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This is the file of aff answers to the agenda politics disad. By far the most thorough section of this file is the uniqueness debate, so that should be a part of every 2ac strategy. There are not a lot of link cards, but the link turns for Afghanistan and Iraq are very good, so that would be a wise strategy for them. The impact section is mostly defense although there are some ok impact turns. Overall, the best strategy is probably to link turn with some internal link and impact defense.
No Pass – Republicans
Obama cant get republicans on board

Andrew Sullivan, staff writer, 6-16-2010, “The Speech,” The Atlantic, http://andrewsullivan.theatlantic.com/the_daily_dish/2010/06/the-speech.html

So far: two steps backward for every one forward. But it's worth remembering that almost every step backward on innovating post-carbon energy comes from the GOP. Obama and the Dems would have passed a serious climate bill by now if it weren't for total Republican obstructionism (with the fitful exception of Butters). Obama is not the real obstacle here: the American people are, however manipulated by short-term political maneuvering by Republicans. And he does not have the political capital at this point in time to twist their arms. He has already pushed so many as far as they can go - on the issues of the economy and health insurance. 

Wont pass – no republican votes

Brian Beary, staff writer, 7-7-2010, “Impact of BP Oil Spill on US Climate Bill’s Chances Unclear,” Europolitics, http://www.europolitics.info/sectorial-policies/impact-of-bp-oil-spill-on-us-climate-bill-s-chances-unclear-art277276-15.html

The prospects of the United States enacting comprehensive climate legislation including a binding, economy-wide target to reduce carbon dioxide emissions is still hanging in the balance. Environmentalists are hoping that BP’s catastrophic and ongoing oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico will spur the US Senate into action on a bill it has been sitting on for months. But it is not at all clear this will happen. While Democrats overwhelmingly support the climate bill, they do not have a big enough majority to pass it without some Republican votes and right now there are none. Democrats are split on their strategy for moving forward, specifically on whether they should try to tag the climate bill onto a separate bill to overhaul rules on offshore oil drilling. 

No Pass – Republicans 
No climate bill – no republican votes

Darren Samuelsohn and coral Davenport, staff writers, 6-30-2010 “Mild climate bill stil a tough sell,” Politico, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0610/39204.html

President Barack Obama and key Senate Democrats signaled Tuesday that they can live with a climate bill that falls far short of the economywide cap-and-trade plan Obama campaigned on.  It’s just not clear whether they can pass one.   Even a watered-down Democratic climate proposal still faces something between skepticism and outright hostility from most Senate Republicans — and the Democrats will need at least one, and probably a few, of them to get a bill through the Senate.   Sen. Lindsey Graham (R-S.C.) said he had doubts that a utility-only proposal such as the one Democrats floated at a White House meeting Tuesday could get enough traction, given competing interests and the short calendar before the elections.   “Somebody’s got to produce a proposal the utilities can agree to, a chance to look at it, and the environmental community would have to sign off on it,” Graham said. “That’s a heavy lift between now and then.”   

No climate bill – republicans wont budge

AFP, Agence France Presse, 7-14-2010, “US Senate leaders pushes action on climate bill,” http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5hcbHLvfew-sTgn_5epjHg_V0FexA

Obama has pushed the US Congress to pass a comprehensive bill to battle climate change and foster alternative and renewable energy sources this year, despite partisan tensions ahead of November mid-term elections.  But his Republican foes offered no sign they would water down their opposition to an approach they have branded an "energy tax" on struggling consumers mired in a sour economy. 

No Pass – Not Enough PC

No climate bill – Obama doesn’t have the capital

Stefan Theil, staff writer, 7-12-2010, “A Green Retreat,” Newsweek, http://www.newsweekinteractive.net/2010/07/12/a-green-retreat.html?from=rss

What has turned the fight against global warming from vote getter to political hot potato in so many places at once? Each country has its own brute politics at play. Rudd was just as much a victim of infighting between factions in Australia’s Labor Party as of shifting public attitudes on global warming. Coming off a battle to push through landmark health-care-reform legislation through Congress, Obama has likely exhausted his political capital for another controversial and far-reaching bill. In Europe, bailouts first of banks and now entire countries have sucked up decision-making bandwidth and given an opening to those who argue that climate legislation is an unaffordable economic burden. 

No climate bill – no Obama leadership

Eli Kintisch, political analyst, 7-12-2010, “Why the Oil Spill Didn't Change the Climate Game: Author Says Blame Obama,” Science Magazine, http://news.sciencemag.org/scienceinsider/2010/07/why-the-oil-spill-didnt-change.html

The Senate climate/energy bill expected to emerge this week is likely to  lack a cap on greenhouse gases. Even a much-discussed, watered-down version to impose restrictions on the power sector alone will probably not fly. Today The Washington Post  explored how the ongoing BP oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico, arguably the biggest environmental disaster in history, has failed to provide any substantial political advantage to enviros.  I asked Eric Pooley, author of the acclaimed book The Climate War, why he thought that was the case. From his e-mailed response:      The disaster was powerful enough to get Obama talking about climate‑and‑energy legislation again, but apparently not powerful enough for him to lead the charge for a specific climate‑and‑energy bill. With the midterm elections just months away, he appears to be settling for lip service. I'd love to be wrong about this, by the way. We'll know in a week or two. 

