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1NC Finance Reform Disadvantage 1/2
A. Uniqueness – Financial Reform will pass – but fight is ahead

Royal Gazette 6/10 (Jonathan Spicer, 6/10/10, " Volcker: Regulation bill likely to pass ", http://www.royalgazette.com/rg/Article/article.jsp?articleId=7da652730030029&sectionId=65)

There is a good chance that a sweeping US financial reform bill will be passed in a "reasonable form", White House economic adviser Paul Volcker said yesterday, adding the bill could provide a basis for international coordination on coherent legislation.  The Senate version of the bill includes the substance of his proposed "Volcker rule" curbing risky practices by banks, though caution is needed to prevent changes that could limit its effectiveness, he said.  "This is a battle. Make no mistake about it," the former Federal Reserve chairman said at a conference here. But I do think that if we can get this bill passed in a reasonable form — and the prospects to me look pretty good — I think that we'll provide a basis for the other major countries to get together in a way that wasn't possible before.  "I hope that we will see progress among the other major financial markets anyway in adopting legislation that fits in coherently with the American approach," Volcker said at an International Economic Forum of the Americas conference.

Congress will prevent base drawdowns in the squo.  The are off-limits

Dayen 10 [David Dayen, “Defense Spending Cuts Face Likely Congressional Override,” Monday May 17, 2010 9:18 am, http://news.firedoglake.com/2010/05/17/defense-spending-cuts-face-likely-congressional-override/]

The lesson of Congress in the modern age is that it’s much harder to eliminate a program than it is to enact one. Every program has a champion somewhere on Capitol Hill, and it probably only needs one to be saved – but 218 and 60 to be put into motion.

A case in point: our bloated military budget. The Obama Administration has generally tried to cancel out unnecessary defense programs, with meager success in the last budget year. Congress will probably assert themselves in an election year, however.

Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates has vowed to impose fiscal austerity at the Pentagon, but his biggest challenge may be persuading Congress to go along.

Lawmakers from both parties are poised to override Gates and fund the C-17 cargo plane and an alternative engine for the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter — two weapons systems the defense secretary has been trying to cut from next year’s budget. They have also made clear they will ignore Gates’s pleas to hold the line on military pay raises and health-care costs, arguing that now is no time to skimp on pay and benefits for troops who have been fighting two drawn-out wars.

The competing agendas could lead to a major clash between Congress and the Obama administration this summer. Gates has repeatedly said he will urge President Obama to veto any defense spending bills that include money for the F-35’s extra engine or the C-17, both of which he tried unsuccessfully to eliminate last year.

Last year, after a similarly protracted struggle, Gates succeeded in getting Congress to end funding for the F-22, a plane which tended to malfunction in the rain. Seriously. But Congress did not move on the F-35 engine or the C-17, and they seem similarly positioned this year. Ike Skelton and Carl Levin support the F-35 engine, for example, and included it in their appropriation requests out of the House and Senate Armed Services Committees, which they separately chair.

I fully recognize that the off-limits discussion about military spending concerns the bases in over 100 countries and continued adventures abroad in places where “victory” means almost nothing. But it is a symptom of the same problem – the persistent inertia that aids the military-industrial complex to keep the war machine moving. And so we get new engines to planes that don’t need new engines.
1NC Finance Reform Disadvantage 2/2

Strong Reform key to prevent a new global economic collapse

Jaffe 3-2-10 [Matthew, ABC News, “Economists: Another Financial Crisis on the Way: Nonpartisan Group Led by Nobel Winner Calls for Stronger Financial Reforms, http://abcnews.go.com/Business/economists-warn-financial-us-economy/story?id=9990828&page=1]

Even as many Americans still struggle to recover from the country's worst economic downturn since the Great Depression, another crisis – one that will be even worse than the current one – is looming, according to a new report from a group of leading economists, financiers, and former federal regulators.  In the report, the panel, which includes Rob Johnson of the United Nations Commission of Experts on Finance and bailout watchdog Elizabeth Warren, warns that financial regulatory reform measures proposed by the Obama administration and Congress must be beefed up to prevent banks from continuing to engage in high-risk investing that precipitated the near-collapse of the U.S. economy in 2008.  The report warns that the country is now immersed in a "doomsday cycle" wherein banks use borrowed money to take massive risks in an attempt to pay big dividends to shareholders and big bonuses to management – and when the risks go wrong, the banks receive taxpayer bailouts from the government.  "Risk-taking at banks," the report cautions, "will soon be larger than ever."  Without more stringent reforms, "another crisis – a bigger crisis that weakens both our financial sector and our larger economy – is more than predictable, it is inevitable," Johnson says in the report, commissioned by the nonpartisan Roosevelt Institute.  The institute's chief economist, Nobel Prize-winner Joseph Stiglitz, calls the report "an important point of departure for a debate on where we are on the road to regulatory reform."  The report blasts some of Washington's key players. Johnson writes, "Our government leaders have shown little capacity to fix the flaws in our market system." Two other panelists, Simon Johnson, a professor at MIT, and Peter Boone of the Centre for Economic Performance, voiced similar criticisms.  Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernanke and Treasury Secretary Tim Geithner "oversaw policy as the bubble was inflating," write Johnson and Boone, and "these same men are now designing our 'rescue.'"  The study says that "In 2008-09, we came remarkably close to another Great Depression. Next time we may not be so 'lucky.' The threat of the doomsday cycle remains strong and growing," they say. "What will happen when the next shock hits? We may be nearing the stage where the answer will be – just as it was in the Great Depression – a calamitous global collapse."  The panelists call for major banks to maintain liquid capital of at least 15 to 25 percent of their assets, the enactment of stiffer consequences for executives of bailout recipients and for government officials to start breaking up firms that grow too big.  In the report, Elizabeth Warren, who was chair of the Congressional Oversight Panel, reiterates her calls for an independent agency to protect consumers from abusive Wall Street practices. "While manufacturers have developed iPods and flat-screen televisions, the financial industry has perfected the art of offering mortgages, credit cards and check overdrafts laden with hidden terms that obscure price and risk," Warren writes. "Good products are mixed with dangerous products, and consumers are left on their own to try to sort out which is which. The consequences can be disastrous."  Frank Partnoy, a panelist from the University of San Diego, claims that "the balance sheets of most Wall Street banks are fiction." Another panelist, Raj Date of the Cambridge Winter Center for Financial Institutions Policy, argues that government-backed mortgage giants Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac have become "needlessly complex and irretrievably flawed" and should be eliminated. The report also calls for greater competition among credit rating agencies and increased regulation of the derivatives market, including requiring that credit-default swaps be traded on regulated exchanges.  With the Senate Banking Committee, led by Chris Dodd, D-Conn., poised to unveil its financial regulatory reform proposal sometime in the next week, the report calls on Congress to enact reforms strong enough to prevent another meltdown. "Sen. Dick Durbin once said the banks 'owned' the Senate," says Johnson. "The next few weeks will determine whether or not that statement is true."  In response to the report, a spokesman for the Treasury Department told ABC News that the administration's regulatory reform proposals would be the most significant Wall Street overhaul in generations.  "We laid out our strong principles of reform last June and we have been fighting every day since to see them enacted in law," said Treasury spokesman Andrew Williams. "While we have a tough fight ahead, we are getting close to seeing Congress pass the most significant overhaul of the financial sector in our lifetimes." 

Extinction
O'Donnell, Baltimore Republican Examiner writer and Marine Corps Reserve squad leader, 9 [Sean, 2-26-2009, The Baltimore Republican Examiner, "Will this recession lead to World War III?," http://www.examiner.com/x- 3108-Baltimore-Republican- Examiner~y2009m2d26-Will-this- recession-lead-to-World-War- III]

Could the current economic crisis affecting this country and the world lead to another world war? The answer may be found by looking back in history.  One of the causes of World War I was the economic rivalry that existed between the nations of Europe. In the 19th century France and Great Britain became wealthy through colonialism and the control of foreign resources. This forced other up-and-coming nations (such as Germany) to be more competitive in world trade which led to rivalries and ultimately, to war.  After the Great Depression ruined the economies of Europe in the 1930s, fascist movements arose to seek economic and social control. From there fanatics like Hitler and Mussolini took over Germany and Italy and led them both into World War II.  With most of North America and Western Europe currently experiencing a recession, will competition for resources and economic rivalries with the Middle East, Asia, or South American cause another world war? Add in nuclear weapons and Islamic fundamentalism and things look even worse.  Hopefully the economy gets better before it gets worse and the terrifying possibility of World War III is averted. However sometimes history repeats itself.

2NC Uniqueness – Will Pass

Financial Reform will pass before July 4

Hill (blog) 6/9 (Russell Berman, 6/9/10, " Hoyer confident financial bill will pass before July 4 ", http://thehill.com/blogs/on-the-money/banking-financial-institutions/102239-hoyer-confident-financial-bill-will-pass-before-july-4)

House Majority Leader Steny Hoyer voiced confidence Wednesday that  Congress would be able to reach agreement and approve final passage of the financial reform bill before July 4.  Hoyer (D-Md.) told reporters that Rep. Barney Frank (D-Mass.), who is leading the conference committee to reconcile separate House and Senate versions, has set “a very aggressive schedule” that calls for a final vote to occur in the days before the next congressional recess.  Congressional leaders, with pressure from the White House, had set a goal of completing the financial regulatory overhaul by July 4.  “He seems pretty confident that he can do that, and we’re hopeful that he can do that,” Hoyer said of Frank, who shepherded the initial legislation through the House.

