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Flip-Flop

The aff forces Obama to switch positions, flip-flop kills 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)

But as the president becomes increasingly able to perform these functions, that is, as he becomes more modern, unitary, and formally and informally powerful, he can become less able, as a structural matter, to perform many of the mediation and agenda control functions described above. The reasons for this development are related to his visibility and singularity, which can undermine the president's ability to avoid issues, control the agenda, and mediate conflict. Unitary, visible presidents have greater difficulty claiming that it is the "administration" or some neutral precommitment process of decisionmaking that led the executive branch to a particular position.  n126 Under the theory of the unitary presidency, he alone must bear responsibility. For the same reason, the president may be less able to take inconsistent or vague positions on different issues or to refuse to take positions on the ground that inconsistencies should be left to stand.  n127  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. 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.  n129 In this environment, "no politician can endure opposition from a wide range of opponents in numerous contests without alienating a significant proportion of voters." 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.  n131 Presidents Bush and Reagan tried a similar technique of giving control over different agencies to different political constituencies.  n132  Second, 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.  n133 Reagan's widely publicized verbal "incoherence" and detachment from government affairs probably served a similar function.  n1Unfortunately, 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.  n135 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.  n136 Thus, in contrast to Congress, the modern president's attempt to avoid or mediate issues can often undermine him personally and politically.

***Political Capital***

Popularity

Popularity key to Agenda

Murphy 09 (Patricia, Capitol Hill Bureau Chief, Politics Daily, August 6, Obama’s Popularity Sliding, Agenda in Danger, http://www.politicsdaily.com/2009/08/06/obamas-popularity-sliding-agenda-in-danger/) 

A new Quinnipiac University poll shows that President Obama's approval rating among Americans has fallen seven points in the last month, from 57 percent to 50 percent, with just 45 percent of independent voters approving of the job he's doing. Worse news comes for the president on the specifics of his agenda. Just 39 percent approve of the way Obama is handling health care; 45 percent approve of how he is handling the economy; 64 percent say they are somewhat or very dissatisfied with the way things are going in the country today; and an astonishing 93 percent say the economy is poor or not so good.

Pol Cap Finite

Political Capital finite, even for popular Obama.

Rove 08 (Karl, Former Chief of Staff, Wall Street Journal, Now Obama Has to Govern, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB122714421493443077.html) 

One challenge the president-elect faces is setting a starting agenda that's too ambitious. Even a popular new president has finite political capital and time. The congressional pipeline moves more slowly than any White House wishes, especially a new administration.

Controversy Decreases Political Capital
Controversial Policy kills  Obama’s Political Capital, healthcare proves. 

Malcom 7/6 (Andrew, Journalist, LA Times, Top of the Ticket: Crucial Independent Voters Abandoning Obama, http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/washington/2010/07/independents-abandoning-obama-gallup-poll.html) 

Two new polls this morning augur ill for President Barack Obama and his fellow Democrats who control Congress. The worst -- from Gallup -- finds that for the first time since Obama took the oath, his support among independents, a key voter segment in his decisive 2008 coalition election win, has fallen below 40%. The new tracking finds that Obama's support among all voter segments has declined in the past year, but nowhere more than among independents. Only 38% now support him, an 18-point drop from 52 weeks ago, when polls first began showing the nation's rapidly-growing population of independent voters peeling off, as Obama relentlessly pushed his healthcare plan and ignored polls saying jobs and the economy were uppermost on voters' minds. In that same time span, support for the Democrat has fallen 9 points among Democrats (from 90% to 81%) and 8 points among Republicans (from 20% to 12%). Collectively, only 46% of Americans approve of the president's job performance, just 1 point above his worst approval of 45%. Obama's approval has not been above 50% since February. Despite his professed success with the healthcare legislation, Obama is confronting a stubbornly sluggish economic recovery, continuing high unemployment, growing concerns over deficits and spending, impatience among some supporters such as gays and Hispanics and mounting casualties in his ongoing Afghanistan military campaign. Other recent presidents suffered similar low ratings in their second year -- Jimmy Carter (40%), Ronald Reagan (42%) and Bill Clinton (43%). And each of those presidents' parties lost substantial numbers of congressional seats in the ensuing midterm elections.

Presidential Blame

The president is blamed for problems during their administration

Kristi Keck, 6/2/10, “Blame game could 'boomerang' on Obama, strategist says” http://www.cnn.com/2010/POLITICS/07/02/obama.economy/index.html 

Though the Democrats controlled Congress in the last two years of the Bush administration and have controlled both the White House and Congress for a year and a half -- 41 percent of people surveyed in a recent CNN/Opinion Research Corp. poll said Republicans are responsible for the current economic problems. Twenty-eight percent blamed Democrats, and 26 percent said both parties share responsibility.  According to a Washington Post/ABC poll conducted in April, 59 percent blamed Bush for the economy, compared with 25 percent who said Obama is at fault. 

Presidential Blame

President blamed for anything under their administration

Rasmussen Report, an electronic publishing firm specializing in the collection, publication, and distribution of public opinion polling information, 6/19/10, “47% Blame Bush for Nation's Economic Problems, 45% Blame Obama” http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/politics/obama_administration/june_2010/47_blame_bush_for_nation_s_economic_problems_45_blame_obama 
A disappointing government jobs report last month shows there’s still a long road ahead to righting the nation’s economic problems, and voters are slowly shifting the blame for those problems away from the previous administration.  The latest Rasmussen Reports national telephone survey of Likely U.S. Voters shows that 47% still blame today’s economic problems on the recession that began during the presidency of George W. Bush. But now 45% say they're due to the policies of President Obama.  Both numbers have shifted only slightly from last month, but the number who blame Bush is down from 62% last May when Rasmussen Reports first began tracking the question regularly. It's also at the lowest level measured yet.  The percentage who blame the current problems on Obama’s policies is up from 27% last May and is at the highest level measured to date.  

Presidential Blame

Obama blamed for the policies he passes

Dave Johnson, Principal author at Seeing the Forest, 7/2/10 “Republicans Blame ‘Obama Policies’ For Weak Economy” http://news.firedoglake.com/2010/07/02/republicans-blame-obama-policies-for-weak-economy/ 
In response to today’s weak jobs report, Republicans spoke to the press to blame President Obama’s policies for the weak economy.      “When America truly begins creating lasting private sector jobs that help our economy grow, it will be despite the government, not because of it,” said Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell, R-Ky.      [. . .] House Minority Whip Eric Cantor, R-Va., linked jobs problems and Obama’s economic policies to the growing federal debt: “As the administration continues to spend, our debt keeps piling up, preventing private sector job growth.” 

***Concessions***

Key Senators
Key senators are  Kerry Lieber, Colins, Lugar, Snowe, and Murkowski

James Murray, writer at businessgreen 6/29/10 “Obama to meet key climate bill senators today” http://www.businessgreen.com/business-green/news/2265632/obama-meet-key-climate-bill 

President Barack Obama is to meet with key Democrat and Republican senators later today to discuss how to move forward with controversial climate change and energy legislation ahead of November's mid-term elections.  The meeting, to be held at the White House this morning, was originally scheduled for last week but was postponed in the wake of Obama's decision to dismiss General Stanley McChrystal over his disparaging comments about administration officials.  The delay prompted fresh concerns among green businesses and environmental groups that the administration will struggle to make good on its pledge to pass a climate change and energy bill before the end of this year.  The Senate has just a few months left to pass legislation before it breaks up in the autumn to prepare for the mid-term elections. However, the draft bill put forward by Democrat senator John Kerry and independent senator Joe Lieberman, and currently being considered by the Senate, is facing fierce opposition from Republicans and a number of Democrat senators.  A group of 23 senators, including Kerry and Lieberman as well as many of the Democrat and Republican senators thought to hold swing votes, are scheduled to attend the meeting.  Any climate and energy bill will require the support of a handful of Republican senators if it is to pass through the Senate and as a result, a number of influential Republicans have been invited to the meeting, including Susan Collins
, Richard Lugar, Olympia Snowe and Lisa Murkowski. 
Concessions
Concessions are good in the long run

Dylan Matthews is a researcher at The Washington Post, 4/1/10, “Are policy concessions worth it?” http://voices.washingtonpost.com/ezra-klein/2010/04/are_policy_concessions_worth_i.html
This is true so far as it goes. I doubt there would be any more breathless cries of tyranny or socialism had Obama just signed a single-payer bill into law. But the problem isn't with voters; it's with Congress. Concessions like Obama's offshore oil drilling announcement, or any number of components of health-care reform, may not sway voters, but they give individual senators and representatives cover. It's easy to see this as members holding bills hostage to parochial concerns, and to some degree that's true. But offering a minor concession to a vulnerable senator, who can then go home and say they only voted for the bill after having fought to make it better, doesn't make for a bad trade. Whipping members from ideologically diverse constituencies is tough enough with a leadership willing to broker deals; removing that tool would only make the process more difficult.

