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[bookmark: _Toc131869969]Financial Regulation 1NC
[bookmark: _Toc131869970]A. Uniqueness – The Democrats’ financial regulation package will pass in the status quo.  Big obstacles have been overcome.  
Matthew Rusling- Xinhua- 3/18/10, U.S. likely to pass landmark financial reform bill, http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/indepth/2010-03/19/c_13217313.htm
U.S. Democratic Senator Christopher Dodd Monday unveiled a bill aimed at overhauling the country's banking system to avoid the risk of another financial crisis.  In spite of a number of controversial provisions within the bill, reform is likely to pass, as many blame the nation's banking sector for sparking the worst recession since the 1930s, experts said.  Dodd, the bill's sponsor, said Monday on CBS' "Early Show" that the legislation would stop banks from becoming "too big to fail" — a catchphrase often used to describe financial institutions whose failure could spark widespread economic calamity.  "It's two years ago today that Bear Stearns was unraveling, and six months later it was Lehman Brothers on Sept. 15, 2008," he said. "We will stop forever the notion that you're so big as a company that you have that implicit guarantee that the federal taxpayers or the government will bail you out."  The Connecticut senator said the bill had received a significant amount of Republican support, but the legislation could cost large banks billions of dollars and that Republicans were put off by a number of the bill's provisions, noted the Wall Street Journal. In spite of some of the more controversial elements, there is widespread consensus for the need of the reforms included in the bill, Douglas J. Elliott, fellow at the Brookings Institution, wrote in an article on the website of the think tank.  "The politics are very different than for healthcare reform," he said. "The public is demanding action, although the area is too technical for them to know exactly what they want."  Senators who filibuster such a bill will be portrayed as siding with the bankers, he said.  Many financial industry leaders also want to see a bill passed, in order to end the kind of uncertainty that banks prefer to avoid, as it makes markets jittery and planning difficult, he said.  The industry over-played its hand last year when it lobbied so hard that it appeared banks could halt reforms, he said. That led to backlash and reignited discussions of taxes on bonuses, spurred a proposed bank tax, and encouraged the Volcker Rule, a proposal to eliminate proprietary investment activities at the banks, he added.  "This seems to have reminded the industry that there are many worse outcomes than the core proposals on the table," said Elliott. Diane Swonk, chief economist at Mesirow Financial, also forecast that the legislation will pass in one form or another.  Congress wants to pass a bill this year and most of the steeper hurdles have been eliminated, she said.  But the question remains where Congress will end up drawing the myriad of proposed regulatory lines, she said. "But the broad legislation looks like it's intact and ready to go and it doesn't look like financials are all that upset about it," she said.

[bookmark: _Toc131869971]B. Political capital is key to passage.  
Associated Press- BEN FELLER- 3/12/10, Need for results drives Obama's domestic juggle, lexisnexis
The president is also invested in pushing through an overhaul of the rules governing Wall Street. A bipartisan effort on that front appeared to break down Thursday, but the White House hopes that will change as the legislation advances, still optimistic that financial reform will get done this year.  "There are lawmakers who care deeply about these other issues. There are constituency groups. There are substantive policy reasons for pursuing them," said Thomas Mann, a congressional scholar at the Brookings Institution. "A president doesn't have time to deal with matters just one at a time."  Obama  has a key edge in setting the agenda: public approval. His job-performance rating is holding mainly steady at 53 percent, while a new Associated Press-GfK poll finds that fewer people approve of Congress a mere 22 percent than at any point in Obama's  presidency.  Yet polls don't change people's lives. Results do. And ultimately, the search for results is what drives how Obama  spends his time.  A closer look at the factors:  The agenda. Obama  is still early in his presidency and trying to use his clout on all the big items he promised. The massive economic stimulus plan came first, but health care, energy and global-warming legislation, further jobs bills, a financial regulation overhaul and immigration all remain. 
[bookmark: _Toc131869972]Financial Regulation 1NC

[bookmark: _Toc131869973]C. Link – Social service spending costs political capital – key members of Congress oppose it
Welna 09 (David, congressional correspondent for National Public Radio, 3/1. “Divided Congress Takes Up Obama's Plans.” Weekend Edition Sunday audio, transcript at http://find.galegroup.com/ips/infomark.do?&contentSet=IAC-Documents&type=retrieve&tabID=T005&prodId=IPS&docId=A194704265&source=gale&userGroupName=tecu26050&version=1.0&digest=cc9cfe9a7b684c6bc76563e69e7c44d5)
And the vote we saw on the stimulus bill that was crafted as a response to that emergency, you had only three Republicans in the entire congress voting for it. Republicans, I think, are very worried about the survival of their own party as a consequential political force in Washington. And I don't think that they see that there's much in it for them right now to side with Democrats in opening the spending flood gates. Their political bet is that if spending doesn't have its desired effect the congress has been approving, they'll able to say I told you so campaigning for next year's mid-term elections. And you heard a similar collective no way from Republicans this past week when Mr. Obama sent his budget to congress that pays for expanding social services by raising taxes on the wealthy. Here's the House Minority Leader John Boehner reacting to the budget.


