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Position Explanation

This is the agenda politics file. The agenda item it focuses on is a climate bill, which is currently kind of vague, but is very clearly next on the docket so some clarity as to its extent should emerge in the next week or so. Most likely, it will include some stuff about drilling and cleaning up the BP spill, incentives and mandates for renewables, and possibly a carbon cap on power plants. There are lots of uniqueness warrants, impacts, and turns case cards for this disad, so it has the potential to be very big. Its weakest section is definitely links, but more of those will probably be produced as camp goes on.

1NC Climate Politics

A climate bill will pass but Obama’s capital is key

Robin Bravender, staff writer, 7-2-2010, “Climate: raham calls dual push for energy, immigration a joke,” Environment and Energy Daily, Lexis

But the White House is plowing forward on both fronts. Over the past week, Obama convened a bipartisan group of key players in the Senate to discuss energy and climate, met with a variety of grassroots leaders to discuss immigration reform and gave a speech yesterday at American University calling for comprehensive immigration legislation.  Graham helped draft a sweeping cap-and-trade climate change bill with Sens. John Kerry (D-Mass.) and Joe Lieberman (I-Conn.) earlier this year, but he dropped out before the bill's slated release after Democrats announced plans to tackle immigration this year.  Graham said this week that Obama's effort to bring up immigration reform this year is about "November politics."  "He's got a revolt among the Hispanic community who he promised that he would do comprehensive immigration reform in his first year. He failed to deliver on that promise," Graham said. "Now he's trying to push it at a time when the public is completely against anything other than border security."  Meanwhile, some environmentalists are calling on the White House to step up its role in pushing an energy and climate bill through the Senate.  Environmental Defense Fund President Fred Krupp said yesterday that it is "absolutely doable" for the Senate to pass a comprehensive energy and climate bill that caps greenhouse gas emissions before the August recess but that it will require Obama to "roll up his sleeves and do the drafting of the bill."  "The president's been great on this issue," Krupp said. But "the truth is, we need him to do one more thing. We need him and his staff to directly engage in the politics and the policy to actually produce a bill that can pass the Senate. And if he doesn't do that, without his leadership, then everything he's done so far will lead to nothing." 

Climate bill causes transition to renewable energy sources

Andrew Restuccia, staff writer, 7-12-2010, “Previewing the Senate Energy Bill,” http://washingtonindependent.com/91264/prieviewing-the-senate-energy-bill

A senior Senate source emails with this preview of what to expect in the chamber’s energy bill, which is expected to take shape in the coming weeks.  The legislation, which is still being cobbled together from a number of pending proposals, will, according to the source:      - “help expedite cleanup of and recovery from the oil in the Gulf of Mexico, ensure that the polluters are held liable for damages caused, and put better systems in place to regulate deepwater drilling.      - “create jobs and save consumers money through residential and commercial renovation incentives and by setting higher energy efficiency standards for new homes, products and appliances.      - “set a national renewable electricity standard and provide new financing options for clean energy investments, including low-carbon power generation.      - “improve the nation’s electricity grid and make it more likely that remotely generated renewable power will get to market.      -  “decrease oil consumption by several million barrels per day and help electrify the transportation sector, as well as convert heavy duty fleets to cleaner fuels like natural gas      - “eliminate major oil and gas subsidies and expand and extend incentives for consumers and businesses that want to invest in energy efficient buildings, clean power, alternative fuel vehicles, and domestically produced biofuels”  The source says “a large portion” of the bill will be pulled from the legislation authored by Sen. Jeff Bingaman (D-N.M.), which was approved by the Senate Energy & Natural Resources Committee last summer.  One noticeable absence from the list: a cap on carbon emissions. While an economy-wide emissions cap has been all but written off by many in the Senate, there remains an ongoing effort among some lawmakers to include a utility-sector cap. Bingaman has said he is developing such a proposal, though he has reserved the right not to introduce the bill if there is not enough support for it. And Sens. John Kerry (D-Mass.) and Joseph Lieberman (I-Conn.) have said they are open to compromising on their bill, which includes a broad cap on carbon.  Given this list, it appears that the bill will have two main big-ticket items: an oil spill response package and a renewable electricity standard, which would require that a certain percentage of the country’s electricity come from renewable sources like wind or solar. 

1NC Climate Politics

(  )  Key to hegemony 

Paul Isbell, Director of the Energy Program at Elcano Royal Instiute and Senior Associate in the Europe and Americas Programmes of CSIS, 1-13-2009, “A Preliminary View of Obama’s Future Energy Policy (WP),” Elcano Royal Instiute, http://www.realinstitutoelcano.org/wps/portal/rielcano_eng/Content?WCM_GLOBAL_CONTEXT=/Elcano_in/Zonas_in/DT2-2009

An erosion of US economic, political and military power, relative to other traditional or rising national powers, may or may not be inevitable – with or without the demise of the dollar -- but the chances of preserving that relative power to the highest possible degree depend on three factors: (1) generating an economic recovery as quickly and dynamically as possible –highly unlikely without a large government stimulus–; (2) achieving a transformation of national energy policy and constructing, as rapidly as possible, a ‘green’ economy; and (3) restoring US influence in the world –even if more constrained by a multilateral framework– by implementing a far-reaching climate policy, the single bold initiative that could most repair the country’s damaged international reputation, prod China and India into implementing their own carbon dioxide emissions trading systems, and give the world its only chance to have a global price of carbon and, with it, a global set of incentives to transform the world’s energy economy and avoid irreparable climate change. If in his response to the economic crisis, Obama is forced by Congress to limit spending in the face of fears of higher debt, or into postponing or watering down his ambitious energy and climate plans, then it would be unrealistic not to expect a long-term deterioration of living standards in the US, a permanent loss of international prestige and influence, and rising political instability – even physical danger -- around the world.
(  )  Leadership is essential to prevent global nuclear exchange
Zalmay Khalilzad, RAND, The Washington Quarterly, Spring 1995
Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.
1NC Climate Politics

(  )  Renewables key to solve warming

Union of Concerned Scientists http://www.ucsusa.org/clean_energy/clean_energy_policies/RES-climate-strategy.html 8-27-2007
In order to ensure healthy air and a stable climate for our children and grandchildren, we must make responsible decisions about our energy sources. Existing technologies and forward-thinking policies offer practical and affordable solutions to reduce our dependence on the fossil fuels that currently dominate America’s electricity system. This system threatens the health of our communities by polluting the air and contributing to global warming. If left unchecked, heat-trapping emissions, such as carbon dioxide (CO2), are expected to cause irreversible damage to communities throughout the United States and around the world. This damage will likely include increased urban air pollution and emerging infectious diseases such as West Nile Virus;[1]  sea-level rise causing flooding and erosion in coastal communities; extreme weather including more intense droughts and hurricanes; reduced productivity of some agricultural regions; and loss of many treasured landscapes and species—from coral reefs to polar bears.[2]  Practical solutions do exist. For example, more than 40 percent of U.S. states have adopted a renewable electricity standard—a policy that requires electricity suppliers to gradually increase their use of renewable energy such as wind, solar, geothermal, and bioenergy. These states are demonstrating that renewable standards are an affordable solution to reduce CO2 and other unhealthy air emissions, while alleviating the harmful impact that fossil fuel extraction, transport, and use have on land and water resources

Warming leads to extinction

David Stein, Science editor for The Guardian, 7-14-2008, “Global Warming Xtra: Scientists warn about Antarctic melting,” http://www.agoracosmopolitan.com/home/Frontpage/2008/07/14/02463.html
Global Warming continues to be approaches by governments as a "luxury" item, rather than a matter of basic human survival. Humanity is being taken to its destruction by a greed-driven elite. These elites, which include 'Big Oil' and other related interests, are intoxicated by "the high" of pursuing ego-driven power, in a comparable manner to drug addicts who pursue an elusive "high", irrespective of the threat of pursuing that "high" poses to their own basic survival, and the security of others. Global Warming and the pre-emptive war against Iraq are part of the same self-destructive prism of a political-military-industrial complex, which is on a path of mass planetary destruction, backed by techniques of mass-deception."The scientific debate about human induced global warming is over but policy makers - let alone the happily shopping general public - still seem to not understand the scope of the impending tragedy. Global warming isn't just warmer temperatures, heat waves, melting ice and threatened polar bears. Scientific understanding increasingly points to runaway global warming leading to human extinction", reported Bill Henderson in CrossCurrents. If strict global environmental security measures are not immediately put in place to keep further emissions of greenhouse gases out of the atmosphere we are looking at the death of billions, the end of civilization as we know it and in all probability the end of humankind's several million year old existence, along with the extinction of most flora and fauna beloved to man in the world we share. 

Yes Pass – Urgency
Yes climate bill – sense of urgency

James Carteledge, staff writer, 6-30-2010, “Obama holds ‘constructive’ Climate Bill talks with Senators,” http://www.brighterenergy.org/13145/news/legislation/obama-holds-constructive-climate-bill-talks-with-senators/

The White House is supporting proposals for some form of cap-and-trade system that would set limits on the amount of carbon dioxide emitted by companies each year, but allow those that do not cut their pollution to purchase surplus allowances from those that do.  A similar system is already in operation in Europe, and the approach has been used in the US for sulfur dioxide pollution within industry.  A statement from the White House described the meeting as a “constructive exchange”, although it acknowledged that some of the Senators did not agree with the President on the best way to reduce American dependence on oil and cut pollution.  White House officials stated: “There was agreement on the sense of urgency required to move forward with legislation and the President is confident that we will be able to get something done this year.”  Ohio Senator Sherrod Brown, who attended the meeting, said there had been “broad agreement” on the need to transform the US energy system. “The stakes couldn’t be higher – done right, a clean energy bill will be a jobs bill. It will prevent us from replacing our dependence on foreign oil with a dependence on Chinese-made clean energy components,” Sen. Brown said. Renewables Standard  There are currently a number of options on the table for a Climate and Energy Bill, from a full cap-and-trade carbon pricing model to a Renewable Electricity Standard requiring power companies in all states to secure a growing proportion of their supplies from renewable energy projects.  

Yes climate bill – urgency and cooperation

CNN, 7-12-2010, “Congress returns, but where to begin?,” http://edition.cnn.com/2010/POLITICS/07/12/congress.agenda/?fbid=jkOg5AmUrGA

Comprehensive energy and climate change legislation is another item on Obama's wish list, but it faces an uphill battle in Congress. Obama met with a bipartisan group of senators to discuss the issue last month.  "There was agreement on the sense of urgency required to move forward with legislation, and the president is confident that we will be able to get something done this year," the White House said in a statement after the meeting.  The House has passed its own sweeping energy bill that includes a cap-and-trade system in which a price is set for greenhouse gas emissions such as carbon dioxide and polluters can obtain and trade credits for emissions over a set threshold.  The three leading Senate proposals include:  • The aggressive measure by Sens. John Kerry, D-Massachusetts, and Joe Lieberman, a Connecticut independent, that would cap carbon emissions and create a system for trading carbon credits.  • A scaled-down version of cap-and-trade that would directly refund revenues raised under the program back to consumers, being offered by Sens. Susan Collins, R-Maine, and Maria Cantwell, D-Washington.  • And a measure already approved by the Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee that would mandate increases in alternative energy sources and open new areas of the Gulf of Mexico to oil and gas drilling 

Climate bill will pass – timing and urgency

KUNA, Kuwait News Agency, 6-29-2010, “Obama stressed need for energy bill before end of year,” Lexis

US president Barrack Obama stressed on Tuesday the need for new legislation to deal with Climate change and energy sector. A statement issued by the White House indicated that President Obama met with a bipartisan group of Senators, in which he stressed the "need to pass energy and climate legislation this year."   Obama made clear his view that "a full transition to clean energy will require more than just the government action weve taken so far" and noted that "it will require a national effort from all of us to change the way we produce and use energy." Not all of the Senators agreed with Obama approach, statement said, yet Obama welcomed other approaches and ideas that would take real steps to reduce dependence on oil, create jobs, strengthen our national security and reduce the pollution in our atmosphere. "There was agreement on the sense of urgency required to move forward with legislation" the statement said and indicated that the "the President is confident that we will be able to get something done this year." 

Yes Pass – Compromise

Yes climate change – compromise ensures republican votes

Darren Goode and Ben Geman, staff writiers, 7-12-2010, “Lieverman, Kerry make last-ditch appeal on scaled-back climate bill,” The Hill, http://thehill.com/blogs/e2-wire/677-e2-wire/108331-lieberman-kerry-make-last-ditch-scaled-back-climate-push

The Senate sponsors of a sweeping climate change bill are drafting a scaled-back version focused on electric power plants in a bid to salvage a role for greenhouse gas curbs in the Senate energy debate.  Sens. John Kerry (D-Mass.) and Joe Lieberman (I-Conn.) this week will start circulating a draft of their narrowed plan as they try to convince Democratic leaders to include a carbon pricing component in a broad energy package that may hit the Senate floor next week.  “I am very optimistic that we can pass something here that deals with energy and gets us started in the right direction,” Kerry said Monday. “If that’s the best we can do, that’s the best we can do."   Kerry acknowledged that his broader effort to address climate change fell victim to a long and politically bruising healthcare debate and other priorities this election year.  “We have very little time, a lot of pressures, including election pressures, and we are just going to have to be realistic,” he told reporters in the Capitol.  Lieberman, Kerry and Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) have had staff-level talks about the utility-focused the idea and other options, Lieberman said. “Our staff people are giving drafts to [Reid],” Lieberman said Monday. “We are working hard to convince him to do a strong bill, and I am encouraged.”  Energy legislation is likely to be among the topics discussed when President Barack Obama and Vice President Joe Biden meet with senior Senate Democrats at the White House Tuesday to talk about what they can get done before the August recess.  Climate advocates face an uphill climb winning a spot for mandatory emissions curbs in the bill that is expected to blend provisions responding to the BP oil spill – such as stronger drilling safeguards – with measures to curb oil use and boost alternative energy.  Reid is likely to make decisions later this week about the bill's scope.  Kerry and Lieberman also hope to attract Republicans who may be open to a more limited approach, rather than the carbon-pricing plan the pair unveiled in May that also included manufacturers, refiners, motor fuels and other sectors.  Some Senate sources have dubbed their evolving draft a “utility first” plan, signaling that perhaps manufacturers and other sources of pollution could eventually be covered as well, possibly voluntarily.  “That would certainly be an ideal expression,” Kerry said of the “utility first” option. But he added, “We’ve got to figure out where the votes are here, we can’t drive this exclusively by policy right now. It’s trickier than that.”  Kerry said a new plan “may have some voluntary components to it, some purely optional components to it.”  Kerry and Lieberman will meet Tuesday with environmental group leaders and the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association to discuss a final push to price carbon. They are also hosting their regularly scheduled Tuesday gathering with other senators as they struggle to keep carbon provisions in the mix.  Senate staff and officials with the Edison Electric Institute – a trade association that represents investor-owned power companies – met at the White House last Thursday to talk about a carbon-pricing plan focused on electric utilities.  Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee Chairman Jeff Bingaman (D-N.M.) has promoted the utility-only idea, but given no indication yet that he would actually offer up a plan. Bingaman spokesman Bill Wicker said several Senate offices have shown interest in the idea and that Bingaman’s staff has provided background and shared text with some. But that does not equate to actively selling the bill, Wicker said.  While aides for Bingaman and Sen. Olympia Snowe (R-Maine) have talked about the idea, Snowe said Monday she had not personally seen his plan. Sen. Lindsey Graham (R-S.C.) has also shown interest. 
Yes climate bill – bipartisan compromise

David Jackson, political analyst, 6-29-2010, “Obama, senators grapple with 'cap and trade,' energy bill,” The Oval, http://content.usatoday.com/communities/theoval/post/2010/06/obama-senators-grapple-with-cap-and-trade-energy-bill/1

Kerry said he and Lieberman are willing to negotiate with Republicans on compromises regarding alternative energy development and climate change.  "It's important for America to get started," Kerry said.  Here's a full White House readout of the meeting:      The meeting the president hosted with a bipartisan group of senators was a constructive exchange about the need to pass energy and climate legislation this year that lasted more than an hour and a half. The president made clear his view that a full transition to clean energy will require more than just the government action we've taken so far. It will require a national effort from all of us to change the way we produce and use energy.      The president told the senators that he still believes the best way for us to transition to a clean energy economy is with a bill that makes clean energy the profitable kind of energy for America's businesses by putting a price on pollution -- because when companies pollute, they should be responsible for the costs to the environment and their contribution to climate change. Not all of the senators agreed with this approach, and the president welcomed other approaches and ideas that would take real steps to reduce our dependence on oil, create jobs, strengthen our national security and reduce the pollution in our atmosphere.      The president said that there was a strong foundation and consensus on some key policies, and the president urged the senators to come together based on that foundation. There was agreement on the sense of urgency required to move forward with legislation, and the president is confident that we will be able to get something done this year. 