Concessions not worth it

There will always be opposition, irrelevant of concessions

David Roberts, Writer at the Grist, 3/31/10, http://www.grist.org/article/2010-03-30-post-truth-politics, “Democrats should stop trying to change politics with policy concessions”

Republicans have quite cannily figured out how to manipulate voters' heuristics. No matter what Democrats do or propose, Republicans meet it with maximal, united opposition, criticizing it as socialism, tyranny, or appeasement. They've accurately realized that all they have to do to render Democratic proposals controversial is refuse to support them.   As a consequence, no matter what Democrats do or propose, they'll have to deal with the optics of their proposals appearing partisan. We live in post-truth politics: a political culture in which politics (public opinion and media narratives) have become almost entirely disconnected from policy (the substance of legislation). This obviously dims any hope of reasoned legislative compromise. But in another way, it can be seen as liberating. If the political damage of maximal Republican opposition is a fixed quantity -- if policy is orthogonal to politics -- then there is little point to policy compromises. They do not appreciably change the politics. For Democrats shaping policy, this suggests a two-fold strategy. First, they should pull attention to issues and proposals where the political ground is already favorable, from broad stuff like financial reform to narrow bills on jobs and energy. Second, on those issues that are inevitably going to be controversial, aim for maximally effective policy and deal with the politics separately. In post-truth politics, attempting to change perceptions by weakening policy is a category mistake. Remember, no matter what shape a Democratic proposal takes -- a centrist health-care bill full of ideas Republicans supported just a year ago or a cap-and-trade system like the one first implemented under George H.W. Bush -- Republican opposition will be maximal. 

Withdrawal Hurts Agenda

Obama pledges solution to Afghanistan via military build up, withdrawal perceived as flip-flop.

LA Times 7/6 (Blog, Newspaper, Obama's foreign policy scorecard http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/dcnow/2010/07/obamas-foreign-policy-checklist.html)

With the midterm elections preparing to move into high gear, domestic policy will be in the spotlight, eclipsing foreign policy. But as the United States tries to wind down two wars, pushes peace negotiations elsewhere, seeks to stop the spread of nuclear of weapons in at least two hot spots and works to restore an even economic keel, foreign policy is never out of the turmoil. Here is a scorecard of the major issues facing the Obama administration’s foreign policy. The United States and its allies have been fighting in Afghanistan for nine years, having displaced the Taliban government, which offered the terrorist group Al Qaeda a base from which to operate. The goal, President Obama said at a news conference on June 27, is to ensure “Afghanistan is stable, can stand on its own two feet when it comes to security issues, and is not a base for terrorist activities launched against the United States of America.” In the short term, Obama has proposed adding 30,000 troops to the 68,000 already there and to begin a draw-down by the summer of 2011, depending on the situation. The role of the troops, the president said, is to provide the “Afghan government the space and the time to build up its security forces, for us to be able to help blunt the momentum of the Taliban, to clear some of the areas in which the Taliban had gotten a very fierce foothold, to start moving Afghan security forces in -- even as we are improving governance and we’re improving the legitimacy and credibility of the civilian government.” To achieve that goal, the U.S. and its allies are prepared to be involved in Afghanistan for a long time, even beyond the scheduled departure of troops. Afghanistan officials have begun talks with some elements of the Taliban, but it is unclear whether the negotiations are going anywhere. “We’re going to have to have a political solution, not simply a military solution,” Obama recently said.
Withdrawal Hurts Credibility
Premature Withdrawal kills Obama’s credibility 
CNN 7/4 (CNN Wire Staff, Legitimate News Source Critics Press Obama on Afghanistan Withdrawal, http://www.cnn.com/2010/POLITICS/07/04/afghanistan.withdrawal.deadline/index.html)

The July 2011 deadline to begin withdrawing U.S. troops from Afghanistan is unrealistic and unhelpful, Afghan Ambassador Said Tayeb Jawad told CNN's "State of the Union" Sunday. "First, if you over-emphasize a deadline that is not realistic, you are making the enemy a lot more bold," Jawad said. "You are prolonging the war. That deadline should be realistic. The line should be based on the reality on the ground and we should give a clear message to the enemy, to the terrorists who are a threat to everyone, that the United States, NATO, Afghans are there to finish this job." He continued, "If that's not the feeling, we lost the support of the Afghan people, and also make the neighboring countries of interest a lot more bolder to interfere in Afghanistan." President Barack Obama and Gen. David Petraeus, who has replaced Gen. Stanley McChrystal as the top U.S. commander in Afghanistan, have said they would begin withdrawal in July 2011 depending on conditions on the ground. Appearing on ABC's "This Week," Sen. John McCain, R-Arizona, questioned the wisdom of a firm deadline to start withdrawing forces. "I'm all for dates for withdrawal, but that's after the strategy succeeds, not before," said McCain, the Republican presidential candidate in 2008 who was in Afghanistan for the Fourth of July weekend. For now, McCain described the strategy as one that hasn't gone as well as hoped. "The president should state unequivocally that we will leave when we have succeeded," he said. "If you tell the enemy that you're leaving on a date certain, unequivocally, then that enemy will wait until you leave."

Forward Deployment key to Global Agenda

US military presence abroad is key to promote a global agenda. 

Carlucci, Hunter and Khalizad 2k (Frank, Robert, and Zalmay,  Transition 2001, RAND, Taking Charge: A Bipartisan Report…http://www.rand.org/publications/randreview/issues/rr.03.01/global.html
Ten years after the end of the cold war, the United States finds itself with unrivaled military, economic, political, and cultural power. However, we are still struggling to understand what we must do abroad to support our interests and values, what are the limits of our power, and what we can do with others to help shape the kind of world in which we want to live. In the past decade, we learned anew that America cannot retreat from the world, that isolationism is impossible. We learned that American economic and military strength are as important as ever and that much of the world still depends on us to be engaged--and to lead. Yet American power and purpose alone cannot suffice to meet the array of global challenges to the welfare of the United States, of our friends and allies, and of the planet as a whole. Thus, we advocate selective global leadership by the United States, coupled with strengthened and revitalized alliances. The United States, together with its democratic allies in Europe and Asia, possesses an unparalleled ability to meet tomorrow's challenges. However, without the help of these allies, many emerging challenges will prove beyond our capacity to manage. Thus, strengthening our alliances is essential to America's future and should form the bedrock of U.S. engagement abroad. None of this can be done without a price. The array of new global challenges and opportunities will significantly increase the demand for U.S. diplomacy and other nonmilitary involvement abroad. Therefore, nonmilitary spending on foreign policy and national security should increase substantially as well. Thus, Mr. President, we urge that you ask Congress for a 20 percent hike in spending for the U.S. Department of State, for payment of U.N. dues, and for other critical nonmilitary requirements of foreign policy. We also recommend that you seek about a 10 percent increase in defense spending, or about $30 billion more for procurement plus another $5-$10 billion for property maintenance, recruitment, targeted pay raises, retirement, and medical care. The alternatives to these defense investments would be either (1) to reduce the commitments of U.S. forces abroad or (2) to make politically painful reductions in the logistics and support infrastructure while simultaneously relying on unproven technologies. Linked to these budget increases for the defense and state departments should be structural reforms that would allow both departments to operate more efficiently and effectively. We outline below what we consider to be the most important national security decisions that you will face during the first few months of your presidency. Short-term priorities appear first; long-term priorities, second. We conclude with further recommendations for a new global agenda.

***Turkey***

B61 Bombs Unpopular
B61 gravity bombs will not be included in the nuclear reduction in Turkey
TODAY’S ZAMAN, April 3 (Turkish magazine, Report: US considers withdrawing nuclear bombs from Turkey,  http://www.todayszaman.com/tz-web/news-206266-102-report-us-considers-withdrawing-nuclear-bombs-from-turkey.html)
According to the report, the Obama administration is preparing to revise US policy on nuclear weapons -- heralding further reductions in the US stockpile and a pledge not to develop new systems. But a possible decision to withdraw the B61 gravity bombs is not expected to be included in the revised nuclear policy, as it is a matter for discussion within NATO.
Reduction of b61 unlikely 

İslâmi Davet, 10 (Islamic Politics and Cultural web site from Turkeym US to retain 90 nukes on Iran border.http://www.islamidavet.com/english/tag/b61-thermonuclear-gravity-bombs/)

As Washington and Moscow sign a new arms reduction treaty, skepticism arises in Turkey as to whether those cuts will include US atomic warheads stored in the country. US President Barack Obama and his Russian counterpart Dmitry Medvedev signed a new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) in Prague on Thursday, which requires both sides to reduce their nuclear arsenals to 1,550, or about one-third below current levels. This is while the Obama administration has revised US policy on atomic weapons, as part of a new Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) that, among other things, is said to be aimed at reducing the US stockpile. But silence over anticipated US plans to withdraw nuclear bombs deployed in the Incirlik Air Base in southern Anatolia, has left many speculating on whether Washington has any intentions to remove the weapons at all. When asked about a possible US move to withdraw its nuclear weapons from five European countries, including Turkey, Turkey’s Defense Minister Vecdi Gonul said that Ankara had no information about such plans. “No information has been officially announced,” Gonul told reporters on Wednesday. The US has positioned a total of 200 B61 thermonuclear gravity bombs in Turkey, Belgium, France, the Netherlands and Germany since the Cold War. Turkey is believed to be hosting 90 bombs at Incirlik Air Base. On April 2, The Times reported that the United States may remove tactical nuclear weapons deployed in five NATO member European countries, including Turkey. However, the possibility of the White House seriously considering a decision to withdraw the B61 gravity bombs seems unlikely, as it has not consulted Ankara on the issue so far.

