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Strategy Sheet
This is the 2012 elections DA, not the 2012 end of the world DA (just to clarify)

Thesis: Obama will win now. Everyone hates increased NASA funding. That makes Obama lose. Republican 2012 = iran strikes and war.
DON”T READ THE ABORTION NB: IT DOSN’T HAVE A TERMINAL IMPACT

***Obama 2012 Good***

1NC Shell
Independents likely to vote for Obama in 2012 but still worried about current spending policies
Jennifer Epstein is a staff writer at POLITICO, she followed the 2008 presidential campaign for TIME magazine; 6-22-11; “Poll: 3 in 10 sure they'll vote Obama”; June 22, 2011; http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0611/57507.html; K.C.]
Americans are growing increasingly more frustrated with President Barack Obama’s handling of the economy and only 3 in 10 say they are certain they will vote to re-elect him in 2012, a new poll finds. Just 23 percent of those surveyed for a Bloomberg News poll released Wednesday say they are hopeful about the economy because they see signs of improvement, while 25 percent say they are fearful things are getting worse and 51 percent are cautious because nothing seems to be happening. Those signs of economic pessimism aren’t helping Obama’s reelection bid. Sixty-one percent of Americans say they believe the president will have had a chance to make the economy “substantially better” by the end of 2012, while 37 percent say he won’t have. Forty-four percent of Americans say they are worse off than they were when Obama took office, while 34 percent say they are better off and 21 percent say they are doing about the same. While 30 percent of Americans say they will vote for Obama, 36 percent say they definitely won’t vote for him. Among likely independent voters surveyed, just 23 percent say they are certain they will vote for Obama while 36 percent say they are sure they will seek out another candidate. But the news isn’t all bad for Obama’s 2012 prospects. Sixty percent of those surveyed said that the Republican candidate who ends up running against Obama will have to move so far to the right on social and fiscal issues to win the GOP nomination that it will be very hard to vote for them in the general election. Forty-nine percent of Americans said they’re worried about Republicans gaining control of the White House and of Congress and slashing programs like Medicare and Medicaid. In contrast, 40 percent say they are concerned about a second Obama term and the continuation of current spending policies. Of independents surveyed, 47 percent say they are worried about Republican control while 37 percent say they are more concerned about a second Obama term. The poll was conducted June 17-20 and surveyed 1,000 adults. The error margin is plus or minus 3.1 percentage points.

Increased space funding unpopular – especially in current economy

Crandall et al. William Crandall is an MBA and founder of Space Wealth. Larry Gorman is a Ph.D. and professor of Finance at Cal. Poly. Peter Howard is a Ph.D. and Senior Scientist and Exelixis Inc.; 2-23-11; “Is Profitable Asteroid Mining A Pragmatic Goal?”; http://spacewealth.org/files/Is-P@M-Pragmatic-2011-02-23.pdf; June 23, 2011; K.C.
Viable space programs must satisfy “fundamental” as well as “self-actualization” needs, as Abraham Maslow defined these in his Hierarchy of Needs.10 With competing claims on increasingly limited funds, programs that argue “It’s our nature to explore!”11 may not long survive. As we emerge from the “Great Recession”12 and enter the long “Lean Years”13 under the darkening cloud of a growing fiscal crisis,14 taxpayers and their representatives will make choices. When asked, voters choose to sacrifice civil space programs rather than cut funding to fundamental social programs, such as “national defense, law enforcement, environmental protection, or other more basic needs.”15 In 2010, Rasmussen found that “Fifty percent (50%) of Americans say the U.S. should cut back on space exploration given the current state of the economy.”16

Independent voters key to 2012 election

John Johnson is a staff writer for Newser - #25 on OMMA’s list of news publishers; 4-26-11; “Independent Voters Look Like Dimwits”; http://www.newser.com/story/117258/independent-voters-look-like-dimwits.html; June 22, 2011; K.C.
(NEWSER) – Most political polls these days emphasize what the all-important bloc of independent voters is thinking, but a closer reading suggests they may not be thinking at all, writes Michael Kazin in the New Republic. He notes a recent survey by Democracy Corps in which independents agreed with GOP talking points on the budget, taxes, etc.—and also with Democratic talking points that directly contradicted them in the very same survey. "I think it demonstrates a basic thoughtlessness," writes Kazin. "At a time of economic peril, when one party wants to protect the essential structure of our limited welfare state and the other party seeks to destroy it, most independents, according to this poll, appear to be seduced by the last thing they have heard. Scariest of all, come 2012, they just might be the ones to decide the future course of the republic."

Republican takeover in 2012 leads to Iran strikes, oil shocks, and Middle Eastern war
Curiel, 10
(Jonathan, journalist in San Francisco and the author of Al’ America: Travels Through America’s Arab and Islamic Roots, former  Reuters Foundation Fellow at Oxford University,  taught journalism as a Fulbright Scholar at the University of the Punjab,  honored by Columbia University's Graduate School of Journalism,  cited by Columbia University for doing outstanding articles or programs on race and ethnicity,  ritten freelance stories for the New York Times, Wall Street Journal, Christian Science Monitor, Columbia Journalism Review, American Journalism Review, Salon, GlobalPost, Trouw (a prominent Netherlands newspaper), Ode magazine, the Advocate magazine, Tablet (the online magazine devoted to Jewish Life and culture), Saudi Aramco World, Los Angeles Times, Detroit Free Press, the Bay Citizen and The Wire (a London music magazine), and has done freelance work for Sight & Sound, TV Guide, Maclean's magazine (Canada's equivalent of Time and Newsweek), and True/Slant, lots of other stuff…, “What Might Just Happen of Obama Loses in 2012”, http://trueslant.com/jonathancuriel/, 7/28/2010, accessed 6/24/2011 aw) 
Less than four months from now, the mid-term elections will determine if the Democrats lose control of the Senate and their ability to set the national agenda. The November balloting will also lay the foundation for President Obama’s next two years in office – and his re-election campaign. Any number of scenarios could undermine Obama in 2012. If (God forbid) a 9/11-style attack hits the United States that summer, or, say, the economy goes into a deep tailspin, then Obama will become the first one-term president since George H.W. Bush. In Obama’s wake, the Republican Piranha who’ve been circling the White House since 2008 (Palin, Romney, et al.) will feast on the Democrats’ political carcass. Here are three scenarios: ** President Whitman: After narrowly beating Jerry Brown for the California governorship in 2010, former eBay CEO Meg Whitman gets drafted for the 2012 presidential campaign and reluctantly accepts – then steamrolls her way to 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue. Whitman’s appeal – the first woman Republican to head the ticket; her success in Silicon Valley; her (anti-Palinesque) ability to speak coherently about the economy, foreign affairs, and her vision for America – makes her the surprising choice for independents and conservative liberals who helped springboard Obama in 2008. Whitman’s running mate, Newt Gingrich, secures her standing among Conservatives, especially in the South, and – like Joe Biden in 2008 with Obama – he reassures a potentially jittery public that his ticket has the necessary experience. ** War in Iran: The Republicans’ ascension marks the return of chickenhawk diplomacy. Instead of the Obama administration’s reasoned approach to Iran, the new administration relies on all-or-nothing antagonism, leading to the third Gulf War in two decades. What ensues are thousands of new military deaths, a dangerously destabilized Middle East, and an oil crisis that shocks Western economies for years. As in Afghanistan and Iraq, the U.S. tries to shepherd in a friendlier government, but now all three countries – connected geographically, religiously and historically – become the world’s leading front for insurgency against the United States. 

Middle East wars result in Extinction

Bahig Nassar 2002 (coordinator of Arab coordination Center of NGOs) keynote paper, online: inesglobal.org)

Wars in the Middle East are of a new type. Formerly, the possession of nuclear weapons by the United States and the Soviet Union had prevented them, under the balance of the nuclear terror, from launching war against each other. In the Middle East, the possession of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction leads to military clashes and wars. Instead of eliminating weapons of mass destruction, the United States and Israel are using military force to prevent others from acquiring them, while they insist on maintaining their own weapons to pose deadly threats to other nations. But the production, proliferation and threat or use of weapons of mass destruction (nuclear chemical and biological) are among the major global problems which could lead, if left unchecked, to the extinction of life on earth. Different from the limited character of former wars, the current wars in the Middle East manipulate global problems and escalate their dangers instead of solving them. Natural resources, mainly oil, are the subject of major wars in the Middle East. But oil is a depleting resource which will soon vanish. This will lead to another global problem since all human civilisations depend mainly on this source of energy.

1NC Link – SETI

The public doesn’t like funding SETI

Cokinos, Professor of English at the University of Arizona, 6/18

(Christopher, “Disconnected”, LA Times,6/18/2011, accessed 6/29/11, http://articles.latimes.com/2011/jun/18/opinion/la-oe-cokinos-seti-20110618 aw) 

Yet we're surprisingly unwilling to put our money where our imaginations want to roam. News that the Allen Telescope Array is "hibernating" -- a curiously biological term for shutting down 42 radio telescopes designed to listen for signs of life from other worlds -- raises questions about our true commitment to the search for extraterrestrial intelligence. The National Science Foundation recently slashed the University of California's budgets for the Allen array by 90%. This, along with state cuts, has left UC Berkeley, which operates the Hat Creek, Calif., array in the Cascade Mountains, and the private SETI Institute, which conducts searches, in the lurch. For now, the phone is off the hook -- as it was in 1994 when Sen. Richard Bryan (D-Nev.) derided NASA's "Martian chase" and successfully shut down its SETI -- "Search for Extraterrestrial Intelligence" -- program. It would cost each U.S. taxpayer just 3 cents a year to fund the Allen array, according to SETI Institute Senior Astronomer Seth Shostak. But in this political environment, direct taxpayer support is unlikely, so the SETI Institute is trying to raise $5 million to reboot the array. 

1NC Link – DOD affs
The public supports cutting DOD funding 

Schneider, Editor of Waging Nonviolence, 11

“Nathan, “A Majority Supports Cutting Defense Spending”, 1/25/2011, accessed 6/29/2011, http://wagingnonviolence.org/2011/01/a-majority-supports-cutting-defense-spending/ aw)

I wrote a few days ago about the growing political momentum in the US Congress around finally cutting defense spending. It seems that this is well-founded in public opinion. The New York Times reports that, based on its recent poll about cutting government entitlements, Nearly two-thirds of Americans choose higher payroll taxes for Medicare and Social Security over reduced benefits in either program. And asked to choose among cuts to Medicare, Social Security or the nation’s third-largest spending program — the military — a majority by a large margin said cut the Pentagon. According to the poll data, 55% of respondents would be willing to cut defense spending, compared to 21% for Medicare and 13% for Social Security. Democrats are somewhat more likely to favor such cuts (66%), Republicans are somewhat less (42%), and independents are right at the average (55%). 

2NC Uniqueness – Generic
Polls show Obama prospects for reelection high
Sean Lengell is writer for the Washington Times focusing specifically on Congress and national politics; 1-21-11; “Obama poised for re-election in 2012, poll says”; http://www.washingtontimes.com/blog/inside-politics/2011/jan/21/obama-poised-re-election-2012-poll-says/; June 22, 2011; K.C.

Since President Obama's party took a self-acknowledged "shellacking" in the November congressional elections, the Democrat has increased his lead over four 2012 Republican White House frontrunners, a new polls shows. Results of a Public Policy Poll survey released Thursday shows Obama with a 5-percentage point lead over Mitt Romney — 48 percent to 43 percent — compared with a 1-point advantage over the former Massachusetts governor in a PPP survey taken after the Nov. 2 elections. Obama would defeat Newt Gingrich by 12 points (51 percent to 39 percent) — double his November lead over the former House speaker — would beat former Arkansas Gov. Mike Huckabee by 5 points (49-44), compared with 3 points two months ago, and would top former Alaska Gov. Sarah Palin by 17 points (55-38), an 8-point improvement. The PPP poll also says Obama also trounce GOP "wild-card" Rep. Michele Bachmann of Minnesota, who has been rumored to be considering a White House bid, by 18 percentage points. A majority of Americans — 51 percent (including 56 percents of independent voters) — say the GOP would be better off with a current unknown as their nominee, the poll shows. But 47 percent of Republican voters say they are satisfied with this crop, compared with 35 percent disapproval. "Barack Obama is in his strongest position for re-election in our polling since 2009," said Dean Debnam, president of Public Policy Polling. "Democrats have really rallied around him since the party's defeat in November and he continues to benefit from a pretty weak field of potential opponents." The Democratic-leaning Public Policy Polling conducted the national survey Jan. 14-16. The poll's margin of error is 3.9 percent.
Obama reelection – even if polls low, no competition

Michael Muskal is a staff writer for the Los Angeles Times; 6-22-11; “Obama faces steep climb to reelection, new poll indicates”; http://www.latimes.com/news/politics/la-pn-bloomberg-poll-obama-20110622,0,1593635.story; June 22, 2011; K.C.
President Obama addresses the nation Wednesday night on foreign policy in Afghanistan, but his political future more likely rests with how he handles domestic issues such as the economy. And in that arena, the latest Bloomberg News poll offers little comfort for the man seeking his second term. The president received a small bounce in approval in May after U.S. forces raided a compound in Pakistan and killed Al Qaeda leader Osama bin Laden. But even as the president briefly benefited from that bump, polls showed a deep unease in how he was handling the economy. Whatever improvement Obama gained from that foreign policy triumph has largely dissipated, according to several other polls. That unease over the economy has continued, bringing with it some tough political numbers for the president. Only 30% of those surveyed said they were certain to vote for the president while 36% said they definitely won’t. Of the key voting bloc of independents, fewer than one in four — 23% — said they would support Obama’s reelection while 36% said they wanted a fresh face. Obama rode a wave of high hopes for change into the White House in a 2008 campaign that sought to draw a sharp line under the years of George W. Bush. Yet the Bloomberg poll found that Americans now say they are pessimistic about their economic situation as well as longer term prospects. By 44% to 34%, those surveyed by Bloomberg said they were worse off than when Obama took office. Only 23% of those surveyed said they saw signs of improvement on the economy, while two-thirds said they believed the country was on the wrong track. Those are the worst numbers since Ronald Reagan was president, according to other polls. The Bloomberg poll of 1,000 adults was conducted by Selzer & Co., a Des Moines, Iowa, firm. It has a margin of error of plus or minus 3.1 percentage points. It has been two years since the official start of the recovery after the collapse of financial markets sent the economy into a tailspin. Yet the recovery has been sluggish at best with unemployment remaining stubbornly high at 9.1% The administration has pushed its message that things are getting better, albeit slowly. While Obama’s popularity is low, Republicans still have to find a candidate from a fractured field to face Obama. The Bloomberg poll offers the GOP little solace. According to the poll, 60% said that any Republican candidate would need to move so far to the right on fiscal and social issues to win the nomination that that it would be very hard for others to support the GOP.