No Pass – Not Enough Votes

Obama doesn’t have the votes

Darren Samuelsohn, staff writer, 6-28-2010, “Climate bill gets GOP cold shoulder,” Politico, Lexis

President Barack Obama needs a couple of Senate Republicans to play ball if he's going to pass a cap on greenhouse gases this year.  But few, if any, GOP senators seem willing to work with him on a plan their leaders have dubbed a "national energy tax" - despite the fact that some of them have seemed supportive of the idea before.  Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.), under pressure back home from a conservative primary challenger, hasn't come anywhere close to the climate issue that was once a key component of his "maverick" credentials.  Sen. Lisa Murkowski (R-Alaska), who joined Sen. Jeff Bingaman (D-N.M.) on cap-and-trade legislation in 2008, challenged the Obama administration earlier this month by forcing a floor vote that would have removed EPA's authority to write its own carbon rules.  Sen. Judd Gregg (R-N.H.), who has previously supported carbon limits on power plants, told reporters last week, "Nothing is going to go anywhere in this climate, as we go toward an election, that involves cap and trade."  And Sen. Lindsey Graham (R-S.C.) halted climate negotiations with Sens. John Kerry (D-Mass.) and Joe Lieberman (I-Conn.) in April over concerns about immigration.  Cap-and-trade supporters hope Obama can turn around some Republicans - and get more Democrats on board - at a meeting with senators at the White House on Tuesday.  But when it comes to Obama's overtures, recent history isn't encouraging.  After meeting with the president earlier this month, Sen. Scott Brown (R-Mass.) said, "I told him I am not in favor, nor could I support, a national energy tax or a cap-and-trade proposal."  While serving in the Massachusetts Legislature, Brown voted for the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative, which capped emissions from power plants. But he has since shifted to the right, going so far as to question the science linking humans to global warming.  Like McCain, Brown, Gregg and Murkowski, Sen. Dick Lugar (R-Ind.) would seem to be another candidate to serve as a Democratic ally on climate change. With then-Sen. Joe Biden, Lugar repeatedly introduced resolutions during the George W. Bush administration, trying to highlight the need for greater U.S. leadership on global warming. Lugar also signed up the hardwood trees on his Indiana farm to be offset-providers in the Chicago Climate Exchange's voluntary carbon markets.  But last week, Lugar's staff rebuffed an offer to work together from Jay Heimbach, a lead energy and environment negotiator from the White House legislative team.  "I'm saying, people who cast about cap and trade and carbon pricing, they may mean well, but I'm not sure they know what they're talking about," Lugar told POLITICO. "And before we get down that step, we really need to know more."  So, for Democrats seeking Republican help, that pretty much leaves Maine Sens. Susan Collins and Olympia Snowe - but they're far from sure things, too. Collins backs an alternative carbon-pricing plan with Sen. Maria Cantwell (D-Wash.) that draws opposition from Midwestern Democratic moderates, and Snowe is reluctant to push for the sweeping approach covering multiple sectors of the economy. Instead, she's been urging Kerry and Lieberman for months to focus on power plants.  While there are 59 senators in the Democratic Caucus, Obama knows he may need more than one Republican crossover to get 60 "yes" votes on a comprehensive climate bill; Democrats Evan Bayh of Indiana, Byron Dorgan of North Dakota, Blanche Lincoln of Arkansas and John Rockefeller of West Virginia have made it clear in recent weeks they'd prefer a much different route. 

Bill wont pass – Even moderate democrats wont vote for it

Darren Samuelsohn and coral Davenport, staff writers, 6-30-2010 “Mild climate bill stil a tough sell,” Politico, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0610/39204.html

Several other Republicans said after the White House meeting that they wouldn’t rule out a utility-only approach, even if they had their doubts about its chances.  Sen. George Voinovich (R-Ohio) said he thought it was “highly unlikely” Congress could pass a carbon cap this year.  But Voinovich also said he would take a closer look at the utility-only approach, given the ongoing work within the power plant industry to reach consensus on key details of past climate bills, as well as its concerns over upcoming EPA climate and conventional air-pollutant regulations.  “I’m not going to say it’s not going to happen,” Voinovich said. “I’m just going to say there are some people who are going to look at it.”  Suggestions from the White House and Senate Democrats that they’ll scale back their ambitious climate bill are sure to draw fire from all sides of the climate debate.  Some moderate Democrats aren’t even interested in going that far. “I’ve got a lot of concerns about utility-only, in a state like mine where I’ve got a lot of low-income consumers,” said Senate Agriculture Committee Chairwoman Blanche Lincoln (D-Ark.), who urged Reid to keep the focus on the energy bill approved more than a year ago in Bingaman’s committee.  And some of the far left environmental groups don’t like the idea all that much either 

No Pass – Schedule

No climate bill – packed schedule and Byrd death

Robin Bravender, staff reporter, 7-12-2010, “Climate: Everything’s on the table for Senate’s 4-Week Sprint,” Environment and Energy Daily, Lexis

In addition to the politically charged atmosphere leading up to the November elections, the packed schedule this month could also complicate efforts to tackle sweeping energy and climate legislation. The Senate is still working to pass a financial regulatory reform measure and is expected to tackle a tax extenders bill, political spending legislation and Elena Kagan's Supreme Court nomination before wrapping up in four weeks.  The death of Sen. Robert Byrd (D-W.Va.) is another factor. Although the coal state senator had long questioned efforts to curb greenhouse gas emissions, he had signaled recently that he may have endorsed a climate bill if it had come to the floor this year. 