European TNW Reduction Unpopular 
US will not reduce any tactical nuclear weapons in Europe unless Russia matches the cuts

AFPF 10 (US wants Russia to match future tactical nuclear cuts, http://rawstory.com/news/afp/US_wants_Russia_to_match_future_tac_04222010.html)

US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton called Thursday on NATO allies to press Russia slash its nuclear arsenal to match any future atomic weapons cuts made in Europe by the United States.

Any reduction of Russia’s TNWs is not going to happen due to miscalculation of numbers and Russia’s need for them, therefore the US will not reduce their weapons.

Wood, 09 (David,  Wood has won the Gerald Ford Prize for Distinguished Reporting on National Defense, and in 2008 won the Headliners Club award for his reporting on Iraq. He has lectured at the Marine Staff College, the Joint Forces Staff College and the Army's Eisenhower Fellows conference, and has appeared on CNN, CSPAN, the PBS News Hour, and on BBC and National Public Radio. A correspondent successively for Time Magazine, the Los Angeles Times, Newhouse News Service and the Baltimore Sun, Tactical Nuclear Weapons, the Menace No One Is Talking About. http://www.politicsdaily.com/2009/07/08/tactical-nuclear-weapons-the-menace-no-one-is-talking-about/)

A more immediate problem looms, however. As Russia and the United States reduce their strategic nuclear weapons, the relative clout of tactical nukes rises. The existing imbalance in tactical nukes "will become more apparent" and U.S. allies will be "less assured,'' the commission said. As Kristensen described it to me, the concern is that "as you cut down the deployed strategic forces, you end up with more tactical than strategic weapons deployed and that begins to create some problems. In the U.S., we don't have very many non-strategic [tactical] nuclear weapons compared to the Russians. If we agree to go down to very low levels of strategic weapons, that begins to matter to strategists.'' Especially to strategists concerned about maintaining a strong "nuclear umbrella'' over its friends and allies in Europe. Let's say, however improbable, that Moscow and Washington agree to throw tactical nuclear weapons into the arms reduction negotiations that Obama and Medvedev agreed to this week. How likely is a deal? Not very, experts suggest. For one thing, tactical nukes are small and easily hidden. And their "delivery vehicles'' -- arms-control jargon for the aircraft or missiles that carry them -- are also used for other purposes. Reliably counting these weapons and verifying reductions is devilishly difficult, the experts say. Another reason is that the numbers are too important to each side to think seriously about reductions. Russia's conventional military forces are smaller and vastly inferior to those of the United States, and Russian analysts see their nuclear weapons as a critical counterbalance. Russia also needs its tactical nukes to deter problems along its long border with China.  On the U.S. side, a key goal is keeping Europeans reassured that Russia can't muscle them around. It's not that Washington would fire off its tactical nuclear weapons in a crisis, but that simply withdrawing the weapons would make some vulnerable European nations -- Lithuania comes to mind -- uneasy. And "uneasy'' is something to be avoided in a crisis. The blue-ribbon commission, in laying out a proposed U.S. approach to the issue, succinctly demonstrated the problem: The United States should go after deep cuts in Russian tactical nukes, but go easy in cutting its own. "All allies depending on the U.S. nuclear umbrella,'' it said in a statement that probably mirrors the Kremlin's own thinking, "should be assured that any changes in its forces do not imply a weakening of the U.S. extended nuclear deterrence guarantees.'' Tactical nukes, then, will stay.
European TNW Reduction Unpopular (cont)

A reduction in Russia’s TNWs would spark many new problems such as the difference in conventional forces

Podvig, 10 (A physicist trained at the Moscow Institute of Physics and Technology, Podvig works as a research associate at Stanford University's Center for International Security and Cooperation. His expertise is in the Russian nuclear arsenal, U.S.-Russian relations, and nonproliferation. In 1995, he headed the Russian Strategic Nuclear Forces Research Project, editing the project’s eponymous book, which provides an overview of the Soviet and Russian strategic forces and the technical capabilities of Russia's strategic weapon systems. His blog, "Russian Strategic Nuclear Forces," updates this information in real time. What to do about tactical nuclear weapons, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/columnists/pavel-podvig/what-to-do-about-tactical-nuclear-weapons)

Certainly a reduction in the number of Russian tactical weapons is in order. Yet more than likely, Moscow would argue that the disparity in tactical weapons between it and Washington is there to compensate for the weakness of its conventional forces, spurring all kinds of issues related to NATO expansion and the often rocky Russia-NATO relationship. Even those who want the U.S. weapons removed from Europe usually assume that reductions in the Russian tactical nuclear force will depend on solving "the conventional military imbalances" between Moscow and NATO. Thus, finding an arrangement that takes into account the capabilities of conventional forces, tactical nuclear weapons, and their strategic counterparts will be nearly impossible. To complicate matters further, Russia might want to add missile defense to the equation. Given the complexity of the task, some might decide that the issue of tactical nuclear weapons should be left alone.
TNW Cuts Popular

The US is rapidly decreasing its tactical nukes

Huessy 05/08 ( Mr. Huessy is President of GeoStrategic Analysis, a Potomac, Maryland national security consulting firm he founded in 1981. During the Reagan administration he worked to secure the deployment of the INF and Peacekeeper missiles, deploy missile defenses and defeat the communists in El Salvador and Nicaragua. He has been a guest lecturer at the Joint Military Intelligence College, Obama’s Nuclear Cuts Could Prove Dangerous, http://www.humanevents.com/article.php?id=36911)

The Department of Defense recently released the official figures of the U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile as of September 2009. Counting the strategic weapons we have now deployed—roughly 2,200—and the 500 tactical nuclear weapons we have—the United States has fewer overall nuclear weapons than at any time since the Eisenhower administration. During the past 30 years, the United States has reduced its nuclear weapons by nearly 20,000, nearly ten times the total number of nuclear weapons we have deployed today. That is the extent of the progress we have made since President Reagan was inaugurated in January 1981.
TNW Cuts Popular (cont)

Obama has launched an effort to abolish nukes 

MSNBC  09 (Obama launches effort to reduce nuclear arms U.S. has ‘responsibility to act’ to rid world of such weapons, president says, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/30053670/, )

on Sunday launched an effort to rid the world of nuclear weapons, calling them "the most dangerous legacy of the Cold War" and saying the U.S. has a moral responsibility to lead as the only nation ever to have used one. In a speech driven with new urgency by North Korea's rocket launch just hours earlier, Obama said the U.S. would "immediately and aggressively" seek ratification of a comprehensive ban on testing nuclear weapons. He said the U.S. would host a summit within the next year on reducing and eventually eliminating nuclear weapons, and he called for a global effort to secure nuclear material. 

***Afghanistan***

Afghanistan Withdrawal Unlikely

Petraus will continue the same operations in Afghanistan, strategy will ultimately fail.

 Michael A. Cohen, Former Co-Director, Privatization of Foreign Policy Initiative, 9-7-10, http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/6002/finding-the-exit-in-afghanistan
In the two weeks since Gen. David Petraeus was nominated to be the new commander for U.S. and NATO operations in Afghanistan, continuity has been the dominant theme in describing what his replacement of ousted Gen. Stanley McChrystal represents. After all, Petraeus literally wrote the book on U.S. counterinsurgency (COIN) doctrine, which McChrystal tried to apply in Afghanistan over the past year. It only seems natural to expect that Petraeus will maintain the same approach.   But continuity is the worst possible option for U.S. efforts in Afghanistan, because it would mean maintaining a strategy that appears increasingly unlikely to succeed.  Instead, President Barack Obama should use the change in command to modify his goal, from "winning" the war in Afghanistan to laying the political and military groundwork for withdrawal.   Failure to clearly identify which of these two paths would define the U.S. mission has been perhaps the Obama administration's greatest strategic failing in Afghanistan. 

Afganistan: McGovern’s Bill

Afghanistan war will escalate because of McGovern’s bill.
Tom Hayden, the Nation Institute's Carey McWilliams Fellow, July 2, 2010, http://www.thenation.com/article/36993/house-stands-firm-afghanistan-withdrawal-timetable
More significant numerically, there were 162 votes cast for Representative Jim McGovern’s amendment, co-authored by representatives David Obey and Walter Jones, which articulated a game plan for ending the war. Only a year ago, the same measure was introduced as a general and non-binding resolution. This time the proposal required, as a condition of funding, an exit proposal including a withdrawal timetable, by next spring, before the president’s announced plan to "begin" withdrawals in July. Further, in response to rising pressure to delay withdrawals, the McGovern proposal would require another Congressional vote if the administration succumbed to pressure from Republicans and the military to delay the beginning departure date.  Among Democrats, the vote for McGovern was 153-98, with nine Republican supporters. Significantly, Speaker Nancy Pelosi, who this week predicted a strong Democratic push for a “substantial drawdown” by next year, voted with McGovern.  Beltway-based peace groups were surprised by the outcome. "All in all, we did better than I expected," blogged Paul Kawika-Martin of Peace Action as the televised vote rolled across the CSPAN screen.  Though the war will escalate as a result of the final vote, the opponents sent a powerful message to the president and newly confirmed Gen. David Petraeus that antiwar pressure will only increase in the period ahead, adding important pressure for the July 2011 deadline to be maintained and clarified by a timeline for completion, as originally proposed by Senator Russ Feingold.  The message is sure to reinforce the belief in the Karzai administration, the Pakistan government and among NATO allies that time is running out, thus giving an impetus for accelerating talks with the Taliban.  The escalating offensive in southern Afghanistan will continue apace, with uncertain results.  The Taliban may misread the message from Congress, however, and overplay their hand. Their strength lies in southern Pashtun communities in southern Afghanistan and Pakistan, suggesting that their future lies in a negotiated power-sharing arrangment with the northern tribes and warlords they fought in the civil war nearly a decade ago. The McGovern proposal foreshadows a scenario of peace diplomacy that stabilizes a deeply divided country. 

