
Vermont Sen. Bernie Sanders, a Democratic presidential candidate in 2016 and likely again in 2020, is drafting legislation that would guarantee a job to anyone who wants one, at $15 an hour plus benefits. New Jersey Democratic Sen. Cory Booker has proposed a somewhat less ambitious version.
Why now? Unemployment was 20% or more when Roosevelt put millions to work through the Civilian Conservation Corps and Works Progress Administration. Nowadays, full employment is part of the Federal Reserve’s mandate, and while its record has blemishes, today it can claim mission accomplished. With the unemployment rate now at 4.1%, mainstream economists consider the U.S. effectively at or beyond full employment; Letting unemployment go lower risks shortages and inflation.
But the big thinkers behind the federal jobs guarantee have their eyes on a bigger prize. That 4.1% only represents the 6.6 million who are unemployed under the Labor Department’s official definition. Another 5.1 million don’t meet it but want a job, and 5 million work part time because they can’t find full-time work. Eradicating these last vestiges of un- or underemployment “would fundamentally transform the current labor market,” write Mark Paul, William Darity and Darrick Hamilton in a paper for the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, a left-of-center think tank. Their proposal, which forms the basis of Mr. Sanders’s bill, would “significantly alter the current power dynamics between labor and capital” by forcing all employers to match the federal standards for pay and benefits.
Yes, a job guarantee would cost a fortune, but ignoring the obvious political impediments, the price tag isn’t the catastrophe some critics claim. To hire all the official and unofficial unemployed and half the involuntary part timers at $15 an hour plus $3 an hour for benefits would cost around $450 billion, or 2.3% of gross domestic product. The actual cost could be much lower: Many of the unemployed won’t take up the federal offer because they expect to get something better, don’t like what’s being offered, or face some sort of obstacle (family, disability, etc.).
Also, some of what gets spent on salaries will be saved in reduced Medicaid, tax credits, unemployment insurance and other safety net outlays. Five scholars at the Levy Institute, a think tank, have advanced a plan they say will cost just 1% to 1.5% of gross domestic product. The federal government spends three times that on Social Security and twice that on defense.
The price tag would jump in recessions as laid-off people flock to the program. That’s a feature, not a bug: By automatically injecting public money into the economy, it would prop up spending, private employment and tax revenue, lessening the recession’s severity. And unlike universal basic income, another fashionable idea for reducing inequality in which everyone gets a check regardless of whether they work, a jobs guarantee gets the taxpayer something in return: workers.
That, however, is also the problem.
Here’s why. According to the Economic Policy Institute, 39% of the workforce, some 54 million people, now earn $15 an hour or less. All would have an incentive to quit and join the federal program.
Of course, most wouldn’t because their employers would, grudgingly, raise pay to keep them, then pass the cost on to customers, a de facto inflation tax. Indeed, advocates say the job guarantee accomplishes the same thing as a $15 minimum wage without the job loss.
Nonetheless, potentially millions of workers would end up on the federal payroll instead of in the private sector. And there’s the rub. Utopians would argue jobs exist to give people dignity and a decent standard of living. The reality is more mundane: Jobs are how people, as producers, satisfy their needs as consumers. Low-paid work such as brewing coffee, cleaning hotel rooms and flipping hamburgers gets a bad rap but it satisfies a genuine demand: People want coffee, clean hotels and hamburgers.
A federal make-work program would crowd out many of those private services. Crowding out is fine when the government is providing something more valuable, Roger Farmer and Dmitry Plotnikov, economists at the University of California at Los Angeles, wrote in 2010.
For example, military spending crowded out private consumption during World War II, when the U.S. “was fighting for its survival.”
In ordinary times, that is a harder case to make. A 2011 study by ​Lauren Cohen,​ Joshua Coval​ and Christopher Malloy of Harvard Business School found that when a member of Congress takes over an important committee, his state often enjoys an influx of federal spending. But that benefit is offset by a contraction in private investment and employment, evidence of crowding out.
Enabling workers to make a decent living is a noble goal; even better is enabling them to do so while serving the needs of a market economy. Small steps could include curbing barriers to employment such as excessive incarceration and inadequate child care, and providing more generous earned-income tax credits to top up low wages. One big step: for the Fed to get unemployment below 4%, and keep it there.
Private sector makes up 87 percent of the GDP --- job collapse would decimate those contributions
Eduardo Martínez Abscal 14, Professor in the Financial Management Department of IESE Business School. He holds a Doctorate in Economics and Business from the University of Barcelona, and an MBA from IESE, University of Navarra, 12-11-14, “Who contributes to the growth of the US Economy?” https://blog.iese.edu/economics/2014/12/11/who-contributes-to-the-growth-of-the-us-economy/ // KG (Note: There is a table attached after the second paragraph, you’ll probally need to go out of draft mode to see it)
The US Bureau of Economic Analysis provides interesting data on the contribution of 93 different industries (and groups of industries) to the GDP. In a previous post I analyzed the contribution of the oil industry to US GDP growth. Now I present the big picture: the contribution of every industry to the GDP and GDP growth. In other words, who is responsible for the sound growth of the US economy since the crisis of 2009? 
The following is a summary of the main statistics and some conclusions (of my own) though the reader may draw his/her own conclusions.
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Private companies contribute 87% of the annual GDP, and Government 13%.
Goods-producing industries account for 20% of the GDP and the remaining 67% comes from service
The most important industry groups are:
Manufacturing, 12%
Finance, insurance, real estate, rental, and leasing, 20%
Professional and business services, 12%
Educational services, health care, and social services, 8%.
The list includes 72 industries in 14 groups (presented in the table). None of the industries represents more than 5% of the GDP. My conclusion: The diversification of the US GDP is significant.
The importance of every industry in the GDP (by %) did not change between 2009 and 2013. There are no clear winners or losers from the Crisis of 2009.
[bookmark: _Hlk511988007]US economic decline causes war 
Tønnesson 15 (Stein, Professor, Peace Research Institute Oslo; Leader of East Asia Peace program, Uppsala University, Deterrence, interdependence and Sino–US peace, International Area Studies Review, Vol. 18, No. 3, p. 297-311)
Several recent works on China and Sino–US relations have made substantial contributions to the current understanding of how and under what circumstances a combination of nuclear deterrence and economic interdependence may reduce the risk of war between major powers. At least four conclusions can be drawn from the review above: first, those who say that interdependence may both inhibit and drive conflict are right. Interdependence raises the cost of conflict for all sides but asymmetrical or unbalanced dependencies and negative trade expectations may generate tensions leading to trade wars among inter-dependent states that in turn increase the risk of military conflict (Copeland, 2015: 1, 14, 437; Roach, 2014). The risk may increase if one of the interdependent countries is governed by an inward-looking socio-economic coalition (Solingen, 2015); second, the risk of war between China and the US should not just be analysed bilaterally but include their allies and partners. Third party countries could drag China or the US into confrontation; third, in this context it is of some comfort that the three main economic powers in Northeast Asia (China, Japan and South Korea) are all deeply integrated economically through production networks within a global system of trade and finance (Ravenhill, 2014; Yoshimatsu, 2014: 576); and fourth, decisions for war and peace are taken by very few people, who act on the basis of their future expectations. International relations theory must be supplemented by foreign policy analysis in order to assess the value attributed by national decision-makers to economic development and their assessments of risks and opportunities. If leaders on either side of the Atlantic begin to seriously fear or anticipate their own nation’s decline then they may blame this on external dependence, appeal to anti-foreign sentiments, contemplate the use of force to gain respect or credibility, adopt protectionist policies, and ultimately refuse to be deterred by either nuclear arms or prospects of socioeconomic calamities. Such a dangerous shift could happen abruptly, i.e. under the instigation of actions by a third party – or against a third party. Yet as long as there is both nuclear deterrence and interdependence, the tensions in East Asia are unlikely to escalate to war. As Chan (2013) says, all states in the region are aware that they cannot count on support from either China or the US if they make provocative moves. The greatest risk is not that a territorial dispute leads to war under present circumstances but that changes in the world economy alter those circumstances in ways that render inter-state peace more precarious. If China and the US fail to rebalance their financial and trading relations (Roach, 2014) then a trade war could result, interrupting transnational production networks, provoking social distress, and exacerbating nationalist emotions. This could have unforeseen consequences in the field of security, with nuclear deterrence remaining the only factor to protect the world from Armageddon, and unreliably so. Deterrence could lose its credibility: one of the two great powers might gamble that the other yield in a cyber-war or conventional limited war, or third party countries might engage in conflict with each other, with a view to obliging Washington or Beijing to intervene.

UQ---2NC 
Increasing now.
RTT News 6-1, Delivers the latest news from around the world covering business, economics, politics, forex, market analysis, stocks to watch and entertainment, 6-1-23, “ U.S. Private Sector Job Growth Far Exceeds Estimates In May,” https://markets.businessinsider.com/news/interestrates/u-s-private-sector-job-growth-far-exceeds-estimates-in-may-1032364730 // KG
RTTNews) - Private sector employment in the U.S. jumped by much more than expected in the month of May, according to a report released by payroll processor ADP on Thursday.
The report said private sector employment shot up by 278,000 jobs in May after surging by a revised 291,000 jobs in April.
Economists had expected private sector employment to increase by 170,000 jobs compared to the spike of 296,000 jobs originally reported for the previous month.
ADP noted jobs gains were fragmented last month, with leisure and hospitality, natural resources, and construction taking the lead, while manufacturing and finance lost jobs.
The report also said small establishments added 235,000 jobs and medium establishments added 140,000 jobs, but large establishments cut 106,000 jobs.

Link---2NC 
MMT obliterates the private sector. Literally.
Mark Hendrickson 19, economist from Grove City College; fellow for economic and social policy at the Institute for Faith and Freedom,. 2-22-2019, “MMT: Modern Monetary Theory or Monopoly Money Tyranny?,” https://www.theepochtimes.com/mmt-modern-monetary-theory-or-monopoly-money-tyranny_2808822.html, oj
Stealth Socialism
We all know that the more money one has, the more real economic goods one can obtain. That is why the advocates of the Green New Deal favor MMT. They know that the costs of the Green New Deal would be multiples of what could be raised through taxation. Under MMT, that dollar shortage would vanish.
Congress would have at its disposal however many newly created fiat dollars it would need to purchase however much labor, materials, equipment, etc. needed to fund the wide array of projects envisioned in the Green New Deal. Using MMT, whatever the government wants, the government gets.
More precisely, MMT would enable the government to take whatever it wants from the private sector—not by explicit confiscation, but simply by giving the government unlimited purchasing power with which to outbid private interests. It would be a rigged game: Government’s preferences for how economic resources should be deployed would always prevail because of government’s superior financial power.
MMT would enable the government to obliterate the private sector. With its exclusive access to the bottomless well of fiat money, the government would be able to drain evermore resources from the private sector into government projects until all major industries were brought under government control. In effect, then, MMT is a stealth approach to socialism.
But wouldn’t MMT trigger an inflationary price spiral long before the government completed its absorption of the private economy? Yes, as economists from various schools of thought have known for generations, more monetary units chasing the same amount of goods drives prices higher. However, the proponents of MMT claim that they can avert the problem of rising prices. All that is needed, they say, it to drain purchasing power from the private sector by raising taxes.
Here you can see that MMT inflicts a double whammy on the private sector. Not only does MMT confer an unfair advantage on the public sector by printing more money and increasing the government’s purchasing power, if pesky private interests dare continue bidding for resources, MMT calls for government to decrease the private sector’s purchasing power by siphoning more private wealth into the public treasury through higher taxes.
How would you characterize a government that has the power to take possession of whatever it wants, using the twin tactics of money printing and higher taxes to systematically appropriate as much of citizens’ wealth as it wants? I’ve already characterized MMT as socialistic, but there is an older term that applies. Historically, when a government wields oppressive power over its citizens, it is called tyranny.
As economic theory, MMT is quackery. As a political tool, Monopoly Money Tyranny poses an existential threat to freedom and prosperity.
MMT collapses the economy and spikes corruption.
Charles Gave 19, MBA in economics, 4-26-2019, “Not Modern, Not About Money, And Not Really Much Of A Theory,” https://evergreengavekal.com/not-modern-not-about-money/, oj
It’s not really about money
MMT proponents seem to believe that issuing money is, and will always remain, a state monopoly. But when one considers money, one looks at it first as a means of payment (which can be, and often is, organized by the state). And second, one looks at the value of this money. This second aspect (at least outside totalitarian communist states) can never be determined by the state. The value of money is, and has always been, determined by myriads of transactions, each taking place freely between two or more individuals. Thus, the supply of money can be controlled by the government, but its value cannot. This implies that money is a common good, and can never be a tool of the government.
In fact, of the three functions of money—means of payment, unit of account, and store of value—the only one that MMT proponents seem to consider is the means of payment, which the government guarantees by using brute force. This probably explains why previous examples of MMT—Venezuela, Zimbabwe, the Weimar Republic, Revolutionary France—have tended to lead to tyranny or economic collapse, or both.
Economic collapse follows because, in such a system, the unit of account function breaks down, leaving the population to resort to barter. But economic collapse also happens because the main damage is sustained by the store of value function, especially when it comes to international transactions. It’s as safe a bet as you can make that foreigners will not be very keen to stockpile the bank notes (or government debt) of a country openly embracing MMT.
As a result, any country implementing MMT will have to maintain a current account surplus at all times. Very likely, international trade with the country will tend to drift towards barter. Inside the MMT country, a black market in foreign bank notes, gold and diamonds will spring up almost immediately. And corruption will go through the roof, because when civil servants are in charge of awarding import permits, the first thing any importer has to buy is the civil servant.
For proponents of MMT, money is simply the unit of payment they program into their computers to build their theoretical model of the flows in the economy. Like typical Keynesians, they pay no attention to the balance sheet effects of their policies. Unfortunately, a real economy, or a business, is not the end sum of positive “rates of change” differentiations in the short term, but the result of “area under the curve” integrations over the long term. This brings us to the theory aspect of MMT.
JG would ruin typical cycles of employment– loss of job performance, cheap labor, and higher taxes
Ryan Bourne 18, Occupant of the R. Evan Scharf Chair for the Public Understanding of Economics at Cato and is the author of the recent book Economics In One Virus, 4-24-18, “A Jobs Guaranteed Economic Disaster,” https://www.cato.org/blog/jobs-guaranteed-economic-disaster // KG
In reality, the fiscal costs are likely to be much, much higher, and the economic welfare losses even more significant, because in the labor market and broader economy, a public jobs guarantee program would significantly crowd out productive private sector activity. This type of policy will radically alter behavior of both workers and businesses, and so the supply and demand for labor.
The Census shows that, among those who worked in 2016, 70+ million Americans earned under $32,500 (the full‐​time job guarantee salary would be $31,200). Yes, not all of these would seek out positions on the jobs guarantee program. But a large proportion would, especially those employed in uncertain roles with low levels of job security.
In fact, some even paid more than $31,200 might consider leaving their jobs to pursue guaranteed roles if they perceive better working conditions or an easier worklife (asked under what conditions someone would be fired from such a role, the Levy Institute paper suggests that you would be sacked for failing to go to work, but that your performance would not be judged by “private sector ‘efficiency criteria’”, for example.) It’s not inconceivable then that over 25 percent of the labor force could find itself part of the scheme.
This crowd‐​out is likely to be particularly acute in low productivity regions, and (ironically) after economic downturns. A nationwide jobs guarantee program paying $15 an hour will be particularly attractive to workers in low wage regions, and by setting a de facto wage floor the program will prevent private investment in regions on the basis of cheap labor.
Though no doubt there would be some demand spillovers from well‐​paid jobs, the net consequence is highly likely to be weaker private sector job creation in poor regions, which has been the experience of countries such as Britain with a nationwide minimum wages and public sector national pay bargaining. Proponents of the scheme see “higher labor standards” as a good thing, but absent productivity improvements, policies which raise labor costs significantly will reduce the quantity of workers demanded.
There’s good reason to expect the policy will reduce the efficiency and productive potential of the economy too. Taxes will eventually need to be raised to cover the net cost of the program. In infrastructure and care giving provision, costs will rise – because nobody would now work in these directly substitutable sectors for less than the wage and conditions offered in the job guarantee program. This will waste resources, and there’s highly likely to be overinvestment in lots of relatively low value ventures and programs to ensure workers are employed, especially given the explicit aim is to provide employment rather than deliver projects at low cost.
Throwing resources at regions with higher levels of unemployment and after recessions too will work directly against market signals and deter the mobility of labor (in geographic and industrial terms) and capital to its most productive uses given prevailing market conditions. This is important: yes, employment is highly likely to have some positive externalities; but the real driver of better living standards over time are productivity improvements, discovered by market‐​based activity.
Proponents of this policy seem to put an enormous weight on the idea that time out of the labor market has huge scarring consequences which could be ameliorated by any type of temporary employment. But the literature on this shows that temporary jobs do not provide the workers with skills to improve longer‐​term labor market outcomes.
Causes a rush to government-owned jobs and private sector job loss.
Ryan Bhandari 19, Former Senior Economic Policy Advisor at Third Way, current Econ PhD student, 3-25-19, “What Is the “Federal Jobs Guarantee” and What Are People Saying About It?” https://www.thirdway.org/memo/what-is-the-federal-jobs-guarantee-and-what-are-people-saying-about-it // KG
#3: It could crowd out tens of millions of private sector jobs. There are currently 54 million people who earn $15 an hour or less. When they find out the federal government is offering $15 an hour plus benefits and permanent job security, many of those workers would quit their current job and join the federal workforce.3 Companies that could afford to would raise wages to keep some of these workers; other companies would simply go out of business. The labor markets would be controlled by the government in ways never seen before in America. And even if just half of low-wage private sector workers quit, the number of federal employees would rise by between 35 and 40 million.4 Costs to the government would then rise to anywhere from $1.6 trillion to $2.24 trillion per year, and the private sector would see massive repercussions.
Sustained economic growth is key to prevent unemployment.
Riccardo Mastini 18, PhD candidate in Ecological Economics and Political Ecology in the Institute of Environmental Science and Technology at the Autonomous University of Barcelona, 6-1-18, “Work in a World Without Growth,” https://www.greeneuropeanjournal.eu/work-in-a-world-without-growth/ // KG
Since the dawn of capitalism, market economies have placed a high emphasis on labour productivity. Continuous improvements in technology geared towards productivity increases lead to more output being produced for a given amount of labour. But crucially these advances also mean that fewer people are needed to produce the same amount of goods and services each year. As long as the economy expands fast enough to offset increases in labour productivity there is no problem. But if the economy does not grow, people lose their jobs.
Economic growth has been necessary within this system just to prevent mass unemployment. Communities and the politicians that represent them celebrate the construction of a new factory not so much for the increase in supply of some needed product, but because of the jobs it creates. In advanced economies, the shortage of employment has become more pressing than the shortage of products. Basically, we produce goods and services mostly to keep people employed rather than to cater for their needs.
But what if economic growth were to slow down and, eventually, come to a halt in the near future? More than half a century of ‘growth propaganda’ supporting the dogma that pursuing never-ending growth is plausible and desirable may make this new prospect shocking for some. However, there is now overwhelming evidence that decoupling GDP growth from increases in natural resource and energy use is impossible. And our plundering of Earth’s bounty has already reached unsustainable levels with the overshot of several planetary boundaries.

Resource Allocation 
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MMT destroys the economy’s resource structure—spending, resource trade-offs, and neglection of resource constraints
David Weinberger 22, American author, technologist, and speaker, trained philosopher who focuses on techonology,  03/09/22, “How Modern Monetary Theory (MMT) gets resource constraints wrong,” https://iea.org.uk/how-modern-monetary-theory-mmt-gets-resource-constraints-wrong/ //SBM
In a recent book review on money mechanics, I briefly critiqued Modern Monetary Theory (MMT). The central problem with it, I argued, is its failure to recognise resource scarcity:

“While there are several problems with the theory, the most fundamental is that it confuses money with resources. When the government spends, even with money “printed out of thin air,” it transfers real resources in the economy. For example, when the government builds a new factory, the cost is not in terms of dollars, but in terms of the scarce resources it soaks up – the machinery, raw materials, labor, and capital.

The relevant question therefore is not how much it costs or whether we can “afford it,” but what those resources would have done had they not been commandeered by the government. Put simply, supporters of MMT tend to either neglect or deny the fundamental problem of resource constraints.”

In an email to me, economist and MMT proponent Warren Mosler pointed out that the theory does in fact take into account resource trade-offs and provided a link to a paper of his which states:

“The essence of the political process is coming to terms with the inherent trade-offs we face in a world of limited resources and unlimited wants. The idea that people can improve their lives by depriving themselves of surplus goods and services contradicts both common sense and any respectable economic theory. When there are widespread unemployed resources as there are today in the United States, the trade-off costs are often minimal, yet mistakenly deemed unaffordable.”

In short, resource scarcity applies when workers are widely employed, but not when a significant number of workers are unemployed. In the former case government spending tends to merely shift resources from one use to another, whereas in the latter case government spending tends to put idle resources to work.

This distinction is important to properly understand the thinking behind MMT, so I thank Dr Mosler for taking the time to read my piece and point this out. However, even with the distinction in mind, I believe the critique in my original piece stands.

For one thing, all government spending, even in a depressed economy, involves at least some resource trade-offs. Why? Because it is nearly impossible to target only “idle” resources without inevitably consuming some productive ones in the process. For example, say the government “prints” money to hire unemployed workers to build a bridge. Even so, such a project requires resources like concrete, gasoline, rubber, machinery, and skilled workers like engineers and project managers, some of which (or whom) will be drawn away from productive areas of the economy.

But there is a deeper reason why government spending runs into resource constraints. Consider that after an economic slump, it takes time for the imbalances between supply and demand in the economy to match one another. For example, after entrepreneurs and businesses realise that the projects they have undertaken are unprofitable, when their products are not wanted by consumers and therefore go unpurchased, firms discontinue their plans, which throws workers out of their jobs. This period of “inactivity” constitutes a recession. It is during this time that businesses rely on the crucial information provided by pricing signals to determine how to reallocate capital productively going forward, so that they can hire, expand, and rebuild. But if the government decides to “print” money to employ unutilised resources, it distorts the very pricing mechanisms these firms and entrepreneurs depend on to deploy the resources at their command, meaning that the economy ends up with a disfigured resource structure. In other words, “idle” resources provide a vital price signalling function that government spending confuses. Because of this confusion, resources get shuffled into areas of the economy they otherwise would not have, had they been left to the private economy.

