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uniqueness- predictive

Going to pass- predictive uniqueness evidence

Froomkin 7/25, [Dan Froomkin, Huffington Post, 7/25/11, “Free Trade Deals: Lobbying Fever Foreshadows Winners, Losers”, 
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/07/25/free-trade-agreements-lobbying_n_906623.html|AF]

The most reliable and active opposition to trade agreements typically comes the AFL-CIO and other American labor unions. But as HuffPost's Zach Carter noted recently, the collective union reaction has been strangely muted this time around. Individual unions have focused on Colombia's labor record and one -- the United Auto Workers -- is actively supporting the Korean pact based on promises that American auto companies will get expanded access to the Korean auto market.  So the only real leverage that the agreements' opponents have left is the American voter. Free trade agreements -- and the seemingly inevitable job losses -- are hugely unpopular with the public, and running against them has proven to be a wildly successful tactic in both parties.  An NBC/Wall Street Journal poll last fall found that only 18 percent of Americans think free-trade agreements create jobs, compared to 69 percent who said they cost jobs. Only 17 percent said such agreements had helped the U.S., while 53 percent said they had hurt.   Senators may be more immune than representatives to that kind of polling, especially when pro-trade agreement lobbyists are hounding them.  "In the House, you have to face the voters every two years," noted Lori Wallach, Director of Public Citizen's Global Trade Watch, a nonprofit consumer advocacy group. "Therefore the liability of voting in favor of a job-offshoring, unsafe-import-flooding, 'Buy America'-killing, food-safety-undermining, drug-price-rising, foreign-corporate-treasury-raiding, financial-deregulating trade agreement is more likely to kick your butt."  Wallach said that because trade agreements are not historically popular with Democrats (though in this case, they are being strongly backed by President Obama) their supporters need to make sure they have the Republican vote in the House all locked up.   That includes the huge Republican freshman class -- "except half of them ran against more NAFTAs, against offshoring and against multinationals," Wallach said.  A November 2010 report from Public Citizen concluded that a record 75 Republican congressional candidates campaigned against free trade agreements, 44 of whom won.  But the pro-trade agreement groups have risen to the challenge, Wallach said.   "They have been going in and, one by one, flipping the people who campaigned against it," she said.   By March, 67 of the 87 Republican freshmen had signed onto a letter to Obama declaring their support for all three agreements and a strong belief "that expanding trade will increase economic growth and create jobs here in the U.S." Among the signatories: Rep. Michael Grimm (R-N.Y.), who had campaigned on a pledge to renegotiate existing trade agreements to "give our manufacturers a fighting chance to compete in a global market."  "All the signs are that the Tea Party-aligned freshmen Republicans are going to vote pretty much the way Republicans have been voting on trade for years," said Daniel Griswold, a trade policy expert at the libertarian Cato Institute. "The Republican Party has its trade-skeptical Pat Buchanan wing, but they're very much in the minority."  With so many powerful forces aligned behind the trade agreements, their eventual passage is widely considered a foregone conclusion. The main reason they haven't yet passed is that Obama is insisting on the simultaneous passage of a measure providing assistance and job training to displaced U.S. workers.   
Generic- Space- Congress

Space operations unpopular- budget, focus, and debt

Schmitt 11, [Harrison H. Schmitt, former US Senator New Mexico, former Apollo Astronaut, aerospace and private enterprise consultant, member of the new Committee of Correspondence, 5/24/11, “Former Senator Schmitt Proposes Dismantling of NASA and Creation of a New, Deep Space Exploration Agency”, http://aerospaceblog.wordpress.com/2011/05/24/former-senator-schmitt-proposes-dismantling-of-nasa-and-creation-of-a-new-deep-space-exploration-agency|AF]
How notions of leadership have changed since Eisenhower and Kennedy! Immense difficulties now have been imposed on the Nation and NASA by the budgetary actions and inactions of the Bush and Obama Administrations between 2004 and 2012. Space policy gains relevance today comparable to 50 years ago as the dangers created by the absence of a coherent national space policy have been exacerbated by subsequent adverse events. Foremost among these events have been the Obama Administration’s and the Congress’s spending and debt spree, the continued aggressive rise of China, and, with the exception of operations of the Space Shuttle and International Space Station, the loss of focus and leadership within NASA headquarters. 


Generic- Space- Spending

Plan unpopular- budget

Carroll 11, [Rebecca Carroll, Reporter, 6/2/11, “AS NASA Prepares to Retire its Final Shuttle, Agency Leaders Face an Uncertain Future”, http://www.nationaljournal.com/tech/as-nasa-prepares-to-retire-its-final-shuttle-agency-leaders-face-an-uncertain-future-20110602|AF]


NASA's Hertz says the previous planetary sciences study predicted the priorities in that field that developed during the past 10 years. "Almost everything we did came from the priorities in the decadal survey," he says. "From my view, the place where we didn't do everything within the decadal survey has to do with the things that required more money than we had available," Hertz says. "But that's not priorities. Priorities are different than budgets." Launius suggests lawmakers have been the thorn for the agency's productivity: "Where NASA's had the most trouble has been when Congress has placed on it certain restrictions that it's had to adhere to," he says, such as when lawmakers stipulate money must be spent within a particular year. NASA is generally permitted two years to spend appropriated money, and freedom to spend in unequal sums is important for contracting purposes, according to Launius 

Generic- Space – Tea Party

Tea Party hates plan- free market and spending
Nelson 6/24 [Steven Nelson, 6/24/11, The Daily Caller, “Tea Party group launches into space policy debate” , http://dailycaller.com/2011/06/24/tea-party-group-launches-into-space-policy-debate/|AF]

Some members of the Tea Party movement have zeroed in on a multi-billion dollar area of government spending. This time, it isn’t health care or the public debt -– but outer space. On Thursday, TEA Party in Space (TPIS) unveiled its “TEA Party Space Platform.” The group, which is affiliated with the Tea Party Patriots, hopes NASA will return “to its roots as [a research and development|AF] agency instead of serving as a slush fund for a few influential members of Congress,” TPIS President Andrew Gasser said in a Thursday press release. Just like a political party’s platform, this agenda is made up of specific issues. Among the fourteen calls to action is for Congress to pass legislation to cap liability for commercial human spaceflight. Another of the tenets calls for a “Zero-G means Zero-Tax” arrangement, which would establish tax exemptions for business activities related to human spaceflight. Additionally, the group wants for Congress to allow NASA to cancel all existing Shuttle, Ares and Space Launch System contracts in order to force the termination of an $11 billion earmark included in the 2010 NASA Authorization Law and for NASA to “competitively bid the development of human exploration transportation capabilities.” 

Generic- Space – Public

Public hates the plan 

Rasmussen 10, [Rasmussen Reports, 1/15/10, “59% Favor Cutting Back on Space Exploration”, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/lifestyle/general_lifestyle/january_2010/50_favor_cutting_back_on_space_exploration|AF]
Fifty percent (50%) of Americans now say the United States should cut back on space exploration given the current state of the economy, according to a new Rasmussen Reports national telephone survey. Just 31% disagree with cutting the space program, and 19% more are not sure. The new findings mark a six-point increase in support - from 44% last July - for cutting back on space exploration. Still, Americans are almost evenly divided when asked if the space program should be funded by the government or by the private sector. Thirty-five percent (35%) believe the government should pay for space research, while 38% think private interests should pick up the tab. Twenty-six percent (26%) aren’t sure which is best. (Want a free daily e-mail update ? If it's in the news, it's in our polls). Rasmussen Reports updates are also available on Twitter or Facebook. Sixty-four percent (64%) of adults have at least a somewhat favorable view of NASA, including 18% with a very favorable opinion of the government’s chief space agency. Just 20% have a somewhat or very unfavorable opinion of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration, which celebrated its 50th anniversary in 2008. But that marks a sizable drop in support for NASA from a survey last May. At that time, 81% had a favorable view of NASA, including 24% with a very favorable opinion. The May findings, however, were a 23-point rebound for the space agency from July 2007 when just 58% had a favorable opinion. But, at that time, NASA was suffering some bad publicity, including reports about drunken astronauts. In the budget President Obama proposes in early February, NASA is hoping for $22 billion for the coming fiscal year, up $3 billion over the current year. This funding, according to news reports, will keep the agency on track for projects including landing on one of Mars’ moons in the next 15 years and further exploring the Earth’s moon. Women and Americans ages 18 to 29 are more strongly in support of cutting back on space exploration than are men and older adults. Democrats are more likely to agree than are Republicans and adults not affiliated with either party. Women also feel more strongly that the space program should be funded by the private sector. But unaffiliated adults and those in both political parties are narrowly divided over whether the space program is a government or private business responsibility. Investors are evenly divided on the question, while non-investors lean slightly more toward private sector financing. Only 27% of Americans believe the current goals of the space program should include sending someone to Mars. Fifty percent (50%) oppose such a mission, with 24% undecided. The findings on this question are unchanged from last July. The feelings are virtually identical about sending someone to the moon. Twenty-six percent (26%) like the idea, but twice as many (52%) are opposed to sending someone to the moon as one of the current goals of the space program.

Generic- Space – Republicans

Republicans want to decrease space funding- 2011 appropriations prove

Klamper 10, [Amy Klamper, 11/03/10, “After Elections, Critics of Obama’s NASA Plan Likely to Take Over 2 Key Committees”,  http://www.space.com/9462-elections-critics-obama-nasa-plan-2-key-committees.html|AF]

Although lawmakers are expected to reconvene for a lame-duck session Nov. 15, it remains unclear whether new spending legislation will be approved before a stopgap measure intended to keep the government running into the current budget year expires Dec. 3. That stopgap measure, called a continuing resolution, funds the federal government at 2010 levels. In the meantime, with incoming Republican leaders threatening to dial back discretionary spending across the federal government next year, the $19 billion Congress authorized for NASA in 2011 could be in jeopardy. House Minority Leader Rep. John Boehner (R-Ohio), who is expected to become speaker of the House in January, voted against the recently enacted NASA legislation and more broadly has pledged to roll back spending in an effort to reduce the federal deficit. In a weekly Republican address Oct. 30, Boehner criticized spending under Democratic leadership and outlined reforms in the governing agenda Republicans expect to implement in the 112th Congress. "We're ready to cut spending to pre-'stimulus,' pre-bailout levels, saving taxpayers $100 billion almost immediately," Boehner said. "And we're ready to put in place strict budget caps that limit spending from here on out, to ensure that Washington is no longer on this spending binge." 


NASA spending unpopular- House Republicans 

Svitak 11, [Amy Svitak, 3/16/11, “NASA commitment to Senate wishes questioned”, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/42118138/ns/technology_and_science-space|AF]


 However, with Congress unable to pass a 2011 budget, NASA and other federal agencies have been operating since last October under a series of continuing resolutions that cap spending at last year’s levels. The most recent stopgap spending bill, a three-week measure approved March 15 in the House of Representatives, would trim agency spending by $63 million. House Republican leaders have proposed cutting NASA’s budget more than $600 million this year. During the hearing, Gerstenmaier warned such a cut could complicate the agency’s plan to fly STS-135, the additional space shuttle mission directed in the authorization act. 



Republicans to lower NASA budget- spending cuts

Roop 11, [Lee Roop, Huntsville Times, 2/15/11, “NASA gets level funding in President Obama’s budget, but Congress gets last word”, http://blog.al.com/space-news/2011/02/nasa_gets_level_funding_in_pre.html|AF]

With lawmakers in Washington revving up to cut federal spending next year, President Barack Obama showed his support for NASA Monday by proposing an $18.7 billion 2012 budget for the space agency, the same as this year. "It is a good budget for NASA and for Marshall Space Flight Center," Marshall Director Robert Lightfoot said in Huntsville. But it might not be good enough for Republicans in the House determined to cut government spending to 2008 levels to lower a ballooning federal deficit. That would mean $17.3 billion for NASA next year. 
Republicans don’t support space- think government bureaucracy prevents true innovation

Dunham 11, [Richard Dunham, 6/13/11, Houston Chronicle, “Republican presidential candidates agree: No more federal money for human space flight”, http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/blogs/stew/detailentry_id=90942#ixzz1PyDmTJ00|AF]
The Republican presidential field sent a clear message to NASA workers in Texas and Florida: They don't see a federal role in funding human space flight. The unanimous verdict came during a New Hampshire presidential debate tonight and following a scathing assessment of NASA management by former House Speaker Newt Gingrich, R-Ga. "NASA has become an absolute case study in why bureaucracy cannot innovate," he said. "What we have is bureaucracy after bureaucracy, failure after failure." Gingrich, a longtime supporter of space research, said the private sector and not government should lead the nation into the future of space innovation. "Unfortunately," he said, "NASA is standing in the way of it."
Generic- Space- NASA

NASA not popular with Congress and president

Simberg 09, [Rand Simberg, aerospace engineer and consultant in space commercialization, summer 2009, “A Space Program for the Rest of Us”, http://www.thenewatlantis.com/publications/a-space-program-for-the-rest-of-us|AF]
You may say I’m a dreamer, but I’m not the only one: Apollo left many orphans. But it’s not a dream shared by NASA, successive presidents, or members of Congress, at least to judge by their plans over the past four decades. We have had a monolithic government space agency for half a century at a cumulative cost of roughly half a trillion dollars (in current-year dollars). If we are going to continue to spend that order of magnitude of money — as, for political reasons, it seems we are going to do indefinitely — we should at least have something more to show for it than just a couple hundred brief trips to orbit for elite civil servants at an average cost over that period of about a couple billion dollars per flight. NASA needn’t do all the work of making space affordable and sustainable, but it ought to do something. To put it another way, it isn’t NASA’s job to put humans on Mars; it’s NASA’s job to make it possible for the National Geographic Society, or an offshoot of the Latter-Day Saints, or an adventure tourism company, to put humans on Mars. 
 

Generic - Space – Funding NASA
NASA funding unpopular

Timmer 11, [John Timmer, Editor of Observatory, Bachelor of Arts from Columbia, PhD in Molecular and Cell Biology from UC Berkeley, 4/25/11, “Bill introduced directing NASA to establish a moon base”, ://arstechnica.com/science/news/2011/04/bill-introduced-directing-nasa-to-establish-a-moon-base.ars|AF]

Overall, the bill is roughly in keeping with Obama's priorities, which involve developing the ability to construct and fuel a long-distance mission in orbit; those abilities could apply equally to sending construction materials to the Moon. It would also avoid one of the problems with the lack of an obvious focus in Obama's plan, which could be viewed as "maybe an asteroid, some day." Even assuming that the bill could clear the full House and Senate (and survive an Obama veto), the impact may be much less than its supporters hope. As its text notes, a return to the Moon has been a Congressional priority several times before; that didn't stop Obama from dismissing it with "We've been there." And, more significantly, it clearly didn't ensure that the NASA budget was sufficient to actually accomplish that goal. Simply stating that NASA's budget will be "consistent" with achieving it by 2020 leaves open a lot of room for different definitions of consistent, and allows the current Congress to shift the burden of finding money onto future ones, which may not be inclined to do so. Thus, on its own, the bill would accomplish nearly nothing and is sufficiently vague that it probably won't even be viewed as providing direction to NASA, at least within NASA. And, given how contentious budget issues have been in the current Congress, any attempt to turn it into something concrete would probably make it a non-starter. 