***Korea***
Korean Links


Any Korean policy is controversial.

Nautilus Institute for Security and Sustainability 4/9/10, “New Global Disclosure Release Reveals State Department's Role in Reversing US Withdrawal from South Korea in Mid-Seventies” http://www.nautilus.org/projects/foia/richwithdrawl.html
This case study is taken from an Executive Seminar in National and International Affairs that was released to the Nautilus Institute under the US Freedom of Information Act. Other papers from this series will be released shortly.  The tug-of-war between different hardline policy currents over US policy towards the DPRK is well known in Washington DC. The subject of insider newsletters, it is also displayed openly in the American media as the regime transformationalist current competes head-on with the pragmatic engagement current for presidential and congressional support, most obviously in media leaks and counter-leaks aimed at spinning the latest news. 

***Japan***

Japan Links

Unpopular with Congress—the US would have to take a huge financial burden for relocation

Satoshi Ogawa, Washington correspondent, Yoshikazu Shirakawa and Hideki Kawasaki, Staff Writers, November 8, 2009 “U.S. Senate move threat to realignment; Attempt to slash budget seen by some as warning to Hatoyama over Futenma” http://www.lexisnexis.com/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9696730251&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9696713748&cisb=22_T9696713747&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=145202&docNo=1
Some U.S. lawmakers oppose the relocation plan, apparently reflecting the opinion of the U.S. Marine Corps that such a move would weaken deterrence against China. Observers also point out that lawmakers are displeased that the United States will have to shoulder a huge financial burden for the relocation project, which is meant to ease Japan's burden. The United States is supposed to pay 4.18 billion dollars for the relocation, while Japan would shoulder 6.09 billion dollars. The U.S. administration has tried to persuade the military and Congress, explaining the dangers presented by the Futenma station, which is in downtown Ginowan.

Japan Links

Congress not on board—withdrawal angers Congress

Satoshi Ogawa, Washington Correspondent, November 19, 2009 “Plan to shift marines to Guam adrift;  U.S. Senate bill cuts 70% of funding” 

http://www.lexisnexis.com/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9696730251&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9696713748&cisb=22_T9696713747&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=145202&docNo=2
U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates had warned the Japanese government that Congress would not allow the allocation of funds to move the marines should the planned relocation of Futenma stall. A conference committee of both houses is expected to produce a final, unified version of the bill by the middle of December. The adjustments made by this committee will be a focal point in the days to come. The White House already has sent a letter to the Senate, saying the massive budget cut could adversely affect the Japan-U.S. agreement concluded in February 2009 regarding the relocation of the marines. The White House is expected to work to restore the funding in the final version of the bill. Time running out The passing of the bill means there is a real danger that the Japanese government may not be able to reduce the heavy burden Okinawa Prefecture bears in hosting U.S. military facilities if it does not reach a decision on the issue of relocating Futenma within the year.

Japan Links

Congress wants to wait—withdrawal unpopular

Japan Economic Newswire, produced by Kyodo News Service, Japan's premier domestic general news agency and major supplier of international news, 5/14/10, “U.S. House won't scrap budget for moving troops to Guam: sources” http://www.lexisnexis.com/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9696730251&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9696713748&cisb=22_T9696713747&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=144760&docNo=25
Behind the decision by Congress is a belief that the U.S. legislature should wait out the ongoing negotiations between the two governments, rather than adding further pressure by trimming the budgets, a Congress source said. But it remains uncertain whether Congress will really stick to the policy until the final decision is made in the fall, given growing distrust in the United States of Tokyo and a number of procedures to modify budgetary decisions. The Japanese government has given up on meeting the May 31 deadline imposed by Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama to settle the U.S. base issue, which has strained the bilateral relationship, amid strong local opposition to maintaining the U.S. troops in Okinawa.

Japan Links

Withdrawal unpopular with Congress—situation delicate

PacNews, Pacific Island News Service, October 21, 2009 “ alternative to US forces in Japan deal: Gates” http://www.lexisnexis.com/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9696730251&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=51&resultsUrlKey=29_T9696713748&cisb=22_T9696803395&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=289871&docNo=69
U.S Defence Secretary Robert Gates on Tuesday ruled out reopening negotiations on a deal to relocate a US airbase in Okinawa, saying alternatives had proven unworkable. We think we need to progress with the agreement that was negotiated, Mr Gates told reporters on his plane bound for Tokyo. Although President Barack Obama's administration understands the new government's desire to review certain policies," the agreement was years in the making and alternative options had already been explored, Mr Gates said. We've looked at, over the years, at all these alternatives and they are either politically untenable or operationally unworkable, he said. Mr Gates' comments came before talks with Japan's new center-left government, which has struck a more independent stance towards the United States and said it wants to review the agreement on the presence of US forces. Under the 2006 accord, the US Marine Corps Futenma Air Base would be closed and a new US base built in a coastal area of Okinawa island by 2014, with about 8,000 Marines transferred off the island to Guam. But Mr. Gates warned that lawmakers in the US Congress might object to moving some US troops to Guam if Japan rejected other provisions of the deal. "It's hard for me to believe that the Congress would support going forward in Guam without real progress with respect to the Futenma replacement facility," he said.

Japan Links

Withdrawal unpopular—Congress likes the way things are now because of the importance of troops in that region

Jiji Press Ticker Service, news service, 6/30/10 “Senate Thanks Okinawa for Hosting U.S. Forces”  http://www.lexisnexis.com/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9696713745&format=GNBFI&sort=BOOLEAN&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9696713748&cisb=22_T9696713747&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=8003&docNo=1
The Senate on Tuesday unanimously adopted a resolution showing its gratitude to the people of Okinawa, the southernmost Japan prefecture, for hosting a majority of U.S. troops stationed in the Asian country. The resolution, which was drawn up as this year marks the 50th anniversary of the two countries' revised security treaty, said the Senate "recognizes the benefits of the alliance to the national security of the United States and Japan, as well as to regional peace and security." The Senate also "recognizes the contributions of and expresses appreciation for the people of Japan, and in particular the people of Okinawa," in hosting U.S. servicemen and their families, it added. The House of Representatives adopted a similar resolution last week.

***Jobs Bill***

Jobs Bill Not Passing
Not passing—Republicans not on board and wont be because of the debt that would be increased

Carlo Gabriel Simbajon, Senior Gov't Economist. Senior Editor for a Bloomberg newsletter, consultant, top Writer, 7/8/10 “Unemployment Extension: Why Republican Senators Are Voting Against It” http://all247news.com/unemployment-extension-why-republican-senators-are-voting-against-it/1416/
In the meantime, 17 Senators who repeatedly voted to filibuster the stand alone jobs bill will be under the watchful eye of their unemployed constituents. These 17 senators come from states which registered high unemployment rates. Here are what some of these Senators have to say about their opposition to the unemployment extension 2010 bill. Fox News quoted Jim DeMint of South Carolina (11 percent unemployment rate): “…we can’t help people by bankrupting our country, and that is apparently what the Democrats intend to do. This is their fourth year in complete control of Congress,” DeMint said. “And we have suggested and voted on several times an unemployment extension that would be paid for by taking money from the failed stimulus program or other programs, but the Democrats seem committed to add this money to our debt, which is something future Americans will have to pay for. So they’re playing the politics with this game — I mean, with this whole big issue,” he added. Senator Saxby Chambliss of Georgia (10.2 percent unemployment rate) is quoted by the LA Times. “President Obama and the Democrats in Congress continue to spend money that they – we – do not have,” Chambliss said. “At some point we have to say “enough is enough.” We have to make tough decisions about spending beyond our means,” he added.   Senator Johnny Isakson also of Georgia shared his thoughts with GBP news. “To continue to say well we’re going to pay everybody that’s out of work is going to continue to put pressure, upward pressure on increasing the debt and the deficit which ultimately is going to cause higher interest rates, higher rates of inflation, higher rates of unemployment like we saw when we had the misery index of the 1980’s,” Isakson said. Senator Mitch McConnell of Kentucky (10.4 unemployment rate), shared his thoughts with Courier-Journal “We’ve offered ways of paying for these programs, and we’ve been eager to approve them,” McConnell said. “What we’re not willing to do is use worthwhile programs as an excuse to burden our children and our grandchildren with an even bigger national debt than we’ve already got,” he added. Senator George Voinovich of Ohio (10.7 percent unemployment rate) released a statement on the unemployment extension 2010 bill picked up by Big News Biz. “I would support extending unemployment insurance if Democrats would be willing to use some of the estimated $40 billion in unspent stimulus money to help offset at least half of the stand-alone unemployment insurance extension,” Voinovich said. “My concern is that the Democrats are more interested in having this issue to demagogue for political gamesmanship than they are in simply passing the benefits extension. I came to the table with a fair compromise and the ball is in their court,” the senator added. The Christian Science Monitor quoted Senator Lamar Alexander of Tennessee (10.4 percent unemployment rate) “Senate Republicans have offered several times to extend tax credits, unemployment benefits, and the flood-insurance program without adding to the debt, but these offers have been repeatedly rejected by the Democratic majority,” said Alexander. “I voted against this bill today because it would add another $30 billion to the mounting debt that we’re going to have to hand over to our grandchildren,” he added. News Channel 5 quoted Senator Bob Corker also of Tennessee on the unemployment extension 2010 bill. “My heart goes out to Americans who are hurting because Washington can’t agree on a way to pay for an extension of unemployment benefits. I voted several times to pass and pay for an extension, but I cannot in good conscience continue voting for bills that aren’t paid for,” Corker said.
Jobs Bill Not Passing

