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Elections 1NC
1. Obama will get re-elected in 2012 now, but the next months are crucial   

Ambinder 11
[Marc Ambinder,  White House correspondent for National Journal, “Why Obama Could Lose”, The National Journal, Proquest, 4/28/11, Caplan] 

Conventional wisdom has begun to settle in: The 2012 presidential race is President Obama's to lose. A slowly improving economy, a stagnant Republican pool of opposition, strong personal attributes, and what almost certainly will be a whip-smart campaign team are congealing into something that 50.1 percent of voters representing 270 electoral votes will find palatable. Add to that the GOP's decision to embrace an audacious budget outline by Rep. Paul Ryan, R-Wis., that could make the election a referendum on whether to cut Medicare, Social Security, and other popular entitlement programs and you would seem to have the makings of an Obama second term. But the president's position is more fragile than it might appear. Don't read too much into the recent drop in his job-approval rating; Obama's day-to-day numbers are snapshots lighted by circumstances: a crisis overseas, a bloody budget battle at home, and, of course, high gas prices. Seven in 10 Americans, according to the latest ABC News/ Washington Post poll, perceive some hardship from the high price of fuel. Comparing Obama's chances to those of other incumbents who won a second term is difficult because of the once-in-a-generation nature of the Great Recession. His 43 percent approval rating at this point in his presidency is the same as that of Ronald Reagan, who cruised to reelection, but lower than that of George H.W. Bush, who got clobbered. Voters have judged the unemployment rate, now at 8.8 percent (but unofficially higher) in relative, not absolute, terms. Consumer-confidence levels are much lower than they should be, inflation is increasing, wages and incomes are stagnant, and home prices are still falling in major markets. An enduring and deeper problem is persistent pessimism, particularly among older voters with weak attachment to either party. What worries Obama's advisers most is how long people have been gloomy. Like someone who suffers from depression, these voters have chronically negative views about their economic condition, the political environment, and the prospects for a brighter future. Some 44 percent of Americans believe that the economy will get worse--the highest number since the current crisis began, according to an ABC News/ Washington Post poll in mid-April. Only a quarter of Americans think the country is on the right track. No president has won reelection with such a low measure of confidence. Pessimism is baked into the electorate. "I would be surprised if his team is thinking that they've got this one all but wrapped," says Glen Bolger, a Republican pollster who is not affiliated with any 2012 candidate. The White House is not of one mind about how to reorient the negative schemas of these voters. Cognitve behavioral therapy on depressed independent voters isn't easy. With personal income barely keeping pace with the rate of inflation; the misery index (the unemployment rate plus inflation) still unacceptably high; and Americans depending on a government they perceive as dysfunctional, Reaganesque optimism isn't going to cut it. That's especially true when, according to a USA Today analysis, Americans receive more than 18 percent of their income from the government, an all-time high. "We have to be careful with our message," says an administration official who spoke on the condition of anonymity. "We can't be too sunny, and we need to show empathy." Because there's little that Obama can do about the present, the White House plans to focus on the future. "Independent voters have two problems with the president," a White House official said in a West Wing interview last week. "One, they didn't expect him to be a big-spending liberal. I'm not saying he is, but he didn't campaign that way and circumstances, like saving the economy, forced us to spend a lot." The official did not want to be quoted on the record describing Obama's electoral weaknesses. The second problem, this official conceded, was that Obama had so far not lived up to his promise to change the way Washington works. The reason: health care. These voters were horrified by what they saw going on under the hood. "The issues, which were all in our favor, were eclipsed by the process." This suggests to White House officials that the way the president manages the process of dealing with Republicans over the next 18 months will be as important to his reelection chances as will the particular outcomes of those dealings. This is a challenge, because Obama faces urgent and insistent calls to harmonize with congressional Democrats, stalling momentum for a compromise. Brad Todd, a GOP strategist who doesn't work for any 2012 hopeful, said he thinks that independent voters will demand a higher level of intellectual honesty from Obama. "He's not calling for any structural changes to the economy, he's not calling for any major cuts to long-term programs, and he is reverting back to his previous point of raising taxes on people who create jobs. Those things reinforce who that guy is before the election," he said. In the end, of course, Obama could win next year. Many political handicappers think that will be the outcome. But if public pessimism about the economy, the nation's future, and Obama continues to mount, the other result is just as plausible. All bets, in other words, could be off. 
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2. Public doesn’t like NASA funding – they don’t think benefits outweigh costs
Dittmar 07

[ Dr. Mary Lynne Dittmar is President & CEO of Dittmar Associates, a strategic planning and technical services group headquartered in Houston, TX. Over the past 28 years she has been a researcher, manager, and consultant in psychology, human factors engineering, space operations, business development, strategic communications and public policy., “ Sustaining exploration: communications, relevance, and value”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1000/1, 11/12/07, Caplan]

