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Jobs Bill 1NC [1/4]

Jobs bill passing now, but politically contentious

Digital News Report 7/4 (7/4/10, " 2010 Unemployment Extension Benefits Bill Does Not Pass ", 

http://www.digitalnewsreport.com/2010/07/03-2010-unemployment-extension-benefits-bill-does-not-pass/4905)

Digital News Report – Unemployment benefits have become a political hot-potato and many Senators who supported the last extension of benefits said that would be the last extension. On Friday H.R. 4213 failed to receive the support of 60 senators to move forward. “I am saddened that people in Hawaii, many of whom have lost their jobs through no fault of their own, must continue to make do without this vital assistance,” said Senator Daniel K. Akaka (D-Hawaii). Just last week economists began revising their assumption that the economy is in recovery. Some believe we could be headed for a double-dip. Manufacturing around the world has slowed but the overall output has expanded. The growth has slowed more than expected. Pending new home sales fell 30 percent in May. This was expected after the federal tax credit expired. The National Association of Realtors reports that pending home sales plunged 30 percent in May after rising 23% between January and April. Jobs are hard to find, according to several reports around the country. Unemployment has been near double digits and there is not quick fix. The stimulus package is winding down and Democrats are calling for a new jobs bill. The Labor Department reports that there were just 83,000 private-sector jobs created last month. Even the broadband Internet project inspired by the stimulus bill only created 5,000 jobs. “Because of our current economic problems, many families need these unemployment benefits to simply meet their basic household needs while they continue to search for work,” Akaka said. “I expect the Senate to continue working to pass an extension soon.” The Senate is expected to pick up the bill again after the 4th of July recess

Withdrawal kills Obama’s political capital

Dyer 6/29 (Gwynne Dyer, a London-based independent journalist whose articles are published in 45 countries.

 6/29/10, " Between the Lines: The Fall of Stanley McChrystal ", http://www.valleyadvocate.com/article.cfm?aid=11983)

Thursday, July 01, 2010 

No matter who is running Afghanistan two or three years later—and it won't necessarily be the Taliban—it's highly unlikely that hordes of Afghans would "follow the Americans home" and blow them up. If Obama and friends understand this, then they will have realized that the best way to end the Afghan war is simply (as they used to say about Vietnam) to "declare a victory and leave." But they cannot say this out loud in the United States, where most of the population believes the mantra that says the "war on terror" must be won in the hills of Afghanistan. It would take more time and political capital than Obama has to persuade the American public that this is arrant nonsense (though it is). So if he really wants to extract American troops from an unwinnable and unnecessary war, then he is condemned to do so by subterfuge. He must engineer an apparent but temporary military success in Afghanistan, do a quick hand-over to Karzai & Co., and get out while the going's good. Obama's best hope of creating an apparent military success is to announce the withdrawal of U.S. troops in the near future. If the Taliban understand his implicit message to them, they will let him have a temporary "victory" in order to get him out. But if that's what Obama's up to, then it's understandable that General McChrystal was deeply frustrated (though that doesn't excuse his behavior). General Petraeus will be equally frustrated. 

Jobs Bill 1NC [2/4]
Political capital is key to pass jobs bill with unemployment benefits
Washington Post 6/14 (Lori Montgomery, 6/14/10, "Obama's call for economic stimulus, jobs spending a tough sell in Congress ", 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/06/14/AR2010061405395.html)

Congressional Democrats were stewing Monday over President Obama's urgent appeal for more spending on the economy, saying they share his goals but need more help from the White House to fend off rising concern among rank-and-file lawmakers about budget deficits. House Speaker Nancy Pelosi (D-Calif.), who last month struggled to sell a jobs package to skeptical House Democrats, reacted with stony silence to Obama's request, delivered Saturday in a letter to congressional leaders; her office declined Monday to issue an official response. Senate Majority Leader Harry M. Reid (D-Nev.) was working to rally senators behind a key piece of Obama's agenda, but a top aide acknowledged that the going was slow and the outcome uncertain. "We agree with the White House on the need to create jobs and get our economy on track, as we have been working to do since this crisis hit," Reid spokesman Jim Manley said. "Unfortunately, we are dealing with a Republican Party that would rather say no than address the needs of their constituents." Republicans aren't the only ones saying no to more spending. Late last week, several Democrats said they were unwilling to support the jobs package before the Senate, which includes several administration priorities. Among them: provisions to revive emergency benefits for unemployed workers, which expired June 2, as well as $24 billion in state aid that Obama has called critical to averting "massive layoffs" of public-sector workers. But the package also would increase budget deficits by nearly $80 billion over the next decade. Sen. Ben Nelson (D-Neb.) said that's too much at a time when the total national debt is $13 trillion and rising. "The more we borrow on these important areas," he said last week, "the more I think we will retard the recovery period dramatically because of more deficit and debt." According to Democratic aides and key lawmakers, the White House has done little to allay such concerns. The administration has sent mixed messages on spending, they said, touting the president's plans to freeze agency budgets and veto appropriations bills while urging lawmakers to spend more on job creation. And the White House has been largely absent from the congressional debate, aides said, offering little input on the radically slimmed-down jobs bill that ultimately passed the House. In the letter Saturday, Obama made an unequivocal case for spending more now -- particularly on measures to support small business and state governments -- to ensure that the recovery doesn't "slide backwards." And administration officials defended their lobbying campaign, noting that White House Council of Economic Advisers Chairman Christina Romer met with two key groups of House Democrats in recent weeks to make the case for delaying major deficit-reduction until growth is firmly reestablished. Despite Romer's efforts, Senate leaders this week were considering scaling back the jobs bill to win over moderates such as Nelson and Sen. Olympia J. Snowe (R-Maine) in time for a critical vote later this week. Meanwhile, House Democrats were talking about slashing another Obama priority -- money to preserve public teaching jobs -- from $23 billion to $10 billion and covering the cost with unexpended funds from last year's stimulus package. If approved, that plan would continue a pattern of dialing back White House proposals. In its February budget request, the administration sought $266 billion in "temporary recovery measures" on top of last year's $862 billion stimulus package. So far, Congress has approved only about $40 billion in additional jobless benefits, according to congressional estimates, as well as a $15 billion measure called the HIRE Act, which created a temporary tax credit for businesses that hire the unemployed. "If the White House wants this stuff," said a House Democratic aide, who requested anonymity to speak candidly about intraparty affairs, "they actually have to fight for it." The administration has offered other, more popular ideas for combating a 9.7 percent unemployment rate, including a fund to promote small-business lending that the House is likely to approve this week. Unlike the state aid package, that measure has a designated funding source and will not increase deficits. With Republicans hammering Democrats over the tide of red ink, paying for jobs bills may be the only way to pass them in advance of this fall's midterm elections, Senate Budget Committee Chairman Kent Conrad (D-N.D.) said Monday. "The problem is what's necessary in the short term and what's necessary in the long term are directly contradictory," said Conrad, a deficit hawk who pushed hard to create a special commission to address the nation's soaring debt. "In the short term, however, I believe we need more stimulus, unpaid for, because we continue to have weakness . . . But politically, unless things are paid for, it's going to be hard to get them through."

Jobs Bill 1NC [3/4]
Jobs bill key to prevent a double-dip recession

Simpkins 7/2 (Jason, Managing Editor for Money Morning, 7/2/10, "Misguided Policy Paving the Way for a Double-Dip Recession ", http://moneymorning.com/2010/07/02/double-dip-recession/) 

With unemployment still hovering near 10%, policymakers should be doing all they can to combat joblessness and reinvigorate a recovery that is showing signs of weakness. But they're not. Instead, they're reeling in stimulus measures and enabling a double-dip recession, simply for the sake of fiscal austerity. The Labor Department is expected to report today (Friday) that the unemployment rate held steady at 9.7% in June, or worse, edged up to 9.8%. That would follow yesterday's (Thursday's) disappointing report that showed new claims for jobless benefits jumped by 13,000 to a seasonally adjusted 472,000. The four-week moving average, which smoothes out volatility, rose by 3,250 to 466,500 - its highest level since March. The U.S. economy grew at a 2.7% annual rate in the first quarter, less than previously calculated. That's less than half the 5.6% growth in gross domestic product (GDP) the U.S. market experienced in the fourth quarter of 2009. A big reason for that revision was consumer spending, which was revised down to 3% growth from the previous 3.5% estimate. And with the economy struggling to add jobs, American consumers are showing no sign of mounting a comeback. On the contrary, they are retreating. Retail sales plunged 1.2% in May - the biggest decline in eight months, according to the U.S. Commerce Department. And the Conference Board said Tuesday that its consumer confidence index plunged to 52.9 in June. That's the lowest level since March, and steeply lower than the downwardly revised 62.7 it posted in May. But rather than lending a hand to the American consumer, Congress is kicking the legs out from under the staggering economy by refusing to extend unemployment benefits and keeping billions from cash-strapped states - thereby enabling a double-dip recession. With Democrats unable to secure the 60 votes needed to end a Republican filibuster, the Senate on Wednesday failed again to restore jobless benefits for people out of work more than six months. And with Congress scheduled for a weeklong vacation, those benefits have no chance of being appropriated until mid-July. Unemployment insurance typically lasts 26 weeks, but since 2008, Congress has periodically extended benefits by a period of 73 weeks. But since no compromise has been reached, more than 1.3 million unemployed Americans will have to make due without that income. A total of 2 million Americans will lose their unemployment checks by July 12. And that number will continue to snowball in July as more of the 4.9 million people who continue to receive the emergency aid see their unemployment payments expire. "People whose benefits are going to run out will simply not have the spending power necessary to help drive growth," Dan Greenhaus, chief economic strategist at Miller Tabak, told The Associated Press. Republicans who opposed the legislation did so citing concerns about the deficit. The Congressional Budget Office CBO report earlier this week said the government's official debt to the public is in the process of surging from about 40% of gross domestic product (GDP) when the recession began to 62% by the end of this year. "No one's disputing the value of these very important programs," said Sen. Scott Brown, R-MA. "But we also have to have tough choices and we also need to live within our means." Still, economists caution concerns about the deficit may be premature, considering the fragility of the recovery. Nobel prize-winning economist Paul Krugman said on Sunday that we are in "the early stages of a third depression," and misguided policy is a big reason why. "Around the world - most recently at last weekend's deeply discouraging G-20 meeting - governments are obsessing about inflation when the real threat is deflation, preaching the need for belt-tightening when the real problem is inadequate spending," Krugman said in the New York Times. "The Obama administration understands the dangers of premature fiscal austerity - but because Republicans and conservative Democrats in Congress won't authorize additional aid to state governments, that austerity is coming anyway, in the form of budget cuts at the state and local levels." U.S. President Barack Obama last month urged lawmakers to spend about $50 million to help states pay for Medicaid programs and avoid teacher layoffs, but that effort, too, faltered in the face of a Republican filibuster. Meanwhile, layoffs in the public sector continue to mount as state governments struggle to close persistent budget gaps. New York city, for example, approved a budget on Tuesday that cuts about $1 billion in spending at the expense of 5,300 jobs. Democrats jettisoned numerous other provisions from the jobless bill - including $16 billion for cash-strapped state governments, $1 billion for summer jobs and $32 billion in special-interest tax breaks that expired earlier this year - in the hopes of winning Republican support. But now it appears those sacrifices were made in vain. The lack of progress in Washington has not gone unnoticed by Wall Street. The Dow Jones Industrial Average has plunged more than 1,400 points - about 12% - since late April and the Standard & Poor's 500 Index is down some 15%. "It's almost as if the financial markets understand what policy makers seemingly don't: that while long-term fiscal responsibility is important, slashing spending in the midst of a depression, which deepens that depression and paves the way for deflation, is actually self-defeating," said Krugman. According to Krugman, the decision to abandon the loose fiscal and monetary policies that pulled the world out of its nauseating plunge in 2008 and 2009 is nothing short of misguided at a time when the recovery has yet to prove itself sustainable. "In the face of this grim picture, you might have expected policy makers to realize that they haven't yet done enough to promote recovery. But no: over the last few months there has been a stunning resurgence of hard-money and balanced-budget orthodoxy," he said. "And who will pay the price for this triumph of orthodoxy? The answer is, tens of millions of unemployed workers, many of whom will go jobless for years, and some of whom will never work again."