Not passing—empirics

Tom Goodman, staff writer, 7/9/10“Americans Scared if Unemployment Extension Fails” http://www.uschron.com/americans-scared-if-unemployment-extension-fails/111778/
An unemployment extension bill passed by the House of Representatives last week is on hold until the Senate returns from their holiday recess. Most House Democrats supported the bill to win a convincing 270-153 vote, and overcame resistance from Republicans. Americans, however, are fearful that the Senate may not pass an unemployment extension when they return. The Senate has had a history of rejecting the bill. Late last month, the Senate rejected the American Jobs and Closing Tax Loopholes Act of 2010, which had a measure that would extend unemployment for millions of unemployed Americans who rely on unemployment benefits
Jobs Bill Not Passing

Jobs Bill not passing—Republicans not on board

Christina Bellantoni, senior reporter for Talking Points Memo, covering the White House and politics, 7/6/2010, “Battle Lines Drawn Over Jobs As Members Use Recess For Politicking” http://tpmdc.talkingpointsmemo.com/2010/07/battle-lines-drawn-over-jobs-as-members-use-recess-for-election-agenda.php accessed 7/6/10 

Internal documents designed to help members prepare for the week-long recess (and obtained by TPM) show that each party is engaged in a pitched battle over the economy. Democrats were even handed a "Job Fair in a Box" kit with suggestions on how to prove to their constituents that reducing unemployment numbers is their top concern. Republicans have their soliloquies prepped too, and will say that the Democratic Party has pursued a "reckless agenda" that cost the nation thousands of jobs. The Democrats decided to dub themselves the "New Direction Congress" in the hopes that they can convince voters that their work has only just begun since they took control in January 2007. Republicans will use the aforementioned jobless figures and the skyrocketing deficit to say that the Democrats have blown their chances. The Democrats' recess packet stresses jobs, jobs and more jobs, with the phrases "job creation" and "create new jobs" appearing 24 times in the span of just a few pages. The packet includes handy cheat sheets about Democrats' big accomplishments, with health care topping the list. It also includes a list of suggested events, such as tying a press conference with seniors to the Medicare "donut hole" refund checks being mailed out. The Job Fair in a Box was the most specific part of the recess plan for Democrats, and it is aimed at showcasing how the government's $787 billion economic stimulus plan is working. The step-by-step plan includes contacting employers and the area Chamber of Commerce, planning for enough name badges, clipboards and parking, and coordinating local television and newspaper coverage. Peruse the Dems' Job Fair In A Box here. It comes as little surprise that Democrats plan to blame Republicans for obstruction and claim that economic relief would surely be on the horizon if GOP Senators hadn't blocked bill after bill. A letter to members signed by House leadership -- Speaker Nancy Pelosi, Majority Leader Steny Hoyer, Majority Whip Jim Clyburn and Caucus Chairman John Larson -- lays out the strategy: In the House and Senate, Republicans continue to block legislation to create American jobs. House Democrats voted to help prevent companies from shipping jobs overseas. Republicans said no. House Democrats voted to extend tax breaks to and unleash billions of dollars in lending for small businesses. Republicans said no. House Democrats voted for Build America Bonds to create jobs building schools, hospitals, highways, and rail lines. Republicans said no.

Not passing—even if Pelosi is optimistic, Republicans are against the jobs bill

Fox News, news reporting website and TV channel, 7/1/10 “Pelosi: Unemployment Checks Fastest Way to Create Jobs” http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2010/07/01/pelosi-unemployment-checks-best-way-create-jobs/
Democrats have been trying for more than a month to pass a bill extending jobless benefits to more than 1 million people. Currently, jobless benefits last nearly two years -- up to 26 weeks paid by state treasuries with federal help for up to an additional 73 weeks. Of course, those workers could be sending a lot more money into the economy if they had jobs since unemployment benefits generally do not cover the entire cost of lost wages.  The counterintuitive statement drew jeers from Republicans, who claim Democrats can't figure out any way to tackle the economic slump that doesn't involve spending massive amounts of taxpayer money. "No plan to create jobs -- just more stimulus spending," House Republican Leader John Boehner said at a dueling press conference.  Despite the wave of unemployment aid and stimulus spending dating back to the end of the Bush administration, the jobless rate is still hovering close to 10 percent. New figures out Thursday showed new jobless benefits claims rising for the second time in three weeks.  Rep. Dave Camp, R-Mich., on Thursday called the newest extension plan "fiscal insanity" because it is not paid for and will only create future problems.  "I support, and Republicans have supported, extending unemployment benefits, but we must not do so at a cost to the deficit, to the economy and to future generations. Our inability to get our fiscal house in order isn't just damaging future generations; it is wreaking havoc on jobs today," he said in a statement. Pelosi criticized Republicans Thursday, saying she's still optimistic the bill will pass though it failed again in the Senate Wednesday night.

.

Jobs Bill Not Passing

GOP will continue filibuster, ensuring bill doesn’t pass—key to midterms

Greg Sargent, blog on domestic politics and debate on the Hill, editor of Election Central, Talking Points Memo's politics and elections Web site, 7/6/10 “Why GOP obstruction will benefit Republicans” http://voices.washingtonpost.com/plum-line/2010/07/why_gop_obstruction_will_benef.html
I've been yelling about this for some time, so I'm glad to see that this perverse dynamic is starting to get more attention: It seems likely that GOP obstruction, far from being a liability to Republicans, will play in their favor, because voters may mostly blame the ruling party for government dysfunction. As you know, more and more Dems have been arguing that Republicans are trying to tank Dem policies in order to ensure that the economy remains in the toilet, helping them this fall. But it goes further than this: Republicans will benefit not just from the struggles of the economy, but the perception of government's inability to help the afflicted, as evidenced by the GOP's blockade of an extension of unemployment benefits. Steve Benen says there's little that can be done to fix this: [T]here's not a whole lot to be done since, institutionally, we have a system that gives the majority power and gives the minority the ability to stop the majority from exercising that power. Bringing majority-rule back to the Senate would no doubt help, but that's not even on the table. An engaged, informed electorate, coupled with better political reporting from major media outlets, would make a huge difference, but that's nowhere in sight, either. A more moderate, pragmatic Republican Party would transform Washington, but so long as the GOP is rewarded for its extremism, that's a fanciful dream. We're left with a political landscape in which voters to punish Democrats for Republicans' actions. Kevin Drum adds that the problem is that the media reports GOP obstruction as merely a failure of the overall Congress, leading people to blame the party that runs the place. It's worth noting that we actually have empirical evidence of this dynamic. Poll after poll shows that majorities think the GOP is more interested in obstructing the Obama/Dem agenda than in reaching a good faith compromise. Yet amid all the gridlock Congress's overall approval is at historic lows, and the generalized anti-incumbent fervor is expected to hurt Dems in the midterms. Indeed, in recent months the GOP has tied or bested Dems in the generic Congressional matchup.
Jobs Bill Not Passing

Not passing—Reid concedes, also Republicans are needed to pass but are against because it would only increase debt

Brian Faler, reporter for Bloomberg News, 6/24/10 “Senate Democrats Search for Votes to Pass Jobs Bill” http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-06-24/senate-democrats-search-for-votes-to-pass-jobs-bill.html
A bill that would extend unemployment benefits and raise taxes on buyout fund managers is in danger of being blocked in the U.S. Senate, even after efforts by Democratic leaders to scale back the plan in response to complaints about its costs. The Democrats, in their latest bid to pass the stalled legislation, announced a revised plan last night that would cut its costs by reducing proposed aid to states to $16 billion, down from $24 billion. The new plan also trims spending on food stamps, the Pentagon and efforts to expand access broadband access by $11 billion. Senate Republicans have been blocking the bill for weeks, saying the cost-cutting hasn’t gone far enough. The revised legislation would add about $33 billion to the deficit, according to the nonpartisan Congressional Budget Office. The impasse has cut off jobless benefits for more than 900,000 Americans, and thousands of doctors have seen their Medicare payments slashed by 21 percent. The bill would postpone those cuts. Vote Today Senator Dick Durbin, an Illinois Democrat who is his party’s chief vote-counter in the chamber, said leaders will schedule a vote today without knowing whether it will pass.

