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[bookmark: _op38gfvvw73p]Kate Rogers is a small business reporter for CNBC. “Small business confidence rises slightly, but inflation, economic concerns dim outlook”. Published by CNBC on 5/4/23. Available here: (https://www.cnbc.com/2023/05/04/small-business-confidence-up-but-inflation-concerns-linger.html).- BS
[bookmark: _9ul9fx9dldx5]While the mood on Main Street has brightened, concerns about the economy, stubborn inflation and the banking system are weighing on small business owners, according to the latest quarterly survey from CNBC and Momentive. Small business confidence for the second quarter rose slightly to 46 from 45 in the first quarter, though that still remains below the baseline for optimism. Forty percent of owners describe their current business conditions as good, up from 34% in the first quarter and nearly half (46%) say they project revenue to increase in the next year. But just 21% say they’d describe the economy as good or excellent — less than half of those that described the economy as “poor” (44%), as challenges continue with inflation and the ongoing labor crunch.
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The aff plan creates higher taxes- which stifle economic expansion and discourage business investment 
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Erica York, Senior Economist with the Tax Foundation, Masters degree in economics from Wichita State University, and undergraduate degree in business administration and economics. “Raising taxes will hurt the economy”. Published by The Hill on 10/26/20. Available here: (https://thehill.com/opinion/finance/522787-raising-taxes-will-hurt-the-economy/). -BS

[bookmark: _5hll3fxqn5y0][bookmark: _ukuakood8p9f][bookmark: _gv47r8i9yes5]The idea that the agenda of Joe Biden would be positive for the economy is taken to mean that his plan to increase taxes would also be positive for the economy. However, it is a mistake to think the corporate or individual income taxes can be raised without negative effects. His campaign recently told the New York Times, “Tax increases now would accelerate growth by funding a stream of spending proposals that would help the economy.” So the argument seems to go that because higher tax rates could fund new programs, higher tax rates would help the economy. But as noted by Douglas Holtz Eakin, “The taxes are bad but all the better news for growth, if there is any, is in the spending proposals.” That means tax increases on business and higher earners would inflict damage on the economy no matter how the revenue would be spent. In fact, all major analyses of the tax plan of Biden find negative effects on the economy. Estimates from the Tax Foundation model show that his tax plan would reduce productivity output by nearly 1.5 percent over the long term. The magnitude varies across estimates due to different factors, like how open the economy is, but the direction does not. The proposal from Biden to raise taxes does not look strong considering the fragile economic recovery. Imagine if his administration will enact a corporate income tax rate increase with Congress next year. It would hit companies as they are starting to come out of the coronavirus recession. It would make investment and hiring plans less viable. As a result of that tax increase, companies would be less competitive and would face a higher cost of investing in the United States. Not only would this discourage investment for a nascent economic recovery when more investment is needed, it would also burden workers. Estimates show that half the burden of the corporate tax increase would rest on workers over the long term. The Congressional Budget Office assumes a fourth of the burden of the corporate income tax falls on workers. While his advisers are encouraging Biden not to wait to increase taxes because the associated spending will bolster the economy, others are doubting the wisdom of tax increases when our growth is the goal. As Michael Strain notes in Bloomberg Opinion, “Tax increases would slow growth or leave it relatively unchanged. Why use any capital on those policies that will not speed up the economic recovery?” The notion that tax increases are positive for the economy is false. Hiking the marginal tax rates on labor or capital will reduce the incentive to work or save even if the higher revenue will be used well. There are other ways to raise a dollar of revenue for any given purpose. That reality is obscured when we focus on these effects of taxes and spending.
