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Space Policy Unpop
Increasing funding for NASA’s missions hurts Obama – it’s seen as unsustainable and too expensive.

Handberg 2011, (Roger, Professor and Chair of the Department of Political Science at the University of Central Florida. “Small ball or home runs: the changing ethos of US human spaceflight policy.” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1759/1//\

If one conceptualizes Apollo as the example par excellence of the home run approach, what does the small ball approach mean for NASA? Simply put, NASA needs to think of its human space exploration effort as a process, not a project. Apollo arose from the political world rather than the logical outcome from a systematic approach to space exploration. NASA provided the substance but the president, Kennedy, was looking for flashy items to highlight US prestige and technological capabilities. The latter was particularly important since the Soviets were clearly leading the United States in the space race in May 1961. This event, Apollo, with its great success, imprinted itself into NASA’s organizational DNA: human spaceflight programs must be large scale and dramatic. That is what needs to change if NASA and its aspirations are to survive.

NASA Administrator Charles Bolden alluded to that reality recently: “Future NASA space programs must be affordable, sustainable and realistic to survive political and funding dangers that have killed previous initiatives.” This is harsh talk but it reflects the reality confronting all US discretionary programs in the federal budget. The new Republican House majority is determined to cut federal expenditures and appear to have little concern for where the cuts occur. The budget struggles this year and next will find all discretionary programs mobilizing their supporters. Competing agencies like the National Institutes of Health (NIH) and National Science Foundation (NSF) have constituencies who are savvy veterans of getting their way even when budgets are tight. The cure for some disease is always just another appropriation away from happening.

As has been repeatedly said, Apollo was sui generis, one of a kind, a product of unique historical circumstances. NASA’s future in human spaceflight is budget wise and politically more supportable as a small ball approach. This is clearly less flashy, but today being politically sustainable must become the focus. The flexible path suggested by the Obama Administration is perceived by some as too vague and indefinite (see “Prognosticating NASA’s Future”, The Space Review, March 29, 2010). That may be an accurate judgment, but that plan envisions a process rather than a constituency or destination focus, which has been typical of NASA initiatives. Such a project or destination focus becomes finite, with an end date and no logical follow on into the future. Conceptualizing space exploration as a process rather than a destination or project allows you to build on success and push outward beyond the Moon and into the solar system.

Plan requires presidential involvement – means Obama gets the blame 

Marcia Smith ’11 Smith is President of the Space and Technology Policy Group, LLC, which specializes in news, information and analysis of civil, military and commercial space programs and other technology areas. From March 2006-March 2009, Ms. Smith was Director of the Space Studies Board (SSB) at the National Research Council (NRC), “Last Man on Moon and Space Policy Expert Dismayed at State of U.S. Human Spaceflight Program” 5/25 http://spacepolicyonline.com/pages/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=1591:last-man-on-moon-and-space-policy-expert-dismayed-at-state-of-us-human-spaceflight-program&catid=67:news&Itemid=27 

Apollo 17 astronaut Gene Cernan, the last man on the Moon, and Dr. John Logsdon, the "dean" of space policy experts and an authority on John F. Kennedy's role in the Apollo program, agree that the U.S. human spaceflight program today is in disarray.
In separate op-eds today and at a lecture this evening sponsored by the National Air and Space Museum at its Udvar-Hazy Center to commemorate the 50th anniversary of JFK's "moon speech," Cernan and Logsdon painted a picture of a space program "on a mission to nowhere" as Cernan described it.
At the lecture, Cernan made clear that he never thought that he would be the "last man on the Moon" and resists the characterization.   He considers himself the last man on the Moon "in the 20th century" or, even more optimistically, the "most recent man on the Moon."   Describing his thoughts as he climbed the ladder into the Lunar Excursion Module to take him back to lunar orbit and then back home, he said he felt as though he was sitting on "God's front porch" as he looked back at Earth.  The experience was "just too beautiful to have happened by accident."   
Those comments followed a heartfelt commentary on the current state of the space program, where he believes the U.S. has "ceded the leadership in space"  grasped from the Soviet Union during the 1960's.  Decrying the imminent loss of a U.S. capability to launch people into space  -- only one more space shuttle mission remains and what lies beyond is uncertain -- Cernan sanguinely predicted that "wiser heads" would prevail in Washington. 
Logsdon recounted the key points of his new book, John F. Kennedy and the Race to the Moon, emphasizing that JFK was not a space visionary, but a President coping with Cold War realities.   In his op-ed for the Orlando Sentinel today, Logsdon suggested that JFK could be a role model for President Obama in remaining closely involved in space program decisions.  "If President Obama hopes for a positive space legacy, he needs to emulate John Kennedy; without sustained presidential leadership, NASA will continue to lack the focus required for a space effort producing acknowledged international leadership and national pride in what the United States accomplishes," Logsdon wrote.

Space Policy Unpop

Plan costs capital- increasing nasa’s budget requires presidential leadership

Powell 09

[ Stewart M. Powell is a writer for Hearst Newspapers in Washington, D.C., Sept. 13, 2009, Potential uphill battle for NASA, http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/nation/6615751.html, Caplan]

NASA supporters are bracing for an uphill battle to get the extra funding needed to take on missions more ambitious than visits to the international space station. A high-level panel told President Barack Obama last week that the space program needs an infusion of about $3 billion more a year by 2014. That may be a tough sell, even though the amount could be considered spare change in a fast-spending capital where the White House and Congress are on track to dole out nearly $4 trillion this year to finance federal operations, including bailouts for Wall Street firms, banks and automakers. “The congressional agenda over the next year is going to be focused on cutting programs, not adding to them,” said Scott Lilly, a scholar at the Center for American Progress. Adding resources to the nation's $18.7 billion-a-year space program would require cuts in other areas, said Lilly, who doesn't think lawmakers are willing to make those trades. Rep. Pete Olson, R-Sugar Land, the ranking Republican on the House subcommittee that has jurisdiction over NASA, said wrangling the additional $3 billion a year would be “an enormous challenge — but one I am prepared to win.” Added Olson, whose district includes Johnson Space Center: “NASA doesn't require bailout funds — it needs the promised level of investment that previous Congresses have endorsed.” The 10-member panel of space experts led by retired aerospace executive Norman Augustine suggested extending U.S. participation in the $100 billion space station for five years, extending budgeting for the retiring shuttle fleet by six months, delaying plans for a 2020 return to the moon and extending the timeline for the next generation of manned spacecraft by two years at least until 2017. But the experts warned in their 12-page preliminary report to Obama on Tuesday that “meaningful human exploration” would be possible only under “a less constrained budget ramping (up) to approximately $3 billion per year” in additional spending by 2014. Former astronaut Sally Ride, a member of the committee, forecast $27.1 billion in additional funds would be needed over the next decade — a 27 percent increase over the $99.1 billion currently planned. Even before Obama publicly reacts to Augustine's report to map the next steps in the nation's manned space exploration, members of Congress are scrambling. “The immediate challenge goes beyond money to just getting NASA on the radar screen when everyone is focused on health care reform,” said a key congressional staffer involved in NASA issues. Finding support NASA supporters initially are targeting the Democratic leadership of appropriations subcommittees in the House and Senate with jurisdiction over NASA. Space advocates have an ally in Sen. Barbara Mikulski, D-Md., chairwoman of the Senate Appropriations Committee panel that handles space agency spending. But in the House, pro-NASA lawmakers expect a fight with Rep. Alan Mollohan, D-W.Va., chairman of the House Appropriations Committee panel that cut next year's NASA spending nearly $500 million below what Obama requested. Lawmakers are looking for a House-Senate conference committee to restore the funds that Mollohan cut before the Augustine panel completed its work. Aides to Sen. Bill Nelson, D-Fla., chairman of a Senate subcommittee that oversees NASA, said they have already identified six potential sources of additional NASA funding within the federal budget, including some of the $8 billion promised over the next decade to private energy firms to research fossil fuels and deep drilling for oil and gas. Lawmakers also are exploring the possibility of redirecting some of the two-year, $787 billion economic stimulus package from shovel-ready transportation construction projects and other federally subsidized programs into the NASA budget. The administration so far has only paid out $160 billion of the total, according to Vice President Joe Biden. “A lot of stimulus money has not been spent,” said Sen. John Cornyn, R-San Antonio. “We should redirect some of those stimulus funds to pay for enhancements to the NASA budget because I believe human space flight is so important.” Aerospace executives and veteran space experts are hoping for reliable year-to-year funding. “These are challenging economic times, but this is not the moment to turn away from leading a global space exploration effort,” said Dean Acosta, head of the Houston-based Coalition for Space Exploration. President's influence Presidential leadership will be essential to gaining an increase, emphasized John Logsdon, a space policy expert who served on the Shuttle Columbia Accident Investigation Board. “The president has to use some portion of his political capital to put forward an Obama space program.”

Space Policy Unpop

Space funding is politically controversial 

Cunningham 10

[Walter Cunningham, Apollo 7 Astronaut, “Slashed NASA Budget Would Leave the U.S. No Longer a Space Leader”, Houston Chronicle, 2/6/11, http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/editorial/outlook/6854790.html, Caplan]

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. Yes, jobs will be lost and the local economy will suffer. This will hurt and be readily measured. In the long run, intangible losses (those on which we cannot put a price tag) will be far more devastating. The cancellation of Constellation will guarantee several things. Most important, strategically, is the gap, the period during which we will be dependent on Russia to carry Americans to our own space station. With the cancellation of Constellation, that gap will grow longer, not shorter. American astronauts will not travel into space on American-developed and -built spacecraft until at least 2016 or 2017. We are not trying to fix any deficiencies in Constellation; our fate will be in the hands of commercial companies with COTS (Commercial Orbital Transportation Services) program awards. They will attempt to regain our lost greatness with new capsules and new rockets or military rockets, after man-rating them. Supposedly, they will do this faster and cheaper than NASA. Cheaper, maybe; faster is not going to happen. These will be companies that have never made a manned rocket and have little idea of the problems they face trying to man-rate a brand new launch vehicle and space capsule. Even under the best of circumstances, humans will not be flying to the space station on COTS-developed vehicles before 2017. After 50 years and several hundred billion dollars, the accomplishments of NASA and the U.S. space program in science, technology and exploration are unchallenged. They are admired, respected and envied by people and countries around the world. Our space program has provided inspiration to the human spirit for young and old alike. It said proudly to the world that Americans could accomplish whatever they set their minds to. Look at the efforts of China and India in the past 30 years to emulate this success. Young people have always been inspired with talk of sending explorers to the planets. Do you think they will have the same reaction when we speak of the new plan for “transformative technology development”? NASA may have been backing away from the real challenge of human spaceflight for years, but in canceling Constellation and NASA manned vehicles we are, in effect, abdicating our role as the leading spacefaring nation of the world. America will lose its pre-eminence in space. The real economic impact will not be immediate. The public at large is not fully aware of NASA's role as a principal driver in our economy for the past 50 years. They forget that much of the technology we now take for granted either originated in the space program or was utilized and improved by the space program. That is NASA's real legacy. The investments we made in NASA in the 1960s are still paying off in technology applications and new businesses.

Asteroid Deflection Unpop
Asteroid technology is unpopular—lack of political will and funding

Dearing, 11

(Matthew, Science Journal at Dynamic Paterns Research,“Protecting the Planet Requires Heroes, Money, and Citizen Scientists”, 4/12/11, http://research.dynamicpatterns.com/2011/04/12/protecting-the-planet-requires-heroes-money-and-citizen-scientists/)

There are many issues that NASA must juggle with here, including political, financial, and scientific. Who is willing to risk one’s political capital to champion the destruction of once-in-an-epoch giant fireballs in the sky, albeit one that can destroy our civilization as we know it? How much of taxpayer dollars can be appropriated to a once-in-an-epoch event, albeit one that can destroy our civilization as we know it? And, with deflection technology really already at hand, how professionally interesting is it to track and monitor orbiting rocks, since a Nobel Prize doesn’t target too many rocks these days? The bottom line is that the political will and the money are not available from the United States federal government, so the financing of advancing technology–well in advance of pending doom–is not really an option right now, and will likely continue to not be an option for some time. Methods of averting potentially impacting objects have already been proposed, and should be reasonable to implement without too much of a technological leap, if any, although the funding factor will always be an application killer. In fact, according the the task force’s minutes, NASA should stay out of the direct defensive activities, and leave that to those who know how to defend, like the Air Force. Of course, the United States is already over-criticized for being the police force of the world, so why should it now have to be the defender of the planet and of all civilization?

Asteroid Mining Unpop 

Astroid Missions can’t sustain political support

Thompson 11

[Loren Thompson , Chief Financial Officer, Lexington Institute, April 2011, “Human Spaceflight”, http://www.lexingtoninstitute.org/library/resources/documents/Defense/HumanSpaceflight-Mars.pdf, Caplan]

This all makes sense from a budgetary and scientific perspective.  What’s missing is a grasp of the rationale required to sustain political support across multiple administrations.  While exploration of the Moon’s far side or nearby asteroids may have major scientific benefits, those benefits are unlikely to be appreciated by politicians struggling to reconcile record deficits.  NASA’s current research plans do not connect well with the policy agendas of either major political party, and the flexible path will not change that.  To justify investments of hundreds of billions of dollars in human spaceflight over the next 20 years while entitlements are being pared and taxes are increasing, NASA must offer a justification for its efforts commensurate with the sacrifices required.  Mars is the only objective of sufficient interest or importance that can fill that role.  Thus, the framework of missions undertaken pursuant to the flexible-path approach must always be linked to the ultimate goal of putting human beings on the Martian surface, and the investments made must be justified mainly on that basis.  The American public can be convinced to support a costly series of steps leading to a worthwhile objective, but trips to the Moon and near-Earth objects aren’t likely to generate sustained political support during a period of severe fiscal stress. 

Strong political opposition to asteroid mining – radical plans unpopular

Mark Prado, American physicist who worked in advanced planning in the US space program, 2002, “Asteroidal vs. Lunar Materials Utilization”, http://www.permanent.com/ep-a-v-l.htm//jchen

Asteroids appeal to the '49er instinct of humans to explore new kinds of places vastly different than the norm, including different from the Moon. Asteroids are the next "Americas", destined to leave America on Earth, as well as the Moon, to history. It's the ultimate outback frontier for freedom and creativity.  One thing is for sure: It would be a big mistake to depend upon the government to take us there, especially as things have changed from the old days when the Western governments were competing with Communist systems. Government bureaucracies suffer from the same fundamental human nature mechanisms as Communism. To get NASA to research potential products from lunar and asteroidal materials utilization that can be sold to consumers, or even to do paper studies into asteroidal materials utilization, would displace other established research programs within NASA. It would take a revolution, and leadership from the President. Change will not come from within entrenched NASA bureaucratic interests. NASA's space program has become just another government program of established fatcat contractors consuming taxpayer money with their fingers traditionally pointed towards Mars. There's little enrichment of our greater economy and wellbeing there, mainly just the bureaucracy and its contractors. Within the latter, you're more likely to find yourself within a political rat's nest. Major new initiatives generally don't come from entrenched bureaucrats who have the old established interests of their own turf and friends to protect from competing new initiatives.