“I hope the votes will show up this afternoon,” Durbin told reporters. “We don’t have the commitments to start with but we’re hoping for the best, we’re hoping that we can pass this legislation.” Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, a Nevada Democrat, nodded ‘yes’ today when asked if he expects the legislation to fail. Reid said lawmakers will move on to other legislation if the bill is blocked, though the chamber may return to the plan if Republican support emerges. “We can’t pass it unless we get some Republicans,” Reid said, so “it’s up to them.” Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell, a Kentucky Republican, said “the only thing Democrats are insisting on in this debate is that we add to the debt.” 
Jobs Bill Not Passing

Not passing—Republicans against spending
Liz Wolgemuth, Reporter, journalist, analyist, 7/7/10, “Why Congress Can't Afford Not to Extend Unemployment Benefits Again” http://money.usnews.com/money/careers/articles/2010/07/07/why-congress-cant-afford-not-to-extend-unemployment-benefits-again.html
When Congress reconvenes, the Senate jobs bill could restore federal benefits that expired June 2, and extend them through November. This is considered by many to be a crucial lifeline for the jobless, many of whom have been shut out of the fledgling job market thanks to mismatches in their skills or expectations and employers' needs. Republican Senators have blocked the bill because they have differed with Democrats on how to pay for it.
Jobs Bill Not Passing

Not passing—Republican opposition
Jamilah King, an Editorial Associate,  featured writer, graduated from Pitzer, 7/7/10, “Lawmakers Prepare for Showdown Over Jobs” http://colorlines.com/archives/2010/07/lawmakers_prepare_for_showdown_over_jobs.html
It looks like the congressional stalemate on jobs is headed directly for a political showdown in November's midterm elections. After Republicans successfully blocked multiple efforts by Democrats to extend unemployment benefits before the holiday break, both sides were forced to call a draw while more than 1.2 million jobless workers saw their insurance expire. Now, as representatives from both parties take a week off in their home districts, they're arming themselves with talking points for angry constituents. And eyeing midterms as a crucial moment to build an agenda for years to come. Labor leaders in Kentucky organized a demonstration this afternoon against Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell, who helped lead the opposition to legislation extending unemployment benefits. The state's AFL-CIO President Bill Londrigan told The Hill, "The message at events like this across the country is loud and clear: Working people won't stand for elected officials who play politics with people's livelihoods." The national unemployment rate is currently 9.5 percent, while the jobless rate for workers of color is nearly double that. UC Berkeley's Labor Center released new data this week showing that the Black unemployment rate for June was 15.4 percent. Still, those politics are heating up. Talking Points Memo reported on how representatives from both sides of the aisle left last week with holiday homework to ease their constituents -- and help build party support for what's sure to be contentious midterm elections. Democrats had their "Job Fair in a Box" kits, which included cheat sheets touting the party's big success with health care and step-by-step instructions on holding local job fairs. TPM reported that the phrases "job creation" and "create new jobs" appeared 24 times in a the first few pages. The overall consensus from House leaders is that the Democrats have done everything in their power to secure jobs for unemployed workers, while Republicans have done everything in their power to stop them. This includes their efforts to stop American companies from shipping jobs oversees, supporting small business growth, and using bonds to employ workers to build new schools and highways. Meanwhile, Republican representatives say that the mounting deficit and stagnant unemployment numbers show that the Democratic strategies simply aren't working. The Hill reported today that Republicans are working on a remodeled documented called the "Contract With America" due out in September. Back in 1994, Newt Gingrich helped craft the first iteration of this contract, which used parts if Ronald Reagan's 1985 State of the Union address to outline a conservative agenda. Notably, Congress voted on ten pieces of legislation from the contract, including the Personal Responsibility Act, which aimed to prohibit welfare for mothers under the age 18; The American Dream Restoration Act, which created a $500-per-child tax credit to provide tax relief for middle class families; and the Taking Back Our Streets Act, which helped fund additional law enforcement and new prison construction. Iterations of all three acts were eventually signed into law by 1996, and it's widely believed that the move helped Republicans win back the House after four decades of Democratic control. This time around, the Republican strategy is much of the same. Again, Republicans want to win control of the House and a dismal economy is tanking support for a Democratic president. 

Jobs Bill Not Passing

Not passing--filibusters
Duane Campbell, Professor at Calif. State University-Sacramento and author, 7/7/10 “Sacramento Bee Editorials Continue to Attack Teacher Unions in Support of SB 1285” http://www.californiaprogressreport.com/site/?q=node/7931 

What should we do?  Well, to respond to the economic crisis, the US senate should pass  teachers jobs bill by Senator Harkins  to employ over 300,000 teachers, police, firefighters around the county- and  stimulate the economy. The Senate version has now been reduced to less than 100,000 jobs in an effort to gain the necessary 60 votes. And, the US Senate should pass the needed extension of long term unemployment benefits to provide basic necessities to the millions about to lose their basic benefits. Both of these are blocked by threatened filibusters.
Jobs Bill Not Passing

Not passing—one democrat short, need Republicans, not likely
Adrianne Appel, staff writer, reported from Washington DC on domestic politics, 7/9/10, “Wealthy Reap Rewards While Those Who Work Lose” http://www.ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=52103
Many families have been surviving on small, weekly unemployment checks provided for 26 weeks by their state government, and an additional 73 weeks by the federal government. The first group of unemployed to run through both benefits hit that point Jul. 1, and today about a million people are receiving no assistance at all. About nine million more are still receiving unemployment payments.  Congress is considering extending federal assistance for another 20 weeks. The House approved the legislation, but the Senate did not. Congress left town for its holiday break until mid-July without passing the legislation.  In the Senate the issue fell almost precisely along party lines, with all but one Democrat for extending the benefit, and all but two Republicans against it, saying the 34- billion-dollar cost was not worth adding to the federal deficit. Without the vote of Democratic Senator Ben Nelson, of Nebraska, the bill was one vote short of the 60 needed for passage.  "I think we're going to see a new wave of heartache here in Rhode Island," with the end of the federal assistance, Kate Brewster, executive director of the Poverty Institute, a Rhode Island NGO, told IPS.
***Utility Only*** 

Utility Only Bill Bad

Both parties will oppose Utility bill, it causes an energy tax damages the environment

BusinessGreen.com Staff, BusinessGreen, 02 Jul 2010, http://www.businessgreen.com/business-green/news/2265841/momentum-builds-watered-climate
"The reality is that comprehensive economy-wide cap and trade is not going to be passed by the Senate," [said] EDF [Environmental Defense Fund] president Fred Krupp told reporters, adding that the organisation would support the "broadest possible cap that we can get" – meaning a cap on emissions from utilities. Krupp revealed the EDF is pushing Democrat senator Jeff Bingaman and Republican senator Olympia Snowe to present long-anticipated plans for a new "utility-first" climate and energy bill. Observers are hopeful that a bill with bi-partisan support will stand a greater chance of securing the 60 votes required to pass through the Senate, before the mid-term elections later this year. Republicans and some Democrats have consistently opposed plans put forward by senators John Kerry and Joe Lieberman for a wider emissions trading scheme, covering carbon intensive heavy industry and manufacturing firms as well as utilities, arguing it would drive up costs and may encourage some companies to relocate to countries that do not have carbon pricing mechanisms in place. It is hoped that a "utility-first" bill would have a greater chance of securing support as energy firms would be unable to relocate, even if they see costs rise as a result of emissions trading. The proposals have also secured a cautious welcome from many US energy firms, which have been arguing that an emissions trading scheme represents the most effective means of motivating them to cut their carbon emissions. However, they have warned that any utility-only scheme would have to be extended within a few years to cover other carbon-intensive firms as well. Speaking following a meeting with president Obama earlier this week, senators Kerry and Lieberman hinted they could also be willing to revise their bill in order to ensure the cap-and-trade element only applies to utility firms at first. However, many Republicans remain fiercely opposed to any legislation that imposes a price on carbon, arguing that even a utility-focused cap-and-trade scheme would constitute an "energy tax" and would damage the economy. 

Utility Bill is unnecessary-companies are shifting to renewable resources anyway.
Joel Kirkland, New York Times writer, July 9, 2010, http://www.nytimes.com/cwire/2010/07/09/09climatewire-utilities-face-the-decision-point-of-big-shi-27535.html
With or without a climate bill, electric utilities are shifting their investments to efficiency measures that cut long-term costs and integrate more natural gas and renewable energy into their power supplies, according to a new report.The report says drivers of this shifting paradigm include the need to cut greenhouse gas emissions by as much as 80 percent by 2050 and policies in many states making it costly to build more fossil fuel-based electric generation. The report says costs for renewable energy are coming down significantly, and regulatory policies now allow utilities to count large-scale energy efficiency as the lowest-cost energy resource. Further, utilities are adopting "smart grid" technology to help manage electricity use, and there is more interest in developing plug-in electric vehicles. Navigant and Ceres also talked about boosting natural gas in the fuel mix for electricity generation. "Recent technological breakthroughs in extracting natural gas from shale and other 'tight' formations have led to a startling reassessment of the nation's natural gas supplies, previously thought to be dwindling," says the report. "Natural gas is positioned to play a growing role as a complement to variable renewable energy resources. In addition, natural gas can help optimize overall energy efficiency by integrating thermal and electric technologies and end-uses." 