This question, as reflected in public opinion and policy, underlies of some of our work over the past several years and has been the topic of publications too numerous to catalog. In fact, the simmering national debate about NASA’s value to the nation is nothing new; it has waxed and waned since the inception of the space agency in 1958, including throughout the Apollo program1. Recent research on public opinion does not definitively answer the question. The American public, as Mr. Sterner points out, embraces the notion that the agency and space exploration are important to the nation. Yet, as has been well-discussed in The Space Review, it simultaneously questions the allocation of funds to NASA and expresses a lack of enthusiasm about specific missions associated with the Vision for Space Exploration. What is at the bottom of this apparent contradiction? NASA and relevance The answer is important for the future of the agency. Inconveniently, it is neither simple nor grounded in a single factor. Some initial clues about it can be uncovered when looking at how the public responds to questions about NASA’s relevance, which emerged from our research as a powerful variable influencing people’s attitudes toward the agency. (“Powerful” here is a statistical term denoting predictive power of “relevance” as it related to other variables.) We learned that many Americans are thoughtful in their assessment of the NASA’s relevance to the nation and to their own lives. Participants in our studies carried out spontaneous “trade studies”, comparing the benefits of a space program to benefits related to a national healthcare program, or to national defense, or to the quality of education and educational opportunities in the United States, among other things. Depending upon ethnic background, occupation, education, gender, and age, the outcome of these trades varies. The much-publicized result describing the relative lack of enthusiasm for the space program among younger Americans was one aspect of these findings.2,3 According to many of our participants, NASA is often the loser in the trade studies described above. While NASA enjoys great positive regard, its benefits to the nation are not perceived as directly or clearly as those associated with other national programs. Although it is difficult for many space advocates to believe, this absence of specific knowledge about NASA’s activities is quite widespread. Improving this state of affairs is rightly one of the primary goals of NASA’s Strategic Communications initiatives, such as the NASA Lecture Series and the planned “special sections” in Business Week beginning in 2008.4,5 As with all trade studies, “benefit” is only one of two factors primarily responsible for the outcome of the trade. “Cost” is the other. Americans in general have no idea what NASA’s “cost” is. In fact, most members of the public have no idea how much any government agency’s budget is. What we do know—and have recently documented—is that the public perception of NASA’s budget is grossly inflated relative to actual dollars. In a just-completed study6, we asked respondents what percentage of the national budget is allocated to NASA and to the Department of Defense, the Department of Education, the Department of Agriculture, and the Department of Health and Human Services, among other agencies. NASA’s allocation, on average, was estimated to be approximately 24% of the national budget (the NASA allocation in 2007 was approximately 0.58% of the budget.) The next highest over-estimate was for the Department of Defense, which received approximately 21% of the budget in 2007 and was estimated on average to receive approximately 33%. In other words, respondents believed NASA’s budget approaches that of the Department of Defense, which receives almost 38 times more money (see “Putting NASA’s budget in perspective”, The Space Review, July 2, 2007). Once people were informed of the actual allocations, they were almost uniformly surprised. Our favorite response came from one of the more vocal participants, who exclaimed, “No wonder we haven’t gone anywhere!” While one might be tempted to assert that accurate information about expenditures would help people to better assess relevance (in NASA’s favor), additional research would be necessary to confirm this. Anecdotally, our experience is that the rationale for public opinion is less focused the cost side of the equation and more oriented toward the benefits. 
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3. Perception of fixing the economy is key to Obama’s re-election 

Feller 11
[Ben Feller, Associated Press, Proquest, 6/6/11, Caplan] 

President Barack Obama cannot escape one giant vulnerability as he bids to keep his job: Millions of voters still don't have one. Suddenly, the snapshot of the American economy is depressing again. Job creation is down - as is consumer confidence, home sales, auto sales, construction spending and manufacturing expansion. The brutal month of May was a reminder of the economy's fragility and the risks for an incumbent president. Nothing that Obama oversees, not even a success as dramatic as finding and killing Osama bin Laden, will matter as much as his handling of the economy. It is the dominant driver of voter behavior. People hold their president accountable if they can't find work in the richest country in the world. The weakening recovery is testing the entire foundation of Obama's optimistic economic message that the nation is getting stronger all the time. As much as the White House says it never dwells on any single jobs report, and Obama never even mentioned the troubling one released Friday, the stakes get higher by the month. A finally forming field of Republican presidential competitors is maneuvering into the space for the public's attention with this message: Obama has failed. Election Day is 17 months away and Obama knows incremental job growth won't do. The unemployment rate is 9.1 percent; if it stays anywhere near there, Obama will face re-election with a higher jobless rate than any other post-war president. In his favor, Obama still has the loudest voice to sell his message that the longer term trends, including job growth every month, are good. Nearly halfway through a year dominated by foreign events mostly outside his control, he plans to build his next few months around economic events. What comes next will be a summer when both sides select the economic facts that best suit their case. It will play against a backdrop of trying to cut a massive deficit while letting the nation borrow more so it doesn't default. As Obama pushes his economic agenda, his re-election chances bank on more than job growth. They also depend on how well he can remind people that he inherited a recession and that, compared with the early days of 2009, the country is in a better place. "This economy took a big hit," Obama said Friday in Ohio, a pivotal 2012 state. "You know, it's just like if you had a bad illness, if you got hit by a truck, it's going to take a while for you to mend. And that's what's happened to our economy. It's taking a while to mend." 