Asteroid Mining Links 

Asteroid mining unpopular- funds 

Matthew T. Dearing, Research Associate with the Program for Culture & Conflict Studies, April 12th 2011 “Protecting the Planet Requires Heroes, Money, and Citizen Scientists”, http://www.science20.com/citizen_science_journal/protecting_planet_requires_heroes_money_and_citizen_scientists-78070//ZY

Many of us while growing up and listening to our bedtime stories learned to not freak out and run screaming through the streets if we thought that the “sky is falling.” As little chickens, we were taught at an early age that it was best to be brave, calm, and rational, else be considered a crazed lunatic. This childhood behavioral bias infiltrated adulthood in the relationship between professional astronomers, policy-makers and national budget-number crunchers. When a scientist expresses probabilistic concerns about the impending doom of our planet from a cataclysmic change of a major impact event, say, in the next 100, 1,000, or 10,000 years, it requires just too much risk of political capital and tax-payer dollars to divert significant budget resources to something that might only be a concern for our uber-great grandchildren.  The simultaneous efforts of two Hollywood studios in the late nineties of the last century tried to get something stirring in our cultural awareness with their mega-disaster flicks, Armageddon and Deep Impact. These features did bring us through the box office (which was certainly their primary goal!), but they did not push us en masse to the round table to prepare for the ultimate defensive plan for our planet. Combating Earth-bound asteroids, or “near-earth objects” (NEOs), is an unsolved problem, and one that citizen scientists largely ignore because it’s assumed that this issue must be only approached via the domain that has access to the massive amounts of taxpayer dollars and the international collaborations between those nations who can liberally spend all of that money. It’s this requirement of essentially unlimited funds that is the sticking point to making serious progress on defending against an event that may, or may not, happen in the upcoming budget cycle.
 

Congress opposes investment in asteroid mining  

USA Today,  July 2010 “LANDING ON AN ASTEROID: NOT QUITE LIKE IN THE MOVIES”, http://www.davidreneke.com/astro/astro-space-news-5-july-2010//ZY
 Asteroids have always been passed over as a destination for human explorers. Then-President George H.W. Bush wanted NASA to go to Mars, while his son, George W. Bush, chose the moon. During the last six years, NASA has spent $9 billion building a spaceship, rocket and other gear to help reach the second Bush's goal of returning humans to the lunar surface by 2020.  
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.

Asteroid Mining Links

Congress hates the plan – empirically rejects asteroid mining plans

Charles A. Gardner, Ph.D., has worked in government, academia, diplomacy, philanthropy, and multilateral and non-governmental organizations for the past 20 years. He was a recipient of a Congressional Science Fellowship in 1991, and then spent ten years working on science policy for the US Government, including five years as the Science Attaché at the US Embassy in New Delhi. He later served as an Associate Director in the Rockefeller Foundation and as a Senior Advisor on Research with the World Health Organization, and is now working for a non-governmental organization based in Geneva, Switzerland, 4/18/11, “Tobacco and beaver pelts: the sustainable path”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1827/1//jchen

If our goal really is expansion into the solar system, then that expansion must take root just as firmly as Jamestown and Plymouth Colony once did (eventually) in the early 17th century. This, in turn, implies two essential enabling objectives: physical and economic sustainability. These should drive our thinking about destinations. In April 2010, President Obama embraced a flexible path… to an asteroid, as a stepping stone to Mars. NASA’s new R&D agenda would focus on the first enabling objective, physical sustainability. Unfortunately, in its efforts to preserve jobs, the US Congress has partially gutted that investment strategy in favor of a heavy lift launch vehicle—with very little idea what to lift—to be developed by well-established corporations at the expense of innovative upstarts like Armadillo Aerospace, Blue Origin, Sierra Nevada, and SpaceX.

No link turns – infighting makes mining lobbies powerless

Charles A. Gardner, Ph.D., has worked in government, academia, diplomacy, philanthropy, and multilateral and non-governmental organizations for the past 20 years. He was a recipient of a Congressional Science Fellowship in 1991, and then spent ten years working on science policy for the US Government, including five years as the Science Attaché at the US Embassy in New Delhi. He later served as an Associate Director in the Rockefeller Foundation and as a Senior Advisor on Research with the World Health Organization, and is now working for a non-governmental organization based in Geneva, Switzerland, 4/18/11, “Tobacco and beaver pelts: the sustainable path”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1827/1//jchen

Mining the asteroids is not an economically viable option today, nor is space-based solar power. The question is what R&D and engineering innovations are needed to make them viable. Peak theory and speculation on dwindling resources are always controversial, but what economic research is needed to clarify the supposedly pending resource crunch, and what do we need to do to prepare for it if it’s real?  Energy independence, climate change and material resources are all national security issues. As the Augustine Committee noted: “Crucially, human spaceflight objectives should broadly align with key national objectives.” These are the kinds of arguments that we need to marshal for Congress and the public. In the real world, such arguments are far more persuasive than dreams of Moon bases, Mars colonies, or O’Neill habitats financed entirely through the generosity of taxpayers.  Unfortunately, with Congress intent on building rockets-to-nowhere, and space advocates fighting among themselves, we seem to have lost our way completely, especially if we agree that destinations should derive from goals and not the other way round. This may seem a low blow, but our current obsession with Mars and the Moon seems to derive more from science fiction fantasies—and perhaps a primitive desire to walk on a flat surface and know which way is up—than from any rational plan. The Augustine Committee itself noted the cost and difficulty of “travel into the deep gravity wells of the lunar and Martian surface.”

Asteroid ventures unpopular – target for budget hawks

Jeff Foust, aerospace analyst, journalist and publisher. He is the editor and publisher of The Space Review and has written for Astronomy Now, 9/9/10, “Briefly: NASA lobbying, asteroid R&D, and a rocket scientist candidate”, http://www.spacepolitics.com/2010/09/09/briefly-nasa-lobbying-asteroid-rd-and-a-rocket-scientist-candidate///jchen

The Senate bill also gets support in an op-ed in The Hill by Marion Blakey, president and CEO of the Aerospace Industries Association and a former FAA administrator. The Senate bill “provides a compromise solution” between the administration’s original proposal and “the preference of Congress” to keep some sort of government human spaceflight capability. Meanwhile, “The House version of the bill is still pending, floating tetherless in space and awaiting a final pull” that would lead to a final compromise between the two versions. “As time grows short in the legislative calendar, a final resolution seems less and less likely.”  Tom Jones (the former astronaut, not the singer) tells SecondAct.com he’s working on planning for future human missions to asteroids but worries about the R&D funding needed to support such missions. “Unfortunately, NASA’s R&D budget is the first place legislators go to cut costs or for their own priorities,” he said. “R&D gets zapped unless it’s tied to an objective, and there isn’t that right now.”
Climate Research Unpop
Republicans hate climate research – believe it distracts from NASA’s purpose

Sheppard 2/11 

[Kate, 2/11/11, Mother Jones, “Taking Climate Denial to New Extremes” http://motherjones.com/blue-marble/2011/02/republican-climate-nasa-budget]

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. 

The plan guarantees a political battle -- costs capital. 

Boyle, 11 

(5/23/11, Rebecca, Popular Science, “As Congress Fusses Over Climate Semantics, the U.S. Faces a Weather Satellite Gap,” http://www.popsci.com/technology/article/2011-05/satellite-funding-cuts-us-could-face-weather-satellite-gap, Sawyer)

Amid all this, the country’s future weather prediction capabilities could be stymied by a battle in Washington. During the budget battle earlier this spring, Congress cut funding for a new polar-orbiting satellite, which is designed to monitor atmospheric temperatures and pressure, severe weather, fires and other manmade and natural disasters, and to provide continuous climate data. If it does not get built, the country faces a satellite gap, which could affect forecasters’ ability to predict the weather. The key word here is climate. “Weather is apolitical, but climate is unfortunately not,” Bill Sullivan, a director at Raytheon Intelligence and Information Systems and program manager for the new satellite, said in an interview. Click here to launch a gallery of images of NASA’s NPP satellite NOAA Administrator Jane Lubchenco said at a news conference Thursday that the agency’s satellite program is in limbo. This is at least the fourth time in the past few years that a climate-monitoring project has fallen victim to either terrible luck or bad politics. First the Orbiting Carbon Observatory failed to reach orbit, then NASA’s aerosol-monituring Glory mission also died during launch. Last month we told you about the Deep Space Climate Observatory, languishing in a box in Maryland. Now a satellite called JPSS is in danger of losing its funding.
Constellation Unpop
Expanding Constellation is perceived as controversial new spending

Handberg, 11 - Professor and Chair of the Department of Political Science at the University of Central Florida (Rodger, “Small ball or home runs: the changing ethos of US human spaceflight policy,” The Space Review, 1/17, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1759/1)

The US space program remained focused, not on duplicating Apollo, but on achieving another difficult goal such as going to Mars, a logical extension truly of the Apollo effort. Twice, the presidents Bush provided the presidential rationale, if not support, for achieving great things. The Space Exploration Initiative (SEI) in 1989 and the Vision for Space Exploration (VSE) in 2004 were announced with great fanfare but neither survived the realities of congressional and presidential budgeting. The VSE appeared on paper more realistic about funding, but its choices were draconian: the ISS and space shuttle were both to be sacrificed on the altar of the new program. The earlier SEI died quickly, so hard choices were not required, while the VSE in the form of the Constellation Program lingers on although its effective demise appears certain. The Obama Administration prefers another approach while the new Congress is likely more hostile to big ticket discretionary spending. If the Tea Party faction in the Republican House caucus means what it says, the future for Constellation or any other similar program is a dim one.

The reality is that the Apollo program, the SEI, and the VSE are examples in space terms of the home run approach. Such efforts confront the cruel but obvious reality that the human spaceflight program is considered by the public and most of Congress to be a “nice to have,” but not a necessity when compared to other programs or national priorities. Congressional support is narrow and constituency-driven (i.e. protect local jobs), which means most in Congress only support the space program in the abstract. Big ticket items or programs are not a priority for most, given other priorities. What happens is what can be loosely termed normal politics: a situation where human spaceflight remains a low priority on the national agenda. Funding for bold new initiatives is going to be hard to come by even when the economy recovers and deficits are under control. The home run approach has run its course at least for a time; now the small ball approach becomes your mantra.

Rhetorical support for Constellation doesn’t translate into budgetary support

Delgado, 11 - Space Policy Institute, George Washington University (Laura, “When inspiration fails to inspire: A change of strategy for the US space program,” Space Policy 27 (2011) 94e98, Science Direct)

These challenges led the Augustine Committee in 2009 to conclude that the Constellation Program, the main component of the VSE, would not meet its requirements on time without a significant boost of resources [10], a point that led the Obama administration to eventually cancel it. During the summer of 2010, when the administration’s plans were being hotly debated, inspiration was yet again touted as a key issue. The administration’s proposal – which hinged on transforming NASA into a technology development and research agency and which transferred crew and cargo transport to the ISS, the commercial sector –was criticized for killing the space program, and relinquishing US leadership. It also called for ISS continuation past 2016, which, despite being widely supported, was still found uninspiring for some.

Interestingly enough, the reaction from Congress - although aggressive in changing key policy provisions - did not add one cent to this proposed budget, and instead kept it at $19 billion.5 In the context of economic challenges, members of Congress were hard put to argue for double digit increases for a space program that was vehemently defended as a way to keep America being the best. At the end of the day, with growing unemployment, a monstrous deficit, two seemingly never-ending wars, and a myriad of issues facing the country, arguments appealing to space for discovery, leadership, and prestige alone just do not cut it.

China Coop Unpop
Foreign cooperation is unpopular – Wolf clause proves 

Young 7/11

 [Connie Young, writing for the CBS news service  7/7/11 “Can U.S. afford to snub China in space quest?” 

http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503543_162-20077462-503543.html, Caplan]
Beijing was deeply offended when two journalists from China's state-run Xinhua news agency were barred from covering the historic launch of the shuttle Endeavour in May, the second-to-last mission for the U.S. shuttle program. Endeavour blasted off from Florida's Kennedy Space Center on May 16, carrying an Alpha Magnetic Spectrometer-2 particle detector - a $1.5 billion apparatus developed, in part, by Chinese scientists. It became a source of national pride in China. Banned from covering the launch, the government mouthpiece lashed out in a report two days blasting "discriminative" new U.S. legislation which bans any of NASA's government-apportioned funding being used in partnership with, to support or host any entity of the Chinese government. The Xinhua article refers to a clause added by Rep. Frank Wolf (R-Va.), chairman of the House committee which oversees NASA's budget - and a fierce critic of China's human rights record, to an emergency national budget bill passed in April to keep the U.S. government running for six months. Xinhua's article claimed "even Americans themselves" viewed the so-called "Wolf Clause" as discriminatory. The emergency budget averted a government-wide shutdown, and it was passed in spite of vocal objections by members of both parties to many of the restrictions included. However, there has been little talk in Washington specifically about the clause on space cooperation with China, and no U.S. lawmakers have publicly labeled it "discriminative," as Xinhua suggested. "Obviously, the 'Wolf Clause' runs counter to the trend that both China and the United States are trying to push ahead their exchanges and cooperation in science and technology," said the Xinhua article. In remarks to the House Appropriations subcommittee explaining his stance, Wolf made it clear China's dismal record on human rights was behind the legislation blocking any NASA interaction with China's military-run space program. "Consider our differing worldviews," said Wolf. "The U.S. was founded on the premise that liberty is a birthright, that individual human life is sacred, that the freedom to worship according to the dictates of your conscience is paramount. The Chinese government operates antithetically to these beliefs." "There is no clearer indication of the gulf that exists between our two countries than the Chinese government's treatment of its own people." But experts in U.S.-China relations accuse Wolf of seeking to "ram through a potentially unconstitutional assault on the president's ability to conduct scientific diplomacy." Gregory Kulacki, a Beijing-based global security analyst and member of the Union of Concerned Scientists wrote in the journal "Nature" that the restrictions placed on NASA may, in part, be partisan U.S. politics threatening to further exacerbate a relationship already fraught with distrust. The scientist tells CBS News that Wolf's amendment was "prompted by efforts by the Obama administration to reach out to the Chinese (on space cooperation) even though the Bush Administration had been doing the same thing for years." "The ban should be lifted," wrote Kulacki bluntly. "The progress of Chinese space activity during the previous US administration suggests that the prohibitions that have stifled Sino-American scientific cooperation for decades have not achieved their aims, and have arguably been counterproductive. China has shown that it has the talent and resources to go it alone. The sanctions have only severed links between the countries and made a new generation of Chinese intellectuals resentful and suspicious of the United States. And they stand in contrast to the tradition of scientists strengthening diplomatic relations." 

Frank Links- Nasa

Frank hates the plan 

Brooks 8 

(Jeff, Founder and Director – Committee for the Advocacy of Space Exploration, “They’re No Jack Kennedys”, The Space Review, 5-12, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1124/1)
What might be the cause of the disproportionate opposition to space exploration manifested by the Massachusetts congressional delegation? It seems to stem largely from Congressman Frank, who has made his opposition to manned spaceflight something of a pet issue. While his fellow Massachusetts representatives essentially limit their opposition to their votes on the House floor, Frank has repeatedly spoken out against the human space program in the press.

Perhaps, therefore, the Massachusetts delegation has lined up against space exploration more out of solidarity with Congressman Frank than because of any deeply-held convictions. After all, he is held in high regard by his colleagues and, as chairman of the powerful Financial Services Committee, is one of the more influential members of the House. Because it does not cost them much political capital to adopt an anti-space position, while they are in a position to gain favor with Congressman Frank by going along with him, the pluses of voting against space exploration clearly outweigh the minuses.

Thus far, the Massachusetts opposition to manned spaceflight has not inflicted serious damage on the Moon-Mars initiative. But it may present a problem in the future. The margin of victory over the Weiner amendment was uncomfortably close, indicating that congressional support for manned spaceflight may not be very deep. If Representative Frank ever decides to make his opposition to manned spaceflight more than a mere pet issue, it could signify real trouble. The Massachusetts delegation could form the core of an organized bloc in opposition to manned spaceflight beyond Earth orbit. This question will become much more pressing after the first flight of Orion, when our political leadership will no longer be able to delay the decision about whether or not to push forward with the Moon-Mars initiative.

He’s key to the agenda

Kohlmayer 9

 (Vasko, Frequent Contributor – American Thinker, “Who is Barney Frank?”, American Thinker, 3-5, http://www.americanthinker.com/2009/03/who_is_barney_frank.html)

Gallagher is right. As Chairman of the Financial Service Committee in the US House of Representatives, Barney Frank plays a crucial role in determining in what ways much of the bailout and stimulus money is spent. This is because the committee over which he presides oversees the housing and banking sectors, two industries that are at the center of the current economic crisis. But Frank's power and influence extend beyond his chairmanship of the important Financial Services Committee. Outspoken, smart and forceful, Frank has emerged as one of the heavyweights in the Democrat-led House and as such instrumental in shaping its course and agenda. There are some who think that his behind-the-scenes influence exceeds even that of Nancy Pelosi. Whether or not this is so, there can be no doubt that Barney Frank is currently one of the most powerful politicians in the country.