Space funding controversial- questionable benefits

Cunningham 10, [Walter Cunningham, Former Apollo Astronaut, Reporter, Houston Chronicle, 2/6/10, “Slashed NASA budget would leave the US no longer a Space Leader”, http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/editorial/outlook/6854790.html|AF]
NASA has always been a political football. The agency's lifeblood is federal funding, and it has been losing blood for several decades. The only hope now for a lifesaving transfusion to stop the hemorrhaging is Congress. It is hard to be optimistic. President Obama has apparently decided the United States should not be in the human spaceflight business. He obviously thinks NASA's historic mission is a waste of time and money. Until just two months before his election, he was proposing to use the $18 billion NASA budget as a piggybank to fund his favored education programs. With this budget proposal, he is taking a step in that direction. NASA is not just a place to spend money, or to count jobs. It is the agency that has given us a better understanding of our present and hope for our future; an agency that gives us something to inspire us, especially young people. NASA's Constellation program was not “over budget, behind schedule, and lacking in innovation due to a failure to invest in critical new technologies,” as stated in the White House budget plan. The program's problems were due to perennial budget deficiencies. It would have been sustainable for an annual increase equal to the amount thrown away on the “cash for clunkers” program, or just a fraction of the tens of billions of dollars expended annually on congressional earmarks. It's debatable whether Constellation was the best solution to President George W. Bush's vision of “Moon, Mars and Beyond,” but it was far better than the vacuum in which we now find ourselves, and without a viable alternative in sight. 

NASA – A2 Our specific awesome thing is popular  [no funding]
Even if <___> is popular, funding is still contentious

Space Policy 10 [Marcia Smith, President of the Space and Technology Policy Group, 2010, “What the Election Means for NASA”, http://www.spacepolicyonline.com/pages/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=1204:what-the-election-means-for-nasa&catid=67:news&Itemid=27|AF]
The Republican takeover of the House is not good news for NASA. It's not that Republicans don't like NASA. As far as I can tell, just about everyone in the United States loves NASA. But they love NASA more in good economic times than in bad, and these are really bad economic times. The message from yesterday's election is not just that America is angry at Washington, but that Bill Clinton is still correct -- it's the economy, stupid. If Barack Obama wants to get reelected two years from now, he will have to join the bandwagon to cut federal spending that resonated so loudly with the electorate yesterday. The $6 billion increase over 5 years he included for NASA in his FY2011 budget request was always just a proposal and it is difficult to believe that it can survive the currenteconomic and political climate. As for Congress, the 2010 NASA authorization act did what most compromises do, split the difference. Not only will the government subsidize the commercial sector to build a transportation system to take people to low Earth orbit (LEO), but it will also build a government system to take people to LEO and beyond. That was unaffordable even with the President's $6 billion proposed increase; it surely is unaffordable now. NASA's space science programs are very popular with Congress and the public, but earth sciences have been a political football for a long time. Many Republicans do not believe that climate change is human-induced and question why NASA needs to invest so much in earth science research. With the White House and Senate still in Democratic hands, and Senator Barbara Mikulski still in the Senate to champion Goddard Space Flight Center and its earth science research programs, the news is not entirely gloomy. Still, the President's requested increase for NASA's earth science program may encounter rough seas ahead instead of the smooth sailing it enjoyed this year.

Asteroid Detection - Spending

Asteroid detection unpopular- cuts prove
Space Daily 06, [Space Daily 11/10/06, “Arecibo Radio Telescope May Lose Funding”, http://www.spacedaily.com/reports/Arecibo_Radio_Telescope_May_Lose_Funding_999.html|AF]
Last Friday, the National Science Foundation (NSF) announced an internal review committee's recommendation to raise $30 million for future astronomy projects and facilities by slashing its contributions to current projects and facilities. Cornell's Arecibo Observatory in Puerto Rico was one of the hardest hit: the report suggested that, unless they can find outside funding, the observatory should close sometime after 2011. If enacted, the plan will cut funding for Arecibo by up to $2.5 million per year . Cornell's official statement on the matter is that the University "will not take any actions which would lead to closing Arecibo," according to Prof. Martha Haynes, astronomy. The report was given by a committee of astronomers knownf as the Senior Review panel, who were appointed by the NSF over two years ago to reallocate funding within the NSF's Division of Astronomical Sciences based on the projects they felt were the most beneficial to the scientific community. They recommended cutting funding to Arecibo and a number of other national observatories by 20 to 25 percent over the next four years and possibly closing Arecibo. Cornell astronomers stress, however, that the committee merely gave suggestions on how to redistribute funding. "The senior report is an advisory tool to the NSF," said Prof. Jim Cordes, astronomy. "How the NSF chooses to act on it is still up in the air." Prof. Joe Burns, vice provost for physical sciences and engineering, called the committee's suggestions "harsh and unrealistic." "We feel that the Senior Review panel ignored several important aspects of Arecibo," said Burns, a professor of theoretical and applied mechanics. Haynes and Cordes echoed this sentiment. Arecibo, with its 1000-foot diameter dish, is the largest and most sensitive radio telescope in the world and can collect light from a much larger slice of the universe than its smaller relatives. This makes it ideal for conducting large-scale surveys of the sky, many of which are conducted by Cornell astronomers. "We basically sweep the sky looking for pulsars, ionized clouds of hydrogen, surveying the galaxy and extra-galactic space," Burns said. The Senior Review report stated that the current surveys would be finished by 2010, which was a significant error. The surveys are actually expected to continue for at least another ten years. "We were asked by the Senior Review group when the survey would finish, and we said we would be half finished in 2011. They took it to mean that we would be finished in 2011," said Burns. "Furthermore, the reason you do a survey is to find weird things. When you find something weird, you go back, and you study it. We are probably the only people who will be able to study most of the weird things we find, because we've got the world's largest telescope." Haynes agreed with Burns, adding, "The most interesting objects are the faint ones. The only telescope you can observe these faint objects with is Arecibo." If Arecibo closed, scientists would lose this capability to study the oddities of the universe.
Asteroid Deflection- Spending- Blue Dogs
Blue Dogs and Baucus are unsatisfied with spending for asteroid deflection 

DailyKos 09, [Daily Kos, 6/25/11, “GOP no longer believes in gravity after a big gust of wind”, http://thisbluemarble.com/archive/index.php/t-17299.html|AF]
Blue Dog Mike Ross mentioned his concerns: Many of us Blue Dogs are concerned. We shouldn't be rushing into more massive spending when we already have spent so much this year. If instead we have a trigger set to go off if the asteroid is within a thousand miles of earth, we can make sure we aren't wasting any more money. Senator Baucus is also apprehensive, instead advocating a contract for campaign contributor, Deflect Industries: We're moving too fast without considering the costs. Providing subsidies to private based asteroid deflection companies is the way to go. Recently started companies like Deflect Industries could do a much better job at deflecting asteroids than the government can. 

Asteroid Mining- Flip Flop
Obama flip flop on asteroid mining would anger Congress

Watson 10, [Traci Watson, USA Today, 6/28/10, “Landing on an asteroid: Not quite like in the movies”, http://www.physorg.com/news196920110.html|AF]

 In February, Obama took steps toward killing Bush's moon program, which was beset by technical troubles and money woes. Two months later, in a speech at Cape Canaveral, Fla., Obama announced that the astronauts' next stop is an asteroid. So far, the Obama administration has been quiet on the need for a major sum of money to accomplish his goal. And unlike Kennedy, who used Russian spacecraft missions known as Sputnik to promote the moon mission, Obama doesn't have a geopolitical imperative to justify the scheme. Congress is resisting Obama's change of direction, which could delay investment in the program. 

China Coop – Congress

Congress hates coop with China over space – will fight Obama

Whittington 2011 [Mark Whittington, Yahoo News, 5/8/11, “White House and Congress Clash Over NASA Funding, Space Cooperation with China” http://news.yahoo.com/s/ac/20110508/pl_ac/8438927_white_house_and_congress_clash_over_nasa_funding_space_cooperation_with_china|AF]
The clash is not limited to funding and of space policy priorities. Space News also reports that the following day, on May 4, Holdren told members of the subcommittee that cooperation with China is seen as critical for prospects for long term space exploration, such as to Mars. This, mildly speaking, was not welcome news to members of the subcommittee. The problem is that China is currently ruled by a tyrannical regime that violates the human rights of its own people and is engaged in an imperial drive toward super power status at the expense of the United States. Congress has, in fact, passed a law prohibiting most forms of space and science cooperation with the People's Republic of China. The distrust Congress holds toward the administration where it comes to space policy is palatable. Members of Congress have expressed the view that NASA is slow walking the heavy lift launcher. Many are also pretty sure that the White House is trying to circumnavigate the law and is trying to find ways to cooperate with China despite the law. All of this points to the very real possibility that congress will use the power of the purse to restrict White House space policy options and to impose its own will on the future direction of NASA and space exploration. That this clash is happening at all is a direct result of a series of political blunders made by the administration dating back to the cancellation of the Constellation space exploration program and a lack of leadership on the part of the president. 

Constellation- Spending

Constellation unpopular with public

Zimbio 10, [Zimbio, 6/26/10, “Tiny hope for Constellation”, http://www.zimbio.com/NASA/articles/r0mhzciaawM/Tiny+hope+for+Constellation|AF]
Houston Congressman Culberson, other, still trying to save Constellation. A Houston Congressman. John Culberson, warns that NASA’s manned flight program will be going on “indefinite hiatus” if the moon/Mars program, Constellation, is canceled–as the president wants. Congress, which has doubts about the new plan for research and (eventual) return to manned flight, is trying to save the current program. I don’t believe Congress can pull lthis off, although I applaud the effort. In any case, with our astronauts spending the last few decades in earth orbit, the public is bored with it. There’s no popular groundswell for manned spaceflight. Because of this, even assuming NASA truly expects to send astronauts to an asteroid, nobody’s going to provide the money.
Constellation- Congress
Constellation program unpopular- Congress
Moskowitz 11, [Clara Moskowitz, bachelor’s in astronomy and physics from Wesleyan, graduate in University of California, 1/7/11, “NASA Stuck in Limbo as New Congress Takes Over”, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/40967788/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/nasa-stuck-limbo-new-congress-takes-over/|AF]
Lawmakers in October passed – and President Obama signed – a NASA authorization bill that gave America's space agency the go-ahead to abandon its previous moon-oriented human spaceflight program and take aim at new targets: visiting an asteroid and Mars. That bill called for NASA to receive $19 billion in 2011 – a boost from the 2010 NASA budget of $18.3 billion. But that promised funding was not appropriated, since the outgoing lawmakers, along with the president, could not agree on a federal budget. Instead they enacted a continuing resolution – a kind of placeholder law until a full budget can be agreed upon – that froze the federal government, including NASA, at 2010 spending levels through March 4. "Clearly the big issue with NASA in this Congress is money," said Henry Hertzfeld, a professor of space policy and international affairs at George Washington University in Washington, D.C. "The details of the budget really hadn't been fully resolved with the old Congress, which left us with a continuing resolution and nothing more. The question is what happens when they begin to start debating NASA." Based on claims by new House Speaker John Boehner (R–Ohio), who said his party will aim to cut non-military discretionary spending back to 2008 levels, the space agency could be in for some serious budget cutbacks. "There's going to be a lot of hard negotiations," said space policy expert Roger Handberg, a political scientist at the University of Central Florida. "NASA's problem is it's not a priority. When they start slicing and dicing, NASA may be the one that gets to ‘contribute to the cause.’ I think it could be a disaster for the government part of the program."

Moon- Spending

Moon funding contested in Congress
Powell 10 [Stewart M. Powell, 11/11/10, New York Times, “Obama signs new space law”, http://www.cleveland.com/nation/index.ssf/2010/10/obama_signs_new_space_law.html|AF]

The Obama administration faces uncertainty over whether Congress will provide NASA the full $19 billion for the current fiscal year called for in the law signed by Obama on Monday. Congress is scheduled to return to Capitol Hill after the Nov. 2 mid-term congressional elections to approve spending for federal agencies through next Sept. 30. Obama and NASA policy makers in the House and Senate have approved the policy framework contained in the legislation signed by Obama but it remains up to congressional appropriators in November to actually vote the money. "The 600 pound gorilla here is the U.S. economy and the need for fiscal responsibility across all the agencies," explained former astronaut Sally Ride, a member of the White House panel that concluded NASA's Bush-era back-to-the-moon Constellation program was behind schedule, over budget and unachievable without $3 billion more a year. "The realities are very clear." 

Moon– Spending

No support- expensive

Cordell 10 [Bruce Cordell, Editor at 21st Century Waves, Program Manager at General Dynamics, Space Systems Education, University of Arizona and University of California, 4/19/10, “Obama’s new space policy and the spirit of Apollo”, http://21stcenturywaves.com/2010/04/19/obamas-new-space-policy-and-the-spirit-of-apollo/|AF]
Although it could have been just personalities or party politics, I began to suspect that the Moon wasn’t in our future when Mike Griffin wasn’t invited back. This was consistent with my initial impression that Obama would need to focus on repairing the economy and protecting national security, rather than charting grand visions in space. There was initially the well-advertised hope by Obama et al. that the $ 800+ B Stimulus Package would rapidly pave the way back to prosperity, and maybe that was the reason Obama didn’t favor the Moon … yet. But a year later, some of his major supporters in the economics community including Robert Shiller, “Don’t bet the farm on the housing recovery” (NY Times, 4/11/10), and Robert Reich, “The jobs picture still looks bleak” (WSJ, 4/12/10), are publicly hinting that problems will linger for a long time — as is the Federal Reserve (NY Times, 3/16/10) who left its benchmark interest rate near zero, and indicated it would likely stay there for “an extended period.” So the real reason Constellation and the Moon were canceled by Obama is probably because he perceives no reason to continue it. In counter-ebullient times like now, the American public doesn’t have a burning desire to colonize the Moon or to pay for it. And Obama’s lack of success — so far — in creating a V-shaped, job-filled recovery indicates this situation will continue for “an extended period.”