[bookmark: _Toc131869974]D. Banks are key to the economy – regulation is necessary to prevent another financial crisis. 
PAUL KRUGMAN- Professor of Economics and International Affairs at Princeton- 1/8/10, NYT, Bubbles and the Banks, http://americanstudies.uni-leipzig.de/system/files/Paul%20Krugman.%20Bubbles%20and%20the%20Banks.%208%20January%202010..pdf
The short answer is that while the stock bubble created a lot of risk, that risk was fairly widely diffused across the economy. By contrast, the risks created by the housing bubble were strongly concentrated in the financial sector. As a result, the collapse of the housing bubble threatened to bring down the nation’s banks. And banks play a special role in the economy. If they can’t function, the wheels of commerce as a whole grind to a halt. Why did the bankers take on so much risk? Because it was in their self-interest to do so. By increasing leverage — that is, by making risky investments with borrowed money — banks could increase their short-term profits. And these short-term profits, in turn, were reflected in immense personal bonuses. If the concentration of risk in the banking sector increased the danger of a systemwide financial crisis, well, that wasn’t the bankers’ problem. Of course, that conflict of interest is the reason we have bank regulation. But in the years before the crisis, the rules were relaxed — and, even more important, regulators failed to expand the rules to cover the growing “shadow” banking system, consisting of institutions like Lehman Brothers that performed banklike functions even though they didn’t offer conventional bank deposits. The result was a financial industry that was hugely profitable as long as housing prices were going up — finance accounted for more than a third of total U.S. profits as the bubble was inflating — but was brought to the edge of collapse once the bubble burst. It took government aid on an immense scale, and the promise of even more aid if needed, to pull the industry back from the brink. And here’s the thing: Since that aid came with few strings — in particular, no major banks were nationalized even though some clearly wouldn’t have survived without government help — there’s every incentive for bankers to engage in a repeat performance. After all, it’s now clear that they’re living in a heads-they-win, tailstaxpayers- lose world. The test for reform, then, is whether it reduces bankers’ incentives and ability to concentrate risk going forward. Transparency is part of the answer. Before the crisis, hardly anyone realized just how much risk the banks were taking on. More disclosure, especially with regard to complex financial derivatives, would clearly help. Beyond that, an important aspect of reform should be new rules limiting bank leverage. I’ll be delving into proposed legislation in future columns, but here’s what I can say about the financial reform bill the House passed — with zero Republican votes — last month: Its limits on leverage look O.K. Not great, but O.K. It would, however, be all too easy for those rules to get weakened to the point where they wouldn’t do the job. A few tweaks in the fine print and banks would be free to play the same game all over again. And reform really should take on the financial industry’s compensation practices. If Congress can’t legislate away the financial rewards for excessive risk-taking, it can at least try to tax them. Let me conclude with a political note. The main reason for reform is to serve the nation. If we don’t get major financial reform now, we’re laying the foundations for the next crisis. But there are also political reasons to act. For there’s a populist rage building in this country, and President Obama’s kid-gloves treatment of the bankers has put Democrats on the wrong side of this rage. If Congressional Democrats don’t take a tough line with the banks in the months ahead, they will pay a big price in November.