4. A Republican win kills interventionism 
Lobe 11

[Jim Lobe, Foreign Policy Analyst, “NeoCons Losing hold over Republican Foreign Policy” 6/16/11, http://original.antiwar.com/lobe/2011/06/15/neocons-losing-hold-over-republican-foreign-policy%C2%A0/, Caplan]

Nearly ten years after seizing control of Republican foreign policy, neoconservatives and other hawks appear to be losing it. That is at least the tentative conclusion of a number of political analysts following Monday’s first nationally televised debate of the party’s declared Republican candidates — none of whom defended the current U.S. engagement in Libya, while several suggested it was time to pare down Washington’s global military engagements, including in Afghanistan. "This sure isn’t the Republican Party of George Bush, [former Vice President] Dick Cheney, and [former Pentagon chief] Donald Rumsfeld," exulted one liberal commentator, Michael Tomasky, in the Daily Beast. "The neocons are gone." "Is the Republican party turning isolationist for 2012?" asked Washington Post columnist Jackson Diehl, a liberal interventionist who has often allied himself with neoconservatives in support of "regime change" against authoritarian governments hostile to the U.S. or Israel. "All in all, this first Republican debate offered a striking change of tone for a party that a decade ago was dominated, in foreign policy, by the neoconservative movement, which favored [and still does favor] aggressive American intervention abroad," Diehl wrote on his blog. Of particular note during the debate was a comment about Afghanistan by former Massachusetts Governor Mitt Romney, who is widely acknowledged to be the current front-runner in the Republican field. "It’s time for us to bring our troops home as soon as we possibly can, consistent with the word that comes to our generals that we can hand the country over to the [Afghan] military in a way that they’re able to defend themselves," Romney said, adding, perhaps fatefully, "I also think we’ve learned that our troops shouldn’t go off and try and fight a war of independence for another nation." What precisely he meant by the latter sentence was left unclear, but it was sufficiently negative for one prominent neoconservative, Danielle Pletka, to tell Politico that her inbox had been flooded Tuesday morning with emails calling Romney’s remarks a "disaster." "I’d thought of Romney as a mainstream Republican — supporting American strength and American leadership, but this doesn’t reflect that," Pletka, who heads the foreign policy and defense division of the American Enterprise Institute (AEI), told Politico, adding that perhaps the front-runner was "a little bit of a weathervane." Whatever Romney meant, Monday’s debate — and the candidates’ apparent lack of enthusiasm for the military adventures of the near-decade that followed the 9/11 attacks — marked at least an "incremental… shift," as the New York Times put it, in the party’s foreign-policy stance from "the aggressive use of American power around the world" to a "new debate over the costs and benefits" of deploying that power, particularly in a time 
...continued on next page…
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…continued on next page…
of "extreme fiscal pressure." Since the mid-1970′s, Republicans have been divided between aggressive nationalists, like Cheney, and Israel-centered neoconservatives — who also enjoyed the support of the Christian Right — on the one hand, and isolationists and foreign-policy realists on the other. The balance of power between the two groups has shifted more than once in the nearly four decades since. Under most of President Ronald Reagan’s tenure, for example, the nationalists and neoconservatives largely prevailed until they were overcome by the combination of the Iran-Contra scandal, Secretary of State George Shultz, and Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev. Under President George H.W. Bush, the realists gained virtually total control. The two factions spent much of President Bill Clinton’s eight years fighting each other. Indeed, it was during that period that the nationalists, neoconservatives, and Christian Rightists formed the Project for the New American Century (PNAC) — initially to counteract what they saw as growing isolationism and anti-interventionism among Republican lawmakers in Congress. PNAC’s founders, neoconservatives Robert Kagan and Bill Kristol, backed John McCain in the 2000 Republican primaries, against George W. Bush — whose calls for a "more humble" and "modest" foreign policy conjured bad memories of his father. Once in office, however, President George W. Bush chose leaders of both factions as his main advisers — most importantly Cheney and Rumsfeld, both nationalists surrounded by neoconservatives; and Colin Powell, a classic realist, as his secretary of state. For the first eight months, the two sides locked horns on virtually every major foreign-policy issue. But the 9/11 attacks changed the balance of power decisively in favor of the hawks who, even as they gradually lost influence to the realists within the administration during Bush’s second term, retained the solid support of Republicans in Congress for all eight years. The fact that McCain, whose foreign-policy views were distinctly neoconservative, won the party’s presidential nomination in 2008 testified to the hawks’ enduring strength. But the Sep 2008 financial crisis — and the economic distress it caused — laid the groundwork for the resurgence of the party’s realist-isolationist wing, according to political analysts. "The economic duress is undermining the national greatness project of Bill Kristol and the neocons," according to Steve Clemons, a national-security expert at the New America Foundation (NAF), whose washingtonnote.com blog is widely read here. "What we are seeing evolve among Republicans is a hybrid realism with some isolationist strains that