Utility Only Bill Bad

Both parties will oppose Utility bill, it causes an energy tax damages the environment

BusinessGreen.com Staff, BusinessGreen, 02 Jul 2010, http://www.businessgreen.com/business-green/news/2265841/momentum-builds-watered-climate
"The reality is that comprehensive economy-wide cap and trade is not going to be passed by the Senate," [said] EDF [Environmental Defense Fund] president Fred Krupp told reporters, adding that the organisation would support the "broadest possible cap that we can get" – meaning a cap on emissions from utilities. Krupp revealed the EDF is pushing Democrat senator Jeff Bingaman and Republican senator Olympia Snowe to present long-anticipated plans for a new "utility-first" climate and energy bill. Observers are hopeful that a bill with bi-partisan support will stand a greater chance of securing the 60 votes required to pass through the Senate, before the mid-term elections later this year. Republicans and some Democrats have consistently opposed plans put forward by senators John Kerry and Joe Lieberman for a wider emissions trading scheme, covering carbon intensive heavy industry and manufacturing firms as well as utilities, arguing it would drive up costs and may encourage some companies to relocate to countries that do not have carbon pricing mechanisms in place. It is hoped that a "utility-first" bill would have a greater chance of securing support as energy firms would be unable to relocate, even if they see costs rise as a result of emissions trading. The proposals have also secured a cautious welcome from many US energy firms, which have been arguing that an emissions trading scheme represents the most effective means of motivating them to cut their carbon emissions. However, they have warned that any utility-only scheme would have to be extended within a few years to cover other carbon-intensive firms as well. Speaking following a meeting with president Obama earlier this week, senators Kerry and Lieberman hinted they could also be willing to revise their bill in order to ensure the cap-and-trade element only applies to utility firms at first. However, many Republicans remain fiercely opposed to any legislation that imposes a price on carbon, arguing that even a utility-focused cap-and-trade scheme would constitute an "energy tax" and would damage the economy. 

Utility Bill is unnecessary-companies are shifting to renewable resources anyway.
Joel Kirkland, New York Times writer, July 9, 2010, http://www.nytimes.com/cwire/2010/07/09/09climatewire-utilities-face-the-decision-point-of-big-shi-27535.html
With or without a climate bill, electric utilities are shifting their investments to efficiency measures that cut long-term costs and integrate more natural gas and renewable energy into their power supplies, according to a new report.The report says drivers of this shifting paradigm include the need to cut greenhouse gas emissions by as much as 80 percent by 2050 and policies in many states making it costly to build more fossil fuel-based electric generation. The report says costs for renewable energy are coming down significantly, and regulatory policies now allow utilities to count large-scale energy efficiency as the lowest-cost energy resource. Further, utilities are adopting "smart grid" technology to help manage electricity use, and there is more interest in developing plug-in electric vehicles. Navigant and Ceres also talked about boosting natural gas in the fuel mix for electricity generation. "Recent technological breakthroughs in extracting natural gas from shale and other 'tight' formations have led to a startling reassessment of the nation's natural gas supplies, previously thought to be dwindling," says the report. "Natural gas is positioned to play a growing role as a complement to variable renewable energy resources. In addition, natural gas can help optimize overall energy efficiency by integrating thermal and electric technologies and end-uses." 

***Midterms***

Dems Win

Democrats will win the midterms, Obama will provide results 

The Market Financial 7/6 (Staff Writers, Joe Biden Optimistic About Democrats Prospects In 2010 Elections, http://www.themarketfinancial.com/joe-biden-optimistic-about-democrats-prospects-in-2010-elections/6876) 

During his three-day visit in Iraq over the holiday weekend, Joe Biden not only offered his insights about the Middle East but also about an issue closer to home -- the 2010 midterm elections closer to home. "Reports of our demise are premature," Biden said in an interview with Politico's Mike Allen over the weekend. He disagreed that the Democrats will face a "grand debacle" and instead offered hopeful outlook for the November elections. He also looked into his crystal ball and predicted victory in the Kentucky Senate race"I think we can beat Rand Paul," Biden told Politico. "I think we're going to do a great deal better than anyone gives us credit for."Biden made clear that the reason for his optimism is that the Democrats are going to provide results. He said that by creating between 100,000 and 200,000 jobs a month, the Obama administration will prove that they "have the ship moving in the right direction."

Dems Win

Lack of Big Bank support helps Democrats in Midterms

Stein 7/6 (Sam, The Huffington Post, Democrats See Benefits To 'Revolt' By Wall Street Donors http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/07/06/democrats-see-benefits-to_n_636473.html) 

On Tuesday morning, the Washington Post and Politico published dual stories exploring the "revolt" against Democrats by Wall Street donors angry with the party's push for financial reform. The articles framed the phenomenon as a major problem for the party in power, with donations from the financial sector down 65 percent from two years ago. The fact that the National Republican Senatorial Committee emailed the pieces to reporters early in the morning only underscores the narrative that Wall Street's cold shoulder could prove to be a problem for Democrats in November. But the White House and various Democratic campaign organizations don't seem to be bothered -- if anything, operatives see some benefit to the storyline that the barons of Wall Street favor the GOP. The logic is fairly straightforward, according to a senior White House aide: At a time when the financial sector is held in poor repute, any association with its chieftains can be politically toxic. Passing financial regulatory reform (and being punished by Wall Street for it) can put a candidate in a sympathetic light among voters. "In terms of the conversation with voters in this election, there is no question that contributions from Wall Street are an issue and for Democratic candidates to be able to run without those contributions is a plus," said Steve Rosenthal, the president of the Organizing Group, a DC consulting firm, and former political director of the AFL-CIO. It would, of course, be folly for Democrats to trumpet this belief too widely, lest they completely turn off a major source of campaign funds. But already, the party is working locally to place as bright a spotlight as possible on Wall Street contributions to Republicans -- among others, Gov. Ted Strickland (D-Ohio) routinely highlights his challenger, Rep. John Kasich's (R-Ohio), previous work at Lehman Brothers and Pennsylvania Democrat Joe Sestak and Illinois Democrat Alexi Giannoulias often accuse their respective Senate opponents, Pat Toomey and Rep. Mark Kirk (D-Ill.), of Wall Street favoritism "Republicans didn't regulate them for years, let them off the hook and now they are cashing in on it," said one senior party official when asked about the Post and Politico pieces. "They didn't police these guys and now they are being brazen about taking their cash."

Dems Win

Democrats will win midterms, oil spill end economic recession hurts Republican credibility

Rowley 7/6 (James, Published Journalist, Blooomberg News, Oil Spill, Financial Rules Give Democrats Election-Year Openinghttp://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-07-06/oil-spill-financial-rules-give-democrats-election-year-opening.html)

July 6 (Bloomberg) -- President Barack Obama, criticizing oversight of BP Plc’s deepwater oil drilling, is using the Gulf of Mexico spill to help Democrats make an election-year case for tougher government regulation of business.Obama, seeking to persuade voters that his administration is moving effectively to contain the spill and help victims, is attacking Republicans for allowing oil companies to damage the environment and Wall Street banks to hurt the economy. “For decades, the oil industry has been able to essentially write its own rules and safety regulations,” Obama said June 30 in Racine, Wisconsin. “On Wall Street, the financial industry and its lobbyists spent years chipping away at rules and safeguards that could have prevented the meltdown” of the economy. The spill and the congressional debate over financial regulations give Democrats a chance to paint Republicans as too cozy with big oil and bankers. Democrats want to channel voter anger over the spill and the economic crunch to stem Republican gains in the November elections. Republicans reject the notion that Democrats can score political points from the spill.

Dems Lose

Democrats will lose midterms, loss of funding due to Financial Reform and the oil spill

Horn 7/6 (Heather, Journalist, The Atlantic, Will Falling Wall Street Support Hurt Democrats http://www.theatlanticwire.com/opinions/view/opinion/Will-Falling-Wall-Street-Support-Hurt-Democrats-4232) 

The Washington Post today reports a "revolt" among big Democratic donors on Wall Street. "The drop in support," write the Post's T. W. Farnam and Paul Kane, "comes from many of the same bankers, hedge fund executives and financial services chief executives who are most upset about the financial regulatory reform bill." Politico's Ben White also notes the trend, quoting one "senior financial industry lobbyist" who says the pullback is is coming from both sides: "You have a combination right now where some members are wary of taking our money, while many in the industry are now reluctant to give money to people who are trying to inflict such damage on us." Though the Post's report suggests the loss of funds may hurt the Democrats further in the midterm elections, several blogs are pushing back against this reading: Correction: Dems Are Screwed No Matter What  "This has nothing to do with FinReg, and everything to do with a struggling economy, an ecological disaster in the Gulf, fired-up conservatives, and disaffected liberals," declares Foreign Policy's Daniel Drezner. "Wall Street antipathy is really the least of their problems."

Dems Lose

Dems will lose midterms, independents swaying to GOP and key to victory.

Avlon 7/7 (John P, CNN Contributor,  Democrats, prepare for independents' dayhttp://www.cnn.com/2010/OPINION/07/07/avlon.independent.voters/
After an Independence Day holiday weekend, it's time to focus on another declaration of independence that is gaining converts across the country. Independent voters are the largest and fastest-growing segment of the electorate. They determine who wins and loses elections, but independents too often get ignored in the narrow partisan analysis of American politics. It's time for that to change -- and in the run-up to the midterm elections I'll be writing regular columns for CNN.com on the state of independents The current snapshot has a clear message: Democrats should be afraid, very afraid. A new Gallup Poll shows that independent voters are leaning decisively toward Republicans in this year's midterm elections by a 12-point margin. To put this shift in perspective, independents voted for Democrats by a 17-point margin in 2006, when they took control of both houses of Congress. President Obama won independents by 8 percent in 2008. In both cases, independents provided the margin of victory, repudiating play-to-the-base orthodoxy peddled by most political consultants. Some Democrats may try to find comfort in the belief that national polls are lousy indicators of local races. But in the 60 most competitive House races analyzed by Greenberg Quinlan Rosner Research for NPR, independents are leaning toward the GOP by a tsunami-like 50 percent to 29 percent in Democratic swing districts. There's just no way for liberals to spin this as good news, especially because liberals are outnumbered by both centrists and conservatives in these swing districts -- and perceptions of the Democrats as being "too liberal" is at the highest percent since their Waterloo year of 1994.