[bookmark: _Toc131869975]Financial Regulation 1NC
[bookmark: _Toc131869976]E. The perception of such a crisis would cause world war.  
Dr. Earl Tilford- Professor of History at Grove City College former director of research at the U.S. Army's Strategic Studies Institute- October 16, 2008, Dire Consequences, Front Page Magazine, http://97.74.65.51/readArticle.aspx?ARTID=32740
A global economic collapse will also increase the chance of global conflict. As economic systems shut down, so will the distribution systems for resources like petroleum and food. It is certainly within the realm of possibility that nations perceiving themselves in peril will, if they have the military capability, use force, just as Japan and Nazi Germany did in the mid-to-late 1930s. Every nation in the world needs access to food and water. Industrial nations—the world powers of North America, Europe, and Asia—need access to energy. When the world economy runs smoothly, reciprocal trade meets these needs. If the world economy collapses, the use of military force becomes a more likely alternative. And given the increasingly rapid rate at which world affairs move; the world could devolve to that point very quickly. The United States is at the epicenter as the world edges toward critical mass. And the ship of state appears rudderless. The current crisis is as much one of leadership as economics. This is the time for statesmen to come to the fore. So far, political leaders, anxious to preserve and to advance partisan agendas, have engaged in behavior bordering on the infantile. Whether or not men and women of selfless character, statesmen devoted to the preservation of the nation and its precious but always fragile democracy will emerge, remains unclear. But it is clear that if our leadership fails at this critical juncture, the fate of our nation and the world lies in the balance. At this point of critical mass, while rife with politicians, we are impoverished for leadership.
[bookmark: _Toc131869977]UQ – will pass
[bookmark: _Toc131869978]Financial reform will pass – Obama is pushing really hard.  
Scott Wilson- Washington Post- March 15, 2010, Obama's focus on financial rules, Supreme Court opinion could aid Democrats, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/03/14/AR2010031402794.html?
nav=emailpage&sid=ST2010031402849
Despite holding high-profile meetings last week on energy and immigration reform, President Obama will focus the next few months on two issues that could help his party in November: stronger financial regulations and ways to mitigate a Supreme Court ruling that allows direct corporate spending on behalf of candidates.
Those priorities, although still difficult to achieve in a partisan Congress, are highly popular with the Democratic base and could force Republicans to choose between supporting the president or defending Wall Street when much of the country blames big business for the economic decline.  Such an agenda will give the rest of the legislative calendar, compressed by the midterm election season, a distinctly political cast. It will also push energy and immigration reform, two of Obama's most far-reaching campaign pledges, into the next Congress, which is likely to be more influenced by the Republican opposition.  Obama has been criticized for running an administration where policymaking is too removed from political considerations, a gap seen clearly in drawn-out efforts to close the military prison at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, and to pass health-care legislation. Even some within the administration's senior ranks have leveled the critique privately.  In public appearances, Obama has asserted that his agenda is free of political calculation, drawing a contrast with a Washington culture he campaigned to change. Speaking last week in St. Charles, Mo., Obama said, "We've seen years, decades, where Washington just puts off dealing with our toughest challenges because it's too hard, because we don't know how the politics works." But he appears to be doing just that. His post-health-care agenda, described by senior administration officials publicly and privately last week, is far more attuned to the politics of an election year during which his party will be fighting to protect majorities in the House and Senate.  "The president and the people around him are increasingly aware of the political consequences of having pursued comprehensive health care for an entire year," said William A. Galston, a senior fellow at the Brookings Institution who served as national policy adviser in the Clinton administration.  "They believe, and I believe they're right, that Congress's appetite, particularly the Democrats' appetite, for more heavy lifts that will divide the party and antagonize a portion of their constituency is very low," he said. "They want, between now and November, to seamlessly align policy and politics because the alternative would be the certainty of very large losses."  Don Stewart, spokesman for Senate Republican leader Mitch McConnell (Ky.), said the administration's agenda is "surprising, given what citizens are asking for, which is job creation."  "He told us in his State of the Union that priorities Number 1, 2 and 3 are jobs," Stewart said. "I don't think trying to overturn a Supreme Court decision is going to create any."  The White House meetings last week were intended to show a president confident in his ability to secure health-care reform and already pivoting to the next big item on his agenda.  But although Obama expressed a commitment to work for energy and immigration reform, according to the meetings' participants, he did not pledge to take the lead this year. The legislative calendar effectively ends at the August recess, when the campaign season takes over.  Obama had earlier asked congressional leaders to build bipartisan coalitions in support of energy and immigration reform efforts. But Democrats are divided on both issues, making them particularly unappealing in a year when party unity will be important.  On Tuesday, Obama gathered 14 senators from both parties in the Cabinet Room to discuss energy legislation, known as cap-and-trade. Also attending were four Cabinet-rank officials.  According to participants, Obama said he would like the Senate to pass the bill this year, but he made clear it was up to those in the room to come up with the votes. Cap-and-trade legislation, which has passed the House, pits industrial- and coal-state lawmakers against those with strong environmental lobbies.  White House press secretary Robert Gibbs told reporters, "It's got to be more than the president who wants to get something done," adding that "my guess is there will be a clamoring for an energy bill when gas prices go up" during the summer driving season.  Asked what Obama would pursue after health care, Gibbs cited as "big priorities" financial regulatory reform legislation, a push that will coincide with the second anniversary of the financial collapse this fall, and legislation that would roll back portions of the Supreme Court's ruling in Citizens United v. Federal Election Commission.  In his State of the Union address, Obama sharply criticized the court's decision, which allows corporations and unions to spend freely for and against specific candidates. Corporate spending, which until now has had to pass through political action committees, has traditionally favored Republican candidates.  There is little the administration can do to reverse the ruling, short of pushing a constitutional amendment. But White House officials are weighing how hard to push legislative proposals by Sen. Charles E. Schumer (D-N.Y.) and Rep. Chris Van Hollen (D-Md.) that would put some restrictions on corporate participation, such as requiring shareholders to approve political spending by their companies.  On ABC's "This Week" on Sunday, David Axelrod, a senior Obama adviser, warned that the high court's decision could bring about "a corporate takeover of our elections."  "We've got important elections coming up," Gibbs told reporters last week. "And the question is: Are the special interests going to play a bigger role in those with their contributions than they normally would?"  Regarding the stronger regulations on the financial sector working their way through the Senate Banking Committee, Gibbs said that "Republicans are going to have to ask themselves why they would stand in the way of financial reform." He said he is "very confident" Congress will pass a bill this year.

[bookmark: _Toc131869979]UQ – will pass

[bookmark: _Toc131869980]It will pass.  It’s at the top of the Democrats’ agenda.  
Market News International- 3/12/10, US's Dodd:'Optimistic'Sen Can Pass'Consensus'Reg Bill, The Main Wire, lexisnexis
Dodd said the Obama administration remains very engaged in passing financial regulatory reform.  "The administration cares deeply about a bill. They want a bill," he said.  Dodd said that after he releases his bill on Monday, senators will have a full week to review it before it is marked up by the Senate Banking Committee the week of March 22.  Dodd said he would like the Banking panel to complete its mark up in one week, but said "it may" take longer than that.  "I'm more interested in getting this right," he said.  Earlier today, Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid said he is putting financial regulatory reform legislation on the front-burner, adding that he wants the Senate to pass a regulatory reform bill by the end of May.  Reid said it's important to "move quickly" to pass financial regulatory reform.  "It's extremely important we do something," on regulatory reform, he said.
[bookmark: _Toc131869981][bookmark: _Toc256771950]UQ- Political Capital High
[bookmark: _Toc131869982]Tough legislation is building political capital
Alexandra Frean- Times Online- March 15, 2010, US Senate unveils sweeping financial reform Bill, http://business.timesonline.co.uk/tol/business/industry_sectors/banking_and_finance/article7063230.ece
Mr Dodd was unable to win the backing from Republican members of the banking panel for the Bill, which is tougher than some commentators had expected, reflecting a renewed push from the Obama Administration to make political capital from a tough stance towards Wall Street.



