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Notes

There are a fair amount of impacts in this file.  I’d recommend reading most of them only as turns case arguments, not as external impacts.  You should also stick with the economy impact in the 1NC.

1NC Shell—Uniqueness 

Debt ceiling will pass but Obama will need to push it through
Runningen et al 6/29, Roger Runningen, is a White House reporter for Bloomberg News, Nicholas Johnston and Kate Andersen Brower, June 29, 2011,“Obama Says 'Balanced Approach' Needed to Reduce Deficit”, http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/g/a/2011/06/28/bloomberg1376-LNK6ZI6K50YP01-4OB9JQGDDR2INCVILEQCOCQU97.DTL, Date accessed June 29, 2011

June 29 (Bloomberg) -- President Barack Obama cast his disagreements with Republicans in deficit negotiations as a struggle between the interests of hedge-fund managers and corporate jet owners against those of the elderly and college students as he pressed congressional leaders to accept tax increases. Democrats are willing to accept some "painful cuts" to favored programs to balance the budget, and Republicans must concede that some taxes may have to be raised, Obama said at a White House news conference today." Any agreement to reduce our deficit is going to require tough decisions and balanced solutions," Obama said. He challenged Republican leaders in Congress to move off entrenched positions. To cut the deficit, the government must end "tax breaks for corporate jets," oil companies and hedge funds, he said. Otherwise, Obama said, "we've got to cut some kids off from getting a college scholarship," and "Medicare has to bear a greater part of the burden." Both sides are striving for a deal to cut spending and reduce the deficit over 10 years to clear the way for an agreement to raise the nation's borrowing limit, currently capped at $14.3 trillion. The Treasury Department has said it has until Aug. 2 before its ability to pay U.S. debt runs out. Obama expressed confidence that both sides can "seize this moment" and reach a deal on the budget.
1NC Shell—Link

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

Handberg 2011, (Roger, Professor and Chair of the Department of Political Science at the University of Central Florida. “Small ball or home runs: the changing ethos of US human spaceflight policy.” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1759/1//\
If one conceptualizes Apollo as the example par excellence of the home run approach, what does the small ball approach mean for NASA? Simply put, NASA needs to think of its human space exploration effort as a process, not a project. Apollo arose from the political world rather than the logical outcome from a systematic approach to space exploration. NASA provided the substance but the president, Kennedy, was looking for flashy items to highlight US prestige and technological capabilities. The latter was particularly important since the Soviets were clearly leading the United States in the space race in May 1961. This event, Apollo, with its great success, imprinted itself into NASA’s organizational DNA: human spaceflight programs must be large scale and dramatic. That is what needs to change if NASA and its aspirations are to survive.

NASA Administrator Charles Bolden alluded to that reality recently: “Future NASA space programs must be affordable, sustainable and realistic to survive political and funding dangers that have killed previous initiatives.” This is harsh talk but it reflects the reality confronting all US discretionary programs in the federal budget. The new Republican House majority is determined to cut federal expenditures and appear to have little concern for where the cuts occur. The budget struggles this year and next will find all discretionary programs mobilizing their supporters. Competing agencies like the National Institutes of Health (NIH) and National Science Foundation (NSF) have constituencies who are savvy veterans of getting their way even when budgets are tight. The cure for some disease is always just another appropriation away from happening.As has been repeatedly said, Apollo was sui generis, one of a kind, a product of unique historical circumstances. NASA’s future in human spaceflight is budget wise and politically more supportable as a small ball approach. This is clearly less flashy, but today being politically sustainable must become the focus. The flexible path suggested by the Obama Administration is perceived by some as too vague and indefinite (see “Prognosticating NASA’s Future”, The Space Review, March 29, 2010). That may be an accurate judgment, but that plan envisions a process rather than a constituency or destination focus, which has been typical of NASA initiatives. Such a project or destination focus becomes finite, with an end date and no logical follow on into the future. Conceptualizing space exploration as a process rather than a destination or project allows you to build on success and push outward beyond the Moon and into the solar system

1NC Shell—Internal Link
Obama’s political capital is key to passage
San Francisco Chronicle, June 24, 2011, “Obama Steps Into Budget Talks Seeking to Break Impasse”, http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/g/a/2011/06/24/bloomberg1376-LNAX7R6S972D01-5IUIH3V1F7QDH28V0AR58VJUNF.DTL, Date accessed July 1, 2011

June 25 (Bloomberg) -- President Barack Obama is stepping into the negotiations on the deficit in an effort to revive talks stalled over differences on taxes and entitlements. Obama summoned Senate leaders Democrat Harry Reid and Republican Mitch McConnell to the White House for separate meetings on June 27 aimed at breaking the impasse that scuttled a seven-week negotiating effort led by Vice President Joe Biden. The two sides are seeking a path to cutting at least $1 trillion from the long-term deficit and raising the nation's $14.3 trillion debt ceiling before an Aug. 2 deadline. Obama will have to show some leadership if there is to be any compromise, Representative Kevin McCarthy, the third-ranking House Republican, said in an interview on Bloomberg Television's "Political Capital with Al Hunt," airing this weekend." He's got to get off the golf course, and he's got to get engaged," said McCarthy, a third-term representative from California. Last weekend, Obama played a round of golf with House Speaker John Boehner, an Ohio Republican, as part of a commitment to work toward more bipartisan camaraderie. The administration is insisting that any deal must include raising government revenue by removing or limiting some tax breaks while Republicans say taxes must be off the table." We won't support an approach that gives millionaires and billionaires $200,000 in tax cuts annually while 33 seniors pay for that with a $6,000 per person increase in their Medicare costs," White House press secretary Jay Carney told reporters yesterday. "We just don't believe that that's a fair or balanced approach to solving this problem. "Medicare Spending McCarthy rejected any tax increases and said a bipartisan deal must include limits on Medicare spending to save the government health insurance program for the elderly from bankruptcy. "If you ignore Social Security, Medicare and Medicaid, in a few short years, it'll take every single dollar that government brings in," McCarthy said. He also dismissed ideas of eliminating tax breaks for oil companies or raising fees on banks as ways to narrow the U.S. deficit. Moody's Investors Service this month said it will put the U.S. government's Aaa credit rating under review for a downgrade unless there's progress on increasing the limit by mid-July. Standard & Poor's in April put the U.S. on notice that it risks losing its top credit rating unless policy makers agree on a plan by 2013 to reduce budget deficits and the national debt. Speaker Boehner said Republican conditions for raising the debt ceiling include no tax increases, spending cuts and a government spending overhaul.' He Must Lead'" If the president and his allies want the debt limit increased, it is only going to happen via a measure that meets these tests," Boehner said in a statement. "If the president wants this done, he must lead." Administration officials including Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner said they were confident a deal can be reached to raise the debt limit by Aug. 2."We are going to avoid a default crisis because we are a country that meets its obligations," Geithner told reporters yesterday in Manchester, New Hampshire. "We have no alternative." House Majority Leader Eric Cantor and second-ranking Senate Republican Jon Kyl walked away from the Biden-led talks on June 23, putting the onus primarily on Obama and Boehner to bridge the partisan divide. Seeking Agreement Biden and the six lawmakers involved in the talks -- Cantor, Kyl and four Democrats -- had sought to reach the broad outlines of a plan by yesterday. The decision by Cantor and Kyl to leave the talks followed a contentious session a day earlier during which Democrats pressed Republicans to agree to tax increases, according to an aide familiar with the talks.
1NC Shell—Impact (1/2)
Debt ceiling passage key to the global economy – the US will shut down

Kim 11 Susanna Kim, Staff writer for ABC, “Anatomy of a Debt Default in the United States”, 6/29/2011, http://abcnews.go.com/Business/Politics/anatomy-debt-default-united-states/story?id=13940811.
Peter Morici, former director of the U.S. International Trade Commission's Office of Economics, said a genuine default, in which the United States is unable to honor all its debts for that day, though unlikely, would have grave repercussions, even outside the United States. "The consequences would be very large if there was an absolute, genuine default," Morici, an economist and business professor at the University of Maryland, said. "It might cause the global financial system to go into disarray like in 2008 ... which will be virtually impossible for the Treasury, IMF [International Monetary Fund] or anyone else to stop." Geithner told Speaker of the House Rep. John Boehner, R-Ohio, in a letter in May the United States must raise its statutory $14.3 trillion debt ceiling by Aug. 2 or risk defaulting. He wrote that a default "would have a catastrophic economic impact that would be felt by every American," creating a financial crisis "potentially more severe" than the most recent crisis. "A broad range of government payments would have to be stopped, limited or delayed, including military salaries, Social Security and Medicare payments, interest on debt, unemployment benefits and tax refunds," he wrote. Geithner also said there would be higher interest rates and borrowing costs, declining home values and reduced retirement savings for Americans. Credit rating agency Moody's Investors Service said it would put the U.S. credit rating under review for a possible downgrade unless Congress shows progress in negotiations by mid-July to increase the debt limit. If a default were to occur, Moody's said it would "likely" downgrade the U.S. government's rating "shortly thereafter." Even if a default is avoided, Moody's said it could review the government's "stable" outlook and change it to "negative," dependent on any progress toward long-term deficit reduction. As Aug. 2 approaches, the bond market could show signs of panic, demanding higher yields on U.S. debt, economist Morici said. "That might cause bondholders to seek giant swaps on U.S. debt," he said. An actual default would confound the expectations of bondholders and most of the financial services sector, which had expected little to no risk when purchasing U.S. debt, Morici said. An absolute default, though unlikely, could have "catastrophic" effects, Geithner has said "The U.S. would never regain its gold-plated standing in the bond market," he said. It is possible that Obama could initiate a government shutdown if the debt ceiling is not raised in time in order to meet some of the government's liabilities, Morici said.

Economic collapse causes nuclear war.

Mead 2009. Walter Russell Mead, the Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2-4, 2009, “Only Makes You Stronger,” The New Republic, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2

If current market turmoil seriously damaged the performance and prospects of India and China, the current crisis could join the Great Depression in the list of economic events that changed history, even if the recessions in the West are relatively short and mild. The United States should stand ready to assist Chinese and Indian financial authorities on an emergency basis--and work very hard to help both countries escape or at least weather any economic downturn. It may test the political will of the Obama administration, but the United States must avoid a protectionist response to the economic slowdown. U.S. moves to limit market access for Chinese and Indian producers could poison relations for years. For billions of people in nuclear-armed countries to emerge from this crisis believing either that the United States was indifferent to their well-being or that it had profited from their distress could damage U.S. foreign policy far more severely than any mistake made by George W. Bush. It's not just the great powers whose trajectories have been affected by the crash. Lesser powers like Saudi Arabia and Iran also face new constraints. The crisis has strengthened the U.S. position in the Middle East as falling oil prices reduce Iranian influence and increase the dependence of the oil sheikdoms on U.S. protection. Success in Iraq--however late, however undeserved, however limited--had already improved the Obama administration's prospects for addressing regional crises. Now, the collapse in oil prices has put the Iranian regime on the defensive. The annual inflation rate rose above 29 percent last September, up from about 17 percent in 2007, according to Iran's Bank Markazi. Economists forecast that Iran's real GDP growth will drop markedly in the coming months as stagnating oil revenues and the continued global economic downturn force the government to rein in its expansionary fiscal policy. All this has weakened Ahmadinejad at home and Iran abroad. Iranian officials must balance the relative merits of support for allies like Hamas, Hezbollah, and Syria against domestic needs, while international sanctions and other diplomatic sticks have been made more painful and Western carrots (like trade opportunities) have become more attractive. Meanwhile, Saudi Arabia and other oil states have become more dependent on the United States for protection against Iran, and they have fewer resources to fund religious extremism as they use diminished oil revenues to support basic domestic spending and development goals. None of this makes the Middle East an easy target for U.S. diplomacy, but thanks in part to the economic crisis, the incoming administration has the chance to try some new ideas and to enter negotiations with Iran (and Syria) from a 
1NC Shell—Impact (2/2)

[Mead continues with no text deleted]

position of enhanced strength. Every crisis is different, but there seem to be reasons why, over time, financial crises on balance reinforce rather than undermine the world position of the leading capitalist countries. Since capitalism first emerged in early modern Europe, the ability to exploit the advantages of rapid economic development has been a key factor in international competition. Countries that can encourage--or at least allow and sustain--the change, dislocation, upheaval, and pain that capitalism often involves, while providing their tumultuous market societies with appropriate regulatory and legal frameworks, grow swiftly. They produce cutting-edge technologies that translate into military and economic power. They are able to invest in education, making their workforces ever more productive. They typically develop liberal political institutions and cultural norms that value, or at least tolerate, dissent and that allow people of different political and religious viewpoints to collaborate on a vast social project of modernization--and to maintain political stability in the face of accelerating social and economic change. The vast productive capacity of leading capitalist powers gives them the ability to project influence around the world and, to some degree, to remake the world to suit their own interests and preferences. This is what the United Kingdom and the United States have done in past centuries, and what other capitalist powers like France, Germany, and Japan have done to a lesser extent. In these countries, the social forces that support the idea of a competitive market economy within an appropriately liberal legal and political framework are relatively strong. But, in many other countries where capitalism rubs people the wrong way, this is not the case. On either side of the Atlantic, for example, the Latin world is often drawn to anti-capitalist movements and rulers on both the right and the left. Russia, too, has never really taken to capitalism and liberal society--whether during the time of the czars, the commissars, or the post-cold war leaders who so signally failed to build a stable, open system of liberal democratic capitalism even as many former Warsaw Pact nations were making rapid transitions. Partly as a result of these internal cultural pressures, and partly because, in much of the world, capitalism has appeared as an unwelcome interloper, imposed by foreign forces and shaped to fit foreign rather than domestic interests and preferences, many countries are only half-heartedly capitalist. When crisis strikes, they are quick to decide that capitalism is a failure and look for alternatives. So far, such half-hearted experiments not only have failed to work; they have left the societies that have tried them in a progressively worse position, farther behind the front-runners as time goes by. Argentina has lost ground to Chile; Russian development has fallen farther behind that of the Baltic states and Central Europe. Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies. As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. 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 Wall

1. Debt ceiling is going to pass in the status quo—our Runningen evidence provides 2 warrants

a. Obama recently entered the bipartisan talks in an attempt to jumpstart a bill

b. Republicans and Democrats both know that economic collapse is at risk if they don’t pass the debt ceiling—means both will try to get it passed

2. Prefer our evidence—it cites members of both parties and it cites the most recent progress in the debt ceiling talks.

3. Will pass- renewed push from Obama

The State Column, 6/29, “President Obama: We will reach a deal on raising debt limit”, http://www.thestatecolumn.com/articles/president-obama-we-will-reach-a-deal-on-raising-debt-limit/, Date accessed Date accessed July 2, 2011
Speaking from the White House, President Obama answered questions from reporters regarding negotiations to raise the nation’s $14.6 trillion debt limit, saying he expects Republicans and Democrats to compromise and reach a deal in the coming weeks. “I think what we’ve seen is a lot of people saying a lot of things,” Mr. Obama said, referencing recent comments from House Republicans. “My expectation is leaders are going to lead.” “There are a lot folks out there who are still struggling with the effects of the recession,” Mr. Obama said, warning Republicans against challenging an August 2 deadline put forth by Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner. Earlier in the day, House Speaker John Boehner suggested the August 2 deadline is “artificial.” “Nobody believes the United States is going to walk away from its obligations,” Mr. Boehner said in an interview. “Dealing with this debt problem and this deficit problem is far more important than meeting some artificial date created by the treasury secretary.” Mr. Obama seemed to object to that notion. “Let me be clear, by August 2 we have run out of tools,” Mr. Obama said. “This is not an abstraction. If the U.S. cannot pay its bills, if it defaults, then the consequences for the U.S. economy will be significant and unpredictable and that is not a good thing. “We don’t know how markets will react,” Mr. Obama added. The president stepped to the podium not long after the International Monetary Fund publicly urged lawmakers to raise the debt limit, now $14.3 trillion, and warned that failure to do so could produce a spike in interest rates and “severe shock to the economy and world financial markets.
4. Will pass- Dems and GOP will come together to raise the debt ceiling

The State Column, 7/2 “Debt ceiling, debt limit debate continues”, http://www.thestatecolumn.com/articles/debt-ceiling-debt-limit-debate-continues/, Date accessed July 2, 2011
The debate over raising the nation’s $14.6 trillion debt ceiling with Republicans challenging President Obama’s call for eliminating tax subsidies for oil and gas companies. Mr. Obama, speaking in his weekly radio address, continued to pressure Republicans and Capitol Hill to reach an agreement, warning against a stalemate. “We’ve got to cut the deficit, but we can do that while making investments in education, research, and technology that actually create jobs,” Mr. Obama said. “We can live within our means while still investing in our future.” Mr. Obama said that while talks continue to remain stalled over differences in raising revenue and cutting spending, the president noted he remains optimistic. “I’m confident that the Democrats and Republicans in Congress can find a way to give some ground, make some hard choices,” Mr. Obama said. Mr. Obama’s call for a compromise comes just twenty-four hours after House Republicans called for a vote on a balanced budget amendment, saying the measure must be passed in order to gain Republican support for raising the debt limit. “Broke or balanced — that’s the choice before us,” Indiana U.S. Senator Dan Coats said in the weekly GOP address. “The American people … want their elected officials to stop spending money we don’t have, and to enact policies that will grow our economy and get Americans back to work.” With the August 2 deadline quickly approaching, the Treasury Department announced Friday that lawmakers will have to reach a compromise by July 22, providing Congress with enough time to craft and pass a bill raising the debt limit. Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner, who has repeatedly warned Congress to pass a debt limit increase, said Friday that he thinks Congress will reach an agreement and raise the debt limit. “They [Congress] will act. They’ll do the right thing,” Mr. Geithner said.

Uniqueness Wall

5. Will pass—both parties are just politically maneuvering—republicans support the idea

Bernstein 7/1 Jared Bernstein, Staff writer for the Christian Science Monitor, “Debt ceiling and the high price of political theater”, 7/1/2011, http://www.csmonitor.com/Business/On-the-Economy/2011/0701/Debt-ceiling-and-the-high-price-of-political-theater. 
I ask myself: is it wise to write yet another post on the sheer craziness of the debt ceiling debate? Does underscoring the sense of urgency simply give strength to dark forces who are trying to leverage the threat of default for their political gains? Perhaps so, but the other way lies madness. We’ve got to talk truth about the stakes here because they’re so high. If that’s so, why do interest rates remain low? Why are investors in ten-year US treasury bonds accepting 2.93% interest today instead of insisting on a big rate premium the way bond investors in, oh, I don’t know…GREECE are?? Because they assume we’ll get our act together and raise the debt ceiling well in advance of Aug 2. That’s the date when the Treasury will have exhausted their ability to move money around to cover their obligations while staying under the debt limit. But what if that assumption should weaken? After all, it doesn’t take a default to spook bond investors. They can see stuff like Sen Jim DeMint the other day saying Sec’y Geithner’s bluffing on the Aug 2 deadline. They can see Rep Cantor and Sen Kyl leaving the building because the D’s insist that negotiation means that they can’t get everything they want and that revenues have to be part of the deal. Suppose this thing drags on for another month. It’s entirely possible that the Treasury finds they have to offer a premium, maybe 50 basis points (half-a-percent), to sell T-bills. Big deal, right? Right. That’s about $50 billion in increased annual debt service. That’s some pretty expensive political leverage. That’s also about another year of extended unemployment benefits to help the millions of long-term unemployed, or half a year of another payroll tax cut for workers. I know—the folks taking this position don’t really care about deficits and debt. Heck, the same House Republicans stonewalling on the debt ceiling all voted for the Rep Ryan’s budget which requires the debt ceiling to go up by trillions–that’s right: by supporting the Ryan budget, they’ve already implicitly voted to increase the ceiling! I remain confident that the ceiling will go up before the deadline. It would be such a gross dereliction of duty to force default, that I still believe a majority of elected officials will achieve sanity before this is over.
2NC Uniqueness—AT: Partisanship

Will pass, Obama and GOP compromise

Strauss, Daniel Strauss, writer for The Hill, 6/30, “Bill Clinton says Dems need to 'stand up' to Republicans in debt-ceiling talks”, http://thehill.com/blogs/blog-briefing-room/news/169327-clinton-says-dems-need-to-stand-up-to-gop-in-debt-ceiling-talks, July 2, 2011
Republicans don't necessarily have control of debt ceiling increase negotiations, according to former President Bill Clinton. "They think they got the president and the Democrats over a barrel because they say we just won't raise the debt ceiling unless you do exactly what we want," Clinton said in an interview with Bloomberg News's Al Hunt which was released on Thursday. But Clinton said that wasn't necessarily true. "Depends on whether we stand up to them," Clinton said. "Their idea of a compromise is if they get only 80 or 85 or 90 percent of what we want and the Democrats don't get any of what they want. Most Americans don't consider that a compromise," Clinton continued. Clinton's comments came the same day that President Obama rejected an invitation to meet with Senate Republicans and discuss their position on the debt ceiling increase negotiations. Obama turned down the invite. "That's not a conversation worth having," White House press secretary Jay Carney said at the daily press briefing on Thursday. McConnell's invitation and Obama's decision to turn it down came a day after a feisty Obama called on Republicans at a press conference to agree to closing tax loopholes for corporate jets and oil companies as part of a debt ceiling increase deal. Some Republicans, though, have said that no deal is possible if included tax increases of any kind. Additionally, on Thursday Senate Democrats extended an invitation for Obama and Vice President to meet with them next week to discuss the debt increase talks. Democrats expect Obama to accept that invitation.

2NC Uniqueness—AT: Republicans vote no

Will pass—both parties know they need too act

UPI 7/1 “Geithner predicts debt-ceiling increase”, 7/1/2011, http://www.upi.com/Top_News/US/2011/07/01/Geithner-predicts-debt-ceiling-increase/UPI-16901309528483/.
U.S. Treasury Secretary Tim Geithner predicted Congress will raise the debt limit by the Aug. 2 deadline, warning that not doing so would harm the economy. Geithner, speaking Thursday at the Clinton Global Initiative conference on job creation hosted by former President Bill Clinton in Chicago, said an agreement in Washington on a long-term, deficit-reduction plan, coupled with an increase in the debt ceiling, would give taxpayers confidence in the economy, the Chicago Tribune reported Friday. "They [Congress] will act. They'll do the right thing," Geithner said. If Congress fails to act, an increase in interest rates and borrowing costs are likely, leading to more joblessness, business failures, he said. "[It] will be unthinkably damaging to the economy -- much more damaging than even what we faced in that dark period of '08 and '09," he said. Geithner said not raising the debt ceiling would deepen a lack of confidence in Washington, the Tribune said. "I think part of the cloud over the country, the uncertainty over the country today, is [whether] our political system [is] up to managing the problems we have to face," he said. "Until the American political system is able to demonstrate it can come together and put in place a long-term [plan] for us to get ahead of this fiscal problem, nothing is possible for the economy." 

Debt Ceiling will pass- GOP will inevitably give in 

Bernstein, Jonathan Bernstein, is a writer for the Washington Post, 6/23, “At the end of the day, House GOP will vote to raise debt ceiling”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/plum-line/post/at-the-end-of-the-day-house-gop-will-vote-to-raise-debt-ceiling/2011/03/28/AGNjEqhH_blog.html, Date accessed July 2, 2011

Despite all the noise today, at the end of the day, sooner or later, both Speaker John Boehner and Eric Cantor are going to wind up voting for a debt limit increase. That’s why I’d be very cautious about interpreting House Majority Leader Eric Cantor’s walk-out on debt limit talks as a sign of a split between Cantor and Speaker John Boehner, as Ezra Klein did earlier today. Remember, whatever deal is made has to win 218 votes in the House. Quite a few Republicans will probably refuse to vote for a debt limit increase regardless of what comes with it. A deal that Cantor opposes wouldn’t stand a chance in the House; even a deal that he votes for but will not speak for is, I’d guess, unlikely to pass. Democrats are likely to insist that a majority of House Republicans support the deal, and that’s not going to happen without unified, solid support from the GOP leadership. And there has to be a deal. Even if it goes down to the last minute, even if it goes past the last minute and brings us to the brink of economic disaster, eventually the debt limit will be raised. Whether that’s now, late July, mid-August, or whenever, the numbers in the House will be the same. Those numbers say: the leadership of both parties, and certainly the leadership of the majority party, is going to support it. After all, whoever eventually is in the room when the deal is made, it then has to be sold to House Republicans. For that, Cantor and Boehner are going to have to be on the same page. So why the walk-out? It’s possible that he’s just making a little noise before surrendering to the inevitable; it’s possible that his walk-out is part of a coordinated strategy by the Republicans to try to put as much of the blame for tax hikes (uh, sorry, increased revenues without tax hikes, as Greg pointed out earlier) on the Democrats. It’s even possible that Cantor believes that conservatives will think that cutting the deal is a lot worse than supporting it, although if he does I think he’s dead wrong about that. Either way, both Cantor and Boehner have to know that a vote in favor of raising the debt ceiling is in their future, and that a lot of conservatives are going to be unhappy with that no matter what else is attached
2NC Uniqueness—AT: Boehner

Will pass—there will be compromise even if both parties aren’t agreeing yet—Boehner will be forced to make a deal/raise taxes

The Economist 11 “Speaker Boehner doesn’t have the numbers”, 6/30/2011, http://www.economist.com/blogs/freeexchange/2011/06/republicans-and-debt-ceiling.
HOUSE Speaker John Boehner is fond of saying that a debt-ceiling deal that raises taxes cannot pass the House of Representatives. Slice the numbers a bit more carefully and you can easily conclude the opposite: a deal that doesn’t raise taxes won’t pass, either. Why is this? Mr Boehner’s party controls 240 of the 435 seats in the house. That means that if more than 22 of his members vote against a deal, he will need some Democrats to pass it. I don’t know of any precise count of Republicans who have sworn to vote against any increase in the debt ceiling. But Chuck Conlon, the veteran budget guru over at CQ (a sister publication of The Economist) points me to the Republican Study Committee’s “Cut-Cap-Balance” letter. Its 103 signers imply they won’t vote to raise the ceiling unless three conditions are met: halving of the deficit via spending cuts next year; implementation of a statutory spending cap of 18% of GDP; and a balanced-budget amendment to the constitution. (The letter is here; the signatories are here.) Needless to say the odds even one of these conditions are met, much less all, are close to zero. The signatories have left themselves wiggle room. But even if Mr Boehner got the $2 trillion, spending-cuts-only deal that his deputies were angling for in their negotiations with Joe Biden, it seems likely many of these Republicans would vote against it. For precedent consider the continuing resolution in April that narrowly averted a government shutdown. By any reasonable accounting the Republicans got more than they gave up; budget authority in 2011 was cut by $40 billion from actual spending in fiscal 2010, and by $78 billion from Mr Obama’s 2011 budget request; Republicans had wanted $100 billion. Yet revelations that much of that spending wouldn't have occurred anyway infuriated many Tea Party members, and 59 voted against the final resolution. It passed with the support of 81 Democrats. Getting Democrats to vote for a deficit-reduction deal that slashes sacred programmes and doesn’t touch taxes will be a stretch. Conceivably enough Democrats in the Senate could be cobbled together for such a deal, but who in the House, after the culling of so many conservative members in last fall’s election, would want to defend such a vote in November, 2012? So rhetoric aside, the Republicans can't afford to close the door completely to higher taxes. This may explain the mixed messages coming from their leadership on whether eliminating tax breaks, as Mr Obama proposes, constitutes a tax increase. John Kyl implies no; Mitch McConnell implies yes. As my colleague at Democracy In America points out, it’s in Mr Boehner’s political interest to dig in as long as possible. Yet he can use the Tea Party's intransigence as an excuse not to negotiate for only so long. First, he cannot count on Mr Obama knuckling under and persuading his party to follow suit; they may ignore him. As one Republican pundit told me, “The Democrats have their jihadists, too.” Second, the closer you get to the debt-ceiling deadline of August 2nd (although there are rumours the date will move out a bit thanks to better tax revenues), the greater the risk of an accident. To be sure, Republicans claim the Treasury can just "prioritise" interest payments to avoid a default. Read the meticulous analysis that Jay Powell of the Bipartisan Policy Center did of the Treasury’s cash flows in August for a sense of how risky that is. Among his findings: For example, on Aug. 3, we project that the government will have about $12 billion in receipts and $32 billion in committed payments, including a $23 billion Social Security payment. And Aug. 15 presents a triple threat: a $19 billion daily deficit, a $29 billion interest payment and a quarterly refunding auction to pay off a maturing $27 billion bond. Even assuming that Treasury manages to remain current on its debt, the firestorm that arises when vendors, pensioners and soldiers stop getting paid will be unprecedented. As the nonpartisan analysts at ISI Group note, the failure of TARP to pass on the first try in the fall of 2008 may not do justice. The main fallout then was the plunge in the stock market. This time, it will not be just financial market turmoil but “voter outrage associated with the prospect of an immediate 44% cut in federal spending that would instantaneously overwhelm the Capitol Hill switch board”. Both parties will be blamed, but Republicans more. After all, some, such as Michele Bachmann, have opposed raising the ceiling precisely to induce cuts on such a scale. Mr Boehner talks tough. But he has less leverage than he lets on.
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Debt Ceiling will pass- Tea Party disorganization allows for Obama and Dems to push it through