Will pass by end of summer

Lexology, 6/3 http://www.lexology.com/library/detail.aspx?g=97b683df-c8ab-44a9-adaa-a0f0fbffa70c
Congress appears headed towards a relatively quick reconciliation process, and it seems likely that a final financial  services reform bill will be enacted this summer. The provisions of the House and Senate bill discussed in this Memorandum may be modified during the reconciliation process, but we understand from Congressional insiders that the general framework for these provisions is not likely to change.
Will Pass - Volker

Investment Executive 6/10 (James Walker, 6/10/10, " US financial reform package expected to pass shortly, Volcker says ", http://www.investmentexecutive.com/client/en/News/DetailNews.asp?Id=53922&cat=147&IdSection=147&PageMem=&nbNews=&IdPub=)

Paul Volcker, a former head of the U.S. Federal Reserve Board, Paul Volcker, said Wednesday that he expects the United States will pass financial industry regulatory reform within the next couple of weeks, and that this could help drive global reform, too.  Speaking at the annual conference of the International Organization of Securities Commissions in Montreal, Volcker, who is now an advisor to U.S. president Obama's economic team, said that the push for regulatory reform in the U.S. financial industry should finally be realized in the near future.
Will Pass – Reid

Market News International 6/7 (John Shaw, 6/7/10, " US Reid: Hill Working To Pass Final Reg Reform Bill This Month ", http://imarketnews.com/node/14548)

Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid repeated Monday that Congress should assemble and pass a final version of  financial regulatory  reform bill in the coming weeks.  Speaking on the Senate floor as the Senate returned from its Memorial Day recess, Reid described the key items on the legislative agenda between now and the July 4th break.  Reid said that passing the final version of financial reform legislation should occur "this month."  "We have to finish the Wall Street reform," Reid said.
2NC Link – Troop Withdrawal

Military opposes troop withdrawal – they determine Congressional popularity

Tiron, The Hill, ‘9 (Roxana, December 12, “Gates opposes troop withdrawal deadline for Afghanistan” http://thehill.com/homenews/senate/70165-gates-clinton-and-mullen-defend-afghan-plan)
Defense Secretary Robert Gates said he opposed setting deadlines for U.S. troop withdrawal from Afghanistan as he defended President Barack Obama’s new war strategy.   Gates, Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton, and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Adm. Mike Mullen on Wednesday made their first rounds on Capitol Hill to publicly sell Obama’s Afghanistan war plan to conflicted lawmakers still trying to digest the president’s announcement.  Obama announced on Tuesday he will send an additional 30,000 U.S. troops to Afghanistan, some as early as the next few weeks. The president also announced his goal of beginning a U.S. troop withdrawal by the summer of 2011. Gates said he agrees with the president’s July 2011 timeline but he would not agree with any efforts to set a deadline for complete troop withdrawal.   “I have adamantly opposed deadlines. I opposed them in Iraq, and I oppose deadlines in Afghanistan. But what the president has announced is the beginning of a process, not the end of a process. And it is clear that this will be a gradual process and, as he said last night, based on conditions on the ground. So there is no deadline for the withdrawal of American forces in Afghanistan,” Gates told the House Foreign Affairs Committee on Wednesday afternoon. “July 2011 is not a cliff.”   Gates’s comments came after lawmakers, particularly Republicans, attacked Obama’s plan to begin thinning out U.S. forces in the South Asian country by July 2011.   Earlier in the day, during a Senate Armed Services Committee hearing, Obama’s presidential rival, Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.), lamented the “arbitrary” deadline, which is not based on conditions on the ground in Afghanistan.

2NC Link – China Containment
Congress wants military presence to contain China
McCullagh, Professor of Journalism at American University, Adjunct Professor of Journalism at Case Western University, Chief Political Correspondent at CNET News, and Washington Bureau Chief for Wired News, ’06 (Declan, February 1, “Perspective: Anti-China hypocrisy in Congress?” CNET News)

"It is astounding that Google, whose corporate philosophy is 'don't be evil,' would enable evil by cooperating with China's censorship policies just to make a buck," says Rep. Chris Smith, a New Jersey Republican who heads the subcommittee. "Many Chinese have suffered imprisonment and torture in the service of truth--and now Google is collaborating with their persecutors." They want to whip up some anti-China sentiment, and Internet censorship is a convenient excuse to do it.  If Smith and compatriot Rep. Tom Lantos, a California Democrat, were sincere in this paean to free speech, perhaps we could applaud them for a steadfast commitment to principle.  But they're not. Smith and Lantos voted for a flag-burning amendment that flies in the face of the right to protest, a law to criminalize computer-generated images of nude minors, and the restrictions on election-related speech in the McCain-Feingold law that are now causing trouble for bloggers. Both voted for the Patriot Act, even though a federal judge ruled a key portion violates the First Amendment's free speech rights. Smith also embraced a proposal to restrict the sale of violent material such as video games to anyone under the age of 18.  If we try to reconcile these votes with recent statements, we're left with the unsettling conclusion that this pair of solons may care a great deal about free speech--but only for the Chinese, not Americans. Or we can consider a second explanation: that they'd simply like to whip up some anti-China sentiment, and Internet censorship is a convenient excuse to do it.  "It's really just hatred of China," says Lew Rockwell, president of the Ludwig von Mises Institute in Auburn, Ala. "People like Christopher Smith, the neo-conservatives, the Christian right that Christopher Smith is affiliated with, were planning a cold war against China before 9/11. They've just postponed it." Nobody is saying that the leaders of China's ruling Communist Party should be immune from rebukes.  Rockwell, whose group supports free markets and peace, adds that Congress seems intent on "making trouble, expanding the empire, and actually hurting the cause of freedom."  There already is an undercurrent of anti-China rhetoric flowing through Congress, as I wrote about in a column two years ago. 

2NC Link – Foreign Policy

Obama can’t build capital on foreign policy during a recession- he’ll be blamed for not focusing

Daniel W. Drezner- U Chicago poli sci prof- 1/21/10, Why Barack Obama is not going to be the foreign policy president anytime soon

I don't really disagree with Kaplan and Yglesias, but I do think they're missing something important:  with an economy shedding jobs, the last thing Obama wants to do is pump up his international profile.  Even if he could claim successes, foreign policy achievements -- particularly of the non-military kind -- during an economic downturn are pretty much a dead-bang political loser.  Why?  Because even successes suggests that the president cares more about the rest of the world than his own countrymen.     Think about it.  The last time a sitting president focused on foreign affairs in the middle of a recession was George H.W. Bush.  That was great from a policy perspective, but a political disaster for Bush.  I won't swear to this, but my impression is that Obama's standing has taken a hit whenever he's gone overseas in the past year.   On the other  hand, during a recession presidents can tell the rest of the world to go f*** themselves and they won't lose much in the way of popularity.   Just a glance at the December 2009 Pew survey shows the extent to which Americans are looking inward.  And who can blame them -- it's a pretty bad economy and there's double-digit unemployment.  This tendency is exacerbated by something that Kaplan does point out:       In the post-Cold War world, with the fracturing of power and the decline of influence by any one country or bloc, the problems that he faces are simply harder—more impervious to military, economic, or diplomatic pressure—than they would have been 20 to 50 years ago.  I'd say "post-Great Recession world," but that's quibbling.  If Americans are fed up with how long it takes for anything to get done in Congress, wait until they pay attention to foreign affairs.  The Doha round is on year nine and counting.  With important exceptions, the United States has military forces in practically every country it's intervened in since 1945. Who knows how long a global warming treaty -- or the reconstruction of Haiti -- will take.  Are there exceptions?  Sure, but they're ephemeral.  I suspect the follow-on to START-II would get through the Senate, because, really, is now the time to pick a fight with Russia?  Osama bin Laden's head on a pike would probably warm the cockles of most Americans.  But they wouldn't stay warm for long.   No, it's the economy, stupid.  The healthier the economy, the more political capital for Obama, and the less likely he will be punished for taking an interest in foreign affairs.  If Obama has any political self-preservation instincts at all, international relations will be done on the DL for a while.   It's unfair, and very problematic for foreign policy wonks, but no one said life is fair.

Adding Foreign Policy issues distracts from a domestic job focus – that hurts the democrats’ agenda
KOSU NEWS  12 – 22 – 09   For Obama, A Foreign Policy To-Do List For 2010, http://kosu.org/2009/12/for-obama-a-foreign-policy-to-do-list-for-2010/
Put Domestic Priorities First

Perhaps Obama’s top goal will be trying to prevent or avoid any time-consuming international crises that would distract him from his domestic agenda.

The 2010 midterm elections will be all about the U.S. jobless rate, which stands at 10 percent and is expected to remain high for most of the year.

Obama will want to be seen spending most of his time trying to create jobs at home and getting the massive health care overhaul bill through Congress.

“It’s going to be tougher for him on the domestic front in many ways,” says Ian Bremmer, president of Eurasia Group. “He needs to try to keep foreign policy as much off his agenda as possible, and he knows it’s going to be hard.”

2NC Internal Link – Political Capital Key

Obama’s capital key to most stringent financial provisions

NYT (blog) 6/10 (Simon Johnson, 6/10/10, " Will Obama Push for Financial Stability? ", http://economix.blogs.nytimes.com/2010/06/10/will-obama-push-for-financial-stability/?src=busln)

The official reconciliation process between Senate and House financial-regulation bills will begin next week, but the behind-the-scenes maneuvering and intense lobbying is already well under way. The main remaining question is whether the final legislation will ultimately make the financial system at all safer than it was in the run-up to the crisis of September 2008.  How do big banks repeatedly get themselves into so much trouble? Dangerous banking in today’s world involves banks trading securities and, in that context, taking positions — that is, betting their own capital.  For example, almost all the profits made by big banks in 2009 came from securities trading. When market conditions are favorable and traders get lucky, the people running these banks (and, hopefully, their shareholders) receive tremendous profits. But when this same risk-taking behavior results in big losses, the major negative impact is felt in terms of a major recession, raising government debt and sharply lower employment.  “Wall Street gets the upside, and society gets the downside” is an old saying now more relevant than ever. This asymmetry in incentives explains how smart people with concentrated financial power can cause so much damage — as the Bank of England, among others, has demonstrated.  The derivatives market is the arena where much of this risk-taking activity occurs. And while the financial regulatory bill makes some effort to bring the derivatives market onto exchanges — although the exemptions granted are far too sweeping — it does disappointingly little to separate out risky trading from the critical banking infrastructure, the payments system and relatively boring parts of traditional retail and commercial banking without which any modern economy cannot operate.  Ending the cohabitation of the risky and the boring is exactly what inspired the Glass-Steagall Act of 1933 and, while these specific arrangements had drawbacks and ultimately broke down, they did serve the American economy well for close to 50 years. (James Kwak and I review exactly what happened to Glass-Steagall and why in the book “13 Bankers.”)  The spirit of the reforms advocated by Paul Volcker and his current thinking on the subject — championed, at least in principle, by the Obama administration — is to update and apply the principles behind Glass-Steagall. We need to separate the relatively high-risk parts of banking from the relatively boring and safer parts that are essential to the payments system and to the routine credit needs of households and business.  Two proposals currently under consideration for the reconciliation of the Senate and House versions of the bill seek to address this problem. While each is valuable, they come at the problem from different directions.  Senator Blanche Lincoln’s approach — which focuses exclusively on derivatives trading (the purview of the Agriculture Committee, of which she is chairwoman) — would require banks to set up separate subsidiaries, within which they would need to hold a great deal more capital against their trading books. In this way, her approach addresses all derivatives trading, including the use of their own capital (known as proprietary capital)  The Lincoln proposal would have real teeth and — if properly implemented by regulators — would make derivatives trading substantially less risky. It would also make such trading less profitable; requiring more capital to be held against losses will also reduce the potential for profits. This is a feature, not a bug. Naturally, the big Wall Street banks are furious and fighting hard, with all the lobbying power and potential campaign contributions at their disposal, to ensure that profits prevail over social considerations (that’s their job, after all). All indications are that the megabanks will prevail and the Lincoln proposal will be stripped from the final bill.  Senators Jeff Merkley and Carl Levin would go a considerable distance in the same direction, although with greater focus on separating out — and not allowing, if regulators follow through — the bets with proprietary capital that recently crippled even the biggest banks. Remember that Bear Stearns and Lehman were broken by their holdings of toxic real estate-related assets, while Citigroup, Bank of America and others were brought low by wrongly believing that certain kinds of derivatives were good bets.  The Merkley-Levin approach leaves client-focused trading (buying and selling securities for others) where it is now within the big banks, but would exclude the inappropriate use of proprietary capital across all types of financial instruments — not just derivatives. The Merkley-Levin amendment gathered great momentum in the Senate and would almost certainly have prevailed in a floor vote, but through some parliamentary maneuvering, no doubt abetted by banking lobbyists, it was denied a vote.  Within the reconciliation process, Merkley-Levin still has a chance, although the precise odds depend on how hard the White House wants to fight. The president announced the Volcker rule to great acclaim in late January, but unfortunately the detailed follow-up by his own team was lackluster at best. Senators Merkley and Levin stepped into the political and legislative gap, pushing hard for at least some version of the Volcker principles to be adopted in Senator Christopher  J. Dodd’s bill.  They were turned back at every stage but have remained doggedly on message. Ultimately, this comes down to President Obama. Is he willing to put his political capital seriously into play? Or is his newfound (and oil-spill inspired) rhetoric against runaway corporate power and pathetic regulation at best completely empty and at worst a smokescreen for continued abuses?  We will learn a great deal in the coming weeks, not just about the future stability of our financial system, but also about what President Obama really stands for.  How hard the president is willing to fight for stronger financial regulation will become apparent as the House and Senate try to reconcile their bills, an economist writes.
Capital is essential to preventing a meltdown in the bill’s effectiveness