That is why MMT is predicated on a distinction that fails to yield a meaningful difference. On the one hand, and where it is right, it recognises the reality of resource constraints when the economy is booming; on the other, and where it is wrong, it argues that resource constraints do not apply when the economy is slumping. But the truth is they do. And that is something that no sound economic theory can ignore.


Trade
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Destroys trade—foreign confidence in US finances crushed  
Zach Moller 19, Provides technical guidance and strategic advice to senior staff at Third Way, Congressional policymakers, and Democratic campaigns crafting policy and legislation and works to 
develop, analyze, and communicate about economic policy across many issues, including recession relief, ways to make capitalism more equitable, fiscal policy, taxation, and more, 07/18/19, “What Is MMT, and Why Isn’t It Practical?” https://www.thirdway.org/memo/what-is-mmt-and-why-isnt-it-practical //SBM
3. It destroys foreign confidence in America’s finances.
The United States has control over its currency because we are the largest open economy and everyone wants to do business with us. Currently, foreign investors own about $6.4 trillion (40%) of the $16 trillion in publicly held U.S. debt. The largest two individual holders are Japan and China.5
Holders of U.S. debt (in the form of treasuries) expect stability in value, a return from their investments, and the ability to be paid back. MMT blows that up. Bondholders would no longer be assured a return on their investment, and it will no longer be as desirable for our creditors to hold U.S. debt. The recent ability of foreign investors to soak up the increasing supply of U.S. marketable debt has helped prevent a run-up in interest rates that could have damaged the recovery from the great recession.
Why does this matter? Well, a flight of foreign creditors destabilizes U.S. international trade because inherently less demand for U.S. assets will weaken the exchange rate of the U.S. dollar, possibly severely. And a weaker dollar would further provide inflationary pressure from higher import prices.
MMT destroys trade balance and triggers macroeconomic contraction – inflation and exchange rate depreciation 
Thomas Palley 20, American economist who has served as the chief economist for the United States-China Economic and Security Review Commission, October 2020, “What’s wrong with Modern Money Theory: macro and political restraints on deficit-financed fiscal policy,” https://www.elgaronline.com/view/journals/roke/8-4/roke.2020.04.02.xml //SBM
3.2.2 Exchange rate and trade balance concerns
Budget deficits can also have significant adverse exchange rate and balance of payments effects, especially money-financed deficits. Expansionary budget deficits bleed into the trade deficit via their impact on income and the demand for imports. The deterioration of the trade deficit then tends to depreciate the exchange rate. The exchange rate will also tend to depreciate owing to adjustment of international portfolio positions. Exchange rate depreciation can then cause inflation, which further aggravates the depreciation problem. Additionally, under certain circumstances, exchange rate depreciation can trigger macroeconomic contraction (Krugman and Taylor 1978).
Keynesian macroeconomics emphasizes international constraints, and they are often summarized in models via the idea of a balance of payments constraint. However, owing to its US-centric focus, MMT largely ignores such problems which are a first-order constraint on economic policy in many countries. Moreover, in the past the US has also been subject to such constraints, and it could confront them again in the future.
To the extent MMT discusses international constraints, it dismisses them with the facile assertion that a floating exchange rate resolves them. However, a floating exchange rate has its own adverse financial and inflation complications. Furthermore, if the balance of payments constraint is structural, it can be unresponsive to exchange rate depreciation owing to either induced inflation effects or low import and export elasticities.

Case

MMT Wrong---Broad 
MMT Wrong---Broad 
MMT has too many flaws! 
Eric Leeper 22, research associate at the National Bureau of Economic Research, Professor of Economics at Virginia, 2/7/22, “Modern Monetary Theory: The End of Policy Norms As We Know Them?” Progressive Policy Institute, https://www.progressivepolicy.org/publication/modern-monetary-theory-the-end-of-policy-norms-as-we-know-them/, yao + ghs—gc
MMT suffers from several flaws:
1. It denies a fundamental concept in economics: in a society with finite resources but unlimited wants, market prices adjust to induce individuals and policy makers to make trade offs that ultimately align supply and demand. Economics quantifies the costs and benefits of those trade offs to inform policy makers.
2. That denial leads MMT to see no need to offer a comprehensive theory of inflation. It maintains that inflation gets triggered when economy-wide demand for resources exceeds the economy’s resource limit, but has little to say about inflation and its determinants when, as it usually does, the economy operates below that limit.
3. MMT’s solution to inflation from high resource utilization is to raise “taxes,” without specifying which taxes. Governments have many tax instruments at their disposal—labor, sales, capital, wealth, and inflation—and each tax affects individuals and the macro economy differently. Generic advice to control inflation with higher taxes is vacuous until MMTers provide far more detail.
4. MMT does not acknowledge that even well-intentioned policy makers face incentives to use inflation to achieve employment or fiscal financing goals. Because those incentives to inflate are especially powerful for elected officials, many countries, including the United States, have adopted the norms of (i) independent central banks tasked with inflation control and macroeconomic stabilization and (ii) fiscal policies that largely pay for government spending with current and future taxes. Those policy norms have improved inflation performance and social welfare. MMT overthrows those norms to move inflation control and countercyclical policies from the Federal Reserve to Congress, to finance federal spending by creating new currency, and to subjugate monetary policy to fiscal needs.
5. It does not appreciate the central role that safe and liquid U.S. Treasurys perform in the global financial system. Neither does it apprehend the extent to which its policy proposals may destabilize financial markets and undermine the special status of Treasurys and the dollar in the world economy, a status that strengthens the U.S. economy.
The problems begin with the basic assumptions that underpin MMT. Its advocates attribute all unemployment to insufficient demand for workers and believe unemployment should be alleviated through a federal guaranteed jobs program. Weak demand frequently underlies unemployment, particularly during economic downturns. But workers themselves have a say in their employment status. During the COVID-19 pandemic, a broad cross section of workers left the labor market and voluntarily have not re-entered. From March 2020 to October 2021, labor force participation rates were depressed relative to the previous year: 2.5% for men, 2.6% for women, and 3.8% for workers 55 and older. Employers across the country have positions that remain unfilled. COVID is surely an unusual situation, but it serves to illustrate that employment outcomes are not always driven by insufficient demand.
MMT wrong---assumes resource utilization and norms will control inflation. 
Eric Leeper 22, research associate at the National Bureau of Economic Research, Professor of Economics at Virginia, 2/7/22, “Modern Monetary Theory: The End of Policy Norms As We Know Them?” Progressive Policy Institute, https://www.progressivepolicy.org/publication/modern-monetary-theory-the-end-of-policy-norms-as-we-know-them/, yao + ghs—gc
MMT is at its weakest when addressing inflation, how it gets determined and how policies can control it. Its most common argument reduces to: inflation control is not a problem until it is. Problems arise when resource utilization reaches some limit, at which point higher taxes can keep inflation in check.  But resource utilization is not the only factor that affects inflation. In late 2021, consumer price inflation hit a 40-year high of over 6%, yet compared to their pre-COVID levels, employment, capacity utilization, and industrial production are lower, while the unemployment rate is higher. Inflation is not rising because the overall economy has hit its resource limit. To be sure, supply-chain issues have driven up some prices relative to others, but these issues are not what anyone means by economy-wide resource limits. MMT’s weak theory of inflation is stunning because the potential of the MMT agenda to trigger inflation is the most frequently voiced criticism of the theory [Summers (2019), Cochrane (2020), Hartley (2020), Mankiw (2020)].
The guaranteed jobs program points to a more general theme of MMT: the federal government can solve big problems once policy makers grasp the key tenets of MMT. Kelton (2021) identifies seven “deficits,” defined in terms of both quantity and quality, that MMT can help to close: good jobs, saving, health care, education, infrastructure, climate, and democracy. MMT promises to address each of these deficiencies by first altering policy makers’ understandings of fiscal financing matters.
MMT abandons two long-standing policy norms. The first came from Alexander Hamilton in 1790 and can be summarized as “federal budget deficits beget budget surpluses,” meaning that debt-financed spending is backed by future taxes. This norm has contributed to less costly financing and bestowed on U.S. treasurys status as the world’s go-to safe and liquid assets, enabling their critical role in global financial markets. The second norm evolved from the 1951 Treasury-Fed Accord to make monetary policy operationally independent. Legislation houses countercyclical policy primarily in the Federal Reserve with the mandate that the Fed achieve price stability, maximum sustainable employment, and low long-term interest rates, and facilitate financial stability.
MMT instead posits that a dollar of new government debt need not carry any assurance of tax backing. It regards treasury securities solely as a means for the central bank to achieve its interest rate target. MMT shifts responsibility for achieving full employment and controlling inflation from monetary policy to fiscal policy. The central bank’s primary tasks are to serve as the Treasury’s bank and to maintain zero interest rates. Despite MMT claims to the contrary, monetary policy is completely subservient to fiscal policy, tossing aside Federal Reserve independence and the social benefits that accrue from it.
Full embrace of MMT’s policy proposals and new norms—whatever they may be—carries significant risks. Those risks include higher and more volatile inflation and interest rates and financial market instability, which would disrupt and depress real economic activity and harm most the people MMT aims to benefit.
MMT fails---debt, slack, and inflation circumvent any benefit. 
Patrick Horan 19, research fellow focusing on monetary policy and the Federal Reserve System, economics PhD candidate at George Mason University, 3/18/19, “5 Problems with MMT: These Are the Biggest Weaknesses of Modern Monetary Theory,” Mercatus Center, https://www.mercatus.org/economic-insights/expert-commentary/5-problems-mmt, ghs—gc
[bookmark: _Hlk138941229]While MMT proponents are technically correct that a government with its own currency can print money to pay its bills, that isn’t the end of the story. In our recent Mercatus policy brief, Scott Sumner and I criticize the stronger claims of MMT and identify five major weaknesses with the idea.
1. MMT has a flawed model of inflation that overestimates the importance of economic slack.
MMT argues that “slack,” the amount of resources not being used at a given time, is what determines inflation. This is partly based on an economic model called the Phillips Curve, which argued there is a tradeoff between inflation and unemployment (more of one will lead to less of the other). However, simultaneously high inflation and unemployment in the 1970s showed that this model was flawed. Rather, it is monetary policy, not slack, that determines the path of inflation.
2. It overestimates the revenue that can be earned from money creation.
A government can earn revenue from printing money if the cost of printing is less than its value. For example, if a $100 bill costs roughly six cents to print, then it yields a $99.94 profit. However, assuming the government does not pay interest on that money, it will be quickly spent by the public. The result is high inflation for not much added revenue. In fact, one study found that the maximum sustainable amount of revenue from money creation is roughly four percent of GDP, which would generate annual inflation at 266 percent!
3. It overestimates the potency of fiscal policy while underestimating the effectiveness of monetary policy.
MMT argues fiscal policy is more important than monetary policy in determining inflation, so raising taxes is the solution to high inflation. However, this is not the experience of the United States. In the 1960s, President Lyndon Johnson followed this logic by raising taxes and balancing the budget, but high inflation persisted. In fact, inflation only fell in the early 1980s when Fed Chair Paul Volcker reduced the growth of the money supply, despite high budget deficits under President Reagan during the same period.
The fiscal policy explanation for inflation is true in places like Venezuela and Zimbabwe, where the central bank’s monetary policy decisions are highly political. However, in these places, the government is so wasteful and irresponsible that monetary policy has to support fiscal policy.
4. It overestimates the ability of fiscal authorities to control inflation.
Politicians, who are charged with determining fiscal policy in most countries, adjust tax and expenditure policies in response to their constituents’ interests. How likely does it seem that Congress and the president would be likely to raise taxes during a period of high inflation when the public is already upset at rising prices? Not very likely, especially given the political gridlock in Washington, DC.
5. It contains too few safeguards against the risks of excessive public debt.
Debt that might look manageable in one economic environment may become unsustainable in another, as Greece learned during the Great Recession. While the United States is unlikely to default on its debt, high debt can cause other problems, including either higher taxation or higher inflation in the future. Either of these problems can stifle future growth and prosperity. Furthermore, while the US is not in danger of becoming like Greece in the near future, history tells us that circumstances change. If the US continues to accumulate massive amounts of debt, there is no guarantee we will always be able to easily pay it off.
MMT theory is outdated – fosters hyperinflation, instrumental shortage problems, and macroeconomic instability through fiat currency mechanism 
Françoise Drumetz 21, Director of Microeconomic and Structural Research with the National Institute for Statistics and Economic Studies; and Christian Pfister, Professor focusing on economics and international affairs, 2021, Modern Monetary Theory: A Wrong Compass for Decision- Making, p. 355-361, https://www.intereconomics.eu/contents/year/2021/number/6/article/modern-monetary-theory-a-wrong-compass-for-decision-making.html#:~:text=Overall%2C%20it%20appears%20that%20MMT,of%20a%20genuine%20economic%20theory. //SBM
In the last few years, the so-called Modern Monetary Theory (MMT) has been gaining prominence in the media and the public. This article presents the MMT approach to money and monetary policy, and discusses its recommendations regarding fiscal policy and aggregate demand management, the structural policies it advocates as well as the international aspects of MMT. Overall, it appears that MMT is based on an outdated state of economic science and that its claims regarding economic policies are much exaggerated: The meaning of MMT is more that of a political manifesto than of a genuine economic theory.
Georg Friedrich Knapp’s (1905) The State Theory of Money (STM) provides the main theoretical underpinning of the Modern Monetary Theory’s (MMT) approach to money. We briefly expose STM’s link with MMT and then analyse the recommendations of MMT related to money, monetary policy and the role of the central bank. We also consider historical precedents and a possible implementation of MMT in the USA.
An erroneous representation of monetary policy
The main ideas expressed in STM that are used in MMT can be summarised as follows: Money is a creature of the law; it is a means of payment; it is a token, a representation, hence the reference by Knapp to the Latin word charta that he translates into token and that has given rise to the word “chartalism” to refer to Knapp’s and his followers’ ideas. Both approaches also hold a narrow vision of money as a means of payment, thus neglecting its other roles as a unit of account and a store of value.
STM and Knapp as well as MMT and MMT economists both present themselves as unorthodox, at odds with “mainstream” economists. Indeed, their attempt to produce a theory has been seriously questioned. For instance, reviewers noted that STM says nothing about the value of money and lacks correspondence with historical facts, while Ocampo (2020) has labelled MMT “Magical Monetary Thinking”.
However, one important difference between STM and MMT is that, although this does not seem to be stated in any MMT publication, money is considered in MMT as a pure asset that the state can create at will, whereas STM views money as both an asset and a liability.
Money, monetary policy and the role of the central bank
Regarding money, MMT adopts what Tobin (1963) calls the “fountain pen” approach to money (i.e. the belief that money can be created ad libitum, by the stroke of a pen), applying it to the government – systematically called “the state” – instead of the banks in the Chicago Plan (Pfister, 2020). For instance, Wray (2014, 28) writes, “There is no limited supply of either private or state IOUs – so long as either is willing to issue IOUs, they can be supplied” and he derives from this truism that “the limit is on the demand side”. According to Wray (2014), what matters is acceptability on the demand side. As a sovereign power, however, the state can mandate at least some demand for its IOUs by imposing obligations that must be paid in the state’s currency. Beyond that, by sitting at the apex of the “money pyramid”, the state’s IOUs are demanded for clearing purposes and also for reserves of the most liquid assets (29).
As Wray (2014) does not define what he means by the “state’s IOUs”, we identify this notion with the more common one of “monetary base”, i.e. the sum of cash in circulation and reserves, defined in the literature as the demand deposits held by monetary policy counterparties (i.e. banks) with the central bank. On that basis, and keeping in mind that banks use reserves to settle their net positions after clearing (with a quasi-null impact on the aggregate demand for reserves), it appears that Wray (2014) confuses something. This confusion, in line with the definition by STM of money as a means of payment, is between legal (or fiat) currency (e.g. the euro or the dollar) and cash (or forced course currency, i.e. currency that has to be accepted in payment and that cannot be exchanged for outside money). Furthermore, the use of cash by economic agents is nowadays limited and reserves are used by banks only as a vehicle to settle transactions, with almost no impact on the aggregate demand for them; instead, economic agents use private money in most of their payments. This confusion is also common to other MMT authors (see e.g. Kelton, 2020, 15-41); however, none of them ever explains why modern literature on money defines what makes legal currency “acceptable” by the public, i.e. monetary policy credibility. Neither do they envisage the possibility of currency competition. Instead, they prefer to insist on the constraints that “the state” puts on the public.
Regarding monetary policy and the role of the central bank, in contrast with standard monetary economics, MMT does not provide an explanation of monetary policy strategy or a description of the monetary transmission mechanism from monetary policy decisions to the broader economy. Instead, it considers that law should set the objectives and the conduct of monetary policy, possibly in the details – e.g. prescribing a given interest rate level – and it focuses on one specific aspect of monetary policy implementation: liquidity management by the central bank, usually regarded as the “nuts and bolts” of monetary policy. Even more specifically, it focuses on the interaction between this management and the operation of the Treasury’s account with the central bank, starting from the correct observation that the central bank and the Treasury need to coordinate for the former to be able to manage bank liquidity properly. Indeed, this coordination is useful: Since the central bank keeps the account of the Treasury, any flow into or out of this account impacts banks’ liquidity. However, MMT never explains what “coordination” entails, instead letting the reader assume that the central bank would receive instructions from the Treasury that dictate the amount of liquidity to be provided or withdrawn. In fact, the central bank receives no more than the Treasury’s forecast of the expected changes on its account with the central bank over the forecasting period of the “autonomous factors” (i.e. the period before the next open market operation).
MMT economists also consider the monetisation of public debt that takes place through central banks’ asset purchases (quantitative easing) as “business as usual”. In that regard, Kelton (2020), apparently considers money as an asset that the government could create ex nihilo, a sort of celestial manna, and gives the example of Japan. There, “half of its [the government’s] debt has been retired (i.e., paid off [emphasis added]) by its central bank. And it could easily go all the way to 100 percent. If it did, Japan would become the least indebted country in the world” (Kelton, 2020, 93-94). In fact, Kelton overlooks that reserves created by the central bank to purchase public securities would leave the amount of public liabilities unchanged, which is clear when one consolidates the balance sheets of the government and the central bank. Even if one leaves out this extreme example, it appears that, in MMT’s approach to monetary policy, fiscal dominance is the rule.
Historical precedents and possible implementation in the USA
Both historical precedents and an attempt to measure the impact of the MMT programme in the USA through public debt monetisation provide strong cautionary tales against such an approach.
According to Edwards (2019),
Almost every one of the Latin American experiments with major central bank-financed fiscal expansions took place under populist regimes and all of them ended badly…. In most of these episodes…, policy makers used arguments similar to those made by MMTers to justify extensive use of money creation to finance very large increases in public expenditures (3).
Ocampo (2020) also mentions the case of Argentina under Peron (1946-1955) or Peronist regimes, particularly the years 1946-1948, 1973-1974, 2007, 2012 and 2020, and the one of Nazi Germany between 1937 and 1945.
Palley (2019a) evaluates that the full monetisation by the central bank of the increase in the public deficit caused by the implementation of the MMT programme in the USA would imply a fiftyfold increase in the monetary base-to-GDP ratio relative to the 2018. He highlights that those money supply dynamics “would almost certainly trigger high inflation in both asset markets and goods markets, as well as causing significant inflationary and destabilizing exchange rate depreciation” (Palley, 2019a, 153).
Indeed, already in 1982, Sargent had studied the end of four big inflations (Austria, Hungary, Poland and Germany in the 1920s) showing that it was not simply the increasing quantity of central bank notes [in modern economies, reserves] that caused the hyperinflation…, it was the growth of fiat currency that was unbacked, or backed only by government bills, which there never was a prospect to retire through taxation (89).
A limitless “fiscal space”
Lerner’s (1943) Functional Finance Theory (FFT) builds on Knapp’s STM and on Keynesian theory, and has provided the fundamental building block for MMT’s fiscal doctrine. Lerner adds a radical fiscal doctrine, referred to as “functional” because it focuses on the macroeconomic outcome of fiscal policy rather than on its budgetary impact (Wray, 2018). Fiscal policy should be judged only by “the results of [its] actions on the economy and not by any established traditional doctrine about what is sound or unsound” (Lerner, 1943, 39). Lerner (1943) prescribes three principles to achieve full employment and price stability:
· public spending should be increased when aggregate demand is too low and taxes increased when aggregate demand is too high;
· public borrowing should be adjusted “in order to achieve the rate of interest which results in the more desirable level of investment” (41), i.e. the level conducive to full employment;
· the government should “print, hoard or destruct” (41) money as needed to carry out the first two principles.
Lerner sees no reason for assuming that the government must always be borrowing more money and increasing the national debt because the application of functional finance would maintain the proper level of total demand for current output and provide an automatic tendency for the budget to be balanced. Moreover, he sees “no danger for society” of a continually increasing national debt because debt “is not a burden on the nation in the same way as an individual’s debt to other individuals is a burden on the individual” (Lerner, 1943, 42-43).
However, Lerner acknowledges that FFT would be invalidated if government debt were foreign held or denominated in foreign currency. The level of debt would then be a constraint because the government would not be able to print money to service the debt. According to Lerner, FFT is only applicable to countries that can borrow long term in their own currency.
Fiscal policy and aggregate demand management
MMT’s fiscal policy doctrine builds on FFT’s dismissal of debt constraints on government borrowing (Mitchell, 2020). It also argues that a sovereign currency issuer (i.e. with debts denominated in its own currency and a floating exchange rate) is financially unconstrained, rejects the “orthodox” notion of fiscal sustainability and adopts a very specific conception of “fiscal space”. Within this approach, when the economy is at full capacity, the emergence of inflationary risks can be controlled through a tax increase. Tax adjustments serve to control aggregate demand, not to finance the fiscal deficit, because whenever the government spends, money is created (as mentioned above, MMT confuses money with the monetary base, i.e. currency and reserves). Following the same line of reasoning, bond sales are not viewed by MMT as financing operations. As indicated above, bond sales are considered as interest rate management in which the issuance of government debt, weighing on bank liquidity, increases interest rates as if the central bank were not neutralising these effects, precisely in order to make its monetary policy stance prevail.
MMT rejects the orthodox loanable funds theory, deemed irrelevant for understanding the inflationary risk attached to fiscal expansion. The crowding out effect on private spending does not exist in MMT because an expansionary fiscal policy is supposed to lower interest rates by providing liquidity to banks rather than raising them by crowding out the private demand for debt financing. Therefore, interest rates do not reflect the size of the current or expected future levels of deficits and debt as posited by the loanable fund theory (Fullwiler, 2007).
The conclusions drawn by MMT are overstated:
· Even a temporary monetised fiscal stimulus could trigger expectations, especially from the government, that a one-time use could easily become permanent. In turn, a permanent recourse to monetary issuance would lead to a flight from currency and to hyperinflation.
· MMT’s claim that government spending is only constrained by the “inflationary” ceiling, which binds when all productive resources are fully employed (Mitchell, 2020), is incomplete. MMT does not address the opportunity costs and distributional consequences of the monetisation of deficits by the central bank, e.g. its impact on asset prices, that may affect both the demand and the supply side of the economy and therefore the inflation constraint, even before full employment is reached.
· MMT argues that the normal interest rate for government debt should be very low or even zero. This assumption begs the question of the plausibility of interest rates permanently below the growth rate of the economy.
· A government deficit may lead to an increase in longer-term interest rates (Lavoie, 2019; Palley, 2019b) if financial markets expect high future inflation well before full employment has been reached. If the debt is not willingly absorbed by the market, the recourse by the government to financial repression would not prevent interest rates rising in private credit markets with adverse consequences in terms of monetary and financial stability.
· The assumption that a sovereign currency issuer will not default on a debt issued in its currency because the central bank can always print the money needed to service and repay this debt is overstated (Buiter and Mann, 2019; Ocampo, 2020; Palley, 2019b).
MMTers believe that fiscal policy is much more effective than monetary policy at managing aggregate demand. Therefore, fiscal policy should be adjusted when necessary to maintain full employment and moderate inflation while monetary policy should passively support the financing of the fiscal deficit by printing money and keeping interest rates at very low, near-zero levels.
A major criticism that can be addressed to MMT is that its proponents are unable to prove their claims given the lack of formal modelling. In line with this criticism, the following appraisal reviews MMT’s key assumptions on inflation, monetary policy, fiscal policy and their (lack of) feedback.
According to Palley (2019b), MMT is especially dismissive of the problem of inflation and lacks a doctrine. For instance, Wray (2019) writes: “Fortunately – or unfortunately depending on one’s view – modern economies usually operate with sufficient slack that even large boosts to aggregate demand are not likely to put much pressure on wages and prices. Our critics continue to fight an inflation battle that was won almost two generations ago” (7).
As regards monetary policy’s role in managing aggregate demand, MMT’s discarding of interest rates as a tool of stabilisation policy is problematic. First, Tymoigne and Wray (2013) posit that the “sensitivity” of aggregate demand to interest rates is low. As interest rates are seen as affecting the cost of borrowing, which influences costs of production and prices, low interest rates may lead to lower inflation; however, such a cost-push argument is purely short term in nature. Second, discarding interest rates as a stabilisation tool would create political economy and instrument shortage problems (Palley, 2019b). From a political economy point of view, monetary policy is the preferred instrument to manage aggregate demand because fiscal policy is difficult to use to stabilise the business cycle. In addition, the loss of an instrument would compound the difficulty for a policymaker to achieve her policy targets. Third, MMT’s prescription to keep nominal interest rates at a very low, near-zero level would also foster macroeconomic instability, with, during the upward phase of the cycle, real rates falling and potentially causing higher inflation, which would in turn lower real interest rates.
Structural policies focused on full employment in the USA
In MMT’s view, full employment would be achieved through a government job creation programme, which would act as an automatic stabiliser, and by large-scale spending on infrastructure, climate adaptation and the environment, i.e. the “Green New Deal”, which would employ workers in the job creation programme.
The Public Service Employment Programme and the Green New Deal
MMT believes that a modern capitalist economy, which is inherently instable, will fail to produce and maintain “true” full employment; involuntary unemployment is a persistent characteristic of such economies (Fullwiler, 2007; Tcherneva, 2012; Haim, 2021). Therefore, MMT advocates for the implementation of a US public job creation programme funded by the federal government, called the Public Service Employment (PSE) programme (Wray et al., 2018). The PSE programme is a job guarantee programme that provides employment to all who need work by drawing from the pool of the otherwise unemployed during recessions and shrinking as private sector employment recovers.…[T]he PSE programme would pay a wage (whose level would be gradually incremented to reach $15 per hour in 2022) for full- and part-time positions and offer benefits that include health insurance and childcare. In addition to guaranteeing access to work on projects that serve a public purpose, the PSE programme establishes effective minimum standards for wages and benefits (Wray et al., 2018, 1).
The programme would not aim at competing directly with private sector employment: Jobs created would provide public services in non-profit community organisations, public schools, and state and local governments.
According to MMT economists, the implementation of PSE would bring many benefits (Tcherneva, 2012; Wray et al., 2018; Ehnts and Höfgen, 2019). It would stabilise economic activity and household incomes. The government’s budget would also move in a countercyclical manner as spending on the programme would fluctuate with the cycle, which would further help to smooth cyclical fluctuations. Moreover, the PSE programme would provide a price and wage anchor.
The Green New Deal (GND), a resolution introduced by US Congresswoman Ocasio-Cortez and Senator Markey, is a comprehensive programme calling for an economic mobilisation in the USA at a scale not seen since the New Deal era. Its chief aims are to radically decarbonise the US economy with a set of policies combining public investment by 2030 while significantly reducing economic inequality. The goal of creating “millions of good, high-wage jobs and ensure prosperity for all” would be achieved through a job guarantee, a central component of the GND (Galvin and Healy, 2020).
A central role but an uncertain success
Palley (2019b) notes that the government job creation programme is much more central for MMT than would seem at first glance, because fiscal policy, as envisaged by MMT, would have trouble fine-tuning the economy. Therefore, the PSE would function as a counter-cyclical automatic stabiliser, delivering productive non-inflationary full employment. However, the success of such a programme rests on a number of conditions (Buiter and Mann, 2019) that may not all be met. In particular, the authorities must manage a permanent inventory of productive, meaningful jobs and job openings, ready to be filled at short notice in the public sector. By contrast, public sector employment in activities that add little economic value or maintenance of skills at a guaranteed wage would simply be equivalent to unemployment benefits in disguise. The PSE may have other drawbacks, such as the displacement of private sector production if workers prefer better paid or less intensive PSE jobs. Moreover, the fact that the PSE sets the effective minimum wage floor for the entire economy may have inflationary consequences and cause job losses in other parts of the economy. Finally, the GND and the PSE nevertheless reflect MMT’s view that government intervention is more desirable and sustainable than private sector action in responding to climate change.
A US-centric open-economy analysis
Bonizzi et al. (2019, 47) note that “MMT analysis of open economy issues, particularly those faced by developing and emerging countries, is relatively scant.” Indeed, most of MMT’s analyses rely on a closed economy assumption (Ocampo, 2019). When they do not, they appear as US-centric and closely aligned with long-standing US government official views. For example, Kelton (2019) writes, “America’s trade deficits are not optional. Much of the world simply must run trade surpluses with America” (143). MMT views current account deficits as a reflection of foreign demand for financial assets, rather than as the result of domestic consumption and investment exceeding productive capacity. The underlying assumption – that the liabilities associated with current account deficits are denominated in the currency of the deficit nation – does not match the reality of the majority of the international trading and financial systems (Bonizzi et al., 2019), except for the US and a few other major reserve currency issuing economies.
MMT’s framework is presented by its exponents as applicable to all sovereign currency issuers. Even developing and emerging countries are urged to adopt its prescriptions, as if external constraints on policy and development, driving them to choose an exchange rate peg or to borrow abroad in a foreign currency, were self-imposed and did not reflect limited macroeconomic policy autonomy. However, Bonizzi et al. (2019) consider that the criteria identified by MMT are insufficient to achieve policy autonomy and that “[a]dvocating deficit monetisation under conditions of sustained current account deficits, exchange rate volatility and potential capital flight is at best misguided and at worst irresponsible” (58). In turn, Epstein (2019) considers that “MMT policy is relevant, at best, to only a few countries: those with significant international currencies” (8). Perhaps as a result of these critical remarks, Kelton (2020) advises developing and emerging economies to sign South-South trade agreements and put in place capital controls to gain “monetary sovereignty” (155). However, such measures are likely to hamper the building of the “deep capital markets” that she deems necessary – and rightly so – to develop a demand for their currencies (144) and thus gain “monetary sovereignty”.