Moon Mining – Political Capital

Moon mining unpopular – expensive and fusion isn’t proven

Whittington 11 [Mark Whittington, Reporter, Yahoo News, “Harrion Schmitt’s Plan to Solve the Energy Problem by Mining the Moon”, http://news.yahoo.com/s/ac/20110504/us_ac/8419965_harrison_schmitts_plan_to_solve_the_energy_problem_by_mining_the_moon|AF]
A return to the moon was ruled out over a year ago by President Barack Obama when he canceled the Constellation space exploration program. However, there has recently been a resurgence in interest in sending astronauts back to the moon, especially in the Congress. Schmitt's scheme has the virtue of connecting the desire to go back to the Moon with solving the long term energy needs of planet Earth. While there are abundant fossil fuels, the supply is finite and in any case using oil and coal causes various forms of pollution. Solar and wind have thus far proven inadequate as a means of replacing fossil fuels. Helium 3 fueled hydrogen provides a potential of providing clean, virtually limitless energy for the foreseeable future. Of course, there are obstacles in the path of a helium 3 fusion future, both technical and political. Developing a reactor that will create more energy than it consumes to create a helium 3 fusion reaction will be daunting. Then there are the problems of developing of lunar mining techniques and a cost effective transportation infrastructure between Earth and the moon. The political problem is almost as acute. The Fusion Technology Institute is funded with private money, as the Energy Department thinks that space based helium 3 is a NASA problem and NASA thinks fusion energy is an Energy Department problem. It will take a leader of vision to sort out the turf battles and get Schmitt's plan rolling.

Moon Mining [Mars too] – Spending
Mining unpopular- spending not seen as worth it
Roland and Brownback 04, [K Roland and Senator Sam Brownback, NASA Ames Research Center, 4/2/4, “US Senator Sam Brownback holds hearing on the future of NASA”, http://findarticles.com/p/news-articles/political-transcript-wire/mi_8167/is_20050630/senator-sam-brownback-ks-holds/ai_n50527023/|AF]
BROWNBACK: Dr. Roland, give me your perspective on why we should or shouldn't go back to the moon or to Mars? ROLAND: If the moon were paved in diamonds, it'd cost more to go get them than they're worth here on Earth. It's one of the reasons we haven't gone back to the moon is we discovered there is nothing there worth going back for. It is proved that you could do some science fair and you could do some experiments, but nothing where the payoff is anywhere near the cost. And I think the same thing is true within Mars. This notion that humans in C-2 do better research than machines I think is simply not true. And I don't know of any particular activity that a human is going to do on Mars that a machine can't do. Remember, our machines are controlled from earth. We send them out and we tell them what to do. We don't have to pre-program. We direct them around. We have the get samples. 25 years ago, NASA could have sent an automated probe to Mars to take soil samples and bring it back. We could have it down in the Air and Space Museum now. And we haven't done those automated missions that we ought to be doing. I have no doubt that someday, humans will go to Mars. And we'll probably go back to the moon. And we'll probably colonize the moon or Mars or some other place in space, but not with the technology that we have now. What we have now is the technology that allows us to do an enormous amount of scientific exploration. And that's being cut off while we float astronauts around in near earth orbit. It's just an imbalance of our priorities. I agree that the space program has to have some balance of priorities, but throughout NASA's history, it's been spending two- thirds of its money on manned space flight. And we get very little payoff from that.

Moon- Horsetrading

Moon travel would cause horsetrading- mars exploration proves
Powell 10 [Stewart M. Powell, 9/29/10, New York Times, “House OKs new course for manned spaceflight- With Obama’s signature, moon missions will give way to Mars”, http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/nation/7224649.html#ixzz1NyXU2SWB )html|AF]
The United States on Wednesday officially abandoned nearly 50 years of pursuing manned moon missions — the galvanizing symbol of space exploration - to lay down a new roadmap calling for NASA to catapult astronauts to distant asteroids and Mars. The course correction came in a 304-118 House vote at 10:35 p.m. Wednesday adopting a 108-page White House-Senate compromise that officially scrapped the last vestiges of Bush-era plans to return astronauts to the moon by 2020. The deal authorized $1.3 billion over the next three years for commercial spacecraft companies to begin ferrying cargo and astronauts to the orbiting space station, freeing NASA to pour billions of dollars into developing heavy lift rockets and crew capsules suitable for deep space exploration. The compromise, in the making for months, was crafted by Sens. Kay Bailey Hutchison, R-Dallas, and Bill Nelson, D-Fla., and now heads to President Barack Obama's desk for signature into law. 

India Cooperation – Political Capital

Cooperation costs polcap
Financial Times 09, [Financial Times, 11/22/09, “Put Space at the Heart of US-India Relations”, http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/87161d80-d794-11de-b578-00144feabdc0.html|AF]
President Obama will receive Prime Minister Manmohan Singh on Tuesday for the first official state visit of his administration, a visit befitting India’s emergence as a major global actor. It also signals America’s commitment to a strong partnership. For more than a decade, the US-India relationship has been deepening. This visit provides the chance to focus on a big idea that could lift relations to a higher orbit – literally. Mr Obama and Mr Singh should unveil a long-term bilateral initiative to work together to secure the threatened common spaces of our planet – our global commons – including the seas, atmosphere, outer space and the digital domain. The two leaders should underscore this by launching a major venture in outer space. The Obama administration and Singh government are both in their first year of tenure and have the political capital to push through a major advance. A similar moment in July 2005 led to the launch of a challenging civil nuclear initiative and its passage against great odds in both capitals. Today, the conventional wisdom is that the two leaders will not match the scale of the nuclear bargain and should limit themselves to consolidating recent gains. We disagree. They should aim higher and focus on strategic co-operation in outer space. They can bring lasting benefits to national space programmes and lay out the framework for an international code of conduct in outer space. Besides influencing a range of international issues, from energy security to global warming, space co-operation could define a new template for the management of the global commons. As Washington looks for new partners in the management of the global commons, India is a natural choice.  Four broad areas of bilateral space co-operation present themselves. First, advanced launch technologies. The greatest limitation on space-ventures is the cost of launching objects into space. The two countries should partner in basic scientific research, such as advanced materials and combustion science that could enable a new generation of spacecraft, while avoiding the proliferation of dangerous ballistic missile capabilities. 

India Cooperation- Fears of Stolen Tech
 
Congress fears coop with India- tech transfers are issues of national security

Chaudhury 10 [Dipanjan Roy, Mail Today, 2010“Obama likely to ease sanctions on DRDO & ISRO during India visit”, Lexis|AF]
Obama arrives in New Delhi on November 8 - a visit which could also witness agreements on agriculture, education and defence sectors. It is no secret that removing entities such as the Defence Research and Development Organisation ( DRDO), the Indian Space Research Organisation ( ISRO) and Bharat Electronics from a stringent US export control list has been a contentious issue. Officials said India has long been seeking normal trade in high- technology and dualuse goods with the US. When US national security adviser James Jones was in Delhi in July, India had pitched for taking the DRDO and ISRO off the US list of foreign entities slapped with a technology transfer ban. The issue could be settled when foreign secretary Nirupama Rao visits Washington later this month. US secretary of state Hillary Clinton may visit New Delhi on a short- trip in October to finalise the agenda by sorting out the irritants in ties. After Pokhran II in May 1998, trade with ISRO and the DRDO was banned. This has continued notwithstanding the Indo- US civilian nuclear deal in 2008. Sources claimed that the ban has affected India's domestic military modernization programme. New Delhi insists that the ban must be overturned for Indo- US space cooperation. Almost all senior Indian officials, including external affairs minister S. M. Krishna, who visited the US this year had pointed out to their American counterparts that the ban was affecting the bilateral partnership, with Rao describing the US export control regime as " anachronistic". Referring to the problems faced by " allies" as a result of inconsistent or outdated rules, the White House in a recent statement said: " The control list criteria are based on transparent rules, which will reduce the uncertainty faced by our allies, the US industry and its foreign partners, and will allow the government to erect higher walls around the most sensitive items in order to enhance national security." The recent weeks have witnessed visits from both sides in the run- up to Obama's trip. Conscious of the fact that the maiden Indo- US strategic dialogue did not yield the desired results, sources said the Obama administration had been focusing hard on the deliverables of the visit. 



Congress doesn’t trust India-  fears tech leaks 

States News Service 07, [States News Service, 2007, “MARKEY REACTION TO FBI INDICTMENTS FOR TRANSFER OF CONTROLLED US MISSILE TECHNOLOGY TO INDIA”, Lexis|AF]
(D-MA), co-chair of the House Bipartisan Task Force on Nonproliferation and a leading opponent of efforts to grant India a special exemption from U.S. nonproliferation laws, released the following statement regarding the FBI indictments of two individuals for exporting sensitive missile technology to India in violation of U.S. law. The indictments also allege conspiracy by Indian governmental officials in this circumvention of U.S. export control law, breaking important political agreements with the United States government. Rep. Markey said: "If the Indian government has attempted to circumvent U.S. export controls over sensitive missile technology, as is alleged in the indictment, then it has violated its explicit agreements to become a responsible international actor in the context of nonproliferation. "India has also long touted its strong military and space-launch cooperation with Iran, which raises the possibility that the sensitive U.S. missile technologies India has misappropriated may wind up benefiting Tehran. This would be absolutely unacceptable, and it would be treated as such by the Congress. "This is not only an indictment of individuals for breaking export control law, it is also a blistering indictment of the Bush Administration's judgment. "This administration successfully pressed Congress to grant India a huge exception to U.S. nuclear nonproliferation laws with the argument that India has strong nonproliferation credentials. However, if the allegations contained in this indictment are true, India has shown itself to be willing to violate U.S. export controls in order to gain access to sensitive technologies. "Congress needs to reassess whether to proceed to allow the Indian government access to nuclear materials and sensitive technologies. "We need to find out how long the Administration has known about this behavior, and whether it was content to let the Congress remain in the dark about yet another critical national security issue."  
Generic- Climate

Republicans hate climate research- distraction

Sheppard 11, [Kate Sheppard, Reporter, 2/11/11, motherjones.com/blue-marble/2011/02/republican-climate-nasa-budget|AF]
This week, Reps. Bill Posey (R-Fla.), Sandy Adams (R-Fla.) and Rob Bishop (R-Utah) called for a budget that would "reprioritize NASA" by axing the funding for climate change research. The original cuts to the budget outlined yesterday would have cut $379 million from NASA's budget. These members want climate out of NASA's purview entirely, however. Funding climate research, said Adams in a statement, "undercuts one of NASA's primary and most important objectives of human spaceflight." "NASA's primary purpose is human space exploration and directing NASA funds to study global warming undermines our ability to maintain our competitive edge in human space flight," said Posey. 

Generic- Solar Energy

Solar energy unpopular- spending and lobbies

Fleming 11, [Ryan Fleming, Reporter, 1/20/11, “All energy could be renewable by 2030”,  http://www.digitaltrends.com/cool-tech/all-energy-could-be-renewable-by-2030|AF]
 The survey based the energy figures on the idea that it would be affordable energy. We may have the technology to be able to create renewable and reusable energy to replace all energy consumption today, but if the cost would be ruinous. In order to begin construction, it would take an act of Congress, and similar governmental approvals around the world to help provide subsidies. That is of course assuming that the country was wealthy enough to provide the subsidies, even if it wanted to. But at the risk of sounding unduly cynical, the forces that control the oil lobbies in Congress, as well as the major oil companies themselves, would probably not look favorably on a proposal that would effectively run them out of business in 20 years. Never underestimate the power of self-interest, even when put up against that good of all humanity. 
.
SPS – Political Capital

Pushing SPS costs Obama polcap
David 08, [David Leonard, Pentagon, 5/15/08, “Space Based Solar Power- Harvesting Energy from Space”, http://www.azocleantech.com/article.aspx?ArticleID=69|AF]
Overall, pushing forward on SBSP "is a complex problem and one that lends itself to a wide variety of competing solutions," said John Mankins, President of Artemis Innovation Management Solutions, LLC, in Ashburn, Virginia. "There's a whole range of science and technology challenges to be pursued. New knowledge and new systems concepts are needed in order to enable space based solar power. But there does not appear, at least at present, that there are any fundamental physical barriers," Mankins explained. Peter Teets, Distinguished Chair of the Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense Studies, said that SBSP must be economically viable with those economics probably not there today. "But if we can find a way with continued technology development ... and smart moves in terms of development cycles to bring clean energy from space to the Earth, it's a home run kind of situation," he told attendees of the meeting. "It's a noble effort," Teets told Space News. There remain uncertainties in SBSP, including closure on a business case for the idea, he added. "I think the Air Force has a legitimate stake in starting it. But the scale of this project is going to be enormous. This could create a new agency ... who knows? It's going to take the President and a lot of political will to go forward with this," Teets said. 

SPS – Public

Public opposes- health effects
Shiner 08, [Linda Shiner, Air and Space Magazine, 7/1/08, “Where the Sun Does Shine”, http://www.airspacemag.com/space-exploration/Sun_Does_Shine.html|AF]
Perhaps the biggest hurdle facing space solar power is public concern about how low-level microwave beams will affect animals and humans. Never mind that the fear remains unfounded. Because of the widespread use of microwaves for communication, the Federal Communications Commission has established a safety standard for human exposure. In all proposed space power systems, the expected power density at the edges of the receiving antenna, where people are most likely to be affected, meets the standard. But explaining this to the public, which hears “microwave” and thinks “oven,” might require a large and costly education campaign. Another worry, that microwave beams could scramble a passing airliner’s avionics or harm passengers, could be addressed by restricting the airspace around the beams, just as the Federal Aviation Administration restricts the airspace over nuclear power plants. Space power advocates may find it instructive to study the political struggles of the nuclear power industry.

SPS – Alternative Energy Lobbies
SPS angers fossil fuel lobbies- massive political battle guaranteed 

Preble 06, [Darel Preble, President of Space Solar Power Institute, 12/15/06, “Introduction” http://www.sspi.gatech.edu/sunsatcorpfaq.pdf|AF]
Changing our nation and our world’s baseload energy generation sources to introduce SSP is a massive battle. The current oil, coal, and gas energy providers, nuclear as well, are not eager to see their baseload investments face competition from SSP, which has zero fuel costs and zero emissions and a billion years of steady supply projected. This is why SSP has been unfunded since it was invented in 1968. Carter pushed through the SSP reference study in 1979-1980, but space transportation costs were far too high, and they were forced to plan to use astronauts to bolt it together. This is too dangerous for astronauts outside the protection of the Van Allen Radiation Belts. (The Space Station is inside the Van Allen Belts) People are also too expensive to use for SSP construction. Telerobotics, the real way to assemble SSP, did not exist in 1979. Now it is used in heart surgery every day worldwide and for a thousand other uses. (The fossil fuel industry has battled environmentalists every inch during our struggle to understand climate change effects. That is their right. Perhaps half the studies are wrong. But half are right.) Most crucially, space transportation costs have stayed too high because there is no market large enough to support a Reusable Launch Vehicle fleet. SSP IS just such a massive market. Robert Zubrin mentions this battle and perspective in “Entering Space”, page 51. He quit space transportation and decided to work on Mars, which has no possibility of commercialization this century. This is detailed in the Space Transportation chapter on the SSPW website also. You can’t make an omelet without breaking a few eggs.