believes the costs of American intervention in the world at the rate of the last decade simply can’t be sustained," wrote Clemons. That evolution has gained momentum in the past few months, particularly since President Barack Obama yielded to pressure from a coalition of neoconservatives, liberal interventionists, and nationalists like McCain, to intervene in Libya, and, more importantly since the May 2 killing by U.S. Special Forces of the al-Qaeda chief in Pakistan. The killing of Osama bin Laden, according to Charles Kupchan of the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR), "symbolized a closure in some ways to the wars that began after the 9/11 attacks." Indeed, in just the last month, 26 Republican congressmen deserted their leadership and joined a strong majority of Democrats in calling for an accelerated withdrawal from Afghanistan, while last week, in an action that drew charges of "isolationism" from the neoconservative Wall Street Journal, 87 Republicans voted for a resolution that would require Obama to end military action in Libya within 15 days. And each new day seems to offer a story about yet another Republican insisting that the defense budget should not be exempt from major cuts to reduce the yawning federal deficit. "The party was moving in this direction quite decidedly before 9/11, and then 9/11 silenced the voices of restraint and neo-isolationism," Kupchan told IPS. "And now, they are finally coming back with a vengeance." "That emergence may make for some interesting alliances across partisan lines where you have left- leaning Democrats uncomfortable with the use of force lining up with Republicans interested in bringing down the deficit," Kupchan noted. Tomasky observed, Republican candidates might now be changing their tune not so much out of conviction as out of the desire to win elections. Just last week, the Pew Research Center released its latest poll on U.S. foreign policy attitudes which found that "the current measure of isolationist sentiment is among the highest recorded" in more than 50 years. While, for much of the Bush administration, only one in four Republicans said the U.S. should "mind its own business" internationally, that percentage has nearly doubled since Bush left office. The Pew survey also found a 50 percent increase in Republican support for "reducing [U.S.] military commitments overseas" — from 29 percent in 2008, to 44 percent in May, 2011. Moreover, 56 percent of Republicans said they support reducing those commitments as a way to cut the budget deficit. Similarly, Republicans appear to have lost virtually all interest in promoting Bush’s and the neoconservatives’ "Freedom Agenda" abroad. According to the Pew poll, only one in ten Republicans said they believe democracy-promotion should be a long-term U.S. priority. 
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5. Interventionism key to solve nuclear conflict 
Kagan ‘7, Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace [Robert “End of Dreams, Return of History” Policy Review http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html#n10]
Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as “No. 1” and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe. The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying — its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic. It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War i and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not only on the goodwill of peoples but also on American power. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War ii would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe’s stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that’s not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe. The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world’s great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States. Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance.   This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China’s neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan. In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene — even if it remained the world’s most powerful nation — could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe — if it adopted what some call a strategy of “offshore balancing” — this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances. It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, “offshore” role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more “even-handed” policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel ’s aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground. The subtraction of American 
…continued on next page…
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power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn’t change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn’t changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to “normal” or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again. The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements. Difficult as it may be to extend American predominance into the future, no one should imagine that a reduction of American power or a retraction of American influence and global involvement will provide an easier path.
***Uniqueness***
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All we have to win is that the economy WON’T get worse- this ensures Obama victory
Goldberg 11

[Bernard Goldberg,  journalist, author and Fox News analyst. He is the winner of 11 Emmy Awards and has written five books on the media and American culture, including the No. 1 best-seller "Bias." His most recent book, "A Slobbering Love Affair," is about the mainstream media's fascination with Barack Obama http://www.foxnews.com/opinion/2011/05/27/obama-2012-win-sure-thing/, 5/27/11, http://www.foxnews.com/opinion/2011/05/27/obama-2012-win-sure-thing/, Caplan]