MMT Wrong---Oversimplified 
Err neg---all their models are oversimplified 
Thomas Palley 20, American economist who has served as the chief economist for the United States-China Economic and Security Review Commission, October 2020, “What's wrong with Modern Money Theory: macro and political economic restraints on deficit-financed fiscal policy,” https://doi.org/10.4337/roke.2020.04.02, ghs—gc 
The paper showed MMT oversimplifies the macro economy and exaggerates policy capabilities. All macroeconomic models are highly simplified representations of reality. MMT takes the standard Keynesian macro model and further assumes away the real world challenges of the economy and policymaking. The resulting oversimplified static model makes it look as if sovereign government is financially unconstrained and full employment without inflation is an easy reach for policy. Once those oversimplifications are walked back, MMT’s claim dissolves and MMT reduces back to a version of Old Keynesianism. 
Despite MMT’s analytical economic deficiencies, it has made huge advances as popular political polemic. Its success is due to two factors. First, MMT has a simple and clear narrative. Second, events have exposed the neoliberal lie regarding the ineffectiveness of and lack of financial space for fiscal policy, creating an opening in public discourse which MMT has seized. 
As regards narrative, MMT’s printing press economics has provided a simple counter to neoliberalism’s claim that government has no financial space because it is akin to a private household. MMT’s identification of the financial space provided by the power to create money exposes the falsity of the household analogy.35 
Unfortunately, MMT exaggerates and stretches things. That should be no surprise: sometimes a little nonsense is needed to beat nonsense. Political success requires message simplification, and simplification involves cutting details. Thus, the ability to create money is transformed into the notion of government being financially unconstrained and not needing taxes or bonds to finance spending. 
MMT’s political polemic works best in the US, where government is in a special position owing to strong current economic conditions, the current low inflation climate, and the unique position of the dollar as global reserve currency which diminishes problems associated with trade deficits and exchange rates. However, the polemic is largely unpersuasive to economists in Latin America and emerging market economies. Those economies do not have the characteristics of the US, and their governments are visibly policy-constrained by financial markets and foreign exchange concerns. 
The success of MMT’s polemic poses difficulties for progressive economists. On the one hand, the polemic is useful for advancing progressive economic policy so that undermining it would be a step back politically. On the other hand, MMT’s economics is oversimplified and exaggerated. That creates a dilemma that often afflicts the middle ground, which gets squeezed by simplistic extremes that have persuasive traction in political discourse. 
MMT fails—overestimates economic slack, undermines effectiveness of monetary policy, doesn’t safeguard against excessive public debt
Patrick Horan 19, Research fellow focusing on monetary policy and the Federal Reserve System, economics PhD candidate at George Mason University, 03/18/19, “5 Problems with MMT,” https://www.mercatus.org/economic-insights/expert-commentary/5-problems-mmt //SBM
While MMT proponents are technically correct that a government with its own currency can print money to pay its bills, that isn’t the end of the story. In our recent Mercatus policy brief, Scott Sumner and I criticize the stronger claims of MMT and identify five major weaknesses with the idea.
1. MMT has a flawed model of inflation that overestimates the importance of economic slack.
MMT argues that “slack,” the amount of resources not being used at a given time, is what determines inflation. This is partly based on an economic model called the Phillips Curve, which argued there is a tradeoff between inflation and unemployment (more of one will lead to less of the other). However, simultaneously high inflation and unemployment in the 1970s showed that this model was flawed. Rather, it is monetary policy, not slack, that determines the path of inflation.
2. It overestimates the revenue that can be earned from money creation.
A government can earn revenue from printing money if the cost of printing is less than its value. For example, if a $100 bill costs roughly six cents to print, then it yields a $99.94 profit. However, assuming the government does not pay interest on that money, it will be quickly spent by the public. The result is high inflation for not much added revenue. In fact, one study found that the maximum sustainable amount of revenue from money creation is roughly four percent of GDP, which would generate annual inflation at 266 percent!
3. It overestimates the potency of fiscal policy while underestimating the effectiveness of monetary policy.
MMT argues fiscal policy is more important than monetary policy in determining inflation, so raising taxes is the solution to high inflation. However, this is not the experience of the United States. In the 1960s, President Lyndon Johnson followed this logic by raising taxes and balancing the budget, but high inflation persisted. In fact, inflation only fell in the early 1980s when Fed Chair Paul Volcker reduced the growth of the money supply, despite high budget deficits under President Reagan during the same period.
The fiscal policy explanation for inflation is true in places like Venezuela and Zimbabwe, where the central bank’s monetary policy decisions are highly political. However, in these places, the government is so wasteful and irresponsible that monetary policy has to support fiscal policy.
4. It overestimates the ability of fiscal authorities to control inflation.
Politicians, who are charged with determining fiscal policy in most countries, adjust tax and expenditure policies in response to their constituents’ interests. How likely does it seem that Congress and the president would be likely to raise taxes during a period of high inflation when the public is already upset at rising prices? Not very likely, especially given the political gridlock in Washington, DC.
5. It contains too few safeguards against the risks of excessive public debt.
Debt that might look manageable in one economic environment may become unsustainable in another, as Greece learned during the Great Recession. While the United States is unlikely to default on its debt, high debt can cause other problems, including either higher taxation or higher inflation in the future. Either of these problems can stifle future growth and prosperity. Furthermore, while the US is not in danger of becoming like Greece in the near future, history tells us that circumstances change. If the US continues to accumulate massive amounts of debt, there is no guarantee we will always be able to easily pay it off.
At the moment, the debate over MMT in the markets will only have marginal, if any, impact on asset prices and inflation. In our view, however, its growing popularity does present a longer-term risk that we will be watching closely, and we will adjust our portfolio positioning accordingly.
MMT theory fails – oversimplified framework and incomplete Keynesian economics 
Thomas Palley 20, American economist who has served as the chief economist for the United States-China Economic and Security Review Commission, October 2020, “What’s wrong with Modern Money Theory: macro and political restraints on deficit-financed fiscal policy,” https://www.elgaronline.com/view/journals/roke/8-4/roke.2020.04.02.xml //SBM
The critical theoretical question is: what are the macroeconomic impacts of changes in those stocks and the changes in AD that they finance? MMT sees the effects of increasing government financial obligations as entirely benign, and policymakers can use the financial space to costlessly boost demand and push the economy to full employment. There are no negative consequences from increasing government financial obligations; no conflicts with other policy objectives; and no policy implementation problems. In contrast, Old Keynesians had a more complicated view of the economy in which negative consequences, policy conflicts, and policy implementation problems are possible.16
As shown below, MMT's macroeconomic policy assertions follow from its oversimplified and incomplete Keynesian analysis. The lack of a dynamic economic model with behavioral content is a glaring professional failure. Unfortunately, instead of addressing that failure, MMT proponents have responded by claiming critics either do not understand it or have misrepresented it.
The difficulty of confronting MMT about those failings is compounded by its practice of walking back its positions and adopting those of its critics without acknowledgment. Examples include replacing the full employment threshold model of inflation (Wray 1998) with the Keynesian Phillips curve model, and also recognizing that capital controls may be needed to contain international economic forces that can potentially disrupt fiscal policy. Recently, Kelton (2019) has slipped in another long-standing Keynesian argument that stability of the debt–GDP ratio requires that the nominal interest rate be less than the nominal rate of growth (i < g). In doing so, she tacitly admits another financial constraint on government and continues the walking-back process. On the one hand, the walking-back process is reasonable: on the other hand, it dissolves MMT's claims regarding government being financially unconstrained.
3.2 Macroeconomic constraints and adverse policy feedbacks
[image omitted]
The second panel in Figure 2 concerns macroeconomic constraints and adverse policy feedbacks which MMT ignores and which undermine its claim that government is financially unconstrained. Though government has the formal technical ability to finance all spending by creating money, that technical ability is a will-o'-the-wisp because government is constrained by the reality of the potentially high economic costs of doing so. Using the ‘printing press’ to finance spending can create subsequent problems that leave government worse off measured in terms of its objective function.
In the real world, economic policy and policy outcomes are subject to multiple economic concerns and constraints. Those include concerns about government bond rates, private credit market long-term interest rates, financial market stability, the balance of payments and the exchange rate, the inflation constraint imposed via the Phillips curve, and policy implementation and policy credibility constraints. Those various concerns and constraints impact the economic costs and effectiveness of deficit-financed fiscal policy. However, they are all absent in MMT's oversimplified theoretical framework. In particular, MMT's framework is static and has little to say about how policy affects expectations of the future, and how expectations of the future have important immediate consequences.


MMT Wrong---COVID Proves 
COVID proves MMT fails – supply and demand disconnect, inflation, stagnation
Kellen Jones 22, Graduate Research Assistant for the FACE project, and academic, journalist, and editorialist whose work has appeared in a variety of publications, 09/08/22, “How the Modern Monetary Theory Experiment Lost (badly) to Basic Economics,” https://fee.org/articles/how-modern-monetary-theory-experiment-lost-badly-to-basic-economics/ //SBM
Modern Monetary Theory (MMT) was the “Mumble Rap” of politics and economics in the late 2010s. The theory was incoherent, unsubstantial, and––before the pandemic, you could not avoid it if you wanted to.
People across the country celebrated MMT. Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez, the Democrat Congresswoman from New York heralded MMT by proclaiming it "absolutely [must be] ... a larger part of our conversation [on government spending]." The New York Times and other old-guard news sources authored countless articles raising the profile of MMT, while universities scrambled to hold guest lectures with prominent MMT economists like Dr. L. Randall Wray. Senator Bernie Sanders went as far as to hire MMT economists to his economic advisory team.
The most fundamental principle of MMT is that our government does not have to watch its wallet like everyday Joes. MMT contends that the government can spend as much as it wants on various projects because it can always print more money to pay for its agenda.
Soon after MMT became fashionable in the media, the once dissident economic theory leapt from being the obscure fascination of tweedy professors smoking pipes in universities to the seemingly deliberate policy of the United States government. When the Pandemic Hit, many argued that MMT was the solution to the pandemics problems. Books like The Deficit Myth by Dr. Stephanie Kelton became New York Times bestsellers, and the United States embarked on a massive spending spree without raising taxes or interest rates.
Attempting to stop the spread of Covid, state and federal governments coordinated to shut down nearly every business in the United States. Then, following the model of MMT, the federal government decided to spend, and spend, and spend, to combat the shutdown it had just imposed. Both Republican and Democrat-controlled administrations and congresses enacted trillions of dollars in Covid spending.
It is not hard to see that this spray and pray mentality of shooting bundles of cash into the economy and hoping it does not have any negative consequences was ripe for massive inflation from the beginning. Despite what MMT proponents may want you to believe, there is no way to abolish the laws of supply and demand. When there is a lot of something, it is less valuable. Massively increasing the supply of money in the economy will decrease the value of said money.
MMT economists seemed woefully unaware of this reality prior to the pandemic. Lecturing at Stoney Brook University, Kelton attempted to soothe worries about inflation by explaining that (in the modern economy) the government simply instructs banks to increase the number of dollars in someone’s bank account rather than physically printing the US Dollar and putting it into circulation. Somehow–– through means that were never entirely clear–– this fact was supposed to make people feel better.
In reality, there is no difference between changing the number in someone’s bank account or printing money. In both cases, the result is the same, the supply of money has increased. Evidence of MMTs inflationary effects are now everywhere.
Prices are skyrocketing. The most striking monuments to the failures of MMT are the price tags on every good you pick up at the grocery store. The Consumer Price Index has recorded an 11percent increase in the price of food and a 33 percent increase in the price of energy. Housing prices are through the roof, while every economic indicator signals that the US economy is sliding into a recession. The once “transitory” inflation has become a long-term state of malaise for the economy.
Ironically, now that MMT has been implemented, no one wants to talk about it anymore. Since the first signs of inflation began to surface in late 2020 and early 2021, there has been a nosedive in the discussion of MMT. According to Nexis Uni, there were around 5,000 mentions of MMT in the news and academic articles et al. between 2019 and the end of 2021. This year, there have only been around 700 mentions. The economic fashion de jure has quickly become the emperor’s new clothes.
However, even midway into the pandemic, MMT’s architects were unrepentant. Kelton credited MMT with delivering “the shortest recession in US history,” which was true only to the degree that a Band-Aid covers a stab wound. MMT masked the symptoms of the Covid recession, while the wound festered and became gangrenous. Now, around a year after Kelton gave her lecture bragging about the “success” of MMT, the American economy is contracting.
MMT may be “modern,” but it has done nothing but revive old problems. Stagflation has returned. People have been paid not to work while businesses struggle to find employees––and, the financial markets now sit atop numerous bubbles. In many ways, MMT has proven to be nothing more than a Super-Market Sweeps style grabbing of all the worst economic phenomena of the 1970s, social welfare, and the 2008 crisis.
The only responsible choice is to discard MMT, now clearly a disproven theory, to the trash heap of history. Kelton, in her Ted Talk, quoted Margaret Thatcher in an attempt to display fault and antiquation in the Iron Lady’s thinking, but Thatcher’s quote is more relevant to MMT and economics today than ever.
“Let us never forget this fundamental truth. The state has no source of money other than the money people earn themselves,” Thatcher observed. “If the state wishes to spend more, it can do so only by borrowing your savings or by taxing you more. There is no such thing as public money, there is only taxpayers’ money.”