Frank Links- Military

Frank hates new military spending- he’s key to the agenda 

Baumann 09

 [Nick Baumann, DC based Report for Mother Jones “Barney Frank to Obama: Cut Military Spending,” 2/26/09 http://www.afterdowningstreet.org/node/40230, Caplan]

Representative Barney Frank is one of the most powerful Democrats in the House of Representatives. As chairman of the Financial Services Committee, he's overseeing the spending of hundreds of billions of dollars to bailout Wall Street and stave off the mortgage crisis. The White House needs him, and he's been a dependable ally so far. Now he's leaning on President Barack Obama to cut the Pentagon budget. On Tuesday, two days before Obama presents a proposed budget to Congress, Frank (D-Mass.) and other House Democrats called on the Obama administration to reduce military spending, setting up a potential clash between House liberals and the White House. At a White House summit on fiscal responsibility the day before, Obama had cast doubt on the future of an $11.2 billion project to upgrade the fleet of presidential helicopters. But Obama has shown no indication that he plans to reduce, or even freeze, overall defense spending, which will be around $650 billion this fiscal year. Frank says that's a mistake. "To accomplish his goals of expanding health care and other important quality of life services without ballooning the deficit," Frank noted, Obama has no choice but to decrease military spending. He said that spending excessive amounts of money on the defense budget "precludes" the Obama administration from addressing other priorities: "If we do not get military spending under control, we will not be able to respond to important domestic needs." 

China Coop Links
Massive unpopular with China cooperation- white house and congress are fighting  over jurisdiction 

Yahoo news correspondent Mark Whittington , a writer residing in Houston, Texas. He is the author of The Last Moonwalker, Children of Apollo and Nocturne. He has written numerous articles, some for the Washington Post, USA Today, the LA Times, and the Houston Chronicle, 5/8/11“White House and Congress Clash Over NASA Funding, Space Cooperation with China”, http://contributor.yahoo.com/user/1659/mark_whittington.html//ZY
Another indication that President Barack Obama's 2012 NASA funding request was in trouble occurred when at a hearing of the House Appropriations commerce, justice, science subcommittee on May 3. White House science czar John Holdren came under some sharp questioning by Rep. Frank Wolf chairman of the subcommittee. The questioning revolved around the belief by Wolf that the administration is short changing the development of a heavy lift launcher and the Orion spacecraft that congress views as vital for the long term human exploration of space. The priorities of the administration include subsidies to commercial space firms, Earth science, and technology development. Wolf also questioned why NASA has not gotten a request for an increase of funding, even though some other science oriented agencies have gotten such requests. According to the account of the hearings on Space News, Wolf did not find Holdren's answers to be satisfactory. That suggests that there will be a renewed clash between the congress and the White House on space policy. 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. [ For complete coverage of politics and policy, go to Yahoo! Politics ]  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. 

Mars Unpop
Increasing funding for NASA’s missions hurts Obama – it’s seen as unsustainable and too expensive.

Handberg 2011, (Roger, Professor and Chair of the Department of Political Science at the University of Central Florida. “Small ball or home runs: the changing ethos of US human spaceflight policy.” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1759/1//\

If one conceptualizes Apollo as the example par excellence of the home run approach, what does the small ball approach mean for NASA? Simply put, NASA needs to think of its human space exploration effort as a process, not a project. Apollo arose from the political world rather than the logical outcome from a systematic approach to space exploration. NASA provided the substance but the president, Kennedy, was looking for flashy items to highlight US prestige and technological capabilities. The latter was particularly important since the Soviets were clearly leading the United States in the space race in May 1961. This event, Apollo, with its great success, imprinted itself into NASA’s organizational DNA: human spaceflight programs must be large scale and dramatic. That is what needs to change if NASA and its aspirations are to survive.

NASA Administrator Charles Bolden alluded to that reality recently: “Future NASA space programs must be affordable, sustainable and realistic to survive political and funding dangers that have killed previous initiatives.” This is harsh talk but it reflects the reality confronting all US discretionary programs in the federal budget. The new Republican House majority is determined to cut federal expenditures and appear to have little concern for where the cuts occur. The budget struggles this year and next will find all discretionary programs mobilizing their supporters. Competing agencies like the National Institutes of Health (NIH) and National Science Foundation (NSF) have constituencies who are savvy veterans of getting their way even when budgets are tight. The cure for some disease is always just another appropriation away from happening.

As has been repeatedly said, Apollo was sui generis, one of a kind, a product of unique historical circumstances. NASA’s future in human spaceflight is budget wise and politically more supportable as a small ball approach. This is clearly less flashy, but today being politically sustainable must become the focus. The flexible path suggested by the Obama Administration is perceived by some as too vague and indefinite (see “Prognosticating NASA’s Future”, The Space Review, March 29, 2010). That may be an accurate judgment, but that plan envisions a process rather than a constituency or destination focus, which has been typical of NASA initiatives. Such a project or destination focus becomes finite, with an end date and no logical follow on into the future. Conceptualizing space exploration as a process rather than a destination or project allows you to build on success and push outward beyond the Moon and into the solar system.

Moon Unpop
The plan will be contentious given recent spending disagreements

Holmes, 11 (David, 4/26/11, NY Daily News, “To the Moon! Congress proposes a bill that would establish a base on the Moon, could face Obama veto,” http://articles.nydailynews.com/2011-04-26/news/29494409_1_moon-program-space-exploration-lunar-surface, JMP)

Good news, spaceheads!

If Congress has its way, we could be back on the moon as soon as 2022 -- for keeps.

Four U.S. House members have sponsored a bill that would establish a long-term base on the moon. According to the proposal, this mission would promote "exploration, commerce, science and United States preeminence in space as a stepping stone for the future exploration of Mars and other destinations."

The last manned moon landing was Apollo 17 in 1972. On that mission, astronauts Eugene Cernan, Ronald Evans and Harrison Schmitt spent three days on the lunar surface taking photographs and collecting samples.

But don't strap on those moon shoes just yet. Last year, Obama called for an end to NASA's moon program, so even if the bill passes both the House and the Senate, it could still be vetoed by the President.

In an April 15, 2010, speech on space exploration, Obama said, "Now, I understand that some believe that we should attempt a return to the surface of the moon first, as previously planned. But I just have to say pretty bluntly here: We've been there before." 

Meanwhile, John Timmer of the tech website Ars Technica is skeptical that the bill will even get to that point, considering the recent spending disagreements that nearly led to a government shutdown earlier this month.

Timmer writes, "Given how contentious budget issues have been in the current Congress, any attempt to turn it into something concrete would probably make it a nonstarter." 

Plan causes turf wars and is unpopular 

Whittington 11

 [Mark Whittington, Staff Writer for Yahoo News, “Harrison Schmitt's Plan to Solve the Energy Problem by Mining the Moon,” 5/4/11 http://news.yahoo.com/s/ac/20110504/us_ac/8419965_harrison_schmitts_plan_to_solve_the_energy_problem_by_mining_the_moon]

Harrison Schmitt, Apollo moonwalker, geologist, and former U.S. Senator, spoke at the Williston Basin Petroleum Conference recently and presented his plan to solve the long-term energy needs of the world by mining the moon. The idea is to mine a substance that is almost nonexistent on the Earth, but extant on the moon called helium 3 (3HE), an isotope of the well known substance usually put in party balloons. Helium 3 has been deposited in lunar soil over billions of years by solar wind and exists in trace amounts waiting to be extracted. 100 kilograms of helium 3 could be obtained from processing a 2 kilometer square area of lunar soil down to the depth of three meters. That amount would run a 1,000 megawatt fusion reactor for a year. Schmitt says helium 3 is an ideal fuel for future fusion reactors because it leaves little or no radioactive residue, which obviates the need to decontaminate the reactor periodically. The downside is that a helium 3 fusion reaction has to take place at hotter temperatures than other fusion reactions using, for example, deuterium. Schmitt proposes that $5 billion be spent to build a test reactor that would burn helium 3 to create power. In the meantime a return to the moon would have as its main focus the extraction and shipping back to Earth helium 3 to fuel the reactor. 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 Unpop
Moon Missions can’t sustain political support

Thompson 11

[Loren Thompson , Chief Financial Officer, Lexington Institute, April 2011, “Human Spaceflight”, http://www.lexingtoninstitute.org/library/resources/documents/Defense/HumanSpaceflight-Mars.pdf, Caplan]

This all makes sense from a budgetary and scientific perspective.  What’s missing is a grasp of the rationale required to sustain political support across multiple administrations.  While exploration of the Moon’s far side or nearby asteroids may have major scientific benefits, those benefits are unlikely to be appreciated by politicians struggling to reconcile record deficits.  NASA’s current research plans do not connect well with the policy agendas of either major political party, and the flexible path will not change that.  To justify investments of hundreds of billions of dollars in human spaceflight over the next 20 years while entitlements are being pared and taxes are increasing, NASA must offer a justification for its efforts commensurate with the sacrifices required.  Mars is the only objective of sufficient interest or importance that can fill that role.  Thus, the framework of missions undertaken pursuant to the flexible-path approach must always be linked to the ultimate goal of putting human beings on the Martian surface, and the investments made must be justified mainly on that basis.  The American public can be convinced to support a costly series of steps leading to a worthwhile objective, but trips to the Moon and near-Earth objects aren’t likely to generate sustained political support during a period of severe fiscal stress. 

Nasa Budget Unpop

Pushing NASA requires reallocating funds and pol cap – unpopular in budget crisis

Pallante 2-17 

(Mike Pallante, 2-17-11, “NASA in Jeopardy: Has Presidential Policy Killed NASA?” http://questional.com/blog/157-nasa-in-jeopardy-has-presidential-policy-killed-nasa/)
Currently limited use of space shuttles will continue; however, for Discovery the end is near. The Discovery is coming apart at the seams and NASA's future is uncertain. Unanswered questions still remain regarding private sector space travel. Will private industry succeed in manned space flight? When? President Obama's plan extends the orbit of the International Space Station until 2020 but potentially leaves us without a means to get there. During the Constellation Program days NASA canceled many contracts for replacement shuttle parts. The wisdom and expense of continual repair on shuttles like Discovery is in question. If President Obama is serious about the future of NASA he will have to do what President Bush did not: Follow through with his vision and create the infrastructure needed to accomplish his goals. That will require allocation of funds, a potentially unpopular move in a budget-heavy political climate. The next year will be an important one for NASA and space travel in general. How it will end remains to be seen.

Obama agreed to five-year NASA budget freeze 

Santini 2-14

 (Jean-Louis Santini, 2-14-11, “Obama: five-year freeze on NASA budget,” http://www.physorg.com/news/2011-02-obama-five-year-nasa.html)
US President Barack Obama unveils his 2012 budget Monday, proposing a raft of spending cuts and tax hikes aimed at curbing a record budget deficit. Obama on Monday proposed reining in expenses at NASA, sending his 2012 budget blueprint to Congress calling for a five-year freeze on new spending at the US space agency. Obama would restrict NASA's budget to last year's levels, $18.7 billion annually through fiscal 2016. The figure represents a 1.6-percent decrease from the spending total the agency had sought for fiscal 2011, which ends in September. "This budget requires us to live within our means so we can invest in our future," NASA Administrator Charles Bolden told a news conference. Bolden sought to put a brave face on the budget limitations, saying the administration's proposal "maintains our commitment to human spaceflight" and research. Experts said it reflected Washington's new fiscal reality, framed by voter frustration with excessive government spending. "There is not a lot of money available," said John Logsdon, a former director of the Space Policy Institute in Washington. "It should not compromise what NASA wants to do but it certainly would slow it down," said Logsdon, an independent consultant to the Obama administration. 

SMD Unpop

Even if the plan is popular in the abstract- senators who may support it hate the funding 

Moltz, 10

(James Clay, Associate Professor and Academic Associate for Security Studies, holds a joint appointment with the Space Systems Academic Group at NPS, previously a staff member in the U.S. Senate and consultant to the NASA Ames Research Center, the Department of Energy’s National Nuclear Security Administration, and the Department of Defense’s Office of Net Assessment, 9/15/10, “RESTRAINT REGIMES FOR SPACE:

A UNITED STATES PERSPECTIVE”, accessed online as PDF document)

First, to borrow a framework developed by Dr Peter Hays of the US Air Force, there are “space hawks” who believe in countering China’s moves into space, supporting deployment of the kinetic energy ASAT and developing a range of space-based weapons. Second, on the opposite side of the political spectrum, lie an equally small number of “space doves”. These members of Congress believe arms control is the best approach to space and are supporters of Dennis Kucinich’s Space Preservation Act of 2002, which calls on the United States to end weapons research and begin negotiating a treaty to ban space weapons. But the most numerous and powerful bloc is that of less vocal congressional moderates, who support some form of missile defence but are ambivalent, and often dubious, about space-based weapons. These representatives have repeatedly reduced the president’s space weapons budget, even within a Republican-controlled Congress, eliminating funding for the kinetic energy ASAT, the space-based infrared-low system and a space-based laser. They may be influenced in the future by the growing US budget deficit, particularly if costs for space-based elements of missile defence continue to grow.

Space Mil Unpop

Plan is unpopular

Sheenan, ‘7 – Mike, prof of IR @ university of Swansea (The International Politics of Space, page 121. Series: Space Power and Politics, ed. Everett C Dolman and John Sheldon,  both @ School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, USAF Air. )
While there may be clear military rationales in favour of the weaponisation of space by the United States, it is a decision that would have considerable political implications. It is also true that to date there have always existed powerful cultural and political domestic obstacles in the United States to such a development. Even at the outset of the space age leading US politicians speculated on the idea of space as a force for peace rather than a theatre of war. House Majority Leader McCormack suggested in 1958 that the exploration of space had the potential to encourage a revived understanding ‘of the common links that bind the members of the human race together and the development of a strengthened sense of community of interest which quite transcends national boundaries’.84 President Kennedy similarly suggested that it was ‘an area in which the stale and sterile dogmas of the Cold War could be literally left a quarter of a million miles behind’.85 US National Space Policy states that the United States is committed to the exploration and use of outer space ‘by all nations for peaceful purposes and for the benefi t of all humanity’.86 US national space policy does allow for the use of space for the purpose of national defence and security, but nevertheless, the weaponisation of space would seem to run counter to a very long-standing national policy. Similarly, the US National Security Strategy declares that uninhibited access to space and use of space are essential to American security. Space policy objectives include protecting US space assets, ‘preventing the spread of weapons of mass destruction to space, and enhancing global partnerships with other space-faring nations across the spectrum of economic, political and security issues’.87 It is also notable that the US armed forces are aware of the need to respect the concept of space as a ‘global commons’, so that if ‘the United States impedes on the commons, establishing superiority for the duration of a confl ict, part of the exit strategy for that confl ict must be the return of space to a commons allowing all nations full access’.88 Current US military space doctrine is careful to emphasise the political implications of military operations in space and the need to be sensitive to legal issues. USDD 2-1.1, Counterspace Operations, insists that ‘in all cases, a judge advocate should be involved when considering specifi c counterspace operations to ensure compliance with domestic and international law and applicable rules of engagement’. 89 

Space Mil Unpop
Weaponization causes Congressional backlash --- there’s broad, bipartisan opposition

Moltz 2 (James Clay, Research Professor and Associate Director – Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies, “Breaking the Deadlock on Space Arms Control”, Arms Control Today, April, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2002_04/moltzapril02)