Climate bill will get pushed – the agenda is too full

J. Taylor Rushing, staff writer, 7-12-2010, “Senate Democrats face critical four weeks,” The Hill, http://thehill.com/homenews/senate/108085-senate-democrats-face-critical-four-weeks

Senate Democrats will be racing against the clock and calendar this week when they return to Washington for a four-week legislative sprint.  The majority party hopes to take up and pass a long-stalled package of unemployment insurance benefits this week, as well as the Wall Street reform conference report they’d hoped to finish before the recess. Democrats plan to map out specifics at their weekly lunch on Tuesday.  Few believe there will be enough time or will for major legislative battles after the Senate recesses for a monthlong break on Aug. 6, meaning some of the heaviest legislative lifting — an energy bill, immigration reform, the START arms control treaty and campaign finance reform — may get pushed into 2011.  “It is really going to be hard,” said Jennifer Duffy, a senior editor and Senate analyst for The Cook Political Report. “Maybe they can move the ball down the field on some of these things, but actually getting it done and to the president’s desk? Occasionally there’s a surprise, and they’ll pull one of those all-nighters or two, but at the end of the day not much gets done.” 

No Pass – AT: Lame Duck

No climate bill in the Lame Duck session

Stephen Power, staff writer, 7-1-2010, “Bingaman: Do or Die Time on Energy Bill,” WSJ, http://blogs.wsj.com/washwire/2010/07/01/bingaman-do-or-die-time-on-energy-bill/

A hot idea circulating in Washington is that congressional Democrats might try to pass climate-change legislation in the lame-duck session after the November elections. The idea has gained currency as the Senate’s calendar has grown crowded.  But a leading Senate Democrat said the approach won’t work.  If an energy bill is to reach President Barack Obama’s desk this year, the Senate will have to pass a substantial bill before the August recess, said Sen. Jeff Bingaman in an interview to be broadcast Sunday on C-SPAN’s “Newsmakers.” (I interviewed him; the full “Newsmakers” program is here.) Bingaman, chairman of the Energy and Natural Resources Committee, warned his colleagues against assuming they can pass a bill before the election with popular items – such as incentives for wind and solar power and electric cars – and then add more controversial provisions, such as a cap on carbon emissions, in a conference committee with the House after the election.  That approach, he said, has failed in the past.  “Any plan that contemplates ‘let’s just get something through the Senate and … people come back in a lame duck and all of us agree on something,’ I think that’s not likely,” the New Mexico Democrat said. “If we’re going to get legislation to the president for signature in this Congress, I think the Senate’s going to have to act before the August recess.” 

No lame duck bill – senate republicans

James Taranto, staff writer, 7-13-2010, “It’s Duck Season!” WSJ, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704518904575365121771999434.html

Color this columnist skeptical. Fund's article is titled "The Obama-Pelosi Lame Duck Strategy," and we have no doubt that President Obama and Speaker Nancy Pelosi would do this if they could--especially if they know that Jan. 3 will mark the end of Democratic control of Congress. We just don't think they'll be able to do it. Arguably it would be easier to get legislation through the House after the election than before, but the Senate would pose a daunting, and we suspect insurmountable, obstacle.  Note that the following analysis is based on the assumption of a big GOP win in November. That outcome is not guaranteed, but without it, the lame-duck scenario is moot.  In the House, Democrats currently hold a 255-178 majority. Two seats are vacant, to be filled until January by special elections Nov. 2, so that the Democratic majority during the lame-duck period will be approximately the same as it is now--but with one importance difference: As of Nov. 3 and for two months thereafter, every Democrat in the House either will be on the way out (voluntarily or not) or will have just won election under circumstances that are highly adverse for his party. Thus the re-election concerns that made it so hard for Pelosi to round up votes for ObamaCare will be substantially attenuated.  In most years, such concerns would be almost entirely eliminated. A Democrat who can win in 2010 can be assumed to have a relatively safe district, just as a Republican who won in 2006 and '08 can. In 2012, however, 428 of the 435 congressional districts will have been redrawn owing to reapportionment and redistricting (the only exceptions are those that are coterminous with sparsely populated states). Many incumbents will be protected, but some will find themselves in less-safe districts, or in intraparty battles with fellow incumbents in states that lose congressional seats.  Still, Pelosi, even as a lame-duck speaker, may be able to round up enough votes to pass controversial legislation. The Senate, however, is an entirely different story.  Republicans currently have 41 Senate seats. That number is likely to rise to 42 in the lame-duck session, as GOP candidate Mike Castle is favored to win a special election in Delaware. (There will also be a special election in New York, and there may be one in West Virginia, but Democrats are favored to hold both those seats.) That means that Democrats will be unable to overcome a filibuster without at least two Republican votes. 