Sustainability/Degrowth 
1NC --- No Degrowth
Degrowth is wrong – fails to understand qualitative growth and prevents sustainable energy sources.
David Schwartzman 22, Canadian-born American economist and received his BA from McGill University, Canada, 1-5-22, “A critique of degrowth,” https://climateandcapitalism.com/2022/01/05/a-critique-of-degrowth/ // KG
But the degrowth solutions offered are highly flawed and their brand is not likely to be welcomed by the global working class, even as it attracts sections of the professional class.[1] Degrowth proponents commonly fail to unpack the qualitative aspects of economic growth, lumping all in one basket; i.e., sustainable/addressing essential needs of humans and nature versus unsustainable, leaving the majority of humanity in poverty or worse. Degrowthers point to the relatively privileged status of workers in the global North compared to those in the global South as a big part of the problem, instead of recognizing that the transnational working class will not only benefit from growth of sectors that meet its needs in both the global North and South but must be the leading force to defeat fossil capital.[1, 2, 3]
A common claim in the degrowth discourse is that “perpetual growth on a finite planet leads inexorably to environmental calamity.”[4] This assertion fails to deconstruct the qualitative aspects of growth, what is growing, what should degrow, under what energy regime? While of course there are obvious limits to the growth of the global physical infrastructure, why can’t knowledge and culture continue to grow for a long time into the future in a globally sustainable and just physical and political economy?
In addition, leading degrowthers say ’The global material and energy “throughput” has to degrow, starting with those nations that are ecologically indebted to the rest. Energy and material throughput have to degrow because the materials extracted from the earth cause huge damage to ecosystems and to the people that depend on them.’ [5]. In contrast: With respect to material throughput, we argue that it should increase globally in an ecosocialist transition as a culmination of a Green New Deal:
“In an ecosocialist transition, as at least we envision it, the plan would not be simply for degrowth, but for a complete phasing out of the Military-Industrial Complex (MIC). The disappearance of MIC would liberate vast quantities of materials, especially metals, for the creation of a global wind and solar power infrastructure.”[6]
Leading degrowthers advocate a global reduction in energy consumption,[5, 7, 8] which is a prescription for mass death for most of humanity, because it will condemn them to a state of energy poverty even worse than present, as well as prevent the creation of the wind/solar power capacity necessary for climate adaptation and mitigation. This scenario would make it virtually impossible to meet the 1.5 deg C global warming target, hence increasing the potential for climate catastrophe with horrors much worse than we now witness.
2NC --- Degrowth Fails
Degrowth fails --- changing growth rates dooms both the impoverished and the wealthy.
Saul Zimet 22, Website and Data Coordinator for HumanProgress.org at the Cato Institute and a graduate student in economics at the John Jay College of Criminal Justice at the City University of New York, 6-5-22, “Why Economic Degrowth Is Terrible for Everyone—Especially the Poor,” https://fee.org/articles/why-economic-degrowth-is-terrible-for-everyone-especially-the-poor/ // KG
George Mason University economist Tyler Cowen explains in a Foreign Affairs article that, “In the medium to long term, even small changes in growth rates have significant consequences for living standards. An economy that grows at one percent doubles its average income approximately every 70 years, whereas an economy that grows at three percent doubles its average income about every 23 years—which, over time, makes a big difference in people’s lives.”
To concretize this point, Cowen proposes a thought experiment in his book Stubborn Attachments: “Redo U.S. history, but assume the country’s economy had grown one percentage point less each year between 1870 and 1990. In that scenario, the United States of 1990 would be no richer than the Mexico of 1990.”
It is not just wealthy Americans that would be worse off in such a scenario—the lower and middle classes of Mexico are much worse off than the lower and middle classes of the United States, and this is largely a function of the general success of each country’s economy.
In political and economic discourse today, there are two major strategies being proposed to alleviate poverty. One strategy is to redistribute wealth from those who have a lot, the most economically powerful members of society, to those who don’t, the most economically weak members of society. This zero-sum strategy is virtually destined to fail because it requires making enemies of the most economically powerful members of society, who are definitionally both incentivized and empowered to prevent the redistribution. This is largely why every major socialist experiment in history has resulted in some elite class taking control and enriching themselves to the enormous detriment of the lower classes.
The other strategy is to increase the abundance of wealth so much that an ever-expanding portion of the population can afford to meet their needs. This positive-sum strategy is built on economic growth. Just like increasing the supply of apples causes their price to come down, increasing the supply of wealth reduces the barriers to earning enough resources to get your needs met in a market economy.
As others become wealthier, they will be willing and able to pay more for your labor. And as the economy grows, more technological and scientific progress can be funded, which eventually increases the capabilities of the vast majority of humanity. Instead of making enemies out of the economic elite, this strategy makes allies out of them, which means it is far more likely to succeed in practice. And as we have seen, unlike any other strategy ever attempted, this has already proven effective at a global scale for reducing poverty and improving the human condition in other ways through technological and scientific progress.
In the fullness of time, even a small change in the economic growth rate means the difference between starvation and survival for millions or billions of people, not to mention the difference between humanity’s extinction and its ability to fund enough technological progress to eventually become sustainably multiplanetary.
The critics of growth are wrong about its environmental dangers, but they’re also wrong to downplay its role in the fight against poverty. If winning that fight is indeed their goal, policymakers should put reversing America’s dismal growth trend near the top of their priority list.
Turn --- Degrowth makes the environment dirtier. It ignores natural economic consumption and production cycles.
Jeroen CJM van den Berg 10, ICREA Research Professor at Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona and Deputy Director for Research of its Institute of Environmental Science and Technology, and professor of Environmental and Resource Economics at VU University Amsterdam, 9-28-22, “Environment versus growth — A criticism of “degrowth” and a plea for “a-growth,” Lexis // KG
The first interpretation of degrowth is striving for negative GDP growth or a reduction in GDP (Gross Domestic Product).1 This is the most logical interpretation and useful one in the sense that it is likely to be understood as such by most economists, politicians and the general public. The reason is that it sounds as the opposite of (economic) growth, which in common use and the media is not a term denoting some vague development pattern but synonymous with GDP growth. According to this interpretation of degrowth, the current economic–financial crisis associated with less GDP growth or even a reduction in GDP is then seen by some as good for the environment (Martínez-Alier et al., 2010). But this conclusion is difficult to draw in general. The direct, short-term effect of reduced GDP growth may be, for example, fewer CO2 emissions as aggregate production falls. However, the long term effect is uncertain, as GDP degrowth may depress investments in cleaner technologies, renewable energy and related research, which can lead to an increase in future CO2 emissions. Even the short-term effect is uncertain, as production during a period of crisis may well shift to cheaper, dirtier techniques. Moreover, as is illustrated by recent events, both governments and firms are likely to pay less attention to environmental considerations and policies during a period of crisis. 
GDP degrowth means a blunt instrument of environmental policy which reverses the causality between policy and growth as it is normally understood. Instead of putting good policy first and then seeing whether degrowth is a consequence, the degrowth strategy is to set the aim of degrowth first and then hope that the environment will come out well. However, this cannot guarantee a very focused, effective and efficient approach to reduce environmental pressure. Worse even, degrowth might turn out to be dirty. In fact, degrowth can be the result of producing less efficiently, i.e. having less output with more inputs, including more resources, energy, pollution and waste. In other words, degrowth is not a sufficient condition for reducing environmental pressure. Smaller is not always more beautiful — although I certainly would not go as far as Wilfred Beckerman in saying that “Small is stupid” in general, or that “large” (growth) is necessary for environmental improvement (Beckerman, 1995).2 
I fear that the focus of the degrowth strategy on the scale or size of the economy (measured in GDP) is neglecting the important role of the composition of both consumption and production, which can considerably change in response to stringent environmental regula- 
tion (and to a lesser extent the more complicated contribution of technological change). To put it a bit simplistically, we want especially the dirty or dirtiest sectors to “degrow” if they do not succeed in adopting sufficiently clean technologies or realizing a substitution away from dirty inputs. Simultaneously, cleaner production, such as of electricity from renewable energy, may grow, which in turn would add to GDP growth. This illustrates that the relation between environmental quality and economic growth is more complex than degrowth (as well as growth) advocates suggest. Of course, no one can hope to predict and plan for all this differential or selective growth and degrowth of dirty and cleaner activities in the economy. A subtle type of regulation and information provision will be needed, which surely will have to make use of some type of price regulation. 
Degrowth is impossible – continued reliance on fossil fuels and lack of globalization.
Giorgos Kallis 18, ICREA Research Professor at ICTA[1] - Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona, where he teaches political ecology. He is one of the principal advocates of the theory of degrowth, 2018, “Degrowth” P. 149-151 // KG
For green growth advocates, degrowth is not only impossible, it is also unnecessary, since economic growth and technological progress can enable us both to have more stuff and to reduce resource use and carbon emissions. A few countries, mostly in Europe, have exhibited declining carbon emis- sions during the last two decades despite sustained growth (Aden 2016). Technological studies also project feasible scenarios for a world powered by renewable (Jakobson et al. 2010) or nuclear power. Expenditure on a large- scale energy transition may stimulate growth and create new jobs, so green growth advocates claim.
I engaged with these arguments in chapter 4 but let me recap the main responses to these ideas 
DEGROWTH
1. Once trade effects have been taken into account, fewer countries have experienced an absolute decoupling of emissions than is typically reported. In terms of resources, there are almost no cases of absolute decoupling (Wiedman et al. 2014).
2. What is possible in one country is not necessarily generalizable to all others. Switzerland can be a bank economy and Luxembourg a service economy, but the whole world cannot consist of Switzerlands and Luxembourgs.
3. Declining carbon emissions are often the result of one-off changes, such as the substitution of coal with natural gas. It is harder to sustain these rates of reduction in emissions once the substitution has been completed, especially if energy use grows.
4. Even though the substitution of fossil fuels by cleaner forms of energy cannot (and should not) be ruled out, these sources of energy also have an impact. With perpetual economic growth and growth in energy use, these impacts will grow too.
5. To power a major energy transition, a lot of fossil fuel may have to be burnt. This would risk depleting the remaining carbon budget.
6. The energy return on investment (EROI) of alternative renewable or nuclear power is much lower than that of fossil fuels, so these sources of energy may not be capable of maintaining current growth rates.
7. Investing in an energy transition will divert resources from other parts of the economy and may lead to lower labour productivity and growth than would otherwise be the case.
It fails --- especially in terms of a job guarantee.
Paul Crider 22, He daylights as a semiconductor engineer but otherwise likes to spend his time reading and writing. He grew up in Oklahoma before migrating to California for graduate school in chemistry, 12-12-22, “Degrowth: Neither Left Nor Right, But Backward,” https://www.liberalcurrents.com/degrowth-neither-left-nor-right-but-backward/ // KG
We pursue common purposes through collective action when it promotes the general welfare or general security against great dangers. We impose mask and vaccine mandates to ward off a deadly virus, and even that provokes backlashes. We shift industry to wartime footing, commanding the production of weapons and materiel when invasion or humanitarian catastrophes abroad threaten. And yes, we collectively submit to rules and regulations to protect our natural environment. Yet in all of these cases the measures implemented are for some tangible greater good, worth the abridgments to freedom even by the lights of those making sacrifices. Degrowth imposes limits for the sake of limits, on the abstract postulate that extending our frontiers and expanding our capabilities is intrinsically suspect.
People who are socialized in this way, in consumer society, can be characterized as ‘growth subjects’. In analysing ‘growth subjects’, which are often conceptualized according to the model of the bourgeois white man, three characteristics are particularly noteworthy: (1) having the status of an apparently completely independent individual; (2) an orientation towards maximizing one’s own ‘world reach’, or making ever larger parts of the world available to oneself, through for example, travel, consumption, media usage, and so on; and (3) striving for personal assertiveness in order to achieve these goals under competitive conditions. (FID 111, emphasis added.)
On the degrowth view, growth subjects—ordinary people living ordinary lives in liberal democracies—must be taught to narrow their sights and dim their dreams. Why do you want to try new things, ideas, foods, sports, etc? Why do you want to see the world? Why do you want to consume so much media, read so many books, eat exotic foods, explore expensive hobbies? “Want” itself is the object of suspicion. In degrowth Need is king. Degrowth requires a radical reorientation of human life—individual and social—from the liberal openness of dreams and aspirations to the stagnant closet of necessity. Human beings should be satisfied with having their basic needs met, on a generous basis to be sure, and must learn to think of this as true freedom.
Degrowth explicitly commends a bottom-up, democratic social transition away from growth and rejects violence and tyranny in pursuing its ends. But pursued to its logical ends degrowth must turn to central planning and social control. Under degrowth the natural propensity to pursue our wants by truck, barter, and trade is held in suspicion or even contempt. Seeking profit, investing, consuming, and even saving are all pursued to better our own conditions and possibilities or those of our families, friends, or communities. Because the urge to improve our lot in life is so primal and so strong, these activities must be sharply guided or outright controlled.
There is no conceivable, stable scenario where the great preponderance of individuals, business interests, and governments choose to reduce wealth and productive capacity—to become poorer—voluntarily. Individuals will resist this for the sake of their own comfort and the welfare of their families. Businesses will resist decreasing profits and production as an existential matter; they risk going out of business. Politicians will resist imposing limits on growth for basic budget logic, and will resist curtailing consumer comforts lest they draw the ire of their constituents. Governments will shun deindustrialization for fear of losing geopolitical position and security.
A degrowth advocate could readily retort that human “freedom” is just the price that must be paid to avert ecological catastrophe. But even on its own terms degrowth is destined to fail to meet the basic needs it centralizes. Few economic or historical lessons have been harder learned than the inability of centrally planned economies to provide the basic needs or protect the basic rights of its subjects. Lest my charge of central planning be mistaken for red-baiting at the hint of an enlarged public sector, I’ll say now that mitigating climate change demands massive public spending, and a greatly expanded public sector providing “public options” for healthcare, child care, banking, transportation, and other necessities could provide a solid basis for all individuals to live productive and flourishing lives. This may or may not be socialism but it is not central planning. Central planning enters the picture when everyday consumption choices and entrepreneurial ventures are treated with suspicion, presumptively forbidden without special approval from “democratic” councils.
To make [degrowth] possible, economic decisions must be seen as political problems. This means putting the economy in the hands of people and involving more and more people in key decisions – such as the producers in a factory, the neighbours of a farm, the users of a community-owned power plant, or the care recipients in retirement homes deciding what is produced, how to relate to the environment and other economic agents, which services are needed, and how work is organized. (FID 215)
The presumption of freedom—to do what we like, buy, sell, and trade what we like, and toil how we like—is replaced by the presumption of needing approval from authorities. This is the political economy of the homeowners association at the local level, and at the national (and international) level it is picking and choosing whole sectors of the economy that need to be purged for the “common good” of degrowth. For the industries that remain, political powers must choose what products and which producers are truly necessary and which must be cut as wasteful excess. 
Organizing society according to the mercy of official approval will empower busybodies at best, and truly tyrannical personalities lusting for domination at worst. It’s also fertile soil for corruption, as those with connections on the councils will just happen to be the most essential entities. Corruption in turn augurs ineffective governance as public purposes—say, degrowth—are subverted in favor of the leaders’ personal aims.
It’s worth dwelling on what a shift to a command-and-control economy would look like in human terms. Degrowth may involve a universal job guarantee, but choice of work would radically diminish. Do you want to move to be with your family? Do you want to escape a lousy work environment? Do you want to study German literature or economics at college? These sorts of decisions may need approval from planners, especially as five-year degrowth plans begin missing their targets. 

1NC --- Growth Good
Growth is good --- it’s the glue between freedom and technological innovation.
Paul Crider 22, He daylights as a semiconductor engineer but otherwise likes to spend his time reading and writing. He grew up in Oklahoma before migrating to California for graduate school in chemistry, 12-12-22, “Degrowth: Neither Left Nor Right, But Backward,” https://www.liberalcurrents.com/degrowth-neither-left-nor-right-but-backward/ // KG
This has been a negative case for economic growth. We should not pursue degrowth because to do so would cost too much in the coin of basic human freedoms. But material economic growth also directly expands human capabilities. Greater wealth, greater productive capacity, and the institutional machinery of innovation multiply the effective options individuals have to pursue their respective projects and ends. Growth makes freedom possible; freedom makes growth possible. They are inseparable.
It’s trivial to think of inventions that have radically improved human capabilities. A personal favorite is the birth control pill, which has perhaps done more to liberate women into public life and to undermine patriarchy than the entire edifice of feminist thought. But this required a base level of economic capabilities to achieve and to produce to scale. Hormone therapy for trans people might not have been developed had we started degrowth in J.S. Mill’s time. Covid would have hit differently without remote capabilities to continue work (which would be necessary to some extent even in a degrowth regime) and the readily deployed industrial capacity to churn out millions of doses of made-to-order mRNA vaccines. The Green Revolution enabled industrial agriculture to feed billions and genetic engineering promises to continue that tradition. Cutting edge technologies like CRISPR promise revolutionary health advances and as a kind of health platform technology it will likely roll out a whole new industry. 
In all these ways, growth fosters freedom. Yet promoting freedom will also lead to economic growth, even if that is not the explicit policy objective. Philosopher Brian Kogelmann has argued that the standard academic accounts of the causes of economic growth all correspond to policies and institutions we ought to support for the independent reasons of freedom, rights, and good governance.
On one account, economic growth arises from “inclusive” political and economic institutions, where ordinary people are empowered to make more decisions about their lives. Growth tends to be hindered where “extractive” institutions prevail, where wide swathes of the people are expropriated or coerced to labor for the privileged few. Extractive institutions stick around because they benefit already powerful classes, but they’re condemned in the abstract by everyone from degrowth advocates to normie liberals. But we’re likely to see economic growth persist as inclusive institutions proliferate, especially in low income countries.
In a similar vein, social justice conduces to growth. Heather McGhee has compellingly argued that racism has poisoned our political capacity to provide public goods and invest in public services. We fight racism because it is the right thing to do, but doing so also promotes prosperity. The extraction of disproportionate and unremunerated domestic and care labor from women should be opposed because of its transparent injustice. Yet sharing that necessary labor more equitably and developing a care infrastructure can also strengthen the liberal market order. 
On another account economic growth owes primarily to the increasing stock of human knowledge, and thus the freedom of inquiry and resources required to extend scientific and technical frontiers. This particular inheritance of the Enlightenment is invaluable on basic humanistic grounds, even within a degrowth paradigm, and yet well-equipped free minds working on scientific problems are bound to produce innovations which go on to provide the foundation for further technical developments and increased production—or growth.
Degrowth may remain hostile to other suggested roots of economic growth, such as the greater esteem bestowed upon the commercial classes, but modern growth most plausibly obtains from a combination of factors, many of which degrowth would wish to foster for the sake of humanitarian or Enlightenment values. Thus, even someone partial to degrowth should consider an openness to the possibility of growth, or at least embrace the liberal growth agnosticism of J.S. Mill and Julie Rose.
We do not and cannot know what technologies are just around the corner that could be just as important to us as birth control or mobile telephony. We can acknowledge that material economic growth has these attractive features without thereby committing ourselves to maximizing GDP at all costs. As we have seen, GDP alone can mask inequality, precarity, and languishing. We can and should supplement GDP with other objective metrics for public health outcomes, natural resource wealth, environmental quality, and the like. With such measures, it will remain that case that, all else being equal, growth in productive and innovative capabilities represents a positive good that policymakers have every reason to cultivate as custodians of the general welfare.
2NC --- Inequality Turn
Turn – econ growth decreases poverty numbers.
Saul Zimet 22, Website and Data Coordinator for HumanProgress.org at the Cato Institute and a graduate student in economics at the John Jay College of Criminal Justice at the City University of New York, 6-5-22, “Why Economic Degrowth Is Terrible for Everyone—Especially the Poor,” https://fee.org/articles/why-economic-degrowth-is-terrible-for-everyone-especially-the-poor/ // KG
University of Oxford economist Max Roser has pointed out that the number of people in extreme poverty has fallen by roughly 137,000 individuals every single day for the past 25 years. That’s over a billion people—more people than there were on Earth just a couple centuries ago.
This miraculous occurrence has been called “the most important fact about wellbeing in the world since World War II” by the Nobel Prize winning Princeton University economist Angus Deaton in his book The Great Escape. And as CNN host and Washington Post columnist Fareed Zakaria has observed, these data indicate that more people have escaped extreme poverty in the last fifty years than had done so in the preceding five hundred.
Harvard University cognitive scientist Steven Pinker notes in his 2018 book Enlightenment Now that if this trend were to continue, the extreme poverty rate would reach zero by the year 2026. The COVID-19 pandemic and lockdowns set the global economy back a few years, but the virtual end of extreme poverty remains broadly within reach, which is an unprecedented circumstance to be in as a species.
As Deaton and Pinker delineate in their aforementioned books, and as Harvard University Department of Economics chairman Benjamin M. Friedman explains in his book The Moral Consequences of Economic Growth, improving the material fortunes of the poor causes their physical health, educational opportunities, life expectancies, safety from violence, trust in their neighbors, and countless other standards of living to improve. As Pinker writes, “Though it’s easy to sneer at national income as a shallow and materialistic measure, it correlates with every indicator of human flourishing.”
Notably, those brought out of extreme poverty, which have mostly been in places like China and India, were largely not helped by massive social programs but by a growing global market for their labor. If redistribution of pre-existing wealth were the cause of this phenomenon, then the reduction in extreme poverty would have been accompanied by a reduction in extreme wealth in some other subset of the population.
To the contrary, there is no significant demographic with massive losses to match those massive gains. Rather, as Americans and other denizens of wealthy countries have become wealthier on average, their increased demand for overseas labor has brought people from farms to factories, from factories to office parks, and so on. That has been made possible by gross world product roughly doubling since 1990.
This widespread growth has been unfolding ever since it began around the time of the industrial revolution, which is why over 90 percent of the human population lived in extreme poverty throughout all of human history before 1800, and why less than 10 percent live in extreme poverty today. It was economic growth, not redistribution programs, that has brought the masses out of extreme poverty like never before in human history.