MSNBC, 7/2,“The Tea Party Splinters”, http://powerwall.msnbc.msn.com/politics/the-tea-party-splinters-1693855.story, Date accessed July 2, 2011
For Tea Party activists, the day that members of Congress cast their votes on raising the nation's will be a moment of truth, the point at which they find out who is with them and who is against them. “We're going to see if people really stay true to their principles,” says Mark Meckler, the cofounder of the Tea Party Patriots, one of the most influential of the organizations in the country. “Those who don't will pay the price.” With an Aug. 2 deadline for a possible default looming, Meckler's group has insisted that members of Congress block any increase to the nation's $14.3 trillion debt ceiling. But a coalition of 130 other Tea Party groups, along with conservative powerhouses like FreedomWorks, the Christian Coalition, and the Club for Growth, are pushing a less restrictive, never-say-never approach for Republicans on the debt-ceiling debate. “I think most of the members of our coalition believe that the debt ceiling should be raised, but only with substantial cuts, a cap on spending, and a balanced budget amendment,” says Alex Cortes, executive director of Let Freedom Ring. Cortes's conservative grassroots organization has been at the center of “Cut, Cap, and Balance,” the budget-slashing online pledge that has quickly become congressional Republicans' de facto position on how to get a Tea Party blessing for busting the budget without blowing up global financial markets in the process. The mixed messages on the debt vote are the first major split within the sprawling Tea Party movement since last year, when millions of mad-as-hell voters sent a brigade of tax-cutting, freedom-loving Republicans to Washington with the mission of fundamentally changing the federal government's size and scope. Not since George H.W. Bush broke his “read my lips” pledge against raising taxes in 1990 has there been such a stark showdown. Cortes says the two Tea Party positions are not mutually exclusive, and Meckler says he agrees, to a point. “We would love to see Cut, Cap, and Balance, but those promises are false,” he says. “They can fudge those numbers.” The numbers in question are the dollars lawmakers would promise to cut out of the $3.7 trillion federal budget to reduce the national deficit permanently; the spending caps that would put the U.S. “on a path to a balanced budget”; and, finally, the mandate of a balanced-budget amendment to the Constitution, which also would require a congressional super-majority to raise taxes. 
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Its no guarantee—congress is currently compromising over the pentagon budget—increase exploration would derail the compromise
Wasson and Bennett 11 Erik Wasson and John Bennett are Staff writers for The Hill, “Defense cuts appear likely as pressure grows to pass a debt deal”, 6/30/2011, http://thehill.com/homenews/house/169147-defense-cuts-appear-likely-as-pressure-grows-on-debt-deal.
Defense cuts proposed by the White House are unlikely to keep a debt-ceiling deal from passing Congress, sources say. As few as 30 House Republicans would likely consider voting against a debt-ceiling deal that cuts $300 billion from security spending, according to a GOP aide. The relatively small bloc of opposition to the level of defense cuts floated by the White House suggests the GOP’s traditional opposition to reducing military spending has taken a backseat to warding off tax increases. “Robust defense spending and lower taxes have been two hallmarks of the Republican Party for years,” one former GOP House staffer said. “And those two things are going to be in direct competition with one another” in the debt talks. Given a choice between lopping funding for the military and increasing taxes — two options for reducing the deficit long seen as anathema to the party — most House Republicans seem ready to pull the lever against the Pentagon, if the cuts are in the White House range. “Over the last few weeks, we’ve seen quite clearly that the Republicans in the House are not uniformly wedded to high levels of defense spending,” said Gordon Adams, who ran defense and national security budgeting for the Clinton White House. “But Republicans are very much uniformly wedded to no tax increases. … I think they’ll ultimately come down on the side of no tax cuts.” Defense sources say the fiscal-minded class of House freshmen has brought an openness to defense cuts that is pulling the GOP in a new direction. “All it would take is for the number of freshmen that would vote for big defense cuts to get up past 70, to approach 80,” a defense source said, “and the traditional defense supporters will be screwed.” During discussions over raising the debt ceiling, the White House has floated $300 billion in security spending cuts on top of $1 trillion in domestic cuts over a decade. House Majority Leader Eric Cantor (R-Va.) was clear last week that opposition to tax increases, and not defense cuts, was the reason he walked away from the negotiating table in the talks led by Vice President Biden. Senate Minority Whip Jon Kyl (R-Ariz), another participant in the Biden talks, said Tuesday that Democrats “asked for a lot of defense cuts” in the negotiations that the GOP had not closed the door on them. If a final debt-ceiling package raids the Pentagon coffers, some GOP hawks are unlikely to go down without a fight. Defense insiders pointed to members like House Armed Services Committee Chairman Buck McKeon (R-Calif.) and panel member Rep. Duncan Hunter (R-Calif.) — a war veteran — as those who might defy their leadership and vote against a debt-ceiling accord due to big military cuts. A former GOP aide said McKeon has a bloc of about 30 hawkish House members who likely would mull a “no” vote on a debt package featuring cuts equal to $300 billion over 10 years.

***Economy Extensions***

2NC Econ EXT

Debt ceiling key to the economy—well become the next Greece

Blackden 11 Richard Blackden, US Business Editor for The Telegraph, 6/29/2011, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/finance/economics/8607014/US-risks-severe-shock-over-debt-talks.html.
The fund used its annual healthcheck on the world's biggest economy to spell out the dangers of failure, which would likely include the US government defaulting on its debt for the first time in its history. "It should be self-evident a debt default by the US government would have very serious, far-reaching and dramatic repercussions," said John Lipsky, the IMF's acting managing director. "That's why were are confident it will be avoided." Republicans and Democrats have been locked in tense negotiations for the past month on how to raise the country's $14.3 trillion (£8.9 trillion) debt ceiling, which the Treasury has said will be reached on August 2. The talks, which Republicans walked out of last week, are widely seen as a forerunner of the battle over the deficit that will be central to next year's presidential election. President Barack Obama, who stepped into the talks this week, said that "we don't know how capital markets will react" should an agreement not be struck. Ratings agency S&P said yesterday that the US would have its AAA credit rating slashed if it missed an interest payment on its debts after the deadline. The IMF's attempt to ring the alarm bell in Congress came amid a largely gloomy analysis of the country's immediate economic prospects. Gross domestic product (GDP) will grow 2.5pc this year and 2.75pc in 2012, the fund forecast – far shy of the 3.5pc to 4pc pace that most economists believe is needed to significantly cut unemployment. Given signs that the recovery is again faltering, the IMF also cautioned against taking an axe to the US deficit too quickly. "An excessively frontloaded fiscal adjustment could hurt the recovery and as we know a worsening of the financial turmoil in European sovereign and bank debt markets could hurt US growth through financial sector linkages," Mr Lipsky said. Despite this, the report repeated the IMF's call for the US to urgently deliver a plan to tackle its deficit in the medium and long-term. The deficit is expected to reach about 10pc of GDP this year and projected to get far worse without a radical restructuring of the country's benefit and tax system. The fund recommended a national sales tax, similar to Britain's VAT, as part of a package of policies to address the deficit. While bond investors' attention has been focused on Greece over the past month, it is likely to switch to the US if the negotiations look like they will go right to the deadline. US government bond prices, which have been a safe haven for investors during the crisis, fell on Wednesday.
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Raising the Debt Ceiling is key to the economy

Clemons, Steve Clemons is Washington Editor at Large of The Atlantic, editor in chief of AtlanticLive, and Founder & Senior Fellow of the American Strategy Program at the New America Foundation, June 24, 2011, “The Debt Ceiling and the Next Economic Collapse”, http://thefastertimes.com/washingtonnotes/2011/06/24/the-debt-ceiling-game-and-the-next-economic-collapse/, Date accessed July 1, 2011
That is why the Members of Congress and even those advising President Obama are playing with triggers far more serious than dynamite, or even beyond the nuclear metaphor, when they flirt with capping the debt ceiling. It’s not the silo of America’s portfolio of debt that is the only issue — and the fact as Treasury Secretary Geithner powerfully made at a recent Playbook Breakfast with Mike Allen that these debts were built by previous Republican and Democratic administrations — but it is what will be unintentionally triggered if a debt ceiling deal didn’t come through. The sub-prime crisis was a big shock — but in the scale of global economic tectonics, it was not the San Andreas. But the sub-prime mess did trigger and expose the massive imbalances between the US and a number of leading surplus nations, particularly China — which depresses its own consumption and supports production and export led growth. That is the true global economic San Andreas fault. So, the debt ceiling game could turn on the gravity switch for the US economy, end the global trust and reliance on the dollar, raise interest rates for cash-needing Americans and business across the board — it could change everything. I am generally a fiscal conservative, but of the Hamiltonian sort — and believe in good credit focused at generating high value added, competitive jobs in America. America not only has a budget deficit, in part created by an ideologically driven focus on tax cuts for the wealthy coupled with large scale, unending, unpaid for wars and ongoing military commitments. But because of past mistakes and a financial crisis hatched by the financial sector with cooperation of many in the federal government, the main street sector and small businesses are still gasping for capital. Big banks are lightly regulated with regulators complicitly allowing a “pretend and extend” game of not recognizing the collapse of value in much of the commercial real estate sector — while small banks which did not gamble on sub-prime are heavily regulated and many well performing loans to small businesses being called in to tighten the loan exposure of these institutions. Backwards — and stupid. This regulatory mess causes more “uncertainty” in the broad business sector than anything President Obama may or may not be doing on health care. And the obsession now with cutting back spending after one of the largest financial crises in modern American history screams 1937.  Read about it. At Netroots Nation 2011 this past Friday in Minneapolis, I asked Center for Budget and Policy Priorities Senior Fellow Jared Bernstein, former economic adviser to Vice President Biden, whether he worried about 1937-like scenarios, and he said “Of course, I bring up 1937 with everyone in the White House I can.” Things may seem calm in Easton and wildly scary in Greece. Arbitrage between what is going on here and going on there is not automatic — but the chances that affairs in Pleasantville will be shaken and rolled by something coming that we don’t see at the moment are just too high — and in this environment, high brinksmanship battles over debt ceilings and near term spending may be the trigger that really does shake global trust in American economic leadership and undermine the blind faith that Americans have generally had in their government and private sector economic leaders. To ride the rapids ahead, we should not be throwing out the paddles and disabling the rudder.
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Raising the debt ceiling is key to the global economy – confidence and investment would be lost

Min 10 David Min, Associate Director for Financial Markets Policy at the Center for American Progress, “The Big Freeze: The Conservative Pledge to Freeze the Debt Ceiling is a Looming Disaster” 10/28/2010, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/10/big_freeze.html
The conservative pledge to freeze the debt ceiling would also lead to some fairly momentous problems in the world’s financial markets. Following the financial crisis of 2008-2009, which exposed problems with many private financial instruments that were previously thought to be safe, such as money market funds and AAA-rated asset-backed securities, investors sought safe haven by investing in sovereign debt. Unfortunately, sovereign debt crises in Greece and Ireland have caused significant uncertainty in European financial markets, and as a result, investors have flocked to the perceived safety of sovereign debt issued by the United States, which has never defaulted in its history. A freeze on the debt ceiling could erode confidence in U.S. Treasury bonds in a number of ways, creating further and wider panic in financial markets. First, by causing a disruption in the issuance of Treasury debt, as happened in 1995-96, a freeze would cause investors to seek alternative financial investments, even perhaps causing a run on Treasurys. Such a run would cause the cost of U.S. debt to soar, putting even more stress on our budget, and the resulting enormous capital flows would likely be highly destabilizing to global financial markets, potentially creating more asset bubbles and busts throughout the world. Second, the massive withdrawal of public spending that would occur would cause significant concern among institutional investors worldwide that the U.S. would swiftly enter a second, very deep, recession, raising concerns about the ability of the United States to repay its debt. Finally, the sheer recklessness of a debt freeze during these tenuous times would signal to already nervous investors that there was a significant amount of political risk, which could cause them to shy away from investing in the United States generally. Taken together, these factors would almost certainly result in a significant increase in the interest rates we currently pay on our national debt, currently just above 2.5 percent for a 10-year Treasury note. If in the near term these rates moved even to 5.9 percent, the long-term rate predicted by the Congressional Budget Office, then our interest payments would increase by more than double, to nearly $600 billion a year. These rates could climb even higher, if investors began to price in a “default risk” into Treasurys—something that reckless actions by Congress could potentially spark—thus greatly exacerbating our budget problems. The U.S. dollar, of course, is the world’s reserve currency in large part because of the depth and liquidity of the U.S. Treasury bond market. If this market is severely disrupted, and investors lost confidence in U.S. Treasurys, then it is unclear where nervous investors might go next. A sharp and swift move by investors out of U.S. Treasury bonds could be highly destabilizing, straining the already delicate global economy. Imagine, for example, if investors moved from sovereign debt into commodities, most of which are priced and traded in dollars. This could have the catastrophic impact of weakening the world’s largest economies while also raising the prices of the basic inputs (such as metals or food) that are necessary for economic growth. In short, a freeze on the debt ceiling would cause our interest payments to spike, making our budget situation even more problematic, while potentially triggering greater global instability—perhaps even a global economic depression. The very idea of a federal debt freeze among the radical right in our country, while they continue to ignore responsible deficit reduction measures and continue to focus on the wrong policy solutions, exemplifies their obstinacy as much as their short-sightedness. A freeze on the debt ceiling, or shutting down the federal government will not reduce the federal budget deficit and will in fact increase it over the long run by tipping the global economy into depression. Voters may assume that conservative candidates will not live up to their pledge of recklessness once they understand the consequences. This is a risky gamble, particularly given the precedent already set by conservatives in 1995.
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Debt ceiling passage key to the global economy – the US will shut down

Kim 11 Susanna Kim, Staff writer for ABC, “Anatomy of a Debt Default in the United States”, 6/29/2011, http://abcnews.go.com/Business/Politics/anatomy-debt-default-united-states/story?id=13940811.
Peter Morici, former director of the U.S. International Trade Commission's Office of Economics, said a genuine default, in which the United States is unable to honor all its debts for that day, though unlikely, would have grave repercussions, even outside the United States. "The consequences would be very large if there was an absolute, genuine default," Morici, an economist and business professor at the University of Maryland, said. "It might cause the global financial system to go into disarray like in 2008 ... which will be virtually impossible for the Treasury, IMF [International Monetary Fund] or anyone else to stop." Geithner told Speaker of the House Rep. John Boehner, R-Ohio, in a letter in May the United States must raise its statutory $14.3 trillion debt ceiling by Aug. 2 or risk defaulting. He wrote that a default "would have a catastrophic economic impact that would be felt by every American," creating a financial crisis "potentially more severe" than the most recent crisis. "A broad range of government payments would have to be stopped, limited or delayed, including military salaries, Social Security and Medicare payments, interest on debt, unemployment benefits and tax refunds," he wrote. Geithner also said there would be higher interest rates and borrowing costs, declining home values and reduced retirement savings for Americans. Credit rating agency Moody's Investors Service said it would put the U.S. credit rating under review for a possible downgrade unless Congress shows progress in negotiations by mid-July to increase the debt limit. If a default were to occur, Moody's said it would "likely" downgrade the U.S. government's rating "shortly thereafter." Even if a default is avoided, Moody's said it could review the government's "stable" outlook and change it to "negative," dependent on any progress toward long-term deficit reduction. As Aug. 2 approaches, the bond market could show signs of panic, demanding higher yields on U.S. debt, economist Morici said. "That might cause bondholders to seek giant swaps on U.S. debt," he said. An actual default would confound the expectations of bondholders and most of the financial services sector, which had expected little to no risk when purchasing U.S. debt, Morici said. An absolute default, though unlikely, could have "catastrophic" effects, Geithner has said "The U.S. would never regain its gold-plated standing in the bond market," he said. It is possible that Obama could initiate a government shutdown if the debt ceiling is not raised in time in order to meet some of the government's liabilities, Morici said.

It would be a disaster – no government officials would get paid

Reisner 11 Hiram Reisner, “Durbin: Not Hiking Debt Ceiling Could be Disaster” 6/29/2011, http://www.newsmax.com/TheWire/DickDurbin-debt-ceiling-disaster/2011/06/29/id/401829

Senate Majority Whip Dick Durbin says even if Congress reaches an agreement on the debt ceiling tomorrow, it would take the Congressional Budget Office at least 10 days to put it on paper. Durbin also said Wednesday on MSNBC’s “Morning Joe,” if the debt ceiling is not raised, the impact would be dramatic. “We have a deadline — August 2nd. As of August 2nd, if the debt ceiling is not extended, we will see a dramatic negative impact on America and the global economy,” Durbin said. “This August 2nd deadline could be a disaster — if you think the shutdown of the government threat was a serious one . . . as of August 3rd, we’ll face a month with $172 billion in revenue and $306 billion in expenditures. “Whom do we pay? Social Security? Medicare? The troops? Federal employees? Vendors to the Department of Defense, who are sustaining our troops overseas? These are critical issues that are really on the table for this August 2nd deadline,” said Durbin, a member of the Gang of Six, which has been working to devise a bipartisan plan. Host Joe Scarborough noted that Congress is about to go on recess, but if it wasn’t and all relevant members continued working on an agreement, there at least would be some progress. Durbin countered that he does not agree with the premise. “If we had every committee of the Senate and the House meeting today, they wouldn’t have a roadmap as to an agreement,” the Illinois Democrat said. “We need a basic understanding and agreement. I believe everything — underline the word everything — should be on the table, and both parties ought to accept it. “For my party, it means taking a hard look at the entitlement programs, for the Republicans, it means the dreaded word revenue, or taxes,” he said. “We’ve got to put both of them on the table and be honest with the American people.” Read more on Newsmax.com: Durbin: Not Hiking Debt Ceiling Could be 'Disaster' Important: Do You Support Pres. Obama's Re-Election? Vote Here Now!
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Failure to Raise the Debt Ceiling destroys WallStreet- causes stock market to crash

Baker, Dr. Dean Baker is a macroeconomist and Co-Director of the Center for Economic and Policy Research in Washington, D.C. He previously worked as a senior economist at the Economic Policy Institute and an assistant professor at Bucknell University, He received his Ph.D in economics from the University of Michigan, June 21, 2011, “The Endgame on the Debt Ceiling”, http://www.opednews.com/articles/The-Endgame-on-the-Debt-Ce-by-Dean-Baker-110621-418.html, Date accessed July 1, 2011

However the actual picture is a bit different. There is no doubt that the failure to raise the debt ceiling would be very bad news for the economy. If the government had to default on its debt, it would shake the financial markets even more than the collapse of Lehman in September of 2008. We would see a freeze-up of lending and companies would be forced to dump millions of workers, as they could no longer meet their payrolls. But, even in this disaster scenario, there would still be a tomorrow. In other words, after the financial crisis, the economy would still be there. We would still have the same capital stock, infrastructure, skilled work force and state of technical knowledge as we did the day before the crisis. The government and the Federal Reserve Board would have the power to reflate the economy to get it back on its feet just as they did when they engaged in the massive spending needed to fight World War II. While the country will still be left standing after a debt default, there is one important sector that will not be standing: Wall Street. A debt default would almost certainly make all the major banks insolvent as they would have to mark down the value of U.S. government debt, which had been held as a completely safe asset. The loss of value would also apply to all the assets backed by the government, such as the mortgage backed securities issued by Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. Even when the economy revived, the U.S. financial sector would never hold the same place in the world as it does today. Without the ironclad financial backing of the U.S. government standing behind them, the Wall Street gang could never again be the dominant actor in international financial markets. This fact is essential in understanding the endgame on the debt ceiling. Suppose that we get to the dates in August when the Treasury has reached the limit of its ability to shuffle accounts and literally can no longer pay its bills. Secretary Geithner will at that point make an announcement that in three days there is an X-billion payment on Treasury bonds coming due. He will say that the government does not have the money in the bank and will therefore have to miss this payment. The markets will then go into turmoil. We will see the same sort of plunge in the stock market that we saw when the House voted down the TARP the first time back in September of 2008. At that point, the Wall Street boys will be screaming their heads off at Speaker Boehner and the rest of the Republican leadership. The news media would all be running clips with depression footage, telling us that another Great Depression looms just around the horizon.
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Debt Ceiling key to economy- econ is a prerequisite to every other impact

Paletta, Damian Paletta, staff writer for the Wall Street Journal, July 1, 2011,“Obama Pushes for a Deficit Deal by July 22”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702303763404576418231837713932.html, Date accessed July 1, 2011

WASHINGTON—The Obama administration believes congressional leaders must agree to a deficit-reduction deal by July 22 in order to raise the government's borrowing limit in time to avoid a default in early August, according to Democratic officials with knowledge of the negotiations. The government needs a week or two to write and pass the necessary legislation and take the steps necessary to avoid missing a payment. "We're down to the wire," one official said. President Barack Obama and Senate leaders have agreed on the outline of an agreement to cut federal spending by about $1 trillion over at least 10 years, but are deadlocked over whether to include some tax increases, as Democrats insist, or take them off the table, as Republicans want. The Senate agreed Thursday to cancel its planned recess next week to stay in town in pursuit of an agreement. Still, many disagree about what would happen if they don't reach a deal, and it is hard to know for certain because the federal government hasn't defaulted in modern times. Some, including top officials at the Treasury Department and the Federal Reserve, say the consequences of failing to raise the $14.29 trillion debt limit by Aug. 2 would be catastrophic, with the U.S. government unable to meet all its financial obligations, interest rates soaring, thousands of businesses filing for bankruptcy and hundreds of thousands of people losing their jobs almost overnight. "If we didn't pay our bills, it would plunge the United States not into a recession, not into the so-called double-dip recession, but into a full-blown depression," Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D., Nev.) said Thursday. The International Monetary Fund said this week that failing to raise the ceiling would send "a severe shock to the economy and world financial markets." But skeptics have said the impact is much less certain and would depend in large part on whether the White House could avoid defaulting on its debt by continuing to make interest payments to bondholders, such as China. The Obama "administration insists on pretending that...as soon as the first employee is furloughed there will be a catastrophic collapse of the markets because the world will see the U.S. government in default," said Sen. Pat Toomey (R., Pa.). "That's ridiculous." White House officials emphasized this week that they wouldn't choose which payments to make and which to suspend if the debt ceiling isn't raised, with Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner calling the idea "unwise, unworkable, unacceptably risky, and unfair to the American people. "The federal government hit the debt ceiling in May but has been able to keep operating through a series of emergency funding maneuvers. But Treasury officials say if the government cannot borrow more by Aug. 2, they won't have enough cash to pay all the government's bills. Many members of Congress say they won't vote to lift the debt cap without first reaching an agreement to reduce the federal deficit over the next decade. Without a debt-ceiling increase, the Treasury would face several immediate challenges, with $23 billion in Social Security benefits checks due Aug. 3, $90 billion in government debt maturing Aug. 4, and more than $30 billion in interest payments due Aug. 15.A key test would be whether Treasury would be able to replace $467 billion in existing debt that matures in August. Investors might shun the new debt as too risky or demand sky-high interest rates. "If they didn't increase the debt ceiling, then truly horrific things would happen both in financial markets and the economy over all," said David Kelly, chief market strategist at J.P. Morgan Funds. The consequences would play out in two ways. First, experts believe some sort of "trigger" event would move stock and bond markets, either before or after Aug. 2. Such an event could occur if a rating agency downgraded U.S. government debt, as several have threatened to do in recent weeks. Because Treasury yields are a benchmark for other interest rates, borrowing costs could soar on mortgages, credit cards, business loans and other forms of credit, and send the stock market plummeting. Moody's Investors Service said Wednesday if the federal government defaults on its debt, the firm would downgrade its ratings on the other debt linked to Treasurys, such as bonds issued by cities, towns, and large banks, immediately driving up their costs of borrowing. The second event would begin Aug. 3, with an immediate and unprecedented drop in federal spending, as the government stopped making payments to Social Security beneficiaries, government workers, Pentagon contractors, and others. One reason the consequences remain unclear is because the government would continue to collect taxes in August, giving the Treasury Department enough money to meet more than half its commitments. In August 2010, Treasury brought in $164 billion in revenue for the month, which covered roughly 65% of its spending. But reducing federal spending by 44% could mean laying off one-third of the federal work force, said Jay Powell, a visiting scholar at the Bipartisan Policy Center and former top Treasury official during the George H.W. Bush administration. "That's 600,000 or 700,000 workers."
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Failure to raise the debt ceiling will kill the global economy – IMF

Chi-dong 11 Lee Chi-dong, Staff writer for Yonhap News Agency, “IMF calls for hike in U.S. debt ceiling” 6/29/2011, http://english.yonhapnews.co.kr/national/2011/06/29/47/0301000000AEN20110629011900315F.HTML.
The International Monetary Fund (IMF) urged the United States Wednesday to quickly raise its federal debt ceiling, giving ammunition to President Barack Obama in his battle with congressional Republicans. In its annual report on the world's largest economy, the Washington-based agency warned of a "severe shock" to the U.S. economy and global financial markets unless the debt limit is raised soon. "The federal debt ceiling should be raised expeditiously to avoid a severe shock to the economy and world financial markets," it said. The IMF said downside risks to the U.S. economy outlook have increased, citing continued housing market weakness, unfavorable fiscal outcomes, further shocks over commodity prices and tight credit supply conditions. "These could take the form of a sudden increase in interest rates and/or a sovereign downgrade if an agreement on consolidation does not materialize or the debt ceiling is not raised soon enough," it said. "These risks would also have significant global repercussions, given the central role of U.S. Treasury bonds in world financial markets." The IMF forecast the U.S. economy will grow 2.5 percent this year, down from 2.9 percent in 2010.