Jobs Bill 1NC [4/4]

Failure to improve the economy means World War III

Mead 9 – Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations (Walter Russell, “Only Makes You Stronger,” The New Republic, 2/4/09, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-

92e83915f5f8&p=2)

History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight.

***

Uniqueness

Uniqueness – Will Pass

Will pass, but on the brink

WSJ 7/2 (Naftali Bendavid, 7/2/10, " Democrats' Peril, GOP's Challenge ", 

http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704699604575343320597880474.html)

Friday's tepid employment report imperils Democrats who insist their recovery initiatives are on the right track, but also could pose a challenge for Republicans, who risk looking like they favor legislative inaction in the face of continued suffering. The stubbornly high joblessness ignited another round of debate over the Democrats' current push to extend unemployment benefits and continue stimulus spending, an argument whose outcome could determine the results of the November elections.

Uniqueness – Will Pass

Will pass, but close

International Herald Tribune 6/10 (David Leonhardt, 6/10/10, "Job stimulus held back by politics; Economic Scene", lexis)

Publicly, Mr. Obama's advisers reject that description. ''Job creation and economic recovery were and remain President Obama's top priority,'' Lawrence H. Summers, his chief economic adviser, said recently. Mr. Obama is now lobbying the Senate to pass a larger job bill than the House passed two weeks ago and pushing for an energy bill that could also create jobs. But when they are not speaking for quotation, some White House and congressional officials acknowledge that they could have done more to stimulate the economy, and sooner. In part, they have been busy with other things: legislation on health care, finance and education that could shape the economy for decades to come. The bigger reason, though, is politics. In the face of near-united Republican opposition, top Democrats have decided that the political costs of aggressively pushing for more stimulus are too high.

Uniqueness – Will Pass

Byrd replacement means unemployment extensions will pass. 

Stephen Ohlemacher, staff writer, 7-1-2010. [Associated Press Financial Wire, Senate GOP again kills jobless aid extension, p. ln]

For the third time in as many weeks, Senate Republicans on Wednesday successfully filibustered a bill to continue providing unemployment checks to millions of people.

But this time, since the slimmed-down measure attracted two Republican votes, its passage seems assured next month once a replacement is in place for Sen. Robert C. Byrd, D-W.Va., who died on Monday.

Uniqueness – Will Pass

On the brink now

Washington Post 6/17 (Lori Montgomery, Brady Dennis, 6/17/10, " Jobs bill blocked in Senate    ", 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/06/17/AR2010061705548.html?hpid=topnews)

The Senate effectively rejected a slimmed-down package of jobless benefits and state aid late Thursday, rebuffing President Obama's call for urgent action to bolster the economic recovery. Sens. Ben Nelson (D-Neb.) and Joseph I. Lieberman (I-Conn.) voted with a united Republican caucus to block the approximately $120 billion package. The measure needed 60 votes to advance, but garnered only 56. 

***

Links
Standalone bill likely - House Democrats want to pass unemployment benefits

Lori Montgomery (staff writer for the Washington Post, 6/26/10, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/06/25/AR2010062504933.html)

In addition to extending emergency unemployment benefits through November, the package would have provided state governments with $16 billion in additional Medicaid funds, money that 30 states are counting on to balance their 2011 budgets. It also would have extended expired tax breaks for businesses and individuals, including a tax credit for research and development that is prized by some of the nation's largest companies. In the House, Democrats appeared more receptive to a standalone bill. Senior aides said the idea was under discussion, and that a bill could be unveiled as soon as next week. "It really has to happen," said House Speaker Nancy Pelosi (Calif.) said of reauthorizing extended benefits in an interview Friday with Huffington Post. Even if the House were to act, however, it was not clear that the Senate could push through an emergency bill before the July 4 recess.
Unemployment extensions will go through after the July 4 recess

Alan Harten (independent writer, 7/1/10, http://apexnewsnetwork.com/23912/republican-senators-filibuster-2010-unemployment-benefits-extension/)

Republican Senators Filibuster 2010 Unemployment Benefits Extension.  Yet again, Senate Republicans have managed to successfully filibuster a bill regarding the extension of unemployment benefit checks to several million people. Maine Senators Susan Collins and Olympia Snowe sided with the Democrats and voted in favor of the measure valued at $33 billion. With their support, however, Democrats may have enough votes to ensure its passage sometime in the next few weeks.  This is because the recently deceased Democratic Sen. Robert Byrd’s replacement will come into office, potentially giving the Democrats a majority capable of backing the bill. It is estimated that somewhere around 1.3 million unemployed Americans who have been out of work for more than 180 days have already felt the pain of missing out on checks. The average amount of these unemployment benefits checks are a little over $300 per week.

Unemployment extensions will pass

Annie Lowrey (writer for the Washington Independent, 7/6/10, http://washingtonindependent.com/90928/obama-says-republicans-holding-unemployment-extension-hostage)

The unemployment extension should pass as soon as Monday, when senators return from the July 4 recess and Sen. Robert Byrd’s (D-W.Va.) replacement is in place on the Hill. Additional aid for small businesses looks likely to pass as well. But aid for states, to save the jobs of teachers and police officers? That looks like a much more difficult challenge, given congressional Republicans’ reticence to increase the deficit.

Link – Generic

Withdrawal kills Obama’s political capital

Mearsheimer 9 (John, R. Wendell Harrison Distinguished Service Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago, Journal of Foreign Policy, “Hollow Victory,” 11-2-09, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/node/68820?page=full)

In Afghanistan, there is little reason to think that the United States can decisively defeat the Taliban, mainly because they can melt into the countryside or go to Pakistan whenever they are outgunned, returning to fight another day (just as they did after the initial U.S. victory in 2001). Furthermore, the Karzai regime, corrupt and incompetent, stands little chance of ever truly being able to rule the country and keep the Taliban at bay, which means that the American military will have to stay there to do the job for many years to come. But even if success was at hand in Vietnam and the United States could in the near future win quickly in Afghanistan, there is a second and more important flaw in the Republican narrative: Victory is inconsequential. The United States suffered a clear defeat when South Vietnam collapsed in 1975, but it hardly affected America's position in the global balance of power. The domino theory proved unfounded; instead, communist Vietnam invaded communist Cambodia in 1978 and one year later Hanoi was at war with communist China. More importantly, losing in Vietnam had no adverse effects on America's competition with the Soviet Union. Indeed, 14 years after Saigon fell, the Cold War ended and the United States emerged as the most powerful state on the planet. The real tragedy of Vietnam is not that the United States lost, but that it became involved in the first place. It pains me to say this as someone who served in the American military from 1965 to 1975, but the anti-war movement was right: It did not matter to U.S. security whether North Vietnam conquered the south and unified that country under communist rule. More than 58,000 American soldiers and more than 2 million Vietnamese died in an unnecessary and foolish war. A similar logic applies today with regard to Afghanistan. The Republicans and General McChrystal claim that it is absolutely necessary to win the war in Afghanistan for the simple reason that a Taliban victory will allow al Qaeda to re-establish a sanctuary in Afghanistan. And we all know what happened the last time Osama bin Laden was free to scheme and plot against the United States from Afghanistan: September 11. The fatal flaw in this argument is that al Qaeda has a sanctuary next door in Pakistan from which it has been operating since it was driven out of Afghanistan in Dec. 2001. It does not need a sanctuary in Afghanistan. Stephen Biddle, a senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations who helped General McChrystal formulate his strategy for Afghanistan, recently told the Senate Foreign Relations Committee that Pakistan is "superior in important ways to Afghanistan" because it is "richer and far better connected to the outside world than is primitive, land-locked Afghanistan with its minimal communications and transportation systems." But what if the Pakistani army eliminates al Qaeda's sanctuary in western Pakistan? Isn't its current offensive in South Waziristan a major step toward that end? Unfortunately, no. Pakistan has no intention of rolling up al Qaeda, in good part because it does not have the capability to police those areas where the terrorists are hiding. The offensive in South Waziristan is not even aimed at the Afghan Taliban, much less at al Qaeda. This means that al Qaeda will have a sanctuary in Pakistan no matter what happens in Afghanistan, which means that the American military cannot win a meaningful victory there. In Afghanistan, as in Vietnam, it simply does not matter whether the United States wins or loses. It makes no sense for the Obama administration to expend more blood and treasure to vanquish the Taliban. The United States should accept defeat and immediately begin to withdraw its forces from Afghanistan. Of course, President Obama will never do such a thing. Instead, he will increase the American commitment to Afghanistan, just as Lyndon Johnson did in Vietnam in 1965. The driving force in both cases is domestic politics. Johnson felt that he had to escalate the fight in Vietnam because otherwise the Republicans would lambaste him for "losing Vietnam," the same way they accused President Harry Truman of "losing China" in the late 1940s. Obama and his fellow Democrats know full well that if the United States walks away from Afghanistan now, the Republicans will accuse them of capitulating to terrorism and undermining our security. And this charge will be leveled at them for decades to come, harming Democrats at the polls come election time. The Democrats have no intention of letting that happen. The United States is in Afghanistan for the long haul. As was the case in Vietnam, more American soldiers and many more civilians are going to die in Afghanistan. And for no good reason

Link – Generic

Supporting forward deployments is always popular – key to maintain political and professional credibility

Logan 10 (Justin, associate director of foreign policy studies at the CATO Institute, World Politics Review, “The Domestic Bases of America’s Grand Strategy, 3-23-10)

Or take, as another example, the striking explanation offered in 2009 by Leslie Gelb, the president emeritus of the Council on Foreign Relations, describing why he supported the invasion of Iraq: My initial support for the war was symptomatic of unfortunate tendencies within the foreign policy community, namely the disposition and incentives to support wars to retain political and professional credibility. (Emphasis added.) At the time of Gelb's initial support for the Iraq war, he was president of the Council on Foreign Relations — a position that, in theory, should allow the person who holds it to establish conventional wisdom, or at least offer him or her the luxury of not following it. If anyone should be immune from domestic political pressure, after all, it should be the president of Council on Foreign Relations. And yet even as powerful and influential a policy maven as Gelb reports having felt the pull of "incentives" that induced him to "support wars to retain political and professional credibility." Academic perceptions of how American strategy is formed largely concur: Domestic politics are the most important drivers of U.S. grand strategy. In ITPIR's 2008-2009 survey, academics were asked to assess the importance of different foreign policy influences. Thirty-nine percent gave primacy to "preferences of domestic elites," 36 percent to "powerful interest groups," 15 percent to strategic interests, 9 percent to norms, and 2 percent to public opinion

Restraint strategies are politically unviable

Logan 10 (Justin, associate director of foreign policy studies at the CATO Institute, World Politics Review, “The Domestic Bases of America’s Grand Strategy, 3-23-10)

Grand strategy happens to be one of the areas in which the academy has been producing work that could be helpful to the FPE. However, because the debate over grand strategy in the academy is free from the domestic political forces exerting themselves on the FPE, some of the options currently being seriously discussed are political non-starters in Washington. For instance, one of the main competitors in the academic debate on the subject has been "restraint," a strategy formally proposed in 1997 but whose current leading exponent is Barry Posen of MIT. Posen describes restraint as a strategy in which Washington would "conceive its security interests narrowly, use its military power stingily, pursue its enemies quietly but persistently, share responsibilities and costs more equitably, watch and wait more patiently." It is difficult to describe an approach that resembles actual American strategy less than this one. The reason for this is the role of domestic politics in U.S. grand strategy. Washington is on strategic auto-pilot, and it has been for some time. Serious changes to grand strategy will require either dramatic changes in U.S. domestic politics, or the rise of an external challenge that forces the FPE to think much more carefully about the formation and execution of U.S. grand strategy.