For all of my conservative friends who think that Barack Obama will never be re-elected if the economy is still in the doldrums next year, I have three words for you: Franklin Delano Roosevelt. FDR was re-elected in 1936 and the economy was in a very bad way -- far, far worse than it is today or likely to be in November 2012. That’s the good news for President Obama. The bad news is that FDR is the only president in the last 75 years to be re-elected when the economy was in bad shape and unemployment was over 8 percent. And if the economy doesn’t get a lot better soon, if unemployment doesn’t fall significantly by November 2012, Barack Obama may very well be a one-and-out president who made it on charm the first time around but now has a crummy record hanging around his neck. But for Republicans, this may be nothing more than wishful thinking masquerading as political analysis. After all, sitting presidents usually win re-election. Since 1936, 11 incumbent presidents have run for a second term and only three were defeated – Gerald Ford, Jimmy Carter and George H.W. Bush. And, like FDR, Barack Obama has something else going for him – an intangible that may compensate for bad economic news: likeability -- an essential characteristic for anyone hoping to do well in politics. Except for his enemies – and that’s not too strong a word if you’ve ever listened to his most passionate detractors -- Americans generally like Barack Obama, even when they disagree with him on matters of policy. They like his smile, they like the way he talks, they like the way he dresses and carries himself, and yes, they like the fact that he is the first black man elected president of the United States of America. In some ways, it is a source of national pride. Consider these four things that set President Obama apart from his likely Republican challengers: he’s young, he’s cool, he’s black and he’s liberal. Those traits, as much as anything else, I believe, got him elected the first time around. The Obama magic could not have centered on his politics. He was a first term senator with no discernible record. A respected magazine – National Journal – said he was the most liberal member of the Senate. In a center-right country, that’s not a plus. Still he won. And in early polls – despite the fact that Americans are not enamored by his politics – President Obama beats potential Republican nominees just about every time. So what’s going on? Republicans come off like stiffs, that’s what’s going on. Whatever they are, they are not cool. And when they (rightly) focus on deficit reduction and spending cuts – as conservative scholar Shelby Steele recently noted in a Wall Street Journal op-ed -- “they can be made to look like a gaggle of scolding accountants.” And who wants to vote for a scolding accountant? In other words, Barack Obama is tomorrow; all those white, male Republicans come off as yesterday. We’ve seen people who look like them before. The juxtaposition beat McCain in 2008. Obama and his team are betting it will happen again in 2012. “The point is that anyone who runs against Mr. Obama will be seen through the filter of this racial impressionism, in which white skin is redundant and dark skin is fresh and exceptional,” says Steele. “This is the new cultural charisma that the president has introduced into American politics.” Charisma goes a long way in politics, especially when it’s up against scolding accountants. So what to do if you’re a Republican with dreams of becoming president? Turn President Obama into the candidate of yesterday. Tell the American people that Mr. Obama represents everything tired and old in American politics. Tell them that being the first black American president is wonderful and historic, but it’s not enough, not anymore – not after he shoved ObamaCare down the throats of the American people, not after he spent nearly a trillion dollars on a stimulus package with questionable results, not after his worldwide tour apologizing for America’s supposed sins, and not after his failure to deliver on his promise to usher in a new tone and new politics in Washington. Tell them the Republicans are the candidate with new ideas while Mr. Obama hasn’t had a new idea, maybe ever. And tell them, as Shelby Steele smartly points out, that “Barack Obama believes in government; we believe in you.” President Obama’s base – the so-called mainstream media – will do everything it can to get him re-elected. Last time around they weren’t content being eye-witnesses and chroniclers of history. Last time around they were intent on helping shape history. After all, this wasn’t just one more Mondale or Dukakis or Gore or Kerry running for president. So they have a lot invested in this president. The good news for Republicans is that the American people understand all this. Having the "lamestreams' on your side helps. But if the Republicans play their cards right, it won’t help enough. 

Uniqueness Wall

Foreign Policy isn’t an issue- it’s all down to the economy 

Meyerson 11

[Harold Meyerson, Political Columnist for the Washington Post “Obama Flips the 2012 deck”, The Washington Post, 5/4/11, Proquest, Caplan]