2NC Econ EXT

Raising the Debt Ceiling is key to global stability

Market News, June 30, 2011, “Fitch: Disorderly Greek Default Would Pressure Other Sovereigns”, http://imarketnews.com/?q=node/33014, Date accessed June 30, 2011

LONDON (MNI) - A disorderly Greek default would likely result in severe market volatility, pressures on sovereign and bank funding and a broader re-pricing of euro zone sovereign credit, Fitch Ratings warns today. "The risk of contagion to other distressed and vulnerable euro zone sovereigns and their banking systems is material. Resolution of the current Greek crisis is therefore essential - though not sufficient - to prevent a systemic threat to the euro zone," Fitch said in its biannual Sovereign Review and Outlook note. Turning to address the US, Fitch warned that policymakers must break through the political deadlock currently blocking action on the country's debt ceiling or risk rattling global markets. "Failure to act in a timely manner could imperil the US 'AAA' status. Default by the world's largest borrower and issuer of the pre-eminent reserve currency would be extraordinary and threaten the still fragile financial stability in the US and the world as a whole, especially against the backdrop of the euro area sovereign debt crisis," Fitch added. Full Text Copied Below: Link to Fitch Ratings' Report: Sovereign Review and Outlook Fitch Ratings-London/New York/Hong Kong-30 June 2011: Fitch Ratings says in its latest bi-annual global Sovereign Review and Outlook report that the potential for a Greek default, as well as the broader euro area sovereign debt crisis, remain the key risks to the global economic and sovereign credit outlook. A disorderly Greek default would likely result in severe market volatility, pressures on sovereign and bank funding and a broader re-pricing of euro zone sovereign credit. The risk of contagion to other distressed and vulnerable euro zone sovereigns and their banking systems is material. Resolution of the current Greek crisis is therefore essential - though not sufficient - to prevent a systemic threat to the euro zone. Outside the euro zone, the US is risking its own governance and sovereign debt crisis through its brinkmanship over lifting its statutory government debt ceiling. As Fitch has stated previously, the agency believes agreement will ultimately be reached and the US government will make full and timely payments on its debt. Nonetheless, failure to act in a timely manner could imperil the US 'AAA' status. Default by the world's largest borrower and issuer of the pre-eminent reserve currency would be extraordinary and threaten the still fragile financial stability in the US and the world as a whole, especially against the backdrop of the euro area sovereign debt crisis. So-called 'advanced' countries also appear to be approaching the limits of their capacity for further expansionary economic policy as the US, Japan and the UK still face a formidable challenge to reduce large budget deficits and stabilize high and rising public debt ratios in an environment of high levels of private sector debt and weak growth. Ultimately, even countries with strong "monetary sovereignty" face an inter-temporal budget constraint, and failure to stabilize public finances would put downward pressure on ratings over the medium-term. Against this backdrop, weak Q111 GDP growth outturns in several major economies and global manufacturing indicators have highlighted the fragility of the global economic recovery. However, with much of the slowdown attributable to temporary factors - namely the impact of higher oil prices and the Japanese natural disasters of March 2011 - Fitch's view is that the global economic recovery remains on track, albeit at an uneven pace from quarter to quarter, and from country to country. In contrast to the challenges facing advanced economies, emerging markets (EMs) are growing strongly and ratings dynamics remain positive. Fitch forecasts EMs to grow 5.7% in 2011 and 2012, down from 6.8% in 2010, but well above growth forecast for major advanced economies (MAEs) of 1.9% in 2011 and 2.3% in 2012. Furthermore, in aggregate, EMs have moderate and declining budget deficits, relatively low government debt ratios and are continuing to accumulate large stocks of foreign reserves. This provides a supportive backdrop for EM creditworthiness. Fitch upgraded nine sovereigns in H111, relative to four downgrades - all in the Middle East and North Africa, related to political unrest. Moreover, there are 17 EMs with ratings on Positive Outlook compared with just eight on Negative Outlook or Rating Watch Negative, suggesting further upward momentum. Nevertheless, sustaining robust growth requires re-orientating growth away from exports to sluggish MAEs and towards domestic demand, as well as reforms to ease infrastructure and supply-side bottlenecks and timely policy action to forestall overheating. Exceptionally loose monetary policy in MAEs has fuelled strong capital inflows in some large EMs, providing policymakers with a challenge of preventing inflation, excessive exchange rate appreciation and potential threats to macro-financial stability. Loose global monetary policy has also stoked commodity prices, which have increased inflation and (in some countries) fiscal and political pressures. As the "Arab Spring" has underlined, potential political shocks remain an important risk factor in a number of EMs. 
2NC Econ EXT

Failure to Raise the Debt ceiling kills the economy and destroys US relations with all countries- they will blame the US

Talley, Ian Talley is a Washington DC-based reporter for Dow Jones Newswires, June 29, 2011,“Lipsky Confident US Will Avoid Default By Raising Debt Ceiling”, http://online.wsj.com/article/BT-CO-20110629-711653.html, Date accessed June 30, 2011

WASHINGTON (Dow Jones)--The acting head of the International Monetary Fund said Wednesday he is confident the U.S. will avoid a sovereign-debt default by raising the debt ceiling. "A debt default by the U.S. government would have very serious and far-reaching repercussions and that's why we're confident that it will be avoided," IMF Acting Managing Director John Lipsky said. Losing credibility in the debt markets could potentially causing a sudden spike in the cost of debt and a downgrade by rating agencies, the IMF said. Lawmakers and the White House are at an impasse over temporarily raising the legal limit for how much the federal government can borrow to pay its bills, fighting over future budget cuts and tax policies. The IMF issued its annual report on the state of the U.S. economy earlier in the day, saying that, given the weak recovery, authorities need to be careful not to cut too much from the budget too fast. At the same time, however, the fund said the country's mounting debt is unsustainable and said lawmakers and the White House must craft a political compromise that reduces the federal deficit and debt by much more than currently proposed. "Failure to deal credibly with the medium-term fiscal challenges would be viewed by U.S. partners as a serious problems for their own stability," Lipsky said. Fund staff said the main policy challenge for U.S. authorities "is to implement a substantial and durable fiscal consolidation effort while ensuring that the still-fragile recovery remains on track."

We can’t afford indecision with the debt ceiling- failure to raise spills over to global instability immediately

Fried, Carla Fried, is was a senior writer at Money magazine in the 90’s and is now a freelance writer for Business 2.0, Kiplinger's, Money, The New York Times, and Real Simple, June 29, 2011,“Politicians Playing Costly Game of Chicken With the Debt Ceiling”, http://moneywatch.bnet.com/economic-news/blog/daily-money/politicians-playing-costly-game-of-chicken-with-the-debt-ceiling/3067/, Date accessed June 30, 2011

The Bipartisan Policy Center says that in the event there’s no deal in time, the government would have to slash spending by 44 percent in the month of August just to be able to stay current on its debt payments. And you don’t get to 44 percent by nipping and tucking foreign aid or some obscure program. “If you are going to be cutting 44 percent of the budget overnight, you are going to be cutting many popular programs — there is no way to avoid it,” the BPC’s Jay Powell explained. That’s just the beginning of the bad news. Mark Zandi, chief economist for Moody’s Analytics added on Tuesday that if there’s no deal to raise the debt limit, his expectation for stronger economic growth later this year will be “blown out of the water.” If that plays out, the economy is going to be pulled down into a double dip. “Even if Congress and the Administration reverses themselves days later, I think the damage will have been serious and we’ll probably be thrown into a recession,” Zandi told a gathering of reporters. Moreover, if there’s no move to raise the debt ceiling before it maxes out, the odds increase that the United States’ stellar debt-rating could be taken down a notch. A new report from a research arm of Standard & Poor’s estimates that if that happens, the hit to Treasury prices could be $100 billion. That’s just for the Treasury market. You’d also have to steel yourself for fallout across all markets, as well as prepping for higher lending rates, on everything from credit cards to car loans. And then there’s the potential hit to the dollar and the impossible-to-overestimate importance of global optics if the rest of the world wavers in how it judges our financial stability.
2NC Econ EXT

The debt ceiling kills U.S stability- spillover globally
Gongloff, Mark Gongloff, Staff Reporter at Wall Street Journal, June 8, 2011, “Fitch Warns on Debt Ceiling, Too”,http://blogs.wsj.com/marketbeat/2011/06/08/fitch-warns-on-debt-ceiling-too/, Date accessed June 30, 2011

First China, then Oman, now Fitch is warning about the US debt ceiling. “Failure to raise the debt ceiling in a timely manner would imply a crisis of governance that could imperil the US ‘AAA’ status,” David Riley, head of sovereign ratings at Fitch, said in a release this morning.“ More importantly, default by the world’s largest borrower and issuer of the pre-eminent reserve currency would be extraordinary and threaten the still fragile financial stability in the US and the world as awhole, especially against the backdrop of the European sovereign debt crisis,” he added. Fitch warns it will take action if the debt ceiling isn’t raised by August 2, which the Treasury Department says is the current drop-dead date after which a default will come: If contrary to expectations, an increase in the debt ceiling has not been enacted by 2 August (or the latest date specified by the most recent Treasury projection as to when the US government will not be able to securely honour its commitments), the US sovereign rating will be placed on Rating Watch Negative. Fitch rival Moody’s issued a similar warning last week. Treasurys are not responding, with the 10-year Treasury yield holding at 2.97%.

Debt Ceiling is key to the economy- Now is the key time to raise it, recession will start before the deadline

Becker, Bernie Becker, is a writer for The Hill, June 28, 2011 “Key economist: Failure to raise debt ceiling will cause serious damage”, http://thehill.com/blogs/on-the-money/budget/168799-key-economist-failure-to-raise-debt-ceiling-will-cause-serious-damage-, Date accessed June 30, 2011

The economist Mark Zandi is cautiously optimistic about the economy — as long as policymakers come together on a deal to raise the debt ceiling. Zandi said Tuesday that he expected the pace of economic growth to quicken throughout the year, rising from the current clip of roughly 2 percent to nearly 4 percent by year’s end. But, the economist added, if Congress fails to raise the $14.3 trillion debt ceiling by the Aug. 2 deadline, his forecast would be “blown out of the water.” “Even if Congress and the administration reverses themselves days later I think the damage will have been serious and we'll probably be thrown into a recession,” Zandi said at a breakfast sponsored by The Christian Science Monitor, later adding that he expected the markets to start getting nervous if a deal is not put into place by the second or third week of July. That said, Zandi expressed confidence that such a doomsday scenario would be avoided, saying it was a good sign that Democrats and Republicans had essentially agreed to reduce the deficit by roughly $4 trillion over about a decade. “The discussion in Washington has changed dramatically,” Zandi said. “I mean, it’s no longer a question of should we address entitlements — it’s no longer a question of do we need to reduce spending in the future.”

2NC Kills Jobs

Will lead to at least 800,000 job losses within days
Przybyla and Hopkins 11 Heidi Przybyla and Cheyenne Hopkins are staff writers for Bloomberg, “Failure to Raise U.S. Debt Cap May Idle 800,000 Workers, Budget Group Say”, 6/28/2011, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-06-28/failure-to-raise-u-s-debt-ceiling-would-idle-800-000-workers-group-says.html.
The U.S. government wouldn’t be able to fund about 50 percent of its obligations and would have to furlough about 800,000 federal workers if Congress fails to approve an increase in the $14.3 trillion debt ceiling, a coalition of former budget officials says. Sometime in the first half of August, no funding would be available for the Departments of Veterans Affairs, Education, and Housing and Urban Development, as well as unemployment insurance and Internal Revenue Service refunds, according to a report by the Bipartisan Policy Center in Washington. “The reality would be chaotic,” Jay Powell, the author of the study and a former Treasury undersecretary under President George H.W. Bush, said at a news conference when the report was released. “Treasury would be picking winners and losers.” The report represents a challenge to Senator Pat Toomey of Pennsylvania, Representative Michele Bachmann of Minnesota and other Republicans who dismiss the risks of a government default. Republican presidential candidate Tim Pawlenty said today Republicans should hold out for deep spending cuts before raising the debt ceiling, echoing the position of his party’s congressional leadership.

AT: Gov won’t shut down

1. Even if the government can pay back some of its bills, confidence will be shattered—economic collapse

Mason 11 Anthony Mason, Staff writer for CBS, “Whats at risk of the debt ceiling isn’t raised?” 6/28/2011, http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2011/06/28/eveningnews/main20075228.shtml.
If the U.S. maxes out its credit card, economists say, the Treasury will still be able to make the interest payments on its debt. "We're not going to default. But that's irrelevant," Mark Zandi tells CBS News chief economic correspondent Anthony Mason. Zandi, chief economist at Moody's Analytics says, "At the end of the day if we don't raise the debt ceiling, the economy's going to go back into recession. Interest rates are going to spike." Zandi, who's advised candidates in both parties, says the recession would be deep. The Treasury would immediately have to cut & prioritize its spending. Debt & interest payments would be made first. $500 billion is due in August alone. Social Security and Medicare would be next on the list. Bachmann says Obama using "scare tactics" on debt ceiling "On August 2nd, the government won't have to cut Social Security payments and Medicare," Zandi says. "But if it drags on for 3 or 4 weeks, then yeah, I think they'll have no choice but to cut almost everything that the government does, including Social Security and Medicare." Then, the government would have to begin furloughing employees. In April, Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner said, "it would shake the basic foundation of the entire global financial system," if we hit the debt ceiling. Geithner has also said the biggest casualty would be confidence. The game of debt ceiling chicken Ric Mishkin, a former Federal Reserve governor, says the countries that have lent money to the U.S would begin to doubt whether they'll be paid back. "That's what drives the interest rate up," Mason asked. "That drives the interest rate up and that's one of the things that would hurt us," Mishkin replied. "Because all the debt we have to pay back, we have to pay back at a much higher rate." "And we have a ton of it," Mishkin said. "That's the key thing. We have a ton of it." 14.3 trillion dollars to be exact. If there isn't progress by mid July, Mark Zandi says, the pressure will start to build. That's when Moody's has threatened to lower the government's triple AAA credit rating, if a resolution is not in sight. 
2. Even if they win that itll be later than August 2nd, the US will run out of money within a few days afterwards

Younglai 11, Rachelle Younglai, Staff Writer for Reuters, “Debt deadline unlikely to deviate much: source”, 6/28/2011, http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/06/28/us-usa-debt-deadline-idUSTRE75R06220110628.
U.S. Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner is not expected to significantly shift the August 2 date when the government will have exhausted all of its emergency measures to stave off default, a source familiar with the administration's efforts said on Monday. That means the Obama administration and Congress still have about a month to reach a deal to raise the $14.3 trillion debt limit on how much the government can borrow. After that date, the Treasury Department will run out of money to pay government bills, including interest on U.S. debt. Delayed or missed debt payments would rock financial markets and could send the country into a new recession, top Wall Street and policymakers have said. The source requested anonymity because the source was not authorized to speak on behalf of the administration and warned the projections were not final. The Treasury Department is due to provide congressional leaders with an updated forecast as early as Friday. A significant shift in the August 2 drop-dead date would fuel suspicions among a growing group of Republicans that the deadline can be ignored and that the administration is fear-mongering. "Delaying it will reinforce the argument that this crisis is a creation of Treasury, the White House and the political establishment," said Stuart Rothenberg, a non-partisan political analyst. He said it also will fuel arguments that the administration is picking "dates out of a hat to try to put pressure on Republicans to raise taxes." The White House is locked in a battle with lawmakers over how to raise the debt limit and curtail government spending. Republicans oppose raising taxes and want to focus on spending cuts. Democrats and the administration say the deficit cannot be slashed without increasing tax revenues. Although the U.S. Treasury has so far received more than $40 billion in revenue in corporate taxes in June, the amount is a fraction of what is needed to keep the government operating. The Treasury borrows on average about $125 billion per month to meet obligations such as paying elderly and disabled Americans social security benefits. On top of that, more than $500 billion in U.S. debt is maturing in August. Analysts echoed the administration's interim projections. "The Treasury's cash balance following the June quarterly tax date is slightly stronger than we expected, which may buy the Treasury a few extra days in August," research firm Wrightson ICAP said in a note to clients.

AT: 95 Proves no econ collapse

This time would be different than 95—the financial markets have drastically changed (AT: 95 proves no impact to not passing)

Min 10 David Min, Associate Director for Financial Markets Policy at the Center for American Progress, “The Big Freeze: The Conservative Pledge to Freeze the Debt Ceiling is a Looming Disaster” 10/28/2010, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/10/big_freeze.html
This conservative pledge has historical antecedents. In the fall of 1995, congressional Republicans refused to raise the debt ceiling for a period of about six months, until they reversed course in March 1996 in response to plummeting poll numbers. This original “debt ceiling crisis,” as it’s become known, was extraordinarily costly, roiling the financial markets and forcing two government shutdowns. The consequences of refusing to raise the debt ceiling would be even more costly today, given the precarious state of the U.S. economy and global financial markets, and potentially could be disastrous. Unlike in 1995, when our economic outlook was good, we are currently fighting our way out of the Great Recession and coming off of the worst financial crisis since the 1930s. Nonetheless, led by the advice of Newt Gingrich, the former House Speaker who was the architect of the 1995-96 debt ceiling crisis, many conservatives are clamoring for a repeat of this past episode in recklessness. The budgetary consequences of this conservative pledge would be catastrophic and far-reaching, forcing the immediate cessation of more than 40 percent of all federal government activities (excluding only interest payments on the national debt), including Social Security, military operations in Iraq and Afghanistan, homeland security, Medicare, and unemployment insurance. This would not only threaten the safety and economic security of all Americans, but also have dire impacts for the economy and job growth. In short, the economic consequences of such a large and precipitous drop in spending would be crushing, and almost certainly result in a severe drop in economic growth and employment at a time when we can least afford it. Moreover, such a move could lead to a panic in the international financial markets. Following the 2008 financial crisis, we have seen debt crises hit Ireland, Greece, and Italy, with fears that this could spread further and cause a global economic downturn. The financial markets are on edge today, with U.S. Treasury bonds being the safe haven for most investment capital. Refusing to raise the debt ceiling would recklessly disrupt the sale and purchase of new Treasury bonds, and could potentially cause a run on outstanding Treasurys as well, as investors sought other investments. This could have catastrophic consequences for our economy as well as the economic stability of the rest of the world. Refusing to raise the debt ceiling would also exacerbate the problems with our long-term budget outlook. The budget deficit right now is the result of two distinct sets of changes since 2001, when we last had a budget surplus. First, a series of long-term policies enacted by the Bush administration—most notably the Bush tax cuts of 2001 and 2003, the decision to fight two major wars without raising taxes, and the passage of an unfunded Medicare Part D prescription drug program—created permanent structural budget deficits that will remain with us over the long term unless they are addressed. Second, the poor economy caused a drop in tax receipts alongside higher “countercyclical” spending, such as for unemployment insurance and food stamps. 

Timeframe—five weeks

August 2nd is the deadline—chaos will ensue afterwards

Cook 11 Dave Cook, Staff writer for the Christian Science Monitor, “Top economist: Raise the debt ceiling or blow the recovery 'out of the water';

The US economy will double its growth rate by the end of the year, if Congress raises the debt ceiling, says economic forecaster Mark Zandi. Otherwise, 'we would be thrown into recession.'”, 6/28/2011, http://www.lexisnexis.com .proxy.uchicago.edu/lnacui2api/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T12262076802&format=GNBFI&sort=BOOLEAN&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T12262076808&cisb=22_T12262076807&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=7945&docNo=24. Mark Zandi, a prominent economic forecaster, says the US economy will gather steam in the second six months of 2011 - unless Congress fails to raise the government debt limit. In that case, "we go into recession, and my forecast would be blown out of the water," he said Tuesday at a Monitor-hosted breakfast for reporters. The chief economist of Moody's Analytics, Dr. Zandi expects economic output to be growing at about a 4 percent rate by the end of 2011, versus 1.9 percent in the first three months of the year. "Weights on the economy are lifting," he said, referring to diminishing effects of higher oil and food prices, as well as the impact of the Japanese tsunami on auto production. Zandi remains wary of the return of high gas prices, he says, and thinks unemployment will fall slowly, but he remains cautiously optimistic about the overall economic recovery. But Zandi's relatively upbeat outlook would change abruptly if Congress and the Obama administration fail to agree on a plan to raise the federal debt ceiling by August 2, requiring the government to dramatically curtail operations. "If we get to August 2 and there is no debt ceiling limit, and there has to be significant spending cuts - even if Congress and the administration reverse themselves days later, I think the damage will have been serious, and we probably would be thrown into a recession," Zandi said. Why would even a short government shutdown have such a major impact? It's psychology, Zandi says. "The collective psyche is extremely fragile, I think. As I talk to business people in every industry across the country, they are extraordinarily nervous. That's why if anything goes slightly wrong, the negative consequences are amplified." Business executives are not the only ones whose confidence is shaky. The Conference Board, a business research group, said Wednesday that confidence among U.S. consumers unexpectedly fell in June to a seven-month low. One factor in declining consumer confidence: a tough job market. The percent of respondents expecting an increase in job availability fell to the lowest in 11 months, the business group said. While confident about economic growth, Zandi said the jobless rate will be slow to decline, a which could pose a major problem for President Obama's re-election prospects. He expects unemployment to close out 2011 at 9 percent. "I do think that by next year, though, we will have enough job growth [to] more than absorb the folks coming into the labor force," he said. "Unemployment will fall. By year's end 2012, I expect an unemployment rate that is closer to 8 percent." Failure to reach agreement on a debt ceiling increase is not the only major risk to the economy. "For my optimism to come to pass, a number of key assumptions have to hold," Zandi said. "One is that $4 dollars for a gallon of regular unleaded was the peak for the year... If oil prices rise again, then I think my optimism would fade pretty fast. Nothing is worse for the economy than higher gasoline prices." Zandi is well regarded by both parties in Washington. He advised John McCain's presidential campaign and also has advised members of the Obama administration. The Wall Street Journal referred to him as "the de facto chief economist to Congress."

New date—July 22nd—politicians will need time to write the bill by August

New York Magazine 11 The New York Magazine, “The Debt-Ceiling Deadline has Been Moved…Closer”, 7/1/2011, http://nymag.com/daily/intel/2011/07/the_debt-ceiling_deadline_has.html.
For months now, August 2 was considered the absolute last day that the debt ceiling can be raised before the federal government becomes unable to meet its obligations. But the Obama administration has decided that a deal needs to be struck by July 22 in order to provide enough time to write the legislation and pass it through both chambers of Congress by August 2. So congressional leaders have just three more weeks to break their impasse, and the rest of us have three weeks to stock up on water and canned goods.
***Links***

2NC Link Extensions—Republicans 

The plan destroys the Senates ability to raise the debate ceiling- brink of compromise now 

Roll Call By John Stanton and Steven T. Dennis April 12, 2011, Midnight, “Debt Limit Battle Begins Now”, http://www.rollcall.com/issues/56_109/Debt-Limit-Battle-Begins-Now-204842-1.html //ZY

  Democrats and Republicans wasted no time drawing stark battle lines for the coming fight over raising the debt limit as a top Republican dismissed out of hand the White House’s calls for a simple increase to the nation’s borrowing authority. “We are not going to vote to raise the debt limit unless we see some guarantees” on mandatory spending caps and entitlement reform, House Majority Leader Eric Cantor said Monday. Carney argued that Obama has demonstrated a willingness to deal with the debt and called on Congress to quickly pass a clean extension. “His agreement on Friday to enact the deepest discretionary spending cuts in history has shown that he is committed to deficit reduction, and we do not need to play chicken with our economy by linking the raising of the debt ceiling to anything. We should do that right away,” Carney argued. Almost immediately after Speaker John Boehner (R-Ohio), Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) and Obama agreed to a six-month continuing resolution with $38.5 billion in spending cuts, Democrats and Republicans alike looked ahead to the bigger debt limit fight. “It’s been interesting to see the pivot here, particularly in the context of the week that the president has decided to step up,” Cantor said, pointing to Obama’s planned deficit-reduction speech Wednesday. The shift in rhetoric for Democrats has been particularly jarring. Obama voted against a debt limit increase as a Senator, but Carney told reporters Monday that the president “regrets that vote and thinks it was a mistake. He realizes now that raising the debt ceiling is so important to the health of this economy and the global economy that it is not a vote that — even when you are protesting an administration’s policies — you can play around with, and you need to take very seriously,” Carney said. Carney also took the first steps Monday toward painting Republicans as putting partisanship ahead of the nation’s economic needs. “The economic impact of holding hostage the debt ceiling vote to other considerations would be catastrophic, so I think the need to move on this is quite clear,” Carney said. Other Democrats were staking out equally strong positions. Rep. Peter Welch (Vt.) — one of the chamber’s most liberal Members — over the weekend began circulating a letter with other Democrats calling on their leadership to hold a special Caucus meeting to discuss the debt limit and urged them to stand behind the demand for a clean extension. “The debt ceiling vote is about one thing: affirming that America pays its bills. It does not authorize new taxpayer obligations; it affirms to the world our commitment to pay obligations already incurred,” Welch wrote in the letter, which as of Monday had been signed by more than 20 Democrats. But Republicans, who have successfully forced Democrats into a fight on their turf of fiscal conservatism, weren’t buying Democrats’ insistence. Cantor said whether the debt limit needs to be raised is not the question for the bulk of Republicans. “Most of my Members would say, ‘Look, the American people are expected to pay their bills, and the federal government is expected to pay its bills,’” he said. But “we are in such a fiscal mess. America is broke, and we’ve got to demonstrate some leadership here.” Cantor and Boehner, who are expected to lead the GOP charge on the debt limit, already appear to have succeeded in shifting the debate away from whether GOP infighting would sink a debt limit vote and onto what kind of spending cuts, if any, should be attached to the final deal. Senate Republicans see the debt limit increase as a golden opportunity to force Democrats up for re-election next year to cast tough votes, particularly on a balanced-budget amendment to the Constitution and a separate spending cap proposal from Sens. Bob Corker (R-Tenn.) and Claire McCaskill (D-Mo.). Reid spokesman Jon Summers said Democrats would continue to work with Republicans on responsible ways to cut spending while protecting the economy. But he warned the GOP against more brinkmanship. “If we have learned anything from the budget negotiations, it’s that the American people didn’t like the GOP’s threats to shut down the government and they won’t take too kindly to threats of putting America into default, which would have a devastating effect on the global economy,” he said. But Reid also will feel pressure from within his own party, particularly Budget Chairman Kent Conrad. The North Dakota Democrat has already said he will support only short-term increases in the debt limit to keep up the pressure  to reach a broader deficit-cutting deal. Conrad is part of the “gang of six” — three Republicans and three Democrats — trying to hash out a compromise to slash $4 trillion from deficits over the next decade with a combination of tax reform, entitlement cuts and discretionary spending caps.