Link – Generic

Domestic politics comes before good foreign policy – regardless of the outcome, the plan makes Obama look weak

Logan 10 (Justin, associate director of foreign policy studies at the CATO Institute, World Politics Review, “The Domestic Bases of America’s Grand Strategy, 3-23-10)

Part of the reason for this fundamental disagreement over basic principles is that the Foreign Policy Elites have largely abandoned clear strategic thought, focusing instead on narrow tactical or operational questions. In lieu of a debate over strategy in Washington, the FPE focuses on news-cycle minutiae and the domestic politics of strategy. In a 2007 Foreign Affairs essay on defense spending, Columbia University's Richard Betts lamented that, "Washington spends so much and yet feels so insecure because U.S. policymakers have lost the ability to think clearly about defense policy." While it is difficult to prove whether policymakers have lost the ability — as opposed to the will — to think clearly about defense and foreign policy, it is clear that they have failed to do so. Take, for example, one exchange that took place in Washington on the subject of the Obama administration's decision to send additional troops and funds into Afghanistan: During the summer of 2009, at a panel discussing U.S. policy in Afghanistan sponsored by the Center for a New American Security, Boston University's Andrew Bacevich pressed other participants to defend — or at least state — the strategic justification for the escalation in the Afghanistan war effort, as well as for the broader "War on Terrorism" of which it is a part. His call was met with furrowed brows and quizzical looks. One panelist — who had co-authored the think tank's policy paper on the Afghanistan war — complimented Bacevich for his contribution, saying it "starts asking these questions about where exactly our interests are." But he subsequently dismissed Bacevich's alternate strategy — abandoning the war on terror — for being "completely divorced from the political realities facing this administration."

Advocates of our current foreign policy contend that the international economic order might come crashing down without the omnipresent U.S. military threatening random pirates and fraudulent operators. A better strategy would build on the more plausible assumption that the international economic order is far too complex, and the scale of transactions far too great, to be policed by a single superpower, no matter how large and intrusive. A new grand strategy, built around these very different assumptions about our interests and the way the world works, would require U.S. policymakers to separate and prioritize urgent concerns from less urgent or irrelevant ones, and focus on devolving many of our current military obligations to other countries. A sensible foreign policy is conducted according to a clearly articulated set of priorities. It is unclear what priorities guide the NSS. For all of the talk of burden-sharing in the NSS, there is precious little discussion of burden shedding. At a minimum, the administration should have differentiated between those threats that we must address, and those that are best left to others.

Link – Japan

Obama’s committed to Japan – regardless of the outcome, the plan is perceived as weakness

Benjamin Friedman, research fellow in defense and homeland security studies at the Cato Institute, “Defense Cuts: Start Overseas,” 6-14-10, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11896

Even if the commission calls for cutting defense commitments, the Obama administration has shown little interest in following such recommendations. When the Japanese government recently asked us to remove our Marines from Okinawa after 65 years, for example, the administration hectored Tokyo into letting us keep our base rather than wishing the Japanese well and bringing the troops home. Instead of looking to shed missions, Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates recently advocated maintaining current funding levels while cutting overhead costs by a few billion to fund frontline forces. Good idea, except that it won't offset the rapidly rising cost of the military's personnel, healthcare and operational spending. The likely result will be that these accounts will continue to take funds needed for manpower and force structure, leaving a shrinking force overburdened even in peacetime. Our deficit problem is an opportunity to surrender the pretension that we are the world's indispensable nation, preventing instability, shaping the international system and guiding history. We should be content to settle for being the big kid on the block that looks out for itself and occasionally helps friends in a bad spot. That approach would take advantage of the security we have, and save money we don't.

Link – South Korea

***

Internals 

Obama recently committed to South Korea – regardless of outcome, the plan is perceived as weakness

Gene Healy, vice president at the Cato Institute and author of The Cult of the Presidency, “US Out of South Korea” 6-29-10 http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11938

When America signed a mutual defense treaty with the South after the 1953 armistice, the war-weakened Republic of Korea faced a communist enemy backed by China and the Soviet Union. Today, the "hermit kingdom" to the North remains belligerent — as shown by its recent torpedo attack on the ROK vessel Cheonan — but it's a desperately poor, internationally isolated basket case. A look at the famous nighttime satellite photo hints at the two countries' relative strengths. In the North darkness reigns; but to the South, the brightly lit ROK is the world's "most-wired nation" and its 13th-largest economy. It has twice the population and more than 20 times the GDP of the North. Yet today some 28,000 U.S. troops remain in South Korea, ready to defend an ally that's more than capable of defending itself. After 60 years of guarding the ROK, haven't we done our part? Apparently not. In a Saturday press briefing, President Obama marked the war's anniversary by making clear that the U.S. isn't going anywhere. He announced that the U.S. would retain wartime command of ROK troops in any future peninsular conflict, scrapping a plan to turn over control of South Korean forces in 2012. The U.S. has an interest in denuclearizing the Korean peninsula, of course — but that doesn't require American troops stationed along the DMZ, bearing a disproportionate amount of the risk in an allegedly "mutual" defense pact.

Internal Link – Pol Cap Key to Passage

Obama’s leadership is needed to pass jobs bill
Steve Pearlstein (business columnist for the Washington Post, 2/17/10, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/02/16/AR2010021605459.html?nav=emailpage)

It should be obvious now that the president cannot leave it to Congress to sort things out. They can't and they won't, as evidenced most recently by the Senate fiasco involving the so-called jobs bill. For the next several months, he needs to create a sense of urgency and expectation, consulting widely and privately with Republicans and Democrats and interested parties who care more about getting things done than winning the next election. Based on those conversations and his own sense of what the public will accept, he needs to put forward a set of compromise proposals on jobs, health care, financial reform and the budget. And then he needs to park himself in the President's Room at the Capitol, along with top aides and Cabinet members, and refuse to leave until he has put together working majorities for each proposal -- with the help of legislative leaders if possible, but without them if necessary. By July 4, it will be over. He will have either a legislative record that ensures continuation of a working majority in Congress or a legitimate grievance that he can take to the voters in November in search of one. Either way, he'll be in a better place politically than he is now. This Presidents' Day week, we celebrate the leadership of George Washington and Abraham Lincoln, who confronted far worse division and dissent in their times. The reason we remember them as great presidents is that they threw off the yoke of party loyalty, defied popular opinion and used the full weight of their office to do what had to be done. They understood, or came to understand, an important truth: that only after they had demonstrated that they were willing to lead, and lead boldly, were the people willing to follow and drag Congress along with them.

Political capital key to pass jobs bill

Dean Baker, co-director, Center for Economic and Policy Research, "What should Obama do on jobs?", 7-6-10 
http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0710/39378.html)
President Barack Obama has to get out and push with everything he has for spending more money to create jobs. If he makes the case, people will understand. Most of us work for money. If the government spends money, that will employ people just like when private employers spend money. That is the way the world works, and anyone outside Congress is smart enough to understand it. In ordinary times, we expect most jobs to come from the private sector, but that will not happen now because the incompetents who managed the economy allowed an $8 trillion housing bubble to grow unchecked.
Internal Link – Pol Cap Key to Passage

Obama has to show commitment to get it done. 
Politico 12-23-2009. [Obama plans for health care delay, new jobs bill, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1209/30925.html]

Internally, White House aides are plunging into a 2010 plan calling for an early focus on creating jobs, especially in the energy sector, along with starting a conversation about deficit reduction measures, the administration officials said.

Both will be major themes for his first State of the Union speech, which will most likely take place on Jan. 26 or Feb. 2. White House aides are in the early stages of planning for the national address, but Obama will not only trumpet what he has described as his “B-plus” performance in 2009 but also set the stage for the 2010 congressional campaigns.

Obama and Democrats seem in agreement that they want to minimize the number of tough votes moderates in their party must take in the aftermath of the health care debate. They also seem in agreement that a jobs bill is a must — and that they need to show a serious commitment to reducing the deficit, a very difficult task after racking up record spending in Obama’s first year.

Obama needs to flex his political muscle to get it through. 

Austin American-Statesman 1-28-2010. [Resolve in the face of setbacks, p. ln]

"As hard as it may be, as uncomfortable and contentious as the debates may be, it's time to get serious about fixing the problems that are hampering our growth," the president declared in a speech studded with ideas of how to accomplish just that. Obama outlined in the broadest terms a jobs bill, financial reform, and investments in green energy, education and infrastructure projects.

Whether he's got the political muscle to convert ideas to reality is a question that won't be fully answered for a while.

Political capital key to passage
John King (journalist, CNN’s chief national correspondant, 6/30/10, on John King USA at 7:00 P.M. Eastern)

KING: Let me try -- let me try another -- no filibusters here. Let me try another issue. The president talked about it in Racine, Wisconsin today. The Democrats have tried for weeks and some Democrats have been among those objecting to the price tag of this, an extension of unemployment benefits and some other things. They have pared the bill down. The president made the case today for passage. Listen. (BEGIN VIDEO CLIP) OBAMA: We want an extension of unemployment benefits for workers who lost their jobs through no fault of their own. (APPLAUSE) OBAMA: We want to help small business owners get the loans they need to keep their doors open and hire more workers. (APPLAUSE) OBAMA: We want relief for struggling states so they don't have to lay off thousands of teachers and firefighters and police officers.

Pol cap key to passage

Christopher Rugaber (economics writer for the AP, 6/28/10, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/06/28/cautious-us-consumers-cou_n_628367.html)

Obama, who has been pushing for an extension of unemployment benefits in the U.S., said countries had to proceed at their own pace in either emphasizing growth or cutting deficits. "We can't all rush to the exits at the same time," Obama said. Income is rising as employers slowly add jobs. That could make up for lost unemployment insurance and other benefits. Personal incomes rose for the sixth time in seven months, boosting household finances. The savings rate, or the percent-age of income that wasn't spent, bumped up to 4 percent. Paychecks gained from recent increases in the average work week, as well as temporary census hiring.

Internal Link – Popularity Key to Agenda
Public opinion polls influence presidential agenda

Sparrow, 8

(Bartholomew H., University of Texas at Austin government professor “Who Speaks for the People? The President, the Press, and Public Opinion in the United States”, 10-13-8, Presidential Studies Quarterly, Volume 38, Issue 4, Pages 578-592, InterScience,)

Public opinion serves as a metric of presidential leadership with respect to presidential approval ratings. Presidents and their advisors use public opinion not as an absolute guide, but rather for tactical purposes, and instrumentally, for reaching particular political ends (Jacobs and Shapiro 2000). In general, political analysts conceive of public opinion as a channel or guide for policy makers, boundaries beyond which they cannot go but which also offer leeway in terms of the exact path policy makers take. Public opinion serves as a "permissive limit" for policy makers (Almond 1950; Key 1961; Sobel 2001). With polling data as the accepted indicator of public opinion, though, dozens of polling groups are conceivably able to define public opinion—some university affiliated, others connected to nonprofit foundations, some linked to media firms, and others simply as independent for-profit consulting businesses—through the hundreds of thousands of poll questions that they ask each year (iPoll database). Yet few of the academic or nonprofit polling data reach the public, because the overwhelming portion of what the American public learns about public opinion comes from the major media polls. For all the quality of public opinion research being done by the National Opinion Research Center at Chicago, the National Election Studies, the Chicago Council of Foreign Relations, and other organizations, public opinion for practical purposes is the product of the mainstream media polling firms, the polls conducted by ABC News (ABC News/Washington Post/Stanford University), CBS/New York Times, CNN, Fox, Los Angeles Times, NBC/Wall Street Journal, Newsweek (Princeton Survey Research Associates International/Newsweek), Time, USA Today (Gallup/USA Today), and the Associated Press (Associate Press/Ipsos).

Internal Link – Popularity Key to Agenda

The president’s agenda lives and dies by the polls – public approval is crucial

Gregg 97 (Gary, Clarion political science professor, THE PRESIDENTIAL REPUBLIC, 1997, p. 143-44.)
But if presidential power thrives by the polls, it might also die by the polls. While popular presidents tend to get much of what they want and are willing to fight for, unpopular presidents are trapped and constrained by the polls. As a senior aide to President Carter mused about that president's problems with Congress controlled by his own party, "When the President is low in public opinion polls, the members of Congress see little hazard in bucking him...They read the polls and from that they feel secure in turning their backs on the President with political impunity." Unquestionably, the success of the President’s policies bear a tremendous relationship to his popularity in the polls. Without effective public relations, modern presidents and their programs whither on the vine of public opinion.