Climate bill will pass – bipartisan cooperation

Ed Hornick, staff writer, 6-29-2010, “Obama confident in climate change bill’s passage,” CNN, Lexis

President Obama met Tuesday with a bipartisan group of senators at the White House to discuss passing an energy and climate change bill this year.  "The president said that there was a strong foundation and consensus on some key policies and the president urged the senators to come together based on that foundation," according to a White House statement.  "There was agreement on the sense of urgency required to move forward with legislation, and the president is confident that we will be able to get something done this year."  Obama told senators that he believes the best way to make a transition to a clean-energy economy is with a bill that "makes clean energy the profitable kind of energy for America's businesses by putting a price on pollution," the release said.  Some of the lawmakers who attended, according to the White House, included: Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, D-Nevada, and Sens. Lamar Alexander, R-Tennessee; Barbara Boxer, D-California; John Kerry, D-Massachusetts; Joe Lieberman, a Connecticut independent; Richard Lugar, R-Indiana; and Lisa Murkowski, R-Alaska. 

Yes Pass – Bingaman

A climate bill will pass – Bingaman will get it through

Coral Davenport, staff writer, 7-1-2010, “Climate bill hopes hang on Jeff Bingaman,” Politico, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0610/39260.html

If brand-name senators like Barbara Boxer, John Kerry, Joe Lieberman and Lindsey Graham can’t get a climate bill through the Senate, does a quiet guy like Jeff Bingaman stand a chance?   Proponents had better hope so.   Boxer, Kerry and Lieberman haven’t been able to put together 60 votes for the carbon caps they’ve pushed. Graham gave up trying months ago. That leaves the bills Bingaman has shepherded through his Energy and Natural Resources Committee looking pretty good — and maybe like the only ones that have a real shot at passing.   It’s a new role for Bingaman, a New Mexico Democrat who — unlike his bigger-name predecessors — rarely makes appearances on the Sunday talk shows, doesn’t give impassioned speeches and seldom injects himself into hot-button debates.   Among reporters, Bingaman is known as one of the most frustratingly unquotable members of Congress, who nearly always responds to questions with measured qualifiers.   “I don’t know. We’ll have to see,” is a standard Bingaman response.   Here’s what Bingaman does do: He slowly, carefully and methodically hammers out pragmatic, detailed energy legislation with Republican partners in long, dull markups that don’t draw attention but do produce solid pieces of legislation forged in the order of the committee process.   And as Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid scrambles to get a comprehensive and contentious energy package to the floor in the heat of campaign season, with his caucus fracturing all around him and oil spill politics further inflaming the debate, Bingaman’s committee-approved energy bills have a certain appeal.   “It’s not surprising that, at the end of the day, they turn to Jeff Bingaman,” said Scott Segal, an energy lobbyist at Bracewell & Giuliani. “The Senate does not lack for personalities who can talk about energy, but, these days, to find a senator who’s actually capable of passing bipartisan legislation is very rare. Bingaman is a yeoman soldier who labors long and hard, understands the minutiae and does so without a lot of public recognition. That might be what they need right now.” 

Yes climate bill – Bingaman leadership

Robin Bravender, political analyst, 6-29-2010, “Senate Energy Chairman Drafting Utility-Only Climate Bill,” New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/cwire/2010/06/29/29climatewire-senate-energy-chairman-drafting-utility-only-19749.html

Sen. Jeff Bingaman (D-N.M.) is writing legislation to cap emissions from the utility sector, an approach that is gaining traction in Washington amid fresh concerns about what carrots might be dangled in front of power plants as incentive to sign on.  The Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee chairman said yesterday that he has a bill that would cap greenhouse gas emissions from power plants. "I've done some work on that, but I haven't introduced anything," he told reporters, adding it has some "significant differences" from the Kerry-Lieberman cap-and-trade measure.  Although Bingaman said he was not sure how much further he will go with the draft bill, the utility-only approach could be the most feasible way to set a limit on carbon dioxide emissions this year, given the limited time left on the legislative calendar and November's elections looming. White House chief of staff Rahm Emanuel has said the approach would be welcomed when President Obama meets with a bipartisan group of senators today to discuss the issue.  Bingaman, who has downplayed the chances of an economywide climate bill passing this year, said he will wait before introducing his bill -- if at all. "I think it would depend on how much support there would be for that," he said. "I don't want to just introduce bills in order to add to the list of bills that have been introduced."  A utility-only cap shepherded by Bingaman may have a better shot at winning bipartisan support than if it were championed by Sen. John Kerry (D-Mass.), a co-sponsor of a Senate cap-and-trade climate bill who became a partisan magnet after his failed bid during the 2004 presidential contest.  "I've talked to him about it and we've talked about some other variations on that," Kerry said yesterday. "It may be possible to find a way to do something intelligent." The bill from Kerry and Sen. Joe Lieberman (I-Conn.) would set emission caps on the utility, manufacturing and transportation sectors.  Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) "welcomes all creative proposals that will help pass comprehensive clean energy legislation," a Democratic aide said.  Bingaman is also the lead author of a bipartisan energy bill that cleared the Energy and Natural Resources Committee last summer. At the time, it was thought that bill would be combined on the floor with cap and trade, but now the measure may go to the floor on its own. That bill -- which cleared the Energy Committee by a 15-8 vote -- includes a renewable electricity standard and offshore drilling provisions but no cap on carbon dioxide emissions. Bingaman has also worked across the aisle on previous energy bills. 

Yes Pass – BP Spill

Climate bill will pass – dems will tie it to the oil spill

Josh Voorhees and Robin Bravender, staff writers, 6-25-2010, “Senate Democrats Plot 'Impenetrable' Path to Victory for Unwritten Climate Bill,” New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/cwire/2010/06/25/25climatewire-senate-democrats-plot-impenetrable-path-to-v-66658.html

Senate Democrats believe they've found a surefire way to force Republicans to support a sweeping climate and energy bill that directly addresses greenhouse gas emissions.  Now all they need is the actual legislation.  Democrats admitted yesterday that they have yet to rally around any of the legislative proposals currently on the table but now believe they know how to use the Gulf of Mexico oil spill to secure the necessary Republican votes once they do.  According to a staff-written summary of yesterday's closed-door caucus meeting obtained by E&E, senators discussed a legislative strategy "more akin to the financial regulatory legislation than of health care, with Democrats bringing to the floor an impenetrable package that Republicans could not roadblock."  Democratic senators declined to discuss the exact details of their strategy after emerging from the hourlong talks. But its basic thrust appears to be a plan to anchor the climate and energy effort to widely popular legislation that would overhaul offshore drilling regulations in the wake of the Gulf spill, and then dare Republicans to vote against it. 

Yes climate bill – BP spill

Shailagh Murray, staff writer, 7-12-2010, “Congress returns from recess to even more of the same” Washington Post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/07/11/AR2010071103548.html

As if that's not enough, the Senate could add to the list. Sensing opportunity in the public's outrage over the BP oil spill, Democrats are considering reviving the dormant climate-change debate. Majority Leader Harry M. Reid (D-Nev.) is assembling legislation that would expand alternative energy incentives and overhaul offshore drilling standards, while requiring BP to assume full liability for damages in the Gulf of Mexico. If Reid decides to do it, the bill could reach the Senate floor as soon as July 19.  

Yes Pass – Snowe

Yes climate bill – Snowe supports
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/

Advocates for such a system say Bingaman is too pessimistic. They were cheered after Obama’s session with senators last week when Sen. Olympia Snowe (R., Maine) – a potential swing vote – said she could support a power-sector cap. She said utilities needed certainty to make long-term investments, and had “the most to lose” if Congress left carbon regulation to the Environmental Protection Agency.  “With leadership from the president and an indication from some key Republicans that this is a potential path forward, we think we can win,” said Tony Kreindler, a spokesman for the Environmental Defense Fund 

Yes climate bill – Snowe is on board

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

Sens. John Kerry (D-Mass.) and Joe Lieberman (I-Conn.) have been working with Sen. Olympia Snowe (R-Maine) on climate language to be added to an energy bill according to a Senate aide familiar with the discussions. That could take the form of a cap on only electric utilities, the aide said. Kerry and Lieberman have said they would consider scaling back their economywide bill in order to get something passed in the Senate this year.  Snowe won acclaim from environmentalists last month when she indicated a willingness to work with Democrats on a utility-only emissions cap, citing concerns that pending U.S. EPA climate regulations would threaten businesses if Congress fails to legislate to limit greenhouse gases. Snowe said that her staff had also discussed the utility-only approach with Energy and Natural Resources Chairman Jeff Bingaman (D-N.M.). Bingaman has drafted a power plant-only bill but has downplayed the prospects of that draft moving anywhere.  The White House is also working behind the scenes to gauge what type of bill the utility industry would support. White House officials met last week to discuss energy and climate legislation with Senate staffers and representatives of the Edison Electric Institute -- a trade group whose members represent about 70 percent of the U.S. electric power industry, according to a White House aide.  EEI spokesman Jim Owen declined to comment on the meeting. The trade group has not taken a public position on a utility-only emission cap, and observers say their support will be needed to get such a bill through the Senate. A handful of utilities have publicly stated their support for such an approach, saying it would offer their industry regulatory certainty as companies look to make significant new investments over the next several decades. 

Yes Pass – Lame Duck Session

Yes comprehensive climate bill – Lame Duck session

John Fund, staff writer, 7-9-2010, “The Obama-Pelosi Lame Duck Strategy,” WSJ, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704293604575343262629361470.html

It's been almost 30 years since anything remotely contentious was handled in a lame-duck session, but that doesn't faze Democrats who have jammed through ObamaCare and are determined to bring the financial system under greater federal control.  Mike Allen of Politico.com reports one reason President Obama failed to mention climate change legislation during his recent, Oval Office speech on the Gulf oil spill was that he wants to pass a modest energy bill this summer, then add carbon taxes or regulations in a conference committee with the House, most likely during a lame-duck session. The result would be a climate bill vastly more ambitious, and costly for American consumers and taxpayers, than moderate "Blue Dogs" in the House would support on the campaign trail. "We have a lot of wiggle room in conference," a House Democratic aide told the trade publication Environment & Energy Daily last month. 

Yes Pass – Senate Leaders

Climate bill will pass – consensus of senate leaders

Xinhua News, 6-29-2010, “Obama ‘confident’ to pass climate bill this year,” Lexis

U.S. President Barack Obama met with a bipartisan group of senators Tuesday in the White House on climate and clean energy bill, and said he's confident they can " get something done this year."  Urging the Senate to pass energy and climate legislation this year, Obama used the hour-and-a-half meeting to tell the senators that he believes the best way to transition to a clean energy economy is with a bill that "makes clean energy the profitable kind of energy."  According to the White House, not all of the senators agreed with this approach. Obama welcomed other approaches and ideas, and said there was "strong foundation and consensus" on some key policies. He met with a group of senators led by majority leader Harry Reid and Republican Lamar Alexander.  Urging the senators to come together based on that foundation, Obama said there was agreement on the sense of urgency required to move forward with legislation. 

Climate bill will pass – Senate committee leaders and bipartisan support

Coral Davenport, staff writer, 7-12-2010, “Moment of truth for energy bill,” Politico, Lexis

After weeks of indecisive caucus meetings and passionate but vague speeches calling for "comprehensive energy legislation," Reid's office on Friday assured POLITICO that clarity, at long last, is coming.  The majority leader is set to meet this week with the five Senate committee leaders who hold jurisdiction over slices of energy and climate legislation. He will give them a scaled-down menu of options prepared by his staff and tell them to assemble an energy package that could get 60 votes. The options will break down into three core elements, and the question will be how the leaders choose to combine them.  The first and easiest piece is a Gulf-spill response measure to reform offshore drilling and raise disaster liabilities on oil companies. "That one's must-pass," said Scott Segal, an energy lobbyist at Bracewell & Giuliani, echoing the sentiments of congressional staff members on both sides of the aisle.  The second element is a clean-energy bill that would require a boost in renewable electricity produced by sources such as wind and solar. A version of this bill, sponsored by Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee Chairman Jeff Bingaman (D-N.M.), was passed by the panel last year with bipartisan support and is widely viewed as the most palatable clean-energy compromise now in the Senate.  The third, biggest and most contentious piece is a price on greenhouse gas emissions - a policy at the heart of the climate change debate. In a nod to how heavy a lift this would be, it's likely that the carbon-cap piece will be limited to pollution from power plants and will not apply across the economy. 

Links – Foreign Policy

Foreign policy hurts Obama’s domestic agenda

KOSU news, 12-22-2009, “For Obama, a Foreign Policy To-D 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.”  

Links – Defense Cuts
Cutting military spending costs capital

Craig Whitlock and Dana Hedgpeth, staff writers, 5-17-2010, “Washington Post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/05/16/AR2010051602937_pf.html

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.  "Secretary Gates is a very deliberate and careful man," said his press secretary, Geoff Morrell. "He does not make idle threats."  Gates is hardly the first defense secretary to try to kill expensive weapons systems, only to have them spring back to life on Capitol Hill. Lawmakers are reluctant to cut programs that provide jobs in their legislative districts, even if the programs' military usefulness is marginal.  But in several recent speeches, Gates has warned that the "gusher" of money that has poured into Pentagon accounts since Sept. 11, 2001, will shrink to a trickle for the foreseeable future, constricted by the federal government's soaring deficit.  "One of the members of Congress, I'm told, said, 'Well, why is $3 billion for the alternative engine such a big deal when we've got a trillion-dollar deficit?' I would submit that's one of the reasons we have a trillion-dollar deficit, is that kind of thinking," Gates told reporters this month. "And so we're not just going to roll over to preserve programs that we think we don't need, regardless of where the pressure is coming from." 

Cutting military spending is wildly unpopular
David Dayen, political analyst, 5-17-2010, “Defense Spending Cuts Face Likely Congressional Override,” Firedog Lake, 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’s 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. 
Links – Afghanistan

Both parties oppose the plan – they think it’s ill-timed

Jim Abrams, staff writer, 5-10-2010, “House rejects quick troop withdrawal from Afghanistan, but anti-war lawmakers get to vent,” Associated Press, http://blog.taragana.com/politics/2010/03/10/house-rejects-quick-troop-withdrawal-from-afghanistan-but-anti-war-lawmakers-get-to-vent-22742/

WASHINGTON — The House on Wednesday soundly rejected an effort by anti-war lawmakers to force a withdrawal of all U.S. troops from Afghanistan by the end of the year.  The outcome of the vote, 356-65 against the resolution, was never in doubt. But the 3 1/2 hours of debate did give those who oppose President Barack Obama’s war policies a platform to vent their frustrations.  Opposing the resolution was easy for almost all Republicans, who have been solidly behind Obama’s decision to increase U.S. troop strength inAfghanistan from 70,000 to 100,000. Only five Republicans supported the measure.  It was a harder vote for some Democrats, particularly in an election year where opposing the war can be equated with opposing the troops. Several expressed discomfort with a war that has lasted 8 1/2 years and cost the nation more than 930 American lives and the treasury more than $200 billion, but said they were voting against the resolution because it was ill-timed and unrealistic. 