2NC Link Extensions—Republicans

Space policy creates senate infighting- Obamas unpopular politics, California and Utah senators and NASA administration  
Washington Examiner, By: Rand Simberg, a recovering aerospace engineer and a consultant in space commercialization, space tourism and Internet security. He offers occasionally biting commentary about infinity and beyond at his weblog, Transterrestrial Musings. He is an adjunct scholar at the Competitive Enterprise Institute, 06/08/11,“Space politics makes strange bedfellows”, http://washingtonexaminer.com/blogs/opinion-zone/2011/06/space-politics-makes-strange-bedfellows //ZY
Staffers for California's Democratic Senators Barbara Boxer and Dianne Feinstein were no doubt nonplussed to discover that their bosses had been praised by the Tea Party on Monday.  It's all of a piece of the political bizarro world in which space policy has been immersed for the last year and a half, ever since the Obama administration canceled the disastrous Constellation program in favor of a more commercial approach, and the response of many supposed conservatives in Congress was to demand a "public option." So, how did the two senators earn the support of the Florida Tea Partiers? As part of the final Continuing Resolution to fund the government through the end of the fiscal year, Congress, at the behest of space state Senators (Utah, Florida, Texas and Alabama), included an earmark of almost $2 billion dollars for a new heavy lift vehicle, which was supposed to use existing Shuttle and Constellation contracts and contractors.  Specifically (among other features, or bugs, depending on one's point of view), it was intended to use Shuttle solid rocket motors, manufactured in Republican Sen. Orrin Hatch's Utah by ATK. But a fly entered the senatorial ointment.  Late last year, Aerojet General, the smallest of the big three propulsion companies, declared its intention to pursue the first-stage engine business, and threatened to sue NASA to force it to open the planned sole-source contract to ATK to competition. Now enter the California senators.  It is actually unusual for the California congressional delegation to pay much attention to space policy, despite the large amount of space industry in the state; traditionally, they have either taken it for granted, or ignored it entirely (for instance, there were few complaints back in the nineties when NASA moved a lot of Shuttle-related work from southern California to Texas and Florida).  But Aerojet is based in Sacramento, the capital of the state, and apparently the company persuaded its senators, Boxer and Feinstein, to weigh in on its behalf.  Late last month, they sent a letter to NASA administrator Charles Bolden, asking him to open up the propulsion contract to competition: In this time of constrained budgets, it would be inexcusable to funnel billions of taxpayer dollars into a non-competitive sole-source contract for the new Space Launch System. By allowing a competitive process, NASA could realize hundreds of millions of dollars in annual savings, and billions in savings over the life of the program. Furthermore, a competitive process will build capacity and enhance the critical skills and capabilities at a wide range of aerospace technology companies.  We believe a competitive process is consistent with the NASA Reauthorization Act of 2010. As you know, this legislation directed the agency to construct a new human rated spacecraft by 2016 while utilizing existing contracts where "practicable." However, NASA itself has already concluded that such a plan is not practicable. The January 2011 report issued by your agency entitled the "Preliminary Report Regarding NASA's Space Launch System and Multi-Purpose Crew Vehicle" concluded that "NASA does not believe this goal is achievable based on a combination of the current funding profile estimate, traditional approaches to acquisition, and currently considered vehicle architectures."  Based on this conclusion, we believe that it is not "practicable" to continue the existing contracts. Instead, we believe that NASA should open a competitive bidding process for the SLS to ensure that the agency obtains the best technology at the lowest possible cost. These words were music to the ears of both the Competitive Space Task Force (full disclosure: of which I am chairman) and Tea Party in Space, a Florida-based group that promotes a vigorous but fiscally responsible space program (something exactly the opposite of what those who make space policy on the Hill seem to want).  Hence, Monday's press release lauding the two senators' action. Interestingly and ironically, it sets up a potential battle in the upper chamber over space policy, in which the Democratic senators from California are fighting for a competitive approach (in the interest, of course, of their own home state contractor), against a "conservative" Republican senator from Utah who insists on a wasteful, sole-source pork-based one in the interest of his state.  Which all goes to show (as we've seen for the last year and a half) that space policy is truly non-partisan, and non-ideological, and it is driven primarily by rent seeking, not a desire to open up space to humanity.  As long as space policy remains unimportant, it will continue to be subject to the petty politics of those whose states and districts benefit from the jobs created, even as wealth is destroyed.  But the good news is that this may delay things sufficiently long that an expensive, unnecessary rocket never gets built at all.
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Obamas pushing it—cancelled weeklong holiday to solely focus on the debt ceiling

Pretoria News 11 “US Senate to resolve debt limit impasse”, 7/1/2011, http://www.pretorianews.co.za/us-senate-to-resolve-debt-limit-impasse-1.1092112.
The Senate gave in to prodding by President Barack Obama, abandoning plans to take a holiday recess next week and agreeing to work on a compromise for avoiding a government default and reducing mammoth U.S. debts. Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, a Democrat, announced the scheduling change Thursday, a day after Obama urged lawmakers to act swiftly to extend the government's ability to borrow money, known as the debt ceiling. The Obama administration is warning that if the debt ceiling is not raised by Aug. 2, the U.S. would face its first default, potentially throwing world financial markets into turmoil. The Republican-controlled House of Representatives had already been scheduled to work next week. The debate over the budget and the debt limit has become Washington's hottest issue with huge political implications ahead of next year's presidential and congressional elections. Republicans are insisting on cutting at least $2 trillion in spending cuts before they'll agree to increase the debt ceiling. The White House has identified at least $1.3 trillion in spending cuts over 10 years and is proposing up to $400 billion in new tax revenue. Republicans oppose any tax increases. At a news conference Wednesday, Obama sought to upend the Republican argument that deficit-cutting negotiations had come to a standstill over the White House desire to increase taxes. “The tax cuts I'm proposing we get rid of are tax breaks for millionaires and billionaires, tax breaks for oil companies and hedge fund managers, and corporate jet owners,” Obama countered. In calling on lawmakers to work through their holiday recess, Obama argued that his 12- and 10-year-old daughters show more discipline getting their work done.

Obama is focused on passing the debt ceiling

Prial 11 Dunstan Prial, Staff writer for Fox Business News, “Rhetoric becomes the focus in debt limit debate”, 7/1/2011, http://www.foxbusiness.com/markets/2011/06/30/rhetoric-becomes-focus-in-debt-limit-debate/.
President Barack Obama sounded pretty tough on Wednesday, claiming Republicans are more concerned with tax breaks for their corporate fat-cat buddies than in warding off a potential default by the U.S. on its massive debt load. Obama even provided specifics: Republicans support tax breaks for corporate jets at the expense of children and the elderly. Republican Congressman Eric Cantor, meanwhile, dramatically walked out last week on negotiations seeking an agreement to raise the U.S. debt limit, citing Democrats’ insistence on raising taxes. Republicans, he suggested, won’t even sit at the table as long as tax increases remain on it. On the surface, these episodes seem to underscore the vast gap between the two parties’ positions on a deal that would raise the debt limit above the $14.3 trillion level where it currently stands. But more than likely it’s just political theater. High stakes political theater for sure, but political theater all the same. “It’s part of the game,” said Alex Brill, a research fellow at the American Enterprise Institute. In fact, most of the debate hasn’t really been over whether or not the ceiling should be lifted (although some conservative Republicans have questioned the necessity of such a move) but rather over a deficit reduction package that’s tied to the debt limit. Democrats have said tax increases have to be considered part of any serious debt reduction plan, while Republicans are seeking deep spending cuts instead. An agreement to raise the limit and eliminate the threat of a U.S. default is, by most accounts, all but certain between now and the Aug. 2 deadline set by Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner. Leaders from both parties have acknowledged that a U.S. default -- even the serious threat of a U.S. default -- could ripple through the global economy with cataclysmic results. Neither party wants to be blamed for an economic catastrophe. So while it would seem to be counterproductive to insult the very people with whom you’re trying to negotiate an important compromise, Obama’s unexpected attack was actually a pretty safe political play. Given the stakes for both sides if no agreement is reached, and the ultimate likelihood of an eventual deal, Obama didn’t risk much by going on the attack. “This is the right time for bomb throwing,” said Brill, noting that Obama was merely “feeding his base.” Same goes for Cantor (R-Va.) and Senator Jon Kyl (R-Ariz), who were doing essentially the same thing when they noisily bailed out last week on negotiations on a debt limit deal being presided over by Vice President Joe Biden. It’s all part of the endless Washington, D.C., kabuki dance. Also participating has been Senator Minority Leader Mitch McConnell, (R-Ky), who earlier framed the debt limit debate as one between the Democrats’ goal of “massive tax hikes” and the Republicans’ desire to “save our entitlements and our country from bankruptcy.” Obama took the bait during a nationally televised press conference Wednesday. His approach was to pit public sympathy toward corporate bosses and their private jets against children and the elderly, as if Republican negotiating tactics will support those private jets while the methods of Democrats will help the needy. Instead, the president was widely criticized for politicizing the issue and needlessly injecting class warfare into the debate. 
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Obamas pushing it—cancelled weeklong holiday to solely focus on the debt ceiling

Pretoria News 11 “US Senate to resolve debt limit impasse”, 7/1/2011, http://www.pretorianews.co.za/us-senate-to-resolve-debt-limit-impasse-1.1092112.
The Senate gave in to prodding by President Barack Obama, abandoning plans to take a holiday recess next week and agreeing to work on a compromise for avoiding a government default and reducing mammoth U.S. debts. Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, a Democrat, announced the scheduling change Thursday, a day after Obama urged lawmakers to act swiftly to extend the government's ability to borrow money, known as the debt ceiling. The Obama administration is warning that if the debt ceiling is not raised by Aug. 2, the U.S. would face its first default, potentially throwing world financial markets into turmoil. The Republican-controlled House of Representatives had already been scheduled to work next week. The debate over the budget and the debt limit has become Washington's hottest issue with huge political implications ahead of next year's presidential and congressional elections. Republicans are insisting on cutting at least $2 trillion in spending cuts before they'll agree to increase the debt ceiling. The White House has identified at least $1.3 trillion in spending cuts over 10 years and is proposing up to $400 billion in new tax revenue. Republicans oppose any tax increases. At a news conference Wednesday, Obama sought to upend the Republican argument that deficit-cutting negotiations had come to a standstill over the White House desire to increase taxes. “The tax cuts I'm proposing we get rid of are tax breaks for millionaires and billionaires, tax breaks for oil companies and hedge fund managers, and corporate jet owners,” Obama countered. In calling on lawmakers to work through their holiday recess, Obama argued that his 12- and 10-year-old daughters show more discipline getting their work done.
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Obama’s gonna need all his capital on the debt ceiling

NewsFlavor 11, “The Obama Foundation Continues to Crack, but is the Alternative Really Better?”, 6/292/2011, http://newsflavor.com/opinions/the-obama-foundation-continues-to-crack-but-is-the-alternative-really-better/.
The Debt of the United States needs to be dealt with says Obama. Yet, we tend to continue to pour more dollars into international affairs, potentially sticking our nose where it doesn’t belong, while elements in the country such as education are suffering. The debt ceiling being raised has a hard dealined of August 2nd. Congress will not be allowed to have their mid July recess until some kind of common ground is made. Obama managed to talk for an entire hour, giving just enough valuable information to pacify certain parts of the population, while many tend to get tired of pretty words and promises. They want decisive action. The Libya fiasco, no matter how well intended it was to get a man like Gadhafi out of power, has distracted the attempts to pull the country out this hole, that we keep digging ourselves out of. Obama talks of a middle class, which is a group that is virtually nonexistent. Barely hanging on if that. There are two groups, the rich and those who have been struck hard, who are just hanging on enough to barely survive. Obama dodged many bullets. However despite a spike for his approval rating with the death of Osama Bin Laden, he burned through the political capital that he had like a Roman candle, with an absolute fury. Could another President do better? Perhaps. Could one do much worse? That’s a pretty safe assumption. It doesn’t matter however as Obama is the man in charge and is the man who will need to get action done. Many still do see Obama as a savior but many more are growing tired for the President not doing anything decisive. Regardless of whether any President would have been able to do anything in this environment is irrelevant, the fact is, Obama is unfortunately the man who has to get this done. More and more, people have branded Obama as a deceitful carny who is good at spinning a tale, but when it comes time for action, he comes up short.

Obamas using all his capital to pass the debt ceiling – bashing Congress

Jaffe 11 Matthew Jaffe, Staff Writer for ABC News, “Obama Scolds Congress, Says Malia and Sasha are More Disciplined”, 6/29/2011, http://blogs.abcnews.com/politicalpunch/2011/06/obama-scolds-congress-says-malia-and-sasha-are-more-disciplined.html.
“If the United States government for the first time cannot pay its bills, if it defaults, then the consequences for the US economy will be significant and unpredictable and that is not a good thing,” President Obama said of the debt ceiling debate. “We don’t know how capital markets will react, but if capital markets suddenly decide, you know what, the US government doesn’t pay its bills so we’re going to start pulling our money out and the US Treasury has to start to raise interest rates in order to attract more money to pay off our bills, that means higher interest rates for businesses, that means higher interest rates for consumers. So all the headwinds that we’re already experiencing in terms of recovery will get worse. That is not my opinion – I think that’s the consensus opinion. And that means that job growth will be further stymied, it will be further hampered as a consequence of that decision.” “These are bills that Congress ran up,” he noted. “The money’s been spent. The obligations have been made. So this is not a situation – I think the American people have to understand this – this is not a situation where you know, Congress is going to say, ‘Okay, we won’t buy this car or we won’t take this vacation.’ They took the vacation, they bought the car, and now they’re saying maybe we don’t have to pay or we don’t have to pay as fast as we said we were going to. That’s not how responsible families act. We’re the greatest nation on earth and we can’t act that way. So this is urgent and it needs to get settled.” In response to suggestions by prominent Republicans like House Speaker John Boehner that the Aug. 2 deadline set by the Treasury Department was “artificial,” the president said, “Aug. 2 is a very important date and there’s no reason why we can’t get this done now. We know what the options are out there. This is not a technical problem any longer. This is the matter of Congress going ahead and biting the bullet and making some tough decisions.” If his two daughters can do their homework with plenty of time to spare, the president then asked, why can’t Congress get their work done, too? “You know, Malia and Sasha generally finish their homework a day ahead of time. Malia is 13 and Sasha is 10. It is impressive. They don’t wait until the night before. They’re not pulling all-nighters,” he said to laughter from the assembled press corps. “They’re 13 and 10. You know, Congress can do the same thing. If you know you’ve got to do something, just do it.” But the president wasn’t done yet. After touting his leadership on the debt ceiling issue, pointing out that he’d met with members of Congress repeatedly in recent months, the president took some shots at the Congressional calendar that leaves lawmakers ample time to leave Washington and return to their home states and districts. “They need to do their job. Now’s the time to go ahead and make the tough choices. That’s why they’re called leaders. And I’ve already shown that I’m willing ot make decisions that are very tough and you know, give my base of voters further reason to give me a hard time, but it’s got to be done, so there’s no point in procrastinating. There’s no point in putting it off. You know, we’ve got to get this done. And if by the end of this week we have not seen substantial progress then I think members of Congress need to understand we’re going to have to start cancelling things and stay here until we get it done. They’re in one week. They’re out one week. And then they’re saying Obama’s got to step in – you need to be here, I’ve been here, I’ve been doing Afghanistan, bin Laden, and the Greek crisis. You stay here. Let’s get it done.”
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Obamas spending political capital on debt limit—bashing both parties—dems not happy

Bernstein 11 Jonathan Bernstein, Staff Writer for the Washington Post, “Expect more Congress-bashing from Obama” 6/29/2011, http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/plum-line/post/expect-more-congress-bashing-from-obama/2011/03/28/AG62lGrH_blog.html

One thing that Barack Obama’s press conference today roved is that the president and his staff can read the polls. And what those polls say is this: everyone hates Congress. The president started his press conference bashing “Congress” for being stubborn on the debt limit and taxes, and then towards the end he had a well-executed riff about how the First Children always get their homework done in advance, so why can’t Congress pass the damn debt limit already? The interesting thing here, from the standpoint of rhetoric and likely campaign themes, is that Obama chose to call the Bad Guys in this fight “Congress” — not Republicans, or John Boehner and Mitch McConnell (he did, finally, mention them by name briefly at the end). This is not surprising, since Boehner and McConnell aren’t particularly popular, and neither is the Republican Party in general. But Congress fares far worse. Indeed, Congress came in dead last, behind unloved groups such as HMOs, big business, and banks, in the latest Gallup survey of confidence in institutions. Moreover, Congress is safe: it’s possible that Boehner could rally back from his current mediocre approval ratings, but Congress is always mocked and hated. I’m sure there are plenty of Democrats who would like to hear Obama go after Republicans and their leaders directly. But this is one of those cases in which the president’s self-interest (in re-election) pushes him in a somewhat different direction than what party activists might like. And, subjectively speaking, he seemed very comfortable doing it. Expect to hear plenty more Congress-bashing from Barack Obama.

Obamas gonna need all the pol cap he has to push the debt ceiling

Stirewalt 11, Chris Stirewalt, Member of Fox News, “Debt Vote Kick Starts Debt Vote”, 5/25/2011, http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2011/05/25/dem-house-win-kills-entitlement-reform-hopes/.
Senate Democrats were patting themselves on the back for having scheduled a vote on the House budget blueprint, including Rep. Paul Ryan’s plan to remake Medicare. (How focused are the Senate Democrats on keeping their majority in 2012? When President Obama’s controversial banking adviser Elizabeth Warren was on the Hill for a brutal session with House Republicans that devolved into a bitter exchange of accusations, Senate Democrats were talking about having the Harvard professor mount a run against popular freshman Sen. Scott Brown.) But House Republicans came up with a most effective rejoinder to the Senate Mediscare vote: giving the president exactly what he asked for on his requested debt limit vote. Weary of Democrats accusing the House leadership of blocking a “clean” increase to the $14.3 trillion debt limit, the House GOP is serving up a bill that would provide the $2.4 trillion in borrowing necessitated by President Obama’s spending plan for 2012 and are offering it “clean” – that is to say without preconditions. While such a vote will demonstrate the unanimous opposition of the House Republicans, it will also draw minimal support among House Democrats. It would be surprising if even half of the House Democratic caucus went for the plan. The establishment press has been hammering away at the idea that Democrats and Republicans are at an impasse over the debt limit vote. The reality is that Democrats are in deep disagreement over how to proceed. That family feud in the Democratically controlled Senate has to be resolved before the Republican controlled House comes into play. There’s little doubt that the majority of votes for the final plan in the House will be Democrats with just enough Republicans – perhaps as few as 24 – coming over to help get the Obama-backed proposal through. The results of the Republican “clean” vote gambit were evident within the day. Vice President Biden emerged from talks with House Majority Leader Eric Cantor and Senate Minority Whip Jon Kyl suddenly brimming with optimism and touting a deal for the first $1 trillion in cuts needed to win bipartisan approval for any debt hike. Cantor emerged with good words too, a change from his terse comments about the bipartisan talks so far. The Republicans laid the groundwork with Speaker John Boehner’s terms: every dollar of new borrowing power equals a dollar in real spending cuts in the next five years. Democrats, meanwhile, are still pushing for a “trigger” in which automatic spending cuts would kick in if deficit spending gets to high… unless a future Congress decides to block the cuts. The president needs at least $2 trillion in order to avoid a similar situation before the 2012 election, so one might charitably assume that the negotiations were halfway home. Not so. Biden and Cantor both made clear that the issue of taxes is unresolved. Democrats are determined to push through some kind of tax increase, since a cuts-alone debt deal enacted after President Obama already agreed to ditch his plan to hike taxes on upper income earners would be a gut punch for the liberal base. 
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Obama will spend his new political capital from bin-Laden on the debt ceiling

MacAskill 11, Ewen MacAskill, Staff writer for the Irish Times, “Bin Laden provides political pay-off”, 5/4/2011, http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy.uchicago.edu/lnacui2api/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T12262082324&format=GNBFI&sort=BOOLEAN&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T12262082327&cisb=22_T12262082326&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=142626&docNo=6.
THE POLITICAL pay-off for US president Barack Obama from Osama bin Laden s death will be glaringly obvious tomorrow night. He will be making a high-profile appearance at New York s Ground Zero, chatting to members of the public, firefighters and others about 9/11 and what the al-Qaeda leader s death means to them. It promises to be an occasion full of emotion in a country overflowing with pride and relief that bin Laden has finally been located and retribution taken. The event will completely overshadow what would normally have been a major political event, the first Republican debate in the 2012 race for the White House. Only a handful of candidates, some of them relatively obscure Ron Paul, Tim Pawlenty, Rick Santorum, Gary Johnson and Herman Cain will be gathered for the televised debate, organised by the broadcaster Fox, in Greenville, South Carolina. What will Obama do with the political capital accrued from the killing of bin Laden? He could keep it in the bank until the middle of the campaign next year but that is quite far away. It is more likely he will use it in the months ahead in struggles with the Republicans. Having with varying degrees of success tackled healthcare reform, Iraq, the financial crisis and now bin Laden, there are still major gaps in the promises he made on the 2008 election trail. The biggest is to close the Guantánamo Bay detention centre within a year of becoming president. He appears to have lost that debate with Congress. Even the praise he is receiving from his Republican adversaries over the bin Laden operation is unlikely to persuade members to approve money to transfer the Guantánamo detainees to a prison on the mainland or allow civilian trials in New York or anywhere else on the mainland. The most likely place he can use the credit is in his struggle with Republicans over the budget, in particular in defence spending, with Obama seeking huge cuts in the Pentagon budget and Republicans equally determined to protect pet military projects that provide employment in their home states. With the war in Iraq winding down and the drawdown of troops from Afghanistan scheduled to begin in July, Obama Enhanced Coverage Linking can argue that removal of the head of al-Qaeda provides yet another reason to slash hundreds of billions from the military budget. Tom Mann, a specialist in politics at the Washington-based Brookings Institution, said: That is the right question: not whether Obamas almost certain boost in job approval will affect his re-election prospects but how he uses his new political capital to avoid a debt ceiling crisis and shapes the budget debate in the weeks and months ahead. Larry Sabato, a politics professor at the University of Virginia, agreed. He ought to spend the political credit. Wise presidents spend and unwise presidents try to bank it. You can t bank it, he said. He should spend it on the debt deficit debate to the extent that he can. The Republicans have anticipated this. They say We re thrilled by Osama bin Laden, but it has nothing to do with debt . He can t spend it in backroom deals with the Republicans but he can with the public [on the debt issue]. He added: The only long-lasting effect of this in the campaign in 2012 is that when the Republican candiate says, Obama, you have weakened our national defence , Obama will say, Osama . The public will say Yes, that is true . It gives him protection. On Monday, Obama appealed for Republicans and Democrats to put aside their differences but acknowledged he has no illusions about the difficulties of the debates that we ll have to be engaged in, in the weeks and months to come . What bin Ladens death has done is to have given the president an edge in these coming battles. 
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Obama will spend all the capital he has on the debt ceiling

Financial Mail 11, The Financial Mail, “Barack Obamas Political Capital”, 5/6/2011, http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy.uchicago.edu/lnacui2api/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T12262082324&format=GNBFI&sort=BOOLEAN&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T12262082327&cisb=22_T12262082326&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=163767&docNo=1

The death of Osama bin Laden at the hands of American special forces is more of a symbolic event than an actual dent in the fight against terrorism. By all accounts Bin Laden had long ceased to be the principal mover in Al-Qaeda and the group has over the years become more of a Hydra, with many heads in different parts of the world. In business parlance you could say Al-Qaeda had become a very successful, though deadly, terrorist franchise. It is as such perhaps too early for US president Barack Obama to say the world is now a "safer place" with his death. A byproduct, though, for Obama in the ordering of the attack on Bin Laden and the apparent instruction, similar to his predecessor George W Bush's instructions to bring him back "dead or alive", is the boost to his flagging political fortunes that could have some important implications. Obama has been under siege in the US in recent months over concerns that he was aloof, unable to lead decisively or take unpopular decisions, compounded by the deadlock in negotiations over the US budget. Also, there have been persistent questions raised in some quarters, including by his former rival and current secretary of state, Hillary Clinton, during the campaign for the Democratic nomination in 2008, that his inexperience in military matters and foreign affairs meant he didn't have the necessary credentials to be a commander-in-chief. This has all been forgotten in the aftermath of this weekend's event. The question now is, can Obama use the political capital he has gained to tackle perhaps an even bigger threat to the US - its ballooning debt and an inability to find a deal with a Republican Party emboldened by its historic victory in last November's congressional elections? Obama may be tempted to deploy his newfound popularity for his re-election next year. But the budget crisis is more urgent. There are perhaps just a couple of weeks until the US is expected to reach its US$14,7trillion debt limit. US lawmakers have indicated that they will not extend this limit until a deal is brokered between the Republicans and Democrats on how the government will cut America's federal budget deficit. The situation has reached such a dire point that rating agency Standard & Poor's took the unprecedented step of placing US treasuries on a negative outlook last month. The agency warned that unless the Obama administration and the US congress found a way to slash the deficit within the next two years, the US could lose its prized AAA+ credit rating. The problem, though, is that the Democrats and Republicans remain poles apart on a solution. This despite the chairman of the budget committee, who is trying to find a deal that will be acceptable to both parties, saying they were getting closer to a deal. What is clear is that the US government cannot continue on its present path of providing expensive social benefits such as Medicare to its citizens without raising taxes. But this is not palatable to the Republicans and neither party wants to risk losing votes, especially with presidential elections taking place next year, by cutting social welfare benefits. So why should SA care? A failure to secure a deal could have dire consequences for the rest of the world, which remains in a fragile economic position. The US economy is still the world's largest, and an important part of the global economic engine. Without a deal, the US government risks paralysis and a shutdown of its administration. Unless it takes drastic action in tackling its rising debt and interest payments, the US could conceivably risk facing an "interest spiral" where a greater and greater proportion of its budget is spent servicing its debt. And this will have disastrous implications for both the US and world economy. So though the political capital Obama has gained in dealing with Bin Laden might not mean he will get his and the Democrats' way in the budget negotiations, it is perhaps the best time for him to use it to find a solution before it's too late.
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Obama’s political capital is key to pass debt ceiling.