Where Does Congress Stand? The same Congress that boosted funding for missile defenses by 57 percent to $8.3 billion last year also cut significant chunks out of Bush proposals for space-based elements of national missile defense. Indeed, the final House-Senate conference committee eliminated $120 million from the president’s proposed $170 million appropriation for the Space-Based Laser. It also eliminated funds entirely for the Space Based Infrared System-low (SBIRS-low), a satellite-based early-warning system. These actions suggest that space weapons are vulnerable to congressional challenges. Also, the full impact of the change in the Senate’s leadership has not yet been felt. Key Democrats have come out in strong opposition to space weapons, including Senators Tom Daschle (SD), Joseph Biden (DE), and Carl Levin (MI). Except for the unprecedented budget unity brought on by the September 11 events, cuts would likely have been made in the missile defense budget for fiscal year 2002,9 forcing even harder choices regarding space defenses. Such debates are beginning for fiscal year 2003. Conservative Democrat Robert Byrd (WV) warned on the Senate floor against “a headlong and fiscally spendthrift rush” to deploy space weapons, concluding, “That heavy foot on the accelerator is merely the stamp and roar of rhetoric.” In addition, a strong contingent within Congress still supports NASA and the International Space Station, which, despite problems, continues to resonate as a worthwhile endeavor with the American public. Introducing weapons into space is abhorrent to many Americans, raised to view space as the realm of the Apollo astronauts, the moon landing, and the shuttle missions. Even conservatives such as Representative Curt Weldon (R-PA) have emphasized the continued importance of manned space research to the nation’s economy and the development of spin-offs for furthering our technological base. Despite Weldon’s support for missile defense, he and other NASA supporters may modify their stances when they recognize that aggressive deployment of space weapons could jeopardize other U.S. space priorities. Tests of ASAT weapons, for example, could create debris that might threaten astronauts on the International Space Station. They might also cause costly litigation in which commercial providers seek restitution from the U.S. military for damage caused to their satellites. Foreign claims could create international incidents harmful to U.S. foreign and defense policies, as well as commercial interests. Ten to 20 years down the line, multiple states responding to U.S. weapons in orbit could create an unlimited test range in low-Earth orbit, to the great harm of U.S. space interests, including for military assets. It is not surprising, therefore, that risks associated with weaponizing low-Earth orbit do not sit well with many members of Congress, who want to see U.S. military, scientific, and commercial leadership in space protected. According to defense analyst Theresa Hitchens, U.S. satellite providers are already nervous about possible future U.S. government decisions to try to shut off foreign access to U.S. communications satellites in times of crisis and to shoot down U.S. and foreign satellites providing such access.10 They fear that this may lead foreign customers to develop their own satellite industries to ensure the availability of spares, thus stimulating competition and cutting into existing U.S. market share. A liberal House Democrat introduced H.R. 2977 in fall 2001 and a revised bill (H.R. 3616) in January entitled the “Space Preservation Act of 2002.” This legislation would prohibit U.S. funds from being spent on space-based weapons, terminate all research associated with such systems, and instruct the president to participate in international negotiations toward completion of a treaty banning such weapons worldwide. Although the bill is unlikely to pass in the Republican-controlled House, it does set down a marker of opposition to current administration policies. More indicative of chances for creating a bipartisan consensus on limiting space weapons was a speech in late September 2001 by Senator Richard Lugar (R-IN), a highly respected Republican foreign policy beacon. In an address to the National Press Club, Lugar rejected the idea of moving forward with a multitiered national missile defense and instead called upon the Bush administration to reorient missile defense programs to focus on the existing, short-range missile threat and to redouble efforts to fight terrorism and provide for homeland security. He argued that longer-range missile defenses and space systems should be put off indefinitely, suggesting a significant difference of opinion with the Bush administration. Other concerned Republicans are echoing such thoughts in this spring’s congressional budget debates, particularly as politically risky deficit spending looms. Thus, although arms controllers may despair about current plans, there are good reasons to think that cooler heads can still prevail in the space weapons debate. Although missile defense of some sort may be inevitable, those who doubt the utility of space weapons represent a majority in Congress. This middle constituency is the one with whom the arms control community must open a dialogue. The problem today in trying to identify a defensible middle ground for space arms control is the lack of a formula to draw in these moderates, who do not want to be painted as “anti-missile defense.” Thus, a search to create new alternatives to the existing options and arguments must be undertaken.

Seti Unpop
Congress doesn’t like SETI—funding cuts prove
Atkinson, 2011

(Nancy Atkinson, Senior editor for Universe Today, producer for Astronomy Cast, project manager for 365 days of Astronomy (podcast) and a NASA Solar System Ambassador April 25, 2011 (Budget Woes Put SETI’s Allen Telescope Array into “Hibernation”, http://www.universetoday.com/85121/budget-woes-put-setis-allen-telescope-array-into-hibernation/)

SETI, the Search for Extraterrestrial Intelligence has suffered a big blow. The primary alien search engine –the Allen Telescope Array (ATA) in northern California — has been shut down due to budget woes. In a letter last week, the CEO of the SETI Institute, Tom Pierson told donors that in the ATA has been put into “hibernation,” — a safe mode of sorts, where “the equipment is unavailable for normal observations and is being maintained in a safe state by a significantly reduced staff.” The ATA has been in hibernation since April 15, with the equipment put in a safe configuration so that it stays ready to be turned back on should the SETI Institute find new sources of funding. While the ATA is not the only radio telescope that can be used for SETI searches, it was the observatory that was primarily used for that task, and now SETI researchers will have to borrow time on telescopes where “competition for observing time can be fierce or piggyback their searches on other ongoing observations,” according to John Matson, writing for Scientific American. The ATA was operating with 42 antennas, and was scheduled to expand gradually to 350 six-meter radio antennas to listen for possible radio emissions from any faraway civilizations that might exist elsewhere in the galaxy. But after the first $50 million phase was completed in 2007, additions to the array were delayed due to lack of funding. NASA had funded some of the early SETI projects, but Congress canceled any NASA contributions in 1993. The nonprofit SETI Institute, founded in 1984, relies mainly on private donations to support its research. Microsoft co-founder Paul Allen, had contributed $25 million to the first phase, with donations and grants funding the rest. According to astronomer Franck Marchis, who works for the SETI Institute and the University of California, Berkeley – which is responsible for operating the ATA, “the financial state of the observatory degraded significantly over the past 2 years with the loss of various sources of funding (NSF, California state) at UC Berkeley” forcing UC Berkeley to withdraw from the SETI project. And, as Marchis wrote on his blog, “because the project is mainly funded through private donors, the economic recession had a huge impact and delayed significantly the expansion of the array impacting the overall project.”

Solar Flares Unpop

Solar Flare Detection unpopular- recent vote prove 

Brinton 7/12

 [Turner Brinton, staff writer for Space News, July 12, 2011 “House Panel Denies Funding for Pair of NOAA Satellite Projects” http://www.spacenews.com/civil/110718-house-panel-denies-funding-for-dscovr-cosmic-2-missions.html]
The U.S. House Appropriations Committee will vote on a 2012 spending bill that denies funding for NOAA's DSCOVR (above) and COSMIC-2 satellite programs. Credit: NASA artist's concept.WASHINGTON — The U.S. House Appropriations Committee on July 13 approved a 2012 spending bill that would deny funding for a pair of National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) satellite programs, one to provide advance warning of solar storms, the other a collaborative project with Taiwan.The House version of the 2012 commerce, justice, science and related agencies appropriations bill also would trim $50 million from NOAA’s $617.4 million request to develop a new generation of geostationary orbiting weather satellites, according to the report accompanying the bill. It appears the savings would be applied to help kick-start NOAA’s polar-orbiting weather satellite program, which was delayed by the protracted 2011 budget process.The 2012 budget request NOAA sent to Congress in February asked for $47.3 million for the Deep Space Climate Observatory (DSCOVR) and $11.3 million for the Constellation Observing System for Meteorology Ionosphere and Climate-2 (COSMIC-2). The House bill would not provide funding for either project.DSCOVR would utilize hardware left over from a planned NASA Earth observation mission dubbed Triana that was canceled several years ago; space weather forecasters say the satellite is sorely needed to replace an important sun-watching spacecraft that has far exceeded its design life. COSMIC-2 is a multisatellite radio occultation experiment being conducted jointly with Taiwan.“While the Committee supports NOAA’s efforts to establish a radio occultation satellite constellation in partnership with Taiwan, the recommendation does not include any funding for the COSMIC-2 program given funding constraints and the need to fund other higher priority NOAA satellite programs,” the report that accompanied the House bill said.The higher-priority satellite program is the Joint Polar Satellite System created last year after the White House dismantled a joint military-civilian weather satellite program. NOAA had sought $1 billion for the program in 2011 but Congress provided less than half of that amount. The House bill would provide $901.3 million for the Joint Polar Satellite System in 2012, which is $429.4 million more than appropriated for the program in 2011 but $168.6 million less than the request

Solar Sails Unpop
Solar sails would cost political capital: Democratic process, public

Gilster 7. (Nov. 15 2007. Paul—author of Centauri Dreams: Imagining and Planning Interstellar Exploration and writer about technology for 20 years. “Reflections on Space Policy in Washington” http://www.centauri-dreams.org/?p=1580)

For many people (though probably not regular Centauri Dreams readers), solar sails are purely theoretical constructs, so I was glad to hear Matloff explaining the history of the concept, dating back to 1974, when the Mariner 10′s mission to Mercury used the radiation pressure from solar photons for attitude control. That ad hoc demonstration said all that needed to be said about the utility of the momentum imparted by photons, and later missions, like the Russian Znamya reflectors or the 1996 thin film antenna unfurled from the Space Shuttle, kept the concept in play (the Znamya missions, to be sure, had their share of problems).

Louis Friedman, of course, had put huge amounts of time and effort into COSMOS-1, which would have been the first sail to go fully operational in space, but that 2005 launch failure was but a temporary setback. The Japanese had already demonstrated sail deployment in 2004 from a suborbital rocket — we’re learning how to do these things. Thinking back, too, to Dr. Friedman’s talk and the array of international missions now in the works, it’s striking that countries less concerned about democratic participation, like China, have in some ways an easier time at articulating a long-term space goal. Democracy is sprawling, messy, and it assumes the public’s support is a major factor in building space policy. Governments without elections to contend with set their own agendas.
Ponder the solar sail itself as seen through the prism of NASA. Work at Marshall Space Flight Center has progressed to the point that the solar sail is close to or at the status of operational viability. In other words, it wouldn’t take much to launch and deploy an actual sail mission in terms of technology. But without the needed funding, such missions don’t happen, which is why space policy can be so difficult to sort out, and so frustrating. That’s one price you pay for democracy, and while I certainly would never want to live under any other form of government, it does account for the fact that our ventures into space sometimes seem to proceed by fits and stars rather than in a stable continuum. 

SPS Links

Despite some support, environmental lobby and the public dislike the plan 

Silber 02

[Kenneth Silber, Writer for “Ideas in Action”, 5/30/02 http://www.ideasinactiontv.com/tcs_daily/2002/05/serious-solar-power.html, Capan]

Space advocacy groups, and a few politicians such as Rep. Dana Rohrabacher (R.-Calif.), have pressed for stepped-up efforts in space solar power. Space enthusiasts note that the technology, besides addressing some energy and environmental needs, would give new momentum to the space program and spur the development of solar-powered spacecraft. However, popular support for space solar power has been limited - in major part, no doubt, because a very large portion of the public has never heard of space solar power. The environmental lobby, which has long been quite vocal in advocating terrestrial solar power, has shown a general lack of interest in space solar power. A lack of awareness of the subject may be much of the reason. Still, it seems likely that, if space solar power projects were to move closer to reality, there would be a great deal of opposition from environmentalists worried about the supposed health effects of microwave beaming (or that the low-intensity beams could somehow be used as military weapons). 

There is no political will to spend money on SPS

Space Review 04 

[David Boswell “Whatever Happened to Solar Power Satellites?” 8-30-04 http://www.thespacereview.com/article/214/1, Caplan]

There were over 60 launches in 2003, so last year there was enough money spent to put something into orbit about every week on average. Funding was found to launch science satellites to study gravity waves and to explore other planets. There are also dozens of GPS satellites in orbit that help people find out where they are on the ground. Is there enough money available for these purposes, but not enough to launch even one solar power satellite that would help the world develop a new source of energy? In the 2004 budget the Department of Energy has over $260 million allocated for fusion research. Obviously the government has some interest in funding renewable energy research and they realize that private companies would not be able to fund the development of a sustainable fusion industry on their own. From this perspective, the barrier holding back solar power satellites is not purely financial, but rather the problem is that there is not enough political will to make the money available for further development.

Even space experts like Glaser concede that SPS is politically unpopular

AdAstra and Glaser 08 

[Magazine of the National Space Society interviewing Dr. Peter Glaser, Ph.D., served on major committees for NASA and the National Academy of Sciences, former president of the International Solar Energy Society, former editor of the Journal of Solar Energy, received the Farrington Daniels Award from the International Solar Energy Society in 1983, inducted into the Space Technology Hall of Fame of the United States Space Foundation in 1996—and currently serves on the Board of Governors for the National Space Society William Ledbetter "An Energy Pioneer Looks Back: An inspiring conversation with Dr. Peter Glaser" http://www.nss.org/adastra/AdAstra-SBSP-2008.pdf, Caplan]

 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 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. 
SPS Unpop
SPS is unpopular 

Day 8 

(Dwayne A., Program Officer – Space Studies Board of the National Research Council, “Knights in Shining Armor”, The Space Review, 6-9, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1147/1)

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.

Economics prevent congressional support for SSP

Mahan 7 

(Rob, creator of citizens for Space Based Solar Power, C-SBSP, http://c-sbsp.org/sbsp-faq/)

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. 

Congress won’t support – oil and coal lobbies

Mankins 8 (John C., Spring 2008, Ad Astra, “Space Based Solar Power” http://www.nss.org/adastra/AdAstra-SBSP-2008.pdf)

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
SPS Unpop
SPS drains Political Capital 

Preble 06, Darel, Space Solar Power Institute, “Introduction to the motion to the National Space Society Board of Directors,” 12/15 

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.