Plan Popular – General

Troop increases are unpopular - democrats

Alexander Bolton, staff writer, 12-3-2009 “Liberals war obama that base may skip midterm elections,” TheHill, 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 

Plan Popular – Afghanistan

Keeping troops in Afghanistan costs capital

Patrick Frost, political analyst with his MA in International Relations from NYU, 3-30-2010, “President Obama in Afghanistan: Good for the Polls and Much More,” Foreign Policy Blogs, http://afghanistan.foreignpolicyblogs.com/tag/obama-afghan-strategy/

Garnering domestic support for a war over seas is a crucial part of any winning war strategy. President Obama must spend political capital on fostering support for the Afghan war effort by reminding the American public the stakes involved and communicate that we have a strategy in place that can bring success. Now that the health care debate is thankfully not dominating his agenda any longer, I expect more public attention to be shown by President Obama about this critical issue to US foreign policy. The poll numbers show he’ll have a somewhat friendly audience.

Petraeus supports the plan and has clout in congress

UPI, 6-25-2010, “Petraeus Supports Withdrawal Plan,” http://www.upi.com/Top_News/US/2010/06/25/Petraeus-supports-withdrawal-plan/UPI-38751277463714

WASHINGTON, June 25 (UPI) -- U.S. Gen. David Petraeus, the new commander in Afghanistan, says he supports the plan for a likely July 2011 start of U.S. troop withdrawals from the country.  President Barack Obama, who accepted the resignation of Gen. Stanley McChrystal as the top commander of the U.S. and NATO forces in Afghanistan this week, named Petraeus as his replacement.  Petraeus, who has much support of both Democratic and Republican lawmakers for his military acumen and his efforts in turning the Iraqi war in U.S. favor, told CNN: "I support the president's policy, and I will also provide the best professional military advice as we conduct assessments." 

Plan Popular – Iraq

Deviating from his time table costs capital – means the squo is a loss for Obama

Patrick Frost, political analyst with his MA in International Relations from NYU, 5-16-2010, “Leadership: Failure, Strong, Needed,” Great Power Politics, http://greatpowerpolitics.com/?page_id=2

Obama’s Iraq policy and SOFA both left room for changes if the Iraqi government chose or conditions on the ground changed, but Obama’s emphasis on ‘ending’ the war will put him in a domestic political bind that will cost him political capital to get out of. I know that I have argued this before, but when I read the New York Times argue that the Afghan conflict is a ‘must win war’, I think, well what is Iraq then? A ‘maybe win war’? As I stated in GPP’s 2nd Podcast, if I had to choose, I would rather ‘win’ in Iraq than in Afghanistan. This is not downplaying the importance of Afghanistan by any means, but as Cordesman asserts, in ’strategic terms, Vietnam was always expendable. Iraq and the Gulf are not.’ Contrary to what many say about US chances of stabilizing Afghanistan, Iraq has already proven to be a place where progress can be made and probably secured. Iraq is a key state of a key region. Its future will deeply impact America’s future and it deserves our FULL ATTENTION.

Maintaining troops kills Obama’s domestic agenda

Andrew Bacevich, professor of history and international relations at Boston University, 3-1-2009, “Obama’s Plan for Iraq,” Washington Post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/02/27/AR2009022702644_pf.html

The Long War is incompatible with that project. Protracted war or domestic reform: We may be able to afford one. We cannot afford both. So Obama must choose. If, instead of choosing, he tries to finesse the Long War -- and shifting the weight of U.S. military efforts from Iraq to Afghanistan amounts to little more than temporizing -- his reform agenda is likely to be stillborn.

Plan Popular – South Korea

US troop withdrawal popular

Evan Ramsta, staff wrtier, 6-28-2010, “Obama Seeks to Strengthen South Korea Ties,” WSJ, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704846004575332652265196056.html

For South Korea, the wartime control transfer became a particularly urgent matter after the Cheonan sinking exposed command and communication problems in the South's military.  Seoul took peacetime control of its 600,000-person military from the U.S. in 1994 and the two countries agreed in 2006 that South Korea would take wartime control of its military from the current joint command led by a U.S. general. A transition plan took effect in 2007 with 2012 scheduled for the handover.  The transition is popular with U.S. military planners who believe it will give the Pentagon more flexibility to move American troops in and out of South Korea. But it has always received a mixed reaction in South Korea, with people divided by a belief that their military should be able to handle the job and worry that they'll lose some of the safety net the U.S. military leadership is perceived to provide. 

Winners Win

Winners Win 

Jonathan Singer, J.D. University of California @ Berkeley and editor of MyDD, 3-3-2009, “By Expending Capital, Obama Grows His Capital,” MyDD, http://mydd.com/story/2009/3/3/191825/0428

"What is amazing here is how much political capital Obama has spent in the first six weeks," said Democratic pollster Peter D. Hart, who conducted this survey with Republican pollster Bill McInturff. "And against that, he stands at the end of this six weeks with as much or more capital in the bank."  Peter Hart gets at a key point. Some believe that political capital is finite, that it can be used up. To an extent that's true. But it's important to note, too, that political capital can be regenerated -- and, specifically, that when a President expends a great deal of capital on a measure that was difficult to enact and then succeeds, he can build up more capital. Indeed, that appears to be what is happening with Barack Obama, who went to the mat to pass the stimulus package out of the gate, got it passed despite near-unanimous opposition of the Republicans on Capitol Hill, and is being rewarded by the American public as a result.  Take a look at the numbers. President Obama now has a 68 percent favorable rating in the NBC-WSJ poll, his highest ever showing in the survey. Nearly half of those surveyed (47 percent) view him very positively. Obama's Democratic Party earns a respectable 49 percent favorable rating. The Republican Party, however, is in the toilet, with its worst ever showing in the history of the NBC-WSJ poll, 26 percent favorable. On the question of blame for the partisanship in Washington, 56 percent place the onus on the Bush administration and another 41 percent place it on Congressional Republicans. Yet just 24 percent blame Congressional Democrats, and a mere 11 percent blame the Obama administration.  So at this point, with President Obama seemingly benefiting from his ambitious actions and the Republicans sinking further and further as a result of their knee-jerked opposition to that agenda, there appears to be no reason not to push forward on anything from universal healthcare to energy reform to ending the war in Iraq.