Internal Link – Approval Determines Party Power

Presidential approval determines the power of his party

Jacobson-9

(Gary C., University of California-San Diego political science professor, Presidential Studies Quarterly, “The Effects of the George W. Bush Presidency on Partisan Attitudes”, Volume 39, Issue 2, Pages 172-209, InterScience)

Evidence from the eight years of the George W. Bush administration confirms that the public standing of the president's party rises and falls in concert with popular evaluations of his job performance. Reactions to the president affect the favorability ratings of his party, party identification measured individually and at the aggregate level—particularly among younger voters—as well as the party's electoral performance. Bush's second term, which provoked the longest period of low and downward-trending approval ratings on record, thus inflicted considerable damage on the Republican Party's image, popular support, and electoral fortunes.

Presidential approval key to party strength – Bush proves

Jacobson, University of California-San Diego political science professor, 4-6-9

(Gary C., Presidential Studies Quarterly, “The Effects of the George W. Bush Presidency on Partisan Attitudes”, Volume 39, Issue 2, Pages 172-209, Wiley InterScience, accessed 7-8-9)

To sum up briefly: Evidence from the eight years of the George W. Bush administration provides clear and strong confirmation of the idea that the fortunes of the president's party rise and fall in concert with popular evaluations of his job performance. With Bush's second term provoking the longest period of low and generally declining approval ratings on record, the Republican Party absorbed considerable collateral damage. A president's impact on his party's image and electoral performance is substantial but comparatively transient. The president's standing also influences party identification at both the individual and aggregate levels, albeit less dramatically than party image. The durability of these effects remains in question, and the data available here cannot settle the issue—or the dispute between the social-psychological and running-tally conceptions of partisanship—if only because the Bush administration has only just ended. The most likely source of any lasting effects would be the large Democratic advantage that has emerged among voters who came of political age during Bush's presidency.

Internal Link – AT – Public Opinion Irrelevant

Politicians are held accountable to the public – public opinion influences politicians’ behavior

Sparrow 8

(Bartholomew H., University of Texas at Austin government professor, “Who Speaks for the People? The President, the Press, and Public Opinion in the United States”, 10-13-8, Presidential Studies Quarterly, Volume 38, Issue 4, Pages 578-592, InterScience)

Public opinion polls, too, speak for the American public. If public opinion had once been an amalgam of public correspondence, politicians' conversations, letter-writing campaigns, petitions, and public demonstrations, this has not been the case for more than a half century. Scientific public opinion surveys have effectively made public opinion identical to polling results, and polling results are typically now the only indicator used for the determination of popular views and personal behaviors with respect to particular persons and issues. Vox Populi, Vox Dei. Dick Cheney's infamous recent response (the vice president replied "So?" to an ABC News interviewer's declaration that two-thirds of Americans believe that the war in Iraq was not worth fighting) is the exception that proves the rule (Raddatz 2008): Few politicians or public figures can publicly speak out against, or voice opposition to, the American public. And very few politicians or officials, if any, can do so consistently. On the contrary, politicians, government officials, and the public pay attention to public opinion reflected in polling data. While public opinion may not ultimately settle issues, it almost always factors in decision making, as accounts of the operations of the Bill Clinton and George W. Bush administrations indicate. And if public opinion is especially one sided, it may actually be controlling.

Internal Link – Political Capital Finite/Key to Agenda

Political capital is finite and determines agenda success

Sammon 3

(Bill, 7-3-3, Washington Times, “Bush White House untouched by scandal; Deprives foes of re-election weapon, p. A4, Lexis)

"Political capital is a very finite commodity and you want to spend it strategically," said Matthew T. Felling of the Center for Media and Public Affairs. "Previous administrations have had to spend their political capital or have just had it deducted from their account through various scandals." For example, when the Clinton scandals reached critical mass beginning with the Monica Lewinsky affair and ending in the first impeachment of an elected president in U.S. history the president was politically paralyzed for more than a year, leaving his agenda largely unfulfilled.

Internal Link – Political Capital Finite

Obama must focus on only key issues, anything else distracts him from his agenda

Huffington Post 9 (10/27/09, " What Do We Want? Change! When Do We Want It? Ten Minutes Ago! ", 
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/dan-vickrey/what-do-we-want-emchangee_b_335932.html)

Since the election, Obama has set in motion many policies that have changed the trajectory of US foreign and domestic policy. He passed a plan to stave off an economic landslide, put additional troops into Afghanistan, put health care reform in motion, announced that he would close Gitmo and stopped torture as a policy. None of these should come as a surprise to anyone as Obama had promised to address these issues in the campaign and has worked to make good on them, yet it still is not enough for those who seem to forget the magnitude of the economic crisis we were in when he was elected and are thereby unable to grasp the scope of each and every one of these decisions. For the millions of Americans with television ADHD, it makes sense that we as a nation would expect these issues to be resolved if not in an hour then at least 6 months! But therein lies the heart of the issue: most people in their personal lives don't make huge decisions overnight and have them finished in a day! Quitting smoking, vowing to get in shape, sticking to a budget are things that take time to adjust to and see results. The President and the Nation are no different. The economic stimulus, health care, and the war in Afghanistan are all issues of such massive scope that previous presidents would have needed to focus on just one or two of them in a full term in office. These days that option is a luxury. This week gay rights activists are up in arms about Obama's silence on the policy of "don't ask, don't tell." Really? While I think this policy is absurd, and that in an all volunteer army we should be thankful for each and every person who pursues the armed services as a career regardless of gender, race, sexuality or anything else for that matter, I think most of us would agree that this is not an issue that is quite as urgent as the ones he has tackled. I think we can all rest assured that it is still on the to do list. George Bush educated the nation to a real truth in U.S. politics when he announced he was going to spend some of his "political capital" he felt he earned after the 2004 re-election. Presidents have only so much political capital and they had best use it wisely. This is a plain fact in politics. Obama has made an investment in these issues, any one of which could define his presidency. He must now follow them through to the end if for no other reason than to claim MORE of that coveted capital. Sure, I can see issues such as Business Regulations and Climate Change cropping up in the near future (and rightfully so), but first things first. These fights are already on the table and they must be resolved to move further ahead. Nothing breeds success like success. Those who question the President now on issues of the Economy-War-Health Care and Gay Rights should look closely at his intent. To my eye it seems clear that this president is someone who has a to do list (like many of us do) and has prioritized everything on it and is checking away. Obama also strikes me as someone who understands that these issues are tough fights that will take time. It takes hard work and patience to find success. The Health care debate is in its 3rd quarter, Afghanistan in the 2nd Stimulus in the 2nd and gays in the military on deck. For those on the left who are now critical of his Afghan policy, what did you expect? He campaigned on making this war his priority, and for better or for worst he has followed through by initially sending extra troops and now reevaluating U.S. interests there after a questionable Afghan election. For all others, relax, and let's remember where we started -- with eight years of George Bush -- and take it one step at a time. We as a nation need to acknowledge the seriousness of the problems that confront us. We as a people need to get serious about solving them with a real debate of ideas (not name calling) or we will never really progress. The Obama administration cannot do it alone, it is after all still a Nation "of the people and for the people." Even Mother Teresa didn't cure the world's ills in four years.

Internal Link Magnifier – Political Capital Can Collapse Quickly

Congressional support can collapse quickly

Thomas96

(Norman, political science professor, University of Cincinnati, THE POLITICS OF THE PRESIDENCY, 1996, p. 203.)

Congressional support must be cultivated and maintained, and when the conditions that created it change, it can rapidly disappear. Without such support, presidents face frustration and ineffectuality.

Internal Link Magnifier – Political Capital on Timeframe

Obama needs to spend capital—he can’t save it

Lincoln Mitchell, Assistant Professor in the Practice of International Politics, Columbia University, 6-18-2009. [Huffington Post, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/lincoln-mitchell/time-for-obama-to-start-s_b_217235.html]

Political capital is not, however, like money, it cannot be saved up interminably while its owner waits for the right moment to spend it. Political capital has a shelf life, and often not a very long one. If it is not used relatively quickly, it dissipates and becomes useless to its owner. This is the moment in which Obama, who has spent the first few months of his presidency diligently accumulating political capital, now finds himself. The next few months will be a key time for Obama. If Obama does not spend this political capital during the next months, it will likely be gone by the New Year anyway.

Internal Link – Winners Win

Winners win – political leadership in tough fights builds capital

Singer 9

(Jonathan, My Direct Democracy, “By Expending Capital, Obama Grows His Capital”, 3-3-9, http://www.mydd.com/story/2009/3/3/191825/0428)

From the latest NBC News-Wall Street Journal survey: Despite the country's struggling economy and vocal opposition to some of his policies, President Obama's favorability rating is at an all-time high. Two-thirds feel hopeful about his leadership and six in 10 approve of the job he's doing in the White House. "What is amazing here is how much political capital Obama has spent in the first six weeks," said Democratic pollster Peter D. Hart, who conducted this survey with Republican pollster Bill McInturff. "And against that, he stands at the end of this six weeks with as much or more capital in the bank." Peter Hart gets at a key point. Some believe that political capital is finite, that it can be used up. To an extent that's true. But it's important to note, too, that political capital can be regenerated -- and, specifically, that when a President expends a great deal of capital on a measure that was difficult to enact and then succeeds, he can build up more capital. Indeed, that appears to be what is happening with Barack Obama, who went to the mat to pass the stimulus package out of the gate, got it passed despite near-unanimous opposition of the Republicans on Capitol Hill, and is being rewarded by the American public as a result. Take a look at the numbers. President Obama now has a 68 percent favorable rating in the NBC-WSJ poll, his highest ever showing in the survey. Nearly half of those surveyed (47 percent) view him very positively. Obama's Democratic Party earns a respectable 49 percent favorable rating. The Republican Party, however, is in the toilet, with its worst ever showing in the history of the NBC-WSJ poll, 26 percent favorable. On the question of blame for the partisanship in Washington, 56 percent place the onus on the Bush administration and another 41 percent place it on Congressional Republicans. Yet just 24 percent blame Congressional Democrats, and a mere 11 percent blame the Obama administration. So at this point, with President Obama seemingly benefiting from his ambitious actions and the Republicans sinking further and further as a result of their knee-jerked opposition to that agenda, there appears to be no reason not to push forward on anything from universal healthcare to energy reform to ending the war in Iraq.
Internal Link – Winners Win

Victory begets more victories – politicians won’t cross a winner

Ornstein 1 (Norman J., American Enterprise Institute fellow and political analyst,  Roll Call, 9-10-1, “High Stakes and an Overloaded Agenda”, Lexis)
Those victories came at a crucial time, psychologically, for the White House. Imagine if the Democrats' preferred patients' rights legislation had passed by a wide margin in the House (as it has in the past) and if the President had been rebuffed on drilling in ANWR. He would have spent the month of August as the target of news stories declaring him weak and on the defensive, and arrived back in Washington in September with no momentum and limited leverage in the legislative battles of the fall. Instead, by showing that he can win even when he's expected to lose, and even on high-stakes issues, Bush left lawmakers with reason to pause before writing him off when key votes loom.

Internal Link – Winners Win

Winners win – fiat ensures perception of victory

Ornstein 1 (Norman J., American Enterprise Institute fellow and political analyst,  Roll Call, 9-10-1, “High Stakes and an Overloaded Agenda”, Lexis)
In a system where a President has limited formal power, perception matters. The reputation for success - the belief by other political actors that even when he looks down, a president will find a way to pull out a victory - is the most valuable resource a chief executive can have. Conversely, the widespread belief that the Oval Office occupant is on the defensive, on the wane or without the ability to win under adversity can lead to disaster, as individual lawmakers calculate who will be on the winning side and negotiate accordingly. In simple terms, winners win and losers lose more often than not.