Osama killing boosts Obama over the top

Washington Post 5-9-11; “Bin Laden's death boosts Obama re-election chances”; http://www.denverpost.com/nationworld/ci_18023439; K.C.
The targeted killing of terrorist mastermind Osama bin Laden boosted President Barack Obama's prospects for re-election over several potential Republican challengers in the battleground state of Virginia, according to a Washington Post poll. The poll provides a view of the impact of bin Laden's death in a state widely viewed as a bellwether for Obama's chances for re-election nationally. The interviews were already underway when Obama delivered the news late in the evening of May 1; 677 were conducted before the announcement, with 503 afterward. Against all five potential GOP contenders tested in the poll, Obama stretched his margins after the death of bin Laden. In a hypothetical matchup against former Massachusetts Gov. Mitt Romney, for example, interviews before the bin Laden announcement showed voters splitting 48 percent for the president and 46 percent for Romney. Afterward, Obama edged ahead, 51 percent to 44 percent. Against former Alaska Gov. Sarah Palin and businessman Donald Trump, twin 19-point Obama advantages swelled to 31 points in interviews conducted in the three days after bin Laden's death. The April 28-May 4 phone poll of 1,180 adults has a margin of error of plus or minus 3.5
Obama will win now – recovering economy, lowering unemployment, experience
Christian Science Monitor 3-1-11

(Linda Feldman, “ Is Obama unbeatable in the 2012 presidential election?”, accessed 6/24/11, LexisNexis aw)
The Republican presidential field is barely getting organized, and already doubts are creeping in that President Obama can be beaten in 2012. The economy appears to be heading in the right direction, albeit slowly. On the all-important unemployment rate, both public and private forecasts point to joblessness just above 8 percent in the fourth quarter of 2012 - still high, but lower than today. Economic growth should be in the 3 percent to 4 percent range. "[T]he economic indicators are looking far better for Obama today than they did six months ago, and they seem headed toward a place where presidents tend to get reelected," writes political analyst Charlie Cook in National Journal. Add to the mix Mr. Obama's formidable skill as a campaigner and his unparalleled political organization. During his first two years as president, Obama faltered on communication, failing to reassure the public on the economy and health-care reform, and that cost the Democrats dearly in the 2010 midterms. But Obama has retooled his team and pivoted toward the center, repositioning himself with remarkable speed in the face of the newly empowered congres-sional Republicans. After announcing last week that he would sit out the 2012 presidential election, Sen. John Thune (R) of South Dakota told the Associated Press that Obama was a "very shrewd politician" and suggested he would be hard to beat. Former Arkansas Gov. Mike Huckabee, a top possible contender in a large field of GOP possibles, called Obama "tough to beat" last week in an interview with ABC News. He raised the prospect of Obama starting out the race with $1 billion, a figure especially daunting for Mr. Huckabee, who is a weak fundraiser. Whomever the Republicans nominate will also have some demographic challenges. The voters of 2012 will look more like the 2008 electorate - more young voters, more minorities - than the 2010 midterm electorate, which skewed older and whiter. But on the plus side for the GOP, redistricting has added six electoral votes to the states that John McCain won for the Republicans in 2008. Incumbency presents Obama with pluses and minuses. On the plus side, he has shown that he can win a presidential race. History also shows that a president usually wins a second term when his first term represented a change of party. But Obama is no longer a cipher. He has a record, and the 2012 election will be an up-or-down judgment on his tenure so far. Among the top tier of potential GOP candidates, "it almost doesn't matter" whom the Republicans nominate, "because the 2012 presidential election will essentially be a referendum on President Obama," says Ford O'Connell, chairman of the conservative CivicForumPAC. "There are about a half dozen who can win the GOP nomination," says Mr. O'Con-nell. He cites Huckabee, former Massachusetts Gov. Mitt Romney, former Minnesota Gov. Tim Pawlenty, Indiana Gov. Mitch Daniels, and Mississippi Gov. Haley Barbour. O'Connell puts the odds of Obama's reelection at 60 to 65 percent. But, he adds, Obama can be beaten. No matter how tough an adversary someone may appear to be at a certain stage, no one is unbeatable. Just ask former President George H.W. Bush, who looked invincible in 1991 after the liberation of Kuwait, only to get beaten over the economy in 1992 by then-Arkansas Gov. Bill Clinton. 

2NC Uniqueness – Independents

Obama looks more likely for reelection – no competition, independent voters

Joe Gandelman is a veteran journalist who wrote for newspapers overseas and in the United States, Editor-in-Chief of The Moderate Voice. CNN’s John Avlon named him as one of the top 25 Centrists Columnists and Commentators; 4-5-11; “Barack Obama’s 2012 Election Chances”; http://blog.cagle.com/2011/04/obama’s-2012-election-chances/; June 22, 2011; K.C.
President Barack Obama in the biggest “Duh!” this side of Charlie Sheen announced he’s going to run for re-election. The conventional wisdom: he’s in better shape going into 2011 than the Republicans. Is the conventional wisdom correct? Is it wrong? If you consider where Barack Obama is politically, and where he could be given his overflowing plate of problems, the conclusion is: as of April 2011 it looks like Barack Obama will be re-elected since the Republicans are gravitas-candidate challenged. But beware: there are as many “on the other hands” in this political picture as hands on the Hindu Goddess Kali. In just one day you can read that: a)a sitting President is almost never defeated unless he faces a challenge for the Presidential nomination from within his own party b)Franklin Roosevelt and Bill Clinton were the only Democratic Presidents in the past 90 years who were re-elected. History suggests Obama’s chances look good. Wait! History suggests Obama’s chances look BAD. Here’s a thumbnail guide of “yes he’s ahead” and “no he can lose.” Hold onto it going into election year. Seven factors that put Obama in a good position for re-election: 1. Independent Voters: Polls now show Obama gaining back some lost independent voter support as he takes some stands upsetting his party’s liberal base. Reports suggest he is consciously playing to the middle. It worked for Bill Clinton. 2. By Default His Coalition Stands Behind Him: He’ll likely again get support from the increasingly growing block of Hispanic voters, plus African-Americans, young voters and seniors. 3. The New Republican Party: The National Journal’s Charlie Cook writes that “talking with Republican pollsters, strategists and veteran campaign professionals recently, I now hear sounds of concern that haven’t been heard in almost two years.” Cook echoes what I’ve often noted: there is a big gap between the GOP base’s attitudes and demands and independent voters. 4. A Rebounding Economy: Job numbers are (for now) going up. 5. No Serious Democratic Challenger: Sorry, liberals. Dennis Kucinch would NOT qualify. 6. Organized Labor’s Rebirth: Republican Governors have done more to revitalize the American labor movement than the American labor movement. 2012 will be labor payback time. 7. The GOP’s Seniors Problem: Fine tuning Medicare is courageous but with no tax increases or sacrifices for the rich trying to touch it would be a gift to Democrats. But Barack Obama and the Democrats shouldn’t start planning his post-election party yet.. Conservative talk hosts continue to have enormous influence in motivating listeners to vote and pressuring Republicans in Congress. Fox News and the Internet give wide publicity to often inaccurate anti-Obama narratives which are picked up by the mainstream media — then covered more by Fox News and the Internet. The Obama team is a reactive-mode political “B team” that hasn’t produced a Karl Rove or a James Carville. And Obama? This legendary orator often comes across as boring and operates in defensive mode. Obama’s political foes don’t fear him. And then there’s the economy, the economy and…the economy. The website 270toWin finds13 scenarios for a 2011 electoral vote tie. CNN’s John Avlon points to an overlooked Obama flaw. “The fact that Obama has so far failed to build on his 2008 coalition is a significant hurdle to clear on his way to re-election. Reagan-Democrats carried the Gipper to a landslide re-election in 1984 — there are few, if any, Obama-Republicans today.” Is Obama poised for re-election? Or will be become yet one more Democratic President who goes down in history as someone who ironically cleared the way for policies he and his followers mistakenly assumed would be impossible on that giddy night seemingly a lifetime ago when he was first elected President?
Obama’s popularity rising with independents

NYT 3/28

(Megan Thee-Brenan, “Among Independents, Poll Favors Obama Over Congress”, 3/28/2011, accessed 6/25/2011, http://thecaucus.blogs.nytimes.com/2011/03/28/obama-leads-congress-with-independents/ aw) 
Independent voters make up an influential voting bloc that frequently decides elections, but they are an unpredictable bunch. In 2008, just over half of independent voters threw their support behind Barack Obama and Congressional Democrats, yet by the election of 2010, they had swung back to supporting Republicans for Congress. Now, just a few months into the new Congress’s term, more than twice as many independents approve of the job the president is doing than they do of the job Congress is doing, according to the latest CBS News poll. Currently, 45 percent of independents approve of Mr. Obama’s job and 40 percent disapprove. This marks a rebound from a low of 35 percent approval, 50 percent disapproval in late October immediately before the midterm election. His highest rating among independents in Times/CBS polls was in late April 2009 around the 100-day mark of his term. At that point, Mr. Obama had a 68 percent approval rating among independents. Congress’s job rating among independents is 18 percent approval and 68 percent disapproval in the latest CBS poll. This is a downturn from 24 percent approval in a Times/CBS poll conducted last month, though not as low as the 12 percent found in late October just before the election. 

2NC Uniqueness – Poll Data

Obama re-election but on the brink – Gallup polls prove

Lydia Saad is a writer for Gallup polls and the Washington Times; 5-11-2011; “Obama's Approval Bump Hasn't Transferred to 2012 Prospects”; http://www.gallup.com/poll/147500/obama-approval-bump-hasnt-transferred-2012-prospects.aspx; June 29, 2011; K.C.

The May 5-8 Gallup poll, conducted after the death of Osama bin Laden, did not pick up the same rally effect in support for Obama's re-election as Gallup Daily tracking has found in the president's job approval rating. The two-percentage-point increase in support for Obama's re-election over the past month, from 41% in the April 20-22 poll to 43% today, is not statistically significant. But the seven-point rise in Obama's overall job approval rating across the same two polls, from 47% to 54%, is. The latter increase almost certainly reflects the modest rally in Americans' approval of the president after last week's announcement that U.S. military forces killed bin Laden in Pakistan. Gallup Daily tracking documented a six-point increase in Obama's overall job approval rating in three-day rolling averages before and after the May 1 announcement, from 46% to 52%. His approval rating has since stayed above 50%. Republicans Drive Obama's Approval Rally Gallup Daily tracking finds that Obama's approval rally has occurred most sharply among Republicans, which may be why it has not transferred to an increase in voter support for Obama in 2012 against an unnamed Republican. Republicans' approval of Obama has more than doubled since bin Laden's death, rising to 21% the week of May 2-8 from 10% April 25-May 1. His approval rating rose less among independents, to 47% from 40%, and -- remarkably -- changed little among Democrats. Americans' higher approval of Obama after the mission against bin Laden appears largely detached from their willingness to support him for re-election in 2012. The president's approval rating rose much more over the past week among Republicans than among independents and Democrats -- perhaps reflecting Republicans' greater support for killing the al Qaeda leader -- but that has convinced few in this largely conservative voting bloc to switch sides in the 2012 general election. A rally event that drives up support for Obama among independent rather than Republican voters would seem more likely to give Obama an electoral dividend. 
Obama win now – undecided voter support key – McClatchy-Marist poll proves

David Jackson is a writer and white house correspondent for USA Today; 6-29-11; “Poll: Obama leads GOP candidates, but remains vulnerable”; http://content.usatoday.com/communities/theoval/post/2011/06/poll-obama-leads-gop-candidates-but-remains-vulnerable/1; June 29, 2011; K.C.

President Obama may well face a tough re-election battle next year, although it depends on who the Republicans put up against him. A new McClatchy-Marist poll says a plurality of voters currently plan to vote against Obama in 2012, but the president leads specific Republican candidates in individual match-ups. "All signs point to a competitive 2012 election cycle," said Lee Miringoff, director of The Marist College Institute for Public Opinion. "But, which scenario ends up ruling the day is still anyone's guess." The poll says: Looking to 2012, 43% of registered voters nationwide report they plan to vote against President Obama in 2012. This compares with 36% who say they definitely plan to support him. A notable 21% are unsure. ... Independents play a key role in Obama's re-election bid. 43% say they would vote against Mr. Obama in 2012 while 29% are securely in his corner. Nearly three in ten independent voters -- 28% -- are unsure. The president has failed to make inroads with these all-important voters. In McClatchy-Marist's previous survey, 47% of independents reported they would not support the president while 32% said they would cast their ballot for Mr. Obama. 21% were unsure. As for Republican match-ups, McClatchy-Marist reports: While President Obama either leads or runs neck-in-neck with many potential Republican challengers, there is only one candidate over whom the president receives majority support. When up against former Alaska governor Sarah Palin, 56% of registered voters say they would support the president while three in ten -- 30% -- would back Palin. 14% are undecided. Little has changed on this question since McClatchy-Marist last reported it in April when 56% supported Obama, 34% were behind Palin, and 10% were undecided. When the president is matched up against other leading Republican challengers, here is how the contests stand: The closest contest occurs between President Obama and former Massachusetts governor Mitt Romney. Here, 46% of registered voters nationally report they would cast their ballot for the president while 42% say they would cast their ballot for Romney. 11% are undecided. Little has changed on this question since April. At that time, 46% backed the president while 45% supported Romney. Nine percent were unsure. When paired against former New York City Mayor Rudy Giuliani, 48% of voters report they would vote for President Obama while 41% say they would cast their ballot for Giuliani. 12% are undecided. When Mr. Obama goes head-to-head with Texas Governor Rick Perry, the president receives the backing of 48% of registered voters while Perry garners 39%. 13% are undecided. Nearly half of registered voters -- 49% -- report they would cast their ballot for President Obama if he were to face off against Minnesota Congresswoman Michele Bachmann. In this potential contest, 37% say they would support Representative Bachmann. 14% are undecided. When matched up against former Minnesota governor Tim Pawlenty, the president has a 14 percentage point advantage. President Obama receives the backing of 47% of registered voters while Pawlenty garners 33%. A notable 20% are undecided.

2NC –Poll Prodicts

GALLUP:


The Gallup poll is one of the most scientific polls
The Wharton School, 07

“Polling the Polling Experts: How Accurate and Useful Are Polls These Days?”, Knowledge@Wharton,11/14/2007, accessed 6/30/2011 http://knowledge.wharton.upenn.edu/article.cfm?articleid=1843 aw)

When it comes to polls, not all are created equal. The most reliable? "Surveys conducted by professional polling organizations on a periodic basis which repeatedly ask the same question -- such as, 'Do you intend to buy a car in the next three months?' -- are fully scientific and useful," says J. Michael Steele, Wharton professor of statistics. "Even though we really don't know what a person means when he says 'yes,' we can make hay out of the fact that last year, 15% said 'yes' and this year only 5% said 'yes.'" An example of a polling company that fits this profile is the Gallup organization and the Gallup Poll, considered a leading barometer of public opinion. What about polls that are potentially informative but nonetheless problematic when it comes to reliability? They're out there, says Steele, in the guise of surveys that don't ask repeat questions but are based on an honest probability sample. Their validity, he notes, "all depends on the craft of the question. Marketing firms do this to get honest answers for their commercial use. Politicians often want honest answers, but sometimes are fishing for a news item to plant."