(  )  Political capital isn’t finite

Emma Ruby-Sachs, J.D. from the University of Toronto, 11-24-2008, “Ranking the Issues: Gay Rights in an Economic Crisis,” Huffington Post, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/emma-rubysachs/ranking-the-issues-gay-ri_b_146023.html

There is little evidence that sway and support is finite in the American political system. Political capital relates to the actions of the leader, yes, but can be infinitely large or non-existent at any point in time. In some ways, the more you get done, the more the bowl of capital swells.

(  )  Wins generate momentum.

Norman Ornstein, resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute, 11-14-2004, The Boston Globe
There are other ways the president could begin his second term. Perhaps he'll be able to start with some issues that are left over from his first term, such as medical malpractice reform and his comprehensive energy bill, using his political capital to ram them through, and then using the capital replenished by those victories to build momentum until he's ready to fight the larger battles on Social Security and taxes.

Climate Bill Bad – Too Weak

The climate bill will be too weak to solve

Andrew Revkin, staff writer, 7-14-2010, “Senate Eyes Bush Plan on CO2,” New York Times, http://dotearth.blogs.nytimes.com/2010/07/14/senate-eyes-bush-plan-on-co2/

Even if they don’t, here’s my longstanding concern: Any package of legislation focused on emissions restrictions will — because of the nature of congressional compromise — inevitably be too weak to have much of an impact where it matters — in the atmosphere. This means that such fights, which are at the core of the delays over energy legislation, are a distraction from the simpler process of building the  first stages of a sustained energy quest after a long comfortable nap facilitated by cheap abundant fossil fuels for which longer-term and indirect costs are finally being gauged.

Even the APA is too weak to do anything 
CSM, Christian Science Monitor, 3-13-2010, “Senate energy bill is at the mercy of political climate change,” http://www.csmonitor.com/Commentary/the-monitors-view/2010/0513/Senate-energy-bill-is-at-the-mercy-of-political-climate-change

A climate-change bill with the best chance of passing Congress was unveiled Wednesday – all 987 pages of it.  Despite being riddled with troublesome compromises, the proposed America Power Act is as close to providing certainty about America’s energy future as is politically possible these days.  Introduced by Sens. John Kerry (D) and Joe Lieberman (I), the bill sets long-range targets for the United States to reduce its greenhouse-gas emissions, timetables for industry to comply, and specific subsidies for clean energies, among other things.  On paper, at least, these measures would raise the cost for energy derived from coal and oil in order to achieve the kind of price certainty that businesses crave after nearly a quarter century of hot debate about how to curb climate change. Without higher fossil-fuel prices, cleaner energy technologies with little or no carbon emissions would not make attractive investments.  Even among those with doubts about global warming, Washington’s dithering over energy policy, combined with a threat by the Environmental Protection Agency to take bold regulatory action without Congress, has helped create momentum behind the Kerry-Leiberman measure.  To win passage, the bill throws bones to powerful interests, such as unions, electric utilities, and coal states. It invests in still-unknown technology to capture coal emissions, for example. It also delays emissions enforcement for many parts of the economy.  In one difficult trade-off, it tries to find a balance between the interests of pro- and anti-drilling coastal states in allowing offshore drilling. That measure alone, if passed, might be politically unstable over time – as the reaction to the oil spill tragedy in the Gulf of Mexico is revealing now.  Such compromises could have the effect of creating a new kind of uncertainty for businesses and consumers. As the world’s greatest emitter of carbon per person, for instance, America might fail in reaching the bill’s targets because of the many political trade-offs it contains, forcing Congress toward stiffer measures in coming years as more evidence of global warming builds up.  As it is, the bill doesn’t even pretend to aim for the goal of reversing global warming by reducing Earth’s atmospheric carbon dioxide to 350 parts per million from the current level of nearly 400 p.p.m. And by one expert measure, the bill would reduce CO2 emissions in the US by only 3 percent by 2020 from last year’s level.  Another uncertainty is a measure that would raise US trade barriers against countries that are not making similar attempts to cut emissions. Such barriers could easily end up being temporary as they could be deemed illegal or touch off trade wars that spell their demise.  Another possible uncertainty lies in the appetite in Congress to maintain subsidies for clean energy over time, especially given the high federal debt that lawmakers must solve in a few years. Businesses in solar and wind energy have recently suffered from fickleness on Capitol Hill in tax policy toward the industry.  Carbon-spewing industries that want market certainty for energy prices but also seek loopholes in energy bills cannot have it both ways. In case global warming is all too real, the stakes are too high to play the kind of risky political games normally played in Washington. If anything, the Kerry-Lieberman bill needs stiffer, more certain measures.  Climate-change laws cannot be at the mercy of changes in Washington’s political climate. 