Solvency/Mechanics---MMT JG 
MMT JG Fails---1NC 
MMT approach to JG is flawed – job creation requires skills most unemployed individuals don’t have and increasing non-existent demand brings rapid inflation.
John Carney 13, Covers Wall Street and finance for CNBC.com, where he runs NetNet, the go-to blog to get the low-down and the high jinks of Wall Street, 9-13-13, “The Trouble with a Job Guarantee,” https://www.cnbc.com/2012/01/04/the-trouble-with-a-job-guarantee.html // KG
The jobs created under the Job Guarantee are specifically not supposed to compete with the private sector, which means that they supply goods and services for which there is not a market demand. The total output of the economy might increase, but much of this output is non-productive—that is, it doesn’t actually improve our lives.
Now some people will say that this is fetishizing the market. Aren’t there things that improve our lives other than what the market will pay for? I don’t want to argue that there are not. I do not think, for instance, that these days we could pay for the Sistine Chapel but our lives are greatly improved by its existence. The problem is that there is no reason at all to think that people laboring in Job Guarantee positions will supply meaningful improvements rather than holes in the ground.
The Job Guarantee folks seem to think that there are plenty of meaningful jobs that aren’t getting done but that could be done by the unemployed. I don’t think this is correct. In fact, I cannot really think of many at all. Sometimes things like caring for the elderly or constructing bridges and roads are nominated as candidates. But these are not jobs that can be done just by anyone. They require a certain sort of person with a certain set of skills. Most jobs do.
So the Job Guarantee actually falls prey to that old problem of the distribution of labor. Unless the skills, talents and dispositions of the unemployed miraculously match the jobs the government would like done, it doesn’t actually work much better than the “full employment” monetary policy.
This creates the inflation problem I wrote about when I first addressed the Job Guarantee. The MMTers claim that their approach isn’t inflationary. In fact, they like to call it “Full Employment and Price Stability.”
But if they are creating jobs that put more money into people’s hands without creating more supply of that which is actually demanded, then prices are likely to increase. Businesses may be able soak up some of the extra-demand by increasing their output—but this has limits, especially if there is a labor-demand mismatch. The productivity of existing workers can only be increased so far.
Because the workers without skills demanded by the private sector have jobs and earn income, their incentive to retrain and relocate is diminished—which means that the labor mismatch persists and businesses may not be able to increase output to match rising demand.
It would be possible, of course, to diminish or eradicate the inflationary effect by tightening other government expenditures, raising taxes, or making sure the Jobs Guarantee wages were so low that the increased demand generated would be minimal.
The MMTers argue that the Job Guarantee positions will be so low-paying that workers will not be incentivized to stay in them. But I’m not sure this is correct. Do we really understand how workers will react to a job they cannot lose? Will there be some people who prefer to work just enough to get by, showing up at the Job Guarantee office every now and then, working for a few weeks, then going back to their personal hobbies?
Yes. There will be. And some of these people will be very intelligent, even diligent people. I know people like this in New York City, who go through long periods of voluntary unemployment during which they paint, act, and write. They are enabled in this lifestyle by unemployment insurance and rent-control. Some of these people used to be computer engineers but found that they preferred more leisure and the income from unemployment insurance to less leisure and income from a private sector jobs.
It’s a wonderful life, really. But if it were too popular it would obviously be economically stagnating. I can see the possibility of The Job Guarantee inviting this type of economic stagnation at a whole new level. Work a week per month, earn enough to pay your for your rent-controlled apartment, then spend the next three weeks painting.
Work every other day. Work half days. Whatever. There’s always a job waiting for you the next day. Get sick? Go down to the Job Guarantee office, take a job, then use the health insurance to pay for the medicine you need.
We do not know that this is what would happen. But that’s part of the point. Nothing on this scale has ever been tried before. It is bound to produce unexpected and unintended outcomes. Pretending as if we know the economic and social consequences of this kind of revolution in the way Americans work is a dangerous conceit.

MMT JG Fails---2NC 
MMT with FJG fails—system cannot cope in times of recession 
Austin Mackell 20, Journalist and CEO of Stone Transparency Systems, 04/27/20, “Why This Isn’t the MMT Moment,” https://austingmackell.wordpress.com/2020/04/27/why-this-isnt-the-mmt-moment/ 
The MMT crowd is right that the government has far more headroom to spend, and better macro-economic (as opposed to nice-but-silly humanitarian) reasons to do so than their mainstream opponents think. But they are wrong about what to do with that spending power. They correctly understand that government spending is constrained by the economy’s available resources rather than by tax revenue. But their central policy proposal, a “Federal Jobs Guarantee,’’ is a terrible stinky heap of burning radioactive garbage drenched in awful sauce, sprinkled with bad. It’s unfit for purpose, now and later, on its own terms and on any reasonable person’s.
I don’t make these criticisms gleefully, as in general, I am sympathetic to the general thrust of their thinking. But a real friend tells you when you’re wrong, for your own good (and everyone else’s). This basket case of a policy would be a disaster if tried and could discredit the entire school which proposed it, leading to the macroeconomic baby being thrown out with the policy bathwater. MMT needs to be forcefully critiqued, and saved from this glaring flaw. Unfortunately, this flaw is one that most MMT advocates refuse to acknowledge, and will passionately defend. So it must be attacked with equal passion. It’s like the 6 minute back alley fight scene in They Live — they must, despite their protestations, be made to see.
Unfortunately, that won’t be easy. This policy proposal isn’t some early stage-skin cancer that can be easily cut off. It’s tied to macroeconomics deep in the guts of their thinking.
The FJG arises from MMT’s understanding of money. In MMT, money is simply a token used for paying taxes. Governments impose taxes to force people to earn money. As a result, everyone ends up needing a job. To put it another way, the government introduces money and taxes for the purpose of creating unemployment. They create this unemployment in order to get people to work for the government.
The monetary system’s original sin is that it creates unemployment. . . . Money is a public institution that is launched into existence by creating unemployment
The MMT perspective is that the government has made a mistake by taxing people into needing jobs without also providing jobs for everyone. The Federal Jobs Guarantee is the obvious solution. The government simply creates a job for anyone who wants one.
On the face of it, this story checks out. If the government imposes a universal tax payable only in government-issued money, then it forces everyone to go earn that money from the government, either directly (by fighting in the army, for example) or indirectly (selling food and ale to the soldiers on leave). The government, in this account, sets the value of the currency by setting the wages it pays for the labour it hires. The purchasing power of currency is thereby anchored to labour.
An adjacent school of thinking now emerging, Consumer Monetary Theory (CMT) on the other hand, remains agnostic about particular origin stories, which have partial and overlapping elements of truth, and focuses on the contemporary reality that the economy requires a standard unit of account in which to set prices.
Our dollars represent claim tickets against the economy’s production. Whenever we spend a dollar, we claim for ourselves one dollar’s worth of the economy’s productive output. Consumers are continually buying and using the goods and services that support their livelihoods. They’re redeeming their money tokens in exchange for the economy’s products
Money is what you buy stuff with, so it must be anchored to consumer goods and services. For a currency to be useful, its purchasing power has to remain reliably stable with respect to the kinds of things that people ordinarily buy.
It is, of course, true that the imposition of taxes is one important way that governments can validate the money they issue, and thereby mobilise a workforce paid in that money. But the mere imposition of taxes denominated in an arbitrary unit won’t transform that unit into the economy’s currency. If the government demands you pay your taxes in sandbags, you’ll start buying sandbags for tax payment purposes, but nothing much else will change beyond that.
Robbed of its theoretical grounding, the FJG can sometimes seem like a solution looking for a problem, or problems, to solve. Worried about food deserts? The FJG can fund and staff local community organic gardens! Worried about climate change? FJG can also be the green new deal. Child care affordability? FJG! Aged care? Let’s get those unemployed people wiping grandma’s butt!
FJG skeptics might respond that we can solve these problems using this crazy new idea called the “public sector” doing this crazy new thing called “hiring people” using these crazy new doodads called “employment contracts”.
“Sure fine yeah”, say the FJG advocates, “this is like that, but better!” they insist.
The regular old public sector, which hires only those needed to perform specific tasks and provide specific services, would leave out some workers. The job guarantee would hire anyone who needed a job, eliminating “involuntary unemployment” by acting as an “employer of last resort”.
The goal is to keep these people employed during rough times, with the explicit goal of releasing them again when the private sector is labour hungry enough to lure them back with better wages. Built into this policy is an admission that these are non-essential “nice-to-have” jobs since we can forgo them during boom times when the private sector is employing more people. Even in these boom times, though, the FJG would still play an important role, keeping employers honest and fair, by giving workers a permanent alternative.
By scooping up workers as they are discarded by the private sector the FJG could provide macroeconomic benefit, acting as an “automatic stabiliser”, preventing downturns, or at least preventing them from becoming self-propelling juggernauts, by giving jobs to those who get fired, sustaining their spending power when it would otherwise disappear. The idea is that this prevents a cascade of collapsing demand from ripping through the economy.
So how would that work in our present predicament?
Firstly, right now we want people to stay home as much as possible, which makes it more challenging to think up jobs for people to do. That might not be the case during the next big crisis, of course, unless it is. The next economic contraction might well be related to, or at least concurrent with, a climate change disaster, and having people stay home, off the roads and out of factories might be the grim necessity then, as well. But let’s leave that to the side
Instead, let us simply consider the sheer volume of new applicants would completely overwhelm the system. The existing welfare bureaucracy, which simply has to assess claims and authorise payments, not create jobs and place people in them, cannot keep up with the flood of new applicants for unemployment benefits. I personally signed up over a month ago, and am yet to hear back about my application, except a text message to the effect that I was in the system and would be called with more information, eventually. Similar stories abound worldwide, as a simple google search reveals.
The system cannot cope. And how could it? 
Let’s imagine that administration systems weren’t, in normal times, labyrinth and opaque bureaucracies designed to moralistically separate the deserving from the undeserving poor, but efficient and streamlined systems that quickly and cleanly came to the aid of those in need. If they are set up to manage a monthly flow of claims in the tens or hundreds of thousands, how can they possibly deal with the sudden influx of millions, or tens of millions? They can’t, unless they are in normal times running at only 10% of capacity or less?
MMT JG is based on false economic rationale. Unemployment is from lack of wealth distribution, MMT can’t redistribute pre-existing wealth without substantially raising taxes.
Cullen Roche 12, Founder and Chief Investment Officer of Discipline Funds. Discipline Funds is a low fee financial advisory firm with a focus on helping people be more disciplined with their finances., 1-20-12, “Constructive Criticisms of a Job Guarantee Program” https://www.pragcap.com/mmt-job-guarantee/ // KG
1. The Core Rationale for the MMT Job Guarantee is based on a False Understanding of the Monetary System
MMT states that unemployment is caused by the imposition of a fiat monetary system. That is, if there were no monetary system imposed by the state then there would be no unemployment to begin with. Therefore, MMT states that it is the creation of the monetary system that leads to unemployment. MMT takes this concept one step further though. They state that the government is the currency monopolist and if the state does not provide enough jobs then the result is involuntary unemployment. Warren Mosler states:
“Involuntary unemployment is evidence that the desired H(net financial assets) of the private sector exceeds the actual H(nfa) allowed by government fiscal policy.
To be blunt, involuntary unemployment exists because the federal budget deficit is too small.”
This concept is misleading in a capitalist system and inconsistent with the most basic understanding of economics. After all, we have known since the time of Keynes, that unemployment results from a shortage of investment. Capitalists do not return all of their profits back to the economy and as a result the economy cannot clear at all times. The problem of unemployment in a capitalist system is not a lack of government issued currency or NFA. The problem of unemployment in a capitalist system is a lack of wealth distribution. Keynes also understood that this issue could cause political strife if inequality were to become exorbitant. But Keynes also understood that some level of inequality was a feature and not a bug within modern capitalist economies therefore he proposed some countercyclical government intervention, but nothing remotely close to the highly procyclical intervention that would be required by a program like a Job Guarantee.
The natural base case in a capitalist system is some level of involuntary unemployment because the capitalists are profit hoarders who seek to protect profit margins. They will never, in the aggregate, maintain full employment at all times because they will never maintain an environment where aggregate demand and aggregate supply clear the market at full employment. This has nothing to do with NFA and government deficits and everything to do with how capitalists naturally behave. The MMT position and “base case” rationale for the Job Guarantee is fundamentally misleading and based on an erroneous understanding of the monetary system. The government does not cause unemployment. Some level of unemployment is that natural state of any capitalist economy.
Further, we know that profligate governments and hyperinflations do not result in reducing employment, but actually increase unemployment. Therefore, we know, empirically, that a lack of NFA cannot be the cause of unemployment.
More importantly, this has nothing to do with the budget deficit and net financial assets. The MMT perspective is little more than an accounting error within MMT wherein they view private sector saving as (S-I) or saving net of investment. MMT has a long history of stating that private sector saving is equivalent to the size of the deficit (S-I) = (G-T). They say that the private sector cannot adequately save without government net financial assets. This completely contradicts the fact that investment adds to private sector saving and is the key driving component of private sector saving. In fact, as of 2012 the quantity of domestically held government bonds (NFA) was just 4.3% of private sector net worth. NFA is not just a small part of private sector net worth. It is practically insignificant relative to other components, yet somehow, in the MMT world this is portrayed as the key driving piece of the economy and unemployment.
By defining “net saving” as (S-I) MMT confuses traditional economics which defines net saving as net disposable income less final consumption expenditure. When MMTers talk about “net financial assets” and “net saving” they are referring to financial savings net of domestic real investment by the private sector. It is not remotely close to representing household savings. By netting this huge quantity of private sector assets they are netting most of the cornerstone assets in our economy such as real estate, corporate stocks, corporate bonds, etc. When we think of “savings” in this sense we marginalize the two most important sources of private savings:
Surplus from investment.
Market value of existing assets.
This core misunderstanding is not sufficient to repudiate the Job Guarantee, though it does shed light on many of the problems within MMT. So let’s take a look at this policy more closely before dismissing it.

MMT JG Fails---Unnecessary---2NC 
US banking systems are built to sustain debt and unemployment, not accelerate it. There’s no need for an MMT-influenced job guarantee. 
Cullen Roche 12, Founder and Chief Investment Officer of Discipline Funds. Discipline Funds is a low fee financial advisory firm with a focus on helping people be more disciplined with their finances., 1-20-12, “Constructive Criticisms of a Job Guarantee Program” https://www.pragcap.com/mmt-job-guarantee/ // KG
4. The MMT “Money Monopolist” Idea Is Misleading
The JG is based on the myth that the USA has a “money monopoly”. This is based on the state theory of money that MMT bases much of their work on. But this is misleading to say the least. The USA is designed with a market based money system in which private banks issue the majority of the money and government and the private sector use the money. In fact, the entire Federal Reserve System exists as a means to facilitate and stabilize the existence of private competitive money creation via banks. This system exists to create a clear firewall between the private market based money system and the government so as to disperse the power of money creation away from the government.
There is no “money monopolist” in such a system. In fact, the private banks are an oligopoly. The current monetary arrangement involves a public/private partnership with the banking system in which the banks issue the dominant form of money (inside money) and the government issues a facilitating form of money (outside money). The banks wield enormous power over money creation and in fact issue almost all of the money that is used for every day economic purposes.
A monopolist can be defined as an entity that controls both price and supply. But in the case of the private banking system, the government controls neither the price of debt nor the supply. But MMT uses a convoluted hierarchical approach to money to give the appearance that the state is a monopolist. They then use this argument to position their policy proposals at the forefront of the theory. This approach is not grounded in reality, but instead distorts reality to attempt to create a cohesive academic argument for the reasons why unemployment exist and why the government is the only entity that can solve this problem.
MMT often stretches the truth of the way our system works in order to give the appearance that the government is the money issuer. This can be seen in some strange descriptions in the founders’ examples of MMT and the way this power structure is designed. Bill Mitchell uses an example of a parent starving his children https://bilbo.economicoutlook.net/blog/?p=7864:
” I then sit back in my chair and suggest that:
Any child who wants to eat and live in the house must pay me, say, 600 business cards each month for the privilege.
The kids respond in unison, almost immediately:
When do we start work?”
Warren Mosler uses a similar example in Soft Currency Economics, the paper that is broadly cited as the founding paper of MMT:
The concept of fiat money can be illuminated by a simple model: Assume a world of a parent and several children. One day the parent announces that the children may earn business cards by completing various household chores. At this point the children won’t care a bit about accumulating their parent’s business cards because the cards are virtually worthless. But when the parent also announces that any child who wants to eat and live in the house must pay the parent, say, 200 business cards each month, the cards are instantly given value and chores begin to get done.
Warren Mosler uses an example of a man locking people in a room with a gunhttps://moslereconomics.com/2009/10/23/taxes-and-money/:
taxes and money
Posted by WARREN MOSLER on October 23rd, 2009
[Skip to the end]
you are addressing a room full of people.
you tell them taxes turn litter into money.
you try to sell your business cards to the group for $5 each.
probably no takers.
you offer your cards to anyone who stays to help clean up the room
no takers.
you then point to the man at the door with the 9mm who’s the tax collector, and no one leaves without 10 of your business cards.
you then repeat the questions.
[top]
And how do the cards get valued?
Simple, the monopolist sets the terms of exchange.
Another common example is the UMKC Buckaroo which is the currency the school has implemented in order for students to accomplish their required community 
The Buckaroo is an egregious abuse of the school’s powers in trying to execute an economic exercise. In fact, the Buckaroo proves why the coercive monopoly argument is wrong. The students did not choose to have the Buckaroo. The school imposed it on them via a coercive monopoly. In doing so they have directly reduced the living standards of their students by forcing them to spend their time doing something that other comparable college students may not be required to do (regardless of the good that comes out of the community service). Interestingly, some UMKC students agree with me here. Here is a recent comment from an anonymous UMKC student:
“I personally find [the Buckaroo] a little silly, and yes the way the currency came about was not through representative democracy but an absent dictator (Mosler). Nevertheless, the end result is that both are coercive, but you’re right that the way the Buckaroos was introduced was anti-democratic and should be overthrown.”
You can see that the common thread in all of these examples is an authoritarian coercive monopoly supplier. This is done to give the appearance that the state controls the monetary system through issuance. While it is obvious that money in the USA is denominated in dollars (by law) the system is also designed in a manner that specifically contradicts the idea of the money monopolist. The system in the USA is specifically designed to sustain a competitive private money issuing market based system.
This position has also been criticized by post-Keynesian Perry Mehrling:
“Wray recounts some of this history (pp. 61-69, 98-102) but misses its significance. The significant point is that our government is our creation. It is only able to tax us to the extent that we allow it to do so. Its taxing authority arises not from its raw power but from its legitimate authority. Further, our state arises out of a thriving private civil society, not the reverse, as the colonial parable would have it. Our state is not a king demanding bounty, and consequently the argument that the power to tax is the source of money’s value does not seem very compelling.”
I believe MMT should eliminate these conflated perspectives as you do not need it to promote the Job Guarantee idea. Anyone who understands modern monetary operations and the institutional design of the US government can understand that the US government can’t “run out of money” since it can always procure funding by harnessing the Primary Dealers as funding agents or raising tax funds. So solvency or procuring funds for such a program is never a concern. There is simply no need to use the conflated MMT approach that claims private for profit banks are somehow in the business of serving public purpose when they are clearly in the business of serving private shareholders, ie, they are not part of any government money monopoly, but are instead part of a very powerful private oligopoly.

MMT JG Fails---Follow-On Policies---2NC 
JG requires more federal programs to be successful --- it’s not as effective as the aff will claim!
Cullen Roche 12, Founder and Chief Investment Officer of Discipline Funds.Discipline Funds is a low fee financial advisory firm with a focus on helping people be more disciplined with their finances., 1-20-12, “Constructive Criticisms of a Job Guarantee Program” https://www.pragcap.com/mmt-job-guarantee/ // KG
The Job Guarantees positive economic effects are often overstated by MMTers. In a 2010 JG simulation Scott Fullwiler shows that the private sector economic impact is meager when compared to other policy options. As can be seen below, the JG adds just 1.73MM jobs over the 2 years coming out of the deepest recession of the last 75 years when compared to doing nothing. This might not sound like a small gain, but to put things in perspective – a full payroll tax cut adds over 4.25 MILLION private jobs during this same period when compared to the JG scenario. Meanwhile, the government workforce will swell to ~16 million workers!
Interestingly, the JG doesn’t prove much more effective than the stimulus plan that was enacted and proves far less effective than a payroll tax holiday. According to Fullwiler the JG would cost ~$324B over this period while the stimulus cost ~$600B. The stimulus adds 3.13MM jobs while the JG adds just 1.73MM jobs. So while the JG gets slightly better bang for your buck the difference is negligible.
The JG also doesn’t prove to be much of a liquid buffer stock as MMTers often claim it is. Over the course of 2 full years the government workforce grows to ~16 million and just 10% of this contributes to new private sector work. MMTers often claim that the JG will be a more liquid buffer stock, but the JG simulation doesn’t prove to translate into much of a private sector transition program at all. The simulation clearly shows that the stimulus package provided almost twice as many jobs for twice the cost – a negligible difference when compared to the JG option. Perhaps more importantly, it proves that the JG is only highly effective when combined with other stimulative programs of which the other program appears to bear the brunt of the load. In this case, the tax cut clearly provides the most firepower in terms of job creation:
The simulation also shows unimpressive overall economic impact when compared to tax cuts or doing nothing. The JG scenario adds 0.9% to annual GDP coming out of the Great Recession when compared to doing nothing. The fiscal stimulus package, though costing more, outperforms the JG at 1.3% per year. And the full payroll tax cut once again proves to be the primary driving force of economic growth over this period with a substantially larger boost to GDP at 1.9% per year when compared to the JG scenario and a sizable 2.85% per year when compared to the no stimulus scenario. In other words, the positive effects on both economic growth and private employment are underwhelming according to MMT’s own analysis.
Some MMTers have claimed that full employment and optimizing output go hand in hand. But that’s clearly not the case based on this evidence. The JG requires additional policy to optimize growth. Full employment is not nearly enough to achieve this. So there’s a clear inconsistency in the MMT idea that the JG is consistent with optimizing growth.