MARIST:

Empirically, the Marist poll is the most accurate poll

Williams, Editor of The Recorder, 06

(John, “Politics, Polling, and the Best Job on Campus”, The Recorder, Vol. 49, Issue 3, accessed 6/29/11, http://alphachihonor.org/tasks/sites/default/assets/File/Publications/OnlinePublishes/RecFa06.pdf#page=3 aw)

As the Institute girded its loins for the 2006 mid-term elections, its staff still basked occasionally in the glow of praise bestowed on its work in the 2004 cycle, specifically the pivotal New Hampshire primary. While students compiled last-minute data back in Poughkeepsie, Lee and Barbara and others were in New Hampshire soaking up atmosphere and sharing the statistics fed to them from Marist. It was a balancing act: the excitement of being around the national press corps and politicos like John Kerry and the professional desire to get it right. Later, a Pew study would name the Marist Poll as the most accurate of the thirteen organizations that covered the primary. Students and staff alike recall the euphoria of election night, when the predictions became reality the hard work paid off.
2NC Uniqueness – A2 Unemployment
Obama’s got the unemployment numbers where it matters
Washington Post, 6/20
(Chris Cillizza, “ Closer look at jobs numbers reveals silver lining for Obama”, 6/20/2011, Accessed 6/30/2011, Lexis Nexis aw)
The national unemployment rate - 9.1 percent in May - paints a grim political picture for President Obama as he turns his attention to the 2012 race. But dig slightly further into the numbers and the economic news is far less ominous for him. According to a state-by-state analysis conducted by Matt McDonald, a partner at the GOP-aligned Hamilton Place Strategies, the unemployment rate outpaced the national average in only four swing states last month: Florida, Michi-gan, Nevada and North Carolina. Of that quartet, Nevada is in the toughest economic shape by far, with a 12.1 percent unemployment rate. Florida (10.6 percent) and Michigan (10.3 percent) have double-digit jobless rates, while North Carolina's 9.7 percent keeps it slightly above the national average. Those four states will account for 66 electoral votes in 2012. Both parties are likely to target 10 states that have unem-ployment rates below the national average - Colorado, Iowa, Indiana, Minnesota, New Hampshire, New Mexico, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Virginia and Wisconsin. Those states have a total of 106 electoral votes. That means Obama could lose all four states where unemployment is above the national average and - assuming he can retain the other states he won in 2008 - still win a relatively comfortable reelection with 299 electoral votes. "All of this is in the context of a pretty bad economy, but if I were sitting in the White House, the silver lining is that the economy is less bad in the places the president really needs to win," McDonald said. There are caveats, of course. First, the national unemployment figures tend to have a trickle-down effect - meaning that the longer the rate remains high nationally, the more likely that pessimism about the country's financial future could seep into swing states. Both Ohio and Colorado had an unemployment rate of 8.6 percent in May, just half a point below the national average. Wisconsin and Pennsylvania each stood at 7.4 percent. Those four states will reward a total of 57 electoral votes in 2012, more than enough to cost Obama the presidency if he lost them and the states mentioned above. Second, in each of the 14 swing states, the unemployment rate has risen from where it stood in October 2008 - just a month before he beat Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.) to claim the presidency. The increases range from marginal - just a 0.7-point jump in Minnesota and New Hampshire - to the nearly catastrophic in places such as Nevada (up 4.4 points) and Florida (up 3.6). Obama will continue to make the argument that he inherited a dismal economic situation and that things would have been far worse were it not for the policies his administration put in place. But by the numbers alone, the Republican nominee probably will be able to make a forceful case against Obama built on the message: "Are you better off now than you were four years ago?" Third, Obama is expected to carry a large number of states in 2012 where the unemployment rate is well above the national average. The 14 states, plus the District of Columbia, considered safe for Obama in 2012 comprise 186 electoral votes; of that total, 90 are in states where the unemployment rate outstrips the national average - including California (55 electoral votes), where 11.7 percent of the population was unemployed in May. That reality creates the possibility (though not the probability) that a few of those safer states could slip into the more competitive category between now and November 2012 if their economies don't recover sufficiently. There's little doubt that the 2012 election is shaping up as a referendum on Obama's handling of the economy. And while the macro numbers on the economy aren't great for the president's political prospects, the micro numbers are sig-nificantly better. Given that a presidential election is less a single national contest than a series of state-by-state battles, the unemploy-ment numbers should give the White House a glimmer of political optimism on the economy. 
2NC Link Extension
Extend that space spending is unpopular, that’s Crandall et al – Voters and independents in particular favor cutting space exploration and development in favor of the economy. Prefer Crandall et al, he is the founder of a space exploration company and he’s writing in conjunction with a professor of finance al Cal. Poly. and the senior scientist at Exelixis Inc
More Evidence
NASA is popular with the public, but increased funding to NASA isn’t

Powell, Washington Bureau Staff, 8
(Stewart M., “ NASA popular, but tax hike for funding isn't, poll finds / Most not concerned about China's program, gap in U.S. manned flights”, Houston Chronicle, 6/18/2008, accessed 6/23/2011 http://www.chron.com/CDA/archives/archive.mpl?id=2008_4586430 aw)
 WASHINGTON - Key arguments being made by supporters of increased NASA funding are not resonating with the American public, a new Gallup Poll released Tuesday found.The poll conducted for a business group called the Coalition for Space Exploration found that voters strongly approve of the venerable space agency's work but are reluctant to pay more taxes to finance new initiatives. The Gallup survey - released just a day before the House is scheduled to vote on adding $2.9 billion to the NASA budget - undercut a key argument being used by Texas lawmakers in their bid to persuade Congress to boost spending: that more money is needed to compete in space against China and to close a five-year gap in manned U.S. space operations between retirement of the shuttle fleet in 2010 and launch of the Constellation program in 2015. 

The public doesn’t like NASA funding

Foust, Editor of The Space Review, 7

(Jeff, “ More evidence of the low public opinion of space funding”, Space Politics, 4/17/2007, accessed 6/23/2011 http://www.spacepolitics.com/2007/04/17/more-evidence-of-the-low-public-opinion-of-space-funding/ aw)
Some interesting, if not necessarily surprising, results regarding how the public ranks funding for civil space versus other programs: A Harris Interactive poll released last week asked people which programs they would cut first to reduce federal spending and close the budget deficit. On top, by a wide margin, was “space program”, with 51% of respondents selecting it as a program funding should be cut from. (Respondents were asked to pick two programs.) Space came out well ahead of welfare and defense, which tied for second at 28%. Space was first among Democrats and Independents by large margins, but in a statistical dead heat (44-43%) with welfare among Republicans. This is not the first time that space has fared poorly in comparison with other federal programs in opinion polls: back in January “space exploration” ranked next to last in a survey of funding priorities by the University of Chicago, beating out only foreign aid. Unfortunately, the poll doesn’t ask respondents what fraction of the federal budget is consumed by each program. I suspect a lot of people would be surprised to find that zeroing out NASA would have only a small effect on the overall budget deficit—although that also says something about the size of the deficit… 
Increased spending on space exploration unpopular

Space Politics is a space policy blog, offering news and commentary about key issues affecting civil, commercial, and military space effort; 6-1-10; “New poll on space spending”; http://www.spacepolitics.com/2010/06/01/new-poll-on-space-spending/; June 23, 2011; K.C.
The web site Daily Kos published yesterday the results of a brief poll of space exploration policy commissioned by the progressive web site and performed by polling firm Research 2000. The poll is short: three questions, only two of which are really about space exploration policy (the third is about astronomy, or perhaps more accurately, the intersection of astronomy and religious beliefs.) A total of 1,200 people were contacted in the telephone poll, conducted last week. The first question asked, “Regarding the US Space Program, do you feel we spend too much, not enough, or the right amount?” Overall a plurality (47%) answered “too much”, versus 28% for “right amount” and 12% for “not enough” (the remaining 13% answered “not sure”). The second question asked, “Should the US government continue to take the lead in space exploration, or should it leave such space exploration to the private sector?” Here government wins out with 56% of the responses overall, versus 32% for the private sector and 12% not sure. The breakdowns are particularly interesting. Republicans were far more likely to think that the US spends too much on its space program (56%) than independents (48%) or Democrats (38%). Men are more likely to answer too much than women (53 versus 41%). The older the respondent is, the more likely they’ll say we’re spending too much on the space program: only 43% of those aged 18-29 answered “too much”, versus 51% of those 60 and over. And despite the presence of several major NASA centers like KSC, MSFC, and JSC, those in the South answered “too much” more often (52%) than the other three geographic areas defined in the survey. On the second question, Republicans more frequently believed the private sector should take the lead on space exploration: 55%, versus 29% of independents and 17% of Democrats. Older respondents were more likely to favor the private sector: 37% of those 60 and over versus 25% of those 18-29. And the South is more likely to favor the private sector (38%) than other regions, with only 25% in the Northeast preferring the private sector over the government. So what does this poll mean? Maybe not much. While the aggregate results are a little confusing (people think we spend too much on the space program but want the government to be in control of space exploration?) the breakdowns by party are more predictable: more conservative Republicans think we’re spending too much but want to turn things over to the private sector, while more liberal Democrats are less willing to cut spending but also keep things in government hands. Unfortunately, any poll is as only as good as its survey instrument (among other factors), and here it could have used some work. While it’s reasonable to ask whether people think we’re spending too much or too little on space, it would have been useful to calibrate those responses by also asking them how large NASA’s budget is (either as a dollar amount or a fraction of the federal budget). Do people who believe we’re spending too much on NASA also overestimate the size of NASA’s budget? Likewise, the second question posits an all-or-nothing scenario that isn’t reasonable: there’s no real move to hand all of space exploration to the private sector. A better question, perhaps, would be to ask if people if they believe the private sector should take a greater role, or, more specifically, if they believe the private sector should take on the responsibility of transporting NASA astronauts to orbit.
Cutting NASA spending specifically key to Obama reelection

Marcia Smith is the founder and editor of Space Policy Online. he has almost four decades of experience in space policy, including 31 years at the Congressional Research Service on Capitol Hill (1975-2006), and three at the National Research Council's Space Studies Board and Aeronautics and Space Engineering Board (2006-2009).   She is the North American Editor of the journal Space Policy, and is a Fellow of the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics (AIAA), American Astronautical Society (AAS), and British Interplanetary Society (BIS); 11-3-2010; “What the Election Means for NASA”;http://www.spacepolicyonline.com/pages/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=1204:what-the-election%20-means-for-nasa&catid=67:news&Itemid=27; June 29, 2011; K.C.
Everyone wants to know what the election results mean for NASA. Business Week published an interesting, if depressing, article about the current state of the U.S. human spaceflight program entitled "NASA, Lost in Space." That was last week, even before the election. Not to be curmudgeonly, but if I had a nickel for every article that has been written about NASA being lost in space over the past four decades that I have been a space policy analyst, plus a dime for each of the reports written about what the future of the human spaceflight program should be (27 according to my good friend Mark Craig), I might be able to buy a ticket to the International Space Station. That would be on a Russian spacecraft, of course, since we are about to mothball our transportation system for getting to and from ISS, but that's another story. The Republican takeover of the House is not good news for NASA. It's not that Republicans don't like NASA. As far as I can tell, just about everyone in the United States loves NASA. But they love NASA more in good economic times than in bad, and these are really bad economic times. The message from yesterday's election is not just that America is angry at Washington, but that Bill Clinton is still correct -- it's the economy, stupid. If Barack Obama wants to get reelected two years from now, he will have to join the bandwagon to cut federal spending that resonated so loudly with the electorate yesterday. The $6 billion increase over 5 years he included for NASA in his FY2011 budget request was always just a proposal and it is difficult to believe that it can survive the current economic and political climate. As for Congress, the 2010 NASA authorization act did what most compromises do, split the difference. Not only will the government subsidize the commercial sector to build a transportation system to take people to low Earth orbit (LEO), but it will also build a government system to take people to LEO and beyond. That was unaffordable even with the President's $6 billion proposed increase; it surely is unaffordable now. NASA's space science programs are very popular with Congress and the public, but earth sciences have been a political football for a long time. Many Republicans do not believe that climate change is human-induced and question why NASA needs to invest so much in earth science research. With the White House and Senate still in Democratic hands, and Senator Barbara Mikulski still in the Senate to champion Goddard Space Flight Center and its earth science research programs, the news is not entirely gloomy. Still, the President's requested increase for NASA's earth science program may encounter rough seas ahead instead of the smooth sailing it enjoyed this year. Democrats now are intent on regaining the House and keeping the White House in 2012, while the Republicans want to prove that they are the party of smaller, cheaper government and win the Senate and the White House. Every agency is battening down the hatches against inevitable austerity. My best guess is that if Congress passes an omnibus appropriations bill this year, the bottom line for NASA will read $19 billion, the same as the request, but there will be a significant across-the-board reduction for all the agencies at the back of the bill. Such cuts are not uncommon, and usually are a fraction of a percent, but might well be more this time. The FY2012 request for NASA, I bet, will be level funding. The Republicans won the House and made gains in the Senate because people are fearful of today's economy and what tomorrow may bring. Spending money to send people to asteroids, as the President proposes, just doesn't have the allure needed to protect NASA from the impending federal spending cut tsunami. In many respects, this is yet another Back to the Future drill reminiscent of Mr. Clinton's tenure as President and then-NASA Administrator Dan Goldin's outwardly cheerful acquiescence to that Administration's budget cuts. He crafted "faster, better, cheaper," which proved, as everyone says, that one can have two of the three, but not all. What does the election mean for NASA? Another episode of trying to do too much with too little, I fear. Not to mention another round - already - of debating what should be the future of human spaceflight. Some think that a National Research Council (NRC) "Decadal Survey" for human spaceflight akin to those it does for space and earth sciences is the magic solution. Sorry, it won't work. Having the NRC do a study every 10 years of the human spaceflight program is a noble endeavor and worth doing, but it will not take human spaceflight off the political agenda. Human spaceflight by its very nature appeals to the populace for reasons of national identity and aspirations that cannot be regulated by a sober, peer-reviewed, consensus document crafted even by the nation's most beloved thinkers. The space program belongs to the American people. Advocates who count "regular Americans" among their ranks need to work together to better convey how investing in NASA satisfies the need for economic stability and inspiration. Then those advocacy groups need to convert those beliefs into votes. NASA can't do it. First, it has to do whatever the President and Congress tell it to do, and second, it is not allowed to proselytize itself. This is an action item for the aerospace industry -- traditional and entrepreneurial -- and all the myriad advocacy groups to join together in making the case for space research and exploration. It's a difficult task. Human spaceflight, in particular, appeals to people for mostly intangible reasons -- hope, curiosity, the drive to explore, national pride -- not because of pocketbook issues. Without that connection, though, NASA, or at least the human spaceflight part of it, really may be lost this time.