  The death of Osama bin Laden - and the success of President Obama's roll-the-dice decision to deploy troops to get him - may change the landscape of American politics in one surprising particular. When Obama runs for reelection in 2012, he'll probably be strong where his Democratic predecessors have been weak - and weak where they were strong. By now it's clear that whatever domestic political advantage Republicans sought to gain from accusing Democrats of being "soft on terror" - much as previous generations of Republicans occasionally made hay by accusing Democrats of being soft on communism - has been spent. In the 2006 congressional elections, voters punished Republicans for badly waging a war in Iraq that the GOP had tried to justify as an extension of that war against terrorism. Now, Obama has done what George W. Bush failed to do: bring bin Laden to justice. Obama has also kept his promise to end the combat participation of American forces in Iraq. What he will do next in Afghanistan is anybody's guess, but if he withdraws a sizable number of troops - from a war whose goal grows murkier with each passing day - he'll do so with substantial public support. Republican hawks will surely criticize that decision, but the odds are close to zilch that GOP presidential hopefuls will run on a platform of continuing the Afghan war - especially since Obama has taken out Osama. Take Obama's success in killing bin Laden, add to it Bush's decision to wage a hugely expensive and unnecessary war in Iraq, and what emerges is indeed a somewhat altered political terrain. The Republican advantage in times of heightened national security concerns - a prominent feature of both Cold War America and America in the post-Sept. 11 era - has been substantially neutralized. (Not, of course, for the Republican right, for whom Democrats, Obama very much included, are weak on defense because they're Democrats. If the facts get in their way, counterfacts have to be invented, as they were in the Swiftboating of John Kerry.) But if Obama has neutralized the Republicans' traditional advantage in foreign and military policy, he also largely forfeited the Democrats' traditional advantage in domestic economic policy. Unless Obama plans some changes in economic policy as swift and surprising as the bin Laden raid, Democrats will go into the 2012 election with an economy that shows few signs of recovery and with equally few proposals to make it better. They will be opposing Republican plans that would make the economy radically worse by imposing unsupportable health-care costs on seniors and slashing public-sector investments. But the election will be more a referendum on Obama's stewardship of the economy than it will be on Republicans' economic nuttiness or Obama's national security achievements (unless, of course, America falls victim to another terrorist assault). In the early months of his presidency, Obama and his economic advisers failed to gauge the extent to which homeowner debt would cripple the construction industry and overall purchasing, as well as the extent to which the globalization of America's major corporations and their markets would dictate that their hiring, when it resumed, would happen more overseas than at home. Even if the president had assessed these trends more accurately, it's not clear he could have persuaded Congress to enact a public works program large and effective enough to take up the slack created by the domestic private sector's failure to expand. But unless the president is willing to climb this hill now - at least by making the case for, say, a public infrastructure bank and for strategic public investments on a much larger scale than he has thus far - he goes into the election with no real plan to help the economy. He'll have a significant record of achievement, including a close-to-universal health-care law and a new generation of regulations on our otherwise out-of-control banks. For their part, Republicans are still busy cooking up bad ideas he can run against. That, plus his national security bona fides and a second-rate Republican opponent, may be enough to secure him a second term. But unless Obama becomes as bold on the economy as he was in hunting down bin Laden, his campaign may not resemble Democratic campaigns of yore. Strong on defense. Not much to say on the economy. Obama (or is that McCain?) for president. 

Uniqueness Wall
And we have qualifications on our side 
Silver 11

[Nate Silver, Maggie Berthiaume’s Secret Crush and New York Times Political Analyst, “ The 10-Word Question That Could Cost Obama the Election”, http://fivethirtyeight.blogs.nytimes.com/2011/06/06/the-ten-word-question-that-could-cost-obama-the-election/, 6/6/11, Caplan]

Even with this adjustment, however, Mr. Obama’s approval numbers are overperforming. The equation would predict that Mr. Obama have an approval rating averaging 39 percent last year and 44 percent this year. Instead, those numbers in CNN’s polls have been 48 percent and 52 percent, respectively. So what does this mean? It may mean that voters are in fact cutting Mr. Obama quite a bit of slack for the difficulties he inherited from President George W. Bush. (In another CNN poll conducted last month, just 33 percent of respondents placed more blame on Mr. Obama and the Democrats for the direction of the economy, while 55 percent blamed Mr. Bush and the Republicans.) It may also mean that Mr. Obama is benefiting from strong personal favorability ratings: he’s always scored pretty highly when voters are asked questions like whether he is a “strong and decisive leader”, whether he “cares about people like you”, and whether he is likable. The important question, though, is whether Mr. Obama can sustain those advantages as we head in to 2012. Here’s one reason to think that he might not: the “going well” number and presidential approval have historically come into much sharper alignment with one another in presidential election years. Here is a comparison of the two figures in election years only: Note that the correlation has improved from moderately strong to near-perfect. Americans may think of their presidents in fundamentally different ways in election years, taking their president’s performance and their satisfaction with the direction of the country to be one and the same. After all, if a good case can be made that things are going well in the country, the president can run commercials like Mr. Reagan’s “Morning in America” ads from 1984. But if the case is weak, you can be certain that the president’s opponents will be posing questions to the electorate much like the one that Reagan did in 1980. Note, for example, Tim Pawlenty’s recent video previewing his presidential campaign. Although there’s a lot of glossy biographical detail in the video, the punchline comes about 40 seconds in when Mr. Pawlenty stares at the camera and says “the truth is, our country’s in big trouble.” That is, of course, the fundamental argument that any competent opposition candidate will be making.  This is not to say Mr. Obama is doomed. He’s still a favorite, in my view, to be re-elected. Unlike Mr. Carter — who was almost as vulnerable on foreign policy as on domestic affairs because of the Iran hostage crisis — this category is a strength for Mr. Obama. At the very minimum, he’ll be able to cite the killing of Osama bin Laden. Depending on how things proceed over the next 18 months, he might also be able to note the winding down of the wars in Iraq, and possibly Afghanistan. While the political turmoil in the Middle East present risks to Mr. Obama, even something like the revolution in Egypt could be adopted as a point in his favor — a sign that the world is changing, and for the better. 