Tomasky 2010 Michael Tomasky, liberal American columnist, journalist and author.  Editor in chief of Democracy, American editor-at-large at Guardian America, a contributing editor for The American Prospect, and a contributor to The New York Review of Books. 12/22. http://www.nybooks.com/blogs/nyrblog/2010/dec/22/obamas-second-act/

However, we should not think that Republicans and Democrats alike have now discovered the joys of bipartisanship and will transfer these happy habits to the next Congress, which will convene on January 5. Matters will, alas, revert to normal. Atbest. A huge fight over the budget and spending awaits the next Congress. This week, the Senate passed (and the House was expected to pass) a “continuing resolution” to keeping funding the operations of the federal government at current levels through March. And that is when the guns will be drawn. The Republicans will push for deep spending cuts, especially to social programs and entitlements; Democrats will push for as many cuts to defense spending as they can. There will be a vote on raising the debt ceiling—the threshold set by Congress beyond which the government is forbidden from borrowing money—around then as well. This vote will give Republicans leverage—no sitting president can afford a failed vote on that, because of the potential economic consequences for the global economy—wreaking havoc, for instance. No one would ever have thought before that Congress would refuse to raise the debt ceiling, but the nature of the incoming, tea-party-inflected GOP legislative membership is such that the possibility now has to be taken at least semi-seriously.  Eyes will be on Obama as the new year begins. What kinds of cuts will he offer first, in an effort to take control of the debate? What will he say on Social Security? How far will he go toward accepting the premise of the Washington establishment that deficits and spending must be reined in above all else? Liberals fear a sell-out. Scuttlebutt has already begun on what we will and will not hear in the upcoming State of the Union address, which will certainly be Obama’s most important and might arguably be the most important such address since George W. Bush’s 2002 “axis of evil” speech. The hope among Democrats will be for Obama to lay out his agenda, try to shape the coming debate with Republicans, and draw a few lines in the sand. He cannot count on a continuation of this fortnight’s burst of bipartisanship, but the recent victories have probably replenished his capital with his own party, and to some extent with independent voters, putting him in a stronger position as he prepares for battle.
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Obama political capital key to passing debt ceiling

McGregor, Richard McGregor is the FT's Washington bureau chief, June 29, 2011, “Prospect of default failing to focus House minds”, http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/3f280d8c-a27a-11e0-9760-00144feabdc0.html#axzz1QtykWhYm, Date accessed July 1, 2011

Barack Obama will do a deal with the Republican leadership to lift the country’s borrowing limits in time for the early August deadline, thereby averting a global financial crisis triggered by a US default. Or so goes the conventional wisdom. Such is the gravity of the issue – the creditworthiness of the world’s reserve currency – that the grown-ups in Washington will prevail. The trouble with this reassuring scenario is that it appears to be unravelling. Finding the numbers in Congress to pass any deal – whatever the president and John Boehner, the Republican House Speaker, agree on – is looking perilous. The Treasury says America’s borrowing limit of $14,300bn will be reached on August 2. If it is not lifted, the US will not be able to pay overseas creditors, nor will it be able to send out Social Security cheques. A different set of numbers are at play in the 435-member House which has a 240-seat Republican majority. A large bloc of the newly elected Republicans who arrived in Washington on the Tea Party wave in last November’s midterm elections have made it clear they will not vote for any increase in the debt ceiling, period. Lifting the debt ceiling is akin to increasing government spending in their eyes, precisely what they came to Washington to stop. This is not a group looking to learn on the job. But their distaste for a deal extends to a deep suspicion of anything the administration proposes. Prominent Republicans now insouciantly mock the Treasury’s August 2 deadline. Michele Bachmann, the Tea Party poster girl and a fast-rising contender for the party’s nomination for the 2012 White House run, dismissed the date as “scare tactics”. Earlier this year Mr Boehner warned the Republican freshmen and women that they would have to behave like adults with the debt ceiling vote. He has changed his tune too and fallen into line with his caucus, dismissing the Treasury deadline as “artificial”. Such statements may be little more than the kind of posturing that precedes any negotiations and can be useful to allow enough congressmen and women to register a vote against a deal. Certainly, the Republican mantra that all savings to the budget must come from cutting spending rather than lifting revenue has been stunningly effective in forcing the Democrats into a corner on how to cut the ballooning budget deficit. The inability of Mr Obama to counter this Republican line on cuts has frustrated many Democrats. “The Republicans have defined the issue,” said a longtime party heavyweight. Which brings us to the other side of the ledger in the House. If few Republicans will vote for an increase in the debt ceiling, what about the Democrats? Just as Republicans insist the deal to lift the debt ceiling must be accompanied by matching spending cuts, the Democrats say the burden must be shared by lifting revenues, either by raising taxes or closing loopholes. If Mr Obama cannot negotiate an agreement with Mr Boehner with revenues rises as well as spending cuts of a magnitude that satisfies his supporters, then few Democrats may be willing to vote for it either. The Democrats see conspiratorial intent in the Republican demands for front-loading expenditure cuts. The more spending is cut in the short term, the weaker the economy will be next year, which would undermine Mr Obama’s chances for re-election. Financial markets are not yet focused on the debt ceiling. As hungry beasts, they usually eat what is in front of them, be it Greece or a multitude of data about the US economy. But anyone looking at Congress should hope that the markets start to focus on the issue sooner rather than later. Increasingly, it looks like the only thing that will force an increase in the debt ceiling is a painful financial shock. That is a scary prospect. It has the potential to act as yet another drag on a slow US economic recovery. Mr Obama finally grabbed the bully pulpit in the White House at a press conference on Wednesday and called on Republicans to step back from their “maximalist” position. The next few weeks will show if anyone is listening, or whether the two parties have to fall off a financial cliff together to get a deal.

AT: Obama wont push--election

Obama will spend PC- Passing debt ceiling provides Obama with Political cover for reelection

Busch, Andrew B. Busch Director, Global Currency and Public Policy Strategist at BMO Capital Markets, a recognized expert on the world financial markets and how these markets are impacted by political events, and a frequent CNBC contributor, June 28, 2011, “Busch: Political Cover for Debt Ceiling Deal”, http://www.cnbc.com/id/43563237, Date accessed July 1, 2011
Today in The Hill, the leaders of President Obama's deficit reduction commission wrote an Op-Ed that provides a window of opportunity for both sides to compromise. While the President did ignore the commission's recommendations, Bowles and Simpson may prove to be useful yet as they argue for a $2 trillion down payment on the deficit to get agreement to raise the debt ceiling. "....a two-part approach seems sensible, where policymakers agree to a large down payment now and follow it with more significant and structural reforms in the near future. For this to work, though, the down payment must be large - in the vicinity of $2 trillion - and it must at least begin to address entitlement growth." The Bowles-Simpson commission had recommended over $4 trillion in deficit reduction, but they feel now that is a bridge too far in the short amount of time necessary to raise the debt ceiling before August 3rd. The current rumors on the negotiations surround cuts to the Defense Department from the Republicans, cuts to benefits from Obama and changes to tax laws like LIFO from Democrats. Yesterday, President Obama met with Senate leaders from both parties and this follows his round of golf with Speaker of the House John Boehner. Both sides need to partake in educating the voters as to the choices and why the current spending is unsustainable. The more light that is shone on the negotiations; the more likely there will be a smooth process. To me, the most likely outcome will be a raising of the debt ceiling in time for the August 3rd payment. However to mollify the Tea Party members, Republicans are likely to make it a two or three step process. This translates into passing a temporary extension of the debt ceiling that lasts 60 days and then agreeing to come back to try again for a longer, larger agreement that will take the issue beyond the 2012 election. Make no mistake; this will be the central issue of 2012. Ultimately, the nation will have to decide what future it wants to have and which vision to follow. For the markets, the higher the ratio of spending cuts to tax increases will be a positive for the United States longer term growth. 

AT: Public Opinion Key

The public wants the debt ceiling – recent polls show – means republicans will be forced to concede

Woodward 11, Calvin Woodward, Staff writer for the Huffington Post, “Debt Ceiling Poll Shows Divide on Looming Deficit Crisis”, 6/25/2011, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/06/25/debt-ceiling-poll-deficit_n_884511.html.
Facing an August deadline for raising the country's borrowing limit or setting loose the consequences, politicians and economists are plenty alarmed. The people? Apparently not so much. They're divided on whether to raise the limit, according to an Associated Press-GfK poll that found 41 percent opposed to the idea and 38 percent in favor. People aren't exactly blase. A narrow majority in the poll expects an economic crisis to ensue if the U.S., maxed out on its borrowing capacity, starts missing interest payments to creditors. But even among that group, 37 percent say no dice to raising the limit. In Washington's humid air, talk of a financial apocalypse is thick. There are warnings of "credit markets in a state of panic," as the House Budget Committee chairman, Rep. Paul Ryan, R-Wis., put it, causing a sudden drop-off in the country's ability to borrow and pushing the government off a "credit cliff." He was characterizing a report by the government's nonpartisan Congressional Budget Office that warns of a "sudden fiscal crisis" in which investors might abandon U.S. bonds and force the government to pay steep interest rates and impose spending cuts and tax increases far more Draconian than if default were avoided. The dire warnings appear to be falling on unconvinced ears, at least so far. Advertisement Call it doomsday fatigue. In recent times, Americans heard that things were going to go haywire with the turn of the millennium, and they didn't. They were primed for post-Sept. 11 terrorist plots that did not unfold. They've seen Congress, a lumbering body that gets fleet of foot at the last minute, come to the brink time after time, only to pull something out of its hat. Recently, a partial government shutdown was averted in that manner. To Robin Knight, 50-year-old teacher from Gilbert, Ariz., who's trying to stay informed on the debt crisis, Washington's tendency to cry wolf and stage histrionics on issues of the day isn't helping. "It should be very easy to understand," she said, "but I think there are so many skewed views and time given to people screaming that it can be hard to follow." As during the lead-up to the government shutdown that didn't happen, tortured negotiations are under way. Republican leaders are insisting on huge spending cuts as a condition for raising the debt limit. This position finds solid support from Republicans in the poll and backing from a plurality of independents. President Barack Obama is pushing for increased tax revenue to be part of the deal, and that insistence led House Republican leader Eric Cantor of Virginia to walk out of the negotiations this past week. About half of Democrats in the poll said the debt limit should be raised regardless of whether it's paired with a deal to cut spending. The survey found no significant differences by education, age, income, or even by party, in perceptions of whether a crisis is likely if the limit is not increased. There was widespread dissatisfaction with how Obama is dealing with the deficit – a new high of 63 percent disapproval on that subject – and an even harsher judgment of how both parties in Congress are doing on the issue.

AT: Obama PC Low

Obama has enough pol cap to push it through
Silver, Nate Silver, is an American statistician, psephologist, and writer for the New York Times, June 27, 2011, “Cuomo, Obama and the Realm of the Possible, http://fivethirtyeight.blogs.nytimes.com/2011/06/27/cuomo-obama-and-the-realm-of-the-possible/, Date accessed July 1, 2011

Back in the real world, here’s one thing I think we can say about Mr. Obama: he’s chosen his fights carefully. The way that we “know” this is to look at Mr. Obama’s failures rather than his successes. There are essentially two ways that a president can fail when he needs the cooperation of Congress, one being that an issue fails to pass despite the president investing a significant amount of political capital in it, and the second being that he punts on the issue and doesn’t devote much time to it at all. Mr. Obama has had very few failures of the first kind — as, for example, Bill Clinton did on his health care bill, or George W. Bush did in his efforts to privatize Social Security. Generally, when Mr. Obama has invested himself in a bill, he has secured passage of it. On the other hand, there are a lot of fights that Mr. Obama has avoided. At least insofar as is evident from his public statements, he didn’t make a major push for climate change legislation, or for an immigration bill like the DREAM Act, or for a second stimulus. He hasn’t taken as confrontational a posture as he might have with Republicans on the debt ceiling. The point is not that this is the right strategy or the wrong strategy. It might well have been the right strategy — I don’t come to a conclusion about that. But I do think it’s fair to characterize it as a risk-averse strategy. And that, at the core, is what bothers some liberals about Mr. Obama’s approach to the presidency. Fairly or not, they want him to push the envelope more than he has and to take a few more chances — to expand the realm of the possible, as Mr. Cuomo seems to have done in New York.
Obamas got a lot of capital built up and has record popularity by the public

Mason 11 Julie Mason, White House Correspondent for the Washington Post, “Obama tapping personal charm, political capital to combat GOP”, 1/4/2011, http://washingtonexaminer.com/politics/white-house/2011/01/obama-tapping-personal-charm-political-capital-combat-gop.
President Obama is sounding optimistic about prospects for the parties to work together, but two key battles await to test the limits of his personal and political capital. "I think that there's going to be politics, that's what happens in Washington," Obama told reporters as he headed back to Washington after 11 days in Hawaii. Among the obstacles awaiting him is a re-energized Republican Party itching for confrontation, with plans to begin chipping away at Obama's signature health care reforms followed by a protracted showdown over the federal budget. "They are going to play to their base for a certain period of time," Obama said of Republicans, "but I'm pretty confident that they're going to recognize that our job is to govern and make sure that we are delivering jobs for the American people and that we're creating a competitive economy for the 21st century." After a string of late-session victories last month that included repealing the ban on gays serving openly in the military, cutting a tax-cut deal with Republicans and ratification of a nuclear arms treaty with Russia, Obama also is politically reanimated. His job approval ratings are back up to 50 percent after a long run in the mid-40s. Obama also has a potent weapon in the arsenal: a high personal approval rating of 73 percent, according to a recent CNN/Opinion Research Corp. poll. Even people who don't approve of the job Obama is doing like him personally. Chris Reardon, a political scientist and pollster at the University of New Hampshire, noted that presidents with high personal likability ratings can often be more effective than their popularity job approval ratings would suggest or political opponents might expect. "He hasn't done anything horrendous, people see he is a family man," Reardon said. "He might be cold and so forth, but he hasn't betrayed the country -- it's how he is perceived as a person."

AT: Compartmentalization 

Politicians vote based on capital—Arab Spring proves—increased Obamas capital

Lane 11 Charles Lane, Editorial Writer for the Washington Post, “Obama can reap political capital from revolt in Egypt”, 2/15/2011, http://www.thenewstribune.com/2011/02/15/1545321/obama-can-reap-political-capital.html.
I know we’re not supposed to think about foreign policy in such crass political terms. But in this case, there is no inherent contradiction between Obama’s political self-interest, Egyptian democracy and Middle East stability. To the contrary, Mubarak’s exit under mostly nonviolent circumstances opens a huge opportunity to secure all three. I find it hard to fault Obama’s management of the crisis so far: The situation was unpredicted (if not exactly unpredictable) and fraught with uncertainty and difficult tradeoffs. Yes, there were tactical missteps – CIA chief Leon Panetta’s premature forecast of Mubarak’s resignation being the most embarrassing – but overall, Obama and his team have managed to avoid doing irreparable harm. That’s no small achievement. The United States can probably never control the transition ahead, but it has preserved enough credibility and leverage to influence it. If Obama reaches out effectively to the democratic forces rising within the military and within the civilian population – and if the Arab world’s largest and most important country moves nonviolently toward free elections while maintaining peace with Israel – he can banish the specter of Carter’s Iran bungling and notch a major foreign policy accomplishment. No one would remember the zigs and zags of the past three weeks. The Republicans would be forced to concede that this president had, indeed, fulfilled one of his major campaign promises of 2008: to catalyze a better understanding between the United States and the Muslim world. Obama would even be able to claim victory in a cause – Middle East democracy – that his predecessor articulated but did not irreversibly advance except, possibly, in Iraq. It will take adjustments in Obama’s thinking: He must embrace democratic change in the Arab world more forcefully than he has in the past, with all the risks that entails. But the rewards could be great, great enough to warrant a major investment of his administration’s time and energy in Egypt over the rest of his term. 

AT: Compartmentalization

Issues aren’t compartmentalized – policy failures prevent future legislative successes – political capital is key to overcome opposition

Silber 7 – Political Science phd Student at UF (November 2007, Marissa, “What makes a president quack? Understanding lame duck status through the eyes of the media and politicians”, from paper Prepared for delivery at the 2007 Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association, August 30th-September 2nd 2007, http://74.125.155.132/scholar?q=cache:bbkJmVQ3SJMJ:scholar.google.com/+%22political+capital%22+%22finite%22+resources+president&hl=en&as_sdt=80000000) MGM

Political capital, based on external resources “determines whether the President will have the opportunity to offer a detailed domestic program, whether he will be restricted to a series of limited initiatives and vetoes” according to Light (34). A President’s political capital determines the size and parameters of his agenda. Capital is based on external sources such as party support in Congress, public approval and electoral margin, and reputation. Capital reflects a President’s strength; low levels of political capital make it difficult for a President to get anything done.
A lame duck President is plagued by past policy failures, while not benefiting as much from policy successes (Dunn 2006). George Bush has been plagued by his lack of response to Hurricane Katrina and first term foreign policies after 9/11 to deal with the War on Terrorism (Dunn 2006). Past Presidents have also been plagued by both domestic and foreign policy failures, affecting both party and public support.

Party support is the chief ingredient in Presidential capital; even if public approval ratings go down, a President can still succeed if he has party support. Although congressional support does not guarantee victories on crucial votes, it helps more than public support (Light 27). The following example seems to suggest the importance of political capital and congressional support needed for a second-term President. Sundquist (1973) explores the loss of Presidential control over congress occurring when a President is a lame duck. Using the example of Dwight D. Eisenhower, he describes the “jockeying” that occurs among parties in congress. In the case of a lame duck, the President’s power to impose discipline recedes while factions and individuals within Congress are less willing to cooperate (281). Conciliation is unlikely except for “matters where public pressure is overwhelming, or where some other circumstance makes legislative action imperative” since the President and his party want to maintain control and the opposing party tries to take advantage of a weak President (281). In the case of Eisenhower, Democrats showed limitless disdain for the President’s domestic proposals. Rather than holding hearings about the President’s proposals, they focused on advancing their own measures and forced Eisenhower to veto many bills. Democrats forced Eisenhower to use his veto, hoping to emphasize to the public the differences among parties. While Eisenhower welcomed the opportunity to veto in attempts to “castigate the opposition as a party of reckless spendthrifts and depict his own party as safe, sane, and prudent,” the 1960 election showed that the Democrats’ strategy was successful (281).

Public approval and electoral margin are not solely independent factors for political capital, but they also help gain congressional support. Margins of victory often translate into gains for the congressional party, making them influential. Public approval can be seen as a threshold effect. As explained by Light, although “public approval cannot create vast gains in Congress, the absence of public approval eventually undercuts potentials for success” (28). As long as the President remains at a specific level of approval or better, public support may have negligible effects on congressional success. However, if the President drops below the threshold, “public opinion begins to have substantial impact in eroding legislative support” (Light 29).

Reputation’s effect on a President’s political capital is unclear. Neustadt argues it is really important, using Eisenhower has an example to show this. According to Neustadt:

Everything [the President] personally says and does (or fails to say, omits to do), becomes significant in everyone’s appraisals regardless of the claims of his officialdom. For his words, his own actions, provide clues not only to his personal proclivities but to the forecasts and asserted influence of those around him (Neustadt 68).

While Neustadt argues that reputation is important, Carter and Nixon staff assistants suggest that while mistakes may matter short-term, they usually have little effect in the long-term (Light 29). Even if the impact of reputation is disputed, it is accepted that reputation is likely to have a greater impact on capital toward the end of the first term and into the second term (Light 30). No postwar second-term President has escaped being damaged in some way by political scandal (Dunn 2006). Scandal during the President’s term is not prevalent solely because he and his staff are more likely to commit crimes and misdemeanors, but rather “the timing is attributable to the speed of the investigative process” (Dunn 2006).

Important to the discussion of political capital is whether or not it can be replenished over a term. If a President expends political capital on his agenda, can it be replaced? Light suggests that “capital declines over time – public approval consistently falls: midterm losses occur” (31). Capital can be rebuilt, but only to a limited extent. The decline of capital makes it difficult to access information, recruit more expertise and maintain energy. If a lame duck President can be defined by a loss of political capital, this paper helps determine if such capital can be replenished or if a lame duck can accomplish little. Before determining this, a definition of a lame duck President must be developed.
AT: Winners win

Obamas political capital is finite—budget deals prove

McManus 11 Doyle McManus, Staff writer for the LA Times, “Lessons of the Budget Battle”, 4/10/2011, http://articles.latimes.com/2011/apr/10/opinion/la-oe-mcmanus-column-budget-shutdown-20110410.
Budget wonks complain that all that recent brinksmanship and fury was over relatively trivial sums of money, less than 1% of the government's annual spending. They point out that our real fiscal crisis amounts to hundreds of billions of dollars over the next decade, not a few billion in the remaining months of this year. They're right. But that doesn't mean this battle was meaningless or unnecessary. This struggle wasn't about money; it was about political power. And it needed to happen. Think of the fight over spending for the current fiscal year as Act 1 in a three-part budget drama. Act 2, coming this spring, will be the fight over whether to raise the ceiling on the federal government's debt, and what conditions to attach to it. Act 3, in the fall, will likely be the biggest battle of all, over the federal budget for 2012. But before the rest of the story can play out, politicians on both sides needed a clearer answer to one crucial question: How big a mandate for spending cuts did voters really intend to give Boehner and his fellow conservatives? There are four competing narratives about what the voters wanted when they went to the polls in November. And we can't truly move ahead until that debate is resolved.

President gets blame – most visible and role of commander in chief

Theodore L. Gatchel, Prof Naval War College, Providence Journal, 5/6/07
By virtue of his role as commander in chief, the president is automatically accountable for the conduct of U.S. forces in war.  The accountability of Congress is less clear. The mere fact that there are 535 members of Congress offers individual members a degree of anonymity. Their general reluctance to pass "clean" bills, ones that cover only one issue, provides even more cover.  The funding bill with a timetable for withdrawal from Iraq that was just vetoed by President Bush contained numerous provisions not related to the war. If such a bill eventually passes and its consequences become known, members of Congress will be able to justify their vote in either direction, not on the issue of withdrawal, but on the need for subsidies for spinach farmers or other matters included in the bill.  Without impinging on the president's prerogatives, Congress could end American involvement in Iraq by announcing a date after which no funds would be appropriated for the fighting there. Congress used that method to remove U.S. troops from Vietnam and then cut off vital war supplies for the South Vietnamese, thereby ensuring a communist military victory.  I suspect that few, if any, Americans could name even one member of Congress who voted for those actions thereby becoming at least partly responsible for the human disasters in Vietnam and Cambodia that followed the communist takeover. The burden of that responsibility fell almost exclusively on the presidents who were in office during the war. 

Political capital is not renewable – missteps like the plan will undermine Obama

Ryan 9 – Former Director of the Sir Arthur Lewis Institute of Social and Economic Studies

(Selwyn, “Obama and Political Capital,” 1/18/2009, www.trinidadexpress.com/index.pl/article_opinion?id=161426968, JMP)

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." 

Key to Obama PC

Debt Ceiling key to Obama’s reelection – means hes pushing it
Malone, Jim Malone, National Correspondent, Voice of America Central News Division, July 1, 2011, “Obama's Main Political Challenge Remains US Economy”, http://www.insidevoa.com/media-relations/events/a-13-34-2010-10-18-election2010-webcast-111603149.html, Date accessed July 1, 2011

In U.S. politics, much of the next month in Washington will be spent in a polarized debate over whether to raise the national debt ceiling in order to avoid default.  The debate is likely to be a dress rehearsal for next year’s presidential election campaign in which the incumbent, President Barack Obama, will have to defend his economic record. The political skirmishing in Washington over the mounting debt is intensifying with enormous stakes for President Obama, congressional Republicans and the large field of Republican presidential contenders who would like to run against the president next year. The Obama administration warns that unless the borrowing limit of $14.3 trillion is raised by August 2, world economic markets could be thrown into turmoil and the tentative U.S. economic recovery could be undermined. Political experts say a compromise on the debt limit between the president and Republican congressional leaders could help Obama in his re-election bid next year when he faces U.S. voters unhappy with his record on the economy. “The president came in promising recovery, promising more jobs, promising economic growth.  He hasn’t delivered," noted Analyst Stuart Rothenberg on VOA’s Encounter program. "The Democrats say it is not his fault.  He was dealt a bad hand.  The Republicans haven’t cooperated. But in our political system, the president is almost always held accountable and the polls are showing that the voters are holding Barack Obama accountable and his numbers are falling.  This is a significant problem for him.” Obama insists that ending some tax breaks for wealthy Americans should be part of any debt agreement that would also include the deep spending cuts favored by Republicans. At a recent news conference the president showed some impatience with Republican congressional leaders in the talks aimed at securing an agreement on raising the debt limit.  “They need to do their job.  Now is the time to go ahead and make the tough choices,” the president said. Republicans fired back at Obama for leaving Washington to raise campaign funds and speak at a rally in Pennsylvania. Among them was former Massachusetts governor Mitt Romney, the national frontrunner for the Republican Party’s presidential nomination next year. “He shouldn’t leave that town until he has an understanding of what it is going to take to get this economy going again,” Romney said.
Raising the Debt Ceiling is key to Obama reelection

Kirsch, Richard Kirsch, Roosevelt Institute Senior Fellow, June 27, 2011, “Is Your Boss Really in Business to Create Jobs?”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/richard-kirsch/is-your-boss-really-in-bu_b_885345.html, Date accessed June 29, 2011

The Republican leadership in Congress has taken investing in job creating programs and closing corporate tax loopholes off the table in the debt-ceiling negotiations. But if the President is to be reelected, he needs to make it very clear to the American people that he is doing everything he can to create good jobs at home. He should oppose budget-cuts in the debt-ceiling talks that kill jobs, including cuts in education and Medicaid. Moreover, he should insist that any debt-ceiling deal include closing corporate loopholes that encourage profits to be used overseas and invest those savings in measures to create U.S. jobs. And when Republicans charge that doing so would hurt the "job creators" he should ask Americans a simple question: "Is your boss in business to create jobs in the United States, or to make as much money as he can? 

***Impacts***

2NC China Relations (1/2)

Debt Ceiling is key to China relations

Lal , Subhodh S. Lal, Contributor of the Christian Post, June 10, 2011“U.S. Debt Ceiling Fight Worries Creditors in India, China”, http://www.christianpost.com/news/us-debt-ceiling-fight-worries-creditors-in-india-china-51044/, June 30, 2011

The possibility of a U.S. debt default is causing concerns within financial circles in Asian powers China and India and officials warn that this may erode the world’s confidence in the robustness of the U.S. economy. Indians are divided over the possibility and the implications of the likely debt default. In response to a related news item in one of India’s leading financial dailies, The Economic Times, a reader questions the approach being pondered over by U.S. congressmen saying that a technical default will lead the economy into a rut and will not cure the root cause. Where one reader believes that the U.S. will not default because it will slow down development the world over, and will pave way for China to be a superpower, another opines that the U.S., in fact, should default and “demonstrate the real situation [regarding the economy].” Yet another says, “The Fed has ruined a great nation. There is no way they can pay this debt back as their earnings are less than the accrued interest.” An official at India’s central bank, who spoke on the condition of anonymity, was quoted by Reuters as saying, “We don’t think [debt default] is a possibility because this could then create huge panic globally.” Indian officials say they have little choice but to buy U.S. Treasury debt because it is still among the world’s safest and most liquid investments. It held $39.8 billion in U.S. Treasuries as of March, U.S. data shows. In Washington, Vice President Joe Biden on Thursday held a closed-door meeting with congressional negotiators on the nation’s debt limit. Despite the vice president’s efforts, both Democrats and Republicans are “dug in over their views about the best course of action. Democrats believe cutting jobs in a weak economy may be unwise; Republicans argue spending cuts and deficit control are the key to economic growth,” according to The Los Angeles Times. The meeting comes after news broke out this week that a growing number of mainstream Republicans had agreed to a possible technical debt default, i.e., delaying of interest payments for a few days. Li Daokui, adviser to the People’s Bank of China, said a default could undermine the U.S. dollar, and Washington needs to be dissuaded from pursuing this course of action. “The result [of a possible U.S. debt default] will be very serious and I really hope that they would stop playing with fire,” Li said, according to Reuters. “I really worry about the risks of a U.S. debt default, which I think may lead to a decline in the dollar’s value,” Li was quoted as saying. China is the largest foreign creditor to the United States, holding more than $1 trillion in Treasury debt as of March, U.S. data shows, so its concerns carry considerable weight in Washington. Whether it is a lack of choice or a still-lingering trust in American economy, the world hopes that the U.S. will find a way to avoid pushing it into another huge global crisis. Marc Ostwald, a strategist with Monument Securities in London, was quoted by Reuters as saying that markets were working on the assumption that the U.S. debt story “will go away.” But nervousness would grow if a resolution was not reached in the next five to six weeks. The stalemate reported after the Thursday meeting led by the vice president will not allay the growing fears of financial markets in Asia and the rest of the world. President Barack Obama has been seeking to win congressional approval to raise the nation’s debt ceiling before an Aug. 2 deadline. Meanwhile, Republican lawmakers are pressing for major spending cuts by the government and see minor delays as a strategy to force the federal government to do exactly that.
2NC China Relations (2/2)

War escalates 

The Strait Times, 2000 [“No one gains in war over Taiwan”, June 25, Lexis]   

The high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -horror of horrors -raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confrsonted with two choices in Korea -truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilization. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armageddon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else.   