[bookmark: _Toc131869983]Don’t believe the hype- Obama has large Congressional majorities and will spend his capital to the last drop
Walter Shapiro- Politics Daily- 3/12/10, How Obama and Bush (Shocking as It Seems) Are Similar, http://www.politicsdaily.com/2010/03/12/how-obama-and-bush-shocking-as-it-seems-are-similar/
Unlike Bush who had to conjure up an imaginary 2000 mandate from the voters, Obama actually received one. Carrying every major state in the nation except Texas, Obama became only the second Democratic presidential candidate since FDR to win a majority of the national popular vote. It was a party victory as well as a personal one. For all the hype and hysteria over Scott Brown's Massachusetts miracle costing Obama's party its filibuster-proof 60 vote majority, the Democrats still hold more Senate seats than either party has since the 1970s. Now just 16 months after that one-sided 2008 election, the Republicans are loudly demanding that Obama jettison his ambitious health care reform plan because somehow it violates the will of the American people. As Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell claimed on ABC Sunday morning, "What I think the American people are saying to us -- stop this job-killing health care bill." On another Sunday morning show, South Carolina Republican Senator Lindsey Graham begged the Democrats, "Please don't do this...I'll work with you to find a smaller bill that the American people feel more comfortable about. Let's do a field goal on health care. Let's [don't] score a touchdown by ramming it down somebody's throat." In short, Republicans like Graham are insisting that the majority-elected Obama must temper his ambitions because of fluctuating and ambiguous polls about health care. So what if Obama's approval rating has never fallen below 47 percent in the daily Gallup tracking polls. Contrast this with Bush in 2001, who took office with only 51 percent of the American people in a CBS poll believing that he was elected legitimately. But because Bush was (wait for it) a "conviction politician," he was entitled to pursue his expansive and expensive (in budget terms) agenda starting with massive tax cuts. Rove underscores that Bush was never going to compromise, a truth that eluded most Democrats. As Rove writes with an audible sneer in his words, the Democrats "were surprised that (Bush) didn't come to them on bended knee." Obama and the Democrats -- let's be honest here -- may pay a huge political price for their health care hubris in the 2010 and maybe even the 2012 elections. But that is how the system works. As Wisconsin's Paul Ryan, a rising star among House Republicans, said about the Democrats Tuesday on Fox News, "They have the courage of their convictions, clearly. The president and leaders in Congress, they really believe that this is the right thing to do. Whether the American people want this or not, they think it's right to do this." That is how activist presidents like Obama deploy their political capital. As an unbending George W. Bush understood -- for better or worse -- political capital vanishes if it is hoarded and not spent.
[bookmark: _Toc131869984]Link – Political Capital Key
[bookmark: _Toc131869985]Political capital is key to financial regulation – Obama has to stare down Wall Street
Eric Dash- NYT- February 2, 2010, A Twist in Wall St. Reform Talks, http://dealbook.blogs.nytimes.com/2010/02/02/a-twist-in-wall-st-reform-talks/
Ever since his initial reform proposal met with a frosty reception in the banking committee last fall, Mr. Dodd has insisted that regulatory reform would require bipartisan support. The Massachusetts Senate outcome, which denies Democrats the 60-vote majority they need to overcome a Republican filibuster, has underscored that point.  Supporters of the president, however, said his intervention could help goad lawmakers to pass tough legislation, arguing that the widespread anger at Wall Street would make it awkward for legislators to stand in the way of a bill labeled reform.

[bookmark: _Toc131869986]Political capital is key to a strong financial regulation bill and the White House is willing to spend it 
Robert Weissman, president of Public Citizen- January 27, 2010, Obama's First Year Marked by Squandered Opportunity, A Few Public Interest Advances, lexisnexis
The Obama administration  has been far too soft on Wall Street. The administration continued the Bush policy of delivering hundreds of billions of dollars in bailout money, and trillions in other financial supports, condition-free, to the big banks and Wall Street. Call it unconditional love.  The administration proposed a financial reform package with many important and positive elements, including most significantly a strong Consumer Financial Protection Agency. Unfortunately, it did not expend much political capital to defend most of those positive elements, which were weakened in the House of Representatives and face an uncertain future in the Senate.  Wall Street has mocked the American people by paying outrageous bonuses so soon after crashing the economy and being saved by ongoing government intervention. The Obama administration  repeatedly denounced these practices, but failed to do anything to curb them, with the exception of "pay czar" Ken Feinberg's rules for the handful of most bailed-out firms.  The nation's too-big-to-fail banks are even larger than they were before the financial crisis. For most of the past year, the administration refused to address the problem of the banks' excessive size or other  issues of industry structure.  In the past few weeks, however, there has been a notable shift in administration positioning. It has proposed a modest tax on the largest banks. It has suggested initiatives on bank size and structure, though the details of these proposals are far weaker than headlines suggest.  Areas to watch for in the president's address and going forward are:  Will the administration support policies to force the too-big-to-fail banks to shrink from their present size? Will the administration call for a windfall tax on bank bonuses? Will the administration endorse a financial speculation tax, which could easily raise 10 times the revenue from the proposed bank fee? Will the administration aggressively defend the Consumer Financial Protection Agency from its opponents in the Senate? Will meaningful controls be placed on exotic financial derivatives?
[bookmark: _Toc131869987]Link – Plan kills political capital
[bookmark: _Toc131869988]Social services ignite opposition from Republicans – they will be angry at Obama and he won’t be able to convince them to pass financial regulation anymore, extend 1NC Welna evidence