GOP Wins

GOP will win midterms

Roff 7/6 (Peter, Published Journalist, US News, Republicans Could Win Senate http://politics.usnews.com/opinion/blogs/peter-roff/2010/07/06/Republicans-Could-Win-the-Senate-in-2010-Elections.html
The United States Senate is sometimes referred to as “the world’s greatest deliberative body.” With its members elected to six-year terms--sometimes in cycle with the presidential election and sometimes out of it--the Founding Fathers intended it to be a governor, not just on the power of the presidency but on the passions of the people. Lately, however, the Senate has seemed more vulnerable to prevailing political passions than either the House or the presidency. In 2006 and 2008, for example, the Republicans saw their wings clipped in a flurry of anti-Bush sentiment that caused them to lose every race that was on the bubble because of environmental factors as well as the personal political issues on which races of this type often turn. The next election, to borrow a term from the financial analysts so much in disrepute these days, may produce an overdue market correction. In just one cycle the GOP may leap from being a barely relevant minority to being a carefully constituted majority Almost every objective analysis of the seats up in 2010 finds that the Republicans are highly likely to hold on to what they currently have. This means no Republican incumbents seeking re-election would be defeated and they would retain control of seven open GOP seats in New Hampshire, Missouri, Kentucky, Kansas, Ohio, Florida, and Utah. The Democrats are not so fortunate. Most forecasters already concede they will lose seats in North Dakota, Indiana, Arkansas, and Delaware--putting the GOP at 45 and the Democrats at 53, plus independents Joe Lieberman of Connecticut and Bernie Sanders of Vermont who vote with the Democrats to organize the chamber. Of the remaining seats, as pollster Scott Rasmussen and others suggest, there are at least seven and perhaps as many as ten where the Democrats will have to fight hard to retain control. Those seats clearly in the toss up category include the open Democratic seats in Illinois and Pennsylvania, a formerly Republican seat in Colorado and seats in Washington state, Wisconsin, and California, where the GOP has had major success recruiting serious challengers to incumbents the polls indicate are quite vulnerable.

GOP Wins

GOP will take the House, backlash from Healthcare and oil spill

Walter 7/7 (Amy, Published Journalist, The National Journal, For Congressional Dems Time is Almost Up, http://www.nationaljournal.com/njonline/po_20100707_5003.php)

 For months now, the alarm bells have been sounding for President Obama. First there was the drop in support among independents. Then his precipitous drop in support among white voters. Now comes the predictable news that Wall Street donors, sick of being used as political punching bags, are no longer lavishing campaign funds on Democrats. But while these developments should be worrisome to the White House, they should be downright terrifying to congressional Democrats. Obama has time to right himself. For congressional Democrats, time has almost run out. A series of focus groups in five states conducted last month for the conservative nonprofit group Resurgent Republic found that while independent voters have soured on Obama, they haven't abandoned him completely. The same can't be said of their feelings for congressional Democrats. In analyzing one such group in Orlando, GOP pollster Jan van Lohuizen concluded that it was two issues, health care and BP's oil spill, that ultimately soured these independent voters on Obama. On health care, van Lohuizen blames the process of the debate more than the substance for turning off independents. As for BP, voters are disappointed that they "don't see strong leadership" from the president. While Obama could still win these voters back in 2012, van Lohuizen says, they are "pretty well lost" to Democrats this fall.
GOP Wins

Republicans will win Midterms, outspend Democrat campaigns

Rucker 7/8 (Philip, Washington Post Journalist, The Washington Post, Republican Leaning Groups Set to Outspend Democrats in Midterms, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/07/08/AR2010070804764.html?hpid=topnews) 

Democratic Party officials are sending a wake-up call to the party's operatives, allies and grassroots supporters, saying they could be vastly outspent by Republican-leaning outside interest groups in November's midterm elections. A four-page memorandum circulating widely among Democrats estimates that conservative interest groups, including the newly-minted American Crossroads, could collectively spend upwards of $300 million on the fall campaigns -- a far larger sum than in previous election cycles. Democrats have been slow to recognize the impending threat of such third-party groups, but have now concluded that conservative groups are likely to dramatically outspend liberal groups this cycle, said one Democratic official. For the past few weeks, Democratic National Committee Chairman Timothy M. Kaine, the lawmakers responsible for retaining the party's congressional majorities and other party leaders have been privately issuing warnings to top party donors and strategists. "There's a real danger that we'll see an avalanche of special-interest money flowing into these campaigns," Rep. Chris Van Hollen (D-Md.), chairman of the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee, said in an interview Thursday. "This kind of money can clearly affect the outcome of elections. That's why they're doing it. And that's why it's important [for Democrats] to try and confront the challenge."

***Economy***

Econ Collapse Causes War

Depression Causes War- prolif ensures it threatens human survival

Phil Kerpen policy director for American’s for Prosperity 08 October 28, 2008 [http://www.philkerpen.com/?q=node/201 From Panic to Depression? The dangers of blaming free trade, low taxes, and flexible labor markets

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

Recovery stops impending war

NSN, National Security Network, composed of 2,000 members and experts with a wealth of experience in government service, the private sector and the non-profit sector, 2/13/09, GLOBAL ECONOMIC CRISIS IS THE GREATEST THREAT, http://www.nsnetwork.org/node/1213

Global economic crisis is a grave threat to U.S. national security.  The global economic meltdown has already produced serious instability, which according to Director of National Intelligence Dennis Blair, poses a serious threat to the U.S.  “Blair told Congress yesterday that instability in countries around the world caused by the current global economic crisis, rather than terrorism, is the primary near-term security threat to the United States,” reported the Washington Post.  The Director also spoke to the urgency of the issue, saying that “time is probably our greatest threat,” and the “the longer it takes for the recovery to begin, the greater the likelihood of serious damage to US strategic interests/.” Blair’s analysis went on to say that “roughly a quarter of the countries in the world have already experienced low-level instability such as government changes because of the current slowdown.”  World Bank President Robert Zoellick expressed similar concerns, warning that the “global economic crisis threatens to become a human crisis in many developing countries.”  A recent issue of the Economist showed how the crisis was wreaking havoc in Asia as well, where GDPs in Hong Kong, Singapore, South Korea and Taiwan have fallen “by an average annualised rate of around 15%,” and exports slumped more than 50% at an annualised rate.”  In Blair’s view, these deteriorating economic conditions present a variety of challenges for the U.S., including “increased economic nationalism,” the inability of allies and friends “to fully meet their defense and humanitarian obligations,” “[p]otential refugee flows from the Caribbean,” and “increased questioning of US stewardship of the global economy and the international financial structure.”  Therefore the U.S. cannot afford to botch its response, as economist Nouriel Roubini recently observed: “[i]n the 1930s, the botched policy response and severe depression led to the rise of nationalistic, militaristic and aggressive regimes in Italy, Germany, Spain, Japan to name a few. The final result was World War II.”

Economic decline leads to global nuclear war and totalitarian regimes

Cook, former analyst for the US Treasury Department, 2007 

Richard Cook, Writer, Consultant, and Retired Federal Analyst – U.S. Treasury Department, 6/14/2k7 "It's Official: The Crash of the U.S. Economy has begun," Global Research, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=5964

Times of economic crisis produce international tension and politicians tend to go to war rather than face the economic music. The classic example is the worldwide depression of the 1930s leading to World War II. Conditions in the coming years could be as bad as they were then. We could have a really big war if the U.S. decides once and for all to haul off and let China, or whomever, have it in the chops. If they don’t want our dollars or our debt any more, how about a few nukes?  Maybe we’ll finally have a revolution either from the right or the center involving martial law, suspension of the Bill of Rights, etc., combined with some kind of military or forced-labor dictatorship. We’re halfway there anyway. Forget about a revolution from the left. They wouldn’t want to make anyone mad at them for being too radical. 

Econ is Resilient

The Economy is resilient

News N Economics, 10/7/08, “The U.S. economy is efficient and resilient” http://www.newsneconomics.com/2008/11/us-economy-is-efficient-and-resilient.html 
Yesterday the Bureau of Labor Statistics released its measure of nonfarm productivity. U.S. productivity slowed to a 2.0% annual pace, but relative to the U.K. and Germany, the silver lining shows the innate resilience of the U.S. economy. Once the U.S. economy emerges from the recession, productivity will propel economic growth forward. Nonfarm productivity measures output per man-hour worked for all U.S. production sectors except farming. Productivity is a very good estimate of how efficient is the U.S. workforce in the utilization of all technologies and resources available to it, including capital, production capacity, materials, energy, management structures, available technologies, and the characteristics of the workforce. The BLS report indicates the following: Nonfarm productivity grew at a 2.0% annual rate. Output grew 0.3%, while hours fell 1.7%. Worker compensation grew 4.3% over the year, but in real terms (with the effects of inflation included), fell -0.9%. Unit labor costs – adjusted for gains in productivity – grew 2.3% (consistent with the surge in compensation). 
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