Congress won’t support SPS- coal and oil lobbies

Mankins 8 [John C. Mankins, Spring 2008, “Space Based Solar Power” http://www.nss.org/adastra/AdAstra-SBSP-2008.pdf|AF]
AD ASTRA: In light of the growing demand for dwindling hydrocarbons and the dangerous increases of greenhouse gases, do you think that the world is now primed to seriously consider space-based power systems? GLASER: No, because people can still get gas for their cars too easily. Those in the top levels of science and government know what is coming, but the average man on the street will not care unless it impacts his wallet. That is the biggest problem. The basic approach is unchanged from my initial concept. We could have built this system 30 years ago. The technology just keeps getting better. The design and implementation is a small problem Compared to the much larger obstacle of getting people to understand the potential benefits. Building such a system could provide cheap and limitless power for the entire planet, yet instead of trying to find a way to make it work, most people shrug it off as being too expensive or too difficult. Of course existing energy providers will tight, too. It only makes sense that coal and oil lobbies will continue to find plenty of reasons for our representatives in Congress to reject limitless energy from the sun
Solar power unpopular- lobbies

New York Times 09, [New York Times, 10/27/09, “Solar Industry Takes on Coal and Oil Lobbies”, http://green.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/10/27/solar-industry-takes-on-coal-and-oil-lobbies/, 10/27/11|AF]
A solar industry leader smacked down the oil and coal industries on Tuesday, calling for renewable energy proponents to open their wallets to level the playing field in Washington. “The full promise of solar power is being restrained by the tyranny of policies that protect our competitors, subsidize wealthy polluters and disadvantage green entrepreneurs,” said Rhone Resch, chief executive of the Solar Energy Industries Association, according to prepared remarks for a speech he is to give at the opening of the Solar Power International conference. The event, being held in Anaheim, Calif., is the solar industry’s biggest annual get-together in the United States, and is usually a celebration of the industry’s breakneck growth of recent years. But Mr. Resch said that with the fossil fuel industry devoting tens of millions of dollars to defeat climate change legislation now before Congress, the solar industry needs to start throwing its weight around Washington. “How our country proceeds on climate change will permanently shape the market for solar,” he said in his remarks. Oil and coal interests “are spending millions of dollars on lobbying, P.R. and advertising, and much of it is financing a deliberate effort to discredit our industry,” Mr. Resch added. “At the end of the day in Washington, good intentions won’t stand a chance against millions of dollars and intense political pressure. We have relied on good will long enough, and if that’s the only arrow in our quiver, we will lose.”
Fossil fuel lobbies oppose 
Glaser 08, [Peter Glaser, PhD, inventor of SPS, Spring 2008, “An Energy Pioneer”, http://www.nss.org/adastra/AdAstra-SBSP-2008.pdf|AF]
No, because people can still get gas for their cars too easily. Those in the top levels of science and government know what is coming, but the average man on the street will not care unless it impacts his wallet. That is the biggest problem. The basic approach is unchanged from my initial concept. We could have built this system 30 years ago. The technology just keeps getting better. The design and implementation is a small problem compared to the much larger obstacle of getting people to understand the potential benefits. Building such a system could provide cheap and limitless power for the entire planet, yet instead of trying to find a way to make it work, most people shrug it off as being too expensive or too difficult. Of course existing energy providers will fight, too. It only makes sense that coal and oil lobbies will continue to find plenty of reasons for our representatives in Congress to reject limitless energy from the sun.

No lobbies support SPS

Rouge 07, [Joseph D. Rouge, Acting director of National Security Space Office, 10/9/07, “Space Based Solar Power”, http://www.acq.osd.mil/nsso/solar/SBSPInterimAssesment0.1.pdf|AF]
The SBSP Study Group found that SBSP development over the past 30 years has made little progress because it “falls between the cracks” of currently‐defined responsibilities of federal bureaucracies, and has lacked an organizational advocate within the US Government. The current bureaucratic lanes are drawn in such a way to exclude the likelihood of SBSP development. NASA’s charter and focus is clearly on robotic and human exploration to execute - 25 - the Moon‐Mars Vision for Space Exploration, and is cognizant that it is not America’s Department of Energy (DOE). DOE rightly recognizes that the hard challenges to SBSP all lie in spacefaring activities such as space access, and space‐to‐Earth power‐beaming, none of which are its core competencies, and would make it dependent upon a space‐capable agency. The Office of Space Commercialization in the Department of Commerce is not sufficiently resourced for this mission, and no dedicated Space Development Agency exists as of yet. DoD has much of the necessary development expertise in‐house, and clearly has a responsibility to look to the long term security of the United States, but it is also not the country’s Department of Energy, and must focus itself on war prevention and warfighting concerns. A similar problem exists in the private sector. US space companies are used to small launch markets with the government as a primary customer and advocate, and do not have a developed business model or speak in a common language with the energy companies. The energy companies have adequate capital and understand their market, but do not understand the aerospace sector. One requires a demonstrated market, while the other requires a demonstrated technical capability. Without a trusted agent to mediate the collaboration and serve as an advocate for supportive policy, progress is likely to be slow.

SPS – Spending 

SPS controversial- expensive

URS 08, [International Union of Radio Science, 2008, “White Paper”, http://www.ursi.org/WP/WP-SPS%20final.htm|AF]
There are SPS-related issues that are highly controversial. Although several space agencies have pursued SPS studies and research (see the next section), very critical papers have been published that concluded that an SPS is impractical and will never go into operation (e.g., [2|AF]). A more pro-SPS reply to this criticism [3|AF] was based on the economic issues raised in [2|AF]. Among the controversial issues is the question of the space engineering and technology that are necessary for the launch, and the assembly and the maintenance of an SPS system, all of which to a great extent are not yet possible. Other heavily debated issues are related to economic justifications (in comparison with other power sources), are related to the question of whether an SPS can provide a base-load “clean” power system on a global scale, are related to military applications, and are related to public acceptance. All of these issues are beyond URSI’s scientific domain and will therefore not be discussed in this white paper. Social issues of an SPS may perhaps be addressed by the International Council for Science (ICSU).

No congressional SPS support- economy

Mahan 7, [Rob Mahan, creator of citizens for Space Based Solar Power, “C-SBSP”, http://c-sbsp.org/sbsp-faq/|AF]

The financial solution will admittedly be very expensive at first, so there must be an early adopter, like the Defense Department, to provide a market and rewards for those willing to invest in space based solar power and the supporting technologies. Engineering and scientific advancements and the commercialization of supporting technologies will soon lead to ubiquitous and low cost access to space and more widespread use of wireless power transmision. Economies of scale will eventually make space-based solar power affordable, but probably never cheap again, like energy was fifty years ago. Eventual Moon based operations will reduce costs significantly, since it takes twenty-two times less energy to launch from Moon than from Earth’s gravity well and the use of lunar materials will allow heavier, more robust structures. The political solution will most likely be the biggest hurdle to the development of space-based solar power because so many areas have to be negotiated and agreed upon, not only within the United States, but with our allies around the world, too. Strong energy independence legislation is the first step that needs to be taken immediately. Treaties and agreements for the military and commercial use of space must be negotiated and put into place. Universal safety measures must be agreed upon and integrated into related legislation and treaties. Getting widespread voter (i.e. tax-payer) support to prompt Congress to take action may be the highest hurdle of all. 

SPS – A2 DOD Supports

DOD won’t fight
Day 08, [Dwayne A. Day, Program Office- Space Studies Board of the National Research Council, 6/9/08, “Knights in Shining Armor”, Space Review, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1147/1|AF]
If all this is true, why is the space activist community so excited about the NSSO study? That is not hard to understand. They all know that the economic case for space solar power is abysmal. The best estimates are that SSP will cost at least three times the cost per kilowatt hour of even relatively expensive nuclear power. But the military wants to dramatically lower the cost of delivering fuel to distant locations, which could possibly change the cost-benefit ratio. The military savior also theoretically solves some other problems for SSP advocates. One is the need for deep pockets to foot the immense development costs. The other is an institutional avatar—one of the persistent policy challenges for SSP has been the fact that responsibility for it supposedly “falls through the cracks” because neither NASA nor the Department Of Energy wants responsibility. If the military takes on the SSP challenge, the mission will finally have a home. But there’s also another factor at work: naïveté. Space activists tend to have little understanding of military space, coupled with an idealistic impression of its management compared to NASA, whom many space activists have come to despise. For instance, they fail to realize that the military space program is currently in no better shape, and in many cases worse shape, than NASA. The majority of large military space acquisition programs have experienced major problems, in many cases cost growth in excess of 100%. Although NASA has a bad public record for cost overruns, the DoD’s less-public record is far worse, and Military space has a bad reputation in congress, which would never allow such a big, expensive new program to be started. Again, this is not to insult the fine work conducted by those who produced the NSSO space solar power study. They accomplished an impressive amount of work without any actual resources. But it is nonsensical for members of the space activist community to claim that “the military supports space solar power” based solely on a study that had no money, produced by an organization that has no clout.
Human Spaceflight
Key republicans against human missions

Daily Kos 11 [Daily Kos, Science Matters, 6/14/11, “GOP Debate: No federal funding for human spaceflight”, ” http://www.dailykos.com/story/2011/06/14/985053/-GOP-Debate:-No-Federal-funding-for-human-space-flight|AF]


The Republican presidential field sent a clear message to NASA workers in America: They don’t see a federal role in funding human space flight, [video clip at 6:50 to 9:28|AF]. Debate moderator John King of CNN asked the other six candidates in attendance whether they would continue federal funding for human space flight. Not a single candidate - Texas Rep. Ron Paul, former Massachusetts Gov. Mitt Romney, former Minnesota Gov. Tim Pawlenty, Minnesota Rep. Michele Bachmann, former Pennsylvania Sen. Rick Santorum and former Godfather’s Pizza CEO Herman Cain — raised their hand.
Space Weapons- Congress

Space weapons controversial- expensive launch costs and maintenance along with ASAT threats
Hitchens, 05 [Theresa Hitchens, Vice President of the Center for Defense Information, 9/14/05, “U.S. Military Space Policy and Strategy”, http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2004_2009/documents/dv/hitchens-05_12_01_/hitchens-05_12_01_en.pdf|AF]

What I can also say is that even if the new presidential policy blesses the Pentagon’s space warfare strategy, it remains unclear whether Congress will be willing to fund it much beyond basic technology research. Space is an exceedingly expensive place. Tofully implement the capabilities necessary to fight “in, from and through” space, hundreds of billions would have to be dedicated to developing new weapons, launching thousands of new on-orbit assets, and maintaining those systems once they are deployed. With launch costs remaining at $22,000 per kilogram, and current satellites in LEO weighing up to 4,000 kilograms, the price tag rapidly becomes exorbitant – hundreds and hundreds of billions of dollars. Further, Congress is already expressing concerns about the costs of today’s Air Force space programs that have nothing to do with controversial ASAT or space-strike systems. Programs such as the Transformational Satellite System designed to replace current military communications satellites, and the Space Radar to replace aging U.S. early warning satellites, are years behind schedule and tens of millions of dollars over budget. Congressional reaction to Air Force budget requests for new space weapons programs based on unproven and yet undeveloped technologies may well not be all that favorable. In addition, space weapons remain controversial politically and the concept unpopular with broad U.S. public opinion – and a unilateral move by the United States to weaponize space is likely to also face harsh international political resistance and possible backlash as other nations seek to compete with their own space weapons programs.

Space Weapons- Public

American public hates space weapons

Gallagher and Steinbruner 08, [Nancy Gallagher, Associate Director for Research at the Center of International Security Studies at Maryland and Senior Research Scholar at the University of Maryland and was Special Advisor to the President and Secretary of State, John D. Steinbruner, Fellow of the American Academy of Arts and Science and co-chair at the Committee on International Security Studies at the American Academy and Professor of Public Policy at the University of Maryland and Chairman of the Board of the Arms Control Association, 2008 “Reconsidering the Rules for Space Security”,  American Academy of Arts and Science|AF]
Because the Bush administration has generally been hostile to the Clinton legacy, the implication of the decision to use the Clinton National Space Policy for so long is that they are afraid to say clearly and authoritatively what pursuing the SPACECOM vision actually entails and how much of this project they have endorsed. The idea of space weapons is unpopular with the American public, and even the dedicated advocates are cautious about exposing their plans and programs to close scrutiny.


Generic Link Magnifiers

NASA programs cost polcap- even popular policies don’t get congress and president on board

Conley 10, [Richard S. Conley, Associate Professor, Department of Political Science University of Florida, and Wendy Whitman Cobb, PhD University of Florida, 6/19/10, “The Perils of Presidential Leadership on Space Policy: The Politics of Congressional Budgeting for NASA, 1958-2008”|AF]

Few presidents have been willing to put their “political capital” on the line for space policy—a “constituentless” policy area (Light 1999)—since the Apollo era. And the international and domestic political context has changed considerably since NASA’s inception. NASA’s raison d’être has become less clear following the end of the Cold War and with increased multinational cooperation on projects, such as the ISS, involving Russia and the European Union (Murray 1991), not to mention China’s emerging interest in space exploration. Still, two presidents—George H.W. Bush in 1989 and George W. Bush in 2004—attempted to articulate long-term visions for NASA. Their relative success was contingent not only on congressional action but also their successors’ commitment as party control of the White House changed. George H.W. Bush proposed the Space Exploration Initiative (SEI) in 1989, with the explicit goal of putting mankind on Mars. The large price tag inhibited congressional action in his inaugural year, and the SEI was not taken up by Congress until 1990 for FY 1991, and that year the president’s budget fell apart dramatically in Congress (Eastland 1992). In 2004 George W. Bush proposed the VSE, which called for phasing out the space shuttle program and emphasizing programs designed to use the moon as a launching pad for eventual exploration of Mars. Yet President Obama, following his 2008 election victory, signaled that such efforts are a low priority on his overall agenda and has attempted to scale back the Constellation project significantly. If presidential commitment to space exploration has been highly uneven in recent decades, NASA’s ability to influence presidential commitment to space policy has been further hampered by bureaucratic intransigence and a failure to alter its own agenda priorities as political control and priorities of the White House and Capitol Hill have alternated. As Klerkx (2005, 57) contends, “the pace of human spaceflight is whatever pace NASA says it should be,” regardless of congressional skepticism or presidents’ “vision” or lack thereof. NASA programs have been criticized for their path dependency—programs taking on a life of their own independent of congressional or presidential calls for change (Roberts 1990, 144; Bruggeman 2002). Path dependency obviously inhibits successful liaison with either Congress or the Office of Management and Budget. 