Winning despite the odds bolsters political capital

Ornstein 3

(Norman J., American Enterprise Institute fellow and political analyst, Roll Call, 9-10-3, “As Issues Pile Up,; Bush Needs New; Approach With Hill”, Lexis)

When a president operates with sky-high approval and a reputation as a winner no matter what the odds, he has immense leverage with Members of Congress who fear his wrath and assume he will prevail. When he stumbles, the assumptions change, and the ability to exercise power attenuates.

Winners win – plan is a win for Obama because he overcomes opposition

Ornstein 93 (Norman J., American Enterprise Institute fellow and political analyst, Roll Call, “Clinton Can Still Emerge a Winner; Here's What to Do”, May 27, p. Online)
2. Winning comes to those who look like winners. This only sounds redundant or cliche-ish. If power is the ability to make people do something they otherwise would not do, real power is having people do things they otherwise wouldn't do without anybody making them - when they act in anticipation of what they think somebody would want them to do. If a president develops a reputation as a winner, somebody who will pull out victories in Congress even when he is behind, somebody who can say, "Do this!" and have it done, then Members of Congress will behave accordingly. They will want to cut their deals with the president early, getting on the winning team when it looks the best and means the most. They will avoid cutting deals with the opposition. Stories that show weakness, indecisiveness, or incompetence in the White House - and there are always lots of them - will go unreported or will be played down because they will be seen as the exception that proves the rule of strength and competence.

Internal Link – Winners Win – AT – GOP Backlash

Just because republicans won’t play ball doesn’t mean Obama can’t get his bills passed

Zelizer 9 (Julian E., Princeton History and Public Affairs Professor, CNN, “Will Obama, GOP Make a Deal?”, 4-19-09)
Republicans have not been willing to play ball, even as many of them privately fear the costs that will result to the political standing of the party. Nor should Republicans underestimate the political skill of President Obama -- as Hillary Clinton learned in the primaries. He can still achieve a legislative victory without them, one where their party will have no say in the final product. Republicans are in a difficult bind. If they compromise with President Obama, they might not receive credit if the programs work, and it will be more difficult for the party to disassociate itself from those programs if they fail.
Internal Link – Winners Win - Democrats

Standing up to the base would solidify Obama’s power

Politico 9 (Kasey Pipes, Politico staff writer, 3/23/2009, "Why Obama should confront his base," http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0309/20341.html)
Two months into Barack Obama’s presidency, the country has seen a man with immense political talent. Calm and calculating, the new president possesses a natural ability to lead and a remarkable degree of emotional intelligence. He’s in control of himself; but is he in control of his party? Like a swan on water, Obama glides gracefully along the surface while below his kicking never stops. So far, the kicking has hit only Republicans. Not long after assuming office, the president waved and smiled as he entered a Capitol Hill meeting with congressional Republicans. Once the doors were closed, he taunted them that “I won” and then mocked them for listening to Rush Limbaugh. This was power politics; but it was also easy posturing. Who isn’t beating up on congressional Republicans these days? More impressive would be a show of force against his own base. History teaches that leaders have to fight battles with their own people. In 1981, President Ronald Reagan ignited a conservative explosion when he nominated Sandra Day O’Connor to the Supreme Court. Yet his unwavering support for her helped convince many Americans who hadn’t voted for him that Reagan was his own man. In the 1990s, President Bill Clinton elevated this craft to an art form. Faced with a Democratic Party in Congress that leaned left, Clinton regularly looked for ways to show his independence. His work with Republicans produced welfare reform, NAFTA, a balanced budget and even a capital gains tax cut. Obama could learn from these two presidents. But the learning curve appears steep. Little in his background suggests a willingness to confront his own party. His voting record in the Senate consisted of mainly party line votes. And his presidential campaign mostly hid fairly stale Democratic ideas behind fresh new packaging. Since taking office, scant evidence has emerged that Obama wants to defy congressional Democrats. This strategy has hurt him. Take the stimulus, for example. When Speaker Nancy Pelosi inserted pet projects like funding for condoms (and then embarrassed herself trying to defend the idea), Obama’s brand suffered. This episode should have warned the president: Congressional Democrats possess their own agenda. At some point, he needs to acknowledge that and confront them.

Internal Link – Winners Lose

Winners lose
Ryan 9. [1-18 -- Selwyn Professor of Social Science at the Sir Arthur Lewis Institute of Social and Economic Studies, University of West Indies. Ph.D. in Political Science from Cornell, http://www.trinidadexpress.com/index.pl/article_opinion?id=161426968]

Like many, I expect much from Obama, who for the time being, is my political beast of burden with whom every other politician in the world is unfavourably compared. As a political scientist, I however know that given the structure of American and world politics, it would be difficult for him to deliver half of what he has promised, let alone all of it. Reality will force him to make many "u" turns and detours which may well land him in quick sand. Obama will, however, begin his stint with a vast accumulation of political capital, perhaps more than that held by any other modern leader. Seventy-eight per cent of Americans polled believe that his inauguration is one of the most historic the country will witness. Political capital is, however, a lumpy and fast diminishing asset in today's world of instant communication, which once misspent, is rarely ever renewable. The world is full of political leaders like George Bush and Tony Blair who had visions, promised a lot, and probably meant well, but who did not know how to husband the political capital with which they were provided as they assumed office. They squandered it as quickly as they emptied the contents of the public vaults. Many will be watching to see how Obama manages his assets and liabilities register. Watching with hope would be the white young lady who waved a placard in Obama's face inscribed with the plaintive words, "I Trust You." Despite the general optimism about Obama's ability to deliver, many groups have already begun to complain about being betrayed. Gays, union leaders, and women have been loud in their complaints about being by-passed or overlooked. Some radical blacks have also complained about being disrespected. Where and when is Joshua going to lead them to the promised land, they ask? When is he going to pull the troops out of Iraq? Civil rights groups also expect Obama to dis-establish Guantanamo as soon as he takes office to signal the formal break with Dick Cheney and Bush. They also want him to discontinue the policy which allows intelligence analysts to spy on American citizens without official authorisation. In fact, Obama startled supporters when he signalled that he might do an about-turn and continue this particular policy. We note that Bush is signalling Obama that keeping America safe from terrorists should be his top priority item and that he, Bush, had no regrets about violating the constitutional rights of Americans if he had to do so to keep them safe. Cheney has also said that he would do it again if he had to. The safety of the republic is after all the highest law. Other groups-sub-prime home owners, workers in the automobile sector, and the poor and unemployed generally all expect Obama to work miracles on their behalf, which of course he cannot do. Given the problems of the economy which has not yet bottomed out, some promises have to be deferred beyond the first term. Groups, however, expect that the promise made to them during the campaign must be kept. Part of the problem is that almost every significant social or ethnic group believes that it was instrumental in Obama's victory. White women felt that they took Obama over the line, as did blacks generally, Jews, Hispanics, Asians, rich white men, gays, and young college kids, to mention a few of those whose inputs were readily recognisable. Obama also has a vast constituency in almost every country in the world, all of whom expect him to save the globe and the planet. Clearly, he is the proverbial "Black Knight on a White Horse." One of the "realities" that Obama has to face is that American politics is not a winner-take-all system. It is pluralistic vertically and horizontally, and getting anything done politically, even when the President and the Congress are controlled by the same party, requires groups to negotiate, bargain and engage in serious horse trading. No one takes orders from the President who can only use moral or political suasion and promises of future support for policies or projects. The system was in fact deliberately engineered to prevent overbearing majorities from conspiring to tyrannise minorities. The system is not only institutionally diverse and plural, but socially and geographically so. As James Madison put it in Federalist No 10, one of the foundation documents of republicanism in America, basic institutions check other basic institutions, classes and interests check other classes and interests, and regions do the same. All are grounded in their own power bases which they use to fend off challengers. The coalitions change from issue to issue, and there is no such thing as party discipline which translated, means you do what I the leader say you do. Although Obama is fully aware of the political limitations of the office which he holds, he is fully aware of the vast stock of political capital which he currently has in the bank and he evidently plans to enlarge it by drawing from the stock held by other groups, dead and alive. He is clearly drawing heavily from the caparisoned cloaks of Lincoln and Roosevelt. Obama seems to believe that by playing the all-inclusive, multipartisan, non-ideological card, he can get most of his programmes through the Congress without having to spend capital by using vetoes, threats of veto, or appeals to his 15 million strong constituency in cyberspace (the latent "Obama Party").

Internal Link – Flip Flops Kill Pol Cap

Flip flops hurt political capital 

Poupard 7 (L. Vincent, political advisor “Are We In the Year of the Political Flip-Flop?”, http://www.associatedcontent.com/article/277443/are_we_in_the_year_of_the_political.html?cat=49)
Many political analysts are calling this year the, "year of the Political Flip-Flop." Almost every Presidential candidate is using the flip-flop argument against his or her opponents. When will Americans grow tired of this fairly new campaign strategy? During the last Presidential Election, President George Bush used the flip-flop argument against Senator John Kerry at every opportunity. The goal was to make John Kerry look wish-washy to the American people. Many studies after the Election found that many of the people that did not vote for John Kerry did so because they believed that he easily flip-flopped from one ideal to another. This was the goal of the Bush Campaign, and it was obviously successful. The psychological argument is that if someone is told something often enough, he or she will believe it. When Bush pushed this point over and over again, there were many people that began to question Kerry through the power of suggestion. From a political aspect, people believe that they should not be comfortable with someone who flip-flops on issues. They believe that the President should stand firm on all beliefs. What people do not realize is that all politicians are flip-floppers at some point during their career.

Internal Link – Flip Floppers Win

A well-calculated flip flop projects strength

Harris, 8

(John, Politico.com editor-in-chief , Bryant Park Project, NPR, “Politicians: Flip-Flopping Or Changing Their Minds?”, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=92510153)

Can politicians change positions without being accused of the now familiar criticism that they are flip-flopping? Take, for example, Barack Obama's trip to Iraq. When he announced at the beginning of the month that he would be making his second visit to the war-torn country, he said that he would be making a "thorough assessment" of the situation while he was there, adding, "I'm sure I'll have more information and continue to refine my policy." That immediately opened him up to questions about whether he would alter his position that, as president, he would take the United States out of Iraq within 16 months of his election. John Harris, editor-in-chief of Politico.com, says it is possible for politicians to change their stands without being perceived as flip-floppers, but he says it depends on the issue, the political climate, and the agility of the politician. Obama is walking a line, he says, and if he is going to change his position, "it will tell us about how skillful a politician he really is." McCain has what is perhaps the flip side of the flip-flop question on Iraq. Harris says that McCain, long identified as a strong supporter of the war, "knows that he's sort of exposed on this issue." Harris says McCain won't try to alter his position substantially. Instead, he says, McCain will highlight his support of the war head-on: "Rather than trying to talk his way out of the issue or downplay the issue, he's going to say, 'Look, let's have an argument about Iraq and who's been right over this past year about the surge." On the issue of the war in Iraq, says Harris, he thinks most Americans have already made up their minds, deciding that the war was a mistake in the first place. These voters, says Harris, don't look at whether the war is going well for the U.S. on any particular month. "At least, that's what Barack Obama will hope," Harris says. Harris believes that the American public will allow politicians to change their positions, but only under the correct circumstances. "On the one hand," he says, "we don't want politicians who look just nakedly expedient, totally transparent — they're flip-floppers." He says that there are many times when the electorate will admire politicians who change their positions: "They're flexible, they're shrewd, they're willing to stand up to the extremists in their own party, and they're willing to fight for maneuvering room." "I believe that with the exception of the most ideologically committed partisans, most voters are not that worked up about flip-flops," says Harris. "They know that situations change, politicians change their mind. What they are looking for is strength, and the key is projecting strength." "Strength can be consistency," says Harris. "It can also be judgment."