Will Win- Osama

Osama gave Obama a boost

Le Boutillier 11
[ John LeBoutillier, Writer for Newsmax “ Obama Has 2012 Head Start With bin Laden”, http://www.newsmax.com/JohnLeBoutillier/osamabinladen-georgebush-barack-obama/2011/05/03/id/394910, 5/3/11, Caplan]

In the wake of the killing of Osama bin Laden, self-elected political experts are rushing to proclaim, “President Obama is now guaranteed to win again in 2012!” Not so fast. In 1945, less than six months after he led Great Britain out of the darkest days in her history to defeat Nazi Germany, Prime Minister Winston Churchill was himself defeated at the polls. More recently, in 1991, President George H.W. Bush defeated Saddam Hussein’s forces in Kuwait and drove them back into Iraq. By May of 1991 President Bush had a record-high 91 percent approval rating. Yet 18 months later, he received a mere 37 percent of the vote and lost to Bill Clinton (and Ross Perot). So anyone who thinks this wonderful, long-awaited killing of Osama bin Laden guarantees President Obama’s re-election 18 months from now is just plain mistaken. However, here is a simple, two-point plan that would almost guarantee Obama’s re-election. First, use this long-awaited killing of Osama bin Laden as the point of demarcation for the United States to end its occupation of Afghanistan. The president could announce, in effect, “We have succeeded in our first mission — to capture or kill Osama bin Laden — and we will leave behind a skeleton force to guarantee our second mission; Afghanistan will not become the launching pad for more attacks on the United States.” The president could then order a drawdown of 90,000 troops and leave 5,000-10,000 either in Afghanistan or in the theater to monitor future terrorist activities in Afghanistan. Then, Obama’s could deal with the Republicans and tea party representatives to cut the national debt and deficits by changing Pentagon, Social Security, Medicare, and Medicaid spending in a fundamental way. If he did this, the financial markets would rejoice and foreign investors would flock to the United States. We would have finally addressed the long-term budget problems. Declaring victory in Afghanistan and withdrawing most of our forces and seriously implementing a debt reduction program would leave the GOP almost nowhere to run in 2012. The key voting bloc — independents — would go for Obama in a big, big way. Only one caveat: If the economy goes back in the tank, then Obama would still have trouble in 2012. Barring that, he’d be heavily favored.

Will Win- Afghanistan 

Recent Troop Drawdown has given Obama a boost in the polls

Madison 11

[Lucy Madison, Reporter for CNN, “ Four in 5 approve of Obama's plan for Afghanistan drawdown”, http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-20075503-503544.html, 6/29/11 Caplan ]
About four in 5 Americans approve of President Obama's plan to bring troops home from Afghanistan and more than half would approve an even bigger withdrawal, a new CBS News/New York Times Poll finds. In the survey, conducted between June 24-28, Americans overwhelmingly expressed their approval of Mr. Obama's announcement last week that he intends to withdraw about a third of the 100,000 U.S. troops stationed in Afghanistan by the fall of 2012. According to the poll, 79 percent of Americans - including a majority of Republicans, Democrats, and independents - approved, while just 17 percent disapproved. In fact, most Americans do not think Mr. Obama's proposed troop withdrawal goes far enough. Fifty-nine percent of Americans think even more than the proposed one-third of U.S. troops in Afghanistan should be withdrawn. Still, for the first time since Mr. Obama took office, a majority (53 percent) of Americans say the Afghanistan conflict is going well. In March, only 44 percent of Americans said the same - a figure which was at the time outweighed by the 49 percent of those who said they thought things were going badly. But while most Americans expressed confidence that the war in Afghanistan is now going well, they appear ambivalent about America's mission there. Fifty-eight percent of Americans say the U.S. should not be involved in Afghanistan, the highest percentage recorded since the question was first asked in September 2009. Only thirty-five percent of Americans said they thought the U.S. was doing the "right thing" there. Furthermore, most Americans don't think the withdrawal of U.S. troops from Afghanistan will have a significant impact on the threat of terrorism against the U.S. Twenty-six percent said they thought the threat would increase, but 65 percent said the threat would likely remain the same. Six percent said they thought the threat will decrease. Despite Americans' general support Mr. Obama's proposed withdrawal, however, the survey suggests that they don't necessarily think that the U.S. has achieved most of its goals there. Only 36 percent think the killing of bin Laden means the U.S. mission in Afghanistan and the surrounding areas has been completed; 58 percent disagree. On the question of U.S. military operations in Libya, public opinion remains relatively unchanged in recent weeks: 59 percent of Americans say the U.S. should not be involved there, while 29 percent say America is doing the right thing. Moreover, most Americans think the Obama administration should have to get congressional authorization in order to continue U.S. military action in Libya - despite the president's recent statements to the contrary. Six in 10 Americans think the President should have to get Congressional authorization. There are partisan differences, however: 81 percent of Republicans think the president needs Congress to approve military actions in Libya, compared to half of Democrats. 