MMT JG Fails---Corruption---2NC 
Job guarantees invite in corruption and governmental failure.
Cullen Roche 12, Founder and Chief Investment Officer of Discipline Funds. Discipline Funds is a low fee financial advisory firm with a focus on helping people be more disciplined with their finances., 1-20-12, “Constructive Criticisms of a Job Guarantee Program” https://www.pragcap.com/mmt-job-guarantee/ // KG
5. History Shows That The JG Is Ripe For Corruption
The biggest irony in the JG is that our large govt has already made any such policy a near certain blunder. Even Mitchell and Wray acknowledge “many of the details surrounding implementation and operation of an ELR programme remain to be solidified” (Mitchell and Wray, 2005, p. 15). Implementation casts a large shadow over this program. For instance, the regulations involved in implementing it are near impossible to get around (via Beowulf):
Look at Obama’s cash for caulking program. A $5 billion federal weatherization program intended to save energy and create jobs has done little of either, according to a new report obtained by ABC News on the one-year anniversary of President Obama’s American Reinvestment and Recovery Act….
The Department of Labor spent most of the past year trying to determine the prevailing wage for weatherization work, a determination that had to be made for each of the more than 3,000 counties in the United States, according to the GAO report.
Secondly, many homes have to go through a National Historic Preservation Trust review before work can begin. The report quoted Michigan state officials as saying that 90 percent of the homes to be weatherized must go through that review process, but the state only has two employees in its historic preservation 
To which Morgan Warstler added this comment:
I actually sat very very close to the “weatherization” plans Obama put out, and watched them happen at the local level in two different states – places where I knew contractors who actually SAT THROUGH the meetings all the way to doing a couple houses.
Worse than ugly. From catered lunches to administrators letting everyone out of the mandatory 8 hour meetings early, to unions insisting these workers needed $50 per hour, to the labor dept demanding polling done across the country to determine the proper wages… I’m convinced it was weatherization that caused Obama to decide there is no such thing as shovel ready jobs.”
IF a job guarantee is a core element of MMT, then what Morgan proposes [a pritivized “Ebay hiring hall” is the only way it could work that won’t turn it into a political train wreck. This isn’t the 1930s, you can’t just hire people off the street to carve a road through the woods. Every government construction project requires a NEPA report. And the NEPA Act is pretty damn broad. For example, you can’t build a cell tower anywhere in the country– FCC licenses trips the NEPA requirements– until you’ve submitted a report addressing these areas of concern (I’ve cut the cell tower specific items):
And then when its time to hire people, govt funded projects have their own unique “minimum wage” for every job classification in every county in America, the Davis Bacon Act…
Environmental groups and the AFL-CIO will lobby to kill (and will kill) any bill that tries to waive this red tape. The only way to avoid all this is to structure it just as Morgan suggested, as a “Ebay hiring hall” for private sector employers to bid on hiring unemployed workers (if there’s not a transparent auction process, the buddies of politicians will be getting a lot of free labor). Instead of funding the wage subsidy out of unemployment trust fund, I’d structure it as an employer tax credit to avoid any legal argument that the winning bidder is a govt contractor subject to the above red tape.”
6. More On Waste And Corruption
Can such a huge government program be administered without massive waste and corruption? To put this in perspective consider the fact that Randy Wray says the program might involve as many as 20 million employees. This is a MASSIVE undertaking that will require almost a whole new government just to manage and maintain. I don’t think one can overlook the potential for huge unintended consequences from what would amount to the largest government undertaking ever. All for what? Just so we can say we bumped that 97% employment figure all the way up to 100%? Just so some economist can validate his models? At what cost? Did the living standards of the 97% increase? If not, then what kind of Constitutional Republic are we running here? Or are we even running a Constitutional Republic and not some modern day version of Social Capitalism?
MMT JG Fails---Taxes---2NC 
A JG through MMT would still require substantially raising taxes.
John Quiggin 20, Australian economist, a professor at the University of Queensland. Former Australian Research Council Laureate Fellow and Federation Fellow and a member of the board of the Climate Change Authority of the Australian Government, 1-8-22, “Why a Job Guarantee will require higher taxation,” https://crookedtimber.org/2020/08/01/why-a-job-guarantee-will-require-higher-taxation/ // KG
Ever since I wrote Work for All with John Langmore back in 1994, I've been pushing the idea that a path to full employment requires an expansion of publicly provided services. For about the same length of time, Bill Mitchell has been putting forward similar (but not identical) proposals.
At some point in this process, Bill became one of the advocates of what's called Modern Monetary Theory, which makes the point that taxes don't (directly) 'fund' public expenditure. Rather, they ensure that the total demand for goods and services (for consumption and investment) don't exceed the productive capacity of the economy, thereby generating inflation.This reframing raises the question: does a Job Guarantee require higher taxation? The answer, using MMT reasoning, is 'Almost certainly, yes'. Suppose the economy initially has two groups of workers, employed and unemployed. Employed workers produce some quantity of marketed goods and services, as well as freely provided public services. They receive a wage, while unemployed workers get a (low) benefit. As well as workers, there are people receiving profits, interest and so on. Now we introduce a Job Guarantee in which all unemployed workers are hired, at the minimum wage or more, to produce public services (say, extra contact tracing for pandemics), that would otherwise not be provided. The newly employed workers spend their wages (over and above previous benefits) on marketed goods and services. But where are these goods and services to come from? It can only be from reducing the consumption of those who are already receiving wages or other market incomes. Shifting the consumption to public use is the job of taxation (alternatively, the government could cut existing services, freeing the workers there to produce market goods and services, but I won't explore this).We can refine this a bit by allowing for a multiplier effect. Instead of employing all the previously unemployed workers, the Job Guarantee would only need to employ some. Their demand would increase employment in the market sector, providing jobs for the remaining unemployed workers. But it would still be the case that the additional output of marketed goods and services from those workers would be less than the total wage being paid to all formerly unemployed workers. The only exception is in situations where the unemployment benefit is very high relative to the minimum wage, so that the extra consumption of all the newly employed workers is less than the extra output of those who go to work in the market sector. That doesn't mean a Job Guarantee is a bad idea. The newly employed workers would be better off, and those already employed would get additional services in return for their higher taxes. But this isn't a free lunch. As Oliver Wendell Holmes put it, taxes are what we pay for civilised society.

Solvency/Mechanics---JG 
JG Fails---1NC 
A Federal Jobs Guarantee fails.
Guy Standing 18, Fellow of the UK Academy of Social Sciences, and Professorial Research Associate, School of Oriental and African Studies, University of London, 9-7-18, “Why a Job Guarantee is a bad joke for the precariat – and for freedom,” https://neweconomics.opendemocracy.net/index.html%3Fp=3359.html //KG
The Guardian claimed a job guarantee policy ‘would secure a basic human right to engage in productive employment’. Throughout history, the vast majority of people would have found that a very strange ‘human right’. Having a job is to be in a position of subordination, reporting to and obeying a boss in return for payment. Indeed, historically the words ‘job’, ‘jobbing’ and ‘jobholder’ were terms of regret and even pity, referring to someone with a bits-and-pieces existence. Subordination and alienation have also been at the heart of labour law, which is based on the master-servant model.
The newspaper added that the job guarantee ‘would only offer employment under-supplied by the private sector’, singling out ‘environmental clean-up’ and ‘social care’. These may sound appealing on paper but represent a narrow and unattractive range of jobs to be offered. They also bear more than a passing resemblance to the menial jobs convicted offenders are obliged to undertake under ‘community payback’ schemes.
The practical objections become evident as soon as the details are considered: what jobs, who would be responsible for providing them, who would qualify to be offered them, what would the jobs pay and for how many hours, who would pay, and what would be the effects on other workers and on the wider economy?
To start with, identifying jobs to be provided and administering the process would be a bureaucratic nightmare (witness the shambles of many ‘community payback’ schemes, even though they are on a small scale and the labour they offer is ‘free’). And, when asked what type of job would be guaranteed, proponents never suggest the guaranteed jobs would match people’s skills and qualifications, instead falling back on low-skill, low-wage jobs they would not dream of for themselves or their children.
Then other questions arise. If guaranteed jobs are providing desired services or goods, and are subsidised, there must be substitution effects – guaranteeing jobs now taken by others – and deadweight effects – putting people in jobs that would have been created anyhow. If somebody is given a guaranteed job at the minimum wage, what happens to others already doing such jobs? Would the job guarantee agency guarantee their jobs as well, with no decline in wages if they happened to be higher? If the unemployed were offered a job at a minimum wage subsidised by the state, this would increase the vulnerability of others, either displacing them or lowering their income.
Ro Khanna, a California Democrat congressman, has said firms would not be allowed to hire subsidised workers if they were substitutes for previous employees. Clever employers could find ways round that. However, it would also be unfair. Why should a firm coming into a market be subsidised relative to one that has been in it for a while, giving the newcomer an unfair advantage?
The Guardian further claimed, without citing evidence, that a job guarantee scheme would not be inflationary because ‘any restructuring of relative wages would be a one-off event’. This contradicts generations of research. If all were guaranteed a job, what would stop wage-push inflation? The only restraining factors would be fear of automation and more offshoring. But it would hardly be fear, as a job would be guaranteed anyhow!
The gross cost of a job guarantee might outweigh the net gain. If the government guaranteed the minimum wage in guaranteed jobs, those in jobs paying less (or working fewer than the guaranteed hours) might quit or find ways to be made redundant, so they could have a guaranteed job instead. Social democrats might like that, as it would mean better-paying jobs for more of the underemployed and precariat. But the fiscal cost would be daunting. For example, in the UK, over 60% of those regarded as poor are in jobs or have someone in their household who is. In the USA, the situation is just as bad. It is estimated that about half its 148 million workers earn less than $15 an hour. Would they all become eligible for a guaranteed good job?
At its unlikely best, a job guarantee would be paternalistic. It presumes the government knows what is best for individuals, who would be offered a necessarily limited range of jobs at its disposal. Suppose someone was pressed to take a guaranteed job on a construction site (‘infrastructure’, a favoured area for guaranteed jobs) and that person proved incompetent and was injured. Would the job guarantee agency be held responsible and pay compensation? It should, since it put the person in that position. How would that be factored into the costing of a job guarantee scheme? Similarly, if a person put into a ‘social care’ job was negligent and caused harm or distress to the care recipient, would the latter be able to sue the job guarantee agency for compensation?
In addition, a job-guarantee scheme would spring a familiar trap – the phoney distinction between those who ‘can work’ and would thus be eligible for a guaranteed job and those ‘who cannot work’. In Britain, this has led to demeaning and stigmatising ‘capacity-to-work’ and ‘availability-for-work’ tests, resulting in discriminatory action against disabled and vulnerable people, and those with care responsibilities.
Another failing of the job guarantee route is the mapping of a path to ‘workfare’. What would happen to somebody who declined to accept the guaranteed job? They would be labelled ‘lazy’ or ‘choosy’ and thus ‘ungrateful’ and ‘socially irresponsible’. Yet there are many reasons for refusing a job. Studies show that accepting a job below a person’s qualifications can lower their income and social status for the long term. As what is happening in the current UK benefit system attests, those not taking jobs allocated to them would face benefit sanctions, and be directed into jobs, whether they liked them or not. Jobs done in resentment or under duress are unlikely to be done well.
A job guarantee would be a recipe for perpetuating low productivity. What would happen if a person in a guaranteed job performed poorly, perhaps because of limited ability or simply because they knew it was ‘guaranteed’? This was a fatal flaw of the Soviet system. If you are guaranteed a job, why bother to work hard? If you are an employer and are given a subsidy to pay employees guaranteed a job, why bother to try to use labour efficiently?
If subsidised through tax credits or a wage subsidy, a worker would need to produce only a little more value than the cost to the employer to make it profitable to retain him or her. This would cheapen low-productivity jobs relative to others and inhibit the higher productivity arising from labour-displacing technological change. If a job of a certain type is guaranteed, what happens if an employer wishes to invest in technology that would remove the need for such jobs?
Those calling for a job guarantee also ignore the fact that any market economy requires some unemployment, as people need time to search for jobs they are prepared to accept, and firms must sift applicants for jobs they want to have done. To adopt a job guarantee policy would risk putting the economy in gridlock.
Job guarantee advocates, such as Larry Summers, President Clinton’s former Treasury Secretary, argue that people without jobs ‘are much more likely to be dissatisfied with their lives’ and are more likely to be drug addicts and abusive than those with even low-wage jobs. This is bogus. I suggest there would be no correlation between life satisfaction and having a job if the comparison was made between those in lousy jobs and those with no job but an adequate income on which to live. Somebody facing a choice between penury and a lousy job will prefer the job. But that does not mean they like or want it for itself.
The polling company Gallup conducts regular State of the Global Workplace surveys in over 150 countries. In 2017, it found that globally only 15% of workers were engaged by their job, and in no country did the figure exceed 40%. One recent UK survey found that 37% of jobholders did not think their job made any significant contribution.
Summers ends his article by equivocating – ‘the idea of a jobs guarantee should be taken seriously but not literally’. He seems to mean government should try to promote more employment, through ‘wage subsidies, targeted government spending, support for workers with dependants, and more training and job-matching programmes’. In other words, he reverts to the standard social democratic package that has not done very well in the past three decades.
Besides being a recipe for labour inefficiency and labour market distortions, tending to displace workers employed in the ‘free’ labour market and to depress their wages, the job guarantee proposal fails to recognise that today’s crisis is structural and requires transformative policies. Tax credits, job guarantees and statutory minimum wages would barely touch the precariat’s existential insecurity that is at the heart of the social and economic crisis, let alone address the aspirations of the progressive and growing part of the precariat for an ecologically grounded Good Society.
The emphasis on jobs is non-ecological, since it is tied to the constant pursuit of economic growth. There are many instances, with support for fracking and for the third runway at Heathrow airport being recent examples, where the promise of more jobs has trumped costs to health and the environment. And a job guarantee policy could have a strong appeal to the political right as a way to dismantle the welfare state. Why pay unemployment benefits if everybody has a guaranteed job? In the USA, one conservative commentator chortled that ‘over 100 federal welfare programs would be replaced with a single job guarantee program.’
Finally, there is what this writer regards as the policy’s worst feature. It would reinforce twentieth-century labourism, by failing to make the distinction between work and labour. Those who back guaranteed jobs typically ignore all forms of work that are not paid labour. A really progressive agenda would strengthen the values of work over the dictates of labour. It would seek to enable more people to develop their own sense of occupation.
A job is a means to an end, not an end in itself. Economists tend to be schizophrenic in this respect. In the textbooks, labour has ‘disutility’; it is negative for the worker. Yet many economists who use or write these textbooks then advocate putting everybody in jobs. Why make a fetish of ‘jobs’? A job is doing ‘labour’ for others. What about all the forms of work that we do for those we love or for our community or for ourselves?
Many forms of work that are not labour are more rewarding psychologically and socially. A regime of putting everybody into jobs, in unchosen activities, would be orchestrated alienation. Surely a progressive should want to minimise the time we spend in stultifying and subordinated jobs, so that we can increase the time and energy for forms of work and leisure that are self-chosen and oriented to personal and community development.

JG Fails---2NC 
It carries major risks – lack of productivity and trapping those with government jobs
Noah Smith 18, former Bloomberg Opinion columnist. He was an assistant professor of finance at Stony Brook University, and he blogs at Noahpinion, 7-10-18, “A Federal Job Guarantee for Everyone? Be Skeptical,” https://www.bloomberg.com/opinion/articles/2018-07-10/a-u-s-government-job-guarantee-program-deserves-skepticism#xj4y7vzkg // KG
But the job guarantee also carries major risks, and it would be a mistake to ignore these. It’s never fun to explore the pitfalls of a policy that has great potential to reduce suffering and provide dignity to so many. But this is a necessary task because properly implementing the program requires knowing the ways it might go wrong, and because a backup plan might be needed in case the job guarantee doesn’t work out as expected.
The first potential drawback would be if a job guarantee lowers productivity. If people shift out of productive private-sector jobs into government jobs that generate only half as much real value, the productivity of the nation will go down.
More worrying, a job guarantee could end up hurting the people who take government jobs. If government-provided jobs don’t successfully build the skills and work ethic people need to succeed in the private sector, and if private-sector employers shun workers who have government jobs on their resume, workers could be trapped in government jobs forever (or until the job guarantee gets repealed). If government jobs are a dead end, of course, people may shun them in the first place. But some might switch from private-sector to government jobs out of short-sightedness, not realizing that this would hurt their career.
The worst scenario is if both of these things happen at once. If each time there’s a recession or some local layoffs, government immediately snaps up the unemployed workers, more and more could get trapped in dead-end jobs, sending national productivity lower and lower every year. Eventually this could result in something not unlike a caricature of a communist country, where millions of laborers toil away at useless tasks while the country becomes steadily poorer.

The aff’s proposal is inherently vague – risk of job crowd out and worker hysteresis makes a JG a utopian concept rather than a feasible option.
Adam Ozimek 17, Chief Economist at EIG, where he serves on the executive team and spearheads a growing body of research initiatives for the organization, 5-28-17, “Guaranteeing Everyone A Job Is Harder Than It Sounds,” https://www.forbes.com/sites/modeledbehavior/2017/05/28/guaranteeing-everyone-a-job-is-harder-than-it-sounds/?sh=7ad450835b32 // KG
There is a growing sense that more needs to be done to help improve economic outcomes for many Americans. To that end, some on the left have begun to call for what is being called a “guaranteed jobs program”. The influential Center for American Progress released a new proposal on this, signaling at the very least that it is no longer a fringe idea. Unfortunately, I think this plan is full of tensions and problems.
Unless I am missing something -and I could be- the proposal is extremely light on details yet also extraordinarily broad. The plan lists several jobs that apparently are a good fit for the currently non-working and also in high demand: home care workers to aid the aged and disabled, affordable child care, teachers’ aides, and EMTs. So the basic plan, if I understand it correctly, is that the federal government will pay for jobs for people to work in the public or private sector, and the government will also pay for training as needed.
Crowd out is obviously a big problem here. Will the employers being paid to create these “guaranteed jobs” actually create new jobs or just replace existing ones? Or perhaps they will "create new jobs" that were going to be created anyway. How will this be monitored, and how are we going to micromanage the number of employees at these firms and local government entities in perpetuity?
The incentive to crowd out is strong for local government especially. The CAP piece justifies the demand by pointing out that many local governments are “cash strapped”. And they are, in part thanks to underfunded pensions. But they ignore how eager these cash strapped local governments will be to save money by employing fewer workers.
This is just one of the bureaucratic challenges that need to be solved. People complain that the EITC benefits Walmart, but how will we handle the cronyism-prone task of figuring out which private companies get to hire these free workers? Is this going to benefit the big employers who are most able to jump through the high paperwork and monitoring burdens? I hear many concerned these days about declining competition and growing economic rents earned by big incumbents, it seems like this will contribute to that.
(By the way, can you be fired from a guaranteed job? If you're guaranteeing everyone can be hired, and nobody can be fired or even it's very difficult to fire them, then that's creating quite the management headache for whoever participates in this program.)
Crowd out is also a problem on the supply side of the labor market as well, and failing to accurately consider this means the estimated program costs are way too low. The goal of the program is to create 4.4 million jobs that will cost $36,000 a year each. CAP says this will only cost $158 billion. But this assumes there is no crowd out from people who already have jobs. If these are going to be “good jobs with good wages”, then why wouldn’t people who currently have jobs that aren’t as good or have lower wages from trying to get them? About a third of all workers earn less than $15 an hour, and EPI estimates that a $15 an hour minimum wage by 2024 would directly affect 22.5 million workers. So it’s easy to imagine that there would be 20 million people or more who want one of these guaranteed “good” jobs today. How do we decide who gets these jobs, and do we set a cap?
So it seems clear the $158 billion estimated cost is way, way too low. I don’t know if advocates know that this plan would result in a large scale nationalization of the economy and don’t care, perhaps even seeing this as a benefit, or if they are just making a mistake.
Finally, one of the major problems with a lack of employment is hysteresis. Workers who spend a significant amount of time without a job find it much harder to be re-employed, as firms take this long-term unemployment to be a negative signal about the individual's productivity. If the jobs guarantee works as designed, helping those workers who truly need it, then having a "guaranteed job" spell on a resume won’t necessarily signal anything better than not having a job, and therefore won’t help fight hysteresis. In fact, if this lures people out of regular employment and into the guaranteed jobs program it could make the problem worse.
Maybe you can structure this program in a very clever way that solves the litany of problems that it seems to have at a high level. Unfortunately, I see a lot of people talking about how great this idea is, and far too few struggling with it’s glaring problems.
JG is a massive trigger for inflation and DOL failure
DOL= Department of Labor
Ryan Bhandari 19, Former Senior Economic Policy Advisor at Third Way, current Econ PhD student, 3-25-19, “What Is the “Federal Jobs Guarantee” and What Are People Saying About It?” https://www.thirdway.org/memo/what-is-the-federal-jobs-guarantee-and-what-are-people-saying-about-it // KG
#4: Inflation would rise. A sudden increase in the cost of labor for businesses will lead to inflation throughout the economy because of higher business costs that will need to be passed on to consumers. In addition, when only those at the bottom of the income distribution get a defacto raise to $15, there are upstream consequences. Workers who were making $15 an hour may demand $20 an hour now. Workers making $20 an hour might want $25 an hour and so on. This may seem like a benefit, but “this is a story of serious wage-price spiral, unless we introduce other measures,” warns progressive economist Dean Baker.5 We have been very fortunate that inflation has been well under control for the last few decades. A federal jobs guarantee could change that pretty quickly.
#5: It would be an administrative nightmare. Finally, matching millions of workers to the jobs envisioned under a jobs guarantee would be an administrative nightmare to implement. State and local governments will be tasked with finding the productive work to do, but how do we train millions of people to do these jobs? How does the Department of Labor oversee the millions of new jobs to make sure they’re legitimate? What are the qualifiers for the kind of work that’s eligible? What if a right-leaning state wants jobs done that a left-leaning federal government deems unproductive or socially unacceptable like building an oil pipeline or opening up a coal mine?
Finally, how does the federal government fire workers who are guaranteed a job? Tcherneva argues that workers can be fired for not showing up or threatening the safety of others, but what about extremely poor performance?
JG wouldn’t be much different than previous welfare programs
Dylan Matthews 18, Senior correspondent and head writer for Vox's Future Perfect section and has worked at Vox since 2014, 4-27-18, “4 big questions about job guarantees,” https://www.vox.com/2018/4/27/17281676/job-guarantee-design-bad-jobs-labor-market-federal-reserve // KG
Indeed, job guarantee programs bear a certain resemblance to “workfare” programs in the 1990s, where cash welfare was replaced with subsidies given to poor households in exchange for the head of household actively seeking work. Leftists and liberals generally hated those proposals at the time, viewing them as a scheme to take benefits away from people who find it hard to work.
A job guarantee wouldn’t be taking existing benefits away from people; it would be conditioning new benefits on work. That’s a very significant difference, not least because the pay for job guarantee jobs would be much greater than welfare benefits used to be.
But if a job guarantee plan winds up stranding people in $15-an-hour government jobs when they’d be happier either not working or working in jobs with clearer future prospects, then it would somehow combine the worst of normal welfare (whose high phaseout rates trapped recipients in a situation where they couldn’t work on top of it even if they wanted to) and workfare (which imposed strict and punitive requirements on households whether or not they could work).
The harms outweigh the benefits – labor market disruptions, worker laziness, and corruption.
Max Gulker 18, Senior Fellow with the Reason Foundation. Gulker holds a PhD in economics from Stanford University and a BA in economics from the University of Michigan, 10-18-18, “The Job Guarantee: A Critical Analysis,” Section 4, https://www.aier.org/wpcontent/uploads/2018/10/JobGuarantee_0.pdf // KG
We must approach any discussion of the impact of a federal job guarantee on the wider economy with an abundance of caution. Our sample size for evaluating a program that the Levy report’s authors term a “radical transformation of the labor market” is zero. Even countries with much larger public sectors do not operate under the mandated system of a job guarantee.
However, economic theory and lessons from history can inform our understanding of the likely impacts of a federal job guarantee. Both reports’ authors are confident that in addition to benefiting program enrollees, a federal job guarantee would be an unequivocal positive for the larger economy, offering macroeconomic stabilizers and perhaps even paying for itself.
Neither report concerns itself with the potential negative consequences that flow from basic economics, issues ranging from large distortions in the information and incentives provided by markets to opportunities for special interests to manipulate the programs to their advantage.
Each of these issues could potentially result in substantial net harms to all Americans, including program participants.
In appendix 2, we briefly evaluate the claims both reports make of benefits to the economy beyond the program enrollees themselves. The CBPP report touts some benefits but is short on details, while the Levy report makes highly problematic use of macro- econometric forecasting models.
The remainder of this section focuses on the potential economic harms of a job guarantee.
6.1 Labor Market Disruptions
Both reports’ authors treat the ten million or more enrollees in a federal job guarantee as somehow cloistered from the labor market at large (which includes both private and government employers). The Levy report envisions a “buffer stock” of job-guarantee workers that will grow in times of downturns and shrink as more workers rejoin the traditional labor market in better times. One does not have to go deep into economic theory to see how this purportedly clean flow of workers would break down.
14 The Job Guarantee
Neither report takes account of harm to the private sector caused by their proposals. In addition to the
de facto minimum wage and benefits set by a job guarantee, one must consider the contraction in private labor supply that would result if a sizable fraction of the many millions of currently employed workers at the lower end of the wage distribution chose to leave their jobs and enroll in the federal program.
The immediate result of more pay and benefits for the working poor is something everyone would like
to see, all else equal. But the process would divert workers from the places in the economy where they are most productive to a labyrinthine bureaucracy, where even finding enough work to assign would be a challenge. This could greatly weaken the productivity of the overall economy, potentially leading to declines in output and even greater job loss.
Contrary to the stated goal of not competing with the private sector, some industries could become entirely nationalized. For example, 875,000
home health aides and 1.3 million teachers’ aides currently employed by the private and public sectors earn less on average than proposed job- guarantee wages. One might myopically say
these workers deserve a raise, but turning these industries from conventional jobs into tasks assigned on demand would almost certainly result in poorer service to the young and elderly.
6.2 Impact on Worker Incentives
Neither the CBPP nor Levy report has established how the work under a federal job guarantee would help build the workers’ human capital. In fact,
the very existence of the program might strongly disincentivize workers from going out and acquiring the skills that lead to real, value-enhancing job creation in the labor market. By forcing workers mostly at the low end of the skills distribution to work by mandate and earn a fixed wage, a worker would have to derive enough value from education or other human capital acquisition to leapfrog ten million or more other workers.
It would cost about $330 billion to send ten million workers currently counted among the U-6 unemployed for full trade school degrees,27 a fraction of the cost of
a single year of a federal job guarantee. While we do not support such blanket solutions of any kind, this number puts in perspective the benefits to investing in, rather than simply sustaining, people.
6.3 Rent-Seeking and Corruption
A federal job guarantee, no matter how well intentioned, would also serve as a magnet for corruption and corporate influence peddling. Especially when administered on a local level, the opportunities for corruption become vast and difficult to monitor. For example, one need not be particularly imaginative to see opportunities for a local building contractor to get free labor by giving kickbacks to officials in charge of placing enrollees in jobs.
Corporations and other interest groups do not have to resort to corruption per se to gain control of the millions of subsidized laborers in a job guarantee. Rent-seeking, where corporations or other incumbent interests compete for influence over government
to further their own objectives, is a well-known phenomenon.28
For example, the regional manager for Walmart might get in touch with a local government about the condition of its store’s parking lot and the grounds around it. Sales have been falling, and this expense might tip the decision to move to a new location in the next town. Couldn’t the town provide some of its laborers to improve the look of the store’s grounds?
Where there is free labor to be had, private businesses come knocking. Both with and without breaking the law, influence peddling would be an inevitable consequence of a job guarantee.