Climate Bill Bad – Economy
Climate bill hurts the economy – kills jobs

Susan Ferrechio, congressional correspondent, 7-15-2010, “Reid stretches definition of "jobs" bill,” San Francisco Examiner, http://www.sfexaminer.com/politics/Reid-stretches-definition-of-_jobs_-bill-1000447-98447309.html

Reid plans to bring an energy and climate bill to the floor the week of July 26 that will include provisions calling for renewable energy sources like wind and solar, which proponents believe will help create a new clean-energy economy. But the legislation is also likely to include a cap on carbon for the utilities sector, which critics, including some Senate Democrats, believe will hurt the economy by raising energy prices and killing jobs. 

Climate bill hurts the economy and doesn’t help the environment

Truckinginfo.com, 7-13-2010, “CBO: Climate Bill Would Cut U.S. Deficit By $19 Billion,” http://www.expeditersonline.com/trucking/In_The_News_2/CBO_Climate_Bill_Would_Cut_U_S_Deficit_By_19_Billion.html

The Small Business & Entrepreneurship Council, an advocacy organization, issued a release, speaking out against the proposed bill.  "As our economy continues to inch toward recovery, the last thing cash-strapped small businesses and start-up companies need is additional taxes and regulation in the form of a massive climate bill," said Karen Kerrigan, president of SBE. "What's more, the bill currently in front of this divided Senate will actually do very little to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  "Regardless of how much money CBO says Kerry-Lieberman may save the federal government, it will end up hurting small businesses and contributing little to environmental preservation." 

AT: Climate Bill Good – Economy

Economic decline doesn’t cause war

Morris Miller, Winter 2000, Interdisciplinary Science Reviews, “Poverty as a cause of wars?” V. 25, Iss. 4, p pq

The question may be reformulated. Do wars spring from a popular reaction to a sudden economic crisis that exacerbates poverty and growing disparities in wealth and incomes? Perhaps one could argue, as some scholars do, that it is some dramatic event or sequence of such events leading to the exacerbation of poverty that, in turn, leads to this deplorable denouement. This exogenous factor might act as a catalyst for a violent reaction on the part of the people or on the part of the political leadership who would then possibly be tempted to seek a diversion by finding or, if need be, fabricating an enemy and setting in train the process leading to war. According to a study undertaken by Minxin Pei and Ariel Adesnik of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, there would not appear to be any merit in this hypothesis. After studying ninety-three episodes of economic crisis in twenty-two countries in Latin America and Asia in the years since the Second World War they concluded that:19  Much of the conventional wisdom about the political impact of economic crises may be wrong ... The severity of economic crisis - as measured in terms of inflation and negative growth - bore no relationship to the collapse of regimes ... (or, in democratic states, rarely) to an outbreak of violence ... In the cases of dictatorships and semidemocracies, the ruling elites responded to crises by increasing repression (thereby using one form of violence to abort another). 
The economy is resilient – Great Power peace, declining inflation and tech connectivity

Fareed Zakaria, Editor of Newsweek International, 12-21-2009, “The Secrets of Stability,” Newsweek, http://www.newsweek.com/id/226425