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Noah Smith is a Bloomberg columnist with a doctorate in Economics from the University of Michigan, he was also an assistant professor of finance at Stony Brook University. “Why i’ve come to believe a federal job guarantee is asking for trouble”. Published by The Morning Call on 3-24-2019. Available here: (https://www.mcall.com/2019/03/24/opinion-why-ive-come-to-believe-a-federal-job-guarantee-is-asking-for-trouble/)- BS
I was once very supportive of the idea of a federal job guarantee, but I’ve changed my mind. Although the economics of the idea are sound, the implementation of the program matters crucially. And it’s becoming clearer that the politics surrounding the job guarantee would lead to significant problems. The basic idea of having the federal government act as the country’s employer of last resort is a good one. Although the economy occasionally puts the entire labor force to work, regular recessions mean that there are usually lots of people who want to find jobs but can’t. This can be seen by looking at a broad measure of unemployment: The wasted labor of these unemployed and underemployed people represents a real resource that could be put to work for the economy. Even if government jobs fixing sidewalks, cleaning public spaces and making art were only marginally productive, that would still be better than having people sit at home playing video games as their skills and work ethic steadily deteriorate. During the Great Depression, the New Deal had success with a raft of programs designed to give jobs to the unemployed — the Works Progress Administration, the Civilian Conservation Corps and the Public Works Administration. Furthermore, there’s a good chance that a job guarantee would provide people with more dignity than programs that just give people cash. As long as the jobs weren’t obviously pure make-work, they could allow people to feel more valuable to society. But there’s a very good chance that the politics of the modern day would turn a job guarantee into something very different from the New Deal — and make it much less beneficial for the economy. First, there’s the question of whether people could be fired from the new program. It’s easy to imagine good reasons to fire someone from a government job — starting fights, for example, engaging in criminal activities or simply refusing to work. Even if a job guarantee allowed workers to be fired for egregious offenses, there would doubtless be intense public scrutiny of firing decisions, especially on social media. That would put immense pressure on the administrators of the federal jobs program to avoid firing even those who deserved to be fired. The likely results would be a drop in productivity as some people realized they didn’t have to work to collect paychecks, increased resentment among those who felt morally obligated to put in a hard day’s labor, and disruption of the workplace due to toleration of disruptive or criminal behavior that would never be permitted at private companies. Even more troubling, there’s the possibility that the guaranteed federal jobs could cannibalize the private sector and make the economy less productive. The New Deal jobs programs were undertaken at a time when the economy had a huge amount of unemployment, and there was little chance that workers with private sector jobs would jump ship. But in the absence of very high unemployment like that of the Great Depression, a job guarantee will compete with private companies. And the job guarantee would often win that competition. Modern proposals would require that the federally guaranteed jobs be good jobs, with good pay and benefits. For example, here is the relevant text from the Green New Deal resolution recently introduced by Representative Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez: “guaranteeing a job with a family-sustaining wage, adequate family and medical leave, paid vacations, and retirement security to all people of the United States.” This sounds better than many of today’s low-wage jobs. Competition from these government-sponsored jobs would have an initially healthy result. It would force private companies to raise wages and increase benefits in order to keep up with the government. But as private-sector jobs improved, activists’ notion of what constitutes a good job would increase, and they would call for steadily higher wages and benefits for government work. Eventually this would exceed private companies’ ability to pay, so the job guarantee would come to represent the benchmark in the labor market and make up an ever-larger slice of the economy. This would reduce productivity, since government jobs would likely generate less real value than private-sector jobs. Economists have found evidence that the beneficiaries of short-term government jobs tend not to go on to find work in the private sector after the programs end, suggesting that guaranteed jobs would be low-productivity work. As activists forced government wages and benefits higher, the private sector would find itself deprived of cooks, janitors, housekeepers, cashiers and the other people who make a modern economy run. In a worst-case scenario, this would be a one-way ratchet to a peculiarly dysfunctional form of communism. So although a job guarantee could potentially be a good thing, politics seem likely to make it bad. A better idea is to use private-sector employment subsidies to encourage companies to hire more unemployed and underemployed workers — an approach that the data suggests is much more effective in terms of building long-term worker skills. Additionally, a combination of wage subsidies, minimum wages and increased worker bargaining power could help private-sector workers capture a bigger share of the value they create.