***

Jobs Bill Good

Jobs Bill = Unemployment Extensions

The jobs bill is the unemployment bill
US Post Today 6-29-2010. [Unemployment extension 2010 bill fails, http://www.usposttoday.com/unemployment-extension-2010-bill-fails/]

Last night, 57 senators said they supported the federal jobs bill, which would extend unemployment benefits and Medicaid payments to states, among other provisions. Just 41 said they did not. But in the strange logic of Congress, that is enough to prevent the motion from moving forward for now.

Jobs Bill Good – Economy

Unemployment reform key to stop depression – tens of millions of lives are at stake

Paul Krugman, Nobel Prize winning economist, “The Third Depression,” 6-27-10 

http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/28/opinion/28krugman.html?ref=paulkrugman 

We are now, I fear, in the early stages of a third depression. It will probably look more like the Long Depression than the much more severe Great Depression. But the cost — to the world economy and, above all, to the millions of lives blighted by the absence of jobs — will nonetheless be immense. And this third depression will be primarily a failure of policy. Around the world — most recently at last weekend’s deeply discouraging G-20 meeting — governments are obsessing about inflation when the real threat is deflation, preaching the need for belt-tightening when the real problem is inadequate spending. In 2008 and 2009, it seemed as if we might have learned from history. Unlike their predecessors, who raised interest rates in the face of financial crisis, the current leaders of the Federal Reserve and the European Central Bank slashed rates and moved to support credit markets. Unlike governments of the past, which tried to balance budgets in the face of a plunging economy, today’s governments allowed deficits to rise. And better policies helped the world avoid complete collapse: the recession brought on by the financial crisis arguably ended last summer. But future historians will tell us that this wasn’t the end of the third depression, just as the business upturn that began in 1933 wasn’t the end of the Great Depression. After all, unemployment — especially long-term unemployment — remains at levels that would have been considered catastrophic not long ago, and shows no sign of coming down rapidly. And both the United States and Europe are well on their way toward Japan-style deflationary traps. In the face of this grim picture, you might have expected policy makers to realize that they haven’t yet done enough to promote recovery. But no: over the last few months there has been a stunning resurgence of hard-money and balanced-budget orthodoxy. As far as rhetoric is concerned, the revival of the old-time religion is most evident in Europe, where officials seem to be getting their talking points from the collected speeches of Herbert Hoover, up to and including the claim that raising taxes and cutting spending will actually expand the economy, by improving business confidence. As a practical matter, however, America isn’t doing much better. The Fed seems aware of the deflationary risks — but what it proposes to do about these risks is, well, nothing. The Obama administration understands the dangers of premature fiscal austerity — but because Republicans and conservative Democrats in Congress won’t authorize additional aid to state governments, that austerity is coming anyway, in the form of budget cuts at the state and local levels. Why the wrong turn in policy? The hard-liners often invoke the troubles facing Greece and other nations around the edges of Europe to justify their actions. And it’s true that bond investors have turned on governments with intractable deficits. But there is no evidence that short-run fiscal austerity in the face of a depressed economy reassures investors. On the contrary: Greece has agreed to harsh austerity, only to find its risk spreads growing ever wider; Ireland has imposed savage cuts in public spending, only to be treated by the markets as a worse risk than Spain, which has been far more reluctant to take the hard-liners’ medicine. It’s almost as if the financial markets understand what policy makers seemingly don’t: that while long-term fiscal responsibility is important, slashing spending in the midst of a depression, which deepens that depression and paves the way for deflation, is actually self-defeating. So I don’t think this is really about Greece, or indeed about any realistic appreciation of the tradeoffs between deficits and jobs. It is, instead, the victory of an orthodoxy that has little to do with rational analysis, whose main tenet is that imposing suffering on other people is how you show leadership in tough times. And who will pay the price for this triumph of orthodoxy? The answer is, tens of millions of unemployed workers, many of whom will go jobless for years, and some of whom will never work again.

Jobs Bill Good – Economy

Failure to pass the jobs bill means a double-dip recession

Ivan Moreno (Writer for the AP, 6/27/10, http://www.csmonitor.com/From-the-news-wires/2010/0625/Unemployment-benefits-Labor-Sec.-says-GOP-could-keep-recession-going)
Labor Secretary Hilda Solis said Friday that Senate Republicans could be extending the recession by opposing a spending bill that would have extended unemployment benefits. Solis, talking to a group of Latino government officials in Denver, said Republicans were wrong to oppose to a broader jobs bill that would have extended jobless benefits for about 200,000 people a week. She warned of dire consequences if benefits are shut off. "This will be devastating and could take us back to a deeper recession," Solis said. The labor chief was talking about a jobs bill that sputtered in the Senate this week. Ruling Democrats tried and failed to cut enough spending from the measure to win enough GOP support to avoid a filibuster. The effort failed, and President Barack Obama signed into law Friday a much smaller proposal that doesn't include unemployment benefits. The bill's failure means unemployment benefits will begin phasing out for many still out of work. The bill also would have given states billions of dollars to avoid layoffs.

Jobs Bill Good – Economy

Double dip coming – job reform key

Prandoni 7/2 (Christopher, political science, DePaul University, 7/2/10, " Economy Sheds 125000 Jobs in June, Fears of A Double Dip Recession Rising ", http://atr.org/economy-sheds-jobs-june-fears-double-a5176) 

A year after Congress passed President Obama's $787 billion stimulus package the U.S. unemployment rate remains a staggering 9.5 percent while the economy continues to shed jobs. Although the unemployment rate dropped from 9.7 percent to 9.5 percent last month, this was largely due to more people dropping out of the labor force. 650,000 people left the labor force – when they re-enter, unemployment will rise. “These numbers do not bode well for our economy. We all knew census workers inflated job numbers in recent months but this report is worse than I expected. Equally discouraging is the fact that people have given up searching for jobs, the economy is sputtering,” said Brian Johnson, Executive Director of the Alliance for Worker Freedom. “However, not surprising, is the federal government added 240,000 new jobs – at least we know where the President's priorities are.” Coinciding with an increase in the unemployment rate has been a decline in the president's approval rating—President Obama's approval rating has fallen to 47 percent after coming into office with a high 68 percent approval rating, according to Gallup. These numbers, coupled with the 8 million Americans who lost their jobs during this recession, could spell trouble for Democrats in the November mid-term elections. “Americans are beginning to view this administration as inept. They skeptically swallowed the stimulus package in hopes that it would save the economy, we were told it would. Every piece of legislation that Democrats can't pay for is now deemed ‘emergency spending,' people are resentful and disenchanted,” added Johnson.

Jobs bill key to prevent double dip recession

Arthur Delaney, staff writer Huffington Post, 6-25-10

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/06/25/nancy-pelosi-on-unemploym_n_625812.html

House Speaker Nancy Pelosi (D-Calif.) said Friday that if Congress fails to reauthorize extended unemployment benefits and other domestic aid programs, the economy could head for a double-dip recession. "If we really don't address this in a very serious way, we could slip back and have another recession, and if we do it's harder to come back," said Pelosi. A bill containing the benefits failed for the third time in a Senate vote on Thursday. So far, 1.2 million people out of work for longer than six months have found themselves ineligible for checks they would have received had they been laid off closer to the beginning of the recession, when the stimulus bill was put in place.

Jobs Bill Good – Double Dip: Yes

Probability of double-dip recession is increasing as confidence in the economy wavers

David Cottle, staff writer Wall Street Journal, July 6 2010

http://online.wsj.com/article/BT-CO-20100706-704268.html
Debate on the chances of double-dip recession in Europe, the U.S. and indeed the world as a whole has become somewhat louder in the past couple of weeks. Once a tiny, dark, easily dismissed cloud on the horizon of what seemed a strong recovery, the prospect of another round of contraction now seems less remote by the hour. It's still hardly anyone's central case, of course, but that cloud is larger and closer than it was which, surely, is unsettling enough. The Royal Bank of Scotland is among the latest to give us its take; it says a 'crude quantification' of the risks now priced in to global stock prices suggests a 30% chance of global double dip. One chance in three. These are the highest odds since the world started to crawl out of the doldrums last year, the bank adds. Hmmm… Moreover a survey released this week by Deloitte, revealed that U.K.-based chief financial officers now see a 38% chance of double dip, up from 33% in the first quarter of the year. Deloitte said the results demonstrated the lowest level of confidence among CFOs for twelve months.

Due to recent deterioration of US markets, chances of double-dip recession are rising.

Staff writers, News.com, 6-6-10

http://www.news.com.au/business/fear-of-double-dip-recession-growing/story-e6frfm1i-1225887117808
Global markets were spooked after a key survey of US manufacturing activity fell to its lowest in six months, while contracts to purchase homes tumbled 30 per cent in May, far more than expected. In addition, economists were worried about rising unemployment claims in the US. "We find the level and direction in jobless claims somewhat troubling and the increase is likely to feed double-dip fears," John Ryding, an economist at RDQ Economics, said. The troubling information on the economy comes as the US Labor Department is scheduled to release its June jobs report tonight. The data is expected to show a modest rebound in private-sector hiring but not enough to bring down the US unemployment rate The unemployment rate is expected to edge up to 9.8 per cent from 9.7 per cent in May. In contrast, Australia's unemployment rate in May was 5.2 per cent. The US benchmark index, The Dow Jones Industrial Average, fell nearly 42 points for its sixth straight loss in overnight trade to 9732.53. John Canally, an economist at LPL Financial in Boston, said traders were so scarred by the market's crash in 2008-09 that they viewed a slowdown as a sign that the economy was going to falter again rather than just recover more slowly. "You see this almost every time 12-15 months after the end of a recession. You hit sort of a soft spot," Mr. Cannaly said. He said the likelihood of a so-called "double dip"', in which the economy begins to shrink again, has risen in the past month to about 20 per cent from 10 per cent. 
Jobs Bill Good – Key to Energy Bill

Jobs key to energy

Bennish 6/29 (Steve, Staff Writer, Dayton News,  6/29/10, " Jobs key to energy bill, says Sen. Sherrod Brown ", 

http://www.daytondailynews.com/news/politics/jobs-key-to-energy-bill-says-sen-sherrod-brown-789899.html)

Boosting domestic renewable energy manufacturing is key to passing a climate change and energy bill, Ohio Sen. Sherrod Brown said. Emerging from a bipartisan meeting with President Obama Tuesday, June 29, Brown said, “everyone around the table gets that it has to be a jobs bill and a national security bill.” Details, however, are still in play as Congress edges toward passage of a bill, perhaps as early as this fall. “The stakes couldn’t be higher – done right, a clean energy bill will be a jobs bill,” Brown said. “It will prevent us from replacing our dependence on foreign oil with a dependence on Chinese-made clean energy components. With the right policies, clean energy will help revitalize American manufacturing.” Brown said that the manufacturing sector accounts for 12 percent or $1.6 trillion of the U.S. gross domestic product and nearly three-fourths of the nation’s research and development. But since 1987 manufacturing’s share of GDP is down more than 30 percent. Further, more than 70 percent of clean energy components are manufactured outside the U.S. “Every day we delay investments in clean energy, China spends $51 million,” in renewable energy investment, outpacing the U.S., he said Still, Brown said, it’s not too late to turn things around. “We already have the supply chain and a longtime mature industrial base and clean energy manufacturing projects. In the Miami Valley, there are all kinds of machine shops and small component makers. They need help to transition into the supply chain.” Other senators who spoke with the president said Obama is insisting that energy legislation put a price on carbon emissions, another term for cap-and-trade legislation Republicans call it an energy tax they can’t accept. Sens. John Kerry and Joe Lieberman said after meeting with the president that Obama was clear an energy bill must cap and price man-made carbon emissions causing global warming.

Jobs Bill Good – AT: Deficit Spending Bad

Jobs are prerequisite

NYT 6-2 (“Help Needed for the Economy,” 6-2-10, 

http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/04/opinion/04sun1.html?src=un&feedurl=http://json8.nytimes.com/pages/opinion/index.jsonp)

For all that, the biggest obstacle to recovery is not economic, it is political. The economy is limping badly as the federal stimulus and other government support are removed, obviously before the private sector is able to take up the slack. But Congress has failed to provide even the most basic support — extended unemployment benefits and bolstered aid to states. Instead, Republicans and several Democrats have made the argument that cutting the deficit is more important than spurring the economy. The argument is wrong — jobs and the resulting tax revenue are crucial to repairing the budget. But the Democratic leadership in Congress and the White House has been incapable or unwilling to successfully rebut the deficit-mongers. The economy has come a long way since the darkest days of the financial crisis, nearly two years ago, but it is still weak. The question now is whether it will move backward or forward.