Republicans oppose Afghanistan withdrawal 

Xinhua, 6-28-2010, “U.S. Republicans Blast Obama’s Afghanistan Withdrawal date,” http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/world/2010-06/28/c_13372358.htm

U.S. ranking Senate Republicans on Sunday blasted President Barack Obama's Afghanistan strategy, dismissing the July 2011 deadline as a "political decision" not based on military strategy.  "It was purely a political decision, not one based on facts on the ground, not one based on military strategy," Republican Senator John McCain said on NBC's "Meet the Press," referring to a strategy unveiled by President Obama in December, which called for a buildup of 30,000 troops in Afghanistan and beginning pulling out in July 2011.  "You tell the enemy you're leaving, they will wait," he said. " In wars you declare when you're leaving after you've succeeded."  Republican Senator Lindsey Graham joined McCain in criticizing Obama's Afghan timetable. 

Republicans hate the plan

Jill Jackson, staff writer, 12-2-2009, “House Republicans Criticize Obama Timeline,” CBS News, http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-5865054-503544.html

House Republicans aren't backing the President Barack Obama's new Afghanistan policy. At least, not yet. The issue is not the additional 30,000 troops, which they support. It's the timeline for withdrawal.  Mr. Obama announced last night that he would begin removing troops from Afghanistan in July of 2011. That's a move that Republicans say will make the surge less effective.  "It never makes sense to tell the enemy when your commitment to fight will run out," said House GOP Conference Chairman Mike Pence (R-IN), at left, after members met this morning to discuss the president's new strategy.  Republicans also questioned the president's true commitment to winning the war and criticized his speech last night for not focusing enough on commitment to success. 

Links – Iraq

Withdrawal while Iraq is unstable costs capital

Jessica Matthews, president of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 3-1-2009, “Obama's Plan for Iraq,” Washington Post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/02/27/AR2009022702644_pf.html

President Obama's willingness to take on enormous political risks is already almost commonplace. Ending the war, while unequivocally the right thing, is another one. After six years, it makes no difference whether U.S. troops leave in 16 months or 18. The risk for Obama and the challenge for the country lie in what we will do if -- some would say when -- serious violence erupts as U.S. troops depart.  The U.S. presence interrupted a struggle for political power that always follows removal of a government and eventually forced it into nonviolent channels. But the struggle is far from over. Recent political accommodations are extremely fragile, and it is likely that many angry groups have chosen to lie low until the Americans are gone.  Stable agreements to share power emerge only after the parties have tested each other's strength and will and their desire to fight has burned out. History shows that this takes many years, especially when all sides are heavily armed.  So the United States may face a departure in 2011 in the face of great instability. President Obama understands that could happen even if our troops were to stay five more years. There is no substitute for Iraqis sorting out their own political future. But after so much sacrifice and bloodshed, it may not feel much like a victory 
The military hates the plan

Gareth Porter, political analyst, 11-12-2008, “Obama Pressured to Back Off Iraq Withdrawal,” IPS, http://ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=44671

Opposition to Obama's pledge to withdraw combat troops from Iraq on a 16-month timetable is wide and deep in the U.S. national security establishment and its political allies. U.S. military leaders have been unequivocal in rejecting any such rapid withdrawal from Iraq, and news media coverage of the issue has been based on the premise that Obama will have to modify his plan to make it acceptable to the military.  The Washington Post published a story Monday saying that Adm. Michael Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, opposes Obama's timeline for withdrawal as "dangerous", insisting that "reductions must depend on conditions on the ground". Along with Gen. David H. Petraeus, now the head of CENTCOM and responsible for the entire Middle East, and Gen. Ray Odierno, the new commander in Iraq, Mullen was portrayed as part of a phalanx of determined military opposition to Obama's timeline. 

Links – Iraq

The Defense industry hates the plan

Raed Jarrar, senior fellow on the Middle East at Peace Action, and Erik Leaver, research fellow at the Institute for Policy Studies, 3-2-2010, “Sliding Backwards on Iraq?,” Institute for Policy Studies, http://www.ips-dc.org/articles/sliding_backwards_on_iraq

Unfortunately, there is considerable support both inside and outside Iraq for the continuation of U.S. occupation. Some groups, such as the Iraqi ruling parties or the military industrial complex in the United States, believe occupation is in their self-interest. Others, such as al-Qaeda, hope to cripple the United States by keeping it engaged in a conflict that takes an enormous toll on human lives, money, and global reputation. And Iran and other regional players fear the reemergence of a strong, independent, and united Iraq. 
The defense industry controls congress

Andrew Heaslet, political analyst, 2009, “The Defense Lobby Under the Obama Administration:

Following an extraordinary year, the status quo marches on,” Peace Economy Project, http://www.uslaboragainstwar.org/article.php?id=20705

The defense industry enjoys high returns for its investments because its casts a wide net with campaign donations and follows up with separate lobbying efforts. While defense companies donated $23.7 million to federal campaigns last year, the total lobbying amount for the same year was just short of $150 million! The $23 million in campaign contributions would rank 14th* among OpenSecrets.org’s “Top Industries Giving to Members of Congress, 2008 Cycle,” if the three defense industries (aerospace, electronics, and miscellaneous) listed by that source were combined into one entity, similar to “insurance,” “real estate,” or “health professionals.” Defense ranked 9th,overall, among lobbying sectors, following health, finance, energy, communication, transportation, and other special interests.  9th and 14th places aren’t exactly overwhelming positions, but that isn’t limiting impressive returns on the industry’s political investments. In the 2010 Department of Defense budget request, an early indicator of what the results of the 2008 election will yield for campaign contributors, there are some $200 billion potentially available to the defense industry: $13.5 billion for military construction, $78.6 billion for research, development, testing, and evaluation and $107.4 billion for procurement projects. These funds do not include the billions available to the industry for work on sustaining the American nuclear weapons arsenal – nor does it take into account the billions for contractors on the battlefield in Iraq and Afghanistan.  To put the amount of funds available to defense profiteers into perspective, that nearly $200 billion, only a fraction of American military spending, is roughly equal to four times what the White House has requested for the Department of State, the agency in charge of diplomatic relations with the rest of the world!  For political investments of under $200 million, the defense industry is granted access to $200 billion in contracts! The amount of money needed to gain influence with those who hold government purse strings is embarrassingly small compared to the amount of money at stake. And, as this year’s budget continues to show, for defense industries, it’s an investment well worth making. 
Links – South Korea

The plan is politically inviolate

Selig S. Harrison, Director of the Asia Program at the Center for International Policy and a senior scholar of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, 2003, Korean endgame: a strategy for reunification and U.S. disengagement, p. 180-182.

Why has the presence of U.S. ground forces in South Korea remained politically inviolate in Washington for nearly five decades? Part of the answer lies in the searing psychological legacy of the Ko¬rean War and the resulting imagery of North Korea as irrational and threatening, a new "Yellow Peril," an imagery inflated by fears that it will develop long-range missiles. This imagery has persisted despite the North-South summit meeting of June 2000 and the subsequent visits of North Korea's second-ranking leader, Vice-Marshal Jo Myong Rok, to Washington, and of Secretary of State Madeleine Albright to Pyong¬yang. Indeed, Albright was widely criticized for legitimizing a brutal dictatorship. Some of the answer lies in the superficial appeal of the strategic argu¬ments examined in part 5: that the U.S. presence helps stabilize a volatile part of the world and that any change in the U.S. posture would be seen as a "retreat" from Asia. But the key reason why the United States is stuck to South Korea "like Brer Rabbit was to the Tar Baby" is that Seoul has shown remarkable skill and determination in resisting any change. The impact of the negative images and the positive strategic ar¬guments has been maximized over the years by sustained and effective South Korean lobbying efforts, aided by sympathizers in the Pentagon and in defense industries with a stake in Korea. The payoffs to members of Congress exposed in the 1976 "Koreagate" scandal were not isolated cases. A former Washington station chief of the South Korean CIA, Gen. Kim Yoon Ho, has told of how he arranged support for legislation relating to U.S. military aid and the U.S. force presence by channeling big export contracts to states with cooperative representatives in Congress, especially exports subsidized under a variety of U.S. economic and military aid programs. The manipulation of pricing in such contracts offered easy opportunities for rake-offs to middlemen. In South Korean eyes, anything that will keep the United States in South Korea is morally justified because Washington was largely to blame for the division of the peninsula and remains obligated to stay until reunifica¬tion is achieved. "The South Korean Embassy swings a lot of weight in Washington," observed David E. Brown, former director of Korean affairs in the State Department, in 1997. "Long-tended friendships between conservatives in both capitals give extra potency to the political clout they wield."' South Korean influence in Washington has been reinforced by the sup¬port of legions of U.S. military officers with fond memories of their years in Korea. The semi-imperial trappings of U.S. military life there are epito¬mized by three eighteen-hole golf courses, one of which occupied some of the most valuable real estate in Seoul until former Ambassador James Lilley persuaded the U.S. Army to relocate it. "The pain it took to do this," Lilley recalled, "is symptomatic of the military's resistance to giving up its perks. They told me about how they have to keep up morale to retain personnel, but you can't do this at the expense of your relations with the host country."" For officers with their families, the nine U.S. military installations in the South are self-sufficient enclaves equipped with most of the comforts of home and largely insulated from the local society. For the footloose, there are kiesang hostesses, the Korean equiva¬lent of Japanese geisha. Most important, for the top brass of the U.S. Army, Korea is the last and only place left in the world where a four-star general can be a "commander in chief" presiding over an operational command in a foreign country. All of the nine other "CinCs" with re¬gional and functional commands have their headquarters in the United States.
South Korea bases popular – key to deter North Korea

Peter Hayes, Executive Director of the Nautilus Institute for Security and Sustainable Development, 12-17-2009, “Extended Nuclear Deterrence: Global Abolition and Korea,” Nautilus Institute for Security and Sustainability, http://www.nautilus.org/publications/essays/napsnet/policy-forums-online/security2009-2010/09096Hayes.html/

This is not how many American policy makers view the situation. They see themselves as firmly anchored via bases, forward deployments, nuclear weapons, and alliance relationships. They feel comfortable relying upon nuclear threat to contain North Korea for the foreseeable future. They believe that they have firmly under control the allies' propensity to proliferate. In reality, US leadership is much more tenuous than Americans like to believe due to the cumulative impact of the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, nuclear proliferation, and the economic crisis originating in the United States. In this context, the revival of END hastens the demise of American hegemony, at least in this region.  Ironically, actual American forces today are primarily non-nuclear rather than "dual-capable" as was almost universally the case during the Cold War when allies were told that the United States military did not distinguish between its nuclear and non-nuclear forces. Although the United States maintains strategic nuclear forces at home, these have little to do directly with realistic military planning or force postures in the alliances, and even less to do with the expanding scope of military operations by US allies working alongside the US military including peacemaking, peacekeeping, disaster relief, nation building, humanitarian intervention, anti-terrorism operations, and rarely, prosecuting conventional war.  Unfortunately, Global Abolition as a framework for a new hegemonic leadership is far from displacing the old habits and instruments of nuclear coercive diplomacy, and is almost completely ignored in the core alliance institutions. It has barely begun to take root as a substitute for failing nuclear hegemonic policies, as is most obvious in the case of the DPRK. Generations of Cold War warriors committed to maintaining alliances and comfortable with Cold War habits and ways of thinking are entrenched in alliance institutions and have paid little or no regard to Global Abolition. 

Links – Japan

Congress loves the Okinawa base

Manichi Daily, 6-23-2010, “U.S. lawmakers submit resolution to express gratitude to Okinawa ,” http://mdn.mainichi.jp/mdnnews/news/20100623p2g00m0in032000c.html

A group of bipartisan lawmakers submitted a resolution Tuesday to the U.S. House of Representatives to express gratitude to the Japanese people, especially to the people of Okinawa, for hosting the U.S. military. The House could take a vote on the resolution on Wednesday, the 50th anniversary of the bilateral security treaty entering into force, parliamentary sources said. The draft resolution says the "robust forward presence" of the U.S. military in Japan "provides the deterrence and capabilities necessary for the defense of Japan and for the maintenance of Asia-Pacific peace, prosperity and regional stability." The resolution "recognizes that the broad support and understanding of the Japanese people are indispensable for the stationing" of the U.S. military in Japan and "expresses its appreciation to the people of Japan, and especially on Okinawa, for their continued hosting" of the U.S. armed forces, it says. The text also touched on a joint statement released by the Japanese and U.S. governments in May that reconfirmed their commitment to a 2006 bilateral accord on the realignment of U.S. forces in Japan, which includes a plan to relocate the U.S. Marines Corps' Futenma base within Okinawa. 

Plan costs political capital

Peter Ennis, co-editors of The Oriental Economist Report, 1-30-2010, “Response to Rod Armstrong,’ http://nbrforums.nbr.org/foraui/message.aspx?LID=5&MID=36602

"PRO-FUTENMA" MOTIVATIONS: On the US side, many considerations (aside from automatic pilot) went into the lingering hardline stance on Futenma. ONE: Interservice rivalries. From the beginning, the US Air Force and the US Marines heatedly argued against merging Futenma's operations into the US Air base at Kadena. Skipping the (admittedly existing) complications, I have no doubt that if the President said "get it done," the Marines would be up at Kadena in no time -- and with no where near the reduction in operational capabilities they claim would be entailed. In the late 1990s, Kurt Campbell argued in favor of the Kadena merger. At the time, General Gregson was his aide. They lost. Simply put: A Washington that is now sending young Marines into battle in Afghanistan is not in the mood to tell the Marine Corps leadership to come up with an alternative to Henoko. That is a legitimate point that Japanese officials and politicians should take into account. TWO: The role of Congress. As it is, there are cost-overruns on the huge expansion of military capabilities on Guam. It would not be easy -- short of spending a lot of political capital -- to go back to Congress and say more Marines than expected will be going to Guam.

Pulling out of Okinawa is unpopular

Jeff Marchesseault, Staff Writer, 10-20-2009, “Okinawa Sticking Points Could Unravel Guam Buildup,” Guam News Factor, http://www.guamnewsfactor.com/200910201345/News-Analysis/Okinawa-Sticking-Points-Could- Unravel-Guam-Buildup.html

According to AFP, Gates told reporters onboard his plane to Tokyo that proposed alternatives to re-basing Futenma outside of Okinawa have proven impracticable. "We've looked at, over the years...all these alternatives and they are either politically untenable or operationally unworkable," he said. He also said failure to reach agreement on where to relocate the air base would likely jeopardize Guam's buildup. The Associated Press reports: If the base were forced to move, Gates suggested that the entire deal to relocate troops to Guam might fall through. "It's hard for me to believe that the Congress would support going forward in Guam without real progress with respect to the Futenma replacement facility," he said. 

PC Key

Obama’s capital is key

Robin Bravender, staff writer, 6-23-2010, “White House Cancellation Frustrates Backers of Senate Climate Bill,” NYT, http://www.nytimes.com/gwire/2010/06/23/23greenwire-white-house-cancellation-frustrates-backers-of-18123.html

Senate Democrats have signaled that they need presidential leadership before they can move forward in a compressed legislative schedule. Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) said yesterday that his strategy for passing legislation will depend heavily on how much political capital Obama is willing to invest in the effort (E&ENews PM, June 22).  Still, Obama and his staff have insisted that the White House is committed to getting a comprehensive bill across the finish line this year. "The Senate has an opportunity before the August recess and the elections to stand up and move forward on something that could have enormous, positive consequences for generations to come," Obama said yesterday after meeting with his Cabinet. 