Leonard 3-23-10 [Andrew, Healthcare? Done. Next up: The banks, http://www.salon.com/technology/how_the_world_works/2010/03/23/financial_reform_heats_up]

But whatever -- as in every piece of legislation that the Obama administration is fighting to get through Congress, the question is not "how perfect can we make this bill," but instead, "how much can we prevent this bill from being sabotaged by obstructionists?" And in that sense, Geithner's speech, coming the same day the Dodd bill was bumped up to the Senate floor, may be politically significant. The moment is ripe for the Obama administration, and the platform is perfect. If the administration can frame Republican resistance to a tough financial reform bill as a continuation of the same obstructionism that the GOP demonstrated during healthcare reform, Sens. Shelby et al. are going to find themselves in a tight spot. The country is still furious at Wall Street. Wall Street's lobbyists, as Geithner noted in his speech, are spending a million dollars a day to influence reform legislation.

2NC Internal Link – A2: No Political Capital

Obama has just enough capital to get financial reform – your arguments are all true in the context of the rest of his agenda

Milwaukee Journal Sentinel 4/5 http://www.jsonline.com/news/statepolitics/89889042.html
With health care reform notched on his belt, President Barack Obama faces tough odds when it comes to enacting the rest of his ambitious political agenda.  Democrats are too spent; Republicans are too angry.  "I wouldn't expect anything major with the exception of the financial regulation reform Obama has been pushing for," said Michele Swers, a political scientist at Georgetown University. "Something like cap and trade I don't see happening. Immigration I don't see happening. Obama has used up the political capital that he has with the Democrats to get them to do tough things before an election."  Obama often says he came to Washington to tackle the toughest problems facing the country today. His agenda, as lofty as his rhetoric, spans a number of hot-button topics, from immigration to energy to education to financial regulation.  But political observers, analysts and even some lawmakers say the chances are slim that the president will get much of his domestic agenda through Congress in the months leading up to the November elections. With Republicans expected to gain seats in both the House and Senate, it could get more difficult next year.  When it comes to financial regulations, however, Obama does appear to have a shot at enacting additional reforms this year as supporters bank on anti-Wall Street sentiment across the country to help them move forward on the legislation. The House has already approved its version of a financial reform bill, and the Senate is preparing to take up the legislation after lawmakers return from a two-week recess the week of April 12.

Health care has pushed Obama’s capital to the brink.   All he has enough for is finance.

CSM 3-22-10 [Linda Feldmann, http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Politics/2010/0322/Health-care-bill-victory-Obama-s-historic-moment]

But the cost to Obama has been profound. He began his presidency 14 months ago with sky-high approval ratings of 70 percent and a big, ambitious agenda that began with a record economic stimulus package, then turned quickly to healthcare. Climate change and financial regulatory reform stood next in line. Obama's original goal was to complete healthcare last summer, but the road got so bogged down in a fruitless effort at bipartisanship – and a fierce conservative backlash – he was forced to go it alone with only Democratic votes.  Obama's job approval now hovers just below 50 percent. And while his hard-fought victory on health reform will give the president and his Democratic allies a boost of confidence going forward, they have burned up so much political capital that analysts see little room for more major initiatives anytime soon.  "If the administration is wise, it will understand that with the possible exception of financial regulatory reform, they've shot their wad for this Congress," says William Galston, a former policy adviser to President Bill Clinton and a senior fellow at the Brookings Institution.
2NC Impact – Economy 1/3
Financial reform key to prevent econ collapse

Warren, Harvard Law Professor, 1/19/10 (Elizabeth Warren, Leo Gottlieb Professor of Law at Harvard University, “Real Change:Turning Up the Heat on Non-Bank Lenders”, http://www.newdeal20.org/?p=4454)
The CFPA presents the first real opportunity to change that harmful structure. First, the CFPA will regulate consumer financial products across the board-using the same rules for all mortgages or for all small dollar loans, regardless of whether the mortgage or the loan is issued by a national bank, a state bank or a non-bank. The old practice of different sets of rules and different regulatory structures for the same products would disappear. Instead, the CFPA would create a coordinated set of baseline rules applicable across the board. Consolidated rule-making will also stop the practice of lenders shopping around for the regulator with the weakest rules. Bank holding companies have enjoyed an enormous advantage by having the freedom to structure their many business divisions to exploit regulatory weakness. They can operate a federally chartered bank when preemption is valuable to them. At the same time, they can purchase the products of non-banks in bulk, creating informal partnerships that exploit gaps in the state regulatory system. In fact, the Center for Public Integrity found that 21 of the 25 largest subprime issuers leading up to the crisis were financed by large banks. (Remember this the next time you hear a lobbyist blaming the crisis on non-banks and denying the role of the bank holding companies.) With consistent rules across the board, the CFPA would put an end to these practices. Consistent rules are important, but, as we now know, it isn’t enough to have good rules on the books. There must also be a serious effort to enforce those rules. With the right sources of funding and some smart strategic thinking about how to force non-banks to follow the same rules as other lenders, the entire landscape of consumer lending would change. From history, we have learned that an agency’s source of funding is critical to its success. By allowing the Agency to tax lenders directly — perhaps a dime for every open credit card account, a quarter for every open mortgage, etc. — Congress can make sure that the CFPA stays well-funded in the years ahead. The right funding structure will allow the Agency to develop the capacity to go after the non-banks and the dangerous products they originate, and it will insulate the Agency from political efforts to starve-the-regulators into inaction. Moreover, as we now know, the cost of even a well-funded agency is dwarfed by the cost to the government and the economy as a whole of bank failures. The cost of the failure of just one thrift – IndyMac — was almost ten times the annual budget of the Securities and Exchange Commission. New forms of strategic thinking will also be needed. By creating a system for mandatory lender registration, for example, CFPA will be able to keep track of the consumer lenders out there — something that no current regulators have the tools to do. To encourage compliance, the CFPA can work with other federal agencies — like the Treasury Department or the Internal Revenue Service — to identify unregistered lenders. In states that already register certain non-bank lenders, the CFPA can work off those registrations and collaborate with state officials. This is tough work, but a consumer agency with expertise and resources will rise to the challenge. The CFPA can also get smarter with enforcement by exploiting concentration points, places where small players are effectively grouped together. In the case of mortgage brokers, for example, without the large bank holding companies and their subsidiaries as customers for the loans they place, many would be out of business. Focusing regulatory attention on the buyers would create substantial leverage over the brokers as well. If the sponsors and funding mechanisms for the worst practices go away, so will the worst practices. There is more that we can do to deal with non-bank lenders, but only if Congress creates a strong CFPA. If we stick with the status quo — which treats loans differently depending on who issues them and places consumer protection in agencies that consider it an afterthought - we know what will happen because we have seen it happen before. Lenders will continue their tricks and traps business model, the mega-banks will exploit regulatory loopholes, and the non-banks will continue to sell deceptive products. In that world, small banks will need to choose between lowering standards or losing market share, and they will still get too much attention from regulators while the non-banks and big banks get too little. Dangerous loans will destabilize both families and the economy, and we’ll all remain at risk for the next trillion-dollar bailout. Regulating the non-banks hasn’t been tried in any serious way. The CFPA offers a real chance to level the playing field, to add balance to the system, and to change the consumer lending landscape forever.