Tsats Links

TSATs are unpopular in Congress and with the public

Satellite News 9 – (11/11/2009, “Xtar Vice President Discusses FCSA, Future Military Bandwidth Acquisition Strategies”, Lexis) 

Schmidt: "There are a number of factors involved - perceptions, political factors, budgetary issues, acquisition regulations - they all contribute to it. The fiscal and political realities of today... they are just not going to get the money they want to do that. Neither Congress nor taxpayers, as evidenced by TSAT being cancelled, support unnecessary spending. TSAT was just too expensive." Satellite News: What are the regulatory obstacles for commercial satellite acquisition? Schmidt: "There is one misconception that I have heard several people say, and that is that the federal acquisition regulations don't allow commercial providers and the government to do multiple-year contracts. However, I've had government experts tell me that there is no reason you can't do multiple-year contracts and buys. I've been in the aerospace industry pushing 25 years and I don't ever recollect seeing a government contract that didn't have the termination for convenience clause in it. Meaning, if they don't get the funding in a subsequent year, they can terminate the contract." 
Alt Energy Draws Fire

Alternative Energy Legislation will get decked in congress- plan is empirically unpopular 

NYT, By JOHN M. BRODER, Published: January 31, 2011, Obama’s Bid to End Oil Subsidies Revives 

http://www.nytimes.com/2011/02/01/science/earth/01subsidy.html//ZY

Previous efforts have run up against bipartisan opposition in Congress and heavy lobbying from producers of oil, natural gas and coal. The head of the oil and gas lobby in Washington contends that the president has it backward — that the industry subsidizes the government, through billions of dollars in taxes and royalties, not the other way around.  But even as the president says he wants to do away with incentives for fossil fuels, his policies continue to provide for substantial aid to oil and gas companies as well as billions of dollars in subsidies for coal, nuclear and other energy sources with large and long-lasting environmental impacts.  Mr. Obama’s proposal rekindles a long-running debate over federal subsidies for energy of all kinds, including petroleum, coal, hydropower, wind, solar and biofuels. Opposition to such subsidies — often euphemistically referred to as incentives, tax credits, preferences or loan guarantees — spans the ideological spectrum, from conservative economists who believe such breaks distort the marketplace to environmentalists who believe that renewable energy sources will always lose out in subsidy fights because of the power of the entrenched fossil fuel industries.  David W. Kreutzer, an energy economist at the conservative Heritage Foundation, argues that the federal government should take its thumb off the scale by eliminating subsidies for all forms of energy, even it if means slowing development of cleaner-burning fuel sources.  “We would like to get rid of all subsidies,” Dr. Kreutzer said. “We know that petroleum and coal survive just fine in places where there are no subsidies. I don’t know if that’s true for wind and solar now, but someday it will be, when the price comes down.”  H. Jeffrey Leonard, president of the Global Environment Fund, a private equity firm that invests in clean-technology ventures, said that the current subsidy structure was the legacy of 60 years of lobbying and political jockeying in Washington that largely benefits oil, coal, nuclear power and corn-based ethanol. He calls for scrapping all subsidies and letting fuel sources compete on equal ground.  Mr. Obama is not willing to go that far. He has supported favored tax treatment for wind and solar power as well as a 50 percent increase in federal research spending on other alternative energy sources. He also has proposed as much as $50 billion in federal loan guarantees for nuclear power plant construction, money he believes is needed because the private market is unwilling to assume the potential costs of a catastrophic accident.  Energy economists say that the president’s call in the State of the Union address for doubling the amount of electricity produced from cleaner technology by 2035 is designed to manipulate energy markets, forcing utilities to shift to the government’s preferred sources of energy on the government’s timetable, although leaving to them the choice of fuels.  A White House spokesman put it a bit more benignly. “The plan the president outlined would establish a clear goal for clean energy and let utilities achieve that in the most cost-effective way possible,” the official said.  Mr. Obama’s policies encourage utilities to switch from coal to cleaner-burning natural gas to generate electricity, which simply substitutes one fossil fuel for another and helps subsidize natural gas exploration and distribution. The president is also proposing to spend hundreds of millions of dollars to develop technology to capture and store carbon dioxide emissions from coal plants and oil refineries, another hidden subsidy for fossil fuels.  And, many environmentalists argue, every day that goes by without a policy to put a price on carbon emissions from all sources is a day in which the federal government subsidizes energy producers by socializing the long-term health and environmental costs of their products.  “My view is the country is better off on having a neutral playing field for all forms of energy,” said Douglas Koplow, founder of Earth Track, a group in Cambridge, Mass., that studies global energy subsidies.  “President Obama defines ‘clean fuels’ as natural gas, coal with carbon capture, nuclear,” Mr. Koplow said. “From my perspective, if you subsidize carbon capture and storage, that’s a big subsidy for coal. Nuclear is massively subsidized through a risk transfer from shareholders to ratepayers. It’s hard to justify these technologies that can’t make it on their own.”  “If we’re really concerned about greenhouse gases, we should deal with the problem and cap them,” he added. “Instead, politicians and lobbyists want to carve out policies for their own industries.”  Mr. Obama specifically proposes to eliminate roughly $4 billion a year in more than a half-dozen tax exemptions for oil and gas companies and an additional $200 million a year in preferences for coal. The tax breaks for oil have a long history — the so-called percentage depletion allowance for oil and natural gas wells dates to the 1920s — and have withstood repeated efforts to kill them.  The president proposed a global end to such subsidies at the Group of 20 meeting in 2009, and while most nations endorsed the idea in theory, little has been done. And Mr. Obama will have a tough fight trying to get even these relatively modest proposals enacted over the objections of the oil and coal industries, who argue that such tax treatment is necessary to keep drillers drilling and miners mining.  “This is a tired old argument we’ve been hearing for two years now,” said Jack Gerard, president of the American Petroleum Institute, the oil and gas industry’s main lobby in Washington. “If the president were serious about job creation, he would be working with us to develop American oil and gas by American workers for American consumers.”  Mr. Gerard noted that there was bipartisan opposition to lifting the tax breaks, adding: “The federal government by no stretch of the imagination subsidizes the oil industry. The oil industry subsidizes the federal government at a rate of $95 million a day.”  Michael Levi, an energy and climate change analyst at the Council on Foreign Relations, said calls for an end to energy subsidies missed a broader point: that embryonic energy technologies will need some government help to gain a foothold against the fossil fuel lobbies.  “I’d love to find a quick fix for America’s energy problems just as much as the next guy,” Mr. Levi wrote last week on his blog.  “I’d also be delighted to have a reason to cut subsidies, many of which are hugely wasteful,” he added. “But an effort to eliminate all energy subsidies without instituting better alternative policies should be understood for what it is: a recipe for cementing the dominance of traditional fossil fuels against their competitors.”   
Alt Energy Draws Fire

GOP would fight the aff with every means at their disposal -- recent warming fights prove. 

Kapur, 2010 

[Sahil, “GOP to investigate ‘scientific fraud’ of global warming: report,” 11-3, http://www.rawstory.com/rs/2010/11/gop-investigate-scientific-fraud-global-warming-report/]

Fresh off a dramatic victory in which it retook the House leadership, the Republican Party intends to hold major hearings probing the supposed "scientific fraud" behind global warming. The Atlantic's Marc Ambinder related the news in a little-noticed article Wednesday morning. The effort is a likely attempt to out-step the White House on energy policy moving forward. Legislation on energy and climate change reform, one of President Barack Obama campaign promises, has yet to materialize, though Obama's EPA recently classified carbon dioxide as a pollutant. Holding hearings would please the Republicans' conservative base, which increasingly doubts the scientific basis for global warming -- especially human-induced global warming -- and provide a reflection of the new GOP's tenor. Ron Brownstein of the National Journal reported last week that in Tuesday's midterm election, "virtually all of the serious 2010 GOP challengers" have denied that there is scientific evidence that global warming is even happening.  "The GOP is stampeding toward an absolutist rejection of climate science that appears unmatched among major political parties around the globe, even conservative ones," Brownstein wrote. Ninety-seven percent of climate scientists -- and just about every accredited international scientific institution in the world -- unequivocally agree that global warming is occurring and is fueled by human activity. Scientists say inaction will lead to an unmitigated spiral of polarized -- and over time rising -- temperatures, melting ice caps, rising sea levels and droughts, among other consequences. The Republican belief to the contrary incubates the party's fervent opposition not only to cap and trade but to any measures reducing greenhouse gas emissions. The Obama administration has long anticipated efforts from the GOP to weaken the Environmental Protection Agency, and plans to strongly enforce environmental regulations. The deeply differing views of the White House and likely energy committee chairman, Texas Republican Joe Barton, suggests that conflicts over the issue are inevitable in the new divided government. 

Alt Energy Is Shielded

Obama can shield Alt energy policies to not lose capital 

Walsh 7/29

[Bryan Walsh, Reporter for Time Magazine, 7/29/11, http://ecocentric.blogs.time.com/2011/07/29/a-quiet-green-win-for-obama-on-auto-efficiency/, Caplan]

But behind the scenes—and away from Congress—the Obama Administration has managed to make meaningful progress on energy and the environment, from tighter air pollution regulations from the Environmental Protection Agency to innovative ideas on clean tech research from the Department of Energy.  You can score another quiet green victory for the White House. Today the President announced a deal with automobile manufacturers to tighten fuel efficiency standards on cars and trucks in the near future. The agreement will raise the Corporate Average Fuel Efficiency (CAFE) standards to 54.5 mpg by 2025, up from 28.3 mpg now and 35.5 mpg in 2016. That new limit could eventually reduce greenhouse gas pollution from vehicles by about 50%, while reducing fuel consumption by 40%. Over time—especially if gas prices rises over the long-term, which many experts expect—the new rules will save drivers cash as well. Here's what President Obama had to say at a White House announcement this morning, flanked by CEOs from the major auto companies: This agreement on fuel standards represents the single-most important step we've ever taken as a nation to reduce our dependence on foreign oil. This is actually the second time the White House has managed to increase CAFE standards, following up a 2009 agreement that focused on model years 2012 to 2016. But the new deal proved a harder bargain—back in 2009, General Motors and Chrysler were about to fall into bankruptcy, Ford was on the ropes and even foreign automakers were struggling in the wake of the recession. With a government bailout in the offing—and the memory of unsold SUVs still fresh from the days $4 a gallon gas in 2008—automakers had little choice but to play nice with the White House. This time around, though, automakers threw up more resistance, complaining that the tougher goals demanded by environmentalists—who wanted to see a 60 mpg CAFE average—would raise the cost of vehicles by thousands of dollars and make heavier trucks and SUVs unsellable. It's true that it will cost manufacturers more as fuel efficiency standards tighten, and that those costs will almost certainly be passed onto consumers. The 2009 deal will cost the industry more than $50 billion, and the National Highway Travel and Safety Administration has estimated that increasing fuel efficiency standard by about 5% annually, which the new deal will eventually do, will boost the cost of an average vehicle by at least $2,100. The final deal, though, isn't quite as tough as it looks. The Obama Administration has originally pushed for a 56 mpg standard by 2025 before backing down in the face of industry opposition. Light trucks—popular with consumers, but usually inefficient at the gas pump—will see fuel efficiency standards rise at a slower pace than cars will be required to meet. And many of the fuel efficiency standards will be met with simple technologies, including direct fuel injection, lighter weight materials and stop/start systems that automatically shuts the engines off during idling periods. The national deal will also head off any independent effort by California—which is able to set its own fuel efficiency levels under the Clean Air Act, pending a federal waiver—to set tougher standards, which could have forced manufacturers to meet a patchwork of regulations around the country. That left some environmentalists—like the Safe Climate Campaign—complaining that the White House had given into corporate pressure. Still, even though it was a compromise, environmentalists hailed today's announcement, as Roland Hwang of the Natural Resources Defense Council put it: With this standard everybody wins---not only drivers and auto workers but every man, woman and child who will be able to breathe cleaner air. Of course, the technology exists to cut even more carbon pollution and save even more oil in the future. The Environmental Protection Agency, the Transportation Department, and California are committed to review progress in several years, and we will keep working for stronger standards that cut more pollution and save consumers even more money. With the debt ceiling crisis headed down to the wire, today's CAFE announcement likely won't get the attention it should. But Obama and his team deserve credit for pushing American cars—and the companies that make them—to get more and more efficient, to cut waste that we simply can't afford. It's the kind of far-reaching policy that will have positive impacts—for the environment and for the economy too, as Americans grapple with high energy costs—long after we've forgotten today's drama in D.C. 

Alt Energy Inev

Obama will push alt energy inevitably

Geman 11 [Ben Geman, Writer for “The Hill”, 7/6/11, http://thehill.com/blogs/e2-wire/677-e2-wire/169941-obama-congress-lacks-urgency-on-energy-bill, Caplan]

President Obama on Wednesday knocked Capitol Hill inaction on legislation to curb oil use and called on lawmakers to send him a “robust” plan. House Republicans – with limited Democratic backing – have passed several bills to speed up and expand offshore drilling, and Senate GOP lawmakers have called for similar measures. But Obama criticized what he called a lack of focus on weaning the nation off oil. “Unfortunately we have not seen a sense of urgency coming out of Congress over the last several months on this issue. Most of the rhetoric has been about, ‘let’s produce more,’” Obama said during the White House’s “Twitter Town Hall” event. “Well, we can produce more, and I am committed to that, but the fact is we only have 2 to 3 percent of the world’s oil reserves, we use 25 percent of the world’s oil. We can’t drill our way out of this problem,” Obama said at the White House social media event. Obama touted increased fuel economy standards and other steps the administration has taken using its existing authorities. But the White House is also seeking Capitol Hill action on several measures, even though a major energy bill faces tough odds in a divided Congress. Administration energy goals include $7,500 rebates for purchasing electric vehicles. More broadly, a top White House energy adviser recently suggested that legislation aimed at spurring deployment of electric cars could form the basis for a bipartisan energy compromise. “I’d like to see robust legislation in Congress that actually took some steps to reduce oil dependency,” Obama said, although he did not provide specifics. He said oil will remain a major energy source for some time even with a “full throttle” push for clean energy, but added that reducing reliance will have major benefits. “If we had a goal, or we are just reducing our dependence on oil each year in a staggered set of steps, it would save consumers in their pocketbook, it would make our businesses more efficient and less subject to the whims of the spot oil market, it would make us less vulnerable to the kinds of disruptions that have occurred because of what happened in the Middle East this spring, and it would drastically cut down on our carbon resources,” Obama said. The White House is also pushing for expanded green energy R&D funding, and a “clean energy standard” that would mandate a major increase in low-carbon power supplies from utilities (a measure that faces especially steep hurdles). 

Agencies Link

Presidents are tied to agency action – Obama gets the blame

Wallison 3 

(Peter J., Resident Fellow – American Enterprise Institute, “A Power Shift No One Noticed”, AEI Online, 1-1, http://www.aei.org/publications/pubID.15652/pub_detail.asp)

Control over independent regulatory agencies has traditionally resided with Congress, which created all of them. The recent controversy over the Securities and Exchange Commission suggests, however, that now Congress, the White House, and the public all take for granted that the independent agencies are the president's responsibility. The political frenzy surrounding Enron's collapse and other corporate scandals may have produced--or at least exposed--a significant shift in the relationship between Congress and the White House. The efforts of congressional Democrats to pin some of the blame for the scandals on the president and the head of the Securities and Exchange Commission--and President Bush's willingness to act as though the SEC is his responsibility--may signal the end of more than a century of experimentation with independent regulatory agencies as a so-called "fourth branch" of government.  History of Independent Agencies Independent agencies such as the SEC have always been regarded as "arms of Congress," outside the control of the executive branch. The president appointed the members and the chairman, but the terms for these officials overlapped presidential administrations, allowing--and encouraging--them to act without policy direction from the White House. The political fallout from the recent scandals has turned all this on its head.  These independent agencies are creatures of Congress, not the Constitution. The first, the Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC), was established in 1887 to control the powerful railroad industry. Later, especially during the Progressive and New Deal eras, a number of other agencies were created, several of which still exist--including the SEC, the Federal Trade Commission, and the Federal Communications Commission. Several others, such as the Federal Power Commission and the Civil Aeronautics Board, went out of business a quarter-century ago. The ICC closed its doors in 1995.  There was no clear reason, or constitutional rationale, why the duties of these bodies could not have been performed by regular executive branch departments. Presidents have expressed their unhappiness with this diminution of their authority, and some have tried to influence agency policies through the appointments process, but they have not confronted Congress on the issue. And Congress--always jealous of its prerogatives in the face of the executive branch's growing power--has never conceded that the independent regulatory agencies could take policy direction from the president.  Then, in 1971, the status quo was called into question. The President's Advisory Council on Executive Organization--known as the Ash Council after its chairman, Roy L. Ash of Litton Industries--recommended that almost all of the functions of these bodies be transferred to single administrators, appointed by the president and accountable to him.  The Ash Council's rationale for this reform was simple: If the president's policy control did not extend to these independent agencies, then his responsibility for them could not be clearly fixed and voters could not hold him accountable. Moreover, the president's policies, even if adopted by Congress, could be frustrated through contrary actions by the independent agencies.  The Ash Council's proposal, like many reform ideas, went nowhere. There was no support in Congress for enhancing the president's power, and the Nixon administration--beset first by economic problems and then by the Watergate scandal--had no stomach for challenging Congress. (The Ash Council's report did lead, however, to the creation of the Environmental Protection Agency, headed by an administrator who answers to the president.)  During the Reagan administration, however, the executive branch became more assertive. The Justice Department took the Constitution's separation of powers seriously, which by implication challenged the very legitimacy of the independent regulatory agencies. Nevertheless, because of congressional sensitivities and the continuing sense that these bodies were quasi-judicial in nature, White House officials were warned that all contacts with the independent regulatory agencies had to be approved in advance--or actually carried out--by the White House counsel's office. The Reagan administration never seriously considered taking on Congress through a legislative proposal that would bring these independent agencies within the constitutionally established structure.  The Presidential Role All this history appears to have been forgotten in the politics of 2002. The Democrats, hoping to make an election issue out of the SEC's "failure" to stop "corporate corruption," proceeded to blame a Republican president for events that were solely within the authority of the SEC. There was no indication that departments or agencies unquestionably controlled by the president had any role for policing either the securities industry or the companies under scrutiny. So if President Bush was somehow responsible for what happened at Enron, WorldCom, Tyco, and the rest, it had to be as a consequence of some presidential authority over the SEC.  To be sure, the president had appointed the chairman and the other members of the SEC, but that in itself would not make him blameworthy unless one assumed that he was also directly responsible for how the SEC acted before, and after, the scandals erupted. That is the nub of the important but largely unnoticed change that has occurred: the unchallenged assumption on the part of all parties--in Congress, in the media, among the public, and even in the White House itself--that the president was fully accountable for an agency that has always been viewed as independent.  The significance of this change in the grand government scheme of things can hardly be overstated. Without legislation or judicial decision, the president has suddenly become electorally responsible for the decisions of bodies that were considered to be within the special purview of Congress, susceptible only to congressional policy direction. Of course, this functional revolution did not give the president any new powers with respect to the independent regulatory agencies. But the die is now cast. The way the American people look at the president's responsibilities apparently is changing, and that will affect the attitude of Congress. If the American people believe that the president should be responsible for the actions of the SEC, it will be difficult to convince them otherwise. Significantly, since Harvey Pitt's resignation as SEC chairman in November, the media have routinely referred to the president's choice to head the SEC, investment banker William H. Donaldson, as a member of the Bush "economic team

A2: Nasa Shields 

Congress Notices Nasa

Simberg 10

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

 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. 