Obama’s capital is key to comprehensive legislation

UCS, Union of Concerned Scientists, 6-29-2010, “Obama Puts Administration Muscle Behind Climate and Energy Bill in Meeting with Senators,” http://www.ucsusa.org/news/press_release/obama-administration-climate-energy-0416.html

President Obama’s call for Congress to pass comprehensive climate and energy legislation that includes a cap on carbon indicates that his administration is willing to expend political capital to secure a bill that would dramatically reduce emissions, according to the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS). The president made the request earlier today during a meeting with two dozen senators at the White House.  “President Obama is showing that he’s willing to put his weight behind the effort to pass comprehensive legislation,” said UCS President Kevin Knobloch. “He understands that putting us on the long-term path toward clean energy means putting a cap on carbon. 
Obama’s capital is key to bill passage

Wade Crowfoot, political director, 7-13-2010, “This summer, President Obama can accomplish what 40 years of presidents couldn’t,” environmental defense fund, http://blogs.edf.org/californiadream/

The only president in the last 40 years who has not failed to move America toward energy independence is Barack Obama. He still has the chance to make history. Debate over climate change shouldn't cloud the crystal clear necessity of a federal energy and climate bill that will, at last, move the United States from weakness to strength as we reduce and end our dependence on foreign oil.  Now is the time for President Obama to transcend the failures of past presidents. To do so, he must personally take the lead on this issue--and, as he did with health care reform--drive energy reform over the finish line in Congress.  In the dog days of summer, our legislators are returning to Washington to get down to business with both eyes on November's potentially epochal election. What could be more patriotic after Independence Day than to pass landmark energy and climate legislation that will strengthen our country, our economy and our leadership in the world?  That stance may sound too optimistic at this political hour. Some pundits carp that passing energy and climate legislation this summer will be "too hard," "impossible," "it's not going to happen." They were saying the same things about health care reform a scant few weeks before that bill's historic passage. The difference-maker, if you listen to the insiders: President Obama's personal involvement.  Obama set out to be a transformational president. Answering four decades of exhortations from his Oval Office predecessors, Obama can now do for American energy independence what he did for American health care reform: lead the way and show our legislators how to make history while doing their patriotic duty. 

PC Key

Climate bill will pass but Obama’s capital is key

Lisa Mascaro and Richard Simon, political analysts, 6-27-2010, “Senate Democrats poised to start energy bill,” LA Times, http://www.latimes.com/news/nationworld/nation/la-na-energy-congress-20100627,0,4030045.story

The bill is likely to be a broad collection of provisions, including some in response to the gulf spill that would increase the liability caps on oil companies and impose tougher environmental and safety rules on offshore drilling.  The legislation is also expected to include new requirements that utilities generate more electricity from wind, solar or other renewable sources, as well as stricter efficiency standards for appliances and buildings.  Key will be whether the bill includes a cap on carbon emissions — a long-sought Democratic goal. Corporate executives who are usually regulation-averse have pushed Congress to act, preferring legislation to what they see as inevitable regulation coming from the administration, as the Environmental Protection Agency begins to regulate carbon next year.  Sen. Joe Lieberman (I-Conn.), an architect of broader climate change legislation, believes a cap on the utility industry alone "would be a significant step forward."  Key Republicans have given the proposal currency by indicating they could be open to such an approach. "I'm willing to look at it," said Sen. Judd Gregg (R-N.H.), who plans to attend Tuesday's White House meeting.  Several Democratic senators have urged their colleagues to steer away from any carbon-pricing mechanism and focus on a narrower — but still weighty — bill that reduces foreign oil dependence by developing cleaner energy sources and increasing efficiency standards.  "That's the basis for legislation that can pass," said Sen. Kent Conrad (D-N.D.).  Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid has indicated the need for Obama to engage fully on the issue that is one of the top remaining items on his domestic agenda.  "I think it's pretty clear we have to do something," Reid said last week. "The question is what do we do, and a lot of that depends on what the White House is going to do to help us get something done." 
White House capital key to climate legislation

Elizabeth McGowan, staff writer, 7-7-2010, “BP Oil Spill, Gridlock in Congress, Already Shaping November Elections in 4 States,” Solve Climate, http://solveclimate.com/blog/20100707/bp-oil-spill-gridlock-congress-already-shaping-november-elections-4-states

In election years, the unofficial end to legislative progress occurs when the chamber’s August recess begins. So, once senators return from their Independence Day break July 12, they have only 20 days between then and Aug. 9 to figure out if they can harness 60 votes for a bill that tackles heat-trapping gases and addresses a clear path toward clean energy.  The Senate probably won’t act that quickly, however, unless the White House deploys an exceptionally large hammer -- which means that races across the country are likely to be significantly influenced by voter reaction to Congressional gridlock, and whether BP's runaway well is still gushing oil when they pull the lever. 
Political capital is key to passage

John M. Broder, staff writer, 7-2-2010, “Activists Beg Obama to Step Up Climate Push,” New York Times, http://green.blogs.nytimes.com/2010/07/02/activists-beg-obama-to-step-up-climate-push/

A coalition of environmental organizations sent President Obama a letter on Friday pleading for him to intervene in the stalled Senate negotiations on climate and energy legislation. The groups, which have been largely supportive of the president’s energy policies, expressed concern that time was running out for any action on climate change this year. Only the president’s personal and persistent attention can break the stalemate, they say.  “We strongly urge you to produce a bill, in conjunction with key senators, that responds to the catastrophe in the gulf, cuts oil use, and limits carbon pollution while maintaining current health and other key legal protections,” the environmental leaders state in their letter. “White House leadership is the only path we see to success, just as your direct leadership was critical in the passage of the recovery plan, health care reform and other administration successes.”  Among the signatories are Fred Krupp, president of the Environmental Defense Fund; Maggie Fox, president of the Alliance for Climate Protection, the group started by former Vice President Al Gore; John Podesta, former White House chief of staff and president of the Center for American Progress; and Kevin Knobloch, president of the Union of Concerned Scientists.  The leaders who signed the letter have been among the most vocal advocates of comprehensive climate and energy legislation and a strong international agreement to limit emissions of climate-altering gases. They have grown increasingly frustrated in recent months with the lack of progress in the Senate and the reluctance of the White House to step forward with a plan of its own.  Most have been reluctant to criticize Mr. Obama, but now appear to believe that if they do not push him, the moment will be lost.  In a session with reporters on Thursday, Mr. Krupp praised the president’s public statements on the issue, the deal he brokered to reduce automobile emissions and his efforts to salvage the collapsing international climate talks in Copenhagen in December.  “The president’s been great on this issue,” Mr. Krupp said. But he said the president needed to follow through and prod the Senate to act. “We need him and his staff to directly engage in the politics and the policy to actually produce a bill that can pass the Senate. And if he doesn’t do that, without his leadership, then everything else he has done so far will lead to nothing.” 
PC Key

Obama needs to devote all his energy to climate legislation to ensure passage

Coral Davenport, staff writer, 7-12-2010, “Moment of truth for energy bill,” Politico, Lexis

President Barack Obama already appears to be laying the groundwork for such a measure. Over the past week, Obama has given speeches celebrating clean energy in general, and clean electricity in particular. He spoke at an electric-vehicle plant in Missouri - home state of Democratic Sen. Claire McCaskill, a climate swing voter. In Las Vegas, he also touted clean electricity, including clean-power tax incentives proposed by Sen. Sherrod Brown (D-Ohio), whose support for a final bill would be pivotal. And this Thursday, Obama heads to a battery plant in Holland, Mich., where he will attempt to sell clean electricity to the constituents of Democratic swing voters Sens. Carl Levin and Debbie Stabenow.  But lawmakers and clean-energy advocates say speeches aren't enough. Once a bill is introduced, all sides say the only thing that can bring it home will be a strong, personal push from the president himself - on the road, on the phone and behind the scenes on the Hill.  "He's made the general case, he's talking about the importance of clean energy as he's traveling around, and that's all good, but it's not sufficient," said Dan Lashof, director of the Natural Resources Defense Council's Climate Center. "He needs to pick an approach and he needs to line up the votes for that. It means him, Rahm [Emanuel], [Phil] Schiliro, Cabinet officials on the Hill not just listening but solving issues that arise, overcoming objections that people raise." 

The Climate bill will pass – but Obama’s capital will be key

The Frontrunner, 7-13-2010, “Reid Looking To Unveil Climate Plan Before August Recess,” Lexis

The Politico (7/13, Davenport, 25K) reports that "the next three weeks represent Democrats' last, best shot at getting an energy and climate change bill passed this year," as "people on every side of the energy debate" say that Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid "must unveil a concrete plan backed by a full-court press from the president this week, or the entire effort will fall apart in the run-up to the midterm elections." Reid "is set to meet this week with the five Senate committee leaders who hold jurisdiction over slices of energy and climate legislation," and "he will give them a scaled-down menu of options prepared by his staff and tell them to assemble an energy package that could get 60 votes." Meanwhile, "lobbyists and staffers say they are already starting to see the contours of legislation that is likely to come to the Senate floor -- an oil-reform plus clean-electricity measure that sidesteps limits on carbon emissions." 

Obama leadership key to climate bill passage

Laura Meckler, staff writer, 6-28-2010, “Democrats struggle to find energy plan,” WSJ, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704569204575329203169213676.html?mod=googlenews_wsj

Congressional Democrats are still struggling to come up with a plan for energy legislation in response to the Gulf oil spill and are looking to a bipartisan meeting with President Barack Obama on Tuesday to produce some clarity about trade-offs the White House favors.  For its part, the White House wants to know what Republicans would be willing to support.  Senate aides say they want to bring legislation to the Senate floor next month. The broad goal: To create more incentives for consumers and businesses to cut their consumption of oil, coal and other fossil fuels. But after two meetings this month of the full Democratic caucus, no decisions have been made about what the bill should include or how to corral the needed votes for passage.  Meanwhile, time is running short, as lawmakers look ahead to their August recess and the midterm elections.  Mr. Obama has summoned a bipartisan group of senators to a White House meeting on Tuesday to sort out a way forward.  One Senate aide working on energy issues said White House leadership is "a real missing ingredient here. I don't think we can succeed without them. 

AT: Winners Win

Political capital finite 

Statesman (India) 11-11-2008, ln

Mr Obama must sell international to Americans. His likely secretary of state, who many believe will be Senator John Kerry, the Democrats 2004 presidential candidate, lacks sufficient engagement stature to make this sale on his own. With the bully pulpit of the White House, presidential leadership can turn public opinion. But even with the deference accorded any new President, Mr Obama will only have so much political capital to spend on foreign-policy concerns given domestic economic challenges.
Political capital is finite – drains Obama’s ability to pass other legislation

Mark Seidenfeld, Associate Professor, Florida State University College of Law, October 94, Iowa Law Rev, ln

The cumbersome process of enacting legislation interferes with the President's ability to get his legislative agenda through Congress much as it hinders direct congressional control of agency policy-setting. 196 A President has a limited amount of political capital he can use to press for a legislative agenda, and precious little time to get his agenda enacted. 197 These constraints prevent the President from marshalling through Congress all but a handful of statutory provisions reflecting his policy  [*39]  vision. Although such provisions, if carefully crafted, can significantly alter the perspectives with which agencies and courts view regulation, such judicial and administrative reaction is not likely to occur quickly. Even after such reaction occurs, a substantial legacy of existing regulatory policy will still be intact.  In addition, the propensity of congressional committees to engage in special-interest-oriented oversight might seriously undercut presidential efforts to implement regulatory reform through legislation. 198 On any proposed regulatory measure, the President could face opposition from powerful committee members whose ability to modify and kill legislation is well-documented. 199 This is not meant to deny that the President has significant power that he can use to bring aspects of his legislative agenda to fruition. The President's ability to focus media attention on an issue, his power to bestow benefits on the constituents of members of Congress who support his agenda, and his potential to deliver votes in congressional elections increase the likelihood of legislative success for particular programs. 200 Repeated use of such tactics, however, will impose economic costs on society and concomitantly consume the President's political capital. 201 At some point the price to the President for pushing legislation through Congress exceeds the benefit he derives from doing so. Thus, a President would be unwise to rely too heavily on legislative changes to implement his policy vision.
Winners-lose for Obama

Selwyn Ryan, Professor of Social Science at the University of West Indies and Ph.D. in PoliSci from Cornell, 1-18-2009, http://www.trinidadexpress.com/index.pl/article_opinion?id=161426968

Like many, I expect much from Obama, who for the time being, is my political beast of burden with whom every other politician in the world is unfavourably compared. As a political scientist, I however know that given the structure of American and world politics, it would be difficult for him to deliver half of what he has promised, let alone all of it. Reality will force him to make many "u" turns and detours which may well land him in quick sand. Obama will, however, begin his stint with a vast accumulation of political capital, perhaps more than that held by any other modern leader. Seventy-eight per cent of Americans polled believe that his inauguration is one of the most historic the country will witness. Political capital is, however, a lumpy and fast diminishing asset in today's world of instant communication, which once misspent, is rarely ever renewable. The world is full of political leaders like George Bush and Tony Blair who had visions, promised a lot, and probably meant well, but who did not know how to husband the political capital with which they were provided as they assumed office. They squandered it as quickly as they emptied the contents of the public vaults. Many will be watching to see how Obama manages his assets and liabilities register. Watching with hope would be the white young lady who waved a placard in Obama's face inscribed with the plaintive words, "I Trust You." Despite the general optimism about Obama's ability to deliver, many groups have already begun to complain about being betrayed. Gays, union leaders, and women have been loud in their complaints about being by-passed or overlooked. Some radical blacks have also complained about being disrespected. Where and when is Joshua going to lead them to the promised land, they ask? When is he going to pull the troops out of Iraq? Civil rights groups also expect Obama to dis-establish Guantanamo as soon as he takes office to signal the formal break with Dick Cheney and Bush. They also want him to discontinue the policy which allows intelligence analysts to spy on American citizens without official authorisation. In fact, Obama startled supporters when he signalled that he might do an about-turn and continue this particular policy. We note that Bush is signalling Obama that keeping America safe from terrorists should be his top priority item and that he, Bush, had no regrets about violating the constitutional rights of Americans if he had to do so to keep them safe. Cheney has also said that he would do it again if he had to. The safety of the republic is after all the highest law. Other groups-sub-prime home owners, workers in the automobile sector, and the poor and unemployed generally all expect Obama to work miracles on their behalf, which of course he cannot do. Given the problems of the economy which has not yet bottomed out, some promises have to be deferred beyond the first term. Groups, however, expect that the promise made to them during the campaign must be kept. Part of the problem is that almost every significant social or ethnic group believes that it was instrumental in Obama's victory. White women felt that they took Obama over the line, as did blacks generally, Jews, Hispanics, Asians, rich white men, gays, and young college kids, to mention a few of those whose inputs were readily recognisable. Obama also has a vast constituency in almost every country in the world, all of whom expect him to save the globe and the planet. Clearly, he is the proverbial "Black Knight on a White Horse." One of the "realities" that Obama has to face is that American politics is not a winner-take-all system. It is pluralistic vertically and horizontally, and getting anything done politically, even when the President and the Congress are controlled by the same party, requires groups to negotiate, bargain and engage in serious horse trading. No one takes orders from the President who can only use moral or political suasion and promises of future support for policies or projects. The system was in fact deliberately engineered to prevent overbearing majorities from conspiring to tyrannise minorities. 

Climate Bill Good – Warming
Climate bill would increase wind power – lobbying ensures

Andrew Restuccia, staff writer, 7-12-2010, “Wind Industry ramping up energy bill lobbying,” Iowa Independent, Lexis

With the prospect dimming that the energy bill being cobbled together behind closed doors in the U.S. Senate will include a cap on carbon, the wind industry is ramping up its lobbying efforts this week to ensure that its priorities dont get left behind in the rush to secure 60 votes.   I just got off the phone with Rob Gramlich, a senior vice president for policy at the American Wind Energy Association (AWEA), the leading lobbying group for the U.S. wind industry. He says wind industry CEOs are preparing to lobby senators in the coming days to strengthen key provisions in climate and energy legislation that could benefit the industry.  AWEA is calling for an increase in the so-called renewable electricity standard (RES) included in various energy and climate proposals currently on the table. A federal RES would require that a certain percentage of the countrys electricity be produced from renewable sources like wind and solar.  Without the votes for an economy-wide cap on carbon emissions, an RES appears likely to be one of the central provisions in a climate and energy package, leaving liberal Democrats with the task of claiming victory on a bill that falls far short of their policy goals.  AWEA is working to increase the RES well above the requirement included in the energy bill passed by the Senate Energy & Natural Resources Committee last year, which calls for 15 percent of the nations electricity to come from renewables by 2021. The group is advocating for a proposal to increase the RES to 25 percent by 2025. 