2NC US Energy Dominance (1/4)

Raising the Debt Ceiling is key to energy US energy dominance and the economy

Wojdyla, Cindy Wojdyla, is a writer for the Chicago Sun Times, June 3, 2011, “Argonne breaks ground for new energy lab”, http://www.suntimes.com/business/5754274-420/argonne-breaks-ground-for-new-energy-lab.html, Date accessed June 29, 2011

ARGONNE — The United States has to be ready to compete with China in the energy revolution, Sen. Dick Durbin said Friday at a groundbreaking at Argonne National Laboratory. Durbin and Energy Secretary Steven Chu sank shovels in the ground for what will be a new $95 million Energy Sciences Building on the Argonne campus.“ Our country faces some extraordinary environmental and economic challenges,” Durbin said. “But there is one thing certain, if the United States is going to remain a leader in the world, in the 21st century, we need to invest in science and innovation that will address our growing energy demands.” Durbin, D-Illinois, said he was in China a few weeks ago for the third time in the last 20 years. He met with a Chinese official who talked about his country’s commitment to energy research. The official told Durbin, “We missed the industrial revolution, we missed the information technology revolution, we’re not going to miss the energy revolution,” the senator told the crowd gathered at Friday’s event. Chinese scientists are working to find the best solar panels, wind turbines and other energy applications they think will dominate the world economy, Durbin reported. That’s why the United States cannot cut back on money for energy research, he said. The Argonne building will allow “200 of the best minds” in the country to come together to lead the United States in energy research including alternative fuel vehicles and improvements in energy efficiencies in residential and commercial buildings, Durbin said. The project, scheduled for completion in 2013, will provide 1,700 construction jobs and 2,000 ancillary jobs. The cathode materials used in the Chevy Volt battery were developed at Argonne. Discoveries like that will help make the country’s economy stronger, Durbin said. “The cutting-edge research done by scientists and engineers here at Argonne, a place with a long history of innovation and discovery, is just what America needs.” Chu said Friday’s event was more than a groundbreaking, it was a celebration of the next chapter in a scientific history that dates back to the Manhattan Project, which produced the first atomic bomb during World War II. “That team together was just going like greased lightning to get solutions and deliver the goods, and that’s what we need to do in order to compete with all the other countries in the world,” Chu said. “ … We can do this, we have all the raw ingredients and we can just blow by everything else. … Until I retire from this position, the slogan will be: Inventing America, made in America, sold around the world.” Chu said the Argonne building will help develop energy alternatives including cheaper battery-operated cars that travel farther as well as plant-based and natural gas fuel alternatives.“ So all of those things will mean America and the world can diversify it’s dependence, its sole dependence, on oil as a transportation fuel.” The new energy technologies, which will become a multi-trillion dollar market annually, will be sold domestically and abroad, further helping the U.S. economy, Chu added. Argonne may help the U.S. economy of the future, but today’s economy continues to sputter. Durbin was asked Friday about grim economic news released this week, including anemic job creation, higher unemployment, lower home values and higher gas prices. “We’re pulling out of this recession but too slowly,” he said. “We want to accelerate this recovery. It doesn’t help when gasoline prices are over $4 a gallon and oil companies are making profits unprecedented in business history. We really have to call on them to focus on prices that are consistent with economic recovery. It’s not only in America’s best interests, it’s in the best interests of these oil companies.” He also said Congress can’t “play games” with a plan to extend the debt ceiling. “If we don’t extend the debt ceiling, it will be the first time in history that America has defaulted on its debt and that will call into question our full faith and credit,” he said. The debt ceiling has to be resolved by Aug. 2, a “high noon” date set by Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner, Durbin said.
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That causes global instability, terrorism, and economic collapse

Ron Bengston, compilation of articles from: U.S. News & World Report, The Saudi Connection, Friedman (Pulitzer Prize winning columnist), New York Times, Center for Strategic and International Studies, The Detroit Economic Club, and Brookings Institution on U.S. Energy Security, 2008, http://www.americanenergyindependence.com

 A powerful idea is spreading through America. It is a call to this generation to take action and decide the course of history by declaring and fighting for American Energy Independence. Following the 1973 Arab oil embargo, the idea of energy independence captured the imagination of the American people. Then during the 1980's, increased automobile fuel efficiency and new oil discoveries created a surplus of oil on the world market, and America’s enthusiasm for energy independence faded into memory. Now, more than thirty years after the oil embargo, re-awakened by the terrorist attack on 9/11 and war in the Middle East, the idea of American energy independence has returned with a vengeance, becoming a powerful force shaping the political views of a new generation of Americans. Oil is no longer viewed as just another commodity. In the minds and hearts of the American people, oil has become associated with terrorism, political corruption, corporate greed, and global warming. The 1973 Arab oil embargo interrupted the flow of oil causing severe gasoline shortages and long lines at gas stations. The embargo exposed America's growing oil dependence and gave the American people their first warning of the price they would pay for continued dependence on imported oil. The 1979 Iranian revolution interrupted the flow of oil again — this was the second warning, signaling the urgent need for American Energy Independence. The 1991 Persian Gulf War was a military intervention to stop one dictator from taking control of Middle East oil — this was the third and most severe warning. Failure to make energy independence the nation’s highest priority after the Gulf War demonstrated that the United States did not have the political will to free itself from dependence on foreign oil. September 11, 2001 was a preview of America's future – one possible future. America stands at a crossroad, a choice between two very different futures. One choice leads to increased dependence on foreign oil and a future dominated by terrorism and war. The other choice leads to American energy independence and a world economy that is no longer desperate for oil. Today, the world consumes over 80 million barrels of oil every day (over 30 billion barrels per year); the USA alone consumes over 20 million barrels per day (over 7 billion barrels per year). At $100 per barrel, the global petroleum industry is a three trillion dollar a year business. Development of alternative energy to free the world from oil dependence will create a seismic shift within the economic foundation of the world. Oil is a natural source of energy, but it is not the only source of energy. With the help of new technology, America’s energy needs can be obtained from sources other than petroleum. American technology has put a man on the moon, mapped the human genome, and successfully landed robotic exploration vehicles on Mars. It seems reasonable to believe that American scientists and engineers could also develop environmentally safe alternative energy technology that would free America from oil dependence. It is time for America to lead the development of new energy technology that will free the USA and the entire world from dependence on oil. Freedom from oil dependence will cut-off the flow of oil money to the Middle East and put an end to the financial support of militant Islam. The global expansion of militant Islam is financed by Middle East oil wealth. In the U.S. oil means gasoline. Every time you fill your gas tank, some of the money will find its way into the hands of Islamic extremists who are planning the next terrorist attack. Future wars could be prevented if everyone who has taken a stand against the war in Iraq would turn their passion toward the goal of American Energy Independence. Standing against war is not enough – Standing together for Energy Independence will create a positive political force and a shared national dream. Is there anyone who still cannot see the connection between the flow of oil money into the Middle East and the flow of terrorism out of the Middle East? “The meteoric rise of oil revenues in the 20th century meant a new era for Islam; oil revenues were the catalyst that converted passive resentment into Islamic Terrorism...” Nexus—OIL and AL Qaeda By Frank H. Denton, Ph.D, U.S. Foreign Service (Retired). “The rise of terrorism by militant Islam against the United States and the West coincided with the rise in oil prices of 1979-80 and the subsequent transfer of hundreds of billions of dollars from the West to Muslim countries.” – Max Singer, senior fellow, The Hudson Institute. How billions in oil money spawned a global terror network: “Starting in the late 1980s—after the dual shocks of the Iranian revolution and the Soviet war in Afghanistan—Saudi Arabia's quasi-official charities became the primary source of funds for the fast-growing jihad movement. In some 20 countries, the money was used to run paramilitary training camps, purchase weapons, and recruit new members. The charities were part of an extraordinary $70 billion Saudi campaign to spread their fundamentalist Wahhabi sect worldwide. The money helped lay the foundation for hundreds of radical mosques, schools, and Islamic centers that have acted as support networks for the jihad movement...” The Saudi Connection By David E. Kaplan U.S.News & World Report “Exactly how much the Saudis have spent to spread Wahhabism is unclear.” David D. Aufhauser, a former Treasury Department general counsel, told a Senate committee that estimates went north of $75 billion. “The total spent annually is between $2 billion and $2.5 billion,” he said. Wahhabism is a fundamentalist Islamic 
…continued on next page…
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movement that has its roots in the extreme Islamic Takfiri ideology, which is a religious belief that encourages its followers to use violence as a means to achieve their goals. The war against Islamic terrorism cannot be won without cutting off the flow of oil money to the Middle East Thomas Friedman The New York Times Pulitzer Prize-winning foreign affairs columnist “No matter what happens in Iraq, we cannot dry up the swamps of authoritarianism and violent Islamism in the Middle East without also drying up our consumption of oil—thereby bringing down the price of crude oil. A democratization policy in the Middle East without a different energy policy at home is a waste of time, money and, most important, the lives of our young people. We need a president “At the dawn of the twenty-first century, the country that faced down the tyranny of fascism and communism is now called to challenge the tyranny of oil. For the very resource that has fueled our way of life over the last hundred years now threatens to destroy it if our generation does not act now and act boldly. We know what the dangers are here. We know that our oil addiction is jeopardizing our national security—that we fuel our energy needs by sending $800 million a day to countries that include some of the most despotic, volatile regimes in the world. We know that oil money funds everything from the madrassas that plant the seeds of terror in young minds to the Sunni insurgents that attack our troops in Iraq.” U.S. Senator Barack Obama Speech on Energy Policy: Watch the Video or Read the Text May 07, 2007 The Detroit Economic Club “Al Qaeda must revel in the irony that America is effectively helping to fund both sides of the war.... As we sacrifice blood and treasure, some of our gas dollars flow to the fanatics who build the bombs, hatch the plots, and carry out attacks on our soldiers and citizens.... The transfer of American wealth to the Middle East helps sustain the conditions on which terrorists prey.” U.S. Senator John McCain Speech on Energy Policy: Watch the Video or Read the Text April 23, 2007 Center for Strategic and International Studies Energy: The Most Important Issue of 2008 — Speech given by U.S. Senator Richard Lugar (R-IN) on December 18, 2007 at the Brookings Institution on U.S. Energy Security and the 2008 Presidential Election. “Today, I would state unequivocally, that energy security and the economic and environmental issues closely associated with it should be the most important topics of the 2008 Presidential election. I say this deliberately, notwithstanding the existence of extremely important immediate concerns such as the war in Iraq and the performance of the American economy, as well as persistent public policy struggles that have confronted us for decades, such as deficit reduction, health care, and social security. I say this even in the context of my own long standing evangelism related to non-proliferation and arms reduction, issues which I believe have not diminished in importance. “Three factors lead me to the conclusion that energy is the most vital topic of this Presidential election: “First, energy is the issue with the widest gulf between what is required to make our nation secure and what is likely to be achieved through the inertia of existing programs and Congressional proposals. As such, it is the issue on which meaningful progress most depends on the great intangible in American public policymaking – the application of dramatic, visionary, and sustained Presidential leadership. “Congress and private enterprise can make evolutionary energy advancements, but revolutionary national progress in the energy field probably is dependent on presidential action. Our energy dependence is perpetuated by a lack of national will and focus. Only the President has the visibility to elevate a cause to national status, and only the President can leverage the buying power, regulatory authority, and legislative leadership of an administration behind solving a problem that is highly conducive to political procrastination and partisanship. “Second, transformational energy policies are likely to be a requirement for achieving our economic and social aspirations here at home. In an era when exploding global demand for energy creates high prices and fears of scarcity, the U.S. economy is likely to continue to underperform. Our ability to address social security, health care, education, and overall budget problems will be heavily encumbered over both the short and the long run if we do not mitigate our energy import dependence. Almost any scenario for recession will be deepened by high energy costs. Moreover, many of the most severe recession scenarios involve sustained energy disruptions due to terrorism, war, embargo, or natural disaster. “Third, energy is the underlying condition that exacerbates almost every major foreign policy issue. We pressure Sudan to stop genocide in Darfur, but we find that the Sudanese government is insulated by oil revenue and oil supply relationships. We pressure Iran to stop its uranium enrichment activities, yet key nations are hesitant to endanger their access to Iran’s oil and natural gas. We try to foster global respect for civil society and human rights, yet oil revenues flowing to authoritarian governments are often diverted to corrupt or repressive purposes. We fight terrorism, yet some of the hundreds of billions of dollars we spend each year on oil imports are diverted to terrorists. We give foreign assistance to lift people out of poverty, yet energy-poor countries are further impoverished by expensive energy import bills. We seek options that would allow for military disengagement in Iraq and the wider Middle East, yet our way of life depends on a steady stream of oil from that region. American national security will be at risk as long as we are heavily dependent on imported energy The final 2008 U.S. Presidential candidates, John McCain and Barack Obama, have voiced their support for energy independence. For this reason, American voters will choose a pro-energy independence candidate for President in 2008. However, voters should understand that Republicans and Democrats define energy independence differently. While some Republicans reject the idea of energy independence, most Republicans acknowledge and accept the need for energy security; indeed, many Republicans are passionate about it. Republican candidates who advocate energy independence are talking about economic and global energy security. When Republican candidates speak of energy independence they are campaigning for expanding oil production in Alaska and opening the oil fields off the coast of 
…continued on next page…
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California (an oil resource potentially larger than Iraq). Republicans want all of America's natural resources available for energy production, including all federal lands that hold oil, natural gas, coal and oil shale deposits. The estimated 800 billion barrels of recoverable oil from oil shale located in the United States is three times greater than the proven oil reserves of Saudi Arabia. Republicans also support the development of technology to produce coal-to-liquid transportation fuels—an American resource that is greater than all of the oil in the Middle East. On the other hand, when Democrats speak of energy independence they are usually talking about independence from any and all fossil fuels as well as independence from nuclear energy. Democrats tend to play down or deny the threat of oil financed Islamic militancy, preferring instead to focus on the threat of Global Warming. It is important to acknowledge that energy independence and global warming are separate issues. American voters need to understand the relative priority. Global Warming is a sustainability issue that must be solved as the world progresses toward complete global modernization. In contrast, global oil dependence is an immediate threat, a clear and present danger. Metaphorically speaking, the threat of greenhouse gas emissions is like the threat of cancer from prolonged cigarette smoking; In contrast, the threat of oil financed terrorism is like a coiled rattlesnake immediately on the path in front of a day-dreaming hiker. OPEC (Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries) produces about 40% of the world’s oil today, which translates to OPEC getting 40 cents on every dollar paid for oil anywhere in the world. Current OPEC members are Algeria, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Kuwait, Libya, Nigeria, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, UAE, and Venezuela. All are Islamic countries except Venezuela which has partnered with Iran. In 2007, over 700 billion dollars flowed into OPEC from oil hungry countries around the world. How much of that money was given to support the worldwide advance of Islamic terrorism? With rising oil prices, OPEC revenue is expected to exceed one trillion dollars in 2008. It doesn’t matter where oil comes from. If the oil comes from a well in Wyoming, California, Texas, Canada, Mexico, Russia, or the North Sea it doesn’t make any difference because oil is a global commodity. The price is the same for everyone in the world. Demand anywhere increases demand everywhere. So it is always true that OPEC gets 40 cents on every dollar paid for oil anywhere in the world. It averages out to that fact. Islamic terrorism, as a global threat to civilization, cannot sustain itself without the massive oil revenue that finances it. (That does not mean their feelings and beliefs will not sustain, it just means they will have limited influence without the oil wealth.) Islamic militancy is emboldened by the perception of power and dominance that Islam derives from the world’s dependence on oil — oil that the world must get from Arab countries. Eliminate world oil dependence and the Islamic extremists will be deflated psychologically. Ronald Reagan is credited for defeating Communism without firing a shot; by economically isolating and suffocating the Soviet Union, while at the same time enticing their leaders and people toward freedom. In a similar way, initiating action toward achieving global independence from petroleum (as a source of energy) will lead to the defeat of Islamic terrorism.
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Debt Ceiling key to Indian relations

Paletta, Damian Paletta, staff writer for the Wall Street Journal, June 28, 2011, “Geithner to Washington: World is Watching on Debt Talks”, http://blogs.wsj.com/washwire/2011/06/28/geithner-to-washington-world-is-watching-on-debt-talks/, Date accessed June 30, 2011

Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner issued his latest challenge to policy makers Tuesday, saying that people all over the world were wondering if Washington was up to the task of tackling its fiscal problems. If you look at Washington today, not just in the United States but from around the world, the main question people have is ‘Is the American political system…able to come together and find agreement on things that are going to be good for the economy in the short term and good for the economy in the long run,” he said at a joint press conference with Indian Finance Minister Pranab Mukherjee. “And restoring fiscal sustainability is a critical part of that.” Mr. Geithner was talking about the push in Washington to reach a deficit-reduction package in the next few weeks, something many lawmakers say is necessary before they’ll vote to raise the $14.29 trillion debt ceiling. If the ceiling isn’t raised by Aug. 2, Mr. Geithner has said the government could begin defaulting on some of its obligations, triggering a financial crisis. “I think there’s a very good chance you are going to see Congress act this summer, not just to avoid a default crisis – which of course they will do – but to find as much common ground as they can” on a deficit-reduction package, Mr. Geithner said. Where do things stand in the talks between the White House and the Republicans on Capitol Hill? “We’re in the process of negotiating that, and I’ll take the optimistic view. I think there’s a very strong recognition across the American political spectrum that our deficits are unsustainable,” he said. On Friday, one day after key Republicans walked out of talks with the White House, Mr. Geithner appeared to be striking a much less optimistic view. He said in New Hampshire that there was “a big risk of miscalculation” among politicians in the talks. Still, he predicted on Friday that there would be “six episodes of failure” in the coming days but ultimately a deal would be reached in time. Mr. Mukherjee said the U.S. fiscal issues were discussed “in general terms” but not in “specifics” during two days of talks he had with Mr. Geithner.
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Relations key to democracy promotion 


Ayoob, 2k – distinguished professor of international relations at Michigan State University (Mohammed, Winter 2000, The Washington Quarterly, accessed via Project Muse)

Furthermore, the recent emphasis in U.S. rhetoric on creation of a "democratic community of states," itself based on a popularized version of the "democratic peace" thesis, can be expected to aid in improving Indian-U.S. relations. The two states crucial to legitimizing the idea of a global democratic community are obviously the world's largest democracy (India) and the world's most powerful democracy (the United States), and their partnership is essential for the idea to be taken seriously. 3 If democracy and human rights are to inform U.S. foreign policy making in any substantial fashion in the coming decade, Washington's relations with New Delhi must inevitably move to a higher plane of understanding and cooperation.

Extinction and turns case 

Diamond, 95 
[Larry Diamond, a professor, lecturer, adviser, and author on foreign policy, foreign aid, and democracy.

 “Promoting Democracy in the 1990s: Actors and instruments, issues and imperatives : a report to the Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict”, December 1995, http://wwics.si.edu/subsites/ccpdc/pubs/di/di.htm]

This hardly exhausts the lists of threats to our security and well-being in the coming years and decades. In the former Yugoslavia nationalist aggression tears at the stability of Europe and could easily spread. The flow of illegal drugs intensifies through increasingly powerful international crime syndicates that have made common cause with authoritarian regimes and have utterly corrupted the institutions of tenuous, democratic ones. Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness. The experience of this century offers important lessons. Countries that govern themselves in a truly democratic fashion do not go to war with one another. They do not aggress against their neighbors to aggrandize themselves or glorify their leaders. Democratic governments do not ethnically "cleanse" their own populations, and they are much less likely to face ethnic insurgency. Democracies do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass destruction to use on or to threaten one another. Democratic countries form more reliable, open, and enduring trading partnerships. In the long run they offer better and more stable climates for investment. They are more environmentally responsible because they must answer to their own citizens, who organize to protest the destruction of their environments. They are better bets to honor international treaties since they value legal obligations and because their openness makes it much more difficult to breach agreements in secret. Precisely because, within their own borders, they respect competition, civil liberties, property rights, and the rule of law, democracies are the only reliable foundation on which a new world order of international security and prosperity can be built. 

2NC Leadership (1/2)

Debt Ceiling is key to US leadership

Daschle, Tom Daschle, now a senior adviser at DLA Piper and a cofounder of the Bipartisan Policy Center, was one of the longest serving Senate Democratic leaders in history, and the only one to have served twice as both majority and minority leader, June 27, 2011, “Washington’s leadership failure on the debt ceiling” http://www.washingtonpost.com/national/on-leadership/washingtons-leadership-failure-on-the-debt-ceiling/2011/06/27/AGciIsnH_story.html, Date accessed June 29, 2011

Dwight Eisenhower once described leadership as the art of getting someone else to do something you want done because he wants to do it. He could have been talking about Congress. Having been on both ends of that definition of leadership in scores of policy negotiations over the years, it appears to be getting harder with each Congressional session and with each new freshman class. It is especially true regarding past and present negotiations on the federal budget and this year’s drama on raising the debt limit. In at least four of the past ten years alone, Congress has failed to produce any budget at all. That is because, in large part, neither presidents nor congressional leaders were able to execute Eisenhower’s description and get the other side to do something because they wanted to do it. At the very root of this failure is the two parties’ fundamental difference of opinion on the role of government in modern society. The Republicans’ view that we must severely limit its role has led them to pledge, almost universally, not to support new taxes that would fund an enlarged government at any level. Just last Thursday, the Republican congressional negotiators pulled out of the deficit reduction talks because of Democrats’ insistence that taxes be included as part of the final agreement. Meanwhile the Democrats’ view that government’s role is essential in making society fairer, especially during economic downturns, has led them to oppose any major change in our national health and retirement programs. Yet, policymakers have very limited choices. Most realize that they can only marginally reduce the debt and deficit by cutting domestic discretionary spending programs. That leaves only three tough options: cut defense, cut mandatory spending (Medicare, Medicaid and Social Security) or raise taxes. The result has been a political leadership standoff, exacerbated by four major factors.  First, both party bases have become more demanding and far more successful in maintaining a disciplined ideological rigidity in these debates. Republicans have been completely committed, for example, to taking off the table higher tax rates—even rates that would merely approach Reagan administration levels—despite the fact we’re seeing the lowest revenue as a percent of GDP in more than fifty years. Second, special interests from all sectors have applied immense pressure on members of Congress to protect their priorities. Given the Citizens’ United ruling by the Supreme Court, the opportunity for money to inundate the policymaking process is now completely unlimited. Third, most in Congress suffer from a Washington political reality that goes like this: Repeat something often enough and it becomes fact. Nothing better exemplifies this than the often repeated assertion that if waste, fraud, abuse, out-of-control spending, subsidies and foreign aid were simply eliminated, we could easily bring our federal budget back into balance. The truth is that two wars, the Bush/Obama tax cuts and a recession the likes of which we haven’t seen since the Great Depression, in addition to the highest health and military costs in the world, are largely responsible for the debt we have incurred over the past decade. The fourth and final factor undermining our chances for success in budget negotiations has to do with political control of the federal government. In the past two decades, the presidency has swung back and forth three times; the Congress, four times. In recent decades, every election has offered the party out of power a good chance and hope of coming back. As a result, very few decisions are made without some recognition of the impact they would have on prospects for either gaining or retaining the presidency or the majority in Congress. Party caucus meetings have become little more than pep rallies. Republican Senate leader Mitch McConnell’s early revelation that his most important goal is defeating President Obama in 2012 is merely one of hundreds of examples of the consequence of this political and legislative environment. Given these factors, leaders on both sides are forced to use brinksmanship as their trump card to move the other side–which is exactly what we see playing out over the necessity to raise the debt limit. This is the ’gun to the head’ version of Eisenhower’s leadership approach: it’s one that instead says, “Want what I want done, or the consequences will even be worse.” Of course, all of this affects the quality of governance in profound ways. Our inability to find common ground on these central policy questions—not to mention on energy, health care, education and trade—undermines the quality of our democracy as well as the quality of life of every American. The stakes now could not be higher. Our leaders at the highest levels, from the president to the speaker to the House and Senate majority leaders, need to demonstrate that they fully understand the grave risks of failure by personally entering into intense, non-stop negotiations immediately. There have been times in the past when our national political leaders have done exactly that. They have demonstrated courage and a willingness to compromise even under the most extraordinary of circumstances. President George H. W. Bush was relentlessly criticized and ridiculed for showing such leadership in the beginning of the ‘90s. Some even have suggested that he lost the following election because of it.But in so doing, he set a standard that would be repeated at least twice in the next five years. In those cases, both sides walked away believing they succeeded in getting the other to want what they wanted, too. And by the end of that decade, we had a balanced budget for three years in a row.
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U.S. Hegemony solves multiple scenarios for nuclear war. 