2NC Link Magnifier – Spending

Government spending root cause of public dissatisfaction – the public wants to cut spending
Mike Dorning is a staff writer for Bloomberg; 6-22-2011; “Poll: 44% of Americans Worse Off Under Obama”; http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-06-22/americans-worse-now-than-when-obama-inaugurated-by-44-34-margin-in-poll.html; June 22, 2011; K.C.
Two years after the official start of the recovery, the American people remain pessimistic about their current economic circumstances and longer-term prospects. Fewer than a quarter of people see signs of improvement in the economy, and two-thirds say they believe the country is on the wrong track overall, according to a Bloomberg National Poll conducted June 17-20. “Gas prices are higher, grocery prices are higher, transportation prices are higher,” says poll respondent Ronda Brockway, 54, an insurance company manager and political independent who lives in a suburb of Harrisburg, Pennsylvania. “The jobs situation nationwide is very poor.” By a 44 percent to 34 percent margin, Americans say they believe they are worse off than when President Barack Obama took office in early 2009, when the U.S. was in the depths of a recession compounded by the September 2008 financial crisis and the economy was losing as many as 820,000 jobs a month. The gloom covers the immediate future, with fewer than 1 in 10 people expecting unemployment to return to pre-recession levels within the next two years, and it extends to the next generation. More than half of respondents say their children are destined to have a lower standard of living than they do, upending a traditional touchstone of the American Dream. [removed middle part of text, irrelevant] “In this day and age we all have to spend less, and that includes the government itself,” says poll respondent Carolyn Beller, 66, a retired financial-services worker and independent voter in Hull, Massachusetts. “We all have to put a stop to this nonsense of spending.” Majorities also cite as major reasons for weak job growth the outsourcing of U.S. companies’ production to foreign facilities, structural changes in the economy and uncertainty about government regulations and taxes. Fewer than half cite failures of Obama’s economic stimulus or cuts in government spending as contributing reasons. Fifty-eight percent say the economy needs time to heal in the wake of the financial crisis. Republican criticism of the federal budget growth has gained traction with the public. Fifty-five percent of poll respondents say cuts in spending and taxes would be more likely to bring down unemployment than would maintaining or increasing government spending, as Obama did in his 2009 stimulus package. Even with their concerns about the deficit, Americans aren’t ready to pay more in taxes: More than 6 of 10 say they are unwilling to do so, even as 77 percent say it’s inevitable taxes will rise as a result of a deal to curb the deficit.
2NC Link – Asteroids (read with magnifier)

A space based telescope will cost $600 million
Space.com 10

(Jeremy Hsu, “ New Space Telescopes Could Spot Dangerous Asteroids”, 2/4/2010, accessed 6/25/2011, http://www.space.com/7857-space-telescopes-spot-dangerous-asteroids.html aw)
The Venus-trailing mission proposed by Ball Aerospace and Technologies Corp. of Boulder, Colo., would cost $600 million, but holds a few more advantages compared to the Lagrange point telescope. One is its scanning range. Unlike the L1 asteroid-hunting observatory, a Venus-trailing telescope could cover the far side of the sun because its nearly Venus-like orbit would take just 206 days to go around the sun, versus Earth's 365-day orbital period. "There is a fundamental difference in finding objects that have orbital periods that are roughly a year, because the Venus-trailing orbit sweeps around to other side of sun from Earth, and the Lagrange [point] telescope does not," A'Hearn told SPACE.com. According to its mission profile, the spacecraft could find more than 90 percent of larger hazardous NEOs within eight years on its own, or finish the job in less than five years by cooperating with ground-based telescopes. A view from the Venus-trailing orbit would also allow the space telescope to better spot possible threats beyond Venus but inside Earth's orbit, whereas the Lagrange point telescope would have difficulty surveying that inner band of NEOs. 
2NC Link – SBSP (read with magnifier)
$135 Billion delivery fee, add material cost and labor

Paul Rosenman is a member of the National Space Society. This is from a speech at the International Space Development Conference; May 2007; “Barely affordable SPS using ISRU in LEO”; http://crowlspace.com/?page_id=50; June 24, 2011; K.C.

One part of a solar power satellite is solar cells. One way to rate these cells is in kilowatts of power collected per kilogram of weight of the cell (kW/Kg ). Current cells are 2 kW/Kg. To launch 5 gigawatts of solar cells to low earth orbit would cost $22.5 billion at $5,000 per pound launch costs, and that is just for the solar cells. If you launch them to geosynchronous orbit, where they need to be, the cost doubles to $45 billon. That is why it is so expensive to do this project. To compare, the solar cells cost about $1 apiece or about $5 billion for 5 gigawatts of collecting capacity. The hardware that has to be delivered to geosynchronous orbit and assembled to do this project consists of the solar cells, the wiring and power management hardware, the structural parts, and the transmitter. The total weight that goes to geosynchronous orbit comes to about 3 times that of the solar cells, making the cost of delivering just the parts to geosynchronous orbit about $135 billion. And they still have to be bought, and assembled. How can we make those costs less?
SBSP costs $10,000 per pound for launch, electricity sells for $5/kwh to break even
Gene Myers is of the Space Island Group Inc.; 4-20-09; “Frequently asked questions about the space island group’s solar power satellite program”; http://www.spaceislandgroup.com/pdf/SSPS%20Presentation%204-18-09.pdf; June 24, 2011; K.C.

Why Haven’t Solar Sats Been Built in Orbit Until Now? The single hurdle is the economics of launching them. Based on estimates we have gotten from several aerospace firms, the total cost of mass producing all the solar sat components (including the cells, the guidance and transmitting equipment) works out to about $2,000 per pound. It takes about 2 pounds of these components to generate and transmit 1 kilowatt of electricity to the antenna. But it costs $10,000 to $20,000 per pound to get these components up to this 22,000 mile altitude. Launching robot assemblers controlled from Earth to put these components together nearly double this cost. Launching and housing astronauts in orbit to do this assembly would double it again. Solar satellites can physically be built, but at the above costs their electricity would have to sell for $5 per kWh to even approach breakeven.
2NC I/L ext – Independents Key
Extend that independents are key in the 2012 election, that’s Johnson. Prefer 
Independents are Key – more of them than Democrats or Republicans
DeMille, Founder of George Wythe University, 5/30

Oliver, “ The Four Rules of Victory”, 5/30/2011, accessed 6/24/2011, http://oliverdemille.com/2011/05/win-2012-presidential-election/ aw
For Both Sides Rule 1. Get the Independent Vote. This one thing will determine the 2012 election. Most Republicans will vote Republican and most Democrats will vote for President Obama, but independents will determine the election. It is unclear how they will vote, but there are more independents now than either Democrats or Republicans. Independents overwhelmingly sided with Barack Obama in 2008 and with Republican candidates in 2010, but they are now unimpressed with the actions of both sides and their vote in 2012 remains to be seen. 

Independents are key for Obama’s reelection– prefer – cites insiders

Chicago Sun Times 4/4
Lyn Sweet, “Obama re-election: Beyond ‘hope’ and ‘change’”, 4/4/2011, accessed 6/25/2011, http://www.suntimes.com/news/4638733-418/obama-re-election-beyond-hope-and-change.html aw
I’ve been interviewing Obama insiders and outside observers about Obama’s 2012 challenges and learned: † The Obama 2012 operation has to rebuild Obama’s popularity with independents — without alienating or dispiriting Obama’s core Democratic base of union activists and progressives who were crucial to his 2008 win. Obama has to “reach out to independents, that’s the key to winning in 2012,” Democratic political strategist Donna Brazile told Candy Crowley Sunday on CNN’s “State of the Union.” Wisconsin, Ohio and Indiana state Republicans overplaying their hands with anti-union legislation has been a wake-up call for union members — and an organizing bonanza for Obama. 
2NC Impact – Abortion

Every Republican candidate opposes abortion funding

NPR, 6/23

Julie Rovner, “ GOP Hopefuls Divided Over Anti-Abortion Pledge”, 6/23/2011, accessed 6/30/2011, http://www.npr.org/2011/06/23/137350265/gop-hopefuls-divided-over-anti-abortion-pledge aw
For the first time in memory, every Republican candidate running for president in 2012 proclaims him or herself to be anti-abortion. But just how anti-abortion are they? Marjorie Dannenfelser wanted to find out. So Dannenfelser, the head of the Susan B. Anthony List — a group founded to elect anti-abortion candidates — created "The Pro-Life Presidential Leadership Pledge," and asked every Republican presidential candidate to sign it. "We've seen it in other movements that take themselves seriously and we think the pro-life movement is in a place that's taking itself seriously," Dannenfelser says. "And the pledge is a very modest proposal; a very minimum bar for a president that would consider himself pro-life." But now, who has — and, more importantly, who has not — signed the pledge is causing a stir in campaign circles. Late last week, Dannenfelser announced that most of the GOP field had signed the pledge. That included Rep. Michele Bachmann, former House Speaker Newt Gingrich, Rep. Ron Paul, former Minnesota Gov. Tim Pawlenty, and former Sen. Rick Santorum. The Pledge Abstainers But two notable candidates, former Massachusetts Gov. Mitt Romney and former pizza executive Herman Cain, declined. There's been quite a debate about why and how and if and whether and when those signings [of the pledge] will come. - Marjorie Dannenfelser, head of the Susan B. Anthony List And since then, says Dannenfelser, "There's been quite a debate about why and how and if and whether and when those signings will come." The pledge itself consists of four parts. First is a promise to nominate judges who "are committed to restraint and applying the original meaning of the Constitution, not legislating from the bench." Second is a vow to appoint only anti-abortion personnel to "relevant" administration posts. Third is a promise to "advance pro-life legislation" and end taxpayer funding of abortion and de-fund Planned Parenthood "and all other contractors and recipients of federal funds with affiliates that perform or fund abortions." Finally, candidates must pledge that they will "advance and sign" legislation to protect "unborn children who are capable of feeling pain from abortion." Cain's campaign has said he's worried about separation of powers issues, particularly the part of the pledge that calls for him to advance as well as sign legislation. Romney's Own Pledge With Romney, however, the issues are more substantive. And more problematic. That's because Romney was for abortion rights before he was against them. Romney is one of two presidential hopefuls who has not signed a hard-line anti-abortion pledge. A campaign spokesman confirms his problems with the pledge are that it's written so broadly that it could force him to cut off funding to entire hospitals or universities. It might also block him from appointing abortion-rights backing candidates to posts that have little or nothing to do with abortion, like the departments of State or Homeland Security. Dannenfelser says she takes Romney at his word that he's now pro-life, but she still doesn't buy the campaign's excuses. "In the end they were looking for more of a legal document than they were a pledge," she says. Instead, Romney issued his own anti-abortion pledge, minus that language he considered a problem. Meanwhile, abortion-rights and anti-abortion groups strongly disagree about whether having candidates so publicly on the record about their position is a good or a bad thing. David O'Steen, executive director of the National Right to Life Committee, says the public is moving more and more in an anti-abortion direction, and the candidates are simply following that public opinion. "Today, everyone sees an ultrasound of their unborn baby," he says. "We no longer hear the argument that the unborn child is just a blob of tissue. We all know that what is growing in a pregnant lady's womb is a human being and I think that's made a tremendous difference." Gone Too Far? But abortion rights backers say the Republican candidates are going way too far for mainstream voters. "This is a field that is declaring publicly that each of them wants to overturn Roe vs. Wade and to de-fund birth control programs across the country," says Donna Crane, policy director for NARAL Pro-Choice America. "These are positions that savvier politicians won't publicly take. But this field is not shy about doing it. 

Abortion access is vital to reduce population growth.
Alcorn ‘9

 (Randy, “Abortion is pro-life”, Daily Sound, http://www.thedailysound.com/randyalcorn/060909rot)

Thousands of infants and children die each year from starvation and disease. If it is murder to abort a fetus, is it murder to give birth to a child who must surely starve to death? This is not pro-life. The argument that a reallocation of world resources will solve this Malthusian nightmare is ultimately based on an expectation of the miraculous—both economic and ecological. The problem is demand, not supply. The world is simply running out of the basic finite resources, water, arable land, and sea life, needed to create food. The solution, therefore, is not going to come from increasing supply; it must come from reducing demand, which means reducing population, which, in turn, means effectively controlling birth rates. Abortion is one effective method to do that, but just one. The number of abortions can be reduced by availing women of birth control methods, devices, and pharmaceuticals that can prevent conception, but when public policy is polluted with theological moralities, as it was under the Bush Presidency, these birth control alternatives can be denied the world’s women who need them the most. This moral arrogance only results in more death by abortion, starvation, and disease. This is not pro-life. Abortion is pro choice, and, until human population is reduced to a sustainable level, it is also pro-life. 

The terminal impact is extinction. Controlling overpopulation is key to solve.
Togawa ‘99

 (Tatsuo, Prof. Biosystems – Tokyo Medical and Dental U., Technology in Society, “Considering the long-term survival of the human race”, 21:3, August, ScienceDirect)

World population growth will cause serious problems in the next century. It is estimated that world population, which is now about 6 billion, will reach 19 billion at the end of the next century unless effective action is taken. Even if the population was stabilized or decreased to its present level or lower after centuries, recovery from the destruction of the ecological system wrought by overpopulation will take millions of years. Besides that, many other serious effects such as pollution, the greenhouse effect, the ozone hole, deforestation, and desertation will also remain for a very long time. Such problems will cause stress and induce confrontations, and a catastrophic event leading to the extinction of the human race is not improbable, especially if destructive technologies are advanced further. Urgent action is required to reduce the population growth rate, not only for ourselves, our children, and grandchildren, but for more than a million generations of our descendants.  Even during a period of increasing population, factors also exist to decrease it so that population is determined by a balance of factors. Thus, if a factor that increases it is removed, the population will decrease. The populations of many industrialized countries are now almost stable or decreasing slightly. Contributing factors include rising living standards and the expanding employment of women. The reduction of the fertility rate by pollution, especially by endocrine-disrupting chemicals, should also be considered. Over a longer time period, genetic change may also decrease the fertility rate. The population of a wild species is always limited by natural factors such as food shortage or predations, even if the fertility rate is potentially high. When the world population is stabilized, it will be controlled artificially rather than by natural balance as long as the fertility rate remains controllable. In such a situation, decisions must consider the continuation of the human race and not just the possible benefits at that moment. In this sense, a fairly large population with regional diversity would be advantageous for the continuation of the species.
2NC Impact – Healthcare

If Republicans take over the executive in 2012, healthcare will be repealed

David Paul Kuhn is the Chief Political Correspondent for RealClearPolitics and the author of The Neglected Voter. He covered the 2008 campaign for Politico and the 2004 campaign for CBSnews.com. Kuhn got his start in national politics as the domestic news intern for Time magazine during the 2000 campaign;    6-17-11; “Health Care Law Could Fall, and With It Obama's Legacy”; http://www.realclearpolitics.com/printpage/?url=http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2011/06/17/health_care_reform_repeal_could_fall_obama_legacy_democrats_2012_court_senate_reconciliation-full.html; June 30, 2011; K.C.