Even if actual plan popular, tax increases aren’t- means plan will still be opposed

Houston Chronicle 08, [Stewart Powell, Reporter, Houston Chronicle, “NASA popular, but tax hike for funding isn’t, poll finds”, http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/metropolitan/5843539.html|AF]

WASHINGTON — Key arguments being made by supporters of increased NASA funding are not resonating with the American public, a new Gallup Poll released Tuesday found. The poll conducted for a business group called the Coalition for Space Exploration found that voters strongly approve of the venerable space agency's work but are reluctant to pay more taxes to finance new initiatives. The Gallup survey — released just a day before the House is scheduled to vote on adding $2.9 billion to the NASA budget — undercut a key argument being used by Texas lawmakers in their bid to persuade Congress to boost spending: that more money is needed to compete in space against China and to close a five-year gap in manned U.S. space operations between retirement of the shuttle fleet in 2010 and launch of the Constellation program in 2015. The Gallup survey of 1,002 adults found that two of three Americans were not alarmed by the prospect that China plans to send astronauts to the moon by 2017 — at least one year ahead of the first scheduled U.S. lunar mission since 1972. Congressional supporters and space agency officials said that public opinion should not be the guiding force behind NASA spending. "The international challenge to our dominance in space and the impending gap in our domestic program pose serious concerns which must be addressed head-on by increasing funding for NASA," said Rep. Nick Lampson, D-Stafford. "It is my hope that it will not take another Sputnik moment for America to reignite the spirit of exploration that changed the world half a century ago and put man on the moon." Lampson is working with other Houston-area lawmakers to increase President Bush's proposed $18.2 billion budget for NASA. The bipartisan measure is expected to pass, over White House objections. NASA supports the president's smaller budget request but will carry out its missions "based upon the budget that ultimately is approved by Congress," said David Mould, NASA's assistant administrator for public affairs. He says the agency "does not and cannot modify its missions and activities in response to polls." Rep. John Culberson, R-Houston, emphasized the strong grass-roots support for NASA, despite tough times in federal budgeting. "Space exploration is an integral part of America's identity, and keeping our competitive advantage in the areas of innovation, exploration, research and development will shape America's future," said Culberson. "This poll proves that Americans understand the link between a successful, well-funded space program and our prosperity as a nation." Group backs more funds Despite the mixed results, Mary Engola, an official with Boulder, Colo.-based Ball Aerospace and Technologies, said her organization hoped the poll would "help support efforts to support an increase in the NASA budget." Engola, a spokeswoman for the pro-NASA coalition, attributed Americans' absence of concern over China's space ambitions to the popular view that China's space program remains "relatively benign and not aligned with the competition that we had with the Russians in the 1960s and the 1970s." Lawmakers pressing to boost NASA spending concede they will fall short of what the coalition of aerospace industries wants — 1 percent of the nation's $2.7 trillion federal budget next year — or $27 billion, an increase of 48 percent. The poll found overwhelming support for NASA's mission and majority backing for a $27 billion NASA budget. But it also found opposition to a federal tax hike to help cut the five-year gap in manned U.S. space operations, with 57 percent opposed and 43 percent in favor. The survey was commissioned by a business coalition of 41 aerospace firms and related industries and associations.


A2- President Supports

Presidential support isn’t enough- won’t guarantee support for space because spending is so controversial

McCurdy 07, [Howard E. McCurdy, School of Public Affairs at American University, Chuck Atkins, Chief of Staff and house Committee on Science and Technology, Lori B. Garver, former associate administrator for Policy and Plans at NASA, Marc Kaufman, Washington Post and Woodrow Wilson Center for International Scholars, 5/14/07, “Congress and America’s Future in Space: Pie in the Sky or National Imperative?”, http://www.wilsoncenter.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=topics.event_summary&event_id=201072&topic_id=1412|AF]

America must continue with its scientific exploration of outer space, though the costs of building a space station on the Moon as a launch pad for sending astronauts to Mars and beyond—-estimated by some at over $400 billion--may be too much for Congress and the public to swallow. That was the consensus of a panel of experts at the Congress Project Seminar on Congress and America’s Future in Space. Professor Howard E. McCurdy of American University traced the history of America’s space program while exploding “the myth of presidential leadership in space.” According to that myth, says McCurdy, all the President has to do is move his lips and say the words, and it will be done. But that ignores both the independence of Congress and the ways of the NASA bureaucracy. Congress sometimes says “no” and sometimes, “go slow.” While Congress did largely defer to the President during the 1960s when John F. Kennedy called for putting a man on the moon within the decade, that began to change with the next stages of our space program. When President George W. Bush announced in 2004 his “Vision for Space Exploration,” which included building a Moon station for manned flights to Mars, he was recycling an idea that’s been kicked around for the last 50 years, says McCurdy. In fact, in 1989 Bush’s father called for the exact same thing, calling it the “Space Exploration Initiative.” But it died a natural death in Congress.  



Link Magnifiers- Government



Gov support for space rapidly evaporates

Atkins 11, [Williams Atkins, iTWire, 3/6/11, “US public space efforts out of whack”, http://www.itwire.com/opinion-and-analysis/uni-verse/45594-us-public-space-efforts-out-of-wack?start=2|AF]

But, NASA doesn’t have an option with keeping its talented people. It must cut back on its employment due to the retirement of the Space Shuttle program and the new program (still without a name) not coming active until 2015 or later. The U.S. Congress and the White House were responsible for such a gap in the closing of the old program and the starting of the new one. They forced NASA, and thus its contractor companies, to terminate employment among its astronauts, engineers, scientists, technicians, office staff, and others. Will NASA’s lack of talent be the key to its future failure? Probably not. Mass exoduses of employees have occurred in the past -- between Apollo and the Space Shuttle programs is one example. However, the amount of information, knowledge, experience, and expertise that have left NASA in terms of “former” employees can only make it much more difficult to maintain a vibrant and strong U.S. public manned space program. Instead of taking the steady approach, the U.S. government and the White House seem more apt to start and end big programs with a lurch, and without much concern for overlap of these programs. We also see it in our systems of education, defense, and infrastructure -- to name just three -- that have wide cycles of support and decay. The government throws money at these areas for a few years, and then it ignores them for a while.  



No support for space 

Haridopolos 11, [Mike Haridopolos, Orlando Sentinel, 4/20/11, “Mike Haridopolos: A Call for Congress to join focus on space”, http://articles.orlandosentinel.com/2011-04-20/news/os-ed-space-program-mike-haridopolos-20110419_1_new-jobs-space-florida-aerospace-jobs|AF] 

About 1,900 Floridians will lose their jobs, many of them their careers, before the summer is out because of the end of NASA's space shuttle program. With most day-to-day operations ceasing after the Shuttle Atlantis launches in late June, and still no clear continuing mission for NASA, contractor United Space Alliance has no other choice. A downsizing of this magnitude, in a single industry affecting so many high-wage jobs, is rippling through the region's already battered economy. To make matters worse, the federal government, which assured us it had a plan for support and aggressive economic development, has failed us with empty promises that impact not only our citizens, but our spectacular space program. One year ago, President Obama and Sen. Bill Nelson came to Kennedy Space Center and announced with much fanfare the creation of an economic task force and promised $40 million in funding to offset the loss of jobs. After local and regional organizations spent several months developing programs and proposals to use the federal grants, we have yet to see any of the promised dollars. That's a failure in leadership. All Americans, especially NASA employees and Space Coast residents, deserve better.  
Link Magnifiers- NASA



NASA seen as failing- difficult to get support

Pasztor 10, [Andy Pasztor, Wall Street Journal, 9/29/10, “Budget Deal Propels NASA on New Path”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704116004575522770134156424.html|AF]

Capping nearly a year of intense industry turmoil, agency uncertainty and congressional debate, the vote reflected last-minute decisions by House leaders from both parties to embrace a previously-passed Senate blueprint for NASA, though it doesn't completely satisfy any of the rival interest groups or regional factions maneuvering to shape the agency's future. By adopting the measure, the House sought to end the agency's drift and pave the way for some of the exploration and research initiatives proposed by the White House. If congressional appropriators end up following that path after the November elections, it could result in saving thousands of aerospace jobs in Alabama, Utah, Florida, Texas and elsewhere that likely would have been lost under President Barack Obama's initial proposals. With Democrats scrambling to show their concern for the unemployed, that's apparently one of the reasons House leaders reserved time for the bill during the hectic final days leading up to a long recess starting later this week. "We are saving jobs," said Rep. Sheila Jackson Lee, a Texas Democrat. During floor debate, where the compromise garnered a clear majority, though a formal vote was delayed, there was bipartisan praise for the bill as the only viable compromise. Rep. Bart Gordon, the Tennessee Democrat who chairs the House Science and Technology Committee, said it's "better to consider a flawed bill than no bill at all." Rep. Ralph Hall of Texas, the committee's ranking Republican, called it a pragmatic move to provide "clear direction to an agency that's floundering." In addition to authorizing roughly $1.6 billion for commercial space transportation through 2013—less than half the total proposed by the White House—the bill envisions spending another $500 million on facilities and workers to give Congress the option of keeping the space shuttle flying past its slated retirement early next year. Instead of focusing mainly on astronauts returning to the moon, Congress wants NASA to work on more robotic deep-space missions and tentatively plan to send humans to an asteroid by 2025.   

NASA is constantly perceived and criticized

Simberg 10, [Rand Simberg, Pajamas Media, 11/5/10, “With NASA Budget, Time for Republicans to be…Republicans”, http://pajamasmedia.com/blog/with-nasa-budget-time-for-republicans-to-be-republicans/?singlepage=true|AF]


The new Congress is going to face some very ugly budget choices, and be looking for savings wherever it can. There is little doubt that NASA will face serious scrutiny, even after the turmoil of the past nine months, since the Obama administration ineptly rolled out its budget request in February. While it’s a small slice of the pie (about half a percent in the current bloated federal budget, though many mistakenly imagine it much larger), it has very high visibility. Also, a great deal of mythology swirls around it, which is one of the reasons that good space policy has historically been hard to come by.


NASA’s empirically always criticized

Dick 5, [Steven J. Dick, NASA Chief historian, 6/1/05, “Exploration, Discovery and Science”, http://www.nasa.gov/exploration/whyweexplore/Why_We_11.html]

These distinctions become an issue of public policy when decisions must be made about the balance between human and robotic exploration. Critics of human space exploration, including space science pioneers like James van Allen, point out that robotic spacecraft are generally much cheaper and generate more science. This controversy has a long history in the space program, and in NASA in particular. The Apollo program, generally considered NASA’s greatest triumph, was nevertheless criticized for generating little science relative to its high cost. The only scientist among the 12 astronauts who walked on the Moon was geologist Harrison Schmitt on Apollo 17, the program's last flight in 1972. Yet, Apollo represented something beyond science, and will forever be remembered as one of humanity's greatest triumphs, precisely because it was in the long tradition of human exploration.


Congress wants to scale back NASA

Space News 11, [Space News, 4/18/11, “Editorial: Misplaced Priorities in Congress”, http://www.spacenews.com/commentaries/110418-misplaced-priorities-congress.html|AF]


It isn’t like Congress didn’t have time to think this through. Capitol Hill got its first look at U.S. President Barack Obama’s 2011 budget request in February 2010. Yes, the NASA request was highly controversial; it called for terminating Constellation, a congressionally approved program to replace the soon-to-be-retired space shuttle with rockets and capsules that initially would transport astronauts to the international space station and eventually back to the Moon. And to be sure, the White House failed to take into account the industrial-base implications of its proposal, particularly in propulsion. But lawmakers have been at least as myopic, to the point of dictating the design and technical specifications of a giant rocket that, should it be built, will fly only rarely — perhaps once every year or two — yet require a standing army to maintain at a huge cost. Meanwhile, NASA has had to scale back its ambitions in robotic planetary exploration — flagship-class missions are off the table, for example — and several lawmakers in the House of Representatives have signaled their intent to scale back the agency’s Earth science program. 

Spending Link Magnifiers [costs capital]
Spending costs capital- GOP and voters

NPR 5/5, [Corey Dade, staff writer, NPR, 5/5/11, “GOP’s debt focus seen limiting Obama on Economy”, 

http://www.npr.org/2011/05/05/136023608/gops-debt-focus-seen-limiting-obama-on-economy|AF]
Faucher says the federal government should provide more stimulus-oriented programs to shore up hemorrhaging state and local governments. He notes that state and local governments have shed about 500,000 jobs since 2008, including an average of 20,000 positions per month in the past six months. "This is going to be a drag on growth, but people aren't talking about it because it's not popular," Faucher says. He also recommends expanding federal guarantees of small business loans to encourage banks to approve more loans for companies to reinvest in their operations and hire more workers. Republicans argue that the stimulus funding, and other measures undertaken by Obama, merely increased the deficit without having a sustainable improvement to the economy. Their messaging has resonated with voters and made further spending politically unpopular. And Republicans' control of the House makes such a debate virtually a nonstarter, as evidenced by their success in framing upcoming 2012 budget talks exclusively around finding spending cuts. "There's no economist that I think Republicans are going to listen to now that says the solution to our problems is more deficit spending," Ayres says. "Right now, with the result of the stimulus package, I think it would be very difficult to say the answer is having the federal government go borrow more money from China."   
Spending outweighs space interest

Vedda 07, [James Vedda, phD in political science, North Dakota University, Space Studies Professor, 2007, “Humans to Mars: Logical Step or Dangerous Distraction?”, http://www.nasa.gov/pdf/372849main_Vedda%20-%20AIAA%202007.pdf|AF]
According to the advocacy group The Mars Society, “We're ready. Though Mars is distant, we are far better prepared today to send humans to Mars than we were to travel to the Moon at the commencement of the space age. Given the will, we could have our first teams on Mars within a decade... No nobler cause has ever been.”36 The Mars Society’s assertion about our readiness level for the journey is debatable, but the group’s enthusiasm is undeniable. In general, Mars advocates can come up with a list of reasons for sending humans to Mars, but to date none of these reasons can satisfactorily answer concerns about the cost, the risk, and the urgency. 
Cost kills support- political and public

Christianson 3/11, [Scott Christianson, Columbia Daily Tribune, 3/11/11, “We can’t afford manned mission to Mars”, http://thefreerangetechnologist.com/2011/03/manned-mission-to-mars|AF]

A manned mission to Mars will cost tens of billions of dollars. According to a recent report, NASA immediately needs an extra $3 billion per year to keep its plans on track. It is almost guaranteed the costs for this project will expand greatly. Costs cannot be correctly estimated for large projects so unique and untried. And a major risk associated with a manned Mars mission is that, after sinking billions into this project, Congress or a future administration will pull the plug because of cost overruns and delays. This is exactly what happened to the superconducting super collider project in Texas, which Congress canceled after its estimated costs at completion ballooned from $4 billion to $12 billion. Political and public support of such large science projects wanes quickly as time and costs increase. By pouring the majority of their efforts into this one mission, NASA is betting on the success — and continued funding — of a manned mission to Mars.
Spending destroys bipart

Spending kills bipart

Lindsay 11, [James Lindsay, Senior Vice President and Director of Studies and Maurice R. Greenberg, Chair at the Council of Foreign Relations, 1/5/11, “New Congress and the Spending Thicket”, www.cfr.org/congress/new-congress-spending-thicket/p23727|AF]


The 112th Congress, convening today, promises to be one of the most politically charged sessions in recent memory--and one in which government spending will dominate the agenda.   Barring a sudden crisis, foreign policy will be an afterthought amid an intensifying debate over the debt and the deficit. Both parties have taken one potentially explosive national security issue--cuts in defense spending--off the table. Obama is unlikely to demand a vote on any controversial treaties after his bruising fight to secure passage of New START.   The White House has signaled that any Afghan drawdown that starts this summer will be small and slow, which will give Republicans little to complain about. The White House and Republicans might actually cooperate to pass several modest trade agreements that have been languishing.  Yet the tone has already been set for political battles on the domestic agenda. Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell (R-KY) vowed just before Christmas that if the Democrats "think it's bad now, wait 'till next year." But the Senate's political dynamics are not changing much.  The big change instead lies on the other side of Capitol Hill, which is back in Republican hands after four years of Democratic control. New House Speaker John Boehner has his hands full. He will be heading a Republican caucus that has eighty-seven new members, many of them proud Tea Partiers bent on remaking Washington.  Therein lies Boehner's challenge. Washington is not easily remade. Republicans discovered that after their epic victory in the 1994 elections. Boehner hopes to avoid former Speaker Newt Gingrich's mistakes and fate. That requires balancing the competing demands of a caucus that leans hard right, a White House poised to paint Republicans as extremists, and a public that wants Washington to fix its problems and protect its favorite programs.   The substantive showdown between the House and President Barack Obama will come over spending. Sometime this spring, Congress will have to vote on whether to increase the ceiling on the national debt or risk pushing the federal government into default. Republicans will demand deep cuts in domestic discretionary spending as their price for voting for more debt.   Presidents typically win budget showdowns, and the feared crisis is averted. But the risk of political miscalculation during the 112th is significant. December's tax-cut fight might lead Republicans to think that Obama will blink if pushed hard enough; the White House might believe that it cannot afford to repeat its tax-cut surrender. Complicating matters is that the House Republicans' commitment to slicing $100 billion in domestic discretionary spending could prove popular in the abstract and lethal in its particulars.  Constituents might recoil when they learn that slashing foreign aid and trimming the House's own budget will not by themselves generate anywhere near $100 billion in savings. Instead, cuts averaging 20 percent will need to be made to thousands of programs that benefit millions of Americans. That could lead some Republicans to waver in their commitment to fiscal discipline, or at least convince the White House that they will waver. 