All NASA programs criticized

Dick 5 (Steven J., NASA Chief historian, 6/1/5, NASA, “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.

Congresspeople want 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)

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. 

Difficult to have senate agree on Nasa policies 

Space Politics 11 (Space Politics, 5/20/11, “The big picture of how space policy gets done – or doesn’t get done” http://www.spacepolitics.com/category/congress/page/2/)

 The 2011 International Space Development Conference (ISDC) kicked off in Huntsville, Alabama, yesterday with a panel titled “How Space Gets Done” featuring a number of current and former officials and experts. The title was perhaps a bit unintentionally ironic, since panelists described just how inefficiently space policy is getting done in Washington today.“Where we are right now is, I think, rather unprecedented,” said John Logsdon, referring to last year’s events that led up to the passage of the NASA authorization act. “One can question whether that’s the right way to make choices for the next quarter-century or more of the US space program.”Much of the panel was a review of that debate, as well as the creation of the national space policy also released last year. Marine Corps Lt. Col. Paul Damphousse, who served as a fellow in Sen. Bill Nelson’s office last year, mentioned the challenge of crafting authorization legislation that could make it through the Senate by unanimous consent, something Nelson considered the only way such a bill would pass given the limited time available. Peter Marquez, the former director of space policy at the National Security Council, mentioned work on the national space policy, including digging through historical papers and finding a quote from Eisenhower that went into the introduction of the 2010 policy after being asked by an unnamed participant in a senior leadership meeting during the development of the policy about why, rather than how, we do space.Most of that policy work, panelists acknowledged, gets done by a relative small, insular group of people in Washington. “Getting into the old boys network is a very difficult thing to do,” Marquez said. Influencing policy is challenging, but with enough hard work by advocates, he said, good ideas make their way into policy. 

A2: Nasa Shields 
NASA action is a political lightning rod

David 4

[Leonard, Writer – Space.com, “Robotic Missions to Save Hubble Proposed”, CNN, 4-5, Lexis]

Lightning rod decisions The look at how best to extend Hubble's useful scientific life has been spurred by a NASA decision to cancel a June 2006 servicing mission by astronauts to the space-based telescope. Furthermore, the observatory's retrieval by a space shuttle at the end of its mission is no longer an option, according to the space agency. 
In making those judgments, NASA administrator Sean O'Keefe has become a lightning rod for both political and public criticism. NASA policy requires the safe disposal of the Hubble Space Telescope. It is now headed for an uncontrolled reentry into Earth's atmosphere no earlier than the year 2013.

Oil Lobby Key 

The oil industry is key to the agenda- their lobbying is stronger than public demands

Mayer 08

[Lindsay Renick Mayer, money-in-politics reporter for the Center for Responsive Politics "Big Oil, Big Influence", 8/1/08,  http://www.pbs.org/now/shows/347/oil-politics.html, Caplan]

During his first month in office, President George W. Bush appointed Vice President Dick Cheney to head a task force charged with developing the country's energy policy. The group, which conducted its meetings in secret, relied on the recommendations of Big Oil behemoths Exxon Mobil, Conoco, Shell Oil, BP America and Chevron. It would be the first of many moves to come during the Bush administration that would position oil and gas companies well ahead of other energy interests with billions of dollars in subsidies and tax cuts—payback for an industry with strong ties to the administration and plenty of money to contribute to congressional and presidential campaigns. During the time that Bush and Cheney, both of whom are former oil executives, have been in the White House, the oil and gas industry has spent $393.2 million on lobbying the federal government. This places the industry among the top nine in lobbying expenditures. The industry has also contributed a substantial $82.1 million to federal candidates, parties and political action committees, according to the Center for Responsive Politics. 80 percent of the industry's contributions have gone to Republicans. Vice President Dick Cheney Buying Pro-Industry Policy This support has not gone unrewarded. In 2005, Bush, who has received more from the oil and gas industry than any other politician, signed an energy bill from the Republican-controlled Congress that gave $14.5 billion in tax breaks for oil, gas, nuclear power and coal companies. The Energy Policy Act of 2005, which was based on recommendations by Cheney's energy task force, also rolled back regulations the oil industry considered burdensome, including exemptions from some clean water laws. All of this transpired only one year after Congress passed a bill that included a tax cut for domestic manufacturing that was expected to save energy companies at least $3.6 billion over a decade. "Political action committees, lobbyists and executives do not give money to politicians or parties out of an altruistic support of the principles of democracy," says Tyson Slocum, director of Public Citizen's Energy Program. "They are savvy investors expecting a return on their investments. Politicians routinely deliver on campaign contributions that are provided to them... [by] giving goodies to the industry." And the size of those contributions matters.In comparison, environmental groups and alternative energy production and supply companies, which didn't see similar benefits come out of the Republican Congress's legislation, have made paltry contributions. Environmental groups, such as the Sierra Club, League of Conservation Voters and the Nature Conservancy, which often push for policy that is punitive to Big Oil, have given nearly 11 times less than the oil industry since 2001. The disparity is not a strategic difference, but the financial reality for these smaller competing interests. Exxon Mobil, for example, reported the largest annual profit on record for a U.S. corporation in 2006, bringing in $39.5 billion. Comparatively, the nonprofit Sierra Club Foundation—which funds organizations in addition to the Sierra Club—reported income in 2006 of $29 million. With members of Congress paying special attention to Big Oil, the policy that elected representatives have developed does not reflect the interest of the public, which wants "affordable, reliable, clean sources of energy," Slocum says. A 2006 survey by the Pew Research Center found a majority of Americans across the political spectrum want an energy policy that emphasizes renewable and alternative sources of energy. "Energy companies have a right to have a say in energy policy. Do they have a right to dictate energy policy, to be the only people at the table? Absolutely not. That was the main problem with the Cheney task force—[the industry] was the only one at the table," says Slocum. To keep its prominent seat, the industry spends big sums of money on hiring the top lobbyists in Washington to push its agenda on a variety of issues, not just related to energy but on issues ranging from education to real estate. After a few years of declining lobbying expenditures, the industry spent $63.3 million in 2005, most of which was probably related to the energy bill. (Lobbying reports don't require lobbyists to itemize their spending related to specific bills or amendments). In 2007, with a new energy bill in the pipeline, the industry's lobbying expenditures are on track to exceed last year's total of $73 million. Big Oil has spent seven times more than environmental groups on lobbying since President Bush took office. Marchant Wentworth, a lobbyist for the environmental advocacy group the Union of Concerned Scientists, says money buys access. "I've been working in the public interest environmental business for 30 years and 90 percent of the time I'm talking to staff," Wentworth said. "The oil and gas industry talks to the members themselves. That is a huge difference. Access is an important thing."

A2: Oil Lobby Key 

The oil industry is losing their influence

Mayer 08

[Lindsay Renick Mayer, money-in-politics reporter for the Center for Responsive Politics "Big Oil, Big Influence", 8/1/08,  http://www.pbs.org/now/shows/347/oil-politics.html, Caplan]

Campaign contributions don't always get the oil industry desired results. Many of the oil industry chieftains, who were pushing to open ANWR for exploration, were disappointed when the 2005 energy bill came out of conference committee without that provision. Nor, do campaign contributions always get the industry's favorite candidates elected. Four of five of Big Oil's most favored candidates—all Republicans—lost their re-election races in 2006, despite hefty campaign contributions from oil and gas employees and PACs that cycle. The losers included Sens. Rick Santorum of Pennsylvania, Conrad Burns of Montana, George Allen of Virginia and James Talent of Missouri. Battles on the Horizon With Democrats now in control of Congress, the oil and gas industry is finding that it's getting less for its money on Capitol Hill. Other industries with competing interests and far less cash to spread around, such as environmental groups and alternative energy producers, are now finding more support for their legislative goals. For example, the Clean Energy Act of 2007 seeks to repeal the 2004 and 2005 tax breaks to Big Oil and re-direct the money to renewable energy efforts. Because of the change in power, the oil industry faces the possibility of stricter oversight and fewer goodies from Congress. The industry "definitely has to be worried that there will be anti-oil legislation of all types, and also possibly regulations, depending on who takes over the White House," says David Victor, a law professor at Stanford University and a senior fellow on the Council for Foreign Relations. Victor was part of the council's task force on energy security.

PC Irrelevant

Political capital not key

Dickinson, Professor of Political Science at Middlebury College, 9 taught previously at Harvard University where he worked under the supervision of presidential scholar Richard Neustadt (5/26/09, Matthew, Presidential Power: A NonPartisan Analysis of Presidential Politics, “Sotomayor, Obama and Presidential Power,” http://blogs.middlebury.edu/presidentialpower/2009/05/26/sotamayor-obama-and-presidential-power/)

As for Sotomayor, from here the path toward almost certain confirmation goes as follows: the Senate Judiciary Committee is slated to hold hearings sometime this summer (this involves both written depositions and of course open hearings), which should lead to formal Senate approval before Congress adjourns for its summer recess in early August.  So Sotomayor will likely take her seat in time for the start of the new Court session on October 5.  (I talk briefly about the likely politics of the nomination process below).

What is of more interest to me, however, is what her selection reveals about the basis of presidential power.  Political scientists, like baseball writers evaluating hitters, have devised numerous means of measuring a president’s influence in Congress.  I will devote a separate post to discussing these, but in brief, they often center on the creation of legislative “box scores” designed to measure how many times a president’s preferred piece of legislation, or nominee to the executive branch or the courts, is approved by Congress.  That is, how many pieces of legislation that the president supports actually pass Congress? How often do members of Congress vote with the president’s preferences?  How often is a president’s policy position supported by roll call outcomes?  These measures, however, are a misleading gauge of presidential power – they are a better indicator of congressional power.  This is because how members of Congress vote on a nominee or legislative item is rarely influenced by anything a president does.  Although journalists (and political scientists) often focus on the legislative “endgame” to gauge presidential influence – will the President swing enough votes to get his preferred legislation enacted? – this mistakes an outcome with actual evidence of presidential influence.  Once we control for other factors – a member of Congress’ ideological and partisan leanings, the political leanings of her constituency, whether she’s up for reelection or not – we can usually predict how she will vote without needing to know much of anything about what the president wants.  (I am ignoring the importance of a president’s veto power for the moment.)

Despite the much publicized and celebrated instances of presidential arm-twisting during the legislative endgame, then, most legislative outcomes don’t depend on presidential lobbying.  But this is not to say that presidents lack influence.  Instead, the primary means by which presidents influence what Congress does is through their ability to determine the alternatives from which Congress must choose.  That is, presidential power is largely an exercise in agenda-setting – not arm-twisting.   And we see this in the Sotomayer nomination.  Barring a major scandal, she will almost certainly be confirmed to the Supreme Court whether Obama spends the confirmation hearings calling every Senator or instead spends the next few weeks ignoring the Senate debate in order to play Halo III on his Xbox.  That is, how senators decide to vote on Sotomayor will have almost nothing to do with Obama’s lobbying from here on in (or lack thereof).  His real influence has already occurred, in the decision to present Sotomayor as his nominee.

If we want to measure Obama’s “power”, then, we need to know what his real preference was and why he chose Sotomayor.  My guess – and it is only a guess – is that after conferring with leading Democrats and Republicans, he recognized the overriding practical political advantages accruing from choosing an Hispanic woman, with left-leaning credentials.  We cannot know if this would have been his ideal choice based on judicial philosophy alone, but presidents are never free to act on their ideal preferences.  Politics is the art of the possible. Whether Sotomayer is his first choice or not, however, her nomination is a reminder that the power of the presidency often resides in the president’s ability to dictate the alternatives from which Congress (or in this case the Senate) must choose.  Although Republicans will undoubtedly attack Sotomayor for her judicial “activism” (citing in particular her decisions regarding promotion and affirmative action), her comments regarding the importance of gender and ethnicity in influencing her decisions, and her views regarding whether appellate courts “make” policy, they run the risk of alienating Hispanic voters – an increasingly influential voting bloc (to the extent that one can view Hispanics as a voting bloc!)  I find it very hard to believe she will not be easily confirmed. In structuring the alternative before the Senate in this manner, then, Obama reveals an important aspect of presidential power that cannot be measured through legislative boxscores.

A2: PC irrelevant

The Prez must keep congress focused – the plan will hurt his OTHER agenda items

Edwards & Wood 99 

(George C. Edwards and B. Dan Wood – Professors of Political Science at Texas A&M, American Political Science Review, "Who Influences Whom? The President, Congress, and the Media," June, vol. 93, no.2, JStor)

 

Examinations of presidential influence on the media's agenda have focused on the State of the Union message. Gilberg and his colleagues (1980) found that the president was not able to influence media stories in the month following the 1978 address. Nearly a decade later, Wanta and his colleagues (1989) reviewed four studies and found mixed results. In two instances the president influenced the media's agenda, but in two instances he did not. Even two studies of the same president, Ronald Reagan, produced different results. Although he did not focus on the media, Cohen (1995) found that the president was able to influence the public's agenda through State of the Union messages.   An important aspect of a president's legislative strategy can be to influence Congress's agenda. If the president is not able to focus congressional attention on his priority programs, these will become lost in the complex and overloaded legislative process. Gaining congressional attention is also important because presidents and their staff can lobby effectively for only a few bills at a time. Moreover, the president's political capital is inevitably limited, and it is sensible to spend it on the issues he cares about most.  Thus, presidents try hard to set Congress's agenda. The conventional wisdom of the president's success is captured in Neustadt's observation (1991, 8): "Congressmen need an agenda from outside, something with high status to respond to or react against. What provides it better than the program of the president?" Kingdon (1995,23) adds that "the president can single handedly set the agendas, not only of people in the executive branch, but also of people in Congress and outside the government."
Others will switch votes.