The climate bill would cut 1 billion tons of carbon dioxide by 2020

David Doniger, 7-6-2010, “First Do No Harm: Making Sure an Energy Bill Doesn't Fuel Even More Global Warming,” The Energy Collective, http://theenergycollective.com/daviddoniger/39224/first-do-no-harm-making-sure-energy-bill-doesnt-fuel-even-more-global-warming

As my colleague Dan Lashof shows here, the Senate can at least get us started towards the economy-wide carbon pollution reductions we need, by adopting a cap on utilities and other stationary sources along with robust policies to save oil and curb emissions from the transportation system.  These measures could get more than half way to the 2-billion-ton cut in carbon dioxide emissions needed by 2020 to avoid the worst impacts of global warming.   That won’t get across the goal line, but it’s a start.  And it’s certainly more carbon reductions than any “energy-only” bill would deliver.  There are other good things that can be done to improve energy efficiency and boost clean energy sources, as my colleague Jim Presswood shows here. 

Climate Bill Good – Dem Midterms

Climate bill boosts dems in the midterms

Lisa Mascaro and Richard Simon, political analysts, 6-27-2010, “Senate Democrats poised to start energy bill,” LA Times, http://www.latimes.com/news/nationworld/nation/la-na-energy-congress-20100627,0,4030045.story

Still, a majority of Democrats appear willing to risk legislative failure, believing a robust summer discussion on energy would establish a stark contrast between the parties before the fall election.  Tackling energy legislation gives Democrats a strategy they believe resonates with voters — though one that would expose them to GOP taunts over higher taxes, a fight Republicans would relish.  "If we spend our time always worrying about that 60th vote, we never get to do anything in a strong position," said Sen. Mark Begich (D- Alaska).  A group of senators is expected to meet this week to begin crafting legislation that could come to the floor in mid-July.  Legislative realists know the complications of passing an energy bill. It often takes years of tortuous negotiations as lawmakers split along regional rather than partisan lines. Any cap on carbon emissions draws fierce opposition from coal-state lawmakers and those from states with manufacturing industries that could be taxed for emissions.  "We have to get to the 60 votes, but it's not going to happen, I think, without the public really weighing in a major way — and we need Republican votes," said Sen. Dianne Feinstein (D-Calif.). 

Climate legislation makes the midterms focus on the climate and energy

Elizabeth McGowan, staff writer, 7-7-2010, “BP Oil Spill, Gridlock in Congress, Already Shaping November Elections in 4 States,” Solve Climate, http://solveclimate.com/blog/20100707/bp-oil-spill-gridlock-congress-already-shaping-november-elections-4-states

But political observers will tell you that the Senate’s attempts to fashion some sort of acceptable climate and energy legislation and BP’s push to finish and finesse two relief wells in the Gulf of Mexico are intertwined enough to profoundly influence the nation’s energy future and the outcome of midterm elections in November.  The success or failure of one or both undertakings will certainly alter and influence the energy and climate conversation candidates engage in as congressional campaigns get going in earnest. So far, races in 4 states are already talking about energy and global warming emissions at this early stage of campaigning, with poll data showing strong voter concern and a desire for new solutions.   In election years, the unofficial end to legislative progress occurs when the chamber’s August recess begins. So, once senators return from their Independence Day break July 12, they have only 20 days between then and Aug. 9 to figure out if they can harness 60 votes for a bill that tackles heat-trapping gases and addresses a clear path toward clean energy.  The Senate probably won’t act that quickly, however, unless the White House deploys an exceptionally large hammer -- which means that races across the country are likely to be significantly influenced by voter reaction to Congressional gridlock, and whether BP's runaway well is still gushing oil when they pull the lever.  Is a national pattern already emerging as campaigners draw their battle lines in Florida and California, Nevada and Virginia?   BP continues to estimate that its two relief wells will be completed in the first half of August—about the time the Senate enters its summer recess. Work on the first well began May 2, and work on the second started May 16. BP has consistently stuck to a three-month completion timeline for both.  If the relief wells once and for all halt the flow of millions of barrels of oil and natural gas that have sullied coastlines and deep water ecosystems across the Gulf, legislative action on climate and energy might not seem as pressing in a nation of short attention spans that grinds forward on a schedule of election cycles.  But if the relief wells are a bust, the spill that has escalated into an ecological and economic calamity could further mute shouts of “Drill, baby, drill!” and perhaps help climate and energy issues nudge aside jobs and the economy from its No. 1 perch of citizen concerns. 

Climate Bill Good – Economy

The climate bill would boost the economy – raises 20 billion dollars

Farron Cousins, staff writer, 7-13-2010, “US Climate Bill Would Reduce Deficit by $19 Billion, EnergyBoom, http://www.energyboom.com/policy/climate-bill-would-reduce-deficit-19-billion

According to a new report released this week by the non-partisan Congressional Budget Office (CBO), the American Power Act, if passed, would reduce the federal deficit by as much as $19 billion over the next decade.  This report comes at a time when the current U.S. deficit is well over $1.4 trillion, and close to 10% of American voters cite the deficit as one of their primary concerns this election season.  In addition to reducing the deficit, the CBO also reports that the bill would create about $750 billion worth of new revenues for the federal government, and only cost about $730 billion over the next ten years, for a net income of $20 billion.  But the economy isn’t the only area where the bill will have a positive impact. New additions to the bill would also provide funding and oversight for cleaning up the areas of the Gulf Coast that are being impacted by the continuing oil flow in the Gulf of Mexico.  Other additions include a yearly $7 billion “grant” to be doled out to businesses and other organizations that purchase fuel-efficient trucks. Investments will also be made to improve our failing infrastructure of highways and bridges, as well as our energy-delivery infrastructure, which would be updated to accommodate modern renewable energy capture and transfer.  From a purely business standpoint, this bill is a great investment. This new CBO report, as well as others reported in the last few months, shows that the return on the investment would be very significant, and that the effects would not just be a one-time event. 

Economic decline causes extinction

Phil Kerpen, National Review Online, October 29, 2008, Don't Turn Panic Into Depression, http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2008/10/29/opinion/main4555821.shtml

It’s important that we avoid all these policy errors - not just for the sake of our prosperity, but for our survival. The Great Depression, after all, didn’t end until the advent of World War II, the most destructive war in the history of the planet. In a world of nuclear and biological weapons and non-state terrorist organizations that breed on poverty and despair, another global economic breakdown of such extended duration would risk armed conflicts on an even greater scale.  

Climate Bill Good – Economy

Climate bill boosts the economy

David Leonhardt, staff writer, 7-6-2010, “5 Ways Congress Can Bolster Growth,” New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/07/business/economy/07leonhardt.html?src=busln

One big piece of uncertainty remains, though: energy. Several energy chief executives have said they have major projects ready to go, if only they knew what was going to happen to the cost of emitting carbon. The same is no doubt true of nonenergy companies trying to make decisions about new buildings and factories.  The Senate still has a small window to pass an energy bill this summer. A good bill would include a cap on power plant emissions, making clear how much more expensive those emissions would become. Such a bill wouldn’t help only the climate, as Jim Rogers of Duke Energy says. It would be a form of stimulus, too. 

The climate bill would create 2 million jobs and boost GDP 107 billion dollars

Farron Cousins, staff writer, 6-15-2010, “Climate Bill Will Boost Economy, National Security,” Energyboom, http://www.energyboom.com/policy/climate-bill-will-boost-economy-national-security

Contrary to the claims of right wing organizations like the Heritage Foundation, the Center for American Progress (CAP) has been analyzing reports from several different organizations, and recently released a detailed report showing that employment, investment, and business growth would all benefit from the provisions contained in the American Power Act.  Among the most promising studies, CAP shows that we could see as many as two million new jobs added to our economy in the next decade as a direct result of enacting the policies contained within the APA.  They also show an increase in household income by as much as $1,176 over the next ten years.  The Center for Climate Strategies is predicting that we can expect a US$107 billion increase in national GDP by 2020 if all the policies from the plan our enacted. 

Climate Bill Good – Economy

Climate bill helps the economy – reduces the deficit

Darren Samuelsohn, staff writer, 7-7-2010, “CBO boosts climate bill,” Politico, Lexis

Senate backers of a long-shot bid to pass legislation with greenhouse gas caps got some fresh help Wednesday when the Congressional Budget Office reported that one high-profile proposal would help curb the federal deficit by about $19 billion over the next decade.  The CBO analysis of the American Power Act, championed by Sens. John Kerry (D-Mass.) and Joe Lieberman (I-Conn.) found that government revenues would grow by about $751 billion from 2011 to 2020 if the bill became law. By contrast, the legislation would create direct spending of $732 billion over the same 10-year period.  Authors of the proposal called the CBO report a "powerful message" ahead of a floor debate next month. They are still searching for a formulation that will draw 60 votes.  "There is no more room for excuses; this must be our year to pass comprehensive climate and energy legislation and begin to send a price signal on carbon," Kerry and Lieberman said in a joint statement. "Many of our colleagues have said they flatly oppose anything that adds a penny to the deficit, so we hope they look anew at this initiative, which reduces it."  
The climate bill would boost the economy

Daniel P. Goldman, executive vice president and chief financial officer of GreatPoint Energy, 6-29-2010, “YOUR VIEW: Clean energy bill must be comprehensive,” http://www.southcoasttoday.com/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20100629/OPINION/6290323/-1/NEWS01

The global energy picture must change, and our economy with it. It shouldn't take a catastrophe like the one still unfolding in the Gulf of Mexico or war in the Middle East to signal to Americans that our fossil fuel dependency harms our economy, wounds our environment and compromises our national security.  A complete change can't happen overnight; we can't just turn off the oil spigot or stop using coal-based electricity. But starting today we urgently need to switch to cleaner and more effective energy alternatives. And that transition simply can't occur at the scale we need without strong and consistent national leadership in the form of comprehensive energy policy.  For New Bedford and Massachusetts, this transition is a golden opportunity, not something to fear. Our state has long been at the leading edge of innovation and research and is well positioned to benefit from changes already occurring in the energy sector. For decades, our world-class research institutions and high-tech sector have adapted and re-adapted in leading the world on everything from textiles to advanced medicine to personal computers, including right here in New Bedford.  Currently, we're second only to California in clean technology capital investments. As a member of an early-stage investment consortium, Clean Energy Venture Group, we fund clean energy start-ups here ranging from fuel cell manufacturers to specialists in energy efficiency and renewable energy, like wind power. This creates jobs, improves our energy situation and stimulates the local economy in many ways.  Other Massachusetts companies, including my company, GreatPoint Energy, with a major testing facility in Somerset, and other companies with facilities in New Bedford, are leading the clean energy drive. Make no mistake: These are the jobs of the future.  Massachusetts has taken action on energy policy by enacting the Green Communities Act, which was supported by our new U.S. senator, Scott Brown. Now we need Brown and the rest of the New England delegation to support strong national energy and climate policy and take the Massachusetts experience to the rest of the nation and speed our transition to a clean energy economy.  Comprehensive clean energy and climate legislation would send the message that it's time to get moving on the future. The word "comprehensive" is critical here. Strong legislation must address both energy and climate concerns if we're to effectively address carbon emissions and speed our country's entry into the red-hot global race to build clean energy industries.  That race holds the key to much of America's future prosperity. Countries from China to Germany to Brazil and even Denmark are seizing the lead in those industries as we speak. We dare not let them capture these markets if we wish to be part of that future — and to hasten our own exit from the worst economic downturn in three generations.  Some in Congress speak of an energy-only bill — one that doesn't fully address carbon emissions — but addressing carbon with a cap and price on emissions is the proverbial foundation of the house when it comes to repairing our energy problems. We can't emit harmful gases that impact our environment for free any more than we can ignore the true costs of deep-sea oil drilling or financial impropriety.  A comprehensive bill would be a boon to our state. It could create up to 40,000 skilled clean energy jobs in the next 10 years, bolstering average household incomes. The energy efficiency provisions of the bill that have already passed the U.S. House of Representatives could save Massachusetts households an average of $190 annually by reducing their electricity and natural gas bills.  There's another lesson in this for New Bedford — one from history. Often, clusters of businesses form when like-minded companies locate near one another. One hundred fifty years ago, New Bedford's dynamic whaling industry created jobs not just for whalers but for shipbuilders, fishermen and the many manufacturers of whale-based products, all while making New Bedford a hub of international trade. Today, we have a chance to lead again by embracing the next big driver of global industry: clean energy. 

Climate Bill Good – Economy Impacts

Economic decline causes extinction

Lt. Col, Tom Bearden, PhD Nuclear Engineering, April 25, 2000, http://www.cheniere.org/correspondence/042500%20-%20modified.htm
Just prior to the terrible collapse of the World economy, with the crumbling well underway and rising, it is inevitable that some of the [wmd] weapons of mass destruction will be used by one or more nations on others. An interesting result then---as all the old strategic studies used to show---is that everyone will fire everything as fast as possible against their perceived enemies. The reason is simple: When the mass destruction weapons are unleashed at all, the only chance a nation has to survive is to desperately try to destroy its perceived enemies before they destroy it. So there will erupt a spasmodic unleashing of the long range missiles, nuclear arsenals, and biological warfare arsenals of the nations as they feel the economic collapse, poverty, death, misery, etc. a bit earlier. The ensuing holocaust is certain to immediately draw in the major nations also, and literally a hell on earth will result. In short, we will get the great Armageddon we have been fearing since the advent of the nuclear genie. Right now, my personal estimate is that we have about a 99% chance of that scenario or some modified version of it, resulting.
Decline in the economy causes war

Walter Russell Mead, contributing editor to Opinion and a senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, Los Angeles Times, August 23, 1998, p. M1
Even with stock markets tottering around the world, the president and the Congress seem determined to spend the next six months arguing about dress stains. Too bad. The United States and the world are facing what could grow into the greatest threat to world peace in 60 years. Forget suicide car bombers and Afghan fanatics. It's the financial markets, not the terrorist training camps that pose the biggest immediate threat to world peace. How can this be? Think about the mother of all global meltdowns: the Great Depression that started in 1929. U.S. stocks began to collapse in October, staged a rally, then the market headed south big time. At the bottom, the Dow Jones industrial average had lost 90% of its value. Wages plummeted, thousands of banks and brokerages went bankrupt, millions of people lost their jobs. There were similar horror stories worldwide. But the biggest impact of the Depression on the United States--and on world history--wasn't money. It was blood: World War II, to be exact. The Depression brought Adolf Hitler to power in Germany, undermined the ability of moderates to oppose Joseph Stalin's power in Russia, and convinced the Japanese military that the country had no choice but to build an Asian empire, even if that meant war with the United States and Britain. That's the thing about depressions. They aren't just bad for your 401(k). Let the world economy crash far enough, and the rules change. We stop playing "The Price is Right" and start up a new round of "Saving Private Ryan."
Climate Bill Good – Oil Dependence

Climate bill makes the US energy independent

Farron Cousins, staff writer, 6-15-2010, “Climate Bill Will Boost Economy, National Security,” Energyboom, http://www.energyboom.com/policy/climate-bill-will-boost-economy-national-security

In addition to the benefits that the economy will see, the nation will also be on its way to becoming more energy efficient and independent. As a Pentagon report released earlier this year shows, our nation’s dependence on foreign sources of energy is becoming a massive national security problem, which adds another dimension of benefits to enacting the APA.  While still not perfect, the APA is the only chance we have right now of enacting meaningful climate policy. And as the economic benefits far outweigh the risks involved – unless you happen to be an Exxon shareholder – the bill seems to be a good cover-all that could address some of the most serious issues facing our nation today. 
(  )  Oil dependence prevents success in WOT

Lidove Noviny, Czech Correspondent, 7-4-2008, “Dependency on oil supports terrorism,” eurotopics, http://www.eurotopics.net/en/presseschau/archiv/article/ARTICLE31068-Dependency-on-oil-supports-terrorism

Jaroslav Plesl, deputy editor in chief of Lidove Noviny, recalls that exactly ten years ago Osama Bin Laden qualified a crude oil price of 144 dollars per barrel as "fair". This mark was reached yesterday, Plesl writes, and Islamic zealots can celebrate the event as a victory in the struggle against the West: "70 percent of crude oil reserves lie under Muslim states that directly or indirectly support Islamic radicals. In this way, American money - and that of the West in general - flows into countries that do everything to weaken the democratic world. ... Our dependence on oil is consequently the major obstacle to successfully countering Islamic terrorism. ... There is only one way to escape this dilemma: we need new sources of energy. But the West has a key advantage over undemocratic countries. Democracy and competition are an extraordinary boon to innovation, and this will help us now as it has before."
Terrorism causes extinction

Mohamed Sid-Ahmed, internationally renowned reporter and columnist in Al Ahram, "Extinction!" Al-Ahram Weekly, September 1, 2004<http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm>

What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.

