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A. UNIQUENESS!  The US economy is expected to continue to gain momentum

UPI, September 5th, 2006.  [Staff Writer. “OECD see overall growth at 2.9 percent.”  UPI.  l/n]

The Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development predicted Tuesday the overall growth of member economies will average 2.9 percent this year.
  U.S. economic growth in 2006 is estimated to be 3.6 percent, Japan, 2.8 percent, and the "euro area," 2.2 percent. Canada's economy will increase at 3.1 percent, while Britain's will grow by 2.4 percent, OECD said.
  "Activity in the OECD area as a whole is set to grow around potential during the second half of this year, with some gradual rebalancing between the two sides of the Atlantic," Jean-Philippe Cotis, the OECD's chief economist, said in a statement.

  "In this context, the recent data for the first half of 2006, indicating a much stronger-than-expected performance in Europe and a significantly weaker one in the United States and Japan, should not be extrapolated going forward. Indeed, following this catch-up, growth is likely to slow somewhat in Europe whilst the U.S. and Japanese expansions regain momentum.
B. LINK!  1.  Reducing the use of fossil fuels will increase the cost of energy for consumers
Lehr and Bast in 2004.  [Jay and Joseph.  Lehr is science director and Bast is president of The Heartland Institute, a national nonprofit, nonpartisan research organization based in Chicago.  “Cutting Emissions won’t help,’ Chicago Sun-Times, June 28, 2004.] 
The bill would cap major sources of greenhouse gas emissions at 2000 levels beginning in 2010.  The principle nonagricultural source of greenhouse gases is the burning of fossil fuels.  For households and industries to reduce their consumption of fossil fuels, prices must rise.  
  As energy prices rise, industries substitute less energy-intensive production methods or use more expensive non-fossil sources of energy.  Both forms of substitution require more capital investment, which leads to a lower level of consumption in the near-term and a reduced rate of return on investment, thereby reducing consumption in the future as well.
  Because industries no longer would be as productive, their revenues would fall, leading to lower wages.  Because of lower wages, labor supply would be reduced, further trimming economic output and personal income.  Individuals would face a reduced ability to consume as a result of this policy.
2.  INTERNAL LINK!  Higher energy prices decrease consumer spending, killing economic growth

Byrne in 2004. [Rebecca, senior writer, “Jobs Data Cast Doubt on Fed Soft-Patch Thesis.” TheStreet.com, August 6th, 2004, available at: http://www.thestreet.com]

In testimony before Congress last month, Greenspan said the economy's recent softness would prove "short lived," noting that consumer spending had been crimped by high energy prices that are "transitory."
  But employment growth has been slowing down since March, when 353,000 new jobs were created. And with oil prices still hitting record highs and tax relief fading, the fate of consumer spending has been thrown into question. Consumer spending, which accounts for two thirds of economic growth, rose just 1% in the second quarter, the slowest pace in three years.
C.  IMPACT!  1.  US economy key to global leadership

Khalizad in 1995.  [Zalma.y.  Losing the moment?  The United States and the World after the Cold War.”  Washington Quarterly, Spring 1995.]

The United States is unlikely to preserve its military and technological dominance if the US economy declines seriously.  In such an environment, the domestic economic and political base for global leadership would diminish and the United States would probably incrementally withdraw from the world, become inward-looking, and abandon more and more of its external interests.  As the United States weakened, others would try to fill the vacuum.

IMPACT!  2.  US leadership is key to preventing conflicts and nuclear war

Khalizad in 1995.  [Zalma.y.  Losing the moment?  The United States and the World after the Cold War.”  Washington Quarterly, Spring 1995.]

Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future.  On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision.  Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages.  First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values – democracy, free markets, and the rule of law.  Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world’s major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts.  Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange.  U.S. leadership would therefore me more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.