Bond & Fleisher, Professor in Political Science - Texas A&M & Professor in Political Science - Fordham 1996 (Jon R. and Richard The President in Legislation) pg 54

In a previous study of presidential-congressional relations from Eisenhower to Ford, we found that ideological conflict between the president and members of Congress was associated with lower support. In general, as ideological dif​ferences increase, the president tends to lose support from members of both parties at about the same rate, although support from the opposition is lower at all levels of ideological conflict (Bond and Fleisher 1980, 75).  Thus ideological forces in Congress often cause the formation of bipar​tisan coalitions to support or oppose the president's policy preferences. These ideological forces help explain why majority presidents have only a limited advantage over minority presidents in building majority support for their posi​tions in Congress. Majority presidents inevitably experience defections of partisans who have ideologies in conflict with theirs. Minority presidents, on the other hand, can frequently build working majorities composed of their partisan base and like-minded members of the opposition.  While political values shared between the president and members of Con​gress provide an important linkage source, the effects of ideology are limited for several reasons. First, most members of Congress are pragmatic poli​ticians who do not have views and preferences at the extremes of a liberal-conservative continuum. Because the typical American voter is not strongly ideological, most representatives' electoral self-interest is probably best served by avoiding ideological extremes. As noted above, ideology is a less impor​tant voting cue for moderates than it is for ideological extremists (Kingdon 1981, 268).  Second, many votes that may be important to the president do not involve ideological issues. Distributive or "porkbarrel" programs, for example, typi​cally do not produce ideological divisions. Even conservatives who want to cut domestic spending and liberals who want to reduce defense spending work to protect domestic and defense programs in their districts. Presidents who attempt to tamper with these programs are likely to find few friends in Con​gress, as President Carter discovered when he opposed several water projects in 1977, and as President Reagan discovered when he vetoed the highway bill in 1987.  Finally, ideological voting blocs are relatively informal coalitions com​posed of individuals who have similar values. The "conservative coalition" of Republicans and southern Democrats, for example, appears on certain votes and sometimes has a significant influence on the outcome of floor votes (Shelley 1983; Brady and Bullock 1980; Manley 1973). But this coalition of conservatives has no formal organization with elected leaders to serve as a communication and information center. Although there are several ideologies.

A2: PC Irrelevant 
Capital outweighs other reasons people vote

LIGHT  99    Senior Fellow at the Center for Public Service

[Paul C., the President’s Agenda:  Domestic Policy Choice from Kennedy to Clinton, 3rd Edition] p. 24-25

Call it push, pull, punch, juice, power, or clout – they all mean the same thing.  The most basic and most important of all presidential resources is capital.  Though the internal resources time, information, expertise, and energy all have an impact on the domestic agenda, the President is severely limited without capital.  And capital is directly linked to the congressional parties.  While there is little question that bargaining skills can affect both the composition and the success of the domestic agenda, without the necessary party support, no amount of expertise or charm can make a difference.  Though bargaining is an important tool of presidential power, it does not take place in a neutral environment.  Presidents bring certain advantages and disadvantages to the table.

Winners Win

Winners-Win

THOMASSON  3 – 3 – 11 former editor of Scripps Howard News Service.

[Dan K. Thomasson, Thomasson: Obama must be more decisive, aggressive, http://www.vcstar.com/news/2011/mar/03/thomasson-obama-must-be-more-decisive-aggressive/]

Obama must be more decisive, aggressive

Who in the world is advising President Barack Obama? If the answer to that is no one, then the question becomes why not and the obvious reply to that would be because he doesn't want any, which puts a whole different light on the situation.

Confused? If you are, it's probably no more than the White House seems to be on a variety of issues.

Moving into the last half of his first term and facing the rigors of being elected to a second in less than two years, this president shows none of the aggressive decisiveness at home or abroad promised in his miraculous campaign of two years ago. Now his focus seems strictly on 2012.

His foreign policy is almost incoherent. His responses to the Middle Eastern turmoil have been sluggish and uncoordinated, often leaving those charged with carrying it out, including Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, at their wits' end.

His hesitancy in both the Egyptian crisis and the one in Libya may ultimately come back to haunt us as those seeking to oust dictatorial regimes begin to doubt our commitments.

The war in Afghanistan becomes less defensible daily. Iran is scary and Pakistan is no better considering the feuding between U.S. and Paki intelligence forces.

Domestically, Obama is beset by enormous deficit problems and a House Republican majority that wants to exploit his weaknesses. And while the national debt is not of his making, he has done little the last two years even to emphasize its seriousness. He opened this year by submitting a plan for ultimate resolution that even he admitted was inadequate.

He has done little or nothing to interrupt the flow of guns from here to Mexican drug cartels, paying only lip service to helping solve the carnage they cause and infuriating besieged Mexican officials.

Problems like Social Security, Medicare and immigration apparently are off limits. His economic spokesmen deny entitlements have an impact on short-term debt reduction.

Obama obsessively spent enormous political capital on overhauling health care despite the opposition of a majority of Americans. With the courts now threatening to pick apart his masterpiece on constitutional grounds in a tidal wave of suits launched by financially strapped states, the president moved to take some of the heat off. He offered a "compromise" to complaining governors that is as shameless an act of political pandering as Washington has seen in some time.

He said he would go along with amending the reform plan to allow states to opt out of its controversial points if they could find another way to accomplish the same thing without driving up health costs, which critics quickly pointed out was highly unlikely even under the best political circumstances.

This is a president who more than most needs all the good help he can get.

He majored in charisma and minored in political realities. Voters reacted passionately to him despite a résumé that would have placed him in middle management in most private corporations.

No one seemed to mind that he had served only two years in the Senate. Voters ignored the fact that he got there because the leading candidate, a Republican, self-destructed and withdrew, leaving the opposition unable to field a viable alternative. He also was a member of the Illinois Legislature.

For us to believe that this utter lack of experience could be overcome quickly is foolish. And before someone cites an Ivy League education as an indicator that Obama's inadequacies are just superficial and easily resolvable, remember that George W. Bush went to Yale and look where that took us.

There is still time for the president to step up to the promise of his campaign, to carry out in style all those pledges so eloquently handed down before and after Grant Park.

Empirics prove Obama can get wins

Ben Heineman, ’10, Jr. has held top positions in government, law and business. He is the author of High Performance with High Integrity, March 23, 2010, (The Atlantic, No Presidential Greatness Without Spending Political Capital,  http://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2010/03/no-presidential-greatness-without-spending-political-capital/37865/)

Only in recent months, when he was willing to make it his personal issue and to spend significantly from his store of political capital, was President Obama able to achieve victory in the bitter congressional battle over health care reform.   Presidential greatness is combining policy and politics to win significant victories that have a major impact on the trajectory of national life.  Such victories--which upset the status quo--only occur when a president takes political risks and is willing to incur short-term unpopularity with significant segments of the electorate. 

Winners Win 
Winners Win 

Mason 10 [Jeff, covers the White House for Reuters, covering Barack Obama 26 March, “Obama's health win could boost foreign policy”, http://www.alertnet.org/thenews/newsdesk/N26180856.htm]

WASHINGTON, March 26 (Reuters) - President Barack Obama's domestic success on healthcare reform may pay dividends abroad as the strengthened U.S. leader taps his momentum to take on international issues with allies and adversaries. More than a dozen foreign leaders have congratulated Obama on the new healthcare law in letters and phone calls, a sign of how much attention the fight for his top domestic policy priority received in capitals around the world. Analysts and administration officials were cautious about the bump Obama could get from such a win: Iran is not going to rethink its nuclear program and North Korea is not going to return to the negotiating table simply because more Americans will get health insurance in the coming years, they said. But the perception of increased clout, after a rocky first year that produced few major domestic or foreign policy victories, could generate momentum for Obama's agenda at home and in his talks on a host of issues abroad. "It helps him domestically and I also think it helps him internationally that he was able to win and get through a major piece of legislation," said Stephen Hadley, former national security adviser to Republican President George W. Bush. "It shows political strength, and that counts when dealing with foreign leaders." Obama's deputy national security adviser Ben Rhodes said the Democratic president's persistence in the long healthcare battle added credibility to his rhetoric on climate change, nuclear nonproliferation and other foreign policy goals. "It sends a very important message about President Obama as a leader," Rhodes told Reuters during an interview in his West Wing office. "The criticism has been: (He) sets big goals but doesn't close the deal. So, there's no more affirmative answer to that criticism than closing the biggest deal you have going." 
Winners win

New York Daily News 10 (Andrea Tantaros, 1/14/10, " On the anniversary of his inauguration, President Obama is on the wrong side ... ", http://www.nydailynews.com/opinions/2010/01/14/2010-01-14_on_the_anniversary_of_his_inauguration_president_obama_is_on_the_wrong_side_of_h.html)

Soon, it will be the one-year anniversary of Barack Obama's inauguration. I remember that day, when a self-assured, idealistic icon who oozed bravado spoke of choosing "hope over fear, unity of purpose over conflict and discord." The world watched as President Obama made history. Twelve months later, he's still making history, albeit for the wrong reasons. Americans are more divided and discontented than ever. As a nation, we're less hopeful and filled with fear. One year later, the man who waxed optimistic is gone. He has been replaced by an unsure, demure and heavily weathered commander in chief. Record-high approval ratings have plummeted. Though he's only at the beginning of his second year in office, it appears as if he's at the end of his seventh. That charisma and ability to comfort is missing. Candidate Obama used to elicit tears and provoke fainting. He had the unique magic that generated serenity and euphoria. But now, when Americans were scared and needed assurance after an attempted terror attack on Christmas Day, Obama was nowhere to be found. To date, with an economy still strangled, we've heard little from him that could help calm us. Gone is his confidence. His agenda has faced national pushback and congressional gridlock, and his policies - a $787 billion stimulus and billions more to bail out Wall Street - have given him little to show for it. In the absence of George W. Bush, Obama is without an enemy to help define him. Though he has tried repeatedly, he can't credibly blame his predecessor anymore. Hope, he has quickly realized, is not a strategy unless you can produce working solutions. And change is not easy, even with total party control of government. A large portion of Obama's discomfort is stemming from the two onerous millstones around his neck: Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid and House Speaker Nancy Pelosi (and not just because they say stupid stuff). Both are big reasons that his agenda is failing, and his inability to rein them in, as well as their respective caucuses, has only emboldened the rank and file and cost him valuable political capital. If Obama has any chance of reassuming the helm, he must do it quickly.

Winners Win-Democrat Specific 
SARGENT  8 – 23 – 10 Washington Post Political commentator [Greg Sargent, http://voices.washingtonpost.com/plum-line/2010/08/politico_channels_professional.html]

The fetishizing of bipartisanship, and the hope that a few Republicans could be induced to back his agenda, is also what led Obama to avoid taking a strong, bottom-line stand on core principles, such as the public option. White House advisers also seemed reluctant for Obama to stake real political capital on provisions that were likely to fail, which also contributed to his mixed messages on core liberal priorities. To be clear, I tend to think this critique is overstated: Obama has passed the most ambitious domestic agenda since FDR, and there are some grounds for believing that the White House got as much as it possibly could have. But my bet is that if the White House hadn't fetishized bipartisanship early on; if Obama had drawn a sharper contrast with the GOP from the outset; and if he had taken a stronger stand on behalf of core priorities even if they were destined for failure, his lefty critics would be more willing to give him the benefit of the doubt. That said, presuming Obama's will be a two-term presidency, we are not even one-fourth of the way through his tenure. By the time Obama retires to private life, this whole debate underway about Obama's early failings could ultimately be reduced to a mere asterisk, or even forgotten completely.

Winners Win 
Winners-win 
HALLORAN  11 – 18 – 10    joined NPR in December 2008 as Washington correspondent for Digital News 
 (Liz Halloran, 11/18/10, "How Obama Can Still Push His Agenda", http://www.npr.org/2010/11/18/131414490/how-obama-can-still-push-his-agenda)

It's gut-check time for President Obama.

In the two-plus weeks since his party's disastrous showing in the midterm elections, Obama has been caricatured on the cover of a conservative magazine branding himself with a "loser" hand gesture. He has been urged by two old-time Democratic pollsters — frequent antagonists — to "unite" the country by declaring himself a one-termer. His trip to Asia ended in a failed attempt to seal a trade deal with South Korea.

And Republican leaders this week were seen as snubbing a White House invitation to a bipartisan chat and said they'll try to block a lame-duck Senate vote on an arms treaty with Russia — the president's top foreign policy goal.

It's a complicated new world for the still-ambitious midterm president, who faces a decision on how to reset his agenda in the face of an economy that continues to struggle and an incoming Congress that is not only newly divided, but decidedly more hostile to the big ideas the commander in chief prefers.

"Obama and his advisers must make a strategic decision, partly based on their understanding of how the Republicans will respond, and partly based on what the public expects," says Joseph Pika, co-author of The Politics of the Presidency and a historian at the University of Delaware.

The White House should understand both: Republican leaders have vowed publicly to deny the president any wins going into the 2012 presidential campaign, a recipe for Capitol Hill gridlock.

And the public made clear on Nov. 2 that it wants an agenda that focuses on jobs and the economy.

In that there is peril, and promise.

Transformation Or Triangulation?

- Stanley Renshon, presidential historian

Obama is not without strategic advice on the way forward, including from liberals pushing him to grab hold of his executive authority and run with it, and others urging him to steer a moderate, don't-rock-the-boat course.

But Obama is a complicated man, a politician who has to accommodate his self-view as a transformational leader with the new rules of the political road ahead, says presidential historian Stanley Renshon.

"On one hand, he has to make a straightforward, strategic political analysis that says you have to find common ground going forward — as limited or as robust as that may be," says Renshon, a City University of New York political science professor and psychoanalyst. "But on the other side of the ledger is the psychology of a man who subscribes to the 'great man' theory of leadership. His icon is Lincoln, and he also aspires to be the moral center of American policy."

Transformational leaders, Renshon says, "don't do school uniforms."

That reference harks back to an element of President Clinton's agenda after the Democrats' 1994 midterm drubbing. Clinton, at the time, pursued the politics of "triangulation," picking issues on which he could draw some support from his political opponents for initiatives that may have angered his party base but helped him win re-election.

The Clinton Model

Former Clinton Chief of Staff John Podesta, who now heads the liberal Center for American Progress, says he sees real possibilities in the ways of his former boss.

One of the best ways for the president to achieve results, Podesta says, is though robust exercise of executive authority.

Clinton used his to protect wide swaths of federal land, provide for medical privacy, connect schools to the Internet, and wage a national campaign against teen pregnancy — "all, I would say, without the help of Congress," Podesta said.

In the current economic crisis, Democratic strategists like Podesta are urging the president to create a narrative of reining in spending by working with agency chiefs to identify savings. And to take an active role in writing regulations that would implement the health care overhaul legislation.

Pika, the author and historian, however, warns that there is a downside to pursuing what he characterizes as an "administrative" strategy to achieve the president's goals.

"Will the public view this as being cooperative or confrontational?" Pika asks. "It looks an awful lot like the latter to me, and the president has recently been interpreting the public's preference as for more of the former — more efforts at cooperation."

Cooperation could be possible, some strategists say, on issues such as Afghanistan, where Obama has found GOP support before, and perhaps on energy policy, where he has the potential to find common ground with Republicans, much as Clinton post-midterms forged agreement with Republicans on overhauling welfare policy. The influence of new Tea Party-fueled GOP members of Congress and their small-government mandate, however, may complicate compromise for both Obama and Republicans.

Winners Win
Winners Win
Green 10 [professor of political science at Hofstra University, David Michael Green, 6/11/10, "The Do-Nothing 44th President ", http://www.opednews.com/articles/The-Do-Nothing-44th-Presid-by-David-Michael-Gree-100611-648.html]
Moreover, there is a continuously evolving and reciprocal relationship between presidential boldness and achievement. In the same way that nothing breeds success like success, nothing sets the president up for achieving his or her next goal better than succeeding dramatically on the last go around. This is absolutely a matter of perception, and you can see it best in the way that Congress and especially the Washington press corps fawn over bold and intimidating presidents like Reagan and George W. Bush. The political teams surrounding these presidents understood the psychology of power all too well. They knew that by simultaneously creating a steamroller effect and feigning a clubby atmosphere for Congress and the press, they could leave such hapless hangers-on with only one remaining way to pretend to preserve their dignities. By jumping on board the freight train, they could be given the illusion of being next to power, of being part of the winning team. And so, with virtually the sole exception of the now retired Helen Thomas, this is precisely what they did.