Climate bill decreases oil dependence
Joan McCarter, political analyst, 7-12-2010, “Climate/energy legislation up in the (dirty) air,” Daily Kos, http://www.dailykos.com/storyonly/2010/7/12/883729/-Climate-energy-legislation-up-in-the-%28dirty%29-air

 Where does that leave lawmakers? Obama wants a price on carbon, which seems out of reach. It's not included in the preview the Washington Independent's Andrew Restuccia got from a Senate source.      The legislation, which is still being cobbled together from a number of pending proposals, will, according to the source:          - “help expedite cleanup of and recovery from the oil in the Gulf of Mexico, ensure that the polluters are held liable for damages caused, and put better systems in place to regulate deepwater drilling.         - “create jobs and save consumers money through residential and commercial renovation incentives and by setting higher energy efficiency standards for new homes, products and appliances.         - “set a national renewable electricity standard and provide new financing options for clean energy investments, including low-carbon power generation.         - “improve the nation’s electricity grid and make it more likely that remotely generated renewable power will get to market.         -  “decrease oil consumption by several million barrels per day and help electrify the transportation sector, as well as convert heavy duty fleets to cleaner fuels like natural gas         - “eliminate major oil and gas subsidies and expand and extend incentives for consumers and businesses that want to invest in energy efficient buildings, clean power, alternative fuel vehicles, and domestically produced biofuels”       The source says “a large portion” of the bill will be pulled from the legislation authored by Sen. Jeff Bingaman (D-N.M.), which was approved by the Senate Energy & Natural Resources Committee last summer 
Climate Bill Good – PHEVS

Climate bill increases electric vehicles

Richard Wolf, staff writer, 7-13-2010, “Energy bill to debut as shadow of itself,” http://www.usatoday.com/news/washington/2010-07-13-energy-bill_N.htm

Instead, the Senate bill is likely to include renewable energy standards and tax credits, tougher fuel-efficiency requirements, incentives for electric vehicles and new oil drilling regulations. The House of Representatives passed a more comprehensive bill, including a price on carbon pollution, last year.

(  )  PHEV’s key to solve warming and environment destruction

WWF (World Wildlife Fund for Nature), March 2008, “Plugged In,” http://assets.panda.org/downloads/plugged_in_full_report___final.pdf

 Incremental efficiency improvements will no longer suffice. The climate change imperative – to avert catastrophe, global greenhouse gas emissions must peak and decline within the next decade – demands transformational change, which only comes about through disruption to the status quo. For the main incumbent stakeholders in the world’s transport infrastructure – from oil producing nations and corporations to automotive manufacturers – perpetuating our dependence on liquid hydrocarbon fuels is the surest pathway to continued growth and profitability in the short-term. It might be argued that in the context of climate change, their focus on short-term goals is at best myopic and at worst negligent. But this view fails to appreciate that companies are encouraged to behave this way by the rules we as a society have placed upon them. In this light, we cannot depend entirely upon today’s dominant transport solution providers to drive – or even support – a shift away from the liquid hydrocarbon paradigm any time soon.   Fortunately, there is a way out of the oil trap. Vehicles which are capable of receiving electricity from the grid will directly benefit from future emissions reductions and diversification of primary energy sources in the power sector. Thus, over time, grid-connected solutions such as battery-electric vehicles and plug-in hybrid electric vehicles – supplemented by sustainable biofuels for longer journeys – will grow successively cleaner while the energy system as a whole becomes more secure. Moreover, the electric powertrain is inherently energy efficient, up to four times more efficient than its mechanical counterpart. And, surprising as it may sound, we need not await the coming renewable energy revolution before expediting electric vehicles. Even based on today’s relatively carbon-intensive energy mix, the electrification of automotive transport can deliver an immediate reduction of greenhouse gases, an improvement in urban air quality and noise levels, and significantly lower operating costs.  Coupled with concerted efforts to drive modal shift, optimise urban planning practices, and encourage behavioural change, the widespread adoption of electric powertrain technology will transform automotive mobility by helping to reduce the world’s dependency on liquid hydrocarbon transportation fuels. It will create an explicit link between the traditionally separate power generation and transport sectors, thereby dramatically broadening the range of sustainable renewable energy options which can propel the world’s motor vehicles. Establishing and accelerating this sectoral convergence will directly address many of the world’s environmental challenges far beyond climate change mitigation, not least by relieving the mounting pressure on fragile ecosystems from relentless exploration, production, distribution, processing, and combustion of the Earth’s limited hydrocarbon resources. Furthermore, the electrification of automotive transport will enhance global security by substantially reducing the sector’s ninety-five percent dependency on crude oil, which has such a highly destabilising impact on the world today.

Climate Bill Good – Air Pollution

The climate bill would prevent thousands of deaths every year from air pollution

Glenn Hurowitz, Sr. Fellow at the Center for International Policy, 7-12-2010, “Doctor Planet: The Bill That Does More for Health than Health Care Legislation,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/glenn-hurowitz/doctor-planet-the-bill-th_b_643897.html

In some ways, the real health bill now working its way through Congress is the energy and climate bill. It could bring cleaner air and water - and reduce our reliance on oil and other fossil fuels.  That's critical if we're going to deliver a healthy America. It's easy to see the health impacts when oil and water mix: sickened workers (not to mention wildlife killed by the spill). But on a daily basis, across our country, oil has at least as damaging health impacts when it's burned in cars and trucks and sends pollution into the air. It's one of the major reasons why so many cities still have such poor air quality - causing millions of asthma attacks and thousands of preventable deaths every year. This type of pollution is not as visible as the oil spill, but it's still a killer.  The energy and climate bill could help address this health threat that rides around with us in our engines and coming out of smokestacks both by capping pollution, and by making it easier for Americans to buy vehicles powered entirely or partly by electricity. It also will ensure that diesel vehicle quickly transition to natural gas and other cleaner fuels. 

Air pollution undermines biodiversity 

LATP “Why Wind Power?” 2004, www.windustry.com/basics/02-whywind.htmaccessed 10/7/2004

The burning of fossil fuels emits pollutants that gather in the atmosphere and fall to earth in the form of acid rain. Thousands of acres of forest have been severely damaged by acidic particles in the air. Fossil fuels also produce mercury, which has contaminated fish in lakes and rivers all over the world, making them unsafe to eat. The effects of fossil fuel burning can be experienced far from the power plants themselves. Human health costs of air pollution include rising rates of asthma in many urban areas, particularly among children. If we invest in wind energy, we can provide ourselves and our neighbors with cleaner air, healthier forests, and edible fish.

Lack of diversity means extinction 

Paul Warner, American University, Dept of International Politics and Foreign Policy, August, Politics and Life Sciences, 1994, p 177

Massive extinction of species is dangerous, then, because one cannot predict which species are expendable to the system as a whole.  As Philip Hoose remarks, "Plants and animals cannot tell us what they mean to each other."  One can never be sure which species holds up fundamental biological relationships in the planetary ecosystem.  And, because removing species is an irreversible act, it may be too late to save the system after the extinction of key plants or animals.  According to the U.S. National Research Council, "The ramifications of an ecological change of this magnitude [vast extinction of species] are so far reaching that no one on earth will escape them."  Trifling with the "lives" of species is like playing Russian roulette, with our collective future as the stake

Climate Bill Good – Global Action
US domestic policy boosts international negotiations

Reurters, 2-26-2010, “John Kerry says compromise climate bill coming,” http://news.cnet.com/8301-11128_3-10460671-54.html

Every mechanism that's out there is on the table," Kerry told reporters after his speech.  In a sign that Republican input is still possible, a senior senator from the party is looking at the possibility of dealing with climate change by imposing a carbon tax, something Republicans have traditionally ruled out.  Robert Dillon, a spokesman for Alaska Senator Lisa Murkowski, told Reuters she was "investigating and researching a net zero carbon tax" as well as other proposals.  He stressed that Murkowski, from a big oil-producing state, has not drafted a carbon tax bill, but so far it is the option "she likes the most."  Dillon said the idea would be to place a tax on carbon-intensive fuels and "do it as far upstream as possible"--meaning exploration and production stages--while giving all the revenues from the tax back to consumers.  Congress is struggling with how to raise the price of high-polluting carbon fuels such as oil and coal so that cleaner alternative power sources such as wind and solar will become more attractive to companies.  Carol Browner, President Barack Obama's top energy and climate adviser, told the same audience at the forum sponsored by the New Republic magazine "the work that is going on up on the Hill is moving at a nice speed."  Washington's ability to produce a domestic law mandating carbon reductions on industry will have a significant impact on whether negotiations on the international track will succeed.  The U.N.-sponsored global negotiations, last held in Copenhagen in December, have been slow-moving.  Todd Stern, the Obama administration's chief climate negotiator in those talks, said the United States remained committed to the U.N. process.  

The US has to take action

Jake Schmidt, staff writer, 5-13-2010, “Tools for supporting international action on global warming: American Power Act,” Grist, http://www.grist.org/article/2010-05-14-american-power-act-obama-bill-international-action/PALL

It is critical that the U.S. become a strong component of international efforts to address global warming by passing a climate and energy bill this year. To aid in achieving strong international action and providing the U.S. with the necessary tools to support other countries in addressing this challenge such a bill needs several key components:      * Firm limits on global warming pollution -- This depends on the stringency of the limit (A) and the overall environmental integrity, as my colleague discussed in more detail and I'll discuss in the context of the international offsets (B).     

US action key to a UN climate treaty

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 Senate’s stalling on climate legislation is a major drag on the United Nations talks for a new climate treaty because it casts doubt on US’ ability to achieve the emission reduction targets President Barack Obama has announced at the UN. Obama has pledged a 17% cut by 2020 over 2005 levels, which translates to a 4% cut on 1990 levels. His top negotiator, Todd Stern, has said this target is unlikely to change in the months ahead, as countries try to inject momentum into the UN talks. Those talks were almost completely derailed at the UN summit in Copenhagen, in December 2009. The most optimistic scenario seems to be for substantial progress to be made at a December 2010 summit in Cancun and the signing of a treaty in South Africa at the end of 2011. While the EU would ideally like the US to set more ambitious targets, it is also acutely aware that even meeting the 17% target Obama has set will be extremely tough in the absence of US-wide legislation. For now, Obama is relying on regulations to curb emissions adopted by his Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). While the EPA is willing and able to take measures, for it to introduce a US-wide ‘cap and trade’ scheme without new legislation would be a very tall order.

AT: Bill Doesn’t Do Enough

Even if they win the bill is too small to solve, action now is key to later legislation and a piecemeal solution

Michael Lind, policy director of the economic growth program at the New America Foundation, 7-12-2010, “Washington Needs to Think Small,” Press Democrat, http://www.pressdemocrat.com/article/20100712/OPINION/100709482?p=all&tc=pgall

Washington has fallen in love with “comprehensive reform” — legislation aimed at solving all aspects of a big problem in one dramatic and history-making move.  We saw it with health care. Now comprehensive financial regulatory reform. has passed in the House, with a Senate vote expected soon. Up next may come energy legislation, following President Barack Obama’s Oval Office speech last month calling for a new “national mission” to wean America off fossil fuels.  Comprehensive immigration reform, which failed back in 2007, waits in the wings, with the president calling for such an effort in a July 1 address. And a push for comprehensive fiscal reform will surely come on the heels of the recommendations this fall from Obama’s deficit commission.  No doubt, the problems we face — massive unemployment, a broken immigration system, a malfunctioning financial sector — are monumental. But it does not follow that each complex, giant problem must be addressed by one complex, giant bill. If anything, history shows that piecemeal reforms are often more lasting than a legislative Big Bang.  Politicians are seduced by comprehensive reform because history tends to glorify presidents and legislators who pass big, definitive laws. Sen. Henry Clay of Kentucky, for example, is celebrated for averting the Civil War for a decade by passing the Compromise of 1850, which temporarily resolved disputes over slavery in territories that the United States gained in the Mexican War. But the compromise came together only after a large omnibus bill failed; the legislation was broken up into five smaller bills, each of which passed separately.  President Franklin Roosevelt set a high standard for legislative accomplishments during the first 100 days of his administration in 1933, but here, too, popular memory can mislead. While some of FDR’s signature achievements, such as the Glass-Steagall Act, passed during those early days of his presidency, his central accomplishment of that period — the National Recovery Administration — was a flop that the Supreme Court ruled unconstitutional in 1935. One of the most lasting achievements of the New Deal was Social Security, and it came in 1935, long past those 100 days.  And while President Lyndon Johnson is remembered for the Civil Rights Act of 1964, it was the culmination of increasingly bold civil rights laws in 1957 and 1960 that chipped away at segregation before the final push shattered American apartheid.  Politicians and advocacy groups say they have no choice but to push for all-encompassing reforms because the alternative — slow, incremental change — is doomed to fail. On health care, for example, advocates of comprehensive reform said costs couldn’t be contained unless the problem of increasing coverage was solved, too. Similarly, proponents of an immigration overhaul contend that you can’t secure the borders without fixing the status of illegal immigrants already living here.  On any issue, it seems, the pieces are all so connected that it is impossible to solve one challenge without the rest. And time is never on your side, because the titanic struggle to pass any reform will be so bruising that, succeed or fail, shell-shocked lawmakers will shun the issue for years to come.  But there are three critical problems with comprehensive reform — problems that a more methodical, step-by-step approach could help remedy.  First, large-scale reforms give excessive leverage to politicians and groups representing narrow interests. In the health-care battle, holdouts such as Sens. Ben Nelson, D-Neb., and Joe Lieberman, I-Conn., enjoyed disproportionate bargaining power precisely because so much was at stake. And during the push for immigration reform during the George W. Bush administration, business interests forced the last-minute addition of a provision for hundreds of thousands of new guest workers — and helped doom the legislation by inspiring the opposition of organized labor.  In such cases, the outcome might have been different if Congress had passed a series of more limited bills, each with different sets of supporters, instead of creating one giant victim that a small group of representatives and senators could take hostage.  The second reason comprehensive reform is problematic is that it assumes an ability to foresee problems and fix them in advance — a skill not necessarily found among mere mortals. The longer the time horizon, the greater the hubris of those who claim to be solving problems not just for today but for generations to come.  This overconfidence spans the political spectrum. For example, both liberal environmentalists and conservative deficit hawks rely on sophisticated models to predict dire threats decades away, whether a catastrophic rise in the Earth’s temperature or unsustainable entitlement spending. In each case, even slight changes in the variables can make the remote future look either scary or benign. But when scholarship gives way to advocacy, possible problems generations out are often presented as all-but-certain disasters — avoidable only by immediate action.  In reality, we have no idea what the global climate or the budgetary climate will be like in 50 or 100 years. If the United States had adopted a comprehensive energy strategy in the early 1900s, for example, it would have been based on the assumption that known reserves of coal and oil would soon run out. No one could have foreseen the oil reserves of Texas, the Middle East, West Africa and the Gulf of Mexico (including the deep-sea reserves squandered by the BP disaster). We could not have imagined nuclear energy or techniques to reach enormous quantities of shale gas.  In the case of budgeting for entitlements, none of the designers of the Social Security system foresaw the rapid expansion of the U.S. population following the immigration reforms of the 1960s, which inevitably increased the number of people receiving benefits.  When Alan Greenspan’s commission sought to fix Social Security in the 1980s, it did not envision how the bubbles and busts of the 1990s and 2000s would reduce payroll tax revenues by annihilating jobs and reducing wages. Efforts to anticipate the medium-term future are necessary, but proposals to fix the problems of the remote future are dubious.  A third challenge is our tendency to define every issue as a problem with a potential and distinct solution.  This comes naturally to policy wonks and bureaucrats, as well as politicians who like to brag about the reforms they’re leading and the legislation they’re passing. However, if their rationalism were informed by a sense of the tragic, and a sense of realism, they would understand that some challenges are not problems to be solved, but situations to be ameliorated or endured. Wisdom lies in knowing that there are some things — such as irreducible levels of crime or terrorism, or environmental damage caused by other countries — that we just have to live with.  Instead of striding boldly into the future, we should grope our way cautiously forward, ever ready to back up upon encountering an obstacle and always prepared to consider an alternative path if the road is blocked, or to abandon the effort and simply live with frustration if there is no way ahead. Instead of aspiring to achieve irrevocable, comprehensive reform by the second Monday of next month, let’s consider reforms that are piecemeal and reversible if we discover they do not work.  Today’s financial reformers would do well to remember that Franklin Roosevelt’s administration dealt with financial regulation in numerous bills over several years. The 1933 Glass-Steagall Act was modified by the 1935 Banking Act; the Securities Act of 1933, which required public disclosure of corporate information to shareholders, was followed by the 1934 Securities Exchange Act, which created the Securities and Exchange Commission. So even during the crisis of the Great Depression, financial regulations were assembled piece by piece, not all at once.  The same could go for immigration today. Although stronger enforcement at the border and in the workplace is probably a political necessity before any new attempts at legalizing the status of illegal immigrants can move forward, there are some other pieces to bite off short of a single, all-encompassing reform push.  The backlog of green cards for legal immigrants can be cut by issuing cards more rapidly, for example, so that legalizing the status of illegal immigrants later on will not seem unfair.  Congressional leaders appear to have learned the lesson of step-by-step reform when it comes to economic stimulus. According to news reports, new stimulus programs and aid to state and local governments may come in the form of smaller packages that are less vulnerable to attack than the Troubled Assets Relief Program and the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act.  Obama and Congress can learn even more from FDR, whose accomplishments were the result more of ceaseless trial and error than of all-or-nothing reform. “The country needs and, unless I mistake its temper, the country demands bold, persistent experimentation,” he declared during the 1932 campaign. “It is common sense to take a method and try it: If it fails, admit it frankly and try another. But above all, try something.” 
AT: Utility Cap Not Enough