JG Fails---Political Backlash---2NC 
Guarantees fail – political debates cause backlash 
Samuel Hammond 18, Resident senior fellow. He previously worked as an economist for the Government of Canada specializing in rural economic development, and as a graduate research fellow for the Mercatus Center at George Mason University, 3-27-18, “Why Not A Job Guarantee?” https://www.niskanencenter.org/not-job-guarantee/ // KG
The U.S. government could commit to full employment by offering any willing and able person a job in public service. But should it? Known as a job guarantee, the once heterodox idea went mainstream last year with the endorsement of the Center for American Progress. While the specifics of any particular plan vary, CAP proposes “a large-scale, permanent program of public employment and infrastructure investment—similar to the Works Progress Administration during the Great Depression but modernized for the 21st century.”
Proponents argue that involuntary unemployment is a major source of social instability, and that public service employment, in particular, would help bring the country together. Nevertheless, here are three quick reasons why I don’t think a job guarantee is the way to go. 
1: It’s a non-sequitur.
In policy debates, it’s always useful to specify the precise source of market failure that demands government intervention. In healthcare, for instance, single-payer proponents argue that private health insurance fails in the face of large adverse selection problems (see: “pre-existing conditions” and “death spirals”). Governments should thus step in to provide efficient universal insurance coverage, while hospitals and doctor offices continue to run in a decentralized manner as private or non-profit organizations. According to this view of the market failure in healthcare, nationalizing hospitals would be a non-sequitur.
There’s an analogy here to job guarantees. The market failure, as far as I can tell, is that recessions, and labor market frictions more generally, contribute to the phenomenon of “involuntary unemployment.” So why not attack this market failure head-on using monetary policy and employment subsidies, leaving the allocation of labor up to the market? In fact, the one thing that distinguishes proposals for a job guarantee from all other related proposals is the notion that public bureaucracies can do a better job at allocating labor than the market — a complete non-sequitur.
2: It would be easily politicized.
Notwithstanding glib remarks about “everything being political,” the market process and Congress really do operate according to different rules — one on the principle of profit and loss, and one on electoral success. Making the U.S. federal government an employer of last resort would therefore dramatically increase the politicization of the labor market.
The WPA in the New Deal era, whatever its other merits, was notorious for favoring urban, industrial states in the North over the agricultural South, and was used by the powerful Ways & Means committee to hand out political favors. Moreover, as a public employer with soft budget constraints, the WPA suffered from many of the same sort of principal-agent problems that typify non-commercialized state-owned enterprises, from shirking to misuse of funds.
While those problems are not insurmountable, proponents of job guarantees neglect the scale of this political-economic problem. FDR governed like a monarch, and thanks to a series of anti-corruption measures, the WPA was much more successful than it might have been. And yet even his job guarantee program was so beset by patronage and waste that it gave birth to the term “boondoggle.” Now imagine a job guarantee with the quality of governance under the current administration: One recession, and we’d have a permanent army of Border Patrol agents. If that sounds far fetched, don’t forget that the WPA was used to construct military facilities in America’s buildup to entering WWII, and was ultimately wound down to push public workers into military service.
JG Fails---Cost---2NC 
A median salary through a JG could cost around 3 percent of GDP, much more than current social programs
Ryan Bourne 18, Occupant of the R. Evan Scharf Chair for the Public Understanding of Economics at Cato and is the author of the recent book Economics In One Virus, 4-24-18, “A Jobs Guaranteed Economic Disaster,” https://www.cato.org/blog/jobs-guaranteed-economic-disaster // KG
The Levy Economic Institute calculates up to 16 million could take part in such a program today (including the unemployed, those working part time seeking full time work and individuals currently inactive who might move into the labor market). Given the federal government would have to pay $15 an hour for full time jobs, plus benefits equal to 20 percent of wages, total labor costs per worker would be $37,440 per year. That’s before the cost of the materials for the programs and administration of the program itself. Even assuming some opt for part‐​time positions, and ignoring the non‐​labor program costs, we are talking about a gross cost of up to around 2.4 percent of GDP, significantly higher than the existing Medicaid program (2 percent of GDP).
The net cost on these assumptions will be lower, of course. People who take jobs will require less in welfare payments and pay some back in taxes. Some might wisely consider it a risk for their employment fortunes to be tied to the whims of politicians and their willingness to fund this program, and so remain in the private sector. But even taking this into account, and assuming the policy generates the macroeconomic bounty that the Levy researchers expect, they still think the annual net cost will be between 0.8 and 2 percent of GDP, with the program employing up to 10 percent of the workforce. That would in itself be a huge new commitment to finance at a time when the long‐​term fiscal outlook is already dire, and the short‐​term deficit already expected to balloon to over 5 percent of GDP in the coming years.
JG would ruin typical cycles of employment– loss of job performance, cheap labor, and higher taxes
Ryan Bourne 18, Occupant of the R. Evan Scharf Chair for the Public Understanding of Economics at Cato and is the author of the recent book Economics In One Virus, 4-24-18, “A Jobs Guaranteed Economic Disaster,” https://www.cato.org/blog/jobs-guaranteed-economic-disaster // KG
In reality, the fiscal costs are likely to be much, much higher, and the economic welfare losses even more significant, because in the labor market and broader economy, a public jobs guarantee program would significantly crowd out productive private sector activity. This type of policy will radically alter behavior of both workers and businesses, and so the supply and demand for labor.
The Census shows that, among those who worked in 2016, 70+ million Americans earned under $32,500 (the full‐​time job guarantee salary would be $31,200). Yes, not all of these would seek out positions on the jobs guarantee program. But a large proportion would, especially those employed in uncertain roles with low levels of job security.
In fact, some even paid more than $31,200 might consider leaving their jobs to pursue guaranteed roles if they perceive better working conditions or an easier worklife (asked under what conditions someone would be fired from such a role, the Levy Institute paper suggests that you would be sacked for failing to go to work, but that your performance would not be judged by “private sector ‘efficiency criteria’”, for example.) It’s not inconceivable then that over 25 percent of the labor force could find itself part of the scheme.
This crowd‐​out is likely to be particularly acute in low productivity regions, and (ironically) after economic downturns. A nationwide jobs guarantee program paying $15 an hour will be particularly attractive to workers in low wage regions, and by setting a de facto wage floor the program will prevent private investment in regions on the basis of cheap labor.
Though no doubt there would be some demand spillovers from well‐​paid jobs, the net consequence is highly likely to be weaker private sector job creation in poor regions, which has been the experience of countries such as Britain with a nationwide minimum wages and public sector national pay bargaining. Proponents of the scheme see “higher labor standards” as a good thing, but absent productivity improvements, policies which raise labor costs significantly will reduce the quantity of workers demanded.
There’s good reason to expect the policy will reduce the efficiency and productive potential of the economy too. Taxes will eventually need to be raised to cover the net cost of the program. In infrastructure and care giving provision, costs will rise – because nobody would now work in these directly substitutable sectors for less than the wage and conditions offered in the job guarantee program. This will waste resources, and there’s highly likely to be overinvestment in lots of relatively low value ventures and programs to ensure workers are employed, especially given the explicit aim is to provide employment rather than deliver projects at low cost.
Throwing resources at regions with higher levels of unemployment and after recessions too will work directly against market signals and deter the mobility of labor (in geographic and industrial terms) and capital to its most productive uses given prevailing market conditions. This is important: yes, employment is highly likely to have some positive externalities; but the real driver of better living standards over time are productivity improvements, discovered by market‐​based activity.
Proponents of this policy seem to put an enormous weight on the idea that time out of the labor market has huge scarring consequences which could be ameliorated by any type of temporary employment. But the literature on this shows that temporary jobs do not provide the workers with skills to improve longer‐​term labor market outcomes.

Too expensive – despite MMT, taxes will still have to be raised substantially. 
Max Gulker 18, Senior Fellow with the Reason Foundation. Gulker holds a PhD in economics from Stanford University and a BA in economics from the University of Michigan, 10-18-18, “The Job Guarantee: A Critical Analysis,” Section 4, https://www.aier.org/wpcontent/uploads/2018/10/JobGuarantee_0.pdf // KG 
How much would a federal job guarantee cost taxpayers? The short answer, at the size the two reports project, is it would cost about the same as the Pentagon.
6 The Job Guarantee
The CBPP report estimates an annual cost of $583 billion, while the lower and upper bounds in the
Levy report are around $400 billion and $550 billion per year, respectively, in a ten-year simulation. The Levy report’s lower cost estimate, despite higher participation than that projected in the CBPP report, arises because its authors significantly underestimate their plan’s cost of capital and worker benefits.
Table 1 breaks down the components of both reports’ cost projections, and partially corrects areas in which we believe the Levy report has demonstrably underestimated its plan’s costs.
Because of different ways of incorporating the option of part-time work, the average annual-wage figures for the two reports are not directly comparable.
The CBPP report assumes an average annual salary of $32,500, approximately equivalent to fifteen dollars per hour. To account for the fact that some work would be part-time, it converts its projected 10.7 million participants into 9.7 million “full time equivalent” workers.
The Levy report assumes a fixed wage of fifteen dollars per hour and an “average work week” of thirty-two hours, thereby incorporating a slightly larger assumed share of part-time workers in the program (assuming full time would mean a forty- hour week).
Worker Benefits
The CBPP report then adds costs for worker benefits. While the authors do not describe the benefits in concrete terms, they appear to be comparable to standard benefits received by full-time American workers. They assume a cost of $10,000 per enrollee for direct benefits plus $2,500 for FICA taxes (which go toward future benefits).
According to these projections, 27.8 percent of enrollee compensation will be in the form of benefits. This number is somewhat lower than the 31.8 percent national average reported by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) in March 201811 and therefore might be a slight underestimate.
The Levy report’s estimate for cost of worker benefits, on the other hand, is not defensible. The authors assume benefits will cost 20 percent of what each worker is paid in wages, or 16.7 percent of
total compensation. The examples they provide for benefits are health care and child care (the latter of which is not part of the BLS calculation) though it is unlikely they would want the government to withhold any of the standard benefits from enrollees.
Replacing the Levy report’s figure with the BLS national average raises the cost of every job in the plan by 22 percent. Unless the authors provide a reasonable explanation for their original estimates, the estimates must be corrected before they can inform any policy discussion.
Capital Costs
Any work done by job-guarantee enrollees will require materials, machines, and know-how. The CBPP report assumes capital expenses of $11,000 per worker. The Levy report assumes capital costs equal to 25 percent of wage costs, or just over
$6,240 per worker (given their fixed wage of fifteen dollars per hour and assumed average work week of thirty-two hours).
Capital intensity varies greatly by type of work. Because both reports are short on details regarding the work assigned to program enrollees, checking the plausibility of these estimates is challenging. Both reports further confound such efforts by offering no source for their assumed capital costs.
The nonmarket structure of the proposed programs muddies the waters even further. Because the cost of labor is fully subsidized by the federal government rather than valued at a market rate, standard spending ratios such as capital to labor and capital to output cannot provide meaningful benchmarks to evaluate the authors’ estimates.12
One point of comparison is capital expenditure per worker. The Census Annual Capital Expenditure Survey reports total spending on equipment and structures across all industries in 2016 of $1.58 trillion. Dividing by 150 million, the approximate size
Table 1. Job-guarantee annual cost estimates from CBPP and Levy reports
of the U.S. workforce in 2016, yields an estimated average capital expenditure per worker of just below $11,000. This amount mirrors the CBPP report’s estimate, but the authors often emphasize infrastructure projects, which would be on the high end of capital intensiveness.
Once again, the Levy report’s assumed expenditure appears far too low. While relying on labor- intensive projects makes sense given the plan’s full subsidization of labor costs, the report’s lack of detail makes it impossible to reliably estimate how much capital would be used. Had the Levy report instead used the census estimate of average capital spending per worker, the plan’s cost would increase by another 11 percent.
Both reports neglect the cost of human capital. Even if most of the labor used in the proposed programs is unskilled, someone presumably needs to know how to do the work. This need is likely especially pronounced for work such as infrastructure and environmental cleanup. Other proposed work such as teachers’ aides and elder care would also require significant training. Beyond hoping that experts in these fields will become unemployed and willing
to accept relatively low-wage work, some industry
professionals would have to be hired at competitive salaries, further increasing the cost of both plans.
Administrative Costs
Neither report includes the cost of designing and implementing a permanent program with over ten million beneficiaries and a budget of hundreds of billions of dollars. Once again, projecting this cost with any accuracy is difficult given the unprecedented nature of the programs and the shortage of detail in the reports. However, it is yet another reason why the cost of a federal job guarantee would likely be higher than projected in either report.
Budgetary Impact
While neither report advocates ending other government entitlement programs in the wake of
a federal job guarantee, the authors are correct
that some of the cost would be offset by savings in unemployment insurance and programs aimed at poverty. Only the Levy report attempts to estimate the size of these offsets. However, as we describe
in appendix 2, the authors fail to include obvious negative budgetary impacts along with cost savings. Since we do not explicitly estimate these negative
impacts, presenting program costs without offsets is more informative than only including the offsets.
A JG program is unfeasible – the number of new employees would significantly affect wages and force governmental private sector competition
Peter C. Earle 18, Economist who joined AIER in 2018. Prior to that he spent over 20 years as a trader and analyst at a number of securities firms and hedge funds in the New York metropolitan area, 11-19-18, “'Federal Jobs Guarantee' Idea Is Costly, Misguided, And Increasingly Popular With Democrats,” https://www.investors.com/politics/commentary/federal-jobs-guarantee-democrats/ // KG
Simply finding work for tens of millions of job guarantee enrollees would be a formidable task; finding productive, impactful work catering to an individual's skills, in a given locality and in a timely manner, would be staggeringly difficult — if possible at all.
The costs, too, are daunting. Both the CBPP and LEI reports project costs ranging from $450 billion to more than $600 billion, which put the proposed programs in the same league with the Pentagon in terms of discretionary spending.
And while it is true that the cost of any of the federal jobs guarantee programs would be offset by savings in current unemployment insurance and poverty mitigation programs, neither of the estimates include costs of designing, staffing, and managing the proposed agency.
In terms of potential enrollees, estimates start at roughly 10 million. According to LEI's high-end estimate of 17.5 million enrollees, the program would have more employees than the combined head count of the U.S. Department of Defense, the Chinese People's Liberation Army, Walmart, McDonalds, the U.K.'s National Health Service, the China National Petroleum Corporation, the State Grid Corporation of China, the Indian Railways, and the Indian Armed forces.
A government organization of that size — 17.5 million job guaranteed individuals, with an untold number of administrators, managers, and other employees to attend to them nationwide — would become the largest public or private organization in history. It would also be the largest experiment in organizational efficiency in history, with the livelihoods of millions of newly government-dependent citizens hanging in the balance.
Wage Inflation
Another issue is the wage, which several plans recommend should be (or average) $15 per hour. With the increasing focus on "living wages," it will not be long before program directors discover that $15 per hour goes far further in Alabama than Hawaii, and the tendency will be to equalize cost-of-living disparities up, further increasing already massive costs.
Two other factors: both the CBPP and LEI plans fail to account for the potential disruption to existing businesses — mostly small businesses, the engine of economic growth in the United States — which will inevitably occur when workers earning less than $15 per hour leave their private sector jobs for higher-paying employment with job guarantee placement.
At present, more than 40 million Americans earn less than the proposed guarantee wage of $15 per hour, which could trigger a major shift of the U.S. workforce away from private employment, on to public rolls. It would also effectively force small businesses to compete directly against the federal government on the labor market.
Fails – too expensive and lack of support
Ryan Bhandari 19, Former Senior Economic Policy Advisor at Third Way, current Econ PhD student, 3-25-19, “What Is the “Federal Jobs Guarantee” and What Are People Saying About It?” https://www.thirdway.org/memo/what-is-the-federal-jobs-guarantee-and-what-are-people-saying-about-it // KG
Ensuring people have the opportunity to work and earn a good life is a shared value across the country. But, the federal jobs guarantee approach raises a number of concerns. And voters seem to be wary of it. In our polling, only 9% support a new program that guarantees a full-time government job—36 points less than those who support a new program where government works with business to create more good-paying jobs in the private sector. Among just Democrats, the divide was starker: 14% support a federal jobs guarantee while 59% want government to work with business to create private sector jobs.
Politics aside, the federal jobs guarantee raises five substantive concerns.
#1: It solves a different problem. Right now there are over seven million open jobs and six million unemployed people. Yet, many of these jobs are going unfilled. Why? Many people don’t have the right mix of skills or training. New jobs are often in different places than old ones. Childcare and transportation are often prohibitively expensive. And others struggle with opioid addiction and other conditions. And yet, a federal jobs guarantee doesn’t address any of this. Even during economic downturns, there are better and far more efficient ways to help workers and communities such as targeted public works programs, hiring credits for employers, temporary tax cuts for working families, extended unemployment insurance, and money to shore up state and local budgets.
#2: The cost is enormous. A federal jobs guarantee will cost at least hundreds of billions of dollars per year and much more during a recession when the employment rolls for the government would naturally increase. Here are the cost estimates from both plans based on people participating in the jobs guarantee:
10 million people
15 million people
Paul et al Plan
$560 billion/year
$840 billion/year
Tcherneva Plan
$468 billion/year
$702 billion/year
With annual federal outlays at roughly $4.5 trillion, we’re talking about anywhere from a 10-20% increase in spending to pay for the jobs guarantee. As for how to pay for it, advocates are split on whether it should be paid for at all. Paul et al. provide a few possible tax increases but don’t devote much attention to the matter. Stephanie Kelton says, “What the models show is you can do this without creating an inflation problem and therefore why would you pay for it with tax increases of one kind or another?”2Even though the cost of the program could be partially offset through decreasing social assistance costs, it’s still very uncertain how and when these savings would materialize. What we’re left with is a new program taking up funding that could be used instead for things like increased childcare, training support, expanded health care coverage, and more.
A JG program is unfeasible – the number of new employees would significantly affect wages and force governmental private sector competition
Peter C. Earle 18, Economist who joined AIER in 2018. Prior to that he spent over 20 years as a trader and analyst at a number of securities firms and hedge funds in the New York metropolitan area, 11-19-18, “'Federal Jobs Guarantee' Idea Is Costly, Misguided, And Increasingly Popular With Democrats,” https://www.investors.com/politics/commentary/federal-jobs-guarantee-democrats/ // KG
Simply finding work for tens of millions of job guarantee enrollees would be a formidable task; finding productive, impactful work catering to an individual's skills, in a given locality and in a timely manner, would be staggeringly difficult — if possible at all.
The costs, too, are daunting. Both the CBPP and LEI reports project costs ranging from $450 billion to more than $600 billion, which put the proposed programs in the same league with the Pentagon in terms of discretionary spending.
And while it is true that the cost of any of the federal jobs guarantee programs would be offset by savings in current unemployment insurance and poverty mitigation programs, neither of the estimates include costs of designing, staffing, and managing the proposed agency.
In terms of potential enrollees, estimates start at roughly 10 million. According to LEI's high-end estimate of 17.5 million enrollees, the program would have more employees than the combined head count of the U.S. Department of Defense, the Chinese People's Liberation Army, Walmart, McDonalds, the U.K.'s National Health Service, the China National Petroleum Corporation, the State Grid Corporation of China, the Indian Railways, and the Indian Armed forces.
A government organization of that size — 17.5 million job guaranteed individuals, with an untold number of administrators, managers, and other employees to attend to them nationwide — would become the largest public or private organization in history. It would also be the largest experiment in organizational efficiency in history, with the livelihoods of millions of newly government-dependent citizens hanging in the balance.
Wage Inflation
Another issue is the wage, which several plans recommend should be (or average) $15 per hour. With the increasing focus on "living wages," it will not be long before program directors discover that $15 per hour goes far further in Alabama than Hawaii, and the tendency will be to equalize cost-of-living disparities up, further increasing already massive costs.
Two other factors: both the CBPP and LEI plans fail to account for the potential disruption to existing businesses — mostly small businesses, the engine of economic growth in the United States — which will inevitably occur when workers earning less than $15 per hour leave their private sector jobs for higher-paying employment with job guarantee placement.
At present, more than 40 million Americans earn less than the proposed guarantee wage of $15 per hour, which could trigger a major shift of the U.S. workforce away from private employment, on to public rolls. It would also effectively force small businesses to compete directly against the federal government on the labor market.
JG Fails---Structural Barriers---2NC 
Structural barriers block full employment that a guarantee wouldn’t fix
Dylan Matthews 18, Senior correspondent and head writer for Vox's Future Perfect section and has worked at Vox since 2014, 4-27-18, “4 big questions about job guarantees,” https://www.vox.com/2018/4/27/17281676/job-guarantee-design-bad-jobs-labor-market-federal-reserve // KG
Even in a world with perfect Fed policy, there’ll still be some unemployment. “Full employment” doesn’t mean literally mean “every single person is employed.” There will still be caregivers, retirees, and severely disabled people who aren’t in the workforce, and due to regular job churn and seasonal work, some working people will be unemployed in any given week. Ski instructors might not work in July, scuba instructors might not work in December, and so forth. When I left the Washington Post, I was “unemployed” for two weeks before I started at Vox because I wanted to visit friends and family for a bit. It was fine.
But there’s some structural unemployment that’s decidedly not fine because it’s not desired by the people who aren’t employed. Plenty of disabled people, for instance, would like to work but face structural barriers, like a lack of work accommodations or an inability to pay for health aides on the job, or a lack of work in a sector where they’re physically able to do the labor. (For instance, if you use a wheelchair and the only work available is as a server at a restaurant or a sales associate at a pharmacy, you might be out of luck.)
Recently incarcerated people face barriers both due to the stigma associated with incarceration and because they’ve been out of the workforce for a while. Some mothers who would like to work lack adequate child care to do so.
Job guarantee advocates argue that the program would help people in these kinds of situations find work and reintegrate themselves into the workforce. And they might — but helping people with significant work barriers is difficult, and might not be best accomplished by a universal program, most of whose enrollees won’t have severe work barriers.
A job guarantee plan released by Mark Paul, William Darity Jr., and Darrick Hamilton for the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities states that enrollees will all have access to a high-quality health insurance plan. But will they also have access to health aides and other support services, in case of disability? Most health insurers that aren’t Medicaid don’t cover those kinds of supports. Will the job guarantee offer free child care for mothers who want to work?
Many job guarantee plans suggest child care and elder care as professions that enrollees could take up. But those jobs require significant training to do effectively, and in any case, a job guarantee is not necessarily the same thing as a child and disability care guarantee.
JG fails to address systemic issues that cause employment numbers to fall.
Nancy LeTourneau 18, Skilled in Nonprofit Organizations, Fundraising, Strategic Leadership, Policy Analysis, and Race Relations. Strong media and communication professional with a Master of Arts (MA) focused in Theology/Marriage and Family Therapy, 4-30-18, “The Problem a Federal Jobs Guarantee Won’t Solve,” https://washingtonmonthly.com/2018/04/30/the-problem-a-federal-job-guarantee-wont-solve/ // KG
As I noted last week, the idea of a federal jobs guarantee is picking up steam among Democrats. Kevin Drum has written a couple of posts that present some interesting data that should be taken into consideration when evaluating the need for such a program.
Most importantly, he documents that among prime age workers (25-54), the percentage of women in the workforce rose rapidly from the 1960s to the 1990s and has since leveled off. But for men, the employment-population ratio has dropped by eight percentage points since the 60s.
Why is that happening? Drum posits that it is about stagnant wages leading to the growing problem of income inequality. There is no disputing the facts that Drum presents. But the question becomes, are those issues causing men to stay out of the labor market? I suspect the answer would be “yes” for some.
But as I’ve been suggesting for a while now, there is probably another major contributor. Drum captured it in a previous post that he never connected to this one.
If we were to extend that chart back to the 1960s, we’d find an inverse parallel between the reduction of men in the workforce with the advent of mass incarceration, which began in earnest in the 1970s. That isn’t likely to be the complete answer to the the concern about male workforce participation, but it is certainly a significant factor.
Back in December 2014, Rebecca Vallas and Sharon Dietrich produced a report documenting the problem.
1. Estimates put the number of Americans with criminal records between 70 million and 100 million. Most convictions are for misdemeanors and nonserious infractions.
2. More than 95 percent of individuals in state prisons are expected to return to their communities at some point. More than 600,000 Americans are released from federal and state prisons each year. Nearly 12 million cycle in and out of local jails each year, and still more end up with a criminal record without any period of incarceration. More than 4.7 million people are currently being “supervised” in the community, with 3.9 million of these people on probation and 850,000 of them on parole.
3. Job seekers currently on probation or parole or who have ever been incarcerated are most likely to be refused consideration for a position. And a majority of employers surveyed were unwilling to hire applicants who had served prison time. Most alarmingly, the study found that having any arrest during one’s life decreases employment opportunities more than any other employment-related stigma, such as long-term unemployment, receipt of public assistance, or having a GED instead of a high school diploma.
4. A generation ago, access to the criminal record information of job applicants was unusual. Today, however, background checks are ubiquitous: An estimated 87 percent of employers conduct criminal background checks on their applicants. As a result, criminal records have become an intractable barrier to employment for tens of millions of Americans.
5. Men of color are hit especially hard. Studies find that white male and female job seekers with records have better employment chances than black or Hispanic applicants with records.
6. The lifelong consequences of having a criminal record—and the stigma that accompanies one—stand in stark contrast to research on “redemption” that documents that once an individual with a prior nonviolent conviction has stayed crime free for three to four years, that person’s risk of recidivism is no different from the risk of arrest for the general population.
7. One recent study finds that our nation’s poverty rate would have dropped by 20 percent between 1980 and 2004 if not for mass incarceration and the subsequent criminal records that haunt people for years after they have paid their debt to society.
To the extent that mass incarceration and a criminal record are a contributing factor when it comes to the reduction of men in the labor force, this country faces a whole different problem that isn’t likely to be solved with a federal jobs guarantee. What we need is criminal justice reform at both the federal and state level, re-entry programs for people coming out of prison and legislation like the REDEEM Act, which would allow for the expungement of criminal records.
Those policies aren’t likely to be as popular with the voting public as a federal jobs guarantee, but for anyone who is actually concerned about things like poverty and labor force participation, they will have to at least be part of the answer.