It was the first minutes of Monday's Republican debate. Michele Bachmann pledged more than to simply "not rest until I repeal Obamacare." Her subsequent words betrayed the higher stakes ahead: "This is the symbol and the signature issue of President Obama, during his entire tenure." Obama's signature legislation is indeed on the line. As is his tenure. His legacy. This vision of liberal governance. It could all still, after so much, fall apart. There are myriad potential scenarios. The Supreme Court overturns the health care law (or at least its individual mandate). Republicans win a Senate majority in 2012. Obama is defeated. These scenarios set the stage for (potentially) lethal blows to Obama's definitive legislation. One legislative tactic, called reconciliation, empowers Republicans to take down critical components of the law with only a simple majority in the Senate -- though that move is far easier written than done. Definite predictions are a professional hazard this far out. As top-shelf congressional scholar Tom Mann, of the Brookings Institution, put it, "I honestly don't know what will happen." But? "But listen, I think the 2012 election is hugely consequential," Mann continued. "If Republicans took control of the White House, as well as the Senate, even being a few votes short of cloture, I'm convinced they would succeed in repealing most or all" of the health care law. However it's done, if it is done, much of Obama's legacy would also be undone. Obama and the Democratic leadership made decisions in 2009 that will reverberate politically for decades. Democratic philosophy -- active-state liberalism, government as a means to promote the common good -- was fully invested in the choices of Obama's first year, a point this writer has admittedly belabored. Democrats made immense legislative sacrifices to win their prize. Those sacrifices could be for naught. The new New Deal that never came to pass. Recall that rare chance. A president had the political capital to cobble a bill large enough to substantially impact the economy. But the average American worker was never bailed out. We cannot know what might have been. What if Obama had focused his first year on the great issue of this time, as FDR did in his time? Obama won the health care overhaul, which was never popular. He could have certainly won a major jobs bill, which was always popular. Would that have granted Obama momentum for more? A financial bill that actually ended "too big to fail"? Other Democratic ambitions -- some measure of legislation on climate change or immigration? Obama sought the great liberal dream instead -- universal health care. The White House seemingly did not grasp the gamble. Obama was wrongly said to have remade our politics, whereas his majority was born with the September 2008 crash and in time, fell as that fact was forgotten. The distance between mandate and actions grew. His coalition predictably fissured with that distance, as he learned demographics are not destiny. Even the everyman concern for health care costs went largely unaddressed. Independents predictably left Obama his first summer in office. The economy was recovering but health care consumed DC. Bailout for the big guy. Health care for the little guy. The middleman was forgotten. Independents never returned. Yet at least, from Democrats' perspective, they had something historic to show for all they sacrificed. And if the law holds, 32 million more Americans will have health insurance. Not small sacrifices. But no small feat. That historic consolation could, however, be undone. As for conservatives, on this matter history is synonymous with notoriety. Newt Gingrich was once a supporter of a mandate. At Monday's debate, even he agreed that opposing the individual mandate should be a litmus test in the GOP primary. That individual mandate is the keystone of the law. Without it, reform surely fails. Last year, House Budget Committee Chairman Paul Ryan, R-Wis., acknowledged that Republicans wouldn't be able to repeal health care -- if they can -- until at least 2013. This spring, Gingrich predicted that the legislation "will be repealed ... probably by March or April 2013." He added that even with Obama in office, the president "can block them from repeal; I don't think he can coerce them into funding." Gingrich has always been a no-shot presidential candidate. Yet the former House speaker certainly knows the machinations of Congress. Should Republicans control Congress, Democrats' vulnerability is real. "Republicans could refuse to fund aspects of its implementation," Mann said of this scenario. "Fail to confirm nominees to get the job done. Put other pressure on the regulatory front. They can really weaken it and make it extremely difficult to really move forward with everything from the effectiveness research to the changes in the basis of payment. Yeah, they can make it really tough." Mann's caveat, however, is worth keeping in mind. Those who know Congress best agree that "nobody really knows," as fellow Brookings congressional expert Sarah Binder said. "Neither extreme is likely. It's unlikely that the health care law remains in its original condition, as Democrats want it to be, or that it's entirely repealed," noted Binder, also a professor at George Washington University. What if the GOP does not control both the executive and legislative branches? "Republicans will have a tough time defunding health care," she said. But imagine the GOP controls Congress and the White House. Yet they still lack a Senate super majority. Is reconciliation the way Republicans rescind the law? "My hunch, it's probably the only way." Reconciliation allows the majority party to neutralize a filibuster if the measure involves budgetary matters. Democrats utilized reconciliation to pass part of the final health care law, but Republicans have historically used the procedure most, including on measures such as welfare reform. They will not hesitate to utilize the tactic once more. But a yellow light flashes here too. The nonpartisan Congressional Budget Office determined that rescinding the health care law increases the federal deficit by about $230 billion over the next decade. Any potential reconciliation bill must compensate for that gap, and then some. But with the power, Republicans will likely have the political will to find a way. These legislative war games could prove moot. The Supreme Court might hold the law, or critical portions, unconstitutional. In the past, court mavens said that outcome was unlikely. It's now unclear how the court might rule, as Slate's Dahlia Lithwick has smartly explained. It could consider the law next year. But it's really an electoral matter outside the court. Democrats have 23 Senate seats up for re-election in 2012. Republicans have 10. Republicans could plausibly hold the House and win a Senate majority in 2012. Thus, the GOP's best chance to overhaul the overhaul is likely to be in 2013. Why? Recall all those foolish predictions that health care would become suddenly popular after passage. They ignored the timeline. People don't appreciate what they do not yet have. The converse should, however, inform GOP strategy. People do not miss what they never had. In 2014, those 32 million Americans who lack coverage will begin to gain it. Politicians cannot easily cut entitlements once, well, people feel entitled to them. They are called third rails for a reason. Congress has never repealed landmark social welfare legislation within years of passage. But previous major social legislation also enjoyed some significant measure of bipartisan support. The hyper-partisan nature of health care's passage explains its vulnerability. This vulnerability only matters if the GOP has a historic victory in 2012. That potential victory also means that Democrats must consider all that could still be lost. In this age of austerity, their vision of health care reform is on the line. And so is the Democratic vision itself. Democrats had hoped to take their medicine up front, in the midterms. The worst was surely behind them -- they paid a great electoral cost in 2010. The benefits were surely ahead of them. Or so they thought. Last year, as the president signed the bill into law, you could almost feel the collective Democratic relief. Obama lifted the last pen off the desk. And simply said, "We are done." We'll see.

Healthcare reform is key to bioterrorist readiness and checks a smallpox outbreak

Sklar, 2002 
(Holly, Coauthor of “Raise the Floor”, Knight Ridder/Tribune News Service, “Rolling the Dice on Our Nations’ Health”, December 19, http://www.commondreams.org/views02/1219-07.htm)
Imagine if the first people infected in a smallpox attack had no health insurance and delayed seeking care for their flu-like symptoms. The odds are high. Pick a number from one to six. Would you bet your life on a roll of the dice? Would you play Russian Roulette with one bullet in a six-chamber gun? One in six Americans under age 65 has no health insurance. The uninsured are more likely to delay seeking medical care, go to work sick for fear of losing their jobs, seek care at overcrowded emergency rooms and clinics, and be poorly diagnosed and treated. The longer smallpox--or another contagious disease--goes undiagnosed, the more it will spread, with the insured and uninsured infecting each other. Healthcare is literally a matter of life and death. Yet, more than 41 million Americans have no health insurance of any kind, public or private. The uninsured rate was 14.6 percent in 2001--up 13 percent since 1987. The rate is on the rise with increased healthcare costs, unemployment and cutbacks in Medicaid and the State Children's Health Insurance Program (SCHIP). One in four people with household incomes less than $25,000 is uninsured. One in six full-time workers is uninsured, including half the full-time workers with incomes below the official poverty line. The share of workers covered by employment health plans drops from 81 percent in the top fifth of wage earners to 68 percent in the middle fifth to 33 percent in the lowest fifth, according to the Economic Policy Institute. As reports by the American College of Physicians, Kaiser Family Foundation and many others have shown, lack of health insurance is associated with lack of preventive care and substandard treatment inside and outside the hospital. The uninsured are at much higher risk for chronic disease and disability, and have a 25 percent greater chance of dying (adjusting for physical, economic and behavioral factors). To make matters worse, a health crisis is often an economic crisis. "Medical bills are a factor in nearly half of all personal bankruptcy filings," reports the National Academy of Sciences Institute of Medicine. The U.S. is No. 1 in healthcare spending per capita, but No. 34--tied with Malaysia--when it comes to child mortality rates under age five. The U.S. is No. 1 in healthcare spending, but the only major industrialized nation not to provide some form of universal coverage. We squander billions of dollars in the red tape of myriad healthcare eligibility regulations, forms and procedures, and second-guessing of doctors by insurance gatekeepers trained in cost cutting, not medicine. Americans go to Canada for cheaper prices on prescription drugs made by U.S. pharmaceutical companies with U.S. taxpayer subsidies. While millions go without healthcare, top health company executives rake in the dough. A report by Families USA found that the highest-paid health plan executives in ten companies received average compensation of $11.7 million in 2000, not counting unexercised stock options worth tens of millions more. The saying, "An ounce of prevention is worth a pound of cure," couldn't be truer when it comes to healthcare. Yet, we provide universal coverage for seniors through Medicare, but not for children. We have economic disincentives for timely diagnosis and treatment of diseases. Universal healthcare is a humane and cost-effective solution to the growing healthcare crisis. Universal coverage won't come easy, but neither did Social Security or Medicare, which now serves one in seven Americans. Many proposals for universal healthcare build on the foundation of "Medicare for All," albeit an improved Medicare adequately serving seniors and younger people alike. Healthcare is as essential to equal opportunity as public education and as essential to public safety as police and fire protection. If your neighbor's house were burning, would you want 911 operators to ask for their fire insurance card number before sending--or not sending--fire trucks? Healthcare ranked second behind terrorism and national security as the most critical issue for the nation in the 2002 Health Confidence Survey released by the Employee Benefit Research Institute. The government thinks the smallpox threat is serious enough to start inoculating military and medical personnel with a highly risky vaccine. It's time to stop delaying universal healthcare, which will save lives everyday while boosting our readiness for any bioterror attack.

Bioterror causes extinction 

Ochs 02 

former president of the Aberdeen Proving Ground Superfund Citizens Coalition, member of the Depleted Uranium Task force of the Military Toxics Project, member of the Chemical Weapons Working Group

[Richard Ochs, , June 9, 2002, “Biological Weapons Must Be Abolished Immediately,” http://www.freefromterror.net/other_articles/abolish.html]
Of all the weapons of mass destruction, the genetically engineered biological weapons, many without a known cure or vaccine, are an extreme danger to the continued survival of life on earth. Any perceived military value or deterrence pales in comparison to the great risk these weapons pose just sitting in vials in laboratories. While a “nuclear winter,” resulting from a massive exchange of nuclear weapons, could also kill off most of life on earth and severely compromise the health of future generations, they are easier to control. Biological weapons, on the other hand, can get out of control very easily, as the recent anthrax attacks has demonstrated. There is no way to guarantee the security of these doomsday weapons because very tiny amounts can be stolen or accidentally released and then grow or be grown to horrendous proportions. The Black Death of the Middle Ages would be small in comparison to the potential damage bioweapons could cause. Abolition of chemical weapons is less of a priority because, while they can also kill millions of people outright, their persistence in the environment would be less than nuclear or biological agents or more localized. Hence, chemical weapons would have a lesser effect on future generations of innocent people and the natural environment. Like the Holocaust, once a localized chemical extermination is over, it is over. With nuclear and biological weapons, the killing will probably never end. Radioactive elements last tens of thousands of years and will keep causing cancers virtually forever. Potentially worse than that, bio-engineered agents by the hundreds with no known cure could wreck even greater calamity on the human race than could persistent radiation. AIDS and ebola viruses are just a small example of recently emerging plagues with no known cure or vaccine. Can we imagine hundreds of such plagues? HUMAN EXTINCTION IS NOW POSSIBLE. Ironically, the Bush administration has just changed the U.S. nuclear doctrine to allow nuclear retaliation against threats upon allies by conventional weapons. The past doctrine allowed such use only as a last resort when our nation’s survival was at stake. Will the new policy also allow easier use of US bioweapons? How slippery is this slope?
2NC Impact Warming
Republican 2012 means no chance for action against warming
Becker, Director of the Presidential Climate Action Project, 5/18
(Bill, “In 2012, vote for climate courage”, 5/18/2011, accessed 6/24/2011 http://thinkprogress.org/romm/2011/05/18/208113/2012-vote-climate-courage/ aw)
Almost every prominent Republican who has announced or is considering a run for the presidency has changed position on carbon cap and trade, even though it is a “market-based” approach once promoted by GOP leaders. Here’s how The Atlantic describes current climate politics: Supporting a cap-and-trade approach to greenhouse gas regulation is basically taboo in the GOP these days, but most of the top-tier Republican presidential contenders have backed it in the past”¦ Nowadays, you’d be hard pressed to find a Republican who supports the policy, after conservatives railed for two years against “cap-and-tax” as a job-killing government overreach… Republican candidates campaigned against cap-and-trade en masse in 2010, and it worked out in their favor. After all that, Republican White House hopefuls have revised their previously held energy stances. The flip-floppers include Tim Pawlenty, Mitt Romney, Sarah Palin and Newt Gingrich. The Atlantic notes that Palin was obligated to give climate change a cool embrace while she campaigned two years ago with John McCain. Now Palin can claim she did it for the ticket and her feet are planted firmly in denial again. McCain has no excuse. He was once one of the Republican Party’s most outspoken advocates of climate action. He cosponsored an early cap-and-trade bill with Joe Lieberman in 2003 and reintroduced the legislation in 2005 and 2007. He said then: I have proposed a bipartisan plan to address the problem of climate change and stimulate the development and use of advanced technologies. It is a market-based approach that would set reasonable caps on carbon and other greenhouse gas emissions, and provide industries with tradable credits…offering a powerful incentive to drive the deployment of new and better energy sources and technologies”¦ In April 2007, setting the stage for his presidential race, McCain gave an energy policy speech in which he described global warming and America’s dependence on foreign oil as national security issues. Two years later after losing the election, the maverick apparently had been beaten out of him. McCain joined other climate deserters in his Party and slammed President Obama’s approach to cap and trade. By November 2009, he was criticizing another prominent cap-and-trade proposal – the Graham-Lieberman bill in the Senate — as “horrendous”, a “monstrosity” and a “cap-and-tax” scheme. As Politico reported it: Former aides are mystified by what they see as a retreat on the issue, given McCain’s long history of leadership on climate legislation. McCain’s reversal was so dramatic that Nobel Laureate Paul Krugman, writing in the New York Times, called the Senator a “climate coward”. When he was in the House in 1989, Newt Gingrich authored HR 1078, the “Global Warming Prevention Act”. Its judgment about climate change was unequivocal: The Earth’s atmosphere is being changed at an unprecedented rate by pollutants resulting from human activities”¦. global warming imperils human health and well-being (and is) a major threat to political stability, international security and economic prosperity. Gingrich published a book titled “Contract with the Earth” and called for green conservatism. In 2007, he said he would strongly support a carbon cap-and-trade regime, “much like we did with sulfur”. In 2008, he appeared in a television spot in which he and House Speaker Nancy Pelosi, sitting together on a couch like chums, agreed that “America needs to do something about global climate change.” The ad was part of Al Gore’s campaign to rally public support for climate action. But by 2009, Gingrich was distancing himself from Gore, calling for more oil production and endorsing “green coal”. In congressional testimony, he strongly disputed Gore’s interpretation of climate science and called cap-and-trade a “tax” and “secular socialism”. He blasted Obama’s support for carbon cap-and-trade, saying it “would have the effect of an across-the-board energy tax on every American”. (Then there’s Donald Trump [or there was]. So far as I know, he hasn’t flip-flopped on climate change. He’s just flopped. Trump says the big snowstorms last winter in New York prove that Al Gore should be stripped of his Nobel Peace Prize. Actually, Trump just proved he doesn’t know enough about the science to talk about it. He complains that cleaning up pollution would make us “totally non-competitive” with China, Japan and India, who are “laughing at America’s stupidity”. Oh, and he has a piece of coastal real estate he wants to sell us.)
Anthropogenic warming leads to extinction
Pearce 7 Fred, With Speed and Violence, environment and development consultant, pg. 240-241
Fifteen years on, the urgency of the climate crisis is much clearer, even if the story has grown a little more complicated.  But we are showing no signs yet of acting on the scale necessary.  The technology is still straight-forward, and the economics is only easier, but we can’t get the politics right.  Even at this late hour, I do believe we have it in our power to set Spaceship Earth back on the right course.  But time is short.  The ship is already starting to spin out of control.  We may soon lose all chance of grabbing the wheel.  Humanity faces a genuinely new situation.  It is not an environmental crisis in the accepted sense.  It is a crisis for the entire life-support system of our civilization and our species.  During the past 10,000 years, since the close of the last ice age, human civilizations have plundered and destroyed their local environments, wrecking the natural fecundity of sizable areas of the planet.  Nevertheless, the planet’s life-support system as a whole has until now remained stable.  As one civilization fell, another rose.  But the rules of the game have changed.  In the Anthropocene, human influences on planetary systems are global and pervasive.  In the past, if we got things wrong and wrecked our environment, we could pack up and move somewhere else.  Migration has always been one of our species’ great survival strategies.  Now we have nowhere else to go.  No new frontier.  We have only one atmosphere, only one planet. 
A2 Our plan Popular
1. Doesn’t take into account the current political climate. Our Crandall et. al. evidence from this year indicates that even if certain programs are popular, the economy is more important to voters and independents. Fiscal discipline comes before fancy new space toys
2. Even so, the public doesn’t want to have to pay for the plan