Spending key to SKFTA

Spending key to SKFTA

Williamson 11, [Elizabeth Williamson, Wall Street Journal, 5/28/11, “Dispute Threatens Key Deals on Trade”, 

online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702304066504576349832361669832.html|AF]

WASHINGTON—The centerpiece of the American trade agenda—a trio of international trade pacts worth $13 billion in new U.S. exports—is in peril as Democrats and Republicans battle over a program that provides aid to U.S. workers.  The dispute over the future of the 50-year-old Trade Adjustment Assistance program, which provides benefits to American workers displaced by foreign competition, is putting pending free-trade pacts with South Korea, Colombia and Panama in jeopardy by pulling them into the contentious debate over federal spending.  The Obama administration and Democrats in Congress want the TAA program renewed. Some Republicans question its value and say it should be scaled back to narrow the deficit. 

Spending link- GOP 

Spending priority for Republicans

BBC News 6/1, [BBC News, 6/1/11, “Republicans press Obama for plan on spending cuts”, http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-us-canada-13619249|AF]
Republican lawmakers have pressed President Barack Obama for a detailed plan on budget cuts as he seeks their backing on raising the US debt ceiling. Mr Obama met House Republicans at the White House in his latest bid to end a standoff his administration warns could upset financial markets. The US treasury department has warned the US risks default if Congress does not authorise more borrowing by August. With the deficit set to hit $1.4tr this year, Republicans want spending cuts. Leaders of both parties agree to the need to trim the budget, but Republicans have refused to allow tax increases, while Democrats have vowed to protect costly social programmes. The US national debt is $14.3 trillion (£8.7 trillion), and the annual budget deficit is roughly $1.4 trillion. The White House argues the United States would face "catastrophic" consequences if Congress does not raise the cap on total US government borrowing by 2 August."If we're going to raise the debt limit, the spending cuts should exceed the increase in the debt limit, otherwise it will serve to cost us jobs in our country," House Speaker John Boehner told reporters outside the White House, following the meeting. "It's not what the American people want," he added. President Obama warned the meeting there could be dire consequences to failing to increase the US debt ceiling, White House spokesman Jay Carney said. "The president made clear that he believes there is no margin here for in any way casting doubt on the possibility that the debt ceiling would be raised, that the effect of even suggesting that it won't happen could be highly negative and could have dire consequences for our economy and the global economy," Mr Carney said. The meeting with Republicans from the US House of Representatives came a day after House Republicans rejected their own bill to raise the US debt limit by $2.4tr. Analysts said the vote was a symbolic attempt to demonstrate that a bill to increase the borrowing cap with no spending cuts attached would not be passed.
Politics Internals- SKFTA

Obama leadership key
Obama leadership key to free trade

NY Times, 7/24/11, [Jagdish N. Bhagwati, professor of economics at Columbia, New York Times, “The Wrong Way to Free Trade”, http://www.nytimes.com/2011/07/25/opinion/25bhagwati.html|AF]
LATE last week, a longstanding debate over free-trade agreements with South Korea, Colombia and Panama — deals that were negotiated under President George W. Bush but never finalized — stalled once again. President Obama supports the agreements, but only if more retraining for workers is part of the deal, a condition Republican leaders are resisting.  Both sides claim to advance the trade agenda, but they are fighting over fairly minor points. Neither side shows the slightest interest in reinvigorating the nearly 10-year-old Doha round of global trade negotiations, which have far greater potential to create prosperity and help working Americans.  Bilateral trade agreements are not the same as free trade. Yes, they liberalize trade for the parties involved, but outsiders then face a handicap. The discrimination comes in the form of barriers like tariffs and antidumping charges, which countries impose on imports that they believe are priced artificially low.  When the United States negotiates bilateral deals with other countries, the unbalanced nature of the one-on-one negotiations also opens the way for all manner of lobbies to ram their self-serving demands into the agreements.  For example, when Washington negotiated free trade deals with Chile and Singapore, Wall Street lobbied to curtail those countries’ right to impose restrictions on capital flows at times of crisis — even though the International Monetary Fund now admits that such restrictions often make sense. Business lobbies have also pressed for excessively favorable treatment on intellectual property rights.  American labor unions have learned these same tricks, urging Democratic legislators and administrations to block bilateral trade deals unless their demands for labor protections are met, as they did with the three long-delayed agreements now pending.  But larger countries with more clout, like India and Brazil, will allow no such provisions. They correctly see these labor provisions as a form of anticompetitive protectionism. And they point out that it takes chutzpah for the United States to argue for labor rights abroad that often exceed those at home.  Moreover, when powerful business and labor interests can extract concessions in those bilateral deals, they have no reason to support a multilateral trade agenda. Mr. Obama’s trade representative, Ron Kirk, points out that business leaders press bilateral trade deals, not the Doha round. The proponents of bilateral deals always complain that multilateralism is too slow. This surely confuses cause and effect.  Only presidential leadership can set our trade policy in the right direction: away from bilateral deals and toward Doha. First, Mr. Obama needs to bring the business lobbies on board.  Here is one sweetener he can offer: Finish the Doha round on the basis of what has been negotiated and then declare a new round that will start right away and address unresolved issues. The Doha round, after all, was conceived to address the “unfinished agenda” of the preceding Uruguay round, which ended in 1995 with much accomplished but also much left undone.  Next, the canard that Doha offers little gain for the United States must be put to rest. C. Fred Bergsten, director of the Peterson Institute for International Economics, has estimated that the annual economic gain to the United States from the Doha round would be only $6 billion to $7 billion — a figure widely cited by Doha’s opponents. But a policy must be judged not just by what it directly achieves but also by what would happen in its absence.  The failure of Doha would cause immeasurable harm. It would undermine the credibility of the W.T.O. and its progress in promoting multilateral trade liberalization, and it would begin to erode the binding dispute settlement mechanism, an achievement unparalleled in other international institutions.  The value of that mechanism was demonstrated just this month, when a W.T.O. panel ruled for the United States and the European Union in a case challenging China’s restrictions on exports of industrial raw materials.  President Obama must persuade labor unions, core Democratic constituents, that they are wrong to buy into the fear-mongering that says trade with poor countries produces poverty in rich countries. In fact, what depresses workers’ wages are deep and continuing technological changes; cheap imports of consumer products help workers by offsetting that effect.  The president should ask Democrats and Republicans to immediately add the Doha round, as it has been negotiated over 10 years, into the same all-or-nothing package as the three bilateral deals. Such a bold gesture has a precedent. After sitting on the fence his first year in office, President Bill Clinton embraced the cause of trade, despite the political costs, and fought fiercely, and against great odds, for the Uruguay round. Mr. Obama should do no less  
Obama push key to pass KORUS

Yonhap News, 7/7/11, [Yonhap News, 7/7/11, “Congress passes ball to Obama on FTA with S. Korea”, http://english.yonhapnews.co.kr/national/2011/07/08/78/0301000000AEN20110708000600315F.HTML|AF]
   In a "mock" mark-up, the Democrat-controlled Senate Finance Committee voted for the free trade agreement (FTA), signed in 2007, with the renewal of an expensive pro-workers program, despite Republican members' opposition. Republicans support the FTA itself but disapprove of the Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA) program, aimed at helping workers adversely affected by trade.     The House Ways and Means Committee had a separate hearing and endorsed the bill on the FTA with South Korea, called KORUS FTA. The TAA issue was excluded in the draft bill of the House committee, dominated by Republicans.     The agreements at the mock markups are not binding, only intended as a recommendation to President Barack Obama.     It is uncertain when Obama will submit the bill to Congress. It is also unclear whether he will continue to attach the controversial TAA to the KORUS. His priority is apparently a deal in federal debt-limit talks.     Republican senators remain critical of the connection between the TAA and KORUS.     "Placing the TAA spending program in the South Korea bill was not an acceptable outcome," said Sen. Orrin Hatch (R-Utah), the senior member of the committee.     Sen. Max Baucus (D-Mont), chairman of the committee, emphasized it is Obama's call.     "It's up to the president what he sends up," he said.     Obama is pushing to get trade deals with South Korea, Colombia and Panama ratified in a package before Congress enters summer recess on Aug. 5.     Meanwhile, South Korea's ruling Grand National Party (GNP) is also seeking to pass the country's own bill on KORUS next month, while the main opposition Democratic Party demands more time for further discussions.     Congress holds such mock markups under the Trade Promotion Authority Act, also known as "fast track" procedures, so that related committees can recommend to the administration the provisions that should be included in the final version of bills.     But any agreed-upon amendments are nonbinding and may only be sent back to the White House for consideration. Eventually, the president will send a complete agreement to the Senate and the House of Representatives for an "up or down" vote. 
Polcap key 
Obama Polcap key to SKFTA
Shifter 11, [Michael Shifter, 1/2/11, “Has the FTA’s Time Come?”, http://www.thedialogue.org/page.cfm?pageID=32&pubID=2540|AF]
But Washington is on the verge of change. On January 5th a new US Congress will be installed. With Republicans in control in the House of Representatives and having stronger representation in the Senate, how do prospects for the accord look today? And what other changes might be expected in US policy towards Colombia and its neighbors? For the agreement’s supporters, there are hopeful signs but also some concerns. That John Boehner will replace Nancy Pelosi as Speaker of the House on January 5th opens up an opportunity. Pelosi, responding to her Democratic constituency, had resisted bringing the measure to a vote. Boehner, in contrast, is more committed to the agreement and has consistently supported free trade legislation. He will have little difficulty mobilizing many Republican colleagues, though how much support he will be able to muster from the Tea Party is an open question. He should also be able to count on support from the small number of pro free-trade Democrats. Getting the agreement through the Senate shouldn’t be a problem. The question, however, is whether the White House is prepared to push for the measure and submit- the bill for Congressional consideration. President Obama, who has been indifferent on trade in his first two years in office, has consistently said he backs it. But it has not been a priority for him. So far he has not been willing to spend political capital on it. In some sense, trade would be a natural issue for Obama. It fits with his recent move to the center and offers a chance to find common ground with Republicans. But at the same time Obama is nervous about alienating his Democratic base (most importantly the powerful unions like the AFL-CIO) that are worried about free trade deals in the context of high unemployment (nearly 10 percent). On December 17th, Obama’s chief spokesman Robert Gibbs was not too encouraging. He said the White House did not plan to submit the Colombia agreement to Congress “because it doesn’t have the votes.” Gibbs also expressed the greater urgency seen in the impending trade agreement with South Korea which, because of the rising concerns in Washington about North Korea, has broad ramifications.

polcap key to trade agreements – empirics prove
McLarty 11,  [Thomas McLarty, former chief of staff to Clinton and Nelson  Cunningham, aide to President Clinton and to then Sen. Biden, 1/24/11,  “Obama's Free Trade Opportunity,” Council of the Americas, http://coa.counciloftheamericas.org/print.php?type=article&id=2958|AF]
Our experience tells us that the only way to push a major trade agreement through Congress -- even one where the nominally pro-trade GOP rules the House -- is with strong and unyielding presidential leadership, a unified White House staff and cabinet, and a genuinely bipartisan approach to stakeholders and the Congress. First, the president must be fully committed. Nafta was a bipartisan success in no small part because of the personal involvement of Mr. Clinton and sometimes tortuous negotiations with members of Congress. It's true that some pork was doled out and more than one bridge was built as a result of a Nafta vote -- something they probably still understand in Chicago. Second, the White House and cabinet must be unified in pulling for passage. Everyone from Vice President Joe Biden to Secretary of State Hillary Clinton to Labor Secretary Hilda Solis and U.S. Trade Representative Ron Kirk must be fully engaged, without hesitation. Don't forget the crucial role that then-Vice President Al Gore's 1993 debate with Ross Perot played in swinging public opinion in favor of Nafta. Third, the effort must be genuinely bipartisan. We'll need scores of members from both sides to make passage possible (this is particularly true with a large tea party GOP caucus that is as yet undefined on trade). 