[bookmark: _Toc131869989]Republicans oppose anti-poverty initiatives – passing the plan will destroy Obama’s political capital
Chattanooga Times Free Press August 23 2006 “welfare reform: a work in progress,” august 23, 2006
Indeed, the GOP-controlled Congress continues to torpedo welfare reform. It has tightened eligibility guidelines even as it has significantly reduced appropriations for education, child care, training programs and other services that ease the transition from poverty and welfare to the world of work. It also refuses to raise the minimum wage so crucial to workers at the lower end of the economic scale though it is happy to provide the richest Americans with tax cuts and other benefits. Welfare reform is a social and an economic issue. Adequate funding now for job training, continuing education, housing assistance, language classes and other services that prepare an individual for the work force will save money and improve lives in the long-run. Congress, though, prefers to play partisan politics rather than provide the help that truly would advance reform.

[bookmark: _Toc131869990]Obama can’t afford to spend more money on social services – Congress wants him to balance the budget
Boston Globe 6/10/09 (“Obama calls for fiscal prudence.” http://www.boston.com/news/nation/washington/articles/2009/06/10/obama_urges_fiscal_prudence_from_congress/)
President Obama challenged Congress yesterday to force itself to pay for new programs as it goes, rather than sink the nation deeper into a debt. Republicans lashed back that Obama is no voice of fiscal restraint, as the deficit is on pace to surpass $1.8 trillion this year, more than four times last year's all-time high. The president's plan would require Congress to pay for new increases to federal benefit programs such as healthcare by raising taxes or coming up with budget cuts - a "pay-as-you-go" system that would be law. Under the proposal, if new spending or tax reductions are not offset, there would be automatic cuts in so-called mandatory programs, although Social Security payments and some other programs would be exempt. "It is no coincidence that this rule was in place when we moved from record deficits to record surpluses in the 1990s - and that when this rule was abandoned, we returned to record deficits that doubled the national debt," Obama said. Obama, however, did not note that the plan is a watered-down version of the rules proposed just last month in his own budget plan. That version would have required, on average, all affected legislation to be paid for in the very first year. The new plan requires such legislation only to be financed over the coming decade. That mirrors congressional rules and reflects the likelihood that a healthcare overhaul will add to the deficit in the early years. He was flanked by supportive Democratic lawmakers, including moderate-to-conservative "Blue Dog" Democrats whose votes were crucial to passing a congressional budget blueprint that generally follows Obama's budget. The announcement also appeared designed to shore up his public support, a day after a high-profile pledge to ramp up the impact of the $787 billion stimulus package. Although Obama's job overall approval rating remains high at 61 percent, disapproval of how he is handling the economy has risen from 30 percent in February to 42 percent in late May. And more Americans surveyed now disapprove rather than approve how he is handling the federal budget deficit (46 percent approval, 48 percent disapproval) and how he is controlling federal spending (45 percent approval, 51 percent disapproval).  Yesterday, he compared his proposal to how responsible families run their household budgets. "Paying for what you spend is basic common sense," he said. "Perhaps that's why, here in Washington, it has been so elusive." Republican leaders, critical of the $787 billion stimulus package and other deficit spending, called the president disingenuous. "It's as if the administration and these Democrat leaders are living in an alternate universe," said House Republican Whip Eric Cantor of Virginia. "The quickest way to save money is to stop recklessly spending it."
[bookmark: _Toc237523482][bookmark: _Toc131869991]Link – New Spending Unpopular

[bookmark: _Toc131869992]New spending unpopular—Republicans are determined to stick to fiscal discipline
John Fritze, 2/24/09 Journalist for USA Today [Jindal: GOP must return to fiscal discipline. By John Fritze, USA TODAY. 2/24/04. <http://www.usatoday.com/news/washington/2009-02-24-gopreact_N.htm> ]
Republicans responded to President Obama's first address to Congress on Tuesday by vowing to work with the White House while also holding fast to principles of limited government and fiscal discipline. Louisiana Gov. Bobby Jindal, who delivered the Republican response to Obama's speech from the governor's mansion in Baton Rouge, called on his party to return to core values and object to massive government spending intended to boost the economy. "Democratic leaders say their legislation will grow the economy. What it will do is grow the government, increase our taxes down the line and saddle future generations with debt," Jindal said, according to excerpts released by his office before the speech. "It's irresponsible." Jindal, 37, was elected in 2007 and is one of a crop of Republicans whose star power has risen since the 2008 election. He recently gained attention for refusing millions of dollars in unemployment assistance bound for his state in Obama's $787 billion stimulus plan. Obama enjoys a 59% job approval rating according to a Gallup Poll released Tuesday. But many Republicans criticized the recovery plan as bloated and say billions more being spent to prop up financial markets will have devastating long-term effects. "He's likable. We all like him," said Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell, R-Ky. "We're not here to attack the president. We're here to talk about spending. And we think we're off on the wrong foot with the rate of spending that we're engaged in." Congressional Republicans, including McConnell, have said steeper tax cuts are needed to revive the economy. He threatened to fight future legislation that adds to what he called a "spending spree of gargantuan proportions." With Republicans out of power in Washington, the search for party leaders has shifted to red-state governors such as Jindal, Minnesota Gov. Tim Pawlenty and Alaska Gov. Sarah Palin. Jindal has dismissed questions about whether he will run for president. In his address, Jindal said Republicans fared poorly in 2008 "because our party got away from its principles" of fiscal discipline. "Republicans went along with earmarks and big government spending," he said. In future policy debates, he said, party leaders should take a different approach. "So where we agree, Republicans must be the president's strongest partners," said Jindal, the son of Indian immigrants. "And where we disagree, Republicans have a responsibility to ... offer better ideas for a path forward."
[bookmark: _Toc131869993]Impact – regulation key to save the economy
[bookmark: _Toc131869994]Financial regulation is key to preventing the sort of risk taking that caused the last crisis - collapse is inevitable without legal reform