Utility cap would drastically cut GHGs, boost the economy and encourage domestic renewable energy development

Eileen Claussen, president of the Pew Center on Global Climate Change, and Jim Rogers, chairman, president and CEO of Duke Energy, 6-23-2010, “Utilities can lead way on energy,” Politico, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0610/38851.html

If that means capping emissions from the utility sector first — so be it. There is growing consensus in the electric utility industry to act now, so let’s move forward.  Duke Energy and other electric utilities are already scheduled to retire and replace virtually all coal and other large power plants with cleaner and more efficient technologies by 2050.  A clear and predictable federal energy and climate policy can accelerate these projects and put private capital to work more rapidly. It can also create millions of jobs.  This would not only reduce greenhouse gas emissions but would also reduce sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxide and mercury emissions, which contribute to acid rain, smog and other health issues. That would improve air quality across the board.  At Duke Energy, approximately 6,000 people are now working on designing and building more advanced power plants. That’s quite an economic stimulus.  When their work is done, permanent jobs would be created, municipal and county tax collections would increase and old and inefficient power plants would be shut down.  With the right signal from Washington, the company can by 2020 close roughly 4,000 megawatts of coal plants more than 45 years old.  This action will drive greater use of cleaner, domestic energy sources that will enhance our nation’s security and limit pollution. 

The climate bill is a key first step

Reuters, 6-22-2010, “Kerry Says Obama Intends to move on energy, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSN22129447

"There is ... an 80 percent chance that the increase would exceed 3 degrees Celsius (5.4 degrees Fahrenheit), according to the study. "Even a 2-degree Celsius increase could cause the displacement of millions due to sea-level rise, irreversible loss of entire ecosystems and the triggering of multiple 'tipping points' that would result in additional, accelerated warming," the environmental group said.  Many policymakers acknowledge that legislation pending in the U.S. Congress might not fully address global warming concerns, but they see these bills as an important first step that could be followed up with tougher efforts later if needed. 

AT: Cant Solve Warming
A significant reduction in global emissions can stop global warming 
David Doniger et al, policy director of the Climate Center for the Natural Resources Defense Council, Antonia V. Herzog and Daniel A. Lashof, 11-3-2006, “An Ambitious, Centrist Approach to Global Warming Legislation,” Science, http://www.sciencemag.org/cgi/content/full/314/5800/764 

There is growing concern that global warming of more than 2°C from pre-industrial levels could have dangerous climatic consequences (1, 2). It is estimated that, to avoid exceeding this 2° target, heat-trapping gas and aerosol concentrations need to be stabilized so that their net radiative effect is less than that of 450 parts per million (ppm) CO2 (3). This could be achieved if the United States and other industrial nations cut current emissions by 60 to 80% by 2050, and if developing countries limit emissions growth and impose similar reductions later in the century.

We can reach the stabilization target if we substantially reduce carbon emissions by 2050
Patrick Moriarty, Honorary Research Associate, Department of Mechanical Engineering, Monash University, and Damon Honnery, Senior Lecturer, Department of Mechanical Engineering, Monash University, 4-4-2008 “Mitigating greenhouse: Limited time, limited options,” Energy Policy, http://ideas.repec.org/a/eee/enepol/v36y2008i4p1251-1256.html

The purpose of the present research is to establish whether the threat of global warming will force the world to reduce energy use, and if so, by what means. To avert dangerous climatic change, the European Union (EU) proposes limiting the global temperature rise to 2.0 1C above pre-industrial temperatures (Bows and Anderson, 2007). The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) gives a ‘best estimate’ for climate sensitivity as 3oC with a likely range of 2–4.5 oC (Solomon et al., 2007). The IPCC survey of various model results (Fisher et al., 2007) suggests that global carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2-eq)
emissions by 2050 will need to be reduced by up to 85% of their 2000 values for stabilisation at 445–490 ppm— a Category 1 stabilisation target in Fisher et al. (2007)— which would give a 2.0–2.4 oC temperature rise at equilibrium above pre-industrial levels. (Following Barker et al. (2007a, b), ‘CO2-eq’ refers only to CO2, N2O, CH4 and fluorinated gases.) The corresponding peaking year for CO2 emissions alone is 2000–2015. Since CO2 levels are already 380 ppm, and non-CO2 gases today total roughly 100 ppm CO2-eq (Barker et al., 2007a), we are already near the upper end of this 445–490 ppm range. Even 490–535 ppm CO2-eq levels would need a 30–60% reduction by 2050, with the CO2 peaking year 2000–2020, and the resulting equilibrium temperature rise 2.4–2.8 oC. The report also considers much higher greenhouse gas (GHG) levels, but even 490–535 ppm level runs some risk of equilibrium temperature increases of 4 oC above preindustrial, with resulting serious consequences (Parry et al., 2007).
The longer we wait to reduce emissions, the greater the economic impact will be

David D. Doniger et al, policy director of the Climate Center for the Natural Resources Defense Council, Antonia V. Herzog and Daniel A. Lashof, 11-3-2006, “An Ambitious, Centrist Approach to Global Warming Legislation,” Science, http://www.sciencemag.org/cgi/content/full/314/5800/764 
Some analysts argue that delay is cheaper, because we will develop breakthrough technologies in the interim. But that outcome is implausible for three reasons. First, delay dramatically increases the emission reduction rate required later. Cutting emissions by more than 8% per year would require deploying advanced lowemission technologies several times faster than conventional technologies have been deployed over recent decades (9). Second, without meaningful near-term market signals, there will be little incentive for the private sector to direct significant R&D resources toward developing the breakthrough technologies. Hope will rest entirely on the federal R&D program, which now is far too small to yield the required results. Third, without market signals, a new generation of conventional power plants, vehicles, and other infrastructure will be built during the next two decades. Our children and grandchildren will have to bear the costs of prematurely retiring an even bigger stock of highly emitting capital than exists today. Even with a substantial discount rate, it is virtually impossible that delaying emission reductions will be cheaper than starting now. These factors argue that making an early start is the most effective way to minimize the overall economic impact of the necessary emission reductions.

Warming Bad – Prolif
Global Warming makes proliferation inevitable

Peter Schwartz, CIA consultant and former head of planning at Royal Dutch/Shell Group and Doug Randall, California-based Global Business Network, 10-2003, and Doug of the; “An Abrupt Climate Change Scenario and Its Implications for United States National Security”; Commissioned by the U.S. Pentagon; http://www.kelber.de/medien/doks/Pentagon-Studie%20Klimawandel.pdf

As famine, disease, and weather-related disasters strike due to the abrupt climate change, many countries’ needs will exceed their carrying capacity. This will create a sense of desperation, which is likely to lead to offensive aggression in order to reclaim balance. Imagine eastern European countries, struggling to feed their populations with a falling supply of food, water, and energy, eyeing Russia, whose population is already in decline, for access to its grain, minerals, and energy supply. Or, picture Japan, suffering from flooding along its coastal cities and contamination of its fresh water supply, eying Russia’s Sakhalin Island oil and gas reserves as an energy source to power desalination plants and energy-intensive agricultural processes. Envision Pakistan, India, and China – all armed with nuclear weapons – skirmishing at their borders over refugees, access to shared rivers, and arable land. Spanish and Portuguese fishermen might fight over fishing rights – leading to conflicts at sea. And, countries including the United States would be likely to better secure their borders. With over 200 river basins touching multiple nations, we can expect conflict over access to water for drinking, irrigation, and transportation. The Danube touches twelve nations, the Nile runs though nine, and the Amazon runs through seven. In this scenario, we can expect alliances of convenience. The United States and Canada may become one, simplifying border controls. Or, Canada might keep its hydropower—causing energy problems in the US. North and South Korea may align to create one technically savvy and nuclear-armed entity. Europe may act as a unified block – curbing immigration problems between European nations – and allowing for protection against aggressors. Russia, with its abundant minerals, oil, and natural gas may join Europe. In this world of warring states, nuclear arms proliferation is inevitable. As cooling drives up demand, existing hydrocarbon supplies are stretched thin. With a scarcity of energy supply – and a growing need for access -- nuclear energy will become a critical source of power, and this will accelerate nuclear proliferation as countries develop enrichment and reprocessing capabilities to ensure their national security. China, India, Pakistan, Japan, South Korea, Great Britain, France, and Germany will all have nuclear weapons capability, as will Israel, Iran, Egypt, and North Korea.
Warming Bad – Middle East Wars

CNA, 2007, “National Security and the Threat of Climate Change,” http://securityandclimate.cna.org/report/National%20Security%20and%20the%20Threat%20of%20Climate%20Change.pdf

The Middle East has always been associated with two natural resources, oil (because of its abundance) and water (because of its scarcity). The Persian Gulf contains more than half (57 percent) of the world’s oil reserves, and about 45 percent of the world’s natural gas reserves. And because its production costs are among the world’s lowest, the Persian Gulf region is likely to remain the world’s largest oil exporter for the foreseeable future. At the end of 2003, Persian Gulf countries produced about 32 percent of the world’s oil. Because of its enormous oil endowment, the Middle East is one of the most strategically significant regions of the world. The security impacts of climate change on the Middle East are greatly magnified by its historical and current levels of international conflict, and competition for increasingly scarce resources may exacerbate the level of conflict. This is the region of the world in which the U.S. is most engaged militarily. WAT E R : I N C R E A S I N G S T R E S S O N A N E X I S T I N G S H O R TA G E In this region, water resources are a critical issue; throughout history, cultures here have flourished around particular water sources. With the population explosion underway, water will become even more critical. Of the countries in the Middle East, only Egypt, Iran, and Turkey have abundant fresh water resources. Roughly two-thirds of the Arab world depends on sources outside their borders for water. The most direct effect of climate change to be felt in the Middle East will be a reduction in precipitation. But the change will not be uniform across the region. The flows of the Jordan and Yarmuk rivers are likely to be reduced, leading to significant water stress in Israel and Jordan, where water demand already exceeds supply. Exacerbation of water shortages in those two countries and in Oman, Egypt, Iran, and Iraq are likely to threaten conventional crop production, and salinization of coastal aquifers could further threaten agriculture in those regions. S E A L E V E L R I S E Sea level rise combined with increased water demand from growing populations are likely to exacerbate saltwater intrusion into coastal fresh water aquifers, already a considerable problem for the Gaza Strip. Salinization of coastal aquifers could further threaten agriculture in these regions. Additional loss of arable land and decreases in food security could encourage migration within the Middle East and Africa, and from the Middle East to Europe and elsewhere. I N F L A M I N G A R E G I O N O F P O L I T I C A L I N S TA B I L I T Y Climate change has the potential to exacerbate tensions over water as precipitation patterns change, declining by as much as 60 percent in some areas. In addition, the region already suffers from fragile governments and infrastructures, and as a result is susceptible to natural disasters. Overlaying this is a long history of animosity among countries and religious groups. With most of the world’s oil being in the Middle East and the industrialized and industrializing nations competing for this resource, the potential for escalating tensions, economic disruption, and armed conflict is great. 

Warming Bad – Terrorism

Climate induced migration will throw failing states into turmoil throughout the world, creating safe havens for terrorists. 

Paul Smith, Associate Professor of National Security Affairs at the United States Naval War College, Fall, 2007
“Climate Change, Mass Migration and the Military Response,” http://www.sciencedirect.com/science?_ob=ArticleURL&_udi=B6W5V-4PJ0C93-1&_user=345268&_rdoc=1&_fmt=&_orig=search&_sort=d&view=c&_version=1&_urlVersion=0&_userid=345268&md5=c70af8c4b69bd32661d4c7a5a5f9f0b4

 Another consideration related to climate change is the problem of weak or failed states, which are at high risk of being destabilized by climate change. Mass population movements (both internal and international) may be one mechanism through which this failure is triggered. Large and acute population movements may exacerbate internal social and ethnic tensions, or pose an enormous economic challenge that exceeds the host state's ability to manage. Thus, climate change-induced environmental migration may cause states that are already experiencing social and economic instability to reach a "tipping point" leading to instability or state failure. A National Intelligence Council report assessing key security trends through the year 2020 asserted that "weak governments, lagging economies, religious extremism, and youth bulges will align to create a perfect storm for internal conflict in certain regions."(FN55)     In addition, as climate change contributes to state weakness or failure--a more likely scenario for poor, developing countries plagued with preexisting social and economic problems--it could lead to additional security challenges for the world community. For example, the 2005 U.S. National Defense Strategy states that "the absence of effective governance in many parts of the world creates sanctuaries for terrorists, criminals, and insurgents."(FN56) Such an environment may invite outside military intervention, although probably at a stage where military forces would be less welcome and less able to restore order or mitigate the underlying causes of state failure.     Bangladesh serves as a good example of a state struggling with potential terrorist threats, while at the same time being positioned directly in the crosshairs of likely future climate change events.(FN57) U.S. officials have described Bangladesh, the seventh most populous country in the world, as "a voice of moderation among developing countries, in the Islamic world and in South Asia."(FN58) Bangladesh has been praised by the United States also for achieving "some impressive victories against extremists" as a result of the recent arrests of the leaders of a militant Islamist group known as Jamaat ul Mujahideen Bangladesh UMB).(FN59)     Simultaneously, however, Bangladesh suffers from state weakness resulting from bitter divisions between the two major political parties, corruption, criminality and economic challenges.(FN60) Climate change effects are likely to be added to this list, an assessment that should be expected given Bangladesh's history of environmental disasters. In 1991, for instance, Cyclone Marian slammed into the southeast coast of Bangladesh and killed more than 139,000 people, prompting a U.S. military humanitarian intervention known as Operation Sea Angel.(FN61)     Testifying before the U.S. Senate's Energy and Natural Resources Committee in 2005, John Houghton, former co-chairman of the Scientific Assessment for the IPCC from 1988-2002, specifically named Bangladesh as one in a group of countries that will suffer extensively from climate change effects.(FN62) Millions of people are likely to be displaced. Some may attempt to enter India illegally, which could exacerbate tensions between New Delhi and Dhaka. Illegal migration has long been a festering problem in relations between the two states; some Indian politicians have described the influx of Bangladeshi nationals as a major threat to their country's security and have urged that India implement massive deportation measures.(FN63)     Thus, instead of being the "valued South Asian partner in the war on terrorism"(FN64) that the U.S. government hopes for, Bangladesh is likely to be plagued by state weakness brought on by climate change and an array of preexisting internal social and economic challenges. Mass migration events could destabilize the government and stimulate tensions and conflict with neighboring states.