Obama capital key- dems

Palmer and Cowan, 11 [Doug Palmer and Richard Cowan,  Reuters, 5/5/11, Boehner says Obama push needed to pass trade deals, http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/05/05/us-usa-trade-boehner-idUSTRE74453V20110505|AF]
(Reuters) - The U.S. House of Representatives hopes to pass long-delayed free-trade agreements with Colombia, South Korea and Panama by August, House Speaker John Boehner said Thursday.  "We can move pretty quickly but it's going to take help by the president as well," Boehner told reporters.  Although Republicans, who now control the House, are generally pro-trade, some members of the party are skeptical of trade deals.  "I do believe a lot of work will have to be done with our own members," Boehner said.  In addition, a large portion of Democrats are likely to vote against the pacts, especially the Colombia agreement, which is generally seen as the most controversial of the three trade deals because of a long history of violence against union workers in the Andean country.  "The president is going to have to be out there as well talking about the importance of these three agreements. We hope to have them finished by the August recess," Boehner said.  U.S. Trade Representative Ron Kirk told reporters separately he was optimistic Congress would pass the three trade deals with "good bipartisan support."  But talking to reporters after a speech, Kirk said it was "critical" lawmakers also renew an expanded Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA) program to help retrain workers who have the lost their jobs because of foreign competition.  "TAA is for us, again, part of the package," Kirk said.  Congress approved an expanded TAA program as part of the 2009 economic stimulus bill, but it expired early this year. Efforts to renew the program failed when some Republicans in the House of Representatives objected to its cost.  The beefed-up program has helped "a half a million workers and families in every state ... and it is critical that we have that program authorized at those levels," Kirk said.  After striking side deals to address outstanding concerns about each of the three trade pacts, the Obama administration now has "agreements that we think are going to garner good bipartisan support," Kirk said.  "We believe we can work with the leadership in the House and the Senate to get them passed," Kirk said.  The trade agreements with South Korea, Colombia and Panama were signed during the administration of President George W. Bush, but they stalled in the face of Democratic opposition.  Since December, the Obama administration has negotiated new auto provisions for the Korean agreement, a tax information exchange treaty with Panama and an action plan with Colombia to address longstanding US concerns about anti-union violence.  Administration officials said Wednesday they were prepared to begin technical discussions with Congress on implementing legislation for all three agreements, after Colombia met initial benchmarks in the labor action plan.  The officials said they expected further action from Colombia on the labor front before formally submitting the Colombia trade bill to Congress for a vote.  The next set of benchmarks that Colombia must meet under the action plan are in mid-June.  Meanwhile, the Senate Finance Committee has scheduled a hearing next week on the Colombia agreement in anticipation it would soon be sent to Capitol Hill. 

Polcap is key

Wall Street Journal 10, [Wall Street Journal, 12/6/10, “A Korea-US Trade Deal, At last: the korea pact is a step forward, but now the president has to sell it”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704767804576000542290721476.html|AF]


What a long, strange trip it's been for the South Korea-U.S. free trade agreement. The two sides announced this weekend that they've reached a deal on revisions to the draft that was signed in 2007 but never ratified. It comes not a moment too soon, given the boost this will give to a U.S. economy stumbling its way to recovery and with tensions rising on the Korean peninsula.The saga is also a lesson to future U.S. Presidents on the importance of trade leadership. Having campaigned against the pact in 2008, President Obama rediscovered its benefits once in office. Yet by then he was forced to re-open negotiations to justify his earlier opposition. The result is a deal that is slightly better than the excellent 2007 text in some ways, but slightly worse in others. And this after a delay that has cost the U.S. global credibility on economic issues, not to mention the cost to U.S. growth. The good news is that the 2007 agreement stays mostly in place. South Korea still offers significant opening of its sheltered economy to American manufactured goods, agriculture and services. Within five years of ratification the deal will eliminate tariffs on 95% of the countries' trade in goods, and it also clears the way for greater trade in services by, for instance, opening Korea's banking industry. Meanwhile, some of the changes to that 2007 text are helpful. The trade in cars was the main sticking point, especially as Detroit worried about Korea's longstanding use of technical barriers like onerous safety standards to limit imports. Negotiators have added a provision that ensures new environmental standards proposed by Seoul over the past three years won't become de facto trade barriers. Yet some of the new auto provisions are worse than what Detroit had before. Conspicuously, Korea's current 8% tariff on imported U.S. cars—which would have been eliminated immediately upon ratification under the 2007 deal—now will be cut in half immediately but eliminated only after five years. Compare that to the European Union's agreement with Korea, which is signed and due to take effect next July. That deal gradually phases out Korea's 8% car tariff over four years. That means that over the next few years Detroit will miss what would have been the advantage of zero tariffs compared to rates of 2% to 6% on EU cars, and toward the end of the five-year period tariffs on EU cars will be lower than on American cars. The biggest mistake Mr. Obama and Democrats made was allowing one vocal lobby—Detroit and its unions—to hijack debate on a comprehensive deal covering almost all trade. Consider the main "victory" for Detroit: Korea has agreed to let America phase out its 25% tariff on pickup trucks more slowly. That will come at a stiff price to American buyers of those trucks, including many small businesses that delayed purchases during the recession. Some farmers have also become collateral damage. Seoul couldn't walk away from re-opened talks empty-handed, and one concession it extracted is a two-year delay, to 2016, in eliminating tariffs on some U.S. pork. American pork producers are excited about any deal, but they still would have been better off under the 2007 text. Chilean pork already enjoys lower tariffs thanks to the Chile-Korea FTA and has been gaining market share. The new tariff-elimination date also falls only six months before Korea's tariffs on EU pork will end under that deal, leaving Americans far less than the two-and-a-half years they would have had under the earlier text to get a marketing jump on their competitors. These caveats should not deter Congress from ratifying what is still an excellent deal. Mr. Obama has asked GOP House Speaker-designate John Boehner to assist in getting the pact approved, and we're told Mr. Boehner has suggested grouping this deal together with pending agreements with Colombia and Panama in a single House vote. This would make it easier for pro-trade forces in Congress to concentrate their political capital. Mr. Boehner will bring a majority or more of his GOP Members along, butMr. Obama will have to spend his own political capital to rebuild American public support for free trade and gain Democratic support. The President would have made more progress toward his goal of doubling American exports if he had supported this deal in 2008 and pressed it through Congress in 2009. The failure in leadership was to side with the United Auto Workers and other unions against the national interest. Those who think they'll lose from trade always have the strongest motivation to lobby, while the consumers and businesses that benefit (such as American pickup truck buyers) are harder to organize. Every American President since Hoover in the 1920s has taken the broad view, speaking up for the many trade beneficiaries. U.S. public support for freer trade has eroded amid the recession and the lack of Presidential leadership. It is crucial for U.S. competitiveness in particular, and the world economy more broadly, that Mr. Obama and his allies make a strong and unapologetic case that trade is in the best interests of American businesses and workers. 
Obama’s political capital key to agenda – must use it strategically
Harvard Political Review 1/14, [Harvard Political Review, 1/14/11, “President’s Obama’s Political Capital: Rajiv Tarigopula”, http://hpronline.org/hprgument/president-obamas-political-capital/|AF]
Much hullabaloo has been made in the last two weeks over the state of the 112th Congress and how it can possibly operate without political gridlock. By popular media’s account, a three-way Western-style showdown between Speaker Boehner, Leader Reid, and President Obama is all but imminent.  In the words of William A. Galston, a senior fellow at the Brookings Institute, The polarization of American politics will make a tough job even harder.  The two parties disagree on economic fundamentals, and because each now enjoys a share of real power, nothing will get done unless they manage to agree…Flash-points will occur early and often in 2012…Many analysts are predicting two years of gridlock, and it’s easy to see why. Indeed, as the 112th Congress kicks off, our President and the Democratic Party he leads is headed down a grim road for passing any major legislation on its short-term and long-term policy agenda.  The pause in harsh rhetoric and fierce contention borne of the tragic, horrifying events of Tucson is unfortunately going to be short-lived, by many accounts.  Even as legislators’ efforts for unification might bring together the parties for symbolic purposes such as the State of the Union address, House and Senate Republicans are largely seeking to exercise their mandate to check the perceived Democratic excesses of the last two years.  The President of Change is going to have to grapple with the ways of the past, if the House GOP intends to keep its promise to implement the Pledge to America.  Inherent in all of these impending political firefights is the realization that President Obama’s intelligent utilization of his quickly diminishing political capital is going to play a larger role than ever in our national political process over the next two years, and may very well determine the outcome of the 2012 presidential race. Every move our president takes with respect to advancing his domestic and foreign policy agenda in the halls of the 112th Congress will be heavily scrutinized – even more so than is normally the case – by virtue of the fact that the GOP controls the United States House of Representatives.  Given this new status quo, will Obama pass any major Democratic legislation by the end of his first term?  The chances are zero to none, even with calculated political moves on the part of the Administration such as the appointment of experienced outsider Bill Daley as the new White House Chief of Staff.  In fact, it is apparent that many in the Administration implicitly acknowledge the quickly diminishing political capital Mr. Obama has; after all, campaign promises and pledges have been neglected in the name of political capital stinginess.  For instance, as Bernard Aronson of the Washington Post points out today: Latin American free trade agreement advocacy, which President Obama undertook in last year’s State of the Union address, was quickly forgotten by the legislative pragmatists, those political capital Scrooges working in the White House’s West Wing – all in an ostensible effort to preserve what is left of Obama’s waning political capital. In a post 2010-midterm election world, Republicans not only functionally have the numbers to kill President Obama’s policymaking agenda, but American public support for the President and his party continues to diminish each day.  Distress and discontent with astagnant economy, flip-flops on campaign promises, uncontrollable and excessivespending, and incoherent foreign policy decisions have decimated Obama’s political capital amongst the American populace and especially amongst policymakers.  With Republican congressmen vowing to obstruct at great cost, the GOP’s confidence and momentum following the midterms, and the surprisingly productive but ultimately ideologically unsatisfactory lame-duck session of Congress have made the situation impossible for President Obama to gain any meaningful political capital through bipartisanship.  Quite frankly, through a pragmatic lens, Obama will undoubtedly be unable to yield or generate sufficient political capital to pass his agenda items at least in the next year. As one prominent liberal critic of the President, Roger Hodge, puts it, [President Obama] spent the last two years squandering his political capital on initiatives that did not put Americans back to work. With this waste of his 2008 mandate, and the elimination of said mandate in the 2010 midterms, Mr. Obama’s political capital account is running dangerously close to being overdrawn.  Let us wish for the general success of our President, because with his success rests that of our nation.  Without a quick, miraculous infusion of political capital, though, it is difficult to see where the specific Democratic policy agenda can possibly succeed in the 112th Congress.  And, with the voters having spoken, maybe that’s not such a bad thing after all.  
Obama’s push key to SKFTA

The Hill 7/25, [Peter Schroeder and Bernie Becker, The Hill, 7/25/11, “Obama administration’s charm offensive fails to win over business groups”, http://thehill.com/homenews/administration/173177-charm-offensive-fails-to-win-over-business|AF]

 “With the Obama administration, it just seems to be relentless,” said David Rhoa, owner of a bulk-mailing facility based in Kalamazoo, Mich. “I’ve become accustomed to the fact that this pummeling keeps coming.”  Since the thumping of Democrats in November’s midterm elections, Obama has added business-friendly veterans like his chief of staff, William Daley, and economic adviser Gene Sperling to his inner circle.  He’s crossed Lafayette Square to meet with adversaries at the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and embraced pro-business policies that have cost him political capital with the left.  Obama agreed to extend Bush-era tax rates in December, and is pushing trade deals with South Korea, Colombia and Panama that are vehemently opposed by labor unions.  Administration officials argue they’ve worked relentlessly to improve the economic environment for small businesses that make up the heart of the U.S. economy. 

Polcap key- generic

Political capital is critical to overcoming all obstacles to passage

Harvey 03, (Michael Harvey is the Dean and Hearin Chair of Global Business, School of Business Administration University of Mississippi, 2003, The International Journal of Human Resource Management, Volume 15, Issue 7|AF ) 
Political capital is as critical to leaders in global organizations because it can reduce the level of conflict and dysfunctional consequences among foreign subsidiaries. With an adequate level of political capital, others (i.e. peers, subordinates and even superiors) in the global network organization will tend to acquiesce with the leader who has demonstrated political skill. They will establish political capital and seldom challenge his/her reputation to represent diverse interests in the global organization. 
Polcap finite [now is key]


Obama polcap limited- narrow window for use
Light 6/2, [Paul Light, public policy professor, Washington Post, 6/2/11, “Fixing US debt: Boehner’s offer to Obama”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/light-on-leadership/post/fixing-us-debt-why-obama-shouldnt-swing-when-boehner-says-its-time-to-play-large-ball/2011/03/18/AGQOSIHH_blog.html|AF]
Moreover, Obama has just one chance—and one chance only—to take the lead on the debt solution. He cannot be pulled into a long-running game. Contrary to the conventional wisdom, presidents have very little political capital to spend on much of anything in their third and fourth years. And Obama will have barely a nanosecond to set the policy agenda if reelected. Here’s the thing: Every Democratic president since Lyndon Johnson has sent a smaller domestic agenda to Congress than his predecessor, as has every Republican president since Richard Nixon. And as for the fifth-year myth, forget about it. Ronald Reagan did not forward a single new proposal to Congress in the first year of his second term, Bill Clinton forwarded six and George W. Bush just three (and most of these nine were repeats of earlier proposals). How has Obama done by comparison? At least for now, he's on trend. His first-year agenda was compact at best. Only the stimulus package, health-care reform and a vast expansion of Americorps led the agenda, leaving few other initiatives to celebrate. Bound by the economic calamity, he had little room to propose grand ideas and was forced to settle for a few big ones that were quickly ground down in the legislative process. Yes, there were other big Obama proposals, but most don't compare with the breadth or number of the Johnson, Carter and Clinton initiatives.  

Political capital finite- obama needs to prioritize

Bracknell 5/26, [Butch Bracknell, Marine Lieutenant, Atlantic Council Senior Fellow, LA Times, 5/26/11, “The US and the International Criminal Court: An unfinished debate”, http://articles.latimes.com/2011/may/26/opinion/la-oe-bracknell-icc-20110526/2|AF]
The answer for public consumption is that U.S. accession to the Rome Statute, which established the International Criminal Court, is not an imminent issue because U.S. processes for achieving accountability function well: The military and civilian courts are open, the government already is bringing cases to court where the evidence warrants, and convictions are occurring on a sufficiently regular basis. The subtext is that the Obama administration has to prioritize where to spend political capital and carefully select its fights. Nonetheless, as a nation, we need to revive the debate over joining the ICC.

TAA key


TAA deal key to skfta- dems won’t vote without it

Jackson 5/16, [David Jackson, Staff writer, USA Today, 5/16/11, “Obama to hold up free trade pacts unless GOP provides more worker aid”, http://content.usatoday.com/communities/theoval/post/2011/05/obama-to-hold-up-free-trade-pacts-unless-gop-provides-more-worker-aid/1|AF]
While President Obama met with flood victims and addressed high school graduates today in Memphis, his aides back in Washington threatened to hold up a trio of free trade agreements unless Senate Republicans agree to expand a U.S. worker aid package.  Free trade agreements (FTAs) with South Korea, Panama, and Colombia now hinge on expanding the Trade Adjustment Assistance Program (TAA), which provides retraining to Americans workers who lose jobs to foreign competition.  "We will not submit the FTAs without an agreement on an enhanced TAA," said Gene Sperling, director of the National Economic Council. "But we also believe we can work on congressional leadership to get that accomplished."  Some Republicans objected to what they called political blackmail.  Sen. Orrin Hatch, R-Utah, top Republican on the Senate Finance Committee, said tying free trade agreements "to unrelated spending is hugely disappointing to American workers, farmers, and job creators, who are losing out to foreign competitors with every passing day."  "It makes no sense to shut the door on increasing U.S. exports by over $10 billion in order to fund a costly program," Hatch said. "With our economy struggling and our nation broke, it's time to stop the excuses and give our exporters fair access to international markets." 