PAUL VOLCKER- former chairman of the Federal Reserve- 1/30/10, How to Reform Our Financial System, NYT, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/01/31/opinion/31volcker.html?pagewanted=1
As President Obama has emphasized, some central structural issues have not yet been satisfactorily addressed.  A large concern is the residue of moral hazard from the extensive and successful efforts of central banks and governments to rescue large failing and potentially failing financial institutions. The long-established “safety net” undergirding the stability of commercial banks — deposit insurance and lender of last resort facilities — has been both reinforced and extended in a series of ad hoc decisions to support investment banks, mortgage providers and the world’s largest insurance company. In the process, managements, creditors and to some extent stockholders of these non-banks have been protected.  The phrase “too big to fail” has entered into our everyday vocabulary. It carries the implication that really large, complex and highly interconnected financial institutions can count on public support at critical times. The sense of public outrage over seemingly unfair treatment is palpable. Beyond the emotion, the result is to provide those institutions with a competitive advantage in their financing, in their size and in their ability to take and absorb risks.  As things stand, the consequence will be to enhance incentives to risk-taking and leverage, with the implication of an even more fragile financial system. We need to find more effective fail-safe arrangements.  In approaching that challenge, we need to recognize that the basic operations of commercial banks are integral to a well-functioning private financial system. 

(continues…)

To meet the possibility that failure of such institutions may nonetheless threaten the system, the reform proposals of the Obama administration and other governments point to the need for a new “resolution authority.” Specifically, the appropriately designated agency should be authorized to intervene in the event that a systemically critical capital market institution is on the brink of failure. The agency would assume control for the sole purpose of arranging an orderly liquidation or merger. Limited funds would be made available to maintain continuity of operations while preparing for the demise of the organization.  To help facilitate that process, the concept of a “living will” has been set forth by a number of governments. Stockholders and management would not be protected. Creditors would be at risk, and would suffer to the extent that the ultimate liquidation value of the firm would fall short of its debts.  To put it simply, in no sense would these capital market institutions be deemed “too big to fail.” What they would be free to do is to innovate, to trade, to speculate, to manage private pools of capital — and as ordinary businesses in a capitalist economy, to fail.  I do not deal here with other key issues of structural reform. Surely, effective arrangements for clearing and settlement and other restrictions in the now enormous market for derivatives should be agreed to as part of the present reform program. So should the need for a designated agency — preferably the Federal Reserve — charged with reviewing and appraising market developments, identifying sources of weakness and recommending action to deal with the emerging problems. Those and other matters are part of the administration’s program and now under international consideration.  In this country, I believe regulation of large insurance companies operating over many states needs to be reviewed. We also face a large challenge in rebuilding an efficient, competitive private mortgage market, an area in which commercial bank participation is needed. Those are matters for another day.  What is essential now is that we work with other nations hosting large financial markets to reach a broad consensus on an outline for the needed structural reforms, certainly including those that the president has recently set out. My clear sense is that relevant international and foreign authorities are prepared to engage in that effort. In the process, significant points of operational detail will need to be resolved, including clarifying the range of trading activity appropriate for commercial banks in support of customer relationships.  I am well aware that there are interested parties that long to return to “business as usual,” even while retaining the comfort of remaining within the confines of the official safety net. They will argue that they themselves and intelligent regulators and supervisors, armed with recent experience, can maintain the needed surveillance, foresee the dangers and manage the risks.  In contrast, I tell you that is no substitute for structural change, the point the president himself has set out so strongly.  I’ve been there — as regulator, as central banker, as commercial bank official and director — for almost 60 years. I have observed how memories dim. Individuals change. Institutional and political pressures to “lay off” tough regulation will remain — most notably in the fair weather that inevitably precedes the storm.  The implication is clear. We need to face up to needed structural changes, and place them into law. To do less will simply mean ultimate failure — failure to accept responsibility for learning from the lessons of the past and anticipating the needs of the future

[bookmark: _Toc131869995]AFF: Not unique – it wont pass
Financial regulation won’t pass – The Republicans are backlashing after health care and will refuse to cooperate.  
Reuters 3-25 (http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE62O0NX20100325)
But former Bush administration official Tony Fratto saw little overlap between the healthcare win and the prospects for financial reform. "There is not a rush of support for the agenda of the Obama administration," he said, adding that steering the complex bill through the Senate will be an extremely difficult task. "It's the single most broad and complex piece of legislation ever to be brought to the floor of the Senate," Fratto said. Blinder, a former Federal Reserve vice chairman, said Obama must use "a combination of cajoling, persuading and arm-twisting" of lawmakers if he wants to pass a strong bill. A procedural maneuver known as reconciliation" is enabling Democrats to pass some changes to healthcare with a simple majority of 51 votes, rather than the 60 votes usually needed to cut off debate. On financial reform, that avenue won't be available so any bill will need some bipartisan support. Some Republicans have suggested that their outrage over Democratic procedural maneuvers could hurt the chances for potential compromises this year. Financial industry analysts also wonder whether the White House may decide it is less interested in cutting a deal with Republicans in a congressional election year than in giving the Democrats a potent issue to run on in November. 