2NC Impact – Economy 2/3

This is the only internal into economic solvency

KRUGMAN- Professor of Economics and International Affairs at Princeton- 1/8/10 [Paul, NYT, Bubbles and the Banks, http://americanstudies.uni-leipzig.de/system/files/Paul%20Krugman.%20Bubbles%20and%20the%20Banks.%208%20January%202010..pdf]

The short answer is that while the stock bubble created a lot of risk, that risk was fairly widely diffused across the economy. By contrast, the risks created by the housing bubble were strongly concentrated in the financial sector. As a result, the collapse of the housing bubble threatened to bring down the nation’s banks. And banks play a special role in the economy. If they can’t function, the wheels of commerce as a whole grind to a halt. Why did the bankers take on so much risk? Because it was in their self-interest to do so. By increasing leverage — that is, by making risky investments with borrowed money — banks could increase their short-term profits. And these short-term profits, in turn, were reflected in immense personal bonuses. If the concentration of risk in the banking sector increased the danger of a systemwide financial crisis, well, that wasn’t the bankers’ problem. Of course, that conflict of interest is the reason we have bank regulation. But in the years before the crisis, the rules were relaxed — and, even more important, regulators failed to expand the rules to cover the growing “shadow” banking system, consisting of institutions like Lehman Brothers that performed banklike functions even though they didn’t offer conventional bank deposits. The result was a financial industry that was hugely profitable as long as housing prices were going up — finance accounted for more than a third of total U.S. profits as the bubble was inflating — but was brought to the edge of collapse once the bubble burst. It took government aid on an immense scale, and the promise of even more aid if needed, to pull the industry back from the brink. And here’s the thing: Since that aid came with few strings — in particular, no major banks were nationalized even though some clearly wouldn’t have survived without government help — there’s every incentive for bankers to engage in a repeat performance. After all, it’s now clear that they’re living in a heads-they-win, tails-taxpayers- lose world. The test for reform, then, is whether it reduces bankers’ incentives and ability to concentrate risk going forward. Transparency is part of the answer. Before the crisis, hardly anyone realized just how much risk the banks were taking on. More disclosure, especially with regard to complex financial derivatives, would clearly help. Beyond that, an important aspect of reform should be new rules limiting bank leverage. I’ll be delving into proposed legislation in future columns, but here’s what I can say about the financial reform bill the House passed — with zero Republican votes — last month: Its limits on leverage look O.K. Not great, but O.K. It would, however, be all too easy for those rules to get weakened to the point where they wouldn’t do the job. A few tweaks in the fine print and banks would be free to play the same game all over again. And reform really should take on the financial industry’s compensation practices. If Congress can’t legislate away the financial rewards for excessive risk-taking, it can at least try to tax them. Let me conclude with a political note. The main reason for reform is to serve the nation. If we don’t get major financial reform now, we’re laying the foundations for the next crisis. But there are also political reasons to act. For there’s a populist rage building in this country, and President Obama’s kid-gloves treatment of the bankers has put Democrats on the wrong side of this rage. If Congressional Democrats don’t take a tough line with the banks in the months ahead, they will pay a big price in November.
2NC Impact – Economy 3/3

Banking is the biggest and quickest internal link to the economy – all their internals are long term growth scenarios are based on structuring the foundation of the economic system in the short term

Bloomberg, 1/5 http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=20601039&sid=aKNBgGSnmi7c
First, we’ve built a dangerous financial system in Europe and the U.S., and 2009 made it more dangerous.  You can bet the bank, and, when the gamble fails, you can still keep your job and most of your wealth. Not only have the remaining major financial institutions asserted and proved that they are too big to fail, but they have also demonstrated that no one in the executive or legislative branches is currently willing to take on their economic and political power.  The take-away for the survivors at big banks is clear: We do well in the upturn and even better after financial crises, so why fear a new cycle of excessive risk-taking?  Second, emerging markets were star performers during this crisis. Most global growth forecasts made at the end of 2008 exaggerated the slowdown in middle-income countries. To be sure, issues remain in places such as China, Brazil, India and Russia, but their economic policies and financial structures proved surprisingly resilient and their growth prospects now look good.  Third, the crisis has exposed serious cracks within the euro zone, but also between the euro zone and the U.K. on one side and Eastern Europe on the other. Core European nations will spend a good part of the next decade bailing out the troubled periphery to avoid a collapse. For many years this will press the European Central Bank to keep policies looser than the Germanic center would prefer.  Bigger Crises  Over the past 30 years, successive crises have become more dangerous and harder to sort out. This time not only did we need to bring the fed funds rate near to zero for “an extended period” but we also required a massive global fiscal expansion that has put many nations on debt paths that, unless rectified soon, will lead to their economic collapse.  For now, it looks like the course for 2010 is economic recovery and the beginning of a major finance-led boom, centered on the emerging world.  But look a little farther down the road and you see serious trouble. The heart of the matter is, of course, the U.S. and European banking systems; they are central to the global economy. As emerging markets pick up speed, demand for investment goods and commodities increases -- countries producing energy, raw materials, all kinds of industrial inputs, machinery, equipment, and some basic consumer goods will do well.  On the plus side, there will be investment opportunities in those same emerging markets, be it commodities in Africa, infrastructure in India, or domestic champions in China.  Surplus Savings  Good times will bring surplus savings in many emerging markets. But rather than intermediating their own savings internally through fragmented financial systems, we’ll see a large flow of capital out of those countries, as the state entities and private entrepreneurs making money choose to hold their funds somewhere safe -- that is, in major international banks that are implicitly backed by U.S. and European taxpayers.  These banks will in turn facilitate the flow of capital back into emerging markets -- because they have the best perceived investment opportunities -- as some combination of loans, private equity, financing provided to multinational firms expanding into these markets, and many other portfolio inflows.  We saw something similar, although on a smaller scale, in the 1970s with the so-called recycling of petrodollars. In that case, it was current-account surpluses from oil exporters that were parked in U.S. and European banks and then lent to Latin America and some East European countries with current account deficits.  Sad Ending  That ended badly, mostly because incautious lending practices and -- its usual counterpart -- excessive exuberance among borrowers created vulnerability to macroeconomic shocks.  This time around, the flows will be less through current- account global imbalances, partly because few emerging markets want to run deficits. But large current-account imbalances aren’t required to generate huge capital flows around the world.  This is the scenario that we are now facing. For example, savers in Brazil and Russia will deposit funds in American and European banks, and these will then be lent to borrowers around the world (including in Brazil and Russia).  Of course, if this capital flow is well-managed, learning from the lessons of the past 30 years, we have little to fear. But a soft landing seems unlikely because the underlying incentives, for both lenders and borrowers, are structurally flawed.  Boom Goes on  The big banks will initially be careful. But as the boom goes on, the competition between them will push toward more risk-taking. Part of the reason for this is that their compensation systems remain inherently pro-cyclical and as times get better, they will load up on risk.  The leading borrowers in emerging markets will be quasi- sovereigns, either with government ownership or a close crony relationship to the state. When times are good, everyone is happy to believe that these borrowers are effectively backed by a deep-pocketed sovereign, even if the formal connection is pretty loose. Then there are the bad times -- think Dubai World today or Russia in 1998.  The boom will be pleasant while it lasts. It might go on for a number of years, in much the same way many people enjoyed the 1920s. But we have failed to heed the warnings made plain by the successive crises of the past 30 years and this failure was made clear during 2009.  The most worrisome part is that we are nearing the end of our fiscal and monetary ability to bail out the system. We are steadily becoming vulnerable to disaster on an epic scale.
2NC Impact – A2: Economy Resilient

Financial Regs are key to continue current economic growth

Reuters, 4/14 http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSN1418370020100414
U.S. Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner said on Wednesday an overhaul of financial regulations was at a "critical moment" and said he believed a legislative agreement was close.  Geithner, briefing reporters at the White House after President Barack Obama met congressional leaders, also said the U.S. economy was "recovering faster than expected" and emerging from recession faster than other global economies.  Geithner spoke mostly about the financial regulation debate. "I think it's a critical moment for reform, a promising moment, a lot of hard work, a lot of progress," he said.

And, we’re on the brink of another collapse without it

The Economist 3-18-10 [Reregulating finance: In praise of Doddery, http://www.economist.com/displayStory.cfm?story_id=15720366]

IN LATE 2008 the American government threw its weight behind its biggest financial institutions to avert a systemic meltdown. It worked. The banking crisis has largely passed, but the guarantees (many of them implicit ones) remain—and therein may lie the seeds of another crisis. America’s financial system is now dominated by a few dozen firms that are assumed to be too big to fail. The danger is that they will in the coming years exploit that assumption to add leverage, girth and risk, leading to another collapse and more bail-outs.
2NC Impact – Diversionary Wars 1/3
Obama has shifted to populist politics- if bank reform fails he will shift to adventurist wars to save his presidency

Thomas Walkom- PhD in economics from the University of Toronto- January 23, 2010, Toronto Star, eware a wounded Chicago pol, lexisnexis

The humbling of Barack Obama is not just an American story. It has repercussions for the rest of the world. It has particular repercussions for Canada.  Tuesday's Massachusetts upset is by far the most damaging blow to Obama  's beleaguered presidency. The loss to Republican Scott Brown of what Democrats had assumed was one of their party's safest Senate seats has thrown the U.S. president's entire agenda into disarray.  So far, most attention has been focused on the fate of Obama  's already compromised health-care package. And it's true that the Democrats' loss of their 60-seat supermajority in the Senate may well doom what the president had hoped would be his signature domestic reform.  But those outside the U.S. are fated to feel the blowback from Massachusetts as well, particularly in three key areas.  First, the display of strength by the populist right effectively dooms any future efforts by Congress to further stimulate the U.S. economy - with effects that will reverberate in Canada.  Second, the loss of the Democrats' Senate supermajority spells the end of any serious attempt to deal with climate change in the U.S. Since Canada's federal Conservative government insists that it will only match American efforts, this means that little on the climate front will happen here as well.  Third, in order to assuage public opinion at home, Obama  will be tempted to jettison his reasoned approach to foreign relations and replace it one more appealing to domestic jingoes.  Economy first.  Obama has always been a reluctant Keynesian. Even before the Tuesday upset, he fretted about the effect of stimulus spending on Washington's $12-trillion debt.  Critics on the left, such as Nobel prize winning economists Paul Krugman and Joseph Stiglitz, argued that this caution doomed the administration's job creation efforts, that Congress wasn't spending enough.  But it was the so-called tea party critics on the right, with their anti-government, anti-spending messages, who dominated in Massachusetts. And it is they who appear to have won the debate nationally.  For America alone, this would be bad enough. Unemployment in the U.S. is already at 10 per cent. Without new government stimulus, it promises to stay high. If Obama  is persuaded to repeat Franklin Roosevelt's 1937 mistake and veer toward fiscal restraint, it will get worse.  For Canadians, none of this is encouraging. The punditocracy talks of China pulling the world from slump. But the Chinese don't buy cars made in Windsor. Nor do they buy much Alberta oil. Americans do. If Americans don't have enough money to buy our goods, we suffer. It is still that simple.  The foreign policy picture is blurrier. This president came to power promising a fundamental shift from George W. Bush's go-it-alone approach. Obama insisted that his would be a more nuanced administration, tough when necessary but accommodating when reasonableness made sense.  After eight years of Bush's war-mongering and waterboarding, the world looked forward to an America recommitted to diplomacy, international partnerships and human rights.  True, none of this worked out quite as advertised. Well before Brown emerged as the spider on the Massachusetts valentine, Obama  started to back away from his early heady promises.  His attempt to pressure Israel into a more accommodating stance with the Palestinians quickly foundered on the rocks of domestic U.S. politics. His overtures to Iran were rebuffed by a Tehran regime consumed with its own internal struggles. His promise to close the Guantanamo Bay prison camp has been put off into the indeterminate future. The Copenhagen climate change summit he promoted was a disaster.  Still, with a few notable exceptions, he has remained determinedly non-Bushian in his rhetoric. His latest approach to Afghanistan (increase troop strength but only for a while) lacks the clarity of Bush's call for a war on terror - or even Obama  's initial campaign promises. But it is probably more realistic than either.  Now, Obama  is trying to adopt a more populist stance in order to salvage his presidency. As a political tactic, this makes sense. But as a method of governing, it is dangerous.  Populism's power lies in its ability to tap into deeply held views of the world that aren't always rational. It depends on stereotyping and visceral images - the unfeeling government bureaucrat, the silk-hatted banker, the swarthy terrorist.  When defeated Republican vice-presidential candidate Sarah Palin accuses Obama  of wanting to set up health-care "death panels," she is feeding on America's historic (and to outsiders near-paranoid) suspicion of government. When Obama  talks of taking on Wall Street, he is appealing to a similarly deep-seated antipathy toward bankers that has existed in America since the republic's founding.  At its best, populism is a blunt instrument. Obama  's proposal to tax big banks in order to fund his bailout of Wall Street penalizes institutions that weren't bailed out (including some Canadian ones).  At its worst, it panders to prejudice.  But more to the point for the rest of the world, domestic populist measures are difficult to enact in the U.S. Silk-hat stereotypes notwithstanding, there's a good chance that Obama  won't get his banking measures, including proposals unveiled Thursday that would increase financial regulation, through an increasingly skittish Congress. Even Obama  's pledge to create a new consumer watchdog may not make it.  The real danger for those of us outside the U.S. is that the president will be tempted into more foreign adventures in order to deflect attention from his failures on the domestic front.  Indeed, for leaders in trouble, nothing works better than a bit of swashbuckling abroad. Britain's Margaret Thatcher saved her government by warring with Argentina. Ronald Reagan deflected criticism of his domestic record by threatening the so-called evil empire of Soviet Russia. George W. Bush's nondescript presidency was rescued by his war on terror.  Targets for American action are never in short supply. They could include Yemen, where Christmas Day underpants bomber Umar Farouk Abdulmutallab allegedly trained. Or Obama  could decide to raise the ante further in Pakistan and Afghanistan, with immediate effect on Canadian troops there.  Playing the commander-in-chief card is a tried and true American political tactic. Don't assume Obama   won't use it. He is not a saint. He is an experienced Chicago politician who almost certainly wants to win a second term.  Thomas Walkom's column appears Wednesday and Saturday.  Populism, adventurism. Obama  won't rule out anything in a bid to salvage  his presidency. This has consequences  for the rest of us 