Warming Bad – Economy

Warming shatters the global economy.

Washington Post, 10-31-2006, “Warming Called Threat to Global Economy”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2006/10/30/AR2006103000269.html

Failing to curb the impact of climate change could damage the global economy on the scale of the Great Depression or the world wars by spawning environmental devastation that could cost 5 to 20 percent of the world's annual gross domestic product, according to a report issued yesterday by the British government.  The report by Nicholas Stern, who heads Britain's Government Economic Service and formerly served as the World Bank's chief economist, calls for a new round of international collaboration to cut greenhouse gas emissions linked to global warming. "There's still time to avoid the worst impacts of climate change, if we act now and act internationally," Stern said in a statement. "But the task is urgent. Delaying action, even by a decade or two, will take us into dangerous territory. We must not let this window of opportunity close."

Climate change drastically increases costs related to extreme weather with serious repercussions for the global economy

Nicholas Stern, British economist and academic. He was the Chief Economist and Senior Vice-President of the World Bank from 2000 to 2003, and civil servant and government economic advisor in the United Kingdom,.2008 “Stern Review on the Economics of Climate Change.” http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/independent_reviews/stern_review_economics_climate_change/stern_review_report.cfm

Extreme weather events. Climate change is likely to increase the costs imposed by extreme weather, both by shifting the probability distribution upwards (more heatwaves, but fewer coldsnaps) and by intensifying the water cycle, so that severe floods, droughts and storms occur more often (Chapter 1).2 Even if the shape of the distribution of temperatures does not change, an upward shift in the distribution as a whole will disproportionately increase the probability of exceeding damaging temperature thresholds.3 Changes in the variability of climate in the future are more uncertain, but could have very significant impacts on lives and livelihoods. For example, India’s economy and social infrastructure are finely tuned to the remarkable stability of the monsoon, with the result that fluctuations in the strength of the monsoon both year-to-year and within a single season can lead to significant flooding or drought, with significant repercussions for the economy (see Box 3.5 later).

Warming Bad – Extinction

Warming causes extinction. [Gender Paraphrased]

Bill Henderson, Environmental Scientist. 8-16-2006. Counter Currents, “Runaway Global Warming Denial.” http://www.countercurrents.org/cc-henderson190806.htm

The scientific debate about human induced global warming is over but policy makers - let alone the happily shopping general public - still seem to not understand the scope of the impending tragedy. Global warming isn't just warmer temperatures, heat waves, melting ice and threatened polar bears. Scientific understanding increasingly points to runaway global warming leading to human extinction. If impossibly Draconian security measures are not immediately put in place to keep further emissions of greenhouse gases out of the atmosphere we are looking at the death of billions, the end of civilization as we know it and in all probability the end of [hu]man's several million year old existence, along with the extinction of most flora and fauna beloved to man in the world we share.

Runaway warming will happen—not acting is gambling with our whole existence

ECES, 2002, ”documenting the collapse of a dying planet”, Earth crash earth spirit http://eces.org/ec/globalwarming/oceans.shtml#090301, 8/11/03

The vast majority of the world's climate scientists agree that global warming is now occurring on Earth due to the release of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases into the atmosphere by the burning of fossil fuels and other human activities. It is not certain that the present global warming will "runaway" and cause a catastrophic climate change such as that which has made Venus uninhabitable, but, as is discussed in the articles below, it is considered a possibility. The question is, do we want to play what is basically a form of Russian roulette with life on Earth by contining to pour greenhouse gases into the atmosphere on the gamble that runaway global warming won't happen?
Warming Bad – O/W

Climate change is worse than all other impacts—magnitude and urgency 

Tom Burke, former statutory advisor to the British Government on biodiversity and member of the European Environmental Bureau, 1-29-2008 “Climate change and health” http://www.e3g.org/index.php/programmes/climate-articles/climate-change-and-health/
There are three ways in which climate change is different from any other problem that humanity has ever faced.   The first is the sheer scale of the problem. Climate change threatens to undermine the prosperity, security and well being of literally every single one of the six and a half billion people on the planet.   No other problem does this. Millions of us are threatened daily by crime and conflict, but millions more lead lives of peaceful security. Many more of us lead poorly educated lives of unhealthy poverty but millions of others lead lives of well educated, healthy affluence. No-one will escape the consequences of a rapidly changing climate.   Second is the urgency. To have any chance of avoiding dangerous climate change total global carbon emissions have to peak within a decade and then decline rapidly. And they have to do this while meeting the rapidly expanding need for energy to fuel economic development. No-one will trade-off energy security for climate security so we must achieve both together.   Because agriculture, deforestation and land-use changes produce large carbon emissions which are very difficult to control this means, in effect, that we must develop a carbon neutral global energy system by around the middle of the century. This will require transformational changes in energy technologies on a scale that makes the Apollo or Manhattan Projects look unambitious
Climate change is worse than nuclear war

Peter Christoff, teaches climate policy at the University of Melbourne and is vice-president of the Australian Conservation Foundation. Submission The Melbourne Australia Age, 1-15-2008 “The end of the world as we know it” Lexis
Climate change has been compared with nuclear war. Sir John Houghton, former head of the British Meteorological Bureau and a senior lead author for the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, once commented on the relative lack of attention to global warming compared with the war on terror. "We have found the WMDs, it is climate change," he said.Global warming is, in some ways, like nuclear war's aftermath. Excess atmospheric greenhouse gases linger, global temperatures continue to increase, the oceans expand and rise, and ecosystems alter and species decline, for decades - even centuries - after the initiating actions have ceased. We are experiencing the cumulative effects of more than a century's use of oil and coal, land clearing and forest burning. Average global temperature has already risen by 0.8 degrees above pre-industrial levels. We have also locked in a further rise of at least 0.5 degrees. Scientists believe a total increase of 2 degrees poses a significant risk of abrupt and uncontrolled climate change. We are already seeing alarming signs at both poles.
Heg Good – Middle East Wars
Hard power is key to success in Iran and throughout the Middle East.

Frederick W. Kagan, resident scholar at AEI. October 13, 2006. AEI Online: “New Thinking, Old Realities.” http://www.aei.org/publications/pubID.25010,filter.all/pub_detail.asp
The United States is at war, and the enemy is the same one we have been fighting for sixty years. A totalitarian regime controls North Korea. Totalitarian ideologues hold power in Iran, have just seized power in southern Somalia, and seek power throughout the Middle East. Their goals are subtly different, but they share several key features: the destruction of democracy, which they hate; the elimination of liberalism and religious toleration; and the destruction of the United States.  Victory will require a mobilization of America’s military might and the willingness to use it. Adaptive and unpredictable enemies like al Qaeda will require us to change part of our approach and some of our forces constantly. Winning throughout the Muslim world will require economic, political, and cultural initiatives alongside the use of military power. But nothing will be possible without adequate military force, which the United States is currently lacking. If we do not begin the necessary mobilization of our resources now, then our military power will become irrelevant, our strategies will fail, and our security will falter.

Heg prevents escalating war in the Middle East.

Zalmay Khalilzad, RAND, The Washington Quarterly, Spring 1995 

In the Persian Gulf, U.S. withdrawal is likely to lead to an intensified struggle for regional domination. Iran and Iraq have, in the past, both sought regional hegemony. Without U.S. protection, the weak oil-rich states of the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) would be unlikely to retain their independence. To preclude this development, the Saudis might seek to acquire, perhaps by purchase, their own nuclear weapons. If either Iraq or Iran controlled the region that dominates the world supply of oil, it could gain a significant capability to damage the U.S. and world economies. Any country that gained hegemony would have vast economic resources at its disposal that could be used to build military capability as well as gain leverage over the United States and other oil importing nations. Hegemony over the Persian Gulf by either Iran or Iraq would bring the rest of the Arab Middle East under its influence and domination because of the shift in the balance of power. Israeli security problems would multiply and the peace process would be fundamentally undermined, increasing the risk of war between the Arabs and the Israelis. The extension of instability, conflict, and hostile hegemony in East Asia, Europe, and the Persian Gulf would harm the economy of the United States even in the unlikely event that it was able to avoid involvement in major wars and conflicts. Higher oil prices would reduce the U.S. standard of living. 

Heg Good – Democracy

Hard power is vital to democracy promotion and modeling.

Bradley A. Thayer, Professor in the Department of Defense and Strategic Studies of Missouri State University. 2007. American Empire: A Debate. Pg. 17.

A second key form of influence occurs through military training and the other military-to-military contacts conducted by the Pentagon. Although most Americans do not know this, the U.S. military and State Department train a large number of foreign military officers, about sixty thousand a year, through its worldwide educational programs, such as the International Mili​tary Education and Training (IMET) program. They conduct joint exercises on a bilateral or multilateral basis worldwide, and run a program to aid militaries in operating and maintaining U.S. equipment. Officers and civilian officials from 158 countries in Africa, Asia, Europe, Latin America, and the Middle East participate and are taught many aspects of military operations—from military leadership to the latest combat lessons learned from Iraq, to dealing with the media and avoiding human rights abuses. This benefits the officers because they learn from the world’s best military—it is like a premier baseball team, such as the New York Yankees, giving tips to minor-league teams. Those teams would want to learn from the stellar ball clubs so that they may improve their game and benefit from the experience of others. Additionally, foreign civilian leaders want to expose promising military officers to the training to inculcate the officers with a proper conception of the role of the military in democratic states and respect for civilian control. Of course, such military-to-military cooperation also benefits the United States. First, it helps the United States convey its values to the students, many of whom will become senior military leaders in their countries. Students through firsthand experience better understand American life, ideals, and democratic politics. For example, students are taught to respect civilian control of the military and not to abuse enemy prisoners or civilians. Students are also introduced to the U.S. Constitution and Bill of Rights; they are informed how local, state, and federal governments operate in the United States; and they are educated on many other topics related to American politics and culture.
Hegemony is the only way to make democracy promotion effective.

Bradley A. Thayer, Professor in the Department of Defense and Strategic Studies of Missouri State University. 2007. American Empire: A Debate. Pg. 42-43.

The American Empire gives the United States the ability to spread its form of government, democracy, and other elements of its ideology of liberalism. Using American power to spread democracy can be a source of much good for the countries concerned as well as for the United States. This is because democracies are more likely to align themselves with the United States and be sympathetic to its worldview. In addition, there is a chance—small as it may be—that once states are governed democratically, the likelihood of conflict will be reduced further. Natan Sharansky makes the argument that once Arabs are governed democratically, they will not wish to continue the conflict against Israel.58 This idea has had a big effect on President George W. Bush. He has said that Sharansky’s worldview “is part of my presidential DNA.”59

Heg Good – Asian Wars

(  )  Heg prevents asia wars

Robert Kagan, senior fellow at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 7-19-2007, “End of Dreams, Return of History,” http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/07/end_of_dreams_return_of_histor.html

Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China 's neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan.

Heg solves multiple destabilizing nuclear conflicts in Asia.

Robert J. Lieber, Professor of Government and International Affairs @ Georgetown University. The American Era: Power and Strategy for the 21st Century. 2005. Pg.174-175.

Taken together, these Asian involvements are not without risk, espe​cially vis-a-vis North Korea, China-Taiwan, and the uncertain future of a nuclear-armed Pakistan. Nonetheless, the American engagement provides both reassurance and deterrence and thus eases the secu​rity dilemmas of the key states there, including countries that are America’s allies but remain suspicious of each other. Given the history of the region, an American withdrawal would be likely to trigger arms races and the accelerated proliferation of nuclear weapons. It is thus no exaggeration to describe the American presence as providing the “oxygen” crucial for the region’s stability and economic prosperity37

Only US hegemony can deter North Korea.

Zalmay Khalilzad et al, Former Professor of Political Science at Columbia and Director of Project Air Force at RAND, Current US Ambassador to Iraq. 2001. “The United States and Asia” http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1315/MR1315.sum.pdf

To help shape events in Asia in the interests of ensuring peace and stability, the United States must successfully manage a number of critical challenges. Among these—the one that must occupy the immediate attention of the United States—is Korea. The U.S. military posture in Northeast Asia must continue to deter and defend against North Korea. Over the longer term, however, it is possible that the North Korean threat will disappear as a result of the political unification of the Korean peninsula, an accommodation between North and South, or a collapse of the North Korean regime. The June 2000 summit meeting between South Korean president Kim Dae Jung and North Korean leader Kim Jong Il offers evidence that the political-military situation in Asia may change much more quickly than had once been thought.

War Turns Rights

Human rights abuses proliferate during war.

Word Power Book Review of Israel/Palestine: The Black Book 2003
In times of war, human rights violations often go unreported. In Israel and the Occupied Territories, where ongoing conflict has killed many thousands, abuses of human rights are commonplace, but these stories seldom reach the outside world.

Historical evidence proves war leads to curtailment of rights and liberties.

Epstein, Lee et al.; Daniel E. Ho; Gary King; and Jeffrey A. Segal, "The Effect of War on the Supreme Court," in Samuel Kernell and Steven S. Smith, eds.(3rd ed). Principles and Practice in American Politics: Classic and Contemporary Readings. Washington, D.C.: Congressional Quarterly Press, 2006.

Whatever the reason, the United States is no exception to this rule. Indeed, America’s history is replete with executive and legislative attempts, during times of urgency, to restrict the people’s ability to speak, publish, and organize; to erode guarantees usually afforded to the criminally accused; or to tighten restrictions on foreigners or perceived enemies. The “ink had barely dried on the First Amendment,”  as Justice Brennan once observed, when Congress passed two restrictive legislative enactments: the Sedition Act, which prohibited speech critical of the United States, and the Enemy Alien Act, which empowered the President to detain or deport alien enemies and which the government has used during declared wars to stamp out political opponents. During the Civil War, President Abraham Lincoln took steps to suppress “treacherous” behavior out of the belief “that the nation must be able to protect itself in war against utterances which actually cause insubordination.”  Prior to America’s entry into World War I, President Woodrow Wilson “predicted a dire fate for civil liberties should we become involved.” With passage of the Espionage Act of 1917 and the Sedition Act of 1918, Wilson’s prediction was realized—with Wilson as a prime accomplice. World War II brought yet more repressive measures, most notably executive orders limiting the movement of and providing for the internment of Japanese-Americans. The Korean War and the supposed “communist menace” resulted in an “epidemic of witch-hunting, paranoia, and political grandstanding” directed against “reds” across the country. And Vietnam was accompanied by governmental efforts to silence war protests. In the United States, then, “[t]he struggle between the needs of national security and political or civil liberties has been a continual one.”

The impact only goes one way – war makes gender-motivated violence inevitable.

Joshua Goldstein, Int’l Rel Prof @ American U, 2001. War and Gender, p. 412

First, peace activists face a dilemma in thinking about causes of war and working for peace. Many peace scholars and activists support the approach, “if you want peace, work for justice.” Then, if one believes that sexism contributes to war one can work for gender justice specifically (perhaps among others) in order to pursue peace. This approach brings strategic allies to the peace movement (women, labor, minorities), but rests on the assumption that injustices cause war. The evidence in this book suggests that causality runs at least as strongly the other way. War is not a product of capitalism, imperialism, gender, innate aggression, or any other single cause, although all of these influence wars’ outbreaks and outcomes. Rather, war has in part fueled and sustained these and other injustices.9 So,”if you want peace, work for peace.” Indeed, if you want justice (gender and others), work for peace. Causality does not run just upward through the levels of analysis, from types of individuals, societies, and governments up to war. It runs downward too. Enloe suggests that changes in attitudes towards war and the military may be the most important way to “reverse women’s oppression.” The dilemma is that peace work focused on justice brings to the peace movement energy, allies, and moral grounding, yet, in light of this book’s evidence, the emphasis on injustice as the main cause of war seems to be empirically inadequate. 