Their evidence is  way too optimistic.  There is no way that the republicans are going to cooperate.  
Ezra Klein,  syndicated columnist and political lobbyist, Washington Post 3-25 (http://voices.washingtonpost.com/ezra-klein/2010/03/will_health-care_reform_change.html)
In the "no" category: The rhetoric on financial regulation is a bit like the rhetoric early in the health-care reform debate. Of course there'll be bipartisan support! Of course this'll get done! I'm skeptical. As time goes on, Republicans will come to realize that whatever compromised proposal Democrats are pushing is in fact the end of the world as we know it, and they don't feel fine. People keep saying this isn't health-care reform, but it's just not health-care reform yet. When it becomes a big issue and Republicans realize that they can't let Democrats get onto the right side of FinReg, I'd bet it starts looking a lot closer to health-care reform than to something that's actually bipartisan.

[bookmark: _Toc131869996]AFF:  No political capital
Obama has no political capital anyway.  His public support is low, and no conservatives want to work with him.  

Christian Science Monitor 3/22 [3/22/10, "Health care bill victory: Obama's historic moment", http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Politics/2010/0322/Health-care-bill-victory-Obama-s-historic-moment]

After more than a year of heated debate, backroom maneuvers, and pitched partisan wrangling, President Obama stands on the verge of enacting comprehensive reform of the American healthcare system.  The House Democrats' passage of reform legislation Sunday night means Mr. Obama will have succeeded where presidents going back decades before him have failed, setting the stage for the biggest expansion of the American social safety net in nearly 50 years. A soured public, a narrowed agenda  But the cost to Obama has been profound. He began his presidency 14 months ago with sky-high approval ratings of 70 percent and a big, ambitious agenda that began with a record economic stimulus package, then turned quickly to healthcare. Climate change and financial regulatory reform stood next in line. Obama's original goal was to complete healthcare last summer, but the road got so bogged down in a fruitless effort at bipartisanship – and a fierce conservative backlash – he was forced to go it alone with only Democratic votes.  Obama's job approval now hovers just below 50 percent. And while his hard-fought victory on health reform will give the president and his Democratic allies a boost of confidence going forward, they have burned up so much political capital that analysts see little room for more major initiatives anytime soon.  "If the administration is wise, it will understand that with the possible exception of financial regulatory reform, they've shot their wad for this Congress," says William Galston, a former policy adviser to President Bill Clinton and a senior fellow at the Brookings Institution.  With the Democrats expected to take big losses in the November midterms, possibly even losing control of the House, Obama may well be forced to rethink his approach come January. More to do on healthcare  The health reform issue itself is far from over. Public opinion polls generally show disapproval and confusion toward the package, and both sides in the debate plan public relations offensives to further shape its image. The White House has been quietly planning a PR blitz by the president to build support for the reform after its enactment. Obama will also mark milestones, such as the day children can no longer be excluded from healthcare coverage because of preexisting conditions, according to a senior administration official. That will come six months after the bill's signing.  Outside groups will also get into the act in a big way, explaining to the public what the plan will do and helping to ensure that people who will now qualify for subsidies to purchase insurance or enrollment in Medicaid take up that option. About half of the 32 million uninsured the plan is projected to cover will be eligible for Medicaid or government-funded insurance.  Just as President George W. Bush's initially unpopular prescription-drug plan for seniors gained approval as it was implemented, so, too, supporters of Obama's healthcare reform are hoping that as the benefits phase in, the public will see merits. The political challenge, though, is that some benefits do not kick in for another four years – after the next presidential election