2NC Impact – Diversionary Wars 2/3

And, US attack on Pakistan collapses the government 

Margolis- author of War at the Top of the World- 7/25/07,( Eric, Sun National Media Canada, Is the US Preparing To Attack Pakistan?, http://www.informationclearinghouse.info/article18070.htm)

Any US attack on Pakistan would be a catastrophic mistake. First, air and ground assaults will succeed only in widening the anti-US war and merging it with Afghanistan’s resistance to western occupation. US forces are already too over-stretched to get involved in yet another little war.  Second, Pakistan’s army officers who refuse to be bought may resist a US attack on their homeland, and overthrow the man who allowed it, Gen. Musharraf. A US attack would sharply raise the threat of anti-US extremists seizing control of strategic Pakistan and marginalize those seeking return to democratic government.  Third, a US attack on the tribal areas could re-ignite the old irredentist movement to reunite Pashtun parts of Pakistan and Afghanistan into an independent state, "Pashtunistan." That could begin unraveling fragile Pakistan, leaving its nuclear arsenal up for grabs, and India tempted to intervene.  The US military has grown used to attacking small, weak nations like Grenada, Panama, and Iraq. Pakistan, with 163 million people, and a poorly equipped but very tough 550,000-man army, will offer no easy victories. Those Bush Administration officials who foolishly advocate attacking Pakistan are playing with fire.

And, Collapse of Pakistan causes Indo-Pak war, nuclear terrorism, escalating civil wars, and collapses US relations with China/Russa- turns case

Morgan- political psychologist, fmr member of the British Labour Party Exectutive Committee, 2007, (Stephen J. "Better another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban NUCLEAR Pakistan!?", http://www.electricarticles.com/display.aspx?id=639)

Strong centrifugal forces have always bedevilled the stability and unity of Pakistan, and, in the context of the new world situation, the country could be faced with civil wars and popular fundamentalist uprisings, probably including a military-fundamentalist coup d’état.  Fundamentalism is deeply rooted in Pakistan society. The fact that in the year following 9/11, the most popular name given to male children born that year was “Osama” (not a Pakistani name) is a small indication of the mood. Given the weakening base of the traditional, secular opposition parties, conditions would be ripe for a coup d’état by the fundamentalist wing of the Army and ISI, leaning on the radicalised masses to take power. Some form of radical, military Islamic regime, where legal powers would shift to Islamic courts and forms of shira law would be likely. Although, even then, this might not take place outside of a protracted crisis of upheaval and civil war conditions, mixing fundamentalist movements with nationalist uprisings and sectarian violence between the Sunni and minority Shia populations.  The nightmare that is now Iraq would take on gothic proportions across the continent. The prophesy of an arc of civil war over Lebanon, Palestine and Iraq would spread to south Asia, stretching from Pakistan to Palestine, through Afghanistan into Iraq and up to the Mediterranean coast.  Undoubtedly, this would also spill over into India both with regards to the Muslim community and Kashmir. Border clashes, terrorist attacks, sectarian pogroms and insurgency would break out. A new war, and possibly nuclear war, between Pakistan and India could not be ruled out.  Atomic Al Qaeda  Should Pakistan break down completely, a Taliban-style government with strong Al Qaeda influence is a real possibility. Such deep chaos would, of course, open a “Pandora's box” for the region and the world. With the possibility of unstable clerical and military fundamentalist elements being in control of the Pakistan nuclear arsenal, not only their use against India, but Israel becomes a possibility, as well as the acquisition of nuclear and other deadly weapons secrets by Al Qaeda.  Invading Pakistan would not be an option for America. Therefore a nuclear war would now again become a real strategic possibility. This would bring a shift in the tectonic plates of global relations. It could usher in a new Cold War with China and Russia pitted against the US.  What is at stake in “the half-forgotten war” in Afghanistan is far greater than that in Iraq. But America’s capacities for controlling the situation are extremely restricted. Might it be, in the end, they are also forced to accept President Musharraf's unspoken slogan of «Better another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban NUCLEAR Pakistan!

2NC Impact – Diversionary Wars 3/3

And, Indo-Pak war causes extinction

Fox, Independent Journalist ‘8 (Maggie, April 8, “India-Pakistan Nuclear War Would Cause Ozone Hole” http://www.planetark.com/dailynewsstory.cfm/newsid/47829/story.htm)

WASHINGTON - Nuclear war between India and Pakistan would cause more than slaughter and destruction -- it would knock a big hole in the ozone layer, affecting crops, animals and people worldwide, US researchers said on Monday. Fires from burning cities would send 5 million metric tonnes of soot or more into the lowest part of Earth's atmosphere known as the troposphere, and heat from the sun would carry these blackened particles into the stratosphere, the team at the University of Colorado reported.  "The sunlight really heats it up and sends it up to the top of the stratosphere," said Michael Mills of the Laboratory for Atmospheric and Space Physics, who chose India and Pakistan as one of several possible examples.  Up there, the soot would absorb radiation from the sun and heat surrounding gases, causing chemical reactions that break down ozone. "We find column ozone losses in excess of 20 percent globally, 25 percent to 45 percent at midlatitudes, and 50 percent to 70 percent at northern high latitudes persisting for five years, with substantial losses continuing for five additional years," Mills' team wrote in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences.  This would let in enough ultraviolet radiation to cause cancer, damage eyes and skin, damage crops and other plants and injure animals.  Mills and colleagues based their computer model on other research on how much fire would be produced by a regional nuclear conflict.  "Certainly there is a growing number of large nuclear-armed states that have a growing number of weapons. This could be typical of what you might see," Mills said in a telephone interview.   SMOKE IS KEY  Eight nations are known to have nuclear weapons, and Pakistan and India are believed to have at least 50 weapons apiece, each with the power of the weapon the United States used to destroy Hiroshima in 1945.  Mills said the study added a new factor to the worries about what might damage the world's ozone layer, as well as to research about the effects of even a limited nuclear exchange.  "The smoke is the key and it is coming from these firestorms that build up actually several hours after the explosions," he said.  "We are talking about modern megacities that have a lot of material in them that would burn. We saw these kinds of megafires in World War Two in Dresden and Tokyo. The difference is we are talking about a large number of cities that would be bombed within a few days."  Nothing natural could create this much black smoke in the same way, Mill noted. Volcanic ash, dust and smoke is of a different nature, for example, and forest fires are not big or hot enough.  The University of Colorado's Brian Toon, who also worked on the study, said the damage to the ozone layer would be worse than what has been predicted by "nuclear winter" and "ultraviolet spring" scenarios.  "The big surprise is that this study demonstrates that a small-scale, regional nuclear conflict is capable of triggering ozone losses even larger than losses that were predicted following a full-scale nuclear war," Toon said in a statement.

And, terrorism causes retaliatory nuclear war

Speice 6 (Speice, Patrick F., Jr. "Negligence and nuclear nonproliferation: eliminating the current liability barrier to bilateral U.S.-Russian nonproliferation assistance programs." William and Mary Law Review 47.4 (Feb 2006): 1427(59). Expanded Academic ASAP.)