Others predicted that these economic shocks would lead to political instability and violence in the worst-hit countries. At his confirmation hearing in February, the new U.S. director of national intelligence, Adm. Dennis Blair, cautioned the Senate that "the financial crisis and global recession are likely to produce a wave of economic crises in emerging-market nations over the next year." Hillary Clinton endorsed this grim view. And she was hardly alone. Foreign Policy ran a cover story predicting serious unrest in several emerging markets.  Of one thing everyone was sure: nothing would ever be the same again. Not the financial industry, not capitalism, not globalization.  One year later, how much has the world really changed? Well, Wall Street is home to two fewer investment banks (three, if you count Merrill Lynch). Some regional banks have gone bust. There was some turmoil in Moldova and (entirely unrelated to the financial crisis) in Iran. Severe problems remain, like high unemployment in the West, and we face new problems caused by responses to the crisis—soaring debt and fears of inflation. But overall, things look nothing like they did in the 1930s. The predictions of economic and political collapse have not materialized at all.  A key measure of fear and fragility is the ability of poor and unstable countries to borrow money on the debt markets. So consider this: the sovereign bonds of tottering Pakistan have returned 168 percent so far this year. All this doesn't add up to a recovery yet, but it does reflect a return to some level of normalcy. And that rebound has been so rapid that even the shrewdest observers remain puzzled. "The question I have at the back of my head is 'Is that it?' " says Charles Kaye, the co-head of Warburg Pincus. "We had this huge crisis, and now we're back to business as usual?"  This revival did not happen because markets managed to stabilize themselves on their own. Rather, governments, having learned the lessons of the Great Depression, were determined not to repeat the same mistakes once this crisis hit. By massively expanding state support for the economy—through central banks and national treasuries—they buffered the worst of the damage. (Whether they made new mistakes in the process remains to be seen.) The extensive social safety nets that have been established across the industrialized world also cushioned the pain felt by many. Times are still tough, but things are nowhere near as bad as in the 1930s, when governments played a tiny role in national economies.  It's true that the massive state interventions of the past year may be fueling some new bubbles: the cheap cash and government guarantees provided to banks, companies, and consumers have fueled some irrational exuberance in stock and bond markets. Yet these rallies also demonstrate the return of confidence, and confidence is a very powerful economic force. When John Maynard Keynes described his own prescriptions for economic growth, he believed government action could provide only a temporary fix until the real motor of the economy started cranking again—the animal spirits of investors, consumers, and companies seeking risk and profit.  Beyond all this, though, I believe there's a fundamental reason why we have not faced global collapse in the last year. It is the same reason that we weathered the stock-market crash of 1987, the recession of 1992, the Asian crisis of 1997, the Russian default of 1998, and the tech-bubble collapse of 2000. The current global economic system is inherently more resilient than we think. The world today is characterized by three major forces for stability, each reinforcing the other and each historical in nature.  The first is the spread of great-power peace. Since the end of the Cold War, the world's major powers have not competed with each other in geomilitary terms. There have been some political tensions, but measured by historical standards the globe today is stunningly free of friction between the mightiest nations. This lack of conflict is extremely rare in history. You would have to go back at least 175 years, if not 400, to find any prolonged period like the one we are living in. The number of people who have died as a result of wars, civil conflicts, and terrorism over the last 30 years has declined sharply (despite what you might think on the basis of overhyped fears about terrorism). And no wonder—three decades ago, the Soviet Union was still funding militias, governments, and guerrillas in dozens of countries around the world. And the United States was backing the other side in every one of those places. That clash of superpower proxies caused enormous bloodshed and instability: recall that 3 million people died in Indochina alone during the 1970s. Nothing like that is happening today.  [continued]
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[continued] Peace is like oxygen, Harvard's Joseph Nye has written. When you don't have it, it's all you can think about, but when you do, you don't appreciate your good fortune. Peace allows for the possibility of a stable economic life and trade. The peace that flowed from the end of the Cold War had a much larger effect because it was accompanied by the discrediting of socialism. The world was left with a sole superpower but also a single workable economic model—capitalism—albeit with many variants from Sweden to Hong Kong.  This consensus enabled the expansion of the global economy; in fact, it created for the first time a single world economy in which almost all countries across the globe were participants. That means everyone is invested in the same system. Today, while the nations of Eastern Europe might face an economic crisis, no one is suggesting that they abandon free-market capitalism and return to communism. In fact, around the world you see the opposite: even in the midst of this downturn, there have been few successful electoral appeals for a turn to socialism or a rejection of the current framework of political economy. Center-right parties have instead prospered in recent elections throughout the West.  The second force for stability is the victory—after a decades-long struggle—over the cancer of inflation. Thirty-five years ago, much of the world was plagued by high inflation, with deep social and political consequences. Severe inflation can be far more disruptive than a recession, because while recessions rob you of better jobs and wages that you might have had in the future, inflation robs you of what you have now by destroying your savings. In many countries in the 1970s, hyperinflation led to the destruction of the middle class, which was the background condition for many of the political dramas of the era—coups in Latin America, the suspension of democracy in India, the overthrow of the shah in Iran. But then in 1979, the tide began to turn when Paul Volcker took over the U.S. Federal Reserve and waged war against inflation. Over two decades, central banks managed to decisively beat down the beast. At this point, only one country in the world suffers from -hyperinflation: Zimbabwe. Low inflation allows people, businesses, and governments to plan for the future, a key precondition for stability.  Political and economic stability have each reinforced the other. And the third force that has underpinned the resilience of the global system is technological connectivity. Globalization has always existed in a sense in the modern world, but until recently its contours were mostly limited to trade: countries made goods and sold them abroad. Today the information revolution has created a much more deeply connected global system.  Managers in Arkansas can work with suppliers in Beijing on a real-time basis. The production of almost every complex manufactured product now involves input from a dozen countries in a tight global supply chain. And the consequences of connectivity go well beyond economics. Women in rural India have learned through satellite television about the independence of women in more modern countries. Citizens in Iran have used cell phones and the Internet to connect to their well-wishers beyond their borders. Globalization today is fundamentally about knowledge being dispersed across our world.  This diffusion of knowledge may actually be the most important reason for the stability of the current system. The majority of the world's nations have learned some basic lessons about political well-being and wealth creation. They have taken advantage of the opportunities provided by peace, low inflation, and technology to plug in to the global system. And they have seen the indisputable results. Despite all the turmoil of the past year, it's important to remember that more people have been lifted out of poverty over the last two decades than in the preceding 10. Clear-thinking citizens around the world are determined not to lose these gains by falling for some ideological chimera, or searching for a worker's utopia. They are even cautious about the appeals of hypernationalism and war. Most have been there, done that. And they know the price.  In fact, the most remarkable development in the last few years has been the way China, India, Brazil, and other emerging markets have managed their affairs prudently, taming growth by keeping interest rates up and restricting credit in the middle of the bubble—just as an economics textbook (and common sense) would advise. Instead it was the advanced industrial world, which had always lectured everyone else about good political and economic management, that handled its affairs poorly, fueling bubble after bubble, being undisciplined in the boom, and now suffering most during the bust. The data reflect this new reality. By 2014 the debt of the rich countries in the G20 will be 120 percent of GDP, three times the level of debt in the big emerging-market countries. The students of the global system are now doing better than their teachers.  Among the many realities that have become apparent in the last year, this is perhaps the most consequential. People in the West were quick to write off the developing nations after the crash, sure that they could not survive a recession in the centers of the global economy. But the strongest of the emerging markets have actually emerged. They have become large, mature, and connected enough that while affected by the West, their fortunes are not entirely dependent on it.  
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Latest study proves no terminal impact to warming