Winners Lose

Winners lose – pushing controversial issues burns PC

Ornstein 09

[Norman Ornstein, Senior Fellow @ AEI, 7-8-9 Is Obama Too Weak in Dealing With Congress?, http://www.rollcall.com/issues/55_3/ornstein/36547-1.html]

But even in a wonderfully functional Congress, achieving policy success in an area as difficult as this one would be a tough and uphill battle — no matter how skillful and popular a president may be. The same is true of health policy. Presidents can and must engage, have to step in at crucial moments and shape outcomes, mediate disputes, and use the bully pulpit to push controversial or difficult policy decisions. But the history of presidents and Congresses shows that trying to do more — to go over the heads of Congressional leaders, to set a series of bottom lines and insist on them from party leaders and committee chairmen who find it easy to resist White House pressure — rarely works unless we are neck deep, not just waist or chest deep, in a crisis. That has always been true, but is even more so today, when majorities have to be largely one-sided and a majority party (especially when it is the Democrats) has limited cohesion or homogeneity. The approach Obama has taken, cutting Congress a lot of slack and being supportive when necessary, led to a string of early and meaningful successes and enactments. True, the tough ones lie ahead. Finding any majority for any climate change bill in the Senate is even more challenging than it was to get a bill through the House. Finding any compromise between health bills that might make it through the House and Senate, pass fiscal muster, and be enacted into law is a tough slog.  But I believe the approach the White House has used so far has actually been smart and tough-minded, not simply expedient and weak. A successful president looks at the endgame, sees what is possible and maneuvers in the best way to get to that endgame. If you can’t get bills through committee, or you can’t find a majority on the floor of either chamber, you get nowhere.
Winners lose – health care proves.

Harrison 09

[Edward Harrison, MBA from Columbia, consultant at Global Macro Advisors, 7-22-09

“Obama and Health Care: Wasting Political Capital,” http://www.rgemonitor.com/us-monitor/257337/obama_and_health_care_wasting_political_capital, WEA)

President Barack Obama was elected last year in a sizable victory over his Republican competitor. Bolstering his position was the huge Democratic majority in both houses of Congress. Given these advantages, combined with intelligence and his natural talent as an orator, the President could pretty much chart his own course. He did so, immediately turning to the weak economy and the battered financial sector first. In his first days in office, Obama pushed through a sizable stimulus package, bailed out numerous financial institutions, and put into place a host of measures to prop up the banking industry at considerable cost to taxpayers. The plan worked. The financial industry has roared back to life with huge profits and large bonuses all around as a result of the government’s largesse – well at least for most of the largest companies. The surviving large financial institutions are even larger and more dominant than before the crisis. Now, it is business as usual again on Wall Street. In this sense, Obama and his economic team have been very successful. But at what cost? While the captains of finance are deciding how to spend their bonus money, ordinary Americans are still losing their jobs and their homes. The economy is still in tatters. People are angry about this juxtaposition. No wonder everyone is having a hissy fit about Goldman, the owner of allegedly market manipulating trading codes and winner of the Wall Street earnings parade. So, as the President turns his sights to health care reform, he is finding a much chillier reception from the media, Congress and the American people.  In my view, this is not necessarily because of his presenting the wrong proposal at the wrong time. Obama has simply wasted too much capital on bailing out the banks and this has left him in a weaker position politically.

Winners win is a failed strategy—Obama has to scale back and conserve capital. 

Morgan 10 

[David S. Morgan, staff writer, 1-25-2010. CBS News, Rebooting the White House's Agenda, http://www.cbsnews.com/blogs/2010/01/25/politics/politicalhotsheet/entry6138537.shtml]

Dan Bartlett, a former adviser to President George W. Bush, said Mr. Obama has tried to do too much too quickly in his first year in office, misspending his political capital on a progressive agenda. "He tried to press too much too fast," Bartlett said on CBS' "The Early Show." "The type of change that the public wanted is not what they got in the first year. It felt a lot like politics-as-usual, a lot of Democratic pent-up demands to do conventional pork barrel spending and overreaching of the government. What you're seeing now is a scaling back of that. We'll have to see if it works."

Winners Lose
Winners lose

Man 93  Director, Governmental Studies program, Brookings Institution.  Co-Director, AEI-Brookings Renewing Congress Project.  Former Aid to Reagan

[Thomas, Beyond Gridlock: Prospects for Governance in the Clinton Years – and After.  Editor James L. Sundquist]

Most representatives and senators do not feel beholden to any president, let alone one who ran behind them in the last election.  I am reminded of advice I received from former Senator Jacob Javits of New York in his last year of life, when I was perplexed and trying to figure out a vote that had just taken place in the Senate.  I asked him to explain why certain senators had voted a certain way.  And with halting breath he said to me, “You must always realize that senators vote in a priority order.  First, they vote for their states; second, they vote out of institutional loyalty to the Senate; and, third, if they have not decided on the basis of either of those, and the president happens to be of their own party, well maybe they will give him a vote.  But the state or the district always comes first, the institution second, and only then the president.”  Another thing to remember is how important back home is.  They used to call Reagan the great lobbyist, but I remember sitting in the Oval Office as we lobbied not only in 1981, 1982, and 1983, but also in 1987 and 1988, and member after member would say, “Mr. President, I really want to support your package.  The problem is I am not hearing anything from back home.”  The key was to make sure that we explained why things were important to the district, and why the district really would support what Reagan wanted.   The bad news also is that once the president gets a vote he wants, the immediate instinct of most members is to cast the next vote to show their independence from the administration.  This is especially true when you have asked them to vote for a big package, in which some provisions did not make sense for their districts but had to be swallowed as part of the overall package.  Then their answer is, "I need the next vote to show that I am independent of the White House."  

A2: Lame Duck proves Winners Win 

Lame duck doesn’t prove- winners don’t win on debt ceiling

Hartman 10

[Rachel Rose Hartman, Yahoo News Reporter, “Tougher Congress awaits Obama, Boehner”12/22/10  http://news.yahoo.com/s/yblog_theticket/20101222/ts_yblog_theticket/tougher-congress-awaits-obama-boehner, Caplan] 

After the repeal of "don't ask, don't tell," a tax cut package signed into law, and a START treaty headed for ratification, the White House on Wednesday can claim a third lame-duck victory in a row. But times are about to get tougher for Barack Obama -- as well as for Republicans in Congress. January brings with it a slew of new congressional challenges for the president. Republican numbers will grow next year -- by 63 in the House and six in the Senate-- forcing the president to make more compromises with the GOP. And divisions within the GOP mean the threat of a government shutdown still looms. "How Obama positions himself on that is going to be very important," Democratic adviser Bob Shrum told The Ticket. "I think he should look for areas of cooperation, challenge them to cooperate -- I don't think he'll get much -- and then he should be ready for confrontation."

A2: Bottom of Docket

Vote Neg on Presumption- the Aff will never get passed

NAACP 07

[NAACP WASHINGTON BUREAU FACT SHEET: What happens to bills when the Congress ends?, October 18, http://www.naacp.org/pdfs/Advocacy_Tools.pdf, Caplan]

A very small number of bills introduced actually become law. In the 107th Congress, which ran from 2001 to 2002, 8948 bills were introduced in the US House and Senate. Of these, 377 laws were enacted. This means that just over 4% of the bills introduced in the 107th Congress actually became law. In the United States, a “Congress” or congressional term lasts two years. Most recently, the 108th Congress began on January 7, 2003, and will adjourn before the end of 2004. Each Congress is comprised of two sessions; the first session, which encompasses the first year, and the second session, which is comprised of the second year. At any point when Congress is in session, a sitting member of Congress may introduce legislation: members of the House of Representatives introduce bills in the House and Senators introduce bills in the Senate. This legislation can cover almost any issue conceivable. Once a bill has been introduced, it is alive and may be considered at any time during the Congress. Once a Congress adjourns, however, at the end of its two-year cycle, all bills that have been introduced in either the House or the Senate that have not made it through the entire legislative process and signed into law are dead. This includes bills that may have passed both the House and the Senate but were never finalized and sent to the President for his signature; bills that passed one house (either the House or the Senate) but not the other; bills that were the subject of committee or subcommittee hearings but were never considered by either house; and bills that never got more action after being introduced.

Gates Shields

Gates shields Obama

Ambinder 8/9/10
(Mark, olitics editor of The Atlantic. He has covered Washington for ABC News and the Hotline, and he is chief political consultant to CBS News, “The Political Audacity of Bob Gates”, http://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2010/08/the-political-audacity-of-bob-gates/61190 ) 
Gates is the cabinet's superstar. He has the credibility among all constituencies -- the military, Congress, Republicans -- to rationalize and restrain the defense budget in a way that President Obama could not do on his own, and in a way that a Republican president might not have the fortitude to ask for. Since the budget isn't actually going to be cut, Obama is not going to get credit from those on his side who will find Gates's measures cosmetic. But Gates, wittingly, provides Obama plenty of cover heading into 2011 and 2012, when many of these measures will take effect, and when congressional districts across the country will feel losses, and when Republican presidential candidates begin to make a case against Obama's stewardship of the national security establishment.

Public Key 

Public Popularity key to the agenda 

Sinclair UCLA Prof of Poli Sci 09 - Professor Emerita of Political Science at UCLA.

[Barbara, "Barack Obama and the 111th Congress: Politics as Usual?" http://www.ou.edu/carlalbertcenter/extensions/spring2009/Sinclair.pdf]

Whether the stimulus bill was even in danger of losing significant public support is unclear; but Obama's efforts meant he got the credit when the bill passed to strong public acclaim. A February 10 Gallup poll found that 59 percent of the public favored the stimulus bill while 33 percent opposed it; furthermore, support had increased after Obama went on the road to sell the program. Obama himself maintained his high approval ratings with the American people and the proportion approving of Congress increased significantly.7 Voters approved of the job congressional Democrats are doing by 46 percent to 45 percent and disapproved of the GOP’s performance by 56 percent to 34 percent, according to a February 17-18 poll conducted by Fox News/Opinion Dynamics.8 By using the bully pulpit effectively, Obama makes it easier for congressional Democrats to support his initiatives and for the congressional leaders to deliver for him legislatively.9 When the president attempts to build public support for his agenda by “going to the people,” it is sometimes interpreted as “going over the heads” of members of Congress to pressure them via their constituents and is thought to breed resentment. However, when the president's efforts allow members to do what they would like to do anyway, their response is likely to be quite different. And if a few Republicans do, in fact, feel constituency pressure, any resentment is likely to be considered a reasonable price to pay for their occasional votes.

Flip Flops Bad

Presidents are forced to take positions – inconsistencies hurt the agenda

FITTS 96 Professor of Law, University of Pennsylvania Law School

[Michael A., “THE PARADOX OF POWER IN THE MODERN STATE,” University of Pennsylvania Law Review, January, 144 U. Pa. L. Rev. 827]

While the president's singularity may give him the formal ability to exercise agenda control, which public choice scholars see as an advantage of presidential power, his visibility and the influence of the media may also make it more difficult for him to exercise it. When public scrutiny is brought to bear on the White House, surrounding such issues as gays in the military or affirmative action, the president must often take a position and act. 128 This can deprive him of the ability to choose when or whether to address issues. Finally, the unitary president may be less able to rely on preexisting congressional or agency processes to resolve disputes. At least in theory, true unitariness means that he has the authority to reverse the decisions or non-decisions of others - the buck stops [*866]  with the president. 129 In this environment, "no politician can endure opposition from a wide range of opponents in numerous contests without alienating a significant proportion of voters." 130 Two types of tactics illustrate this phenomenon. First, presidents in recent years have often sought to deemphasize - at least politically - their unitariness by allocating responsibility for different agencies to different political constituencies. President Clinton, for example, reportedly "gave" the Department of Justice to the liberal wing of the Democratic party and the Department of the Treasury and the OMB to the conservatives. 131 Presidents Bush and Reagan tried a similar technique of giving control over different agencies to different political constituencies. 132Second, by invoking vague abstract principles or "talking out of both sides of their mouth," presidents have attempted to create the division within their person. Eisenhower is widely reported to be the best exemplar of this "bumbling" technique. 133 Reagan's widely publicized verbal "incoherence" and detachment from government affairs probably served a similar function. 134Unfortunately, the visibility and singularity of the modern presidency can undermine both informal techniques. To the extent that the modern president is subject to heightened visibility about what he says and does and is led to make increasingly specific statements about who should win and who should lose on an issue, his ability to mediate conflict and control the agenda can be undermined. The modern president is supposed to have a position [*867]  on such matters as affirmative action, the war in Bosnia, the baseballstrike, and the newest EPA regulations - the list is infinite. Perhapsin response to these pressures, each modern president has made more speeches and taken more positions than his predecessors, with Bill Clinton giving three times as many speeches as Reagan during the same period. 135 In such circumstances, the president is far less able to exercise agenda control, refuse to take symbolic stands, or take inconsistent positions. The well-documented tendency of the press to emphasize the strategic implications of politics exacerbates this process by turning issues into zero-sum games. 136 Thus, in contrast to Congress, the modern president's attempt to avoid or mediate issues can often undermine him personally and politically.

SPS Popular

SPS has bipartisan support- it caters to both the Right and Left wing 

Singer, 07

(Jeremy, staffwriter for Space at MSNBC, “Pentagon may study space-based solar power”, 4/11/07, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/18056610/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/pentagon-may-study-space-based-solar-power/)
The Pentagon’s National Security Space Office may begin a study in the near future on the possibility of using satellites to collect solar energy for use on Earth, according to Defense Department officials. The officials said the study does not mean that the military plans to demonstrate or deploy a space-based solar power constellation. However, as the Pentagon looks at a variety of alternative energy sources, this could be one possible method of supplying energy to troops in bases or on the battlefield, they said. The military’s work in this area also could aid development of a system that could provide energy to non-military users as well, according to Lt. Col. Michael Hornitschek, chief of rated force policy on the Air Force staff at the Pentagon. Hornitschek, who has been exploring the concept of space-based solar power in his spare time, recently briefed the NSSO on the concept of space-based solar power, and stimulated interest in conducting a formal study, according to Lt. Col. M.V. “Coyote” Smith, chief of future concepts at the NSSO. The NSSO would need to find the financial resources and available manpower to conduct the study, Smith said. Hornitschek would lead work on the study on behalf of the NSSO if the NSSO elects to pursue it, and he said he hopes that a system could be deployed in roughly 20 years. Slideshow: Month in space  John Mankins, president of the Space Solar Power Association in Washington, said space-based solar power could offer a massive improvement over terrestrial solar collection devices because constant exposure to the sun avoids the nighttime periods where terrestrial systems cannot collect solar energy. The ability to constantly gather solar energy would allow a space-based system to avoid safety concerns to other satellites or people on the ground by constantly transmitting energy to Earth at a level that is high enough to be useful but low enough so as not to cause any damage, said Mankins, a former NASA official who previously served as manager of advanced concept studies at NASA headquarters before leaving the agency in 2005.Jeff Kueter, president of the Marshall Institute, a Washington think tank, said it is too early to determine if space-based solar power is viable, but said that if the concept is successful, it could be a potential “game changer” for energy use. The concept could find broad bipartisan support as it could meet the desires both of conservatives seeking to end dependence on foreign energy sources, as well as liberals who are looking for an environmentally friendly source of energy, Kueter said. While space-based solar power may sound like a high-risk proposal, it is worth investing several million dollars in the near term to study the concept because of the potential high payoff, Kueter said. If the studies indicated that the concept might be feasible, it would be worthwhile for the Pentagon to conduct flight demonstrations to prove out the technology in space, he said. If the Pentagon chose to pursue flight demonstrations or deployment of a space-based solar power system, it could share costs by partnering with NASA, the Department of Energy and other government agencies, Kueter said. The concept of space-based solar power might appear to threaten traditional energy industries, Kueter said. However, the rapidly increasing demands for energy and diminishing supply of natural resources means that traditional energy companies may need to find new ways of doing business in the future, and they could likely find a way to be a part of the space-based solar power effort through ways like contributing expertise in areas like energy distribution, he said.
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