The potential consequences of the unchecked spread of nuclear knowledge and material to terrorist groups that seek to cause mass destruction in the United States are truly horrifying. A terrorist attack with a nuclear weapon would be devastating in terms of immediate human and economic losses. (49) Moreover, there would be immense political pressure in the United States to discover the perpetrators and retaliate with nuclear weapons, massively increasing the number of casualties and potentially triggering a full-scale nuclear conflict. (50) In addition to the threat posed by terrorists, leakage of nuclear knowledge and material from Russia will reduce the barriers that states with nuclear ambitions face and may trigger widespread proliferation of nuclear weapons. (51) This proliferation will increase the risk of nuclear attacks against the United States or its allies by hostile states, (52) as well as increase the likelihood that regional conflicts will draw in the United States and escalate to the use of nuclear weapons. (53)

________________________

*****AFFIRMATIVE*****

2AC Non-unique – Won’t Pass

Opposition to flushing out changes now – bill will be watered down

Reuters 6/9 (Kevin Drawbaugh, Leslie Adler, 6/9/10, " FACTBOX-Some financial reforms missing from US legislation ", http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSN0912817320100609)

The U.S. Congress is in the final stages of finishing a major  financial regulation reform bill, which has slowly narrowed over more than a year of debate, with some ambitious proposals slipping from view.  Mainly due to insurmountable opposition from Republicans, bank lobbyists and regulatory agencies protecting their turf, some changes that looked achievable a year ago at the height of the financial crisis are no longer being discussed.  The two giants of U.S. mortgage finance -- Fannie Mae (FNM.N) and Freddie Mac (FRE.N) -- need a major overhaul. That much both political parties in Congress can agree on.  But the consensus pretty much ends there.  The Obama administration has said it will sketch out a reform plan for the two agencies soon, and House Financial Services Committee Chairman Barney Frank is beginning new discussions on the issue among his panel's members.  But fixing Fannie and Freddie is such a contentious problem that Democrats set it aside for the time being, excluding it from both the House and Senate regulation reform bills.  Fannie and Freddie together own or guarantee half of all U.S. mortgages. Both were seized by the U.S. government and put into conservatorship in September 2008.  A bold idea offered last year by Senate Banking Committee Chairman Christopher Dodd was to consolidate into one super-agency the bank regulation duties now scattered across several federal bureaucracies.  That idea is dead, after months of lobbying by banks and by the agencies that would have been superseded, including the Federal Reserve, the Comptroller of the Currency, and the Federal Deposit Insurance Corp.  Dodd wanted to create a new agency, the Financial Institutions Regulatory Administration, to supervise all banks and put an end to today's patchwork system stitched together over decades.  The House bill never contemplated such a plan.  The modest bill coming before a House-Senate conference committee this week changes little, other than closing the Office of Thrift Supervision -- a small step toward streamlining, but far short of Dodd's plan.

Differences exists which means conference committee won’t pass now

PolitiFi, 6/8/2010 http://politifi.com/news/The-Conference-Challenges-Congress-Faces-for-Financial-Reform-770556.html
The House and Senate may have both passed Financial Regulation Bills, but the battle to create the final Legislation isn't over. Next up: the two chambers must reconcile their Bills. The essence of these two Bills overlaps fairly well, as explained here . But the details contain a number of significant differences that have to be hashed out. Here are some of the most important. Consumer Financial  Protection Agency/Bureau Congress needs to worry about more than just what to call the new...
Regulators and Banks block passage now

New York Times, 6/6/2010 http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/07/business/07regulate.html
No matter the outcome of the runoff, the provision faces substantial opposition, not only from Wall Street but also from regulators like Ben S. Bernanke, the Federal Reserve chairman, and Sheila C. Bair, the chairwoman of the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation. Also, the administration does not support it.  In a final, ferocious round of lobbying, big banks are also trying to influence negotiations on whether to curb the fees that retailers must pay when customers swipe credit and debit cards — as the Senate bill seeks to do — and how strictly to impose a ban on proprietary trading, or banks’ making market bets with their own money.
2AC Link Turn – Troop Withdraw Popular

Troop increases alienate the democratic base

BOLTON  12 – 3 – 09    The Hill Staff Writer, [Alexander Bolton, Liberals warn Obama that base may skip midterm elections, http://thehill.com/homenews/administration/70355-liberals-warn-obama]

Prominent liberal activists are warning Democratic leaders that they face a problem with the party’s base heading into an election year.

The latest issue to roil relations between President Barack Obama and the liberal wing of the party is his decision to send 30,000 more troops to Afghanistan, which liberals fear could become a debacle like Vietnam.

The left is also concerned the administration and party leaders have drifted too far to the center or are caving in to non-liberal interest groups in key policy battles, including healthcare reform, climate change and energy reform and financial regulatory reform. In some cases, liberals fear the White House is backing away entirely from core issues, such as the closing of the Guantánamo Bay detention camp and ending the “Don’t ask, don’t tell” policy that prevents gays and lesbians form serving openly in the military.

“I think there’s a growing concern that Washington is losing battles to entrenched lobbying interests and the administration is not effectively in charge and a sense that things aren’t going well,” said Robert Borosage, co-director of the Campaign for America’s Future, a liberal advocacy group

“I think the Democratic base is getting a little nervous out there about where we’re headed,” said Sen. Tom Harkin (Iowa), a leading liberal within the Senate Democratic Conference who shares concerns over Obama’s commitment of troops to the Afghan war

Ending military commitments boosts presidential popularity
TAGO  09  PhD in Advanced Social and Int’l Studies.  Associate Prof of Int’l Politics, Grad School of Law, Kobe University, Japan. Atsushi Tago, When Are Democratic Friends Unreliable? The Unilateral Withdrawal of Troops from the `Coalition of the Willing', Journal of Peace Research 2009; 46; 219

The Democratic Political Cycle

The democratic political cycle is closely related to the reliability of commitment. During national elections, it is very important for a democratic political leader to secure the support of a majority of voters and hold on to power (Bueno de Mesquita et al., 2003; Mayhew, 2004). Therefore, to maximize her/his chances of winning the election, a leader may terminate unpopular policies during the election campaign, including costly international commitments.

International commitments often entail unavoidable material costs for a state and thus sometimes come into disfavor among domestic audiences. A leader may reverse an ongoing committed policy in exchange for additional electoral support from the public.

For instance, the South Korean (ROK) government’s pledge to host US military bases on its soil was not supported by a majority of voters in the 1990s (Cooley, 2005: 213). Because voters did not support further fortifications in the US–ROK alliance, before major elections, the South Korean government is seeking a realignment of the alliance with more favorable conditions.

A similar situation can be observed in Japan. Okinawa hosts more than 70% of the US military bases in Japan. When Okinawa’s municipal elections were imminent, to obtain more votes in Okinawa, Tokyo’s central government announced its willingness to open negotiations with the USA for transferring some of the bases from the island (Mulgan, 2000). These episodes suggest that close attention should be paid at the time of key elections to the incentives of a leader to break an international commitment that is unpopular with the domestic audience.

2AC Impact Defense – Economy 1/4
Even if the bill regulates banks that’s not key to the economy

Korten, Chair of the New Economy Working Group, 4-29 (David, “Both Parties Deaf to This Call: ‘Fix the Economy, Not Wall Street’” Common Dreams)

Each party would have us believe that its side has the better answer about how to prevent another financial collapse, limit future taxpayer exposure, and protect consumers from financial fraud. These are good objectives, but their focus is fixing Wall Street.  No one in official circles seems to be asking the more fundamental question: "How do we create a financial services sector that directs money where it is needed: toward creating living wage jobs that provide essential goods and services for all Americans in ways consistent with a healthy environment?" Fixing Wall Street, as we presently know it, will do little, if anything, to achieve what should be our real purpose. Since the September 2008 financial collapse, Wall Street has conclusively demonstrated that it is concerned only for its own profits and bonuses.  Thanks to the taxpayer bailout and a constant flow of nearly free credit to the big banks from the Federal Reserve, Wall Street is once again reporting record profits and bonuses. Main Street, which has received far more modest public support, has not been so quick to recover from the effects of the crisis: high unemployment, low wages, consumer debt, bankruptcies, and foreclosures. It is a stunning contrast not lost on the properly outraged American public.  Meanwhile Wall Street power brokers resist even modest financial reforms that might prevent a repeat of the collapse. After all, they have little reason to be concerned-they've rigged the system to assure that no matter how risky their actions, they will still get their bonuses and taxpayers will pick up the bill. This is a destructive system beyond repair.  Generally, Republicans believe that "too big to fail" Wall Street banks should have been left to collapse as a self-corrective act of market discipline. Democrats would rather forestall another collapse by placing appropriate restraints on Wall Street excesses. On one level, I'm sympathetic to both sides of this particular debate. Another bailout is not acceptable; banks that engage in overly risky behavior should fail; and we need strong government action to forestall a financial crash potentially far more devastating than the one that happened in September 2008.  Neither side, however, is addressing the essential need to replace the Wall Street casino with a new financial system, one designed to provide essential financial services to the Main Street economies we depend upon to meet our daily need for jobs and essential goods and services like food, shelter, water, waste disposal, education, and public safety.  Wall Street is a world of pure finance in the business of using money to make money-by whatever means-for people who have money. Any contribution to the production of real goods and services is purely an incidental byproduct.  Wall Street, in its current incarnation, has no interest in providing true financial services, except as instruments of predatory extraction. In the name of financial innovation, its institutions have perfected the arts of financial speculation, inflating asset bubbles, stripping corporate assets, predatory lending (usury), risk shifting, leveraging, and creating debt pyramids-none of which serves any beneficial public purpose. Rather than being fixed or restricted, most of Wall Street should be shut down. The institutions of a new service-oriented financial system could more efficiently and beneficially fulfill the essential financial functions that Wall Street now controls.  Such a system cannot be created simply by restoring the regulations that once kept Wall Street's tendency toward concentration and fraud in check. The system is now corrupt beyond repair. A new system of financial services institutions designed to serve and be accountable to the people of place-based Main Street economies must be built from the bottom up.  Wall Street thrives and Main Street struggles because Wall Street controls the money flow. The money system is to the modern economic system what the circulatory system is to the body. Where blood flows freely, the body's cells flourish. Where blood flow is restricted, they become anemic and may die. Real resources follow the money, so we must design the financial system to put the money where it will produce the greatest living-wealth benefit. Complicated though the details may be, the broad outline of what this means in practical terms is simple common sense.  Wall Street thrives and Main Street struggles because Wall Street controls the money flow. If you are a vulture speculator pushing the state of California toward bankruptcy by short selling California state government bonds, the Wall Street banks are there to be sure you have access to enough cheap money to make a big killing. If you are a Main Street entrepreneur serving real needs in your local economy, you're forced to borrow against your credit card at predatory interest rates. This is the money system that Congress is debating how best to stabilize.  Our investments tend to fund consolidation and speculation. But emerging new models allow us to finance the economy we really want.  A proper service-oriented financial sector will feature a decentralized system of local banks and credit unions, mostly organized as nonprofits and cooperatives, that hold local deposits, clear transactions, and provide credit to productive local businesses and home buyers at fair interest rates. In this system, state and local governments would not be facing bankruptcy, because they would capitalize and operate their own banks to issue themselves credit for beneficial public projects.  At a national level, a Federal Reserve captive to Wall Street banking interests is currently giving the largest Wall Street banks interest-free loans that they in turn loan to the federal government at 3 percent interest to cover the federal deficits created by the bailout of these same Wall Street banks. Rather than using the bailout money to provide credit to Main Street businesses, the Wall Street banks have used it to pay record executive bonuses and dividends, grow even larger through mergers and acquisitions, and bet against the bonds that governments have issued to cover costs of bank bailouts and economic stimulus. None of this serves a beneficial public purpose.  Imagine how differently the economic recovery would be playing out if the federal government had taken over failing Wall Street banks and restructured them as locally owned, independent community banks and credit unions. Imagine further that it had taken over the Federal Reserve and issued itself interest-free credit, not to fund Wall Street bank bailouts, but rather to fund adequate stimulus programs that create living wage jobs in the Main Street economy-jobs doing work that meets real needs. That money would now be flowing back into local banks as deposits and savings, which these banks would then lend back into their communities. Main Street would be thriving, and Wall Street speculators would be the ones receiving foreclosure notices and hoping their unemployment benefits don't run out before they find a new job.  Current efforts by Washington politicians to limit the excesses of dysfunctional, predatory, and destructive Wall Street institutions may be well intentioned, but they are seriously misguided. The proper goal is not to avoid another Wall Street collapse, it is to replace Wall Street with a new money system designed to provide honest and efficient financial services to the Main Street economies that create real wealth.
2NC Impact Defense – Economy 2/4