Macroeconomic and operational problems hinder success – and its proven globally. Even critics in Australia think a guarantee would be detrimental!
Adam Triggs 20, Director within Accenture Strategy, a Visiting Fellow in the Crawford School at the Australian National University, and a Non-Resident Fellow at the Brookings Institution, 8-24-20, “Is a job guarantee the answer? The idea is plagued by economic, operational and political challenges — and there is a simpler solution,” https://insidestory.org.au/is-a-job-guarantee-the-answer/ // KG
But a job guarantee has bigger problems — macroeconomic, operational, political and the existence of a more effective alternative — that make it a poor choice.
The macroeconomic problem is that a job guarantee can’t guarantee a job for everyone. Unemployment has a “natural rate,” estimated at between 4 and 5 per cent in pre-Covid Australia. If unemployment falls below this rate, inflation increases and interest rates rise, hurting investment and consumption and bringing unemployment back up to this natural rate.
Arguments that we can defy that kind of economic gravity are unconvincing, with big trade-offs. They usually rely, among other things, on having the government set or heavily influence wages, which would kill more jobs than it creates. The better approach is to get the natural rate of unemployment lower (which can only be done through productivity-enhancing reform) while stimulating demand. Governments could do both, but don’t.
A job guarantee faces more daunting operational challenges. The Australian Bureau of Statistics shows that the long-term unemployed often face complex and self-reinforcing challenges, ranging from insufficient skills and training to poor physical and mental health, limited social capital and higher rates of drug and alcohol abuse. The long-term unemployed need more than just a job.
Many of these things are caused by long-term unemployment as much as they are causes of it, but they are nevertheless hurdles to be cleared before the first interview. Advocates of a job guarantee recommend programs to boost education, training, health and job-readiness — programs that, again, should be implemented today outside of any job guarantee, but aren’t.
Then there’s the question of where the guaranteed jobs would come from. Most proposals advocate wage subsidies (encouraging private sector employment), direct government employment (such as community projects) or a combination of the two. Reviews of Paul Keating’s Job Compact show that the private sector rarely comes to the party; most people are employed directly by government.
Government is economically justified in employing people to supply public goods and services (infrastructure, defence, healthcare, education), but most of these jobs require long-term (not short-term) employees with specific skills. This means there is a limited pool of productive jobs the government can offer without either crowding out the private sector or creating big inefficient programs. That’s why economists preferred Julia Gillard’s price on carbon over Tony Abbott’s “green army.”
These operational questions just scratch the surface. Will unemployed people be forced to take a guaranteed job? Is the rest of the social safety net abolished? Are people and their families required to move interstate for work? What happens if people don’t leave the guaranteed job to take a private sector job even if the wage is higher? Can someone be fired from a guaranteed job? Do these jobs provide superannuation, leave and other entitlements? Is there a risk that the guarantee stops people searching for other jobs?
To be fair, none of these questions is new. Advocates of a job guarantee have answers for all of them. But their answers all involve (and rely on) the same thing: a huge, highly competent and highly coordinated bureaucracy that gives significant attention to detail, working in a flexible and patient system that can be tailored to the unique circumstances of Australia’s unemployed people.
This strikes me as a tall order. Governments are pretty good at one-size-fits-all. But when we want something more tailored and individualised, we usually leave it to markets, where the role of government is to shape incentives and top up incomes. It’s hard to think of examples where the government has successfully delivered tailored, individualised solutions to the public on a large scale. The government’s response to Covid-19 is a case in point.

JG Fails---Program Size---2NC 
Numbers are underestimated – any risk of minimum rage hikes will cause people to flock to federal programs and exceed projections.
Max Gulker 18, Senior Fellow with the Reason Foundation. Gulker holds a PhD in economics from Stanford University and a BA in economics from the University of Michigan, 10-18-18, “The Job Guarantee: A Critical Analysis,” Section 4, https://www.aier.org/wpcontent/uploads/2018/10/JobGuarantee_0.pdf // KG
Because a federal job guarantee differs so radically from anything ever attempted in an otherwise predominantly market-oriented economy, making accurate projections is very difficult. The authors of the CBPP and Levy reports, however, agree that the program is likely to enroll over ten million people. In fact, there are several reasons why their estimates may be too low.
The CBPP report estimates a total of 10.7 million full- or part-time participants, with a “full time equivalent” of 9.7 million jobs. This is the number of workers required to reduce the nation’s U-6 (unemployment and underemployment rate including discouraged workers) from 8.2 percent (as of January 2018) to
1.5 percent, “a reasonable estimate for frictional unemployment in the U.S. economy.”
The Levy report estimates initial participation in their program of 12.7 to 17.5 million Americans. Its approach is conceptually similar but more ad hoc and is detailed in section 2 of their report.
Any of the estimates presented in the two reports would result in an enterprise of staggering, unprecedented size. As chart 1 shows, the Levy report’s upper-bound estimate of 17.5 million enrollees would exceed employment at the world’s nine largest employers combined. The CBPP’s lower estimate would be just shy of employment at the world’s five largest employers combined.
This list of employers contains private firms, state enterprises, militaries, and public utilities, none
of which individually have attained even a third
of the size of the lowest projected job-guarantee participation rate. Economists have long written about the managerial, informational, and incentive- related issues that arise as firms get bigger.7 We are aware of no organization of any structure that has prospered or even existed with anywhere near these numbers of employees.
As large as these numbers are, they may be underestimated because of conceptual errors in thinking about the minimum wage, and the fact that projections are based on recent relatively low levels of unemployment.
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Figure 2. Mandated employment under job-guarantee proposals
The Levy report sees the program wage as a “de facto minimum wage” for the entire economy, forcing private sector employers in most circumstances
to match it. The CBPP report notes that forty-one million workers currently earn less than fifteen dollars per hour. Both reports assume no more than a trivial amount8 of those workers would enroll in
a job-guarantee program. This reflects the belief by advocates of a higher minimum wage that it would not cause significant job losses, even with a radical doubling to fifteen dollars per hour.9
A survey of the literature on minimum wage and employment by Neumark and Wascher (2007) reports that a “sizable majority” of studies found negative employment effects from minimum-wage hikes, and that “the studies that focus on the least- skilled groups that are likely most directly affected by minimum wage increases provide relatively overwhelming evidence of stronger disemployment effects for these groups.” If even a few percent of the workers currently earning under fifteen dollars per hour either lost their jobs or simply chose to enroll, projected participation would increase by millions.
Both reports also project their programs’
enrollees based on very recent unemployment, underemployment, and discouraged-worker data. These numbers are nearing twenty-year lows. The large impact higher unemployment could have on participation, raising the cost and other burdens we
discuss below, can best be seen in chart 2, which graphs the U-6 rate on which the CBPP report bases its projected enrollees from the series’ inception in 1994 until the present.
The U-6 rate that generates the CBPP report’s baseline projection of 10.7 million enrollees (8.2 percent) is very close to the low end of the data series over the time in which it has been collected. The all-time low U-6 rate of 6.3 percent in mid- 2000 would have yielded a projection of 7.7 million enrollees, but peaks of unemployment associated with the early 2000s recession and 2008 financial crisis would yield projections of 15.2 million and 26.4 million enrollees, respectively.10
The grave concerns we raise in the upcoming sections about a job guarantee’s cost, logistics, and footprint on the wider economy all stem from its massive size. While we believe both reports have underestimated that size, we will primarily use the authors’ own size estimates in the analyses that follow. To the extent that they indeed underestimate program size, the harms we discuss would likely be even greater.
The size of the program hinders any attempt at success.
Cullen Roche 12, Founder and Chief Investment Officer of Discipline Funds. Discipline Funds is a low fee financial advisory firm with a focus on helping people be more disciplined with their finances., 1-20-12, “Constructive Criticisms of a Job Guarantee Program” https://www.pragcap.com/mmt-job-guarantee/ // KG
11. A Program Of This Magnitude Has Never Been Implemented And Can’t Be Modeled Accurately
There is a lack of modeling showing that a JG can be implemented in the first place. As [I] noted, it has never been done. However, an unemployment buffer has been proven to work to achieve prosperity over long time periods. The employment buffer has never been proven and will require a huge amount of factual data and proof to overcome the uncertainty. Some claim an unemployment buffer has failed us. But over 23% of all the goods and services made since 1AD were produced from 2001 to 2010. And despite claims of “American exceptionalism” it’s difficult to overlook the FACT that America, in just 235 years, has built the most dynamic, prosperous and wealthy nation that man kind has EVER seen. To claim that the world is not making enormous strides in terms of productivity and living standards is not grounded in reality. Yes, we are currently suffering mass hardship due to the balance sheet recession (which was caused in large part by money manager capitailsm – something I’d help resolve via the full productivity program), but let’s not take things out of context here by losing sight of the forest for the trees. There was no unemployment in our caveman days, but certainly you wouldn’t argue that living standards were higher then….If you’re going to build a model for the JG then you have to essentially prove that the current model (the greatest wealth and prosperity creating machine in human history) is broken and that your new model is better.
The problem with current models…They’re built on a total lack of empirical evidence. JGers are building models based on the same sort of thinking that goes into efficient market models. The problem with models like this is that you don’t know what’s wrong with them until they break. And the problem in any JG model is the praxeological effect. No one knows what the true behavioral response will be. You’re assuming a Chicago School style of rational choice. It’s a colossal error! Economists have built broken models based on these false assumptions time and time again.
Unfortunately, the only true way to know if a JG is workable is to implement one and find out. Only then can we actually test the theory, because, yes, this is almost entirely theory! Implementing it in an economy as large, diverse and complex as the USA on any large scale would be beyond irresponsible. And yes, as a citizen of this country who cares deeply about its well-being, there is no way I could ever back such a policy without substantial empirical proof of its effects. Perhaps over time these programs will develop in smaller comparable countries, but until there are real workable models then I am afraid that the models are built on quick sand.
Required job qualification and program size remain as core issues with a job guarantee.
Annie Lowrey 17, American journalist who writes on politics and economic policy for The Atlantic, 5-18-17, “Should the Government Guarantee Everyone a Job?,” https://www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/2017/05/should-the-government-guarantee-everyone-a-job/527208/ // KG
Of course, there might be less salutary effects as well, and the CAP proposal leaves a number of questions unanswered. For example, the report suggests turning the current pool of unemployed, displaced, and discouraged workers into teachers’ aides, EMTs, and elder-care assistants. But those are jobs that require a considerable amount of training and skill, and are generally long-term careers rather than temporary gigs. They might not be the right ones for a public-jobs program aimed at disaffected workers, in other words. Moreover, those would not be easy job categories to expand in the event of a recession. Demand for health-, elder-, and child-care workers is mostly based on the country’s demography, after all, and again, those jobs require training. Supplying streets with crossing guards, cleaning up highways and national parks: Those more menial tasks might be better suited for a public jobs program, but are not mentioned.
On top of that, the report seems to underestimate the cost of overhead and infrastructure—the program would need to be physically present in every zip code of this vast country, and the Washington has not run anything like this since the Great Depression. The fact that most government-sponsored worker-retraining programs perform abysmally goes unmentioned, too.
The money might be better spent on a combination of targeted help for the long-term jobless, targeted help for distressed communities, targeted help for displaced workers, and targeted help to connect young people to the labor force, along with policies like infrastructure investment and expanded labor protections. But the report does not break out an estimated dollar-for-dollar impact of a jobs guarantee, or competing proposals. Moreover, it does not discuss how a jobs guarantee might change the Federal Reserve’s mandate to seek maximum employment along with price stability. (One question: Would the Fed allow higher interest rates that would cool off private-employment growth in a world with a jobs guarantee?)

Solvency/Mechanics---MMT Broad 
Solvency---Fed Independence 
The plan can’t mandate a change in the role of the Federal Reserve---that’s required to ‘implement’ MMT 
Gerald Epstein 19, Ph.D. in economics from Princton, Professor of Economics, founding Co-director of the Political Economy Research Institute, University of Massachusetts-Amherst, 2019, “What’s Wrong with Modern Money Theory? A Policy Critique,” Palgrave Macmillan, https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-26504-5, ghs—gc
Focusing on this point, Lavoie (2013), a self-described “friendly” critic of MMT argues that while MMT theorists are correct about some aspects of their theory, many other claims are based on an assumed institutional structure that in fact does not exist in most countries: a consolidated functioning (balance sheet) between the central bank and the Treasury, a consolidation that does not exist in most countries. Here is an important institutional constraint, pointed out by Lavoie, that shows the importance of institutional specificity and possibly undermines some of the key MMT claims. In the US, specifically, monetary financing of deficits does not happen automatically. The Federal Reserve has to choose to monetize the debt by doing open market operations, and this choice is as much a political one as an economic one. In practice, the Fed has done this occasionally, but rather sparingly. 
Wray and other MMT theorists suggest this distinction between the Federal Reserve and the Treasury is just a “veil.” They claim that various processes of treasury payment and funds clearing, essentially mean that the Federal Reserve accommodates (effectively monetizes) the Treasury payments. Indeed, this view of Federal Reserve accommodation is a tenet of much post-Keynesian writing on “endogenous money” (see Pollin 1991 for a discussion, critique, and empirical evidence). While it is true that the Treasury and Federal Reserve engage in short-term interactions that tend to engender “debt monetization” in the very short term, the issue here, is the connection in the medium and long term. The debate about the budget deficit and monetary policy is not about short-term monetary accommodation: it is about what the central bank chooses to do about medium-term accommodation versus leaning against the wind. Does it try to keep interest rates low in the medium to long term to facilitate the financing of budget deficits, or does it lean against the wind and raise interest rates. The recent fighting between Donald Trump and the Fed shows that this is a real political issue. It is not obvious, without further political economy analysis, whether Trump or the Fed will win, if they in fact disagree. 
To understand this complicated and important relationship requires having an analysis of the political economy of the Federal Reserve in particular and central banks in general (for an extensive discussion of these issues, see Epstein 2019). 
In Epstein (2019), I analyze the sources of central bank political power. A key source in the US and many other countries is the political connections between bankers and the central bank. This relationship undergirds the so-called “independence” of central banks and is key in helping to determine the conditions under which central banks accommodate the Treasury or choose not to accommodate. It is no automatic process that can be explained by a flurry of T-accounts. A political economy analysis is required (see also Ferguson [1995]): political backlash from bankers and their allies is what has established and sustained “independent” central banks and austerity policy in the first place.6 Institutions and power do matter.
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