[bookmark: _Toc131869997]Aff: Plan popular
[bookmark: _Toc131869998]New social-service spending is politically popular
Hoynes, Schanzenbach, and Almond 2007, University of California, Davis - Department of Economics, National Bureau of Economic Research (NBER) Institute for the Study of Labor; (IZA), university of Chicago - Irving B. Harris Graduate School of Public Policy Studies, Columbia University and NBER (Hilary Williamson Hoynes, Diane Schanzenbach, and Douglas Almond, consumption Responses to In-Kind Transfers: Evidence from the Introduction of the Food Stamp Program. http://www.sf.frb.org/economics/conferences/0806/hoynes.pdf)
While these regression results show statistically significant impacts of these county characteristics on the timing of food stamp implementation, overall most of the variation remains unexplained. To illustrate this, Figure 3 provides scatter plots of each of the six county characteristics against the county implementation date. In each panel in the figure, the 1960 county characteristic is on the x-axis and the food stamp start date is on the y-axis. For guidance, we also provided the univariate linear regression line for each panel. The county observations and regression are weighted by the county population. These figures show that the association between the county characteristics and the food stamp start date is qualitatively not very strong and there is an enormous amount of variation that is not explained by the characteristics. This isconsistent with the characterization of funding limits controlling the movement of counties off the waiting list to start up their FSP: The program was quite in demand, as congressmen wanted to reap the good will and publicity that accompanied the opening of a new project. At this time there was always a long waiting list of counties that wanted to join the program. Only funding
controlled the growth of the program as it expanded" (Berry 1984, pp. 36-37). The modern Food Stamp Program began with President Kennedy's 1961 announcement of a pilot food stamp program that was to be established in eight impoverished counties. The pilot programs were later expanded to 43 counties in 1962 and 1963. The success with these pilot programs led to the Food Stamp Act of 1964 (FSA), which gave local areas the authority to start up the Food Stamp Program (FSP) in their county. As with the current FSP, the program was federally funded and benefits were redeemable at approved retail food stores. In the periodfollowing the passage of the FSA, there was a steady stream of counties initiating food stamp programs and Federal spending on the FSP more than doubled between 1967 and 1969 (from $115 million to $250 million). Support for requiring food stamp programs grew due to a national spotlight on hunger Berry (1984). This interest culminated in passage of 1973 Amendments to the Food Stamp Act, which mandated that all counties offer FSP by 1975. This political history is important because it illustrates that there was significant heterogeneity across the country in support for the FSP. Remember that the 1964 Act allowed forcounties to voluntarily set up the FSP. In addition, the Act stated that no county could run both the FSP and the CDP (although in practice it seems that many counties did have both at the same time for a period.) The political economy of the time suggests that counties with strong support for farming interests may have preferred to administer the CDP instead of the FSP, and may be late adopters of the FSP. On the other hand, counties with strong support for the low income population may adopt FSP earlier in the period. Consequently, the food stamp program introduction may not be completely exogenous. We address this in further detail below.
[bookmark: _Toc131869999]Aff: No Impact
Obama’s reforms don’t go nearly far enough to prevent another crisis – if anything, they make it more likely!

Macey 10  [Jon, Sam Harris Prof. Corporate Law, Corporate Finance & Securities Law – Yale, Politico, “Obama’s Financial Reform Falls Short”, 1-22, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0110/31855.html]

Obama said that large financial institutions almost ruined the U.S. economy because they took “huge, reckless risks in pursuit of quick profits and massive bonuses.” Unfortunately his latest solution, long on political rhetoric and short on substance, is likely to make the financial system more fragile and more susceptible to government bailouts.  You do not have to be a financial genius to figure this out.  First, Obama proposes to limit the scope and size of large financial institutions. But he ignored suggestions to break up the existing financial behemoths, like Goldman, already in the “too big to fail” category. Instead, his proposed law would simply prevent other, smaller institutions from getting larger.  Of course, this only benefits existing companies, by shielding them from competition. And, of course, these existing companies would still be too big to fail.  So, when Obama says: “I'm also proposing that we prevent the further consolidation of our financial system,” he should not be surprised when people notice the word “further.” The problem isn’t further consolidation of the banking industry. The problem is the consolidation we already have. This is one big reason for the public’s anger.  Obama also wants to prevent financial institutions from operating “hedge funds and private equity funds while running a bank backed by the American people.” This sounds good - but only for a second. It doesn’t take much longer to realize that some of the biggest bailout recipients - like Bear Stearns and AIG - weren't taking deposits. And they got bailouts anyway.   We are long past the point at which anybody could believe that the government safety net extends only to federally insured banks. Well, maybe long past the point at which anybody outside of the administration believes that.   In other words, it solves nothing to restore the old wall between investment banking and commercial banking if the federal government is going to continue to bail out both sides of the wall.  This scheme gives us all of the inefficiencies of the old, balkanized financial system and none of the advantages of limiting the government’s exposure. 
[bookmark: _Toc131870000]Aff: impact turn
The reforms will cut down big banks. Tanks profits over 25%.

Popper 10  [Nethaniel, LA Times, “Financial industry's anxiety is rising over Obama's plan”, 1-27, http://articles.latimes.com/2010/jan/27/business/la-fi-bank-fallout27-2010jan27]

Analysts estimate that the proposal could slash earnings as much as 25% at a firm such as Goldman Sachs Group Inc. Industrywide, the hit to revenue could easily be in the billions.  "Culturally and profit-wise, this gets at what they do," Manny Korman, director of research at Buckingham Research Group in New York, said of the major Wall Street firms.  The industry may be justified in worrying. Although administration officials stressed that they didn't want to hurt the ability of American banks to compete, experts said the proposal, if enacted, could change the face of the firms that were at the center of the financial crisis.  "The aim is to try to rein in the big, systemically significant financial firms," said Jaret Seiberg, a managing director at Washington Research Group, which analyzes government policy for institutional investors. "If the president's plan went through exactly as outlined, then it would curtail a lot of business opportunities for the biggest banks. That would really hurt them."  The staging of the proposal's unveiling -- presented at the White House by Obama himself, backed by his economic team -- was designed to make a statement, Washington insiders said.  "The way they unveiled it clearly indicated that they intend to have a significant impact," said Lauren Weiner, spokeswoman for Americans for Financial Reform, a coalition of 200 consumer groups and other organizations.  The Financial Services Forum, which represents 18 of the country's largest financial institutions, has already begun aggressively lobbying against the plan.  Influential bank analyst Meredith Whitney described the proposal as likely to become law. In a report, she predicted a result that "will not be pretty for banks or consumers."
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