Bill complexity causes loopholes

Tett, Financial Times, 4-30 (Gillian, “Financial reform in US could be buried under a mound of paper”)

The second point is that there is a good chance that the complexity will end up playing into the hands of the banks. After all, if anybody has sufficient resources to hire enough lawyers to analyse 1,300 pages of dense text, it will be them. And banks are supremely skilled at exploiting any loopholes in the law. After all, that is what they have done during much of the past decade, amid the financial innovation boom. There is little reason to think that will change now, courtesy of a 1,300 page bill. On the contrary, the more complex the bill, the more potential there will be for future legal arbitrage - not least because so few people understand it.  Is there any way to prevent this? Not easily. America prides itself in having a rules-based regulatory system, as opposed to the principles-based approach that has been used, say, in the UK. To most American politicians and lawyers, the idea of ever moving towards a more principles-based approach seems deeply "un-American", since it could hand more power to a whimsical government at the expense of the individual. And while London used to tout the benefits of its principles-based regulatory approach, Britain's financial world has hardly covered itself in glory in recent years.  Nevertheless, even if America is not about to toss away its rules-based system, creating a 1,300 page bill that almost nobody understands hardly seems like progress. And the fact is that, even in America, there are times when principles do matter. Just look, for example, at what has happened to Goldman Sachs.
2NC Impact Defense – Economy 3/4

Most specific indict proves the bill won’t save the economy

Gattuso, Regulatory Policy Fellow at Heritage, 4-22 (James, “Senator Dodd’s Regulation Plan: 14 Fatal Flaws” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/04/Senator-Dodds-Regulation-Plan-14-Fatal-Flaws)

Fourteen Flaws

Among other things, the bill:

Creates a protected class of “too big to fail” firms. Section 113 of the bill establishes a “Financial Stability Oversight Council,” charged with identifying firms that would “pose a threat to the financial security of the United States if they encounter “material financial distress.” These firms would be subject to enhanced regulation. However, such a designation would also signal to the marketplace that these firms are too important to be allowed to fail and, perversely, allow them to take on undue risk. As American Enterprise Institute scholar Peter Wallison wrote, “Designating large non-bank financial companies as too big to fail will be like creating Fannies and Freddies in every area of the economy.”[1]

Provides for seizure of private property without meaningful judicial review. The bill, in Section 203(b), authorizes the Secretary of the Treasury to order the seizure of any financial firm that he finds is “in danger of default” and whose failure would have “serious adverse effects on financial stability.” This determination is subject to review in the courts only on a “substantial evidence” standard of review, meaning that the seizure must be upheld if the government produces any evidence in favor of its action. This makes reversal extremely difficult.

Creates permanent bailout authority. Section 204 of the bill authorizes the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC) to “make available … funds for the orderly liquidation of [a] covered financial institution.” Although no funds could be provided to compensate a firm’s shareholders, the firm’s other creditors would be eligible for a cash bailout. The situation is much like the scheme implemented for AIG in 2008, in which the largest beneficiaries were not stockholders but rather other creditors, such as Deutsche Bank and Goldman Sachs[2]—hardly a model to be emulated.

Establishes a $50 billion fund to pay for bailouts. Funding for bailouts is to come from a $50 billion “Orderly Resolution Fund” created within the U.S. Treasury in Section 210(n)(1), funded by taxes on financial firms. According to the Congressional Budget Office, the ultimate cost of bank taxes will fall on the customers, employees, and investors of each firm.[3]

Opens a “line of credit” to the Treasury for additional government funding. Under Section 210(n)(9), the FDIC is effectively granted a line of credit to the Treasury Department that is secured by the value of failing firms in its control, providing another taxpayer financial support.

Authorizes regulators to guarantee the debt of solvent banks. Bailout authority is not limited to debt of failing institutions. Under Section 1155, the FDIC is authorized to guarantee the debt of “solvent depository institutions” if regulators declare that a liquidity crisis (“event”) exists.

Limits financial choices of American consumers. The bill contains a new “Bureau of Consumer Financial Protection” with broad powers to limit what financial products and services can be offered to consumers. The intended purpose is to protect consumers from unfair practices. But the effect would be to reduce available choices, even in cases where a consumer fully understands and accepts the costs and risks. For many consumers, this will make credit more expensive and harder to get.[4]

Undermines safety and soundness regulation. The proposed Bureau of Consumer Financial Protection would nominally be part of the Federal Reserve System, but it would have substantial autonomy. Decisions of the new bureau would not be subject to approval by the Fed. New rules could be stopped only through a cumbersome, after-the-fact review process involving a council of all the major regulatory agencies. This could impede efforts of economic (or “safety and soundness”) regulators to ensure the financial stability of regulated firms, as the new, independent “consumer” regulator would establish rules that conflict with that goal.

Enriches trial lawyers by authorizing consumer regulators to ban arbitration agreements. Section 1028 specifically authorizes the new consumer regulatory agency to ban arbitration agreements between consumers and financial firms. By reducing the use of streamlined dispute resolution procedures, more consumers and businesses would be forced to pay the costs of litigation—to the benefit of trial lawyers.

Subjects firms to hundreds of varying state and local rules. Section 1044 limits pre-emption of state and local rules, subjecting banks and their customers to confusing, costly, and inconsistent red tape imposed by regulators in jurisdictions across the country.

Subjects non-financial firms to financial regulation. Regulation under this legislation would extend far beyond banks. Many firms largely outside the financial industry would find themselves caught in the regulatory net. Section 102(B)(ii) of the bill defines a “nonbank financial company”” as a company “substantially engaged in activities … that are financial in nature.” The phrase “financial in nature” is defined in existing law quite broadly. According to former Treasury official Gregory Zerzan, it includes things such as “holding assets of others in trust, investing in securities … or even leasing real estate and offering certain consulting services.”[5] As a result, a broad swath of private industry may find itself ensnared in the financial regulatory net. As Zerzan explains: “An airplane manufacturer that holds customer down payments for future delivery, a large home improvement chain that invests its profits as part of a plan to increase revenues, and an energy firm that makes markets in derivatives are all engaged in ‘financial activities’ and potentially subject to systemic risk regulation.”

Imposes one-size-fits-all reform in derivative markets. The bill would subject derivatives now traded over-the-counter by banks and other financial institutions to regulation by the Commodity Futures Trading Commission and/or the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC). It would require most derivative contracts to be settled through a clearinghouse rather than directly between the parties. Yet derivatives are already increasingly being traded on clearinghouses thanks to private efforts coordinated by the New York Fed.[6] The Senate’s bill, however, would require virtually all derivatives to be so traded. Applying such ill-designed blanket regulation would make financial derivatives more costly, more difficult to customize, and, consequently, less widely used—which would increase overall risk in the economy.[7]

Allows activist groups to use the corporate governance process for issues unrelated to the corporation or its shareholders. Section 972 of the bill authorizes the SEC to require firms to allow shareholders to nominate directors in proxy statement. Such proxy access turns corporate board elections from a process designed to ensure that each board has a good mix of skills and experience into a popularity contest where the long-term interests of the stockholders become secondary to political agendas or corporate raiders. The process can also be used by labor unions, politicians who manage public pension funds, and others to force corporations to respond to pet social or political causes.

Does nothing to address problems at Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. These two government-sponsored housing giants helped fuel the housing bubble. When it popped, taxpayers—because of an implicit guarantee by the U.S. Treasury—found themselves on the hook for some $125 billion in bailout money. Not only has little of this amount been paid back, but the Treasury Department recently eliminated the cap on how much more Fannie and Freddie can receive. Yet the bill does nothing to resolve the problem or reform these government-run enterprises.
2AC Impact Defense – Diversionary Wars

Obama’s populist foreign policy goes nowhere – populists will actually backlash against interventionism – forcing restraint