Jobs Bill Good – AT: Uniqueness O/W Link

On the brink now

Washington Post 6/17 (Lori Montgomery, Brady Dennis, 6/17/10, " Jobs bill blocked in Senate    ", 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/06/17/AR2010061705548.html?hpid=topnews)

The Senate effectively rejected a slimmed-down package of jobless benefits and state aid late Thursday, rebuffing President Obama's call for urgent action to bolster the economic recovery. Sens. Ben Nelson (D-Neb.) and Joseph I. Lieberman (I-Conn.) voted with a united Republican caucus to block the approximately $120 billion package. The measure needed 60 votes to advance, but garnered only 56.

No guarantee of unemployment extensions passing

Tim Arlington (business and finance writer, 7/5/10, http://all247news.com/unemployment-extension-bill-why-the-delay-congress/1207/)

On Friday, July 1st the U.S. Senate adjourned till after the Fourth of July holiday.  The recess left the extension for unemployment for millions of Americans still on the table till at the earliest July 12th.  For many Americans who face losing their benefits at the beginning of the month this would be too late, and there is still no guarantee that the bill will pass once the Senate reconvenes.  The Democrats in the U.S. Senate who support the bill will need to get 60 votes in order for the bill to pass.

***Impacts

Econ Collapse = Nuke war

Economic collapse causes nuclear war 
Lewis 98, (Chris H., environmental historian, University of Colorado-Boulder), THE COMING AGE OF SCARCITY, 1998, p. 56 AD: 7-7-09 CS


Most critics would argue, probably correctly, that instead of allowing underdeveloped countries to withdraw from the global economy and undermine the economies of the developed world, the United States, Europe, Japan, and others will fight neocolonial wars to force these countries to remain within this collapsing global economy. These neocolonial wars will result in mass death, suffering, and even regional nuclear wars. If First World countries choose military confrontation and political repression to maintain the global economy, then we may see mass death and genocide on a global scale that will make the deaths of World War II pale in comparison. However, these neocolonial wars, fought to maintain the developed nations' economic and political hegemony, will cause the final collapse of our global industrial civilization. These wars will so damage the complex economic and trading networks and squander material, biological, and energy resources that they will undermine the global economy and its ability to support the earth's 6 to 8 billion people. This would be the worst-case scenario for the collapse of global civilization.


Econ Collapse = Nuke War

Economic Collapse leads to Nuclear War

Mead 92 (Walter Russell, Fellow for U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations),  "Depending on the Kindness of Strangers," New Perspectives Quarterly 9.3 (Summer 1992) pp. 28-30.

There is, or there should be, nothing surprising about the fix we are in. Everyone has known since the ‘70s that the U.S. could no longer, single-handedly, manage the global economy. But, like Blanche Dubois, America’s leaders preferred to ignore the unpleasant reality, and made no provisions to meet the coming challenge. There is something breathtakingly casual in the way the American elite responds to its failures. The savings and loan debacle, the disintegration of our inner cities, the budget deficit: Our public and private elites don’t care about them. Perhaps because they grew up in the years when the U.S. faced no real economic challenges and knew no real limits, they don’t understand that failure has a price. If so this new failure—the failure to develop an international system to hedge against the possibility of worldwide depression—will open their eyes to their folly. Hundreds of millions—billions—of people around the world have pinned their hopes on the international market economy. They and their leaders have embraced market principles—and drawn closer to the West—because they believe our system can work for them. But what if it can’t? What if the global economy stagnates—or even shrinks? In that case we will face a new period of international conflict: South against North, rich against poor. Russia, China, India—these countries with their billions of people and their nuclear weapons will pose a much greater danger to the world order than Germany and Japan did in the ‘30s.

Econ Collapse = Nuke War

Economic collapse causes nuclear war
Broward 9 (Member of Triond) Will an Economic Collapse Kill You?, http://newsflavor.com/opinions/will-an-economic-collapse-kill-you/ 

Now its time to look at the consequences of a failing world economy. With five offical nations having nuclear weapons, and four more likely to have them there could be major consequences of another world war. The first thing that will happen after an economic collapse will be war over resources. The United States currency will become useless and will have no way of securing reserves. The United States has little to no capacity to produce oil, it is totatlly dependent on foreign oil. If the United States stopped getting foreign oil, the government would go to no ends to secure more, if there were a war with any other major power over oil, like Russia or China, these wars would most likely involve nuclear weapons. Once one nation launches a nuclear weapon, there would of course be retaliation, and with five or more countries with nuclear weapons there would most likely be a world nuclear war. The risk is so high that acting to save the economy is the most important issue facing us in the 21st century.

Econ Decline = War

The economy is in a continual downhill slide – unless we can make a recovery the world is destined for violent political unrest. 

Klare, 9 (Michael T., Professor of Peace and World Security Studies at Hampshire College, author of “Resource Wars” and “Blood and Oil”, serves on the board of directors of the Human Rights Wach, and is a columnist for Foreign Policy in Focus. The Pine Hills News, “Economic Crash Will Fuel Social Unrest” February 25 2009. http://thepinehillsnews.com/wp/2009/02/25/economic-crash-will-fuel-social-unrest/) 

While most such incidents are triggered by an immediate event — a tariff, the closure of local factory, the announcement of government austerity measures — there are systemic factors at work as well. While economists now agree that we are in the midst of a recession deeper than any since the Great Depression of the 1930s, they generally assume that this downturn — like all others since World War II — will be followed in a year, or two, or three, by the beginning of a typical recovery.  There are good reasons to suspect that this might not be the case — that poorer countries (along with many people in the richer countries) will have to wait far longer for such a recovery, or may see none at all. Even in the United States, 54% of Americans now believe that “the worst” is “yet to come” and only 7% that the economy has “turned the corner,” according to a recent Ipsos/McClatchy poll; fully a quarter think the crisis will last more than four years. Whether in the U.S., Russia, China, or Bangladesh, it is this underlying anxiety — this suspicion that things are far worse than just about anyone is saying — which is helping to fuel the global epidemic of violence.  The World Bank’s most recent status report, Global Economic Prospects 2009, fulfills those anxieties in two ways. It refuses to state the worst, even while managing to hint, in terms too clear to be ignored, at the prospect of a long-term, or even permanent, decline in economic conditions for many in the world. Nominally upbeat — as are so many media pundits — regarding the likelihood of an economic recovery in the not-too-distant future, the report remains full of warnings about the potential for lasting damage in the developing world if things don’t go exactly right.  Two worries, in particular, dominate Global Economic Prospects 2009: that banks and corporations in the wealthier countries will cease making investments in the developing world, choking off whatever growth possibilities remain; and that food costs will rise uncomfortably, while the use of farmlands for increased biofuels production will result in diminished food availability to hundreds of millions.  Despite its Pollyanna-ish passages on an economic rebound, the report does not mince words when discussing what the almost certain coming decline in First World investment in Third World countries would mean:      “Should credit markets fail to respond to the robust policy interventions taken so far, the consequences for developing countries could be very serious. Such a scenario would be characterized by… substantial disruption and turmoil, including bank failures and currency crises, in a wide range of developing countries. Sharply negative growth in a number of developing countries and all of the attendant repercussions, including increased poverty and unemployment, would be inevitable.”  In the fall of 2008, when the report was written, this was considered a “worst-case scenario.” Since then, the situation has obviously worsened radically, with financial analysts reporting a virtual freeze in worldwide investment. Equally troubling, newly industrialized countries that rely on exporting manufactured goods to richer countries for much of their national income have reported stomach-wrenching plunges in sales, producing massive plant closings and layoffs.  The World Bank’s 2008 survey also contains troubling data about the future availability of food. Although insisting that the planet is capable of producing enough foodstuffs to meet the needs of a growing world population, its analysts were far less confident that sufficient food would be available at prices people could afford, especially once hydrocarbon prices begin to rise again. With ever more farmland being set aside for biofuels production and efforts to increase crop yields through the use of “miracle seeds” losing steam, the Bank’s analysts balanced their generally hopeful outlook with a caveat: “If biofuels-related demand for crops is much stronger or productivity performance disappoints, future food supplies may be much more expensive than in the past.”  Combine these two World Bank findings — zero economic growth in the developing world and rising food prices — and you have a perfect recipe for unrelenting civil unrest and violence. The eruptions seen in 2008 and early 2009 will then be mere harbingers of a grim future in which, in a given week, any number of cities reel from riots and civil disturbances which could spread like multiple brushfires in a drought.

***

Aff

Affirmative – Won’t Pass

No jobs bill—Democrats not on board. 

Jake Sherman, staff writer, 7-3-2010. [Politico, Dems in a jam as economy slows, http://fredericksburg.com/News/Web/politico?p_id=2342]

President Barack Obama and the Democrats head into the summer campaign season with the economy slowing, unemployment flirting with double-digits — and few options for a quick fix.

Obama’s economic stimulus plan is winding down, right when Democrats need it most. And a big new jobs bill?

Forget it. House Democrats had to battle this week just to pass a bill to prevent teachers from being laid off, over the objections of 15 mostly conservative House Democrats and even Obama, who threatened a veto over how the House planned to pay for it.

Standalone bill unlikely, GOP has blocked it in the past

Lori Montgomery (staff writer for the Washington Post, 6/26/10, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/06/25/AR2010062504933.html)

One day after voting to block Democratic legislation that would have extended emergency jobless benefits, a Republican senator urged Democrats to try again, saying she would support a stripped-down bill aimed solely at guaranteeing unemployment checks to millions of people who have been out of work more than six months. Sen. Olympia J. Snowe (R-Maine), a key moderate whose vote had been ardently sought by Democratic leaders, sent a letter Friday to Senate Majority Leader Harry M. Reid (D-Nev.), arguing that the plight of the long-term unemployed must be swiftly addressed. "The hundreds of thousands of unemployed Americans who are losing jobless benefits every week deserve our immediate attention," Snowe wrote, calling for "a free-standing extension of unemployment insurance benefits" to be brought to the Senate floor for a vote early next week. "Separating the unemployment insurance provisions [from numerous other provisions in the bill] and passing it as emergency legislation acknowledges the urgency of helping those who continue to look for work." Reid spokesman Jim Manley derided the request, noting that Republicans have in recent weeks blocked efforts to push through the same stand-alone extension of jobless benefits that Snowe is now requesting. If Snowe wants to help jobless workers, Manley said, she should line up support among her GOP colleagues to break a stalemate that has dragged on for more than two months. "We appreciate Senator Snowe's concerns, but the fact is that she is sending the letter to the wrong person and to the wrong party," Manley wrote in an e-mail. "We know that the thousands of unemployed workers in Maine want an explanation as to why she joined with all Republicans several times to vote against legislation to help the unemployed . . . but Senator Snowe provides no evidence that any other Republicans support her proposal."

Affirmative – Won’t Pass

Unemployment extensions unlikely to go through

Deborah Tracy (writer for the Daily World, 7/4/10, 

http://www.thedailyworld.com/articles/2010/07/04/local_news/doc4c302a1f5fbcc511812301.txt)

Holidays continue to pass, but the American Jobs and Closing Tax Loopholes Act of 2010 hasn’t. Three times since Memorial Day, Senate Democrats have submitted different versions of the legislation. As the Senate goes into the July 4 break, the bill has not yet received the required number of votes for passage. And, many Capitol observers aren’t optimistic about its chances to pass before the August recess. The stalling of this bill in the Senate — for eight weeks and counting — means more than 1.2 million Americans who have been out of work for six months or longer will lose their unemployment benefits, and that figure will rise to 2 million by July 10, several days before the senators return from their holiday break.