Zalmay Khalilzad, (Former Assist Prof of Poli Sci @ Columbia), ‘95 Spring, The Washington Quarterly, Vol. 18, No. 2; Pg. 84
Realistically and over the longer term, however, a neo-isolationist approach might well increase the danger of major conflict, require a greater U.S. defense effort, threaten world peace, and eventually undermine U.S. prosperity. By withdrawing from Europe and Asia, the United States would deliberately risk kening the institutions and solidarity of the world's community of democratic powers and so establishing favorable conditions for the spread of disorder and a possible return to conditions similar to those of the first half of the twentieth century. In the 1920s and 1930s, U.S. isolationism had disastrous consequences for world peace. At that time, the United States was but one of several major powers. Now that the United States is the world's preponderant power, the shock of a U.S. withdrawal could be even greater. What might happen to the world if the United States turned inward? Without the United States and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), rather than cooperating with each other, the West European nations might compete with each other for domination of East-Central Europe and the Middle East. In Western and Central Europe, Germany -- especially since unification -- would be the natural leading power. Either in cooperation or competition with Russia, Germany might seek influence over the territories located between them. German efforts are likely to be aimed at filling the vacuum, stabilizing the region, and precluding its domination by rival powers. Britain and France fear such a development. Given the strength of democracy in Germany and its preoccupation with absorbing the former East Germany, European concerns about Germany appear exaggerated. But it would be a mistake to assume that U.S. withdrawal could not, in the long run, result in the renationalization of Germany's security policy. The same is also true of Japan. Given a U.S. withdrawal from the world, Japan would have to look after its own security and build up its military capabilities. China, Korea, and the nations of Southeast Asia already fear Japanese hegemony. Without U.S. protection, Japan is likely to increase its military capability dramatically -- to balance the growing Chinese forces and still-significant Russian forces. This could result in arms races, including the possible acquisition by Japan of nuclear weapons. Given Japanese technological prowess, to say nothing of the plutonium stockpile Japan has acquired in the development of its nuclear power industry, it could obviously become a nuclear pon state relatively quickly, if it should so decide. It could also build long-range missiles and carrier task forces. With the shifting balance of power among Japan, China, Russia, and potential new regional powers such as India, Indonesia, and a united Korea could come significant risks of preventive or proeruptive war. Similarly, European competition for regional dominance could lead to major wars in Europe or East Asia. If the United States stayed out of such a war -- an unlikely prospect -- Europe or East Asia could become dominated by a hostile power. Such a development would threaten U.S. interests. A power that achieved such dominance would seek to exclude the United States from the area and threaten its interests-economic and political -- in the region. Besides, with the domination of Europe or East Asia, such a power might seek global hegemony and the United States would face another global Cold War and the risk of a world war even more catastrophic than the last. In the Persian Gulf, U.S. withdrawal is likely to lead to an intensified struggle for regional domination. Iran and Iraq have, in the past, both sought regional hegemony. Without U.S. protection, the weak oil-rich states of the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) would be unlikely to retain their independence. To preclude this development, the Saudis might seek to acquire, perhaps by purchase, their own nuclear weapons. If either Iraq or Iran controlled the region that dominates the world supply of oil, it could gain a significant capability to damage the U.S. and world economies. Any country that gained hegemony would have vast economic resources at its disposal that could be used to build military capability as well as gain leverage over the United States and other oilimporting nations. Hegemony over the Persian Gulf by either Iran or Iraq would bring the rest of the Arab Middle East under its influence and domination because of the shift in the balance of power. Israeli security problems would multiply and the peace process would be fundamentally undermined, increasing the risk of war between the Arabs and the Israelis. The extension of instability, conflict, and hostile hegemony in East Asia, Europe, and the Persian Gulf would harm the economy of the United States even in the unlikely event that it was able to avoid involvement in major wars and conflicts. Higher oil prices would reduce the U.S. standard of living. Turmoil in Asia and Europe would force major economic readjustment in the United States, perhaps reducing U.S. exports and imports and jeopardizing U.S. investments in these regions. Given that total imports and exports are equal to a quarter of U.S. gross domestic product, the cost of necessary adjustments might be high. The higher level of turmoil in the world would also increase the likelihood of the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and means for their delivery. Already several rogue states such as North Korea and Iran are seeking nuclear weapons and long-range missiles. That danger would only increase if the United States withdrew from the world. The result would be a much more dangerous world in which many states possessed WMD capabilities; the likelihood of their actual use would increase accordingly. If this happened, the security of every nation in the world, including the United States, would be harmed.
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Debt Ceiling key to space leadership—NASA will lose funding
DiMascio, Jen DiMascio is a writer who specializes in defense, Before coming to Politico, she covered Congress for Defense Daily and military policy and purchasing for Inside the Army, DiMascio has worked as a reporter for The Other Paper, a Columbus, Ohio, alternative newsweekly, and has written for The New York Times, The Village Voice and other publications, June 29, 2011, “NASA Funding Mired In Budget Politics”, http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/generic/story_channel.jsp?channel=space&id=news/asd/2011/06/29/02.xml&headline=NASA%20Funding%20Mired%20In%20Budget%20Politics, Date accessed June 30, 2011

With a lingering stalemate on the deficit and debt ceiling and leftover problems from the previous fiscal year, developing a budget to fund NASA for the coming fiscal year is messier than usual. “It’s a quagmire,” says Sen. Barbara Mikulski (D-Md.), chair of the Senate Appropriations Commerce Justice Science subcommittee. “It’s a fiscal quagmire.” The committee is still sorting through the fiscal 2011 budget, as NASA only just recently submitted its spending plan for fiscal 2011 to Congress. “Right at this moment, we are looking at the consequences of the [continuing resolution],” Mikulski says. On top of that, Congress and the White House have yet to reach a deal on how to address the deficit and the debt ceiling. Without that deal, the Senate Budget Committee has not provided a budget resolution. And without a budget resolution, the appropriations committees have no guidance concerning how much money individual agencies will receive in fiscal 2012.The military construction and veterans affairs subcommittee moved ahead with its spending bill June 28, but other subcommittees are still waiting. “Until we get what our allocation is going to be we can’t quite mark up our bill,” Mikulski says. In the meantime, the appropriations committees dealing with NASA are working with the agency to obtain additional information. The big question, however, remains what will happen with the heavy-lift space launch system (SLS), the details of which Sen. Jay Rockefeller (D-W.Va.), the chairman of the Senate Commerce, Transportation and Science Committee, has been pushing to receive (Aerospace DAILY, June 24).Despite the slowdown in the Senate, the House Appropriations process has been humming along; the Commerce Justice Science subcommittee is still scheduled to mark up its version of the spending bill July 7 — a deadline that will come with or without NASA’s input on SLS.
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Space leadership is key to US hegemony and national security
Stone 11 Christopher Stone is a space policy analyst and strategist, “American Leadership in Space: Leadership through Capability”, 3/14/2011.
First, let me start by saying that I agree with Mr. Friedman’s assertion that “American leadership is a phrase we hear bandied about a lot in political circles in the United States, as well as in many space policy discussions.” I have been at many space forums in my career where I’ve heard the phrase used by speakers of various backgrounds, political ideologies, and nation. Like Mr. Friedman states, “it has many different meanings, most derived from cultural or political biases, some of them contradictory”. This is true: many nations, as well as organizations and individuals worldwide, have different preferences and views as to what American leadership in space is, and/or what it should be. He also concludes that paragraph by stating that American leadership in space could also be viewed as “synonymous with American… hegemony”. I again will agree that some people within the United Stats and elsewhere have this view toward American leadership. However, just because people believe certain viewpoints regarding American leadership does not mean that those views are accurate assessments or definitions of what actions demonstrate US leadership in the space medium.

When it comes to space exploration and development, including national security space and commercial, I would disagree somewhat with Mr. Friedman’s assertion that space is “often” overlooked in “foreign relations and geopolitical strategies”. My contention is that while space is indeed overlooked in national grand geopolitical strategies by many in national leadership, space is used as a tool for foreign policy and relations more often than not. In fact, I will say that the US space program has become less of an effort for the advancement of US space power and exploration, and is used more as a foreign policy tool to “shape” the strategic environment to what President Obama referred to in his National Security Strategy as “The World We Seek”. Using space to shape the strategic environment is not a bad thing in and of itself. What concerns me with this form of “shaping” is that we appear to have changed the definition of American leadership as a nation away from the traditional sense of the word. Some seem to want to base our future national foundations in space using the important international collaboration piece as the starting point. Traditional national leadership would start by advancing United States’ space power capabilities and strategies first, then proceed toward shaping the international environment through allied cooperation efforts. The United States’ goal should be leadership through spacefaring capabilities, in all sectors. Achieving and maintaining such leadership through capability will allow for increased space security and opportunities for all and for America to lead the international space community by both technological and political example.

The world has recognized America as the leaders in space because it demonstrated technological advancement by the Apollo lunar landings, our deep space exploration probes to the outer planets, and deploying national security space missions. We did not become the recognized leaders in astronautics and space technology because we decided to fund billions into research programs with no firm budgetary commitment or attainable goals. We did it because we made a national level decision to do each of them, stuck with it, and achieved exceptional things in manned and unmanned spaceflight. We have allowed ourselves to drift from this traditional strategic definition of leadership in space exploration, rapidly becoming participants in spaceflight rather than the leader of the global space community. One example is shutting down the space shuttle program without a viable domestic spacecraft chosen and funded to commence operations upon retirement of the fleet. We are paying millions to rely on Russia to ferry our astronauts to an International Space Station that US taxpayers paid the lion’s share of the cost of construction. Why would we, as United States citizens and space advocates, settle for this? The current debate on commercial crew and cargo as the stopgap between shuttle and whatever comes next could and hopefully will provide some new and exciting solutions to this particular issue. However, we need to made a decision sooner rather than later. 

Finally, one other issue that concerns me is the view of the world “hegemony” or “superiority” as dirty words. Some seem to view these words used in policy statements or speeches as a direct threat. In my view, each nation (should they desire) should have freedom of access to space for the purpose of advancing their “security, prestige and wealth” through exploration like we do. However, to maintain leadership in the space environment, space superiority is a worthy and necessary byproduct of the traditional leadership model. If your nation is the leader in space, it would pursue and maintain 

…continued on next page…
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superiority in their mission sets and capabilities. In my opinion, space superiority does not imply a wall of orbital weapons preventing other nations from access to space, nor does it preclude international cooperation among friendly nations. Rather, it indicates a desire as a country to achieve its goals for national security, prestige, and economic prosperity for its people, and to be known as the best in the world with regards to space technology and astronautics. I can assure you that many other nations with aggressive space programs, like ours traditionally has been, desire the same prestige of being the best at some, if not all, parts of the space pie. Space has been characterized recently as “congested, contested, and competitive”; the quest for excellence is just one part of international space competition that, in my view, is a good and healthy thing. As other nations pursue excellence in space, we should take our responsibilities seriously, both from a national capability standpoint, and as country who desires expanded international engagement in space.
If America wants to retain its true leadership in space, it must approach its space programs as the advancement of its national “security, prestige and wealth” by maintaining its edge in spaceflight capabilities and use those demonstrated talents to advance international prestige and influence in the space community. These energies and influence can be channeled to create the international space coalitions of the future that many desire and benefit mankind as well as America. Leadership will require sound, long-range exploration strategies with national and international political will behind it. American leadership in space is not a choice. It is a requirement if we are to truly lead the world into space with programs and objectives “worthy of a great nation”.
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U.S. Hegemony solves multiple scenarios for nuclear war. 

Zalmay Khalilzad, (Former Assist Prof of Poli Sci @ Columbia), ‘95 Spring, The Washington Quarterly, Vol. 18, No. 2; Pg. 84
Realistically and over the longer term, however, a neo-isolationist approach might well increase the danger of major conflict, require a greater U.S. defense effort, threaten world peace, and eventually undermine U.S. prosperity. By withdrawing from Europe and Asia, the United States would deliberately risk kening the institutions and solidarity of the world's community of democratic powers and so establishing favorable conditions for the spread of disorder and a possible return to conditions similar to those of the first half of the twentieth century. In the 1920s and 1930s, U.S. isolationism had disastrous consequences for world peace. At that time, the United States was but one of several major powers. Now that the United States is the world's preponderant power, the shock of a U.S. withdrawal could be even greater. What might happen to the world if the United States turned inward? Without the United States and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), rather than cooperating with each other, the West European nations might compete with each other for domination of East-Central Europe and the Middle East. In Western and Central Europe, Germany -- especially since unification -- would be the natural leading power. Either in cooperation or competition with Russia, Germany might seek influence over the territories located between them. German efforts are likely to be aimed at filling the vacuum, stabilizing the region, and precluding its domination by rival powers. Britain and France fear such a development. Given the strength of democracy in Germany and its preoccupation with absorbing the former East Germany, European concerns about Germany appear exaggerated. But it would be a mistake to assume that U.S. withdrawal could not, in the long run, result in the renationalization of Germany's security policy. The same is also true of Japan. Given a U.S. withdrawal from the world, Japan would have to look after its own security and build up its military capabilities. China, Korea, and the nations of Southeast Asia already fear Japanese hegemony. Without U.S. protection, Japan is likely to increase its military capability dramatically -- to balance the growing Chinese forces and still-significant Russian forces. This could result in arms races, including the possible acquisition by Japan of nuclear weapons. Given Japanese technological prowess, to say nothing of the plutonium stockpile Japan has acquired in the development of its nuclear power industry, it could obviously become a nuclear pon state relatively quickly, if it should so decide. It could also build long-range missiles and carrier task forces. With the shifting balance of power among Japan, China, Russia, and potential new regional powers such as India, Indonesia, and a united Korea could come significant risks of preventive or proeruptive war. Similarly, European competition for regional dominance could lead to major wars in Europe or East Asia. If the United States stayed out of such a war -- an unlikely prospect -- Europe or East Asia could become dominated by a hostile power. Such a development would threaten U.S. interests. A power that achieved such dominance would seek to exclude the United States from the area and threaten its interests-economic and political -- in the region. Besides, with the domination of Europe or East Asia, such a power might seek global hegemony and the United States would face another global Cold War and the risk of a world war even more catastrophic than the last. In the Persian Gulf, U.S. withdrawal is likely to lead to an intensified struggle for regional domination. Iran and Iraq have, in the past, both sought regional hegemony. Without U.S. protection, the weak oil-rich states of the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) would be unlikely to retain their independence. To preclude this development, the Saudis might seek to acquire, perhaps by purchase, their own nuclear weapons. If either Iraq or Iran controlled the region that dominates the world supply of oil, it could gain a significant capability to damage the U.S. and world economies. Any country that gained hegemony would have vast economic resources at its disposal that could be used to build military capability as well as gain leverage over the United States and other oilimporting nations. Hegemony over the Persian Gulf by either Iran or Iraq would bring the rest of the Arab Middle East under its influence and domination because of the shift in the balance of power. Israeli security problems would multiply and the peace process would be fundamentally undermined, increasing the risk of war between the Arabs and the Israelis. The extension of instability, conflict, and hostile hegemony in East Asia, Europe, and the Persian Gulf would harm the economy of the United States even in the unlikely event that it was able to avoid involvement in major wars and conflicts. Higher oil prices would reduce the U.S. standard of living. Turmoil in Asia and Europe would force major economic readjustment in the United States, perhaps reducing U.S. exports and imports and jeopardizing U.S. investments in these regions. Given that total imports and exports are equal to a quarter of U.S. gross domestic product, the cost of necessary adjustments might be high. The higher level of turmoil in the world would also increase the likelihood of the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and means for their delivery. Already several rogue states such as North Korea and Iran are seeking nuclear weapons and long-range missiles. That danger would only increase if the United States withdrew from the world. The result would be a much more dangerous world in which many states possessed WMD capabilities; the likelihood of their actual use would increase accordingly. If this happened, the security of every nation in the world, including the United States, would be harmed.
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Debt Ceiling is key to restore American soft power and eliminate Washington’s brinksmanship addiction

Pearlstein, Steven Pearlstein is a Pulitizer Prize-winning business and economics columnist for The Washington Post, June 28, 2011, “Funding Washington’s brinksmanship addiction”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/national/on-leadership/us-debt-and-budget-are-funding-washingtons-brinksmanship-addiction/2011/06/28/AGuuxBpH_story.html

Let’s start with the sense of urgency that leadership requires, but that our political leaders seem to lack, in the matter of reaching a budget and debt-ceiling deal. The debt ceiling has now been reached, we are six weeks away from a drop-dead deadline and a potential global financial crisis, and for most of the top leadership in Washington, it’s just business as usual. Yes, President Obama has scheduled some meetings with congressional leaders this week and, yes, the Biden working group met a handful of times last week leading up to the breakdown in talks. Then again, in the three weeks prior, there had been only the occasional conclave. Why? Because either the House or the Senate were in recess. I don’t know about you, but to me it hardly reinforces the urgency of this issue when key members of Congress can’t stay in Washington to deal with it because it would interfere with the sixth congressional recess scheduled so far this year. If the issues involved here are as important as all the political leaders claim, then why isn’t this a 10-hour-a-day, 6-day-a-week marathon to nail down an agreement? Why is the president still running around the country holding fundraisers on Wall Street and visiting yet another “green” factory? And why haven’t members of Congress been told that they’ll be spending the July 4 holiday right here in Washington—and every day thereafter—until the necessary deal is hammered out? Certainly that is what leaders would do if they were trying to prepare the country politically to make some painful sacrifices and accommodations in the years ahead. And it is certainly what political leaders would do if they wanted to prepare members of their own parties in Congress to take tough votes and make unpleasant compromises. People are more willing to make these sacrifices and compromises only when they are convinced that everything possible was done to avoid them. For some reason, however, this theatrical aspect to leadership seems to be totally lost on the current generation of political leaders.The problem is that this generation of political leaders has become addicted to brinksmanship. If all that matters is for your side to “win” and if the best way to win is to threaten to blow up the global economy unless you get your way, then of course you don’t fly off to Camp David with a promise not to return until a deal is at hand. What you do is play rope-a-dope for as long you can, then declare that the talks have reached an impasse, you’re not willing to give another inch and walk away. The hope is that the other side eventually caves out of a sense of responsibility for the general welfare. In this game of brinksmanship, the idea is to demonstrate you are willing to be more irresponsible than the other guy, which is the level to which political leadership in American has now degenerated. I’ll go out on a limb here and say the Republicans are more to blame for this sad state of affairs. There’s plenty to criticize in how President Obama and the Democratic leaders in Congress have handled budget issues—the refusal to pass a budget and raise the debt ceiling last year, the refusal to embrace the recommendations of a bi-partisan deficit reduction commission, the lack of support for the Senate’s “Gang of Six,” to name just a few. But it is the Republican leaders who have really embraced and perfected the brinksmanship strategy in recent years, whether it be on health care, financial regulation, taxes or the deficit, leaving Democrats no choice but to adopt it as well.  Americans have always liked the idea of divided government, with one party holding the other in check. It’s a lovely notion, but it only works as long as the leaders of both parties accept joint responsibility for how things turn out, which has been the case for most of our history. When that sense of joint responsibility breaks down however, divided government can be disastrous. And that’s pretty much where we are today.
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Soft power prevents disease, terrorism and WMD

Joseph Nye, Harvard,  US MILITARY PRIMACY IS FACT - SO, NOW, WORK ON 'SOFT POWER' OF PERSUASION, April 29, 2004, p, http://www.ksg.harvard.edu/news/opeds/2004/nye_soft_power_csm_042904.htm

Soft power co-opts people rather than coerces them. It rests on the ability to set the agenda or shape the preferences of others. It is a mistake to discount soft power as just a question of image, public relations, and ephemeral popularity. It is a form of power - a means of pursuing national interests. When America discounts the importance of its attractiveness to other countries, it pays a price. When US policies lose their legitimacy and credibility in the eyes of others, attitudes of distrust tend to fester and further reduce its leverage. The manner with which the US went into Iraq undercut American soft power. That did not prevent the success of the four-week military campaign, but it made others less willing to help in the reconstruction of Iraq and made the American occupation more costly in the hard-power resources of blood and treasure. Because of its leading edge in the information revolution and its past investment in military power, the US probably will remain the world's single most powerful country well into the 21st century. But not all the important types of power come from the barrel of a gun. Hard power is relevant to getting desired outcomes, but transnational issues such as climate change, infectious diseases, international crime, and terrorism cannot be resolved by military force alone. Soft power is particularly important in dealing with these issues, where military power alone simply cannot produce success, and can even be counterproductive. America's success in coping with the new transnational threats of terrorism and weapons of mass destruction will depend on a deeper understanding of the role of soft power and developing a better balance of hard and soft power in foreign policy.
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Failure to pass debt ceiling kills technological competiveness

AMT News, AMT supports and promotes the U.S. manufacturing technology industry. The association provides U.S. builders of manufacturing systems with the latest information on technical developments, trade and marketing opportunities, and economic issues, June 28, 2011, “Manufacturing Technology Suppliers Applaud Advanced Manufacturing Initiative”, http://www.manufacturing.net/News/Feeds/2011/06/mnet-mnet-industry-focus-facilities-and-operations-manufacturing-technology-suppliers-applaud-advance/

The Association For Manufacturing Technology, greeted news of the Administration’s launch of its Advanced Manufacturing Partnership with optimism that the U.S. government is finally realizing the important role manufacturing technology plays in national security and sustained economic growth. “AMT is encouraged by the Administration’s continued focus on the manufacturing sector,” Woods said. “The Advanced Manufacturing Partnership is the second initiative announced this month that emphasizes recommendations set forth in AMT’s Manufacturing Mandate.” The Advanced Manufacturing Partnership in a national effort to bring industry, universities and the federal government together to invest in emerging technologies that create manufacturing jobs and boost global competitiveness, particularly in industries critical to national security. The $500 million plan uses existing funds and future appropriations from various federal agencies to boost innovation in manufacturing technologies such as small, high-powered batteries, advanced composites, metal fabrication, bio-manufacturing and alternative engineering. The goal is to enhance defense-critical industries; build U.S. leadership in next-generation robotics; increase energy efficiency in manufacturing; and develop technologies to help improve manufacturing efficiency. “Collaboration is key to speeding the development of next-generation manufacturing technologies and products, as well as building a manufacturing smartforce,” Woods said. “Leveraging existing funds to jumpstart this effort is a big plus given the current deficit. However, as Congress grapples with the debt ceiling and budget this summer, it must consider that investments in science, technology and smartforce made today will increase revenue in the long-run.” “As the representative for U.S. manufacturing technology suppliers, AMT is eager to work with the stakeholders on this important collaborative effort to regain worldwide leadership in manufacturing,” Woods concluded.
And that’s the key internal link to the economy.

Riccards 2/8. (Patricia, EO of Exemplar Strategic Communications, an education consultancy. “Advocating STEM Education As a Gateway To Economic Opportunity.” EdNews. http://ednews.org/articles/33615/1/Advocating-STEM-Education-As-a-Gateway-To-Economic-Opportunity/Page1.html)
Effectively integrating Science-Technology-Engineering-Mathematics (STEM) education and its impact on the economic opportunity into the culture is more important today than anyone ever anticipated.Our nation's recent economic struggles, coupled with concerns about career readiness and 21st century jobs, have refocused our attention on infrastructure – both physical and human.At the heart of rebuilding our nation's intellectual infrastructure is a STEM-literate society, and students equipped with the STEM skills needed to succeed both in school and career.
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Economic collapse causes nuclear war.

Mead 2009. Walter Russell Mead, the Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2-4, 2009, “Only Makes You Stronger,” The New Republic, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2

If current market turmoil seriously damaged the performance and prospects of India and China, the current crisis could join the Great Depression in the list of economic events that changed history, even if the recessions in the West are relatively short and mild. The United States should stand ready to assist Chinese and Indian financial authorities on an emergency basis--and work very hard to help both countries escape or at least weather any economic downturn. It may test the political will of the Obama administration, but the United States must avoid a protectionist response to the economic slowdown. U.S. moves to limit market access for Chinese and Indian producers could poison relations for years. For billions of people in nuclear-armed countries to emerge from this crisis believing either that the United States was indifferent to their well-being or that it had profited from their distress could damage U.S. foreign policy far more severely than any mistake made by George W. Bush. It's not just the great powers whose trajectories have been affected by the crash. Lesser powers like Saudi Arabia and Iran also face new constraints. The crisis has strengthened the U.S. position in the Middle East as falling oil prices reduce Iranian influence and increase the dependence of the oil sheikdoms on U.S. protection. Success in Iraq--however late, however undeserved, however limited--had already improved the Obama administration's prospects for addressing regional crises. Now, the collapse in oil prices has put the Iranian regime on the defensive. The annual inflation rate rose above 29 percent last September, up from about 17 percent in 2007, according to Iran's Bank Markazi. Economists forecast that Iran's real GDP growth will drop markedly in the coming months as stagnating oil revenues and the continued global economic downturn force the government to rein in its expansionary fiscal policy. All this has weakened Ahmadinejad at home and Iran abroad. Iranian officials must balance the relative merits of support for allies like Hamas, Hezbollah, and Syria against domestic needs, while international sanctions and other diplomatic sticks have been made more painful and Western carrots (like trade opportunities) have become more attractive. Meanwhile, Saudi Arabia and other oil states have become more dependent on the United States for protection against Iran, and they have fewer resources to fund religious extremism as they use diminished oil revenues to support basic domestic spending and development goals. None of this makes the Middle East an easy target for U.S. diplomacy, but thanks in part to the economic crisis, the incoming administration has the chance to try some new ideas and to enter negotiations with Iran (and Syria) from a position of enhanced strength. Every crisis is different, but there seem to be reasons why, over time, financial crises on balance reinforce rather than undermine the world position of the leading capitalist countries. Since capitalism first emerged in early modern Europe, the ability to exploit the advantages of rapid economic development has been a key factor in international competition. Countries that can encourage--or at least allow and sustain--the change, dislocation, upheaval, and pain that capitalism often involves, while providing their tumultuous market societies with appropriate regulatory and legal frameworks, grow swiftly. They produce cutting-edge technologies that translate into military and economic power. They are able to invest in education, making their workforces ever more productive. They typically develop liberal political institutions and cultural norms that value, or at least tolerate, dissent and that allow people of different political and religious viewpoints to collaborate on a vast social project of modernization--and to maintain political stability in the face of accelerating social and economic change. The vast productive capacity of leading capitalist powers gives them the ability to project influence around the world and, to some degree, to remake the world to suit their own interests and preferences. This is what the United Kingdom and the United States have done in past centuries, and what other capitalist powers like France, Germany, and Japan have done to a lesser extent. In these countries, the social forces that support the idea of a competitive market economy within an appropriately liberal legal and political framework are relatively strong. But, in many other countries where capitalism rubs people the wrong way, this is not the case. On either side of the Atlantic, for example, the Latin world is often drawn to anti-capitalist movements and rulers on both the right and the left. Russia, too, has never really taken to capitalism and liberal society--whether during the time of the czars, the commissars, or the post-cold war leaders who so signally failed to build a stable, open system of liberal democratic capitalism even as many former Warsaw Pact nations were making rapid transitions. Partly as a result of these internal cultural pressures, and partly because, in much of the world, capitalism has appeared as an unwelcome interloper, imposed by foreign forces and shaped to fit foreign rather than domestic interests and preferences, many countries are only half-heartedly capitalist. When crisis strikes, they are quick to decide that capitalism is a failure and look for alternatives. So far, such half-hearted experiments not only have failed to work; they have left the societies that have tried them in a progressively worse position, farther 
…continued on next page…
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behind the front-runners as time goes by. Argentina has lost ground to Chile; Russian development has fallen farther behind that of the Baltic states and Central Europe. Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies. As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. 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.
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Failure to raise debt ceiling kills climate change efforts to solve warming 

Lewis, Marlo Lewis, Jr. is a Senior Fellow at the Competitive Enterprise Institute, where he writes on global warming, energy policy, and other public policy issues, “An Added Benefit of Cut, Cap, and Balance — It Would Make Enacting Climate Legislation, June 17, 2011, “Virtually Impossible”, http://www.globalwarming.org/2011/06/17/an-added-benefit-of-cut-cap-and-balance-it-would-make-climate-legislation-virtually-impossible/, Date accessed June 30, 2011
A new study by the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities finds that GOP proposals to address the nation’s fiscal crisis, all of which cap federal spending at some percentage of GDP, would make climate legislation — whether cap-and-trade or a carbon tax — “virtually impossible to enact.” The more severe the spending cap, the more it would “doom efforts to enact comprehensive climate change legislation,” even if the climate bill would not increase the deficit. The report’s authors lament the fact that spending caps would make the political obstacles to climate legislation “almost insurmountable.” It’s music to this non-socialist’s ears. Between now and early August, federal spending will push the national debt up to its current statutory ceiling of $14.3 trillion. If Congress does not raise the debt ceiling, the U.S. Government will not be able to borrow additional money to fund federal programs and pay its creditors. Default — failure to pay the government’s creditors – is not really an option. Default would likely cause a massive spike in interest rates, a stock market crash, and liquidation of money market accounts — an economic crisis much worse than the one from which we are still trying to recover. President Obama and GOP leaders are wrangling over legislation to raise the debt ceiling. Obama wants a “clean” debt ceiling bill, by which he means “one that is not encumbered by any provisions that will limit the federal government’s ability to spend money now and in the future,” notes U.S. News & World Report reporter Peter Roff. GOP leaders, in stark contrast, see negotiations over the debt ceiling as an opportunity to fix the overspending that is the root cause of the nation’s fiscal crisis. The most aggressive of these GOP solutions is called cut, cap, and balance, devised by the House Republican Study Committee.  In return for an agreement to raise the debt ceiling, GOP conservatives want the deal to include enactment of Cut, Cap, and Balance, the basic elements of which are: Cut – Make discretionary and mandatory spending reductions that would cut the deficit in half next year. Cap – Enact statutory, enforceable caps to align federal spending with average revenues at 18% of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) by 2017, with automatic spending reductions if the caps are breached. Balance – Send the states a Balanced Budget Amendment (BBA) with strong protections against federal tax increases and a Spending Limitation Amendment (SLA) that aligns spending with average revenues as described above. A milder version of this agenda, the Commitment to American Prosperity (CAP) Act (HR 1635), would put federal spending on a downward path to be capped at 20.6% of GDP by 2022.Why would spending caps preclude enactment of future cap-and-trade or carbon tax legislation, even if deficit neutral? A climate bill would increase federal outlays by hundreds of billions of dollars. The Waxman-Markey cap-and-trade bill, for example, would have increased federal revenues by $751 billion to $873 billion over 10 years (from the sale of emission allowances), but would also have increased federal outlays by $732 billion to $864 billion (in the form of consumer relief on electric bills and ‘green’ energy ‘investments’). Federal outlays for 2011 in CBO’s baseline projection (p.71) total $3.7 trillion, or 24.7% of GDP. It would be nearly impossible to increase spending by hundreds of billions and limit federal spending to 18% of GDP or even 20.6% of GDP. The Center for Budget and Policy Priorities explains: Under a global [budget-wide] spending cap, such an approach [cap-and-trade, cap and dividend) would not be viable. Lawmakers would have to include very large budget cuts (likely hundreds of billions of dollars of cuts) in the same legislation in order to keep total federal spending within the spending cap. And these hundreds of billions of dollars of new budget cuts would come on top of the trillions of dollars in budget cuts in Medicare, Medicaid, numerous other programs, and possibly Social Security that already would be needed to shrink federal expenditures enough to fit within the global spending cap.  The bottom line: A global spending cap would all but doom efforts to enact comprehensive climate change legislation. Even if such legislation did not increase deficits, it would increase federal spending, and every dollar of additional spending would have to be offset by spending cuts, regardless of how much revenue the legislation generated. 
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Extinction 
Cummins and Allen ‘10 (Ronnie, Int’l. Dir. – Organic Consumers Association, and Will, Policy Advisor – Organic Consumers Association, “Climate Catastrophe: Surviving the 21st Century”, 2-14, http://www.commondreams.org/view/2010/02/14-6)

The hour is late. Leading climate scientists such as James Hansen are literally shouting at the top of their lungs that the world needs to reduce emissions by 20-40% as soon as possible, and 80-90% by the year 2050, if we are to avoid climate chaos, crop failures, endless wars, melting of the polar icecaps, and a disastrous rise in ocean levels. Either we radically reduce CO2 and carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e, which includes all GHGs, not just CO2) pollutants (currently at 390 parts per million and rising 2 ppm per year) to 350 ppm, including agriculture-derived methane and nitrous oxide pollution, or else survival for the present and future generations is in jeopardy. As scientists warned at Copenhagen, business as usual and a corresponding 7-8.6 degree Fahrenheit rise in global temperatures means that the carrying capacity of the Earth in 2100 will be reduced to one billion people. Under this hellish scenario, billions will die of thirst, cold, heat, disease, war, and starvation. If the U.S. significantly reduces greenhouse gas emissions, other countries will follow. One hopeful sign is the recent EPA announcement that it intends to regulate greenhouse gases as pollutants under the Clean Air Act. Unfortunately we are going to have to put tremendous pressure on elected public officials to force the EPA to crack down on GHG polluters (including industrial farms and food processors). Public pressure is especially critical since "just say no" Congressmen-both Democrats and Republicans-along with agribusiness, real estate developers, the construction industry, and the fossil fuel lobby appear determined to maintain "business as usual."