Hadar – FP Fellow, CATO – 1/25 Leon, The Populist Insurgency and Foreign Policy: Why Non-Interventionists are Marginalized?, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/leon-t-hadar/the-populist-insurgency-w_b_435834.html
According to the conventional wisdom, much of this populist fury has been fostered by the members and the groups that constitute the Tea Party movement -- who had backed Republican Scott Brown in the Senate race in Massachusetts -- and have created a political backlash against the growing government intervention in the American economy under President Obama and the Congressional Democrats, that has taken the form of the bailouts of the big banks and the auto companies, the costly fiscal and monetary policies (the economic stimulus program and the injection of liquidity into the financial system), and of course, the much derided health-care reform plan.  It is not surprising that Americans who according to opinion polls are feeling worried about unemployment, the value of their homes, and the availability of credit are being energized to take political action. What is intriguing, however, is that at a time when the U.S. military has been fighting two very expansive wars in the Broader Middle East (Afghanistan and Iraq -- and soon perhaps another one with Iran) while terrorism continues to be seen as a threat to American security, the populist insurgents seem to have been relatively silent when it comes to dead-end American foreign policy and the high costs in blood and treasure of the never-ending U.S. global interventionism. They have been castigating the political and economic elites -- as they should. But why do the foreign policy and military elites seem to be immune to the wrath of the new populists?  Interestingly enough, opinion polls indicate that most Americans are growing disenchanted with American global interventionism. Indeed, when Americans were asked in a recent survey of American attitudes conducted by the Pew Research Center and the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR), whether the U.S. should "mind its own business internationally," 49 percent said they agreed with that sentiment. That was up sharply from 30 percent in 2002, and was the highest reading found since the Gallup Survey first asked the question in 1964. These results seem to be compatible with the findings in other opinion polls that reflect continuing public disillusionment with the Iraq War and a clear support for a gradual withdrawal of U.S. troops from both Mesopotamia and Afghanistan.  So in a way, it seems that as many Americans are unhappy with Wall Street's bailout and the health care reform bill as they are with the military interventions in Iraq and Afghanistan. Yet while the domestic policy issues seemed to have been the focus of the debate during the Senate race in Massachusetts, America's wars have received much less attention. If anything, the Republican Brown ended-up attacking Obama's foreign policy from a more pro-interventionist perspective when he called for sending all the additional troops that General Stanley McChrystal had requested.  Similarly, some of the stars of the Tea Party movement like former Alaska Governor and vice-presidential candidate Sarah Palin and news show host Glenn Beck have accused President Obama of projecting weakness in dealing with the threat of terrorism and have appealed for more assertive U.S. policy vis-à-vis Iran, North Korea and Russia. At the same time, another political figure that has been much admired by many of the new populists is Dr. Ron Paul,Dr. Ron Paul (I served as one of his foreign policy advisors during the campaign), the Republican-libertarian Representative from Texas who has been a staunch opponent of the decision to invade Iraq and has called for U.S. military disengagement from the Middle East as well as from other parts of the world -- not to mention his long-time criticism of much the rising power of the National Security State.  It is possible that one of the main reasons why foreign policy issues, including the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan have not dominated the tea Party events has to do with the fact that new populists may have strong disagreements over the role that the United States should play in the world as well as over immigration and trade and social-cultural issues. Hence, my sense (which is based more on anecdotal evidence than on the results of any major opinion poll) is that while most of the new insurgents project a Lou Dobbs-kind of attitude on immigration, the Perot-type populists among them have been supportive of a more economist nationalist approach on global trade issues -- like many progressive populists on the political left -- and of a less interventionist foreign policy, not unlike the followers of Ron Paul among the Tea Party members (On social-cultural issues, "Peroites" and "Paulites" very much like left-wing progressives tend to embrace a more liberal/libertarian perspective in contrast to the Sara Palin wing of the Tea Party that includes members of the religious right).  If we apply the foreign policy typology proposed by diplomatic scholar Walter Russell Mead it would be safe to argue that there are very few Wilsonians aka neoconservatives fantasizing about the democratization of the Middle East or Hamiltonians seeking to promote U.S. business interests abroad among the Tea Partiers. Instead, one could suggest that most of the new populists are either nationalist Jacksonians - who have no problem using force in defense of the country but are opposed to launching ideological global crusades -- or the more isolationist Jeffersonians - who are worried about the negative effects that foreign interventions would have on America's political and economic freedoms.  While the non-interventionist/ Jeffersonian approach represented by Paul and other libertarian figures and outlets and the populist/Jacksonian position advocated by the Peroites and Pat Buchanan may be popular among the new populists, the main reason that they have failed to have more of an impact on the right-wing populist insurgents has to do with the strong influence of the elites controlling the Republican Party and the official conservative movement -- as opposed to, say, the views represented in The American Conservative magazine(I write for it) - which continue to promote the interventionist foreign policy principles advocated by the neocons and the religious right with their emphasis on the need to escalate the war against "Islamofascism," That explains why the majority of the Republicans and conservatives are still in favor of an interventionist U.S. foreign policy, a reality that is not going to change until the Jacksonians and the Jeffersonians start using their intellectual and political resources to advance their agenda.  Unfortunately for President Obama and the Democrats, the White House's decision to escalate the war in Afghanistan and to pursue a Bush/neoconservative-Lite foreign policy makes it difficult for them to try to exploit the populist sentiments by trying to project a less interventionist foreign policy.
2AC Impact Turn – Economy 1/2
Banking reform collapses the economy-short term instability hurts stock markets and ensures a long term downturn. 

Chisholm 1/22 (Jamie, Global Markets Commentator @ Financial Times, “Investors fret over Obama’s bank assault” Financial Times, http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/59a631a8-0720-11df-a9b7-00144feabdc0.html?nclick_check=1)

“What the Obama administration is proposing may sound like a good idea to regulators trying to cut down ‘too big to fail’ financial institutions and remove the risk from the banking sector that is the financial life-blood of the economy,” said strategists at Royal Bank of Scotland.
 “However, it is potentially a major overhaul of the whole financial sector, creating enormous uncertainty.”

The mood was not helped by a further exchange of verbal fire between Washington and Beijing over internet censorship and cyber attacks, a dispute that some fear could develop into a trade war.

Nor were nerves soothed by confirmation that the US Senate had postponed Friday’s vote on whether to confirm Ben Bernanke as Federal Reserve chairman for a second 4 year term. Mr Bernanke’s tenure expires in several day’s time, and markets have to factor in the possibility that next week’s Fed monetary policy meeting could be his last.

And those bulls hoping for succour from the US fourth-quarter earnings season will have been disappointed, again, by the reaction to Google’s numbers overnight. The internet company that is a verb smashed analysts’ forecasts but saw its shares fall 3.2 per cent in early trading.

Industrial behemoth General Electric fared better following its report on Friday. Early indications were for GE shares to open lower, but they rose 3.2 per cent after beating the Street consensus on both revenues and profits.

But this is a banking thing. The idea that the New Wall Street, should it come to pass, will restrict economic activity sounds like spin emanating from the canyons of lower Manhattan. Equities are just 3.5 per cent below those recent peaks.

The S&P 500 fell another 0.2 per cent, to add to its 1.9 per cent slide on Thursday.Traders will be nervous that the benchmark has fallen below its 50-day moving average, usually a bearish signal. This heightened anxiety was reflected in Thursday’s 19 per cent spike in the Vix index, Wall Street’s gauge of expected equity market volatility. The Vix rose another 3 per cent on Friday, to 22.9.

● The FTSE World equity index fell 0.6 per cent as Asia slumped in the wake of Wall Street’s steep declines. Tokyo tumbled 2.6 per cent as a stronger yen damaged exporters and the technology sector was sold off following downbeat comments from one of the leading chipmakers. In China, the Shanghai Composite shed 1 per cent, while the Hang Seng in Hong Kong fell 0.7 per cent. The FTSE Asia-Pacific index lost 1.3 per cent.

Follow-through selling in Europe was initially mild, but accelerated as the session progressed. The FTSE Eurofirst 300 fell 1 per cent, while London’s FTSE 100 slipped 0.6 per cent. No surprise that banks led the list of losers, and the FTSE Global Banks index lost another 1 per cent.

● The dollar added to Thursday’s losses, as traders fretted that the Obama proposals would have a deleterious impact on the US financial sector’s competitiveness.

 “Any law threatening to shed trading operations (which accounted for as much as 75 per cent of some banks’ revenues) would be detrimental to these banks’ profitability,” said Ashraf Laidi, chief market strategist at CMC Markets. “The story could become US dollar-negative as long it remains a US-specific issue.”

2AC Impact Turn – Economy 2/2

Banking reform devastates the market-banking confidence and stability

Reuters 1/22 (“Another fine headwind for investors” http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE60L3I420100122)

It adds another huge dollop of uncertainty to markets already struggling with rising sovereign debt risk, a disappointing Wall Street earnings season and macroeconomic headwinds ranging from rising inflation to stubborn unemployment.

Little wonder that world stocks as measured by MSCI are in negative territory for the year and heading for their second consecutive weekly loss.
But so far, it is more of a case of investors pausing than significantly retreating. The coming week -- which is packed to the gills with economic data and more earnings -- should give more of a clue as to whether this can hold.

Markets have been set back by three important issues recently: 1) the Greek fiscal issues; 2) increasing worries about the prospect of China overheating; and 3) the U.S. banking sector proposals," Barclays Capital said in a note.

"Taken together the three issues add considerably to uncertainty about prospects for the global recovery."
Obama's proposal would prevent banks or financial institutions that own banks from investing in, owning or sponsoring a hedge fund or private equity fund, would set a new limit on banks' size in relation to the overall financial sector and could bar them from trading for their own profit.

At the very least, the plan will raise a huge question mark over the financial sector, and one that could hang there for a long time as legislation in Washington and other countries following suit is fought out.

"I don't know how you value a bank now," said one strategist, who like many in the banking industry on Friday was not keen to be named on this issue.
2AC Impact Turn – Hegemony

Regulation kills competitiveness and hegemony.

Tumlinson 4/5 (Rick TUMLINSON, Founder of the Space Frontier Foundation, Founding Trustee of the X-Prize, Chief Executive of the $25 million FINDS space research endowment, co-founder of LunaCorp—which produced the first commercial to be shot in space, has testified 6 times as a lead witness in Congressional hearings on space policy, 2010 [“Dodd's Bill Is an Angel Killer,” The Huffington Post, April 5th, Available Online at http://www.huffingtonpost.com/rick-tumlinson/dodds-bill-is-an-angel-ki_b_526040.html?view=print, Accessed 04-16-2010])

I am not overstating it when I say these plans may well be someday be seen as the death knell of American leadership in the world. The Dodd Bill will choke off innovation and wealth creation at exactly the same time the president is trying to kick start it by smothering the vitality of what needs to be a dynamic and open area of creativity, while actually denying many in the middle class the chance to get involved at the ground level of any future Microsofts or Boeings. 

This is not just some academic abstraction for me. I founded a start-up just a few years ago. We make spacesuits, and produced the world's first commercial suit from drawing board to working prototype for less than NASA pays for one glove. This kind of innovation is exactly what the President is betting on to lower costs to taxpayers and create a new space industry here in the US in his latest initiative to hand over some elements of our space program to commercial firms. And I know my brothers and sisters out there in energy, medicine and communications are cranking out such innovations themselves everyday. Of course we need a fair legal regime, but we need money, we need simplicity and we need to be able to move fast. The last thing we need is the "helping hand" of big brother aiming a gun at us and those financial angels who would help us change the world. 

That risks global great power wars.

Fukuyama 5 (Francis FUKUYAMA AND G. John IKENBERRY, Co-Chairs of the Grand Strategic Choices Working Group of the Princeton Project on National Security, 2005 [“Report of the Grand Strategic Choices Working Group,” Princeton Project on National Security, September, Available Online at http://www.wws.princeton.edu/ppns/conferences/reports/fall/GSC.pdf, Accessed 11-12-2007])

American primacy is a necessary condition for an international order that produces great power peace and prosperity. No other state has the necessary strength, values, and geographical position necessary to underwrite such an order. The European [end page 11] Union has the appropriate value system but it sorely lacks the cohesion, will, and capabilities necessary to fulfill this role. All other possible contenders lack a commitment to liberal democracy (e.g. Russia and China) or they are viewed as unacceptable by their neighbors (India and Japan). Thus, if America cannot or will not play this role we are left rudderless, drifting back towards the 1920s. 

The true logic behind primacy is not a simple desire to be number one or nationalist egotism but stems from recognition that in an anarchical world some state or group of states will exercise power. Our experience has taught us that it is best that this power be wielded by liberal democracies; the alternative is great power security competition between the United States and her allies on the one hand and an autocracy or combination of autocracies on the other, precisely the sort of great power competition that led to two World Wars and one Cold War.
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