Affirmative – Not Enough Pol Cap to Pass

Not enough pol cap to pass

Executive Intelligence Review (EIR) 6/29  (6/29/10, " Obama Muscles Bank Protection Bill Through Conference Committee, But Not ... ", http://www.larouchepub.com/pr/2010/100628obama_bank_bill.html)

June 28, 2010 (EIRNS)—As has been detailed in numerous articles, and by a Senate office participating in LaRouche's June 26 webcast, the Dodd-Frank bill just passed through Conference committee in the Congress has been neutered of virtually all measures against the big, Wall St. banks—by the hand of the Obama Administration. Contrary to Obama's assertions that this bill eliminates "too big to fail" and contains derivatives, it leaves the six biggest banks in the United States in the same powerful position they are now, and permits them to continue virtually all the gambling activity they carry out now. The details of the muscle operation were spelled out graphically in the webcast question, which can be found in the coming issue of EIR Online and on LPAC's website. Specifically, Senator Blanche Lincoln (D-Ark.), who had fought tooth and nail to force banks to spin off their derivatives operations, was herself held virtually hostage through the night, and eventually permitted a gutting of her provision. With all the "political capital" expended on serving Wall St., the Administration—which had deployed Secretary Geithner and numerous others to the Hill for arm-twisting—and Senate leadership apparently didn't have any such capital left for the millions of Americans who desperately need Federal support to extend their unemployment insurance. Thus, no compromise was reached there, with the equally heartless Republicans, and the long-term unemployed (who amount to 46% of the total) are being left to their fate. Will this be the last straw for the population, in terms of the Obama Administration? It would not be surprising if it is.

Affirmative – Obama won’t spend Pol Cap

Obama won’t spend political capital on jobs bill – Dems want to reduce the deficit

Cynthia Tucker (Writer for Atlanta Journal-Constitution, Pulitzer prize winner, 6/16/10, “Priority needs to be on jobs” Lexis Nexis)

With unemployment still hovering around 10 percent and economic anxieties fueling the "wrong track" sentiment in opinion polls, you'd think President Barack Obama would be burning through his remaining political capital to get a major jobs bill through Congress. Instead, Democrats have been captured by the newest conventional wisdom: Voters are anxious about the deficit. So, instead of a strong push to save teachers, firefighters and police officers who are losing their jobs to state and local budget cuts, the White House seems to be settling for a minor jobs bill that won't amount to a bucket of water in a for-bidding desert of joblessness.

Obama won’t spend political capital on unemployment extensions

Sam Gustin, (senior writer at DailyFinance, 6/24/10, http://www.dailyfinance.com/story/taxes/jobless-aid-bill-failure/19530453/)

After eight weeks of debate, all 40 Senate Republicans were joined by Sen. Ben Nelson, a Nebraska Democrat, to filibuster the bill. These senators opposed the bill, they said, because they didn't want to add to the ballooning federal debt, which is expected to reach $14 trillion this year. In response to the GOP criticism, Senate Democrats cut the bill's cost and said that revenue increases and spending offsets would pay for more than two-thirds of the $100 billion-plus bill. They cut $24 billion in state Medicare reimbursements to $16 billion, for example. The bill would have extended several stimulative business tax breaks through new taxes on hedge-fund managers, multinational corporations and oil companies. But that left the $35 billion, six-month extension for jobless aid unpaid. Republicans balked. And although President Obama supported the bill, which is designed to further the economic recovery, the White House didn't spend much political capital on its passage.
Affirmative – Internal Link Answer – AT – Winners Win

Cult of personality will hurt Obama – overexposure hurts political power

Noonan, Wall Street Journal columnist & former Reagan speechwriter, 1-30-9

(Peggy, “Look at the time”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB123326587231330357.html, accessed 2-1-9)

A final point: In the time since his inauguration, Mr. Obama has been on every screen in the country, TV and computer, every day. He is never not on the screen. I know what his people are thinking: Put his image on the age. Imprint the era with his face. But it's already reaching saturation point. When the office is omnipresent, it is demystified. Constant exposure deflates the presidency, subtly robbing it of power and making it more common. I keep the television on a lot, and somewhere in the 1990s I realized that Bill Clinton was never not in my living room. He was always strolling onto the stage, pointing at things, laughing, talking. This is what the Obama people are doing, having the boss hog the screen. They should relax. The race is long.
As a matter of fact, they should focus on that: The race is long. Run seriously.

Affirmative – Internal Link Answer – AT – Winners Win/Other Clinton Analogies

Clinton-era analogies are flawed – multiple factors differentiate Obama and Clinton

Weigel, political analyst and former associate editor of Reason, 1-29-9

(David, Washington Independent, “1993 All Over Again?” http://washingtonindependent.com/27931/1993-all-over-again, accessed 2-1-9)

One of the goals of the unanimous Republican “no” vote on the stimulus package Wednesday was producing news analyses like this one, from The New York Times. The failure to win Republican support in the House seemed to echo the early months of the last Democratic administration, when President Bill Clinton in 1993 had to rely solely on Democrats to win passage of a deficit-reduction bill that was a signature element of his presidency. And we all know what happened in 1994. Still, I don’t think the analogy holds up. 1. The Obama stimulus package is popular. A May 25, 1993 Gallup poll pegged support for Clinton’s plan at 44 percent, and opposition at 45 percent. The Democratic House narrowly supported the plan two days later. But the final Gallup poll before yesterday’s House vote put support for President Obama’s plan at 52 percent, with opposition at only 37 percent. Even a flawed Republican poll on the stimulus (which suggests that tax cuts are more popular than spending, ignoring the fact that the stimulus includes both) revealed that most voters, panicking about the economy, support the stimulus package. 2. Clinton wasn’t popular; Obama is. As Michael Crowley points out, Clinton was already reeling from scandals and missteps by May 1993, when the budget vote was held. His popularity had dipped below 50 percent, and in some polls his net approval rating had inched into negative territory. Clinton’s Democrats were less popular than Obama’s Democrats—while Clinton was beating President George H.W. Bush, the party was losing seats in the House Banking Scandal backlash. Obama is cresting in the mid-60s or low-70s, depending on the poll, the Democrats have gained ground in two consecutive elections, and voter identification with the Democrats is soaring. 3. The Clinton budget raised taxes; the Obama stimulus doesn’t. I think this is the most important distinction. The Clinton budget reconciliation increased income taxes, raised the corporate tax rate to 35 percent, and raised the gas tax by 4.3 cents per gallon. Basically, every American paid more taxes after the budget was passed. The Obama stimulus package doesn’t raise anyone’s taxes. It includes $275 billion of tax cuts. Are they poorly designed? Arguably. But they’re tax cuts! I literally cannot remember a time when the entire Republican conference in either house voted against tax cuts. In that Republican poll mentioned above, upwards of 60 percent of voters want tax cuts right now.

Affirmative – Jobs Bill doesn’t Solve

Jobs Bill doesn’t solve

Michael Tanner, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, “Rethinking Jobless Benefits” 6-25-10, 

http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11915

Yet, a closer look reveals that extending unemployment benefits may do more harm than good. First, of course, there is the cost — and the fact that we don't have the money to pay that cost. Extending unemployment benefits will cost $47 billion. While that seems trivial compared with, say, a new $2 trillion health care program, it is a steady stream of these expenditures that adds up to a $13 trillion national debt. The money Congress borrows to spend on unemployment benefits today will have to be paid back by taxing workers and employers down the road. This slows economic growth and leads to fewer jobs in the future. Therefore, whatever help we give workers today comes at the expense of workers tomorrow. While old-fashioned Keynesian economists believe that extending unemployment benefits helps stimulate demand by pumping money into the economy, research by MIT's Jonathan Gruber and others suggests that only a portion of unemployment benefits goes to consumption. In fact, a Heritage Foundation study concluded that unemployment benefits add only a few cents to economic growth for every dollar spent. Virtually any other use of that money would provide more bang for the buck. But perhaps most important, extending unemployment benefits may be bad for workers in the here and now. A large body of economic evidence suggests that extending unemployment benefits increases unemployment and keeps people out of work longer. This is because workers are less likely to look for work, or accept less-than-ideal jobs, as long as they are protected from the full consequences of being unemployed. That is not to say that anyone is getting rich off unemployment, or that unemployed people are lazy. But it is simple human nature that people are a little less motivated as long as a check is coming in.

Affirmative – Double Dip Recession Won’t Happen

Double dip recession won’t happen

BusinessWeek 7/2 (Rebecca Christie, Carol Massar, 7/2/10, " White House's Romer Sees No Sign of a Double-Dip Recession ", http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-07-02/white-house-s-romer-sees-no-sign-of-a-double-dip-

recession.html)

July 2 (Bloomberg) -- The U.S. economy doesn't show signs that it will relapse into another recession, said Christina Romer, President Barack Obama's chief economist. “We certainly do not see any sign of that in the data,” said Romer, who chairs the White House's Council of Economic Advisers, in an interview on Bloomberg Television today. “We're anticipating moderate growth.” The U.S. economy lost 125,000 workers in June while adding 83,000 private-sector jobs, according to Labor Department data released earlier today. Private employers hired fewer workers than forecast, and overall payrolls fell because of a drop in federal census workers. “It's not good enough but it is very much in the direction of slow steady expansion,” Romer said. She said Obama would keep “plugging away” to encourage Congress to approve extended unemployment benefits and aid for small business and local governments.

Chances of double-dip recession are slim.

Daniel Kruger, staff writer Businessweek,  6-6-10

http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-07-06/treasuries-showing-12-chance-of-double-dip-recession.html
U.S. government bond yields are signaling almost no chance of the economy slipping into another recession even as stocks and commodities tumble, according to research from the Federal Reserve Bank of Cleveland. The 2.34 percentage point gap between yields on two-year and 10-year Treasuries is more than double the 20-year average and about the same as in 2003, just before gross domestic product rose 3.6 percent. The so-called yield curve suggests growth won’t slow to less than 1 percent and about a 12 percent chance of a recession in the next year, Joseph G. Haubrich, head of the banking and financial institutions group at the Cleveland Fed, and Kent Cherny, a researcher, wrote in a July 1 report.

Economic growth in US indicates no chance of double-dip recession.

CBC News, 6-6-10

http://www.cbc.ca/money/story/2010/07/05/double-dip-recession-holt.html

Fears of a double-dip recession in the near term are misguided, the Bank of Nova Scotia said Monday. Pointing to strong U.S. consumer spending data and modest income growth, Scotiabank economists Derek Holt and Gorica Djeric wrote in a note that fears over an imminent descent into a new recession are overblown. "The overall picture is one of sustained near-term growth," the report said. "Analysts playing up near-term double dip worries are exhibiting misplaced fears in our opinion, and misinterpreting composite leading indicators that themselves have spotty track records." Many economic indicators have slowed their expansion but are still positive, the report noted. Consumer spending represents about two-thirds of the U.S. economy, Holt said, and the most recent data suggests it is growing at a 3.5 per cent annual pace. "You don't get a double-dip recession while the U.S. consumer is still spending," Holt said. "We have half a million [new] jobs in the private sector — that's not something to shake a stick at."

Affirmative – Double Dip Recession Won’t Happen 1AR

US economy shows signs of growth, not double-dip recession.
Rebecca Christie and Carol Massar, staff writers Businessweek, July 2 2010

http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-07-02/white-house-s-romer-sees-no-sign-of-a-double-dip-recession.html

The U.S. economy doesn’t show signs that it will relapse into another recession, said Christina Romer, President Barack Obama’s chief economist. “We certainly do not see any sign of that in the data,” said Romer, who chairs the White House’s Council of Economic Advisers, in an interview on Bloomberg Television today. “We’re anticipating moderate growth.” The U.S. economy lost 125,000 workers in June while adding 83,000 private-sector jobs, according to Labor Department data released earlier today. Private employers hired fewer workers than forecast, and overall payrolls fell because of a drop in federal census workers. “It’s not good enough but it is very much in the direction of slow steady expansion,” Romer said. She said Obama would keep “plugging away” to encourage Congress to approve extended unemployment benefits and aid for small business and local governments.
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