2NC Warming

Raising the Debt Ceiling is key to solve warming- Al Gore gets more attention

Williams, Conor Williams, writer for the Washington Post, June 25, 2011, “Al Gore strikes back in Rolling Stone article”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/post-partisan/post/al-gore-strikes-back-in-rolling-stone-article/2011/06/24/AGDWNdjH_blog.html, Date accessed June 29, 2011

Former vice president Al Gore isn't known for his great political timing, so perhaps it's no surprise that he's published an environmental roadside in Rolling Stone during a week in which there's almost no political oxygen left. The Beltway is clogged with dreary economic news, debt ceiling worries and President Obama's Afghanistan speech. Even given Gore's prodigious talent for generating heat, he's fighting a losing battle. That's a shame. Because it's worth a read. [T]he scientific consensus [on climate change] is even stronger. It has been endorsed by every National Academy of science of every major country on the planet, every major professional scientific society related to the study of global warming and 98 percent of climate scientists throughout the world. In the latest and most authoritative study by 3,000 of the very best scientific experts in the world, the evidence was judged "unequivocal." Gore goes on to lament that widespread denial of these facts makes meaningful political action on climate change nigh on impossible. What is it that makes some of us so reticent to take climate scientists seriously? Gore spends a lot of time blasting corporate-funded climate denial. But what makes some Americans willing to listen to it? Climate scientists aren't completely drowned out of the public square, but their message seems to fall on deaf ears. From the steam engine to the space shuttle, from stock tickers to smart phones, from silos to skyscrapers, we Americans owe much of our prosperity to the fruits of scientific research. It's not just great for technological inventions — we owe public health improvements to good science. Scientists discovered that leading gasoline causes myraid public health challenges. They also developed alternative fuel additives so that we could address the problem. There are countless stories like this. 
Failure to pass Debt Ceiling destroys the global spending cap proposals that kills any strategy to reduce carbon pollution that causes warming

Sheppard, Kate Sheppard, covers energy and environmental politics in Mother Jones' Washington bureau, June 20, 2011 “Spending Cap Could Hurt Federal Action on Climate”, http://motherjones.com/blue-marble/2011/06/spending-cap-could-impair-federal-action-climate

The debt ceiling continues to be the focus of deliberations in Washington, as Vice-President Joe Biden leads negotiations with congressional leaders to hammer out a deal. A number of Republicans in Congress say such a grand bargain must include an overall spending cap—which means no new federal spending in any fiscal year unless it's offset with cuts elsewhere in the budget. A number of liberal groups have expressed concerns about what this means for social programs (see: here, here, and here). But it would also likely handicap federal efforts to deal with climate change using market-based measures, as the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities points out: The cap that these proposals would establish very likely would make it impossible to enact any market-based strategy to reduce the carbon pollution that drives global warming. That's because all such strategies — from carbon taxes to carbon "allowance" systems — are "scored" under Congressional Budget Office (CBO) budget rules as both raising federal revenues and spending them. Comprehensive climate change legislation would raise revenues by putting a price on greenhouse gas pollution and use those revenues for such purposes as protecting consumers and energy-intensive firms and workers and investing in energy efficiency and clean energy technology. Because the global spending cap proposals would impose a cap on total federal spending in any fiscal year (as a percent of Gross Domestic Product, or GDP), they would bar adoption of such strategies unless they contained large offsetting cuts in other government spending. This would be true even for climate protection proposals that raised sufficient revenue to fully cover their spending — or even went further and reduced the deficit. In other words, even climate protection legislation that reduced the deficit would run afoul of a global spending cap. It's an academic point right now, really, since a federal climate plan, market-based or otherwise, isn't going anywhere for the time being. But it's worth noting that such a cap would have wide-ranging implications for federal policy.
2NC Warming

Debt ceiling is key to get Senators on board for climate change action

Kasperowicz, Pete Kasperowicz, writer for The Hill, June 8, 2011, “Sen. Paul hoping to force Senate vote on clean debt-ceiling increase”, http://thehill.com/blogs/floor-action/senate/165343-sen-paul-hoping-to-force-senate-vote-on-clean-debt-ceiling-increase, Date accessed June 30, 2011

Sen. Rand Paul (R-Ky.) on Tuesday introduced an amendment to the Economic Development Revitalization Act that would increase the federal debt ceiling by $2.4 trillion, which Paul is hoping will demonstrate the lack of support for a clean increase without further spending curbs. Paul's proposed increase in the debt ceiling to $16.7 trillion is similar to a House Republican increase that failed in a 318-97 vote in late May. That bill was also designed to demonstrate to Senate Democrats and the White House that the debt ceiling can only be raised as part of a plan to reduce overall spending levels. Paul's amendment is one of several that Republicans introduced to what Senate Democrats are calling a major jobs bill, although it is not clear that all or any of them will be considered. The bill, S. 782, would increase funding for the Public Works and Economic Development Administration (EDA) to $500 million, from the nearly $300 million it received in fiscal 2011.Sen. Jim DeMint (R-S.C.), who had been blocking Senate work on the bill until he was assured of an open amendment process, introduced several on Tuesday that are likely to be controversial. Among other things, DeMint has offered language that would repeal the EDA entirely, make estate tax relief permanent and terminate a global climate change response fund at the Department of Energy. Sen. Olympia Snowe (R-Maine) has an amendment that would require agencies to assess the impact of regulations on small companies before those regulations are released. Sen. John Cornyn (R-Texas) introduced a handful of amendments, including one that would create a new government commission tasked with recommending the abolishment of government programs and agencies. Cornyn is also proposing quarterly reports on threats to the U.S. caused by foreign holdings of U.S. debt, and that the sand dune lizard be exempted from the Endangered Species Act.Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.) is proposing language to bar the use of federal funds to build ethanol blender pumps or ethanol storage facilities, and to repeal federal requirements to pay prevailing wages in construction projects. Sen. John Barrasso (R-Wyo.) proposed an amendment that would allow states to drop out of requirements of last year's healthcare law.

***AFF Cards***

Non Unique

Debt Ceiling won’t pass- Kyle and GOP block

Kaperowicz, Pete Kasperowicz, writer for The Hill, June 20, 2011, “Kyl: GOP wants 10-year plan to cut spending as part of debt deal”, http://thehill.com/blogs/floor-action/senate/167407-kyl-gop-wants-10-year-plan-to-cut-spending-as-part-of-debt-ceiling-deal, Date accessed June 29, 2011

Senate Minority Whip Jon Kyl (R-Ariz.) on Monday said Senate Republicans want commitments on a 10-year budget plan that guarantees reduced spending as part of any agreement to increase the debt ceiling." Let's have a down payment on significant savings now," he said. "Let's set the budget numbers for the next 10 years so that they actually represent a reduction in spending, not an increase."Kyl added that Republicans also want real entitlement reform, to make sure spending continues to drop after 10 years. He said Republicans are likely to be uninterested in any agreement that does not include these elements."Let's do that in such a way that we absolutely put constraints on Congress and the president — we put us in a straitjacket so to speak — so that we can't create exceptions and waivers and get around it in other ways," he said. "Unless we do those things, I don't think most of the people on my side of the aisle are going to have an appetite for increasing the debt ceiling. I know I'm not."Kyl used his time on the floor to argue that raising taxes is not necessarily the way to increase government revenues, and said a study by Alan Reynolds of the Cato Institute shows that historically, more revenue is generated by lower taxes. Kyl argued that this is because taxes are a tax on economic activity, which is stunted when taxes rise.Vice President Biden's debt-ceiling group is expected to meet at least three times this week in the hopes of securing an agreement on how to allow for an increase. Kyl is part of this group, along with House Majority Leader Eric Cantor (R-Va.), Senate Appropriations Committee Chairman Daniel Inouye (D-Hawaii), and others.
Debt Ceiling won’t pass- Sanders and Congressional partisanship blocks

Eskow, Richard Eskow, Consultant, Writer, Senior Fellow with The Campaign for America's Future, June 29, 2011, “When a Socialist Speaks for Most Republicans, Who Speaks for You?”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/rj-eskow/when-a-socialist-speaks-f_b_886624.html, Date accessed June 29, 2011

How broken is today's political debate? The only politician standing up for most Republican voters on today's most burning political issue is... a Socialist. The question is whether we reduce the deficit only through spending cuts, or also by raising taxes on the rich. This should be an easy issue for Democrats to stand on... and run on. A recent New York Times/CBS news poll showed that 72% of of those surveyed agreed that federal taxes should be raised for households making more than $250,000 -- including 55% of Republicans. Yet even with the GOP leadership far to the right of the country on this issue, Democrats haven't taken an unequivocal position.Who's speaking for this Republican majority (and most everybody else) in Washington? Only Sen. Bernie Sanders, Socialist from Vermont. Sanders has unequivocally said that he won't support a deal to raise the debt ceiling unless it includes higher taxes on on the rich. Where are the Democrats? Nancy Pelosi's been marginalized from the discussions, even though a deal won't be possible without the support of Democrats in Congress. The White House and Harry Reid have refused to take a firm stand. Sanders laid out his position in a speech in the Senate chamber yesterday with a "shared sacrifice" theme: The wealthiest Americans and the most profitable corporations in this country must pay their fair share. At least 50 percent of any deficit reduction package must come from revenue raised by ending tax breaks for the wealthy and eliminating tax loopholes that benefit large, profitable corporations and Wall Street financial institutions. A sensible deficit reduction package must also include significant cuts to unnecessary and wasteful Pentagon spending. The Republicans insist on rejecting a majority of their own voters, as well as 74% of Independents and 83% of all Democrats, by pushing for a plan that would reduce government deficits exclusively through spending cuts -- cuts that affect the middle class, poor people, and everyone who hopes to receive Social Security and Medicare benefits someday. The "shared sacrifice" principle expressed by Sanders also included demands that there be no cuts to Medicare or Social Security. The 50/50 goal is a reasonable one, which makes it surprising that others haven't embraced it already. In fact, the only problem with a 50/50 split is that it may be too reasonable, now that the rich have become so much richer and the rest of the country has been forced to struggle so much.

Non-Unique

Debt Ceiling won’t pass- Too much inexperience in Congress means they can’t reach the deadline

Taylor, Andrew Taylor writes for the Assoicated Press and has covered Congress for two decades,  July 1, 2011“Passing major debt deal by Aug. 2 seems doubtful”, http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5iB9psA98p-n2Tl1--oZ6m0l4Vfjg?docId=044f39ddbdca4fc9af6c09e09d7f0ca7, Date accessed July 1, 2011

WASHINGTON (AP) — It may be even more difficult than it appears for Congress to reach a broad deal to raise America's borrowing limit and slash spending by Aug. 2. Maybe all but impossible. Even if quarreling lawmakers can somehow agree this month, it is doubtful that Congress can write it up in binding fashion and pass it by one month from Saturday. That's when, the Treasury Department declared anew on Friday, the government will start running short of money to pay the nation's bills. Congress could end up having to vote at least twice on the political poisonous issue of raising the debt ceiling, now $14.3 trillion, to avoid a first-ever government default. The first vote would be on an interim raise, possibly in the tens or even hundreds of billions of dollars, to give Congress time to wrap up a grand bargain allowing the government to go trillions of dollars deeper into debt in exchange for spending cuts and possibly higher taxes totaling an equal amount." It will take time, and that is a bit troublesome," says Sen. Jon Kyl, R-Ariz., who represented Senate Republicans in budget talks led by Vice President Joe Biden. "Nobody wants this to be just parachuted in three days before they vote on it." Veterans of previous budget deals say there's no way President Barack Obama and Congress can meet the Aug. 2 deadline even if a broad overall agreement is reached in the next two weeks. First, it could take weeks more for lawmakers and staff aides to implement that deal negotiated by the president and the two parties' leaders. Then, lawmakers would need time to examine and digest the legislation. And that's hardly all." There's the need to write it, the need to read it, the need to understand it, the need to score it, the need for it to be 'real,' the need for it to be processed and supported by each side's base, the need to assemble the necessary votes," said GOP lobbyist Eric Ueland, a former longtime Senate aide. And that's assuming everything goes according to plan — that the debt-budget pact doesn't get blown up by a revolt from the tea party on the right or frustrated Democrats on the left. That's a huge "if." It took many months to move a 2005 budget-cutting bill — which ended up cutting about $100 billion over 10 years — through the system, and that was when Republicans controlled both the White House and all the congressional committees that drew the legislation up. Now, GOP-controlled House panels and Democratic-led Senate committees with little experience working together will have to write up an agreement hatched by Obama and the top leaders in both parties. Battles are unavoidable. The House and Senate Agriculture committees, for example, will be asked to implement farm subsidy cuts they either disagree with or would prefer to do in a more deliberate fashion later. Even items that both sides agree on, such as lucrative auctions of electromagnetic spectrum to wireless companies, can be enormously complicated to implement. Core questions, like how much money to devote to building a new, more effective wireless system for emergency responders and how much to compensate broadcasters for giving up their existing rights to spectrum, seem much too complicated to resolve in a couple of weeks. The degree of difficulty is heightened by the desire to generate a package of deficit cuts in the range of $2.4 trillion over the coming decade to balance a similar increase in the debt limit — one that's large enough to keep the government afloat past the November 2012 election.
Uniqueness Overwhelms the Link

Uniqueness overwhelms the link- Obama’s political capital is irrelevant to the passage of Debt Ceiling
Economist,  6/30, “Bargaining and blackmail: How the Republicans’ intransigence on tax increases might rebound against them”, http://www.economist.com/node/18897489?story_id=18897489, Date accessed July 3, 2011

IT IS tempting to resort to cliché: a Martian parachuted into Washington, DC, this summer would be utterly bemused by the antics of its political class. But you do not need to be an alien. Even veteran observers of the nation’s capital are scratching their heads. On the face of it, the most powerful country on the planet, having only just recovered from a self-inflicted financial calamity of epic proportions, is marching towards another self-inflicted financial calamity of epic proportions. Unless Democrats and Republicans close their differences on taxes and spending, and Congress votes to increase the federal debt ceiling, the United States may default on its debt, an eventuality with incalculable consequences for the world economy as well as America’s. The very direness of this possibility has produced a certain insouciance. The smart money bets that it will not happen. Investors are still buying America’s debt, no doubt because they assume that, for all the theatre, its politicians are not mad enough to jeopardise the full faith and credit of the United States. When last week the debt negotiations between the Republicans and Joe Biden, the vice-president, collapsed, the market took even that in its stride. Now that Barack Obama has taken charge, it is surely only a matter of time—the Treasury’s deadline for averting a default is August 2nd—until the inevitable compromise emerges. 
No Link—Perception 

NASA spending would not be perceived for months

Boyle 10 Rebecca Boyle, Staff writer for Popsci, “NASA Budget Likely to Remain in Limbo Until After Election Day, Lawmakers Say”, 9/23/2010, http://www.popsci.com/science/article/2010-09/nasa-waits-while-congress-debates.
Apparently, space doesn’t sell in an election year. Lawmakers are saying Congress is unlikely to make any spending decisions about NASA until after November 2, according to several reports. Congress has been debating the space agency’s future in fits and starts since the beginning of the year, when President Obama first proposed shifting its priorities. Lawmakers balked at his plans and offered their own budget suggestions, which have been bandied about through the summer. Still, competing House and Senate bills remain in play, and they’re unlikely to get resolved in the next two weeks, when Congress goes on fall break to concentrate on the midterm elections. There were some signs of hope today, however. Sen. Bill Nelson, D-Fla., has been negotiating a new blueprint with Rep. Bart Gordon, D-Tenn., according to Florida Today. If the two reach a compromise, the House could debate a NASA bill by next week, according to House Majority Leader Steny Hoyer, D-Md. Those in favor of NASA funding increases should hope they act quickly, because Republican leaders have said if they regain control of Congress, they’ll call for a spending freeze and a return to 2008 funding levels.

Obama PC Low

Obama has NO PC 

Hudson, Jerome Hudson is a 24-year-old student of history, majoring in broadcast journalism, in Tallahassee, FL, he works for the news site phillyburb.com, June 9, 2011,“Forget the debt ceiling; raise our moral ceiling”, http://www.phillyburbs.com/news/local/burlington_county_times_news/opinion/guest/forget-the-debt-ceiling-raise-our-moral-ceiling/article_54d7f8cc-52e0-5d05-85f1-526c46f7f2d4.html, Date accessed July 1, 2011
As the White House lobbies to raise the nation’s debt ceiling, why not instead help raise its moral ceiling? After decades of rewarding bad behavior, it’s in the government’s best interest — and perhaps even its duty — to promote the morals and values that made our nation great._At present, the Obama administration wants Congress to raise the debt ceiling so our government can borrow more than the almost $14.3 trillion currently allowed by law. Conservatives want any debt increase tied to spending cuts, and a recent vote shows President Barack Obama lacks the political capital to ram through an increase as he might have in the past.

Bottom of the Docket

SKFTA overwhelms Obama’s agenda and will derail debt ceiling

Drajem, Mark Drajem, is a writer for Bloomburg News, June 30, 2011, is a reporter for Bloomberg News. “Republican Trade Boycott Derails Swift Vote”, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-06-30/republican-boycott-of-free-trade-accords-derails-obama-push-for-swift-vote.html, Date accessed July 1, 2011

A Republican boycott of a Senate hearing on three free-trade agreements set back efforts by President Barack Obama and business groups to get the long- delayed accords completed before a recess in August. The Senate Finance Committee was unable to consider trade pacts with South Korea, Colombia and Panama yesterday because no Republicans showed up, denying Democrats a quorum to advance measures that have languished since 2007. Republicans balked at including aid for displaced workers in the trade package. “I don’t understand why the Republicans are playing it out like this,” William Reinsch, president of the National Foreign Trade Council, a Washington-based group that represents companies such as Boeing Co. (BA), said in an interview. “They spent 2 1/2 years waiting for Obama to send these up. He basically folded, and as these things go the price was cheap.” The additional worker-aid programs are estimated to cost $320 million annually for the next two years, according to the Senate committee. The blow-up denied both sides a bipartisan victory they said they wanted on deals supporters say may increase exports by $12 billion a year and boost the still-struggling U.S. economy. A separate South Korean free-trade deal with the European Union goes into effect today, which would put U.S. producers of autos, pharmaceuticals and scientific equipment at a disadvantage in the Asian economy. Democrats said yesterday’s dispute was also a portent for debt-ceiling talks between Republicans and Obama. “It’s a big question mark as to where this goes,” Greg Mastel, a lobbyist and former chief of staff to Senate Finance Committee Chairman Max Baucus, said in an interview. “Trade has traditionally been one of the more bipartisan areas Congress has worked on. If they can’t work out the FTAs, the debt limit could be pretty difficult.” 
No Impact

No impact- nothing would happen if the debt ceiling were not to be raised 

Willie, Jim Willie CB is a statistical analyst in marketing research and retail forecasting, He holds a PhD in Statistics, His career has stretched over 25 years, June 9, 2011, “US Dollar Death Spiral, Economy Hurtles Toward System Failure”, http://www.marketoracle.co.uk/Article28574.html, Date accessed June 30, 2011

One should constantly remember that no solution to the financial crisis has been installed, nothing fixed, no big banks liquidated, no end to monetary inflation, no end to outsized US Govt deficits, no change of Goldman Sachs running the US Govt finance ministry, no discharge of big bank home inventory, no end to secretive subterranean support of stocks and bonds, no revival of the housing market, no return of US industry from Asia, no prosecution of Wall Street for multi-$trillion bond fraud, no end to money laundering of narco funds to Wall Street banks, no interruption to the endless costly wars, no end to the propaganda obediently pumped out by the US press & media networks. Nothing has changed except that some commodities are lower in price, including the queen Silver. The steady stream of debt downgrades around the world curiously overlooks perhaps the worst offender of all, the United States. Refer to its  horrendous PIIGS-like key ratios with much higher volume of debt. It seems good sport to nail Greece or Spain with a debt downgrade, when the US wrestles with a debt limit and chronic $1.5 trillion annual deficits, even costly endless wars. So Moodys is telling the US Congress that they better raise the debt ceiling or else. Or else what? Nothing!! The German debt rating agency Feri had the stones to downgrade the US Govt debt from AAA to AA. It is a significant slap in the face. They pointed to the fact that for the third consecutive year, the US Govt deficit is over 10% relative to gross domestic product (GDP). Its CEO Tobias Schmidt said, "The US government has fought the effects of the financial market crisis primarily by an increase in government debt. We do not see that here is sufficient alternative measures. Our rating system shows a deterioration, so the downgrading of the credit ratings of US is warranted. Deficits of such magnitude are not a sustainable fiscal policy. We would reconsider the rating when the US government creates a long-term sustainable budget."

No Impact

No Impact to Debt Ceiling- all scare tactics by Obama and media hype

Madison, Lucy Madison is a political reporter for CBSNews.com, June 26, 2011, “Bachmann: W.H. uses "scare tactic" on debt limit”, http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2011/06/26/ftn/main20074492.shtml, Date accessed July 1, 2011

Rep. Michele Bachmann, R-Minn., said Sunday it was not true that the U.S. government would default on its loans if the debt limit were not raised, and accused the Obama administration of using "scare tactics" to push its agenda. In an appearance on CBS' "Face the Nation," Bachmann, who is vying for the Republican presidential nomination, said she has "no intention" of voting for a hike to the limit, and argued that lawmakers should be focused on cutting spending rather than incurring more debt. "It isn't true that the government would default on its debt," Bachmann told CBS' Bob Schieffer. "Because, very simply, the Treasury Secretary can pay the interest on the debt first, and then, from there, we have to just prioritize our spending." "I have no intention of voting to raise the debt ceiling," she emphasized. The Obama administration (along with a number of economists) has urged Congress to raise the debt limit by Aug. 2 to avoid economic catastrophe. The Treasury Department has taken accounting steps to keep the government from defaulting since hitting the ceiling on May 16, but has said the "extraordinary measures" currently underway will only get the country through the August date. A number of economists, including Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernanke, Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner, and former Federal Reserve chairman Alan Greenspan have issued repeated warnings that failing to raise the debt ceiling could lead to economic catastrophe. Bernanke recently warned that even a short delay in making payments could lead to serious disruptions in the financial markets. Bachmann argued that raising the debt limit was not necessary, and that the urgency attached to the August 2 deadline was an example of "scare tactics" being employed by the Obama administration to manipulate Congress." Experts inside and outside the government say that, if we don't raise the debt ceiling, we face the United States having to default on its financial obligations," said Schieffer. "Are you saying these are scare tactics? Or are you saying that's not true? How can you say that?" "It is scare tactics," Bachmann said. "Because, Bob, the interest on the debt isn't any more than ten percent of what we're taking in. In fact, it's less than that. And so the Treasury Secretary can very simply pay the interest on the debt first, then we're not in default. "What it means is we have to seriously prioritize," she continued. "It would be very tough love. But, I have been here long enough in Washington D.C. that I've seen smoke and mirrors time and time again." Bachmann said that, if elected president, she would respond to the country's deficit crisis by additional budget reductions. "I would begin very seriously by cutting spending," she said. "President Obama, again, he spent a trillion dollar stimulus program that's been an abject failure. We need to seriously cut back on spending first and foremost, and then prioritize." When asked what if anything government could do to increase job creation, Bachmann (who described herself as an entrepreneur and business owner) said corporate tax rates must be cut."We have one of the highest corporate tax rates in the world; we need to drop that significantly, so that we have a pro-business, pro-job creation environment," she said. "So if we cut back the corporate tax rate, if we would zero out the capital gains rates, allow for 100 percent expensing when a job creator buys equipment for their business, that would go a long way toward job creators recognizing that this is a pro-business environment." "But right now businesses are looking at the uncertainty," Bachmann said. "They know that 'Obamacare' is coming down the pike. The Congressional Budget Office estimated 'Obamacare' will cost the economy 800,000 jobs." "That is data that other people would question," said Schieffer." That's the Congressional Budget Office. That's not Michele Bachmann. That's Congressional Budget Office figures saying that we have the potential of losing 800,000 jobs. Why in this economy would you put this very expensive, unwieldy program that's going to cost jobs when job creation is our real problem right now? "In an article posted June 13 about Bachman's 800,000 jobs claim, Politifact rated it as "Barely True," but said her quotation of figures from the CBO was an 'exaggeration" and "leaves out so many qualifiers that it becomes misleading." Schieffer asked Bachmann to clarify a statement she had made in 2005, in which she recommended the minimum wage be abolished. She said unemployment could potentially be virtually wiped out if there were no minimum wage. "Do you still believe that?" he asked. "I think again, this is something that I'd want to bring in, a group of economists, we'd take a look at," she said. "We'd have a reasoned discussion, because ultimately my goal is to turn the economy around and have job creation, whatever it takes. That's what we need to do, because we don't want the United States to be the tail. We need to be the head. We're the indispensable nation of the world. Right now our economy is going in the wrong direction." "But you're not flatly saying you would abolish the minimum wage now, you're saying it's something you would look at?" Schieffer asked. "I am not saying that I would be doing that," she replied. "But you still want to look at it. What about farm subsidies? You've benefited from farm subsidies on your family farm. Do you think we ought to think about cutting those back?" he asked. "I think everything needs to be on the table right now," she said.
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