Powell, Washington Bureau Staff, 8
(Stewart M., “ NASA popular, but tax hike for funding isn't, poll finds / Most not concerned about China's program, gap in U.S. manned flights”, Houston Chronicle, 6/18/2008, accessed 6/23/2011 http://www.chron.com/CDA/archives/archive.mpl?id=2008_4586430 aw)
 WASHINGTON - Key arguments being made by supporters of increased NASA funding are not resonating with the American public, a new Gallup Poll released Tuesday found.The poll conducted for a business group called the Coalition for Space Exploration found that voters strongly approve of the venerable space agency's work but are reluctant to pay more taxes to finance new initiatives. The Gallup survey - released just a day before the House is scheduled to vote on adding $2.9 billion to the NASA budget - undercut a key argument being used by Texas lawmakers in their bid to persuade Congress to boost spending: that more money is needed to compete in space against China and to close a five-year gap in manned U.S. space operations between retirement of the shuttle fleet in 2010 and launch of the Constellation program in 2015. 

A2 Florida L/T

Nonunique - Florida already supports Obama

The Washington Independent, 5/26
(Virginia Chamlee, “ Poll shows Florida voters favor Obama in 2012”, 5/26/11, accessed 6/25/2011, http://washingtonindependent.com/110108/poll-shows-florida-voters-favor-obama-in-2012, aw)
A newly released Quinnipiac University poll shows that a majority of Florida voters now believe President Obama deserves to be reelected. Obama’s numbers are up since April, when a 51 percent majority believed he did not deserve to be reelected. Current numbers give him a 51 percent approval rate, with 44 percent saying he should not be serve another term. # The same poll also shows Sen. Bill Nelson, D-Fla., leading his three Republican challengers in the U.S. Senate race. Nelson leads former Sen. George LeMieux 47 percent to 27 percent and state Senate President Mike Haridopolos 47 percent to 26 percent. But polls show his biggest lead to be over former state House Majority Leader Adam Hasner, whom he leads 48 percent to 23 percent. # Though Nelson leads his opponents, the race is anything but over. # “At this point there is no real separation among the Republican candidates in terms of running against Nelson or in a primary matchup. They are all pretty far back,” said Peter Brown, assistant director of the Quinnipiac University Polling Institute, in a press release. “And given that almost two-thirds of Republican voters haven’t picked a candidate in the primary face- off, the race for the GOP nomination remains wide-open.” # Some may attribute the numbers to a “bin Laden” bounce, but recent support of Democrats might also be the result of dissatisfaction with current Florida politicians. # Another recent poll, also conducted by Quinnipac, shows that Florida voters disapprove 57 to 29 percent of the job Gov. Rick Scott is doing, the worst score of any governor in the country. Fifty-four percent of those polled said that Scott’s newly unveiled budget is “unfair to them.” # 

A2: Too Soon To Tell

Prefer our evidence on specificity – our Epstein evidence uses specific metrics like polls to determine who is more likely to win. Their Erb evidence just lists a bunch of possible factors and doesn’t talk about its impact on voters

2012 elections easy to predict – solid poll numbers, 
Matt Rock is a writer for Newsvine.com, founded by veterans of Disney, ESPN, and other media organizations, a property of MSNBC; 4-6-2011; “My Early 2012 Election Predictions”; http://matt-rock.newsvine.com/_news/2011/04/06/6419002-my-early-2012-election-predictions; June 29, 2011; K.C.
And now we come to the million-dollar question, and the real reason so many voters are going to show up in 2012. Even this early on, the White House is the easiest election to predict, and it's going to take some major nation-changing events to shake up this race's outcome. President Obama, with sturdy polling numbers safely in the range of Presidential averages and no real electoral threats on the opposite field, is the clear, smart-money pick for the 2012 Presidential election. Campaigning tends to improve a President's approval ratings, and the winner of the GOP primary and their VP pick are going to play a substantial role in determining just how high those approval ratings will go. The more radical the GOP pick is, the higher President Obama's approval ratings will get. His numbers should be around 53% to 63% by June of next year. If the GOP picks a radical, those numbers could go as high as 74% or 75% if someone like Michele Bachmann or Sarah Palin is on the ticket. This is where the GOP, thanks in large part to the Tea Party, have found themselves painted into a corner. If they run a moderate, level-headed, responsible candidate, which will be nearly impossible for them to even find, they'll appeal to the moderates who really decide elections, but they'll lose their right-wing base, which would donate the most trail money and would otherwise give the GOP candidate a firm ground. The alternative is far uglier, though... appeal to the right-wing base, but scare off the moderates, and get clobbered in the election, which is exactly what happened to them in the 2008 elections. The 2012 Presidential Election is a lose-lose situation for Republicans, and the Tea Party is doing more damage than they appear to realize. After the 2008 elections, the GOP had a great opportunity to move toward the center and flush out all of the wackos, but they decided to go in the exact opposite direction. That's great when you want to win mid-terms. Not so much in Presidential elections. The GOP will also be facing the Third Party Quagmire. If Ron Paul runs as a Republican, he won't win the nomination, because he isn't radical enough for the right-wing base. If he runs third party, he's radical enough to scare off moderate voters, and he'll end up splitting the GOP vote enough to give them a more thorough trouncing. Democrats learned their lesson in the 2000 elections, which is why Ralph Nader and other third party liberal candidates won't even register as a tiny aftershock in the 2012 Presidential election. The GOP, on the other hand, is facing a significant quake.
A2 Doesn’t matter

1. Even though in actuality, NASA isn’t a big part of the budget, the perception is that NASA funding is wasted money that could be better spend on the economy, that’s Crandall et. al.
2. Public perception of NASA budget is 38 times more expensive than reality
Dittmar, Former Chief Scientist for the Boeing Commercial Space Program, 7
(Mary Lynne, “ Sustaining exploration: communications, relevance, and value”, The Space Review, 11/12/2007, accessed 6/24/2011, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1000/1 aw)
As with all trade studies, “benefit” is only one of two factors primarily responsible for the outcome of the trade. “Cost” is the other. Americans in general have no idea what NASA’s “cost” is. In fact, most members of the public have no idea how much any government agency’s budget is. What we do know—and have recently documented—is that the public perception of NASA’s budget is grossly inflated relative to actual dollars. In a just-completed study, we asked respondents what percentage of the national budget is allocated to NASA and to the Department of Defense, the Department of Education, the Department of Agriculture, and the Department of Health and Human Services, among other agencies. NASA’s allocation, on average, was estimated to be approximately 24% of the national budget (the NASA allocation in 2007 was approximately 0.58% of the budget.) The next highest over-estimate was for the Department of Defense, which received approximately 21% of the budget in 2007 and was estimated on average to receive approximately 33%. In other words, respondents believed NASA’s budget approaches that of the Department of Defense, which receives almost 38 times more money (see “Putting NASA’s budget in perspective”, The Space Review, July 2, 2007). Once people were informed of the actual allocations, they were almost uniformly surprised. Our favorite response came from one of the more vocal participants, who exclaimed, “No wonder we haven’t gone anywhere!” 
***Aff Answers - Obama 2012 Good***
Nonunique – Obama Won’t Win

Obama will fail in reelection bid – economy overshadows Bin Laden and lack of opposition

Patricia Zengerle is a white house correspondent for the Economist; 6-1-2011; “Analysis: Economy shadows Obama 2012 re-election hopes”; http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/06/01/us-usa-campaign-obama-idUSTRE7505PU20110601; June 22, 2011; K.C.

WASHINGTON (Reuters) - Disappointing news on the economy -- the issue most important to American voters -- has cast a cloud over President Barack Obama's hopes of re-election next year. Polls show the president favored to win the election, with his approval ratings buoyed by foreign policy successes, most notably the killing of Osama bin Laden. Obama has also benefited from the Republicans' failure so far to assemble a field of strong presidential candidates, which has given him a head start on building his campaign apparatus and raising millions of dollars to pay for it. But the economy remains the major downside for Obama's 2012 prospects, with U.S. economic growth at a tepid 1.8 percent annual rate in the first three months of 2011. Economists do not foresee a sharp decline in the country's financial fortunes before the November 2012 election, but a double-dip in home prices, the impact of high gasoline prices on consumers and a slowdown in regional manufacturing are raising concerns the current soft patch could become protracted. "The economy is always part and parcel of people's general psyche as they walk into the voting booth," said Neera Tanden, who was director of domestic policy for Obama's 2008 campaign against Republican challenger John McCain. Even an economic upturn, if it is not strong, might not be enough to boost the Democrats, said Tanden, who is now with the Center for American Progress in Washington. "What's tricky about a recovering economy -- if we're in a time when we don't have particularly high growth rates but we have good trends -- that's more of a jump ball in terms of how people are approaching the option." Private-sector payroll growth slowed sharply in May, falling to the lowest level in eight months. The closely watched monthly jobs report on Friday is likely to show unemployment declined slightly to 8.9 percent in May from 9.0 percent in April. "If economic growth slows, stays slow and unemployment is between 8.5 and 9 percent next fall, I'd hate to be running for re-election under those circumstances," said William Galston of the Brookings Institution in Washington. "Candidates and campaigns make a difference. But the candidates and campaigns are structures erected on top of the fundamentals, and next year you don't require a very clear crystal ball to see that the economic fundamentals will be the most important fundamentals," he said. Economists say the window of opportunity for Obama to significantly bring down the 9 percent unemployment rate is narrowing. They say the economy must grow by at least 3 percent each quarter to lower the jobless rate and the first quarter's tepid growth rate is expected to be followed by a 2.5 percent to 3.3 percent rate in the second quarter. WORRIES OVER DEFICIT Voters also are concerned about the U.S. budget deficit, which is expected to hit $1.4 trillion this year and stay in the trillion-dollar range for several years. Experts do not expect an agreement from Washington on a long-term, comprehensive debt-reduction strategy before November 2012. Vice President Joe Biden is leading talks with lawmakers over spending cuts that could be folded into an agreement to raise the debt ceiling, the legal U.S. borrowing limit, before August 2, when Treasury Secretary Tim Geithner has said the government will run out of money to pay its bills. "The overarching theme is going to be the economy and probably linked to that is deficit reduction," Ipsos pollster Cliff Young said. However, the deficit issue could cut both ways. "The Republicans have a strong brand on budget cutting, and voters are worried that it is going to go too far," said Ryan McConaghy, director of the economic program at the centrist Third Way think tank. "They are concerned the Republicans will slash and burn the budget, but they are not quite sold that Democrats will go far enough." A Democrat won what had been a Republican-held seat in the U.S. House of Representatives in a special election in New York State last week, largely due to voter concerns about a Republican plan to scale back the government's Medicare health insurance for the elderly. Republicans in Congress who swept to power in 2010 on promises that they would steer the economy better than Obama and other Democrats have done since he took office in 2009 could also suffer if the financial picture is weak. "The challenge for Republicans is that people believe that they actually control part of the government now, and they no longer have the luxury of the free ride that they had in the first two years," Tanden said. However, voters typically hold the president more accountable for the health of the economy, which means that Obama will face more pressure to show that his policies can boost employment. And Obama's fortunes will set the tone for his party.
GOP opposition doesn’t matter - if econ fails, Obama will lose

Charles E. Cook, Jr. writes weekly columns for National Journal and National Journal Daily, published by the National Journal Group. He is a political analyst for NBC News as well as editor and publisher of the National Journal Daily; The Washington Quarterly - Spring 2011; “The Focus Now Shifts to 2012”;  http://www.twq.com/11spring/docs/11spring_Cook.pdf; June 22, 2011; K.C.
Arguably the state of the economy is of greater consequence than who Republicans nominate. If the economy bounces back strongly, even the most formidable Republican would have a hard time winning. But if the unemployment rate remains high and the economy weak, a less than impressive GOP nominee would have a very good chance. Presidential elections are, more than anything else, a referendum on the incumbent president, and few things matter more than the state of the economy and the public’s assessment of their own pocketbooks.