SKFTA- Impact- Japan Alliance
Skfta’s key to japan fta
Bandow 10, [Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, Special Assistant to Regan, 2010, “South Korea Free Trade Agreement Key to Prosperity and Security”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=12488|AF]
Washington should press for multilateral agreements, particularly the long-stalled Doha round of the World Trade Organization. Various nations also have expressed interest in a Trans-Pacific Strategic Economic Partnership, a Free Trade Area in the Asia Pacific, an East Asian Community, and other similar though differently-named groupings. The U.S. government should respond positively to any and all. Washington also should negotiate FTAs with Japan and Taiwan. So too with ASEAN, the collection of highly-trade dependent Southeast Asian states which currently host nearly $300 billion worth of U.S. investment. But the start is for Congress to ratify the trade accord with South Korea. Failing to approve the South Korean FTA would likely result in permanent economic and geopolitical damage. This would be a high price to pay at any time, but especially when China is rapidly expanding its influence throughout East Asia. 

Fta key to us-japan alliance- amplifies our regional war internals
Cooper 7, [William H. Cooper, Special in International Trade and Finance Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division, 2007, “US-Japan Economic Relations: Significance, Prospects, and Policy Options, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL32649.pdf|AF]
A third option would be for the United States and Japan to form a comprehensive bilateral free trade agreement (FTA). This option might prove attractive because tariffs and other customs restrictions on U.S.-Japan bilateral trade are already low or non-existent, providing a foundation on which to build an FTA. In addition, proponents would argue that the two countries could construct the FTA to cover policies and practices that are critical to the relationship. For example, the FTAs that the United States has concluded recently go beyond trade in goods and address services, foreign investment, and intellectual property rights. A U.S.-Japan FTA would fit into current Japanese and U.S. trade strategies to use FTAs to strengthen economic ties with Asian partners.
SKFTA- Impact- Asian Stability

Skfta key to asian stability

Hill 7, [Christopher Hill, Assistant Secretary for Bureau of East Asian and Pacific Affairs, 6/13/07, “The United States- South Korea FTA: The Foreign Policy Implications”, http://seoul.usembassy.gov/413_061407.html|AF]

While the agreement achieves many of our economic goals, it is important to note that the impact of this FTA will go far beyond bilateral commercial benefits. The KORUS FTA is a powerful symbol of the U.S.-South Korea partnership, augmenting our longstanding bilateral security alliance and the robust ties between the South Korean and American people. It will create a new dynamic, reflecting both the growing sophistication of our relationship, and the Republic of Korea’s (ROK) increasingly positive global role. It will strengthen our relations with one of our most important and reliable allies, serving as a pillar for the alliance in the 21st century as the mutual defense treaty did during the last half century. And it will decisively anchor the U.S. presence in the most dynamic and rapidly-growing economic region on the globe. Benefits of KORUS FTA I’ll let my colleague Karan Bhatia, who oversaw the negotiation of this historic agreement, including through several sleepless nights in Seoul leading up to our April 1 conclusion of the deal, explain the benefits of the KORUS FTA for U.S. commercial interests and our global trade liberalization strategy – which are significant. His familiarity with the details of the agreement far exceeds my own. Instead, I will focus my remarks on the agreement’s foreign policy implications. First, the KORUS FTA will strengthen the U.S.-South Korea partnership.  It will help ensure that the U.S. partnership with South Korea, long centered on defense ties, remains a vital force for stability at a time of change and challenge on the Korean peninsula and in the broader Northeast Asian region. It will be concrete proof to South Korea that we are committed to broadening and modernizing our alliance.  Over the years, the U.S. relationship with South Korea has been tested in many ways. But I've always been optimistic about it, because I always have seen the real benefits of a strong relationship between the U.S. and the ROK. Our two countries are bound by shared interests and shared values, underpinning the long-term commitment of both Americans and Koreans to making the relationship work. South Korea is a country that is not just a regional power, but it's growing in global importance. Korean people are active all over the world as students, diplomats and missionaries, and South Korean companies are major investors in many economies. More and more, our relationship with South Korea is growing to be a multi-faceted, cooperative partnership for a more closely knit world. South Korea is the third-largest contributor of troops to the coalition forces in Iraq and has played an important role in Afghanistan as well. Nowadays when Secretary Rice meets with her ROK counterparts, they talk not just about the situation on the Peninsula, but also about the Middle East, climate change, the spread of democracy and other global issues of shared concern. We've been working hard lately on modernizing our security relationship with South Korea. We are realigning our troops to make sure that they are placed and equipped most intelligently to deter any thought of aggression by North Korea. I think we're doing that very effectively. We’ve also been working very closely with our friends from the ROK in the Six-Party Talks to deal with the issue of North Korea’s nuclear program. Ultimately, as we move forward in the six-party process, it's very important that we move beyond denuclearization in North Korea to try to create stronger multilateral mechanisms for problem-solving in the region and for developing a greater sense of community in the region. I think in this regard, South Korean and U.S. interests are very much aligned. Second, the KORUS FTA strengthens our ties to a good friend that has done good things.  I had the privilege of serving in South Korea in 1987 and witnessed the flowering of democracy there. I then went back as Ambassador in 2004 to see what had happened since. It is really quite an inspiration for all of us who believe that democracy is the wave of the future. South Korea has shown the way and become an example for political reform in many parts of the world, especially in Asia. The FTA will also provide a boost to the steady progress that South Korea has made on economic reform in the last decade. South Korea is one of the world’s great success stories in terms of achieving broad prosperity through commitment to a market economy and openness to global trade. By liberating the vitality of its citizens and exposing them to international competition, South Korea has gone from being one of the world’s poorest countries at the end of the Korean War to a vibrant democracy, a member of the OECD with a per-capita GDP approaching $20,000. South Korea also has strong labor laws and environmental protections. All this makes South Korea an excellent trading partner for the United States. Along with our expanding trade ties, I should also point out the very substantial people-to-people ties between our two countries. There are now over two million Americans of Korean descent living in the United States. They have had a huge positive impact on our country and continue to provide a vital and unique link between the two nations. U.S.-ROK academic ties have also blossomed; in 2006, more than 58,000 South Korean students studied in the U.S., and South Korean students are now the third largest group of foreign students in the U.S. The FTA has the potential to join our two countries together even more closely. Third, the KORUS FTA will anchor our strategic economic position in East Asia.  East Asia and the Pacific region are undergoing a wave of economic integration, with countries binding themselves closer together through steady progress in liberalization of trade and investment. Several plurilateral free trade agreements are in play, and some 19 free trade agreements have gone into force between Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) economies, with at least an equal number of future agreements under negotiation or exploration. The United States has participated as a leader via our gold-standard FTAs with Australia and Singapore. Ratification of the KORUS FTA will further cement U.S. leadership in the dynamic Asian region and debunk critics who falsely complain that we’ve neglected this part of the world.

That leads to nuclear war

Dibb 01, [Paul Dibb, professor of strategic and defense studies at the Australian National University, Winter 2001, “Strategic Trends: Asia at a Crossroads”, Naval War College Review, Volume 54, Issue 1, Ebsco|AF]

The areas of maximum danger and instability in the world today are in Asia, followed by the Middle East and parts of the former Soviet Union. The strategic situation in Asia is more uncertain and potentially threatening than anywhere in Europe. Unlike in Europe, it is possible to envisage war in Asia involving the major powers: remnants of Cold War ideological confrontation still exist across the Taiwan Straits and on the Korean Peninsula; India and Pakistan have nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles, and these two countries are more confrontational than at any time since the early 1970s; in Southeast Asia, Indonesia--which is the world's fourth-largest country--faces a highly uncertain future that could lead to its breakup. The Asia-Pacific region spends more on defense (about $150 billion a year) than any other part of the world except the United States and Nato Europe. China and Japan are amongst the top four or five global military spenders. Asia also has more nuclear powers than any other region of the world. Asia's security is at a crossroads: the region could go in the direction of peace and cooperation, or it could slide into confrontation and military conflict. There are positive tendencies, including the resurgence of economic growth and the spread of democracy, which would encourage an optimistic view. But there are a number of negative tendencies that must be of serious concern. There are deep-seated historical, territorial, ideological, and religious differences in Asia. Also, the region has no history of successful multilateral security cooperation or arms control. Such multilateral institutions as the Association of Southeast Asian Nations and the ASEAN Regional Forum have shown themselves to be ineffective when confronted with major crises.

Aff- Obama polcap not key
Obama not willing to expend political capital on SKFTA

Lincicome 10, [Scott Lincicome, International trade attorney, published author, political adviser, 11/23/10, “Should Free Traders Be Concerned about KORUS and the Short-term Prospects for US Trade Policy?, http://lincicome.blogspot.com/2010/11/should-free-traders-be-concerned-about.html|AF]

In response to my concerned Friday blog post on President Obama's recent meeting with congressional protectionists on the US-Korea FTA, I received the following comment from repeat-visitor "John B.":  How naive can you get? What did you expect Obama to say to Michaud and Co. -- take your list of demands and shove it? And did you expect Michaud to come out of that meeting and not put an overly positive spin on what had been said? The KORUS negotiations will certainly NOT be broadened to include labor, investment and finance. Everybody knows what would happen if they were: the Koreans would walk away and never come back. Your breathless posts about the administration's perfidy and fecklessness are getting a little tiresome. Ouch.  Leaving aside the most obvious question here - i.e., why get so darn worked-up over a short Friday night blog post on international trade policy? - I think John's angry (and vocab-rich!) missive deserves its own entry instead of a simple comment-reply, so here goes.  First, let's be perfectly clear: I never said that Obama's meeting with the House Trade Working Group definitely signaled that the KORUS negotiations were going to be "broadened to include labor, investment and finance."  Indeed, I clearly noted that "option #1" was that this meeting was just for show and that the White House would, at best, relegate Michaud's protectionist demands to a side letter.  So before we start name-calling, let's get our facts straight.  That said, my option #2 certainly was that the White House would consider more extensive - and potentially dangerous - KORUS "tweaks" based on the Working Group's key issues.  And I certainly did admit that, after the last week or so of administration acquiescence and incompetence, I was "leaning" towards this distressing option.  However, was my "lean" really so, as John says, "naive," and are my concerns really that tiresome?  I don't know about you, but after looking at all of the facts, I certainly don't think so. And here's why:  •First, no one ever said that the Working Group's demands consisted entirely of agreement-killing poison pills (although they'd almost certainly require substantive changes).  And if, as the Koreans claim, the United States' demands on autos and beef will require re-opening the negotiations, then is it so crazy to think that one or more of the administration's chits will be related to the Working Group's concerns?  Before last Thursday's big meeting, I actually would have answered that question with a pretty definite "yes, it's crazy."  I would have told you that the President, assuming he really cares about locking KORUS down in the very near term, was going to focus on beef (Baucus) and autos (Levin/Camp) and leave all other issues to the side - certainly those raised by the anti-trade wing of the Democratic Party.  But considering that the very first public meeting the President had on KORUS after returning from Seoul was with the House Trade Working Group, and not with, say, Democrat free traders like Henry Cuellar or the pro-KORUS GOP leadership or with Levin/Camp/Baucus, there's clearly room for doubt, isn't there?  The most logical move for a President committed to getting this deal done ASAP would have been to go straight to either the FTA's biggest allies or the beef and autos folks in order to shore up his numbers and/or resolve these two relatively minor obstacles.  But he didn't, and that's disconcerting.  (Now, maybe he's just some sort of political Jedi master, but, well, this ain't 2008, so we have plenty of reasons to question that hypothetical.)   •Second, the Seoul impasse proved without question that the Administration simply is unwilling to expend the political capital necessary to move KORUS as-is, despite the fact that (a) most congressional vote-counters have opined that the KORUS votes are there right now (and certainly will be in the 112th Congress); and (b) as I noted last week, Trade Promotion Authority ensures that no single congressman or senator, no matter how powerful, can sidetrack the FTA's implementing legislation once Obama submits it to Congress.  Thus, the President has shown us that, regardless of his pro-KORUS rhetoric, he's unwilling to fight for the current agreement and needs to find a new way forward.  I don't happen to think that there is such a "new way," but that doesn't mean that the White House isn't exploring every option out there - including attempts to garner support from the unlikeliest of sources (i.e., Michaud & Co.).  And, like I said in point #1, if they're going to re-open the deal anyway.......   •Third, over the past two years, the President has repeatedly proven himself utterly unwilling or unable to confront the protectionist wing of the Democratic Party, so why should this change now?  Just because he said he supports KORUS?  Come on.  Just look at the depressing facts for a second.  Obama has placated his anti-trade base (and their congressional muscle) on Buy American, Mexican Trucks, Chinese Chicken Imports, Section 421 (tires), Section 301 (Chinese "green" subsidies), changes to US trade remedies laws, carbon tariffs - the list literally goes on and on.  He shelved his early 2009 support for the Colombia and Panama FTAs (and KORUS until last June) at the first whiff of congressional stink.  He has embraced mercantilism and adopted a "trade policy" in the NEI that is as unoffensive as it is ineffectual.  And when, much to the delight of free traders and the world's leaders, he finally made a "stand" on an absolute no-brainer in KORUS, he quit at the finish line with literally the whole world watching.  In short, when Obama's big moment to prove us doubters wrong came, he "voted present."  Again. Yet after all of this, John B. (quite condescendingly) assumes that Obama (a) really, really wants to move the KORUS agreement through Congress and (b) will grow a spine and confront Michaud & Co. in order to get that done.  Maybe he will, but I'm the naive one for now having a little doubt about that?  Really?  Physician, heal thyself.  Look, everyone knows that completing and implementing big trade agreements like KORUS or NAFTA (or the WTO's Doha Round) requires strong leadership from the top.  The President alone has the platform to debunk the myriad protectionist myths out there and to champion the national interest over insular constituent politics.  But in order to do this, he must have both the ability and desire to take on partisan protectionists, loudly advocate free trade, and then actually advance and implement the trade liberalization policies that he champions.  Bill Clinton and George W. Bush had that ability/desire, and they backed up their rhetoric with action.  So far, Barack Obama hasn't.    So maybe President Obama will come through in the end, finalize the agreement, and prove us weak-kneed KORUS-doubters wrong.  I, for one, would be happy to praise him when/if the agreement is passed into law (even though it took two years too long to happen).  But so far, Obama has failed pretty much every major trade test put before him, and then, after voluntarily staking his big trade comeback on the KORUS, he's thus far failed on that too. And to top it all off, he returns from the Great Seoul Setback, and his first public meeting is with folks in Congress who want nothing more than to see KORUS disappear.  So excuse me if I'm a tad concerned and doubtful at this point, but I hardly think one can fault me for "breathlessly" lamenting this absolutely-messed-up state of affairs.  
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