CNN, “Draft of climate report maps out ‘highway to extinction’, 4/1/07, http://www.cnn.com/2007/TECH/science/04/01/climate.report.ap/index.html

While humanity will survive, hundreds of millions, maybe billions of people may not, according to the chart -- if the worst scenarios happen.  The report says global warming has already degraded conditions for many species, coastal areas and poor people. With a more than 90 percent level of confidence, the scientists in the draft report say man-made global warming "over the last three decades has had a discernible influence on many physical and biological systems."  But as the world's average temperature warms from 1990 levels, the projections get more dire. Add 1.8 degrees Fahrenheit -- 1 degree Celsius is the calculation scientists use -- and between 400 million and 1.7 billion extra people can't get enough water, some infectious diseases and allergenic pollens rise, and some amphibians go extinct.  But the world's food supply, especially in northern areas, could increase. That's the likely outcome around 2020, according to the draft.  Add another 1.8 degrees and as many as 2 billion people could be without water and about 20 percent to 30 percent of the world's species near extinction. Also, more people start dying because of malnutrition, disease, heat waves, floods and droughts -- all caused by global warming. That would happen around 2050, depending on the level of greenhouse gases from the burning of fossil fuels.  At the extreme end of the projections, a 7- to 9-degree average temperature increase, the chart predicts: "Up to one-fifth of the world population affected by increased flood events" ... "1.1 to 3.2 billion people with increased water scarcity" ..."major extinctions around the globe."  Despite that dire outlook, several scientists involved in the process say they are optimistic that such a drastic temperature rise won't happen because people will reduce carbon dioxide emissions that cause global warming.  "The worst stuff is not going to happen because we can't be that stupid," said Harvard University oceanographer James McCarthy, who was a top author of the 2001 version of this report. "Not that I think the projections aren't that good, but because we can't be that stupid."

Can’t solve warming without China

Joseph Romm, Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress and Fellow of the American Association for the Advancement of Science, 1-10-2009, “China announces plan to single-handedly destroy the climate,” Grist, http://gristmill.grist.org/story/2008/12/22/1111/3775

China is aiming to increase its coal production by about 30 per cent by 2015 to meet its energy needs, the Government has announced, in a move likely to fuel concerns over global warming.  (Note to Canberra Times: Some statements are so obvious you can skip the journalistic hedging.)      Land and Resources Ministry chief planner Hu Cunzhi said the Government planned to increase annual output to more than 3.3 billion tonnes by 2015.      That is up from the 2.54 billion tonnes produced in 2007, according to the ministry.  In short, from 2007 to 2015, China will increase its coal production by an amount equal to two-thirds of the entire coal consumption of the United States -- an amount that surpasses all of the coal consumed today in Europe, Eurasia, the Middle East, Africa, and Central and South America.  Such is the legacy of eight years of the Bush administration blocking all national and international action on climate change, and indeed actively working to undermine international negotiations by creating a parallel do-nothing track for countries like China. As Chinese officials have told me, we gave them the cover to accelerate emissions growth.  Some might claim a different president would never have been able to get China on a different path. But if Al Gore had been elected picked by the Supreme Court in 2000, I assert that China would not be planning for its 2015 coal production to be triple that of current U.S. coal production.  Changing China's rapacious coal plans will arguably be Obama's single greatest challenge in terms of preserving a livable climate and thus the health and well-being of future generations and thus any chance at a positive legacy for his presidency.  The story continues:      Annual production of natural gas would more than double to 160 billion cubic metres by 2015, while that of crude oil would increase by 7 per cent to more than 200billion tonnes, Mr Hu said.      The Government would set up reserves of oil and coal as part of its efforts to ensure national energy security, Mr Hu said at a news conference.      China began building four strategic oil reserve facilities on its east coast this decade, and two of these are now in operation.      The country's energy consumption expanded by an average annual rate of 5.4 per cent between 1979 and 2007, the official Xinhua news agency said yesterday, which fuelled average annual economic growth of 9.8 per cent.      China depends on coal for about 70 per cent of its energy.      Its thundering growth has meant the country has become one of the two biggest emitters of greenhouse gases, alongside the United States.      China said coal, the cheapest and most plentiful source of fuel in the country, would remain its main energy source, despite the impact global warming had already had on the country.      China has repeatedly defended its use of coal, pointing to its efforts to develop renewable energies while blaming industrialised countries for the bulk of the greenhouse gases that are already doing the damage. It also emphasises the per capita emissions of greenhouse gases of China, the world's most populous country with more than 1.3 billion people, are far lower than those of the US and other developed nations.  That Chinese argument, I think, can now be officially labeled the insanity defense. Yes, the industrialized countries must sharply reduce their emissions -- but absent a reversal of this Chinese coal policy, catastrophic climate impacts are inevitable.