Obama reelection impossible – economy proves

Jennifer Epstein is a staff writer at POLITICO, she followed the 2008 presidential campaign for TIME magazine; 6-22-11; “Poll: 3 in 10 sure they'll vote Obama”; June 22, 2011; http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0611/57507.html; K.C.]
Americans are growing increasingly more frustrated with President Barack Obama’s handling of the economy and only 3 in 10 say they are certain they will vote to re-elect him in 2012, a new poll finds. Just 23 percent of those surveyed for a Bloomberg News poll released Wednesday say they are hopeful about the economy because they see signs of improvement, while 25 percent say they are fearful things are getting worse and 51 percent are cautious because nothing seems to be happening. Those signs of economic pessimism aren’t helping Obama’s reelection bid. Sixty-one percent of Americans say they believe the president will have had a chance to make the economy “substantially better” by the end of 2012, while 37 percent say he won’t have. Forty-four percent of Americans say they are worse off than they were when Obama took office, while 34 percent say they are better off and 21 percent say they are doing about the same. While 30 percent of Americans say they will vote for Obama, 36 percent say they definitely won’t vote for him. Among likely independent voters surveyed, just 23 percent say they are certain they will vote for Obama while 36 percent say they are sure they will seek out another candidate. But the news isn’t all bad for Obama’s 2012 prospects. Sixty percent of those surveyed said that the Republican candidate who ends up running against Obama will have to move so far to the right on social and fiscal issues to win the GOP nomination that it will be very hard to vote for them in the general election. Forty-nine percent of Americans said they’re worried about Republicans gaining control of the White House and of Congress and slashing programs like Medicare and Medicaid. In contrast, 40 percent say they are concerned about a second Obama term and the continuation of current spending policies. Of independents surveyed, 47 percent say they are worried about Republican control while 37 percent say they are more concerned about a second Obama term. The poll was conducted June 17-20 and surveyed 1,000 adults. The error margin is plus or minus 3.1 percentage points. 

Unemployment rate kills Obama’s reelection dreams

Ben White is a Wall Street correspondent for POLITICO and author of the “Morning Money Column” covering finance and public policy; 6-8-2011; “Jobs numbers a hurdle for President Obama in 2012”; http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0611/56451.html; June 22, 2011; K.C.]

Barack Obama is bucking history. Historically, it’s been virtually impossible for an incumbent president to win reelection when the unemployment rate was higher than 8 percent. And only once since 1960 has a sitting president won reelection when the unemployment rate was over 7 percent. Ronald Reagan did it in 1984, at 7.2 percent, largely on the strength of a 1.3 percent drop in joblessness in 1983. Before May’s weak 54,000 job-creation figure helped lift the unemployment rate to 9.1 percent, Obama seemed on track to reach a rate below the perilous 8 percent. The economy gained 244,000 jobs in April, putting it on track to get below 8 percent by November of next year. Now, according to figures from Hamilton Place Strategies, Obama needs 217,000 new jobs a month to stay on track, up from 209,000 last month. And every month the number comes in weak, the average number of new jobs Obama needs to help ease his reelection path grows and the time left to make up the shortfall dwindles. “As we get closer to the election, misses like this will have a bigger impact,” said Matt McDonald, who tracks the numbers for Hamilton Place. Typically, employment is a lagging indicator and can take off once companies feel confident in the direction of the economy and begin adding staff more quickly. That could still prove true. Corporations have plenty of cash on their balance sheets to start adding workers. And the White House is certainly counting on corporate executives to start spending that money. But with economists downshifting their growth outlook for the rest of this year and into the next, there’s also the rising possibility that companies will trim back, or cancel altogether, planned hiring efforts, leading to more months when the economy will add a small number of jobs — nowhere near the amount needed to keep up with the number of new job seekers and those returning to the labor market. This, in turn, will lead to increasing rhetoric from Republicans that Obama’s policies have led to a “jobless” or at least “jobs-light” recovery. On Tuesday, for instance, the Republican National Committee sent out a long laundry list of recent gloomy economic statistics and seized on the departure of top White House economic adviser Austan Goolsbee as emblematic of a White House in crisis. Until the job-creation number comes in strong for a couple of months in a row, analysis suggests, that rhetoric is only going to get sharper.

Obama reelection unlikely – failing U.S. economic recovery
Ben White is a Wall Street correspondent for POLITICO and author of the “Morning Money Column” covering finance and public policy; 5-31-2011; “Economy shadows President Obama's 2012 campaign”; http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0511/55943.html; June 22, 2011; K.C.]
A series of troubling signs for the U.S. economy threatens to dash hopes that 2011 would be a year of robust recovery — and that could prove troublesome for President Barack Obama’s reelection chances. The Obama team has long hoped that the president’s 2012 campaign would be underpinned by an economy that was clearly accelerating out of the Great Recession, showing strong growth and job creation. But recent economic data paint a picture of an economy stuck in low gear, held down by continued high personal debt, a moribund housing market, high food and gas prices, persistent weather disasters and widespread unease about what the future holds. And the president’s would-be 2012 opponents are noticing. Former Massachusetts Gov. Mitt Romney, who officially announces his candidacy Thursday in New Hampshire, said Tuesday on NBC’s “Today” show that Obama has been “one of the most ineffective presidents at the job at hand that I’ve ever seen.” Said Romney: “The No. 1 issue he faced walking in the door was an economy in fast decline. He didn’t cause it, but he made things worse.” That conclusion is certainly debatable, but recent portents aren’t promising. Some economists had hoped the killing of Osama bin Laden might ease general American anxiety and lead to stronger consumer sentiment. No such luck. Consumer confidence dropped to a weak reading of 60.8 this month, down from 66 in April, according to data out Tuesday from the Conference Board. Corporate chief executives, meanwhile, appear unwilling to use their run of strong profits to go on significant hiring campaigns until economic signals point in a more positive direction and consumer spending trends suggest more robust demand. Other recent weak signals include a much-worse-than-expected 4.2 percent drop in home prices in the first quarter as measured by the S&P/Case-Shiller index. The housing market is now clearly in a “double-dip” decline, back to levels not seen since well before the recession. Pending homes sales dropped 11.6 percent in April, and consumer spending grew a tepid 0.4 percent, the smallest increase in three months. The Commerce Department recently left its estimate for first-quarter gross domestic product growth unchanged at 1.8 percent. Many economists had expected an upward revision to around 2.2 percent, setting the stage for second-quarter growth of roughly 3 percent. In addition, weekly jobless claims, which tend to drop sharply as the economy improves, have resumed an upward trend and now consistently come in above 400,000, suggesting no positive hiring momentum. “The economy is clearly ebbing right now in part because of the surge in oil and food prices, which are a significant weight on growth,” said Mark Zandi, chief economist at Moody’s Analytics. “Fallout from the Japanese disaster has also had an impact on automotive and related manufacturing.” Economists at Nomura recently noted that the stalled housing market — beset by ongoing foreclosures and underwater mortgages — has locked the economy into a weak recovery. “The U.S. home-building sector remains in the doldrums and has yet to make a sustained contribution to economic expansion. This contrasts sharply with housing’s historically important role in business-cycle recoveries,” the economists wrote. “In the U.S., contractions in housing activity typically develop late in a business expansion and eventually push the overall economy into recession. Similarly, home building typically revives before the rest of the economy.” In recent economic recoveries, residential housing has contributed nearly 1 percent to GDP growth, while all other sectors added 2.7 percent. Now, housing is a drag on growth, helping explain why the economy cannot seem to sustain growth above 2 percent. All of this presents significant political problems for Obama as he heads into next year’s reelection race. While the GOP field has yet to produce a clear front-runner, whoever emerges as the nominee will most likely argue that the president has not done enough to ignite growth and will almost certainly run on a platform of significant personal and corporate tax reduction and a stronger free-trade agenda. The White House will counter that it has fought for significant tax reductions, such as a popular research and development credit, and won multiple trade deals, including the recent agreement with South Korea. The White House is expected to tackle corporate tax reform later this year. The administration will also try to make the somewhat difficult political case that without the stimulus bill, the auto industry rescues and other measures, the economy would be in far worse shape and unemployment even higher than the current 9 percent. Obama will make that case directly on Friday when he visits a Chrysler plant in Toledo in the critical 2012 battleground state of Ohio. Studies suggest there is truth to the administration’s arguments. But even White House officials acknowledge it will be hard to make the case that people are not as badoff as they might be. Historically, it has been impossible for incumbent presidents to win reelection with unemployment rates higher than 8 percent. And only once since 1960 has a sitting president won reelection with an unemployment rate above 7 percent. Ronald Reagan did it in 1984 with a rate of 7.2 percent, largely on the strength of a 1.3 percent drop in joblessness in 1983. Job growth has been increasing somewhat in recent months, including a strong 244,000 gain in April. But the pace has not been enough to keep up with new job seekers and discouraged workers restarting their hunt for employment. Despite the 244,000 gain, the unemployment rate ticked back up to 9 percent last month. And last month’s gain was in part the result of a quirk of the calendar. The April jobs survey covered a five-week period, while the May report will include the usual four weeks. In addition to general economic weakness, the shorter survey period has led most economists to lower their projections for the May jobs number, which comes out Friday morning, to less than 200,000. “The jobs number may come in soft for technical reasons. The five-week survey last time juiced the number, and we may pay for it this month,” Zandi said. But he added that he still believes the current slowdown is temporary and should be reversed once gas prices moderate and the impact of the Japanese disaster works its way out of the global economy. “I think people will feel measurably better a year from now and all the trend lines will be clearly positive,” he said. Skeptics would say they have heard such hopeful claims many times before.
No Obama re-election – four key reasons
Amelia Rufer is a writer for U.S. election news. Also, this article quotes Karl Rove, the former senior advisor and deputy chief of staff the George W. Bush; 6-24-11; “Karl Rove On Why Obama Will Likely Lose The 2012 Election”; http://uselectionnews.org/karl-rove-on-why-obama-will-likely-lose-the-2012-election/854158/; June 29, 2011; K.C.

In an opinion article of the Wall Street Journal, Karl Rove, the former senior advisor and deputy chief of staff to President George W. Bush, says the incumbent president isn’t likely to win reelection. Listed below are the main points of the explanation Rove gives, categorized under what he deems “four serious threats.” 1. The Economy Unemployment is at 9.1%, with almost 14 million Americans out of work. Nearly half the jobless have been without work for more than six months. Mr. Obama promised much better, declaring that his February 2009 stimulus would cause unemployment to peak at 8% by the end of summer 2009 and drop to roughly 6.8% today. In Wednesday’s Bloomberg poll, Americans believe they are worse off than when Mr. Obama took office by a 44% to 34% margin. The last president re-elected with unemployment over 7.2% was FDR in 1936. Ronald Reagan overcame 7.2% unemployment because the rate was dropping dramatically (it had been over 10%) as the economy grew very rapidly in 1983 and 1984. Today, in contrast, the Federal Reserve says growth will be less than 3% this year and less than 3.8% next year, with unemployment between 7.8% and 8.2% by Election Day 2. Losses in Key Voter Bases Jewish voters are upset with his policy toward Israel, and left-wing bloggers at last week’s NetRoots conference were angry over Mr. Obama’s failure to deliver a leftist utopia. Weak Jewish support could significantly narrow Mr. Obama’s margin in states like Florida, while a disappointed left could deprive him of the volunteers so critical to his success in 2008. Mr. Obama’s standing has declined among other, larger groups. Gallup reported his job approval rating Tuesday at 45%, down from 67% at his inaugural. Among the groups showing a larger-than-average decline since 2009 are whites (down 25 points); older voters (down 24); independents and college graduates (both down 23), those with a high-school education or less, men, and Southerners (all down 22); women (down 21 points); married couples and those making $2,000-$4,000 a month (down 20). Approval among younger voters has dropped 22 points, and it’s dropped 20 points among Latinos. Even African-American voters are less excited about Mr. Obama than they were—and than he needs them to be. For example, if their share of the turnout drops just one point in North Carolina, Mr. Obama’s 2008 winning margin there is wiped out two and a half times over. 3. Unpopular Policies In the June 13 NBC News/Wall Street Journal poll, 56% disapprove of Mr. Obama’s handling of the economy. Fifty-nine percent in the Economist/YouGov poll of June 14 disapprove of how he’s dealt with the deficit. According to yesterday’s Pollster.com average of recent surveys, 38% approve of ObamaCare, while its survey average when the bill was passed in March 2010 showed that 41% approved. 4. Poor Strategic Decisions While he needs to raise money and organize, he decided to be a candidate this year rather than president. He has thus unnecessarily abandoned one of incumbency’s great strengths, which is the opportunity to govern and distance himself from partisan politics until next spring. Instead, Team Obama has attacked potential GOP opponents and slandered Republican proposals with abandon. This is not what the public is looking for from the former apostle of hope and change.

Independents won’t vote for Obama – polls prove 

Ashe Schow is the Deputy Communications Director of the Heritage Foundation’s Heritage Action for America; 6-22-11; “Bloomberg Poll Paints Dim Picture”; http://heritageaction.com/2011/06/bloomberg-poll-paints-dim-picture/; June 29, 2011; K.C.

A new Bloomberg poll shows Americans are very dissatisfied with President Barack Obama and his handling of the economy: 61% of Americans believe President Obama has had his chance to make the economy better 30% will definitely vote for President Obama again, 36% won’t 23% of independents will vote for the President, 36% won’t 49% fear Republicans following through with spending cuts, compared to 40% who fear more government spending. Americans are still concerned by potential changes to Medicare as outlined by the Paul Ryan budget plan. Because many Americans over 55 believe the plan will affect them – which it won’t – they tend to skew polling results on the plan. And with quotes like this: “I still want them to cut the deficit and debt, but it’s been growing for years,” said an independent voter from Orlando, FL. “If you cut the deficit now, you might cut the legs of people who are trying to get jobs and on Medicare.” It is clear that many Americans don’t understand the gravity of the situation. The attitude, cultivated by big-government types, seems to be that spending cuts are needed, but cutting anything now will cripple the economy. Americans need to realize that we’ve been relying on the government too much, and if programs are scaled back, we will still have those programs, but we will learn to not rely on them so much. And that’s what we need.

Nonunique – Too Early to Tell

Too early to tell about 2012 – multiple uncertain factors make the election impossible to predict
Erb  Professor of Political Science at the University of Maine at Farmington 6/24

(Scott, “Too Early to Predict 2012”, 6/24/2011, accessed 6/28/2011, http://scotterb.wordpress.com/2011/06/24/too-early-to-predict-2012/ aw)
At this point in 2007 a few things were virtually certain about the 2008 Presidential race. First, we knew who the Democratic candidate would be. Hillary Clinton was the presumptive nominee, a front runner so far ahead in money, endorsements, “super delegates” and polling support that as long as she didn’t collapse in scandal the race in the Democratic party was to see who might be the Vice Presidential nominee. Barack Obama was a possibility, though he lacked experience. John McCain, after appearing to be a darling of the media in the past, had faded. His support for immigration reform was a nail in his coffin in terms of getting GOP support, and he was all but written off. Mitt Romney, Rudy Guilliani and Fred Thompson were getting more buzz. Of course, McCain ultimately cruised to the GOP nomination despite active opposition from talk radio jocks and the right wing of the party. Hillary Clinton was shocked by upstart Barack Obama, and the two fought a long, sometimes bitter and for political junkies extremely entertaining battle for the Democratic nomination. In June 2007 most people assumed the Iraq war would be a major issue in 2008. And while some people were warning that the sub prime debacle and housing bubble could portend a major recession, most thought that the economic slow down might be over by late 2008 and wouldn’t be a major factor. Well, the world changed tremendously between June 2007 and November 2008! Right now President Obama looks reasonably strong against a relatively weak Republican field, yet vulnerable due to economic woes. His success in ordering the assassination of Osama Bin Laden exist alongside an unpopular intervention in Libya and on going conflicts in Afghanistan and Iraq. By mid 2012, things could be much different. First, a Republican nominee could emerge that captures the attention and support of independent voters. Jon Huntsman seems the most plausible choice to fill that role, but if you look way back to June 1979, the Carter White House thought Ronald Reagan would be the weakest candidate they could face, and if you told George Bush in June 1991, still enjoying high post-Desert Storm ratings, that Bill Clinton would be the Democratic nominee, he’d have known his re-election was assured. The idea that the GOP field is weak is pure speculation, in hindsight it may appear strong. On the other hand, the economy could bounce back. Oil prices are dropping, which means gas prices will fall and that will stimulate the economy. Uncertainty over the debt ceiling and other issues may be slowing the economy, and once resolved, late 2011 could see some good economic news. If that’s the case, the dark fears of a double dip recession may give way to “Morning in America II,” as Obama cruises on good economic news to victory. Romney reminds me of Mondale in some ways. If the economy does slip into double dip recession, Obama’s chances start to decline dramatically, as few Presidents have ever governed during four years of recession and kept their jobs. You have to go back to Roosevelt for that. To be sure, Obama didn’t cause this recession, and it’s a stretch to say he’s done anything to prevent recovery. We’re suffering 30 years of imbalances that can’t be cured over night, or perhaps even over four years. But that’s a case that will be difficult if not impossible for Obama to make in 2012. If the economy isn’t looking better, he’s likely to suffer the same fate as Bush the Elder and Jimmy Carter. The assassination of Bin Laden will be as helpful to him as Desert Storm was for Bush. I’d be shocked if Gadaffi is still holding out in Libya by the end of this year. If Libya appears a success — the rebels overthrow Gadaffi and are reasonably successful at creating a government that is neither extremist nor anti-western, what now is a liability for Obama may become an asset. If the withdrawals from Iraq and Afghanistan continue with no major setbacks, Obama’s foreign policy could well be a strong point, perhaps enough to keep him competitive even if the economy remains sluggish. Of course, setbacks in Iraq or Afghanistan, a shocking reversal of fortune in Libya, or crises in Iran and Pakistan could create problems. The Mideast is unpredictable. Another terror attack could help or hurt Obama, depending on what it is and how it gets handled. Instability is a liability for a sitting President. It does seem unlikely that Obama will face a serious challenge in the primaries. Still, depending on the economy and foreign policy, even that could change. Simply, it’s too early to have a real clue on how the election will go. Obama’s campaign team is proven, can raise money and get out the vote. That will probably be enough to make it a competitive election, but in and of itself not enough to win. So at this point predictions are predictable. Republican leaning pundits will write columns predicting Obama’s demise and try to paint him as the return of Jimmy Carter. Many will believe it, others are trying to shape the discourse. Democrats will do the reverse, mock the Republican field and make it sound as if Obama has a relatively easy course ahead. I suspect fewer of them believe it, until the economy picks up Democrats are worried about the election. 
No Link – Doesn’t matter 
Space policy will not affect the 2012 election, more important issues on the agenda
Simberg, chairman of the Competitive Space Task Force, 6/17
(Rand, “The surprise space policy debate”, Washington Examiner, 6/17/11 accessed 6/22/11 http://washingtonexaminer.com/people/rand-simberg aw) 
Despite last night's question, though, it's unlikely that the election will swing on space policy -- the last time space policy was important in a presidential election was over fifty years ago, when the nation was still panicked by Sputnik, and Democrat Senator John F. Kennedy ran against Vice President (under Eisenhower) Richard Nixon on the "missile gap" with the Soviet Union. Next year, most of the states in which space is locally important -- Alabama, Texas, Utah, California -- won't be battlegrounds. The only exception is the swing state of Florida, which the administration will almost certainly have to win again if it is to retain the White House. But it only affects a few thousand jobs on the so-called "Space Coast," in Brevard and Volusia counties, near Cape Canaveral and Kennedy Space Center. Despite the layoffs coming with the end of the Shuttle, the new policy will also create many new jobs, and ones less dependent on NASA budget levels, as new commercial markets start to be serviced by the new generation of space companies. In addition, even with the space jobs factor, Florida voters will remain much more concerned about the state of the economy, the housing crisis, and (for all the seniors there) Medicare.

Link Turn - Florida
Obama will lose Florida because of backlash over NASA cuts, plan changes that
The Hill, 4/29

(Keith Laing, “Obama's visit to Florida shows need to mend fences over NASA”, 4/29/11 accessed 6/22/11 http://thehill.com/blogs/transportation-report/tsa/158425-obamas-visit-to-cape-canaveral-highlights-floridas-importance aw) 
President Obama’s decision to visit Cape Canaveral on Friday even after NASA postponed the space shuttle launch highlights the need for the president to mend fences in a state stung by proposed cuts to the space program. Florida is a swing state with a high employment rate that strongly identifies with the soon-to-be ending space shuttle program, and Obama has come under attack from Florida Republicans on the issue. “Short of drinking orange juice while walking on our state’s beautiful beaches wearing a Mickey Mouse hat, there are few things more associated with the state” than the space program, a Florida Democratic strategist told The Hill. “That’s why it’s important to show he’s here and get the facts out about his innovative approach to space travel.” Keeping the trip on Friday also allowed Obama to visit Rep. Gabrielle Giffords, the Arizona Democrat shot by an assailant in January. Her husband is one of the astronauts on Endeavour, the shuttle that was set to launch on Friday. Central Florida, where Cape Canaveral is located, is the swing part of one of the biggest swing states in the nation. In 2008, Obama became the first Democratic presidential candidate since Bill Clinton in 1996 to carry the state. Despite sweeping Republican victories in Florida last year, Democrats think he can turn it blue again in 2012. Obama carried Florida by 236,450 votes in 2008. Republicans hope that the end of the space shuttle foreshadows a reversal of those numbers for Obama next year. “The community there is not happy,” former Republican Party of Florida chairman Al Cardenas told The Hill. “They believe the White House has not respected NASA’s budget or the assets of that community,” Cardenas said. Florida state Senate President Mike Haridopolos (R), who is from the Brevard County where Cape Canaveral is, has said he is partly challenging Democratic U.S. Sen. Bill Nelson next year because the Obama administration is presiding over the end of the space program. The lone Democrat to hold a statewide office in Florida, Nelson has made a 1986 trip he took on a space shuttle as a member of Congress central to his political identity. The White House sees Nelson’s prospects as tied to the president’s. “As goes Bill Nelson in Florida, go Barack Obama and Joe Biden in Florida,” Vice President Joe Biden said at a March fundraiser for Nelson. Cardenas estimated that 7,500 NASA employees who make an average of $75,000 per year would lose their jobs when the space shuttle program concludes after the final scheduled flight June 28. Those people might choose the Republican nominee next year over Obama, Cardenas said. “Most of us see this as a very close race,” he said. “If it costs (Obama) 10, 15 or 20,000 votes, that’s a lot of votes in a state that’s going to have as close election as we’re going to have.” Sen. Marco Rubio (R-Fla) sharply criticized Obama this week, writing that Obama’s visit would not bring back jobs that will be lost when the shuttle program ends. “While it is an opportunity to celebrate Endeavour’s history and the brave people who have made it a proud one, it is also a bittersweet occasion,” Rubio said in an op-ed in the Orlando Sentinel of Obama’s planned visit. “The president’s space policy is jeopardizing America’s longstanding commitment to manned space exploration. This has serious consequences for Florida.” 

Florida is key to the election
The Hill 6/20

(Niall Stanage, “Obama's Obama, Republicans prepare for 2012 Florida election showdown”, 6/20/11 accessed 6/22/11 http://thehill.com/homenews/news/167239-a-storm-brews-in-florida-ahead-of-2012-election aw) 
In the 17 months between now and Election Day 2012, innumerable theories, some esoteric, will be advanced about how President Obama can get reelected. Math provides a starker answer: Win Florida. Obama in 2008 carried nine states that former President George W. Bush won four years previously. If Obama loses eight of those battlegrounds and holds Florida — and the other states remain unchanged — he will secure another four years in the Oval Office. 

Link Turn – NASA Popular
Turn - empirically, NASA is popular with the public

Launius, Curator of Planetary Exploration Programs at the National Air and Space Museum, 03
Roger D., “ Public opinion polls and perceptions of US human spaceﬂight”, Space Policy, August 2003, accessed 6/24/2011, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964603000390 aw
There are several other observations emerging from this review. Some of them are seemingly contradictory  to the general ﬁndings discussed about support for Apollo. They include the following: * The American public has long held generally positive attitudes toward the space program, but is not very familiar with its details. * Over the history of the space age, an average of more than 60 percent of those polled rated the job done by NASA as either ‘‘excellent’’ or ‘‘good.’’ * Most Americans have shown support for space exploration and view it as important over the years, but also believe that federal money could be better spent on other programs. * Most are also in favor of NASA as an organization, but are relatively unfamiliar with the majority of its activities and objectives. * These polls also suggest historically close relationships between public perceptions of NASA and spaceﬂight depictions in popular culture, especially ﬁlm. These images from popular culture, coupled with real-world accomplishments in spaceﬂight, work together to create powerful visions affecting the public consciousness.
Link Turn – SBSP Specific

SBSP extremely popular with the public
Joseph Rouge is the acting director of the NSSO; 10-9-07; “Space‐Based Solar Power As an Opportunity for Strategic Security”; http://www.nss.org/settlement/ssp/library/final-sbsp-interim-assessment-release-01.pdf; June 21, 2011; K.C.]
FINDING: The SBSP Study Group found that SBSP is an idea that appears to generate significant interest and support across a broad variety of sectors. Compared to other ideas either for space exploration or alternative energy, Space‐Based Solar Power is presently not a publicly well‐known idea, in part because it has no organizational advocate within government, and has not received any substantial funding or public attention for a significant period of time. Nevertheless, DoD review team leaders were virtually overwhelmed by the interest in Space‐ Based Solar Power that they discovered. What began as a small e‐mail group became unmanageable as the social network & map‐of‐expertise expanded and word spread. To cope, study leaders were forced to move to an on‐line collaborative group with nearly daily requests for new account access, ultimately growing to over 170 aerospace and policy experts all contributing pro‐bono. This group became so large, and the need to more closely examine certain questions so acute, that the group had to be split into four additional groups. As word spread and enthusiasm grew in the space advocacy community, study leaders were invited to further expand to an open web log in collaboration with the Space Frontier Foundation. The amount of media interest was substantial. Activity was so intense that total e‐mail traffic for the study leads could be as high as 200 SBSP‐related e‐mails a day, and the sources of interest were very diverse. There was clear interest from potential military ground customers—the Army, Marines, and USAF Security Forces, and installations personnel, all of which have an interest in clean, low environmental‐impact energy sources, and especially sources that are agile without a long, vulnerable, and continuing logistics chain. There was clear interest from both traditional “big aerospace,” and the entrepreneurial space community. Individuals from each of the major American aerospace companies participated and contributed. The subject was an agenda item for the Space Resources Roundtable, a dedicated industry group. Study leaders were made aware of significant and serious discussions between aerospace companies and several major energy and construction companies both in and outside of United States. As the study progressed the study team was invited to brief in various policy circles and think tanks, including the Marshall Institute, the Center for the Study of the Presidency, the Energy Consensus Group, the National Defense Industry Association, the Defense Science Board, the Department of Commerce’s Office of Commercial Space, and the Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP). Interest in the idea was exceptionally strong in the space advocacy community, particularly in the Space Frontier Foundation (SFF), National Space Society (NSS), Space Development Steering Committee, and Aerospace Technology Working Group (ATWG), all of which hosted or participated in events related to this subject during the study period. There is reason to think that this interest may extend to the greater public. The most recent survey indicating public interest in SBSP was conducted in 2005 when respondents were asked where they prefer to see their space tax dollars spent. The most popular response was collecting energy from space, with support from 35% of those polled—twice the support for the second most popular response, planetary defense (17%)—and three times the support for the current space exploration goals of the Moon (4%) / Mars(10%). How does one account for such significant interest? Perhaps it is because SBSP lies “at the intersection of missionary and mercenary”—appealing both to man’s idealism and pragmatism, the United States’ special mission in the world and her citizens’ faith in business and technology. As an ambitious and optimistic project, it excites the imagination with its scale and grandeur, besting America’s previous projects, and opening new frontiers. Such interest goes directly to the concerns of the Aerospace commission, which stated, “The aerospace industry has always been a reflection of the spirit of America. It has been, and continues to be, a sector of pioneers drawn to the challenge of new frontiers in science, air, space, and engineering. For this nation to maintain its present proud heritage and leadership in the global arena, we must remain dedicated to a strong and prosperous aerospace industry. A healthy and vigorous aerospace industry also holds a promise for the future, by kindling a passion within our youth that beckons them to reach for the stars and thereby assure our nation’s destiny.”
Turn – everyone except hardline conservatives like alternative energy proposals

Teixeira,  Senior Fellow at The Century Foundation and American Progress, 5/9

Rudy, “ Public Opinion Snapshot: The Public’s Support for Alternative Energy and a Path to Citizenship Transcends Political Barriers”, 5/9/2011, accessed 6/29/2011, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2011/05/snapshot050911.html, aw)

 The Pew Research Center has just released a very interesting study, “Beyond Red vs. Blue: The Political Typology.” It segments the public into nine groups: eight politically active groups and one inactive group (bystanders) composed entirely of nonvoters. Of the eight active groups, two are described as “mostly Republican” (staunch conservatives and Main Street Republicans), three as “mostly Democratic” (new coalition Democrats, hard-pressed Democrats, and solid liberals), and three as “mostly independent” (libertarians, disaffecteds, and postmoderns). In reality, however, postmoderns lean strongly Democratic, while libertarians and disaffecteds lean strongly Republican. So there are really four active Democratic and four active Republican groups. In light of this diversity it is interesting to note a couple of areas where almost all of these groups agree. The first is on support for alternative energy. Overall, the public prioritizes developing alternative energy over expanding oil, coal, and natural gas by a 63-29 margin. And, as shown in the chart below, seven of Pew’s eight active typology groups support this position, including a whopping 40-point margin among the Main Street Republican group. Only the staunch conservatives (9 percent of the public) dissent from the rest. 
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