Will Win- Polls 

Polls Prove Obama will win- The GOP is too disorganized

Lightman 11 

[DAVID LIGHTMAN, Writer for the Miami Herald, “ Poll: Obama leads all potential GOP 2012 nominees”, 6/28/11,  http://www.miamiherald.com/2011/06/28/2289631/poll-obama-leads-all-potential.html, Caplan]

Only 36 percent of registered voters say they'd definitely vote for President Barack Obama next year - but he still tops all Republican challengers in one-on-one matchups, according to a new McClatchy-Marist poll. The survey also found that Republicans and Republican-leaning independents remain highly uncertain about who they want to face Obama. Former Massachusetts Gov. Mitt Romney leads the field, but with only 19 percent. The findings "speak to the vulnerability on the part of the president," but also doubts about the Republican field, said Lee Miringoff, the director of the Marist Institute for Public Opinion, which conducted the poll. The survey was taken June 15-23, after seven Republicans held a nationally televised debate in New Hampshire on June 13. It also covered a period of low consumer confidence in the economy and gasoline prices near $4 a gallon. The survey included 801 registered voters, with 308 Republicans or GOP-leaning independents. The error margin was plus or minus 3.5 percentage points for registered voters and plus or minus 5.5 percentage points for questions asked only of Republicans and Republican-leaning independents. Obama faces determined opposition: 43 percent of voters said they would definitely vote against him in 2012. So would 43 percent of independents, 10 percent of Democrats and 85 percent of Republicans. But none of his potential GOP rivals would beat him today. Republican candidates, said Miringoff, "have not at this point developed credibility with voters." Romney maintained a similar level of support as he did in an April survey, despite the attention given his June 2 announcement and a strong debate performance on June 13. He may have "hit a ceiling," said Miringoff, as doubts continue about his health care stand. As governor, Romney signed into a law a health care plan requiring near-universal coverage, a plan similar to the 2010 federal health care law that Republicans loathe. Romney has explained that each state should be able to decide what's best for its residents. Three potential candidates who haven't declared their candidacies trailed Romney: Former New York City Mayor Rudolph Giuliani, 13 percent; Texas Gov. Rick Perry, 13 percent, and former Alaska Gov. Sarah Palin, 11 percent. The poll surveyed Republicans and Republican-leaning independents. Giuliani and Palin enjoy widespread name recognition, but the lesser-known Perry's ascendance among them may suggest growing interest in him as he weighs whether to get in. Next was Minnesota Rep. Michele Bachmann, who declared her candidacy Monday, at 8 percent. Other candidates trailed: Minnesota Gov. Tim Pawlenty, Texas Rep. Ron Paul and businessman Herman Cain tied at 5 percent. Two candidates scored 2 percent each: former House Speaker Newt Gingrich and former Utah Gov. Jon Huntsman, who announced his candidacy last week and is trying to position himself as a moderate-conservative alternative to Romney. Former Pennsylvania Sen. Rick Santorum got 1 percent, while former New Mexico Gov. Gary Johnson and political activist Fred Karger each had less than 1 percent. 15 percent were undecided. None would beat Obama today. Romney comes closest, losing 46-42 percent, but he has lost some ground; in April, Obama led Romney, 46-45. In other matchups, Obama beats Giuliani 48-41 percent; Bachmann 49-37 percent; Perry 48-39 percent; Pawlenty 47-33 percent; and Palin 56-30 percent. The poll suggests that the "tea party," the grassroots conservative movement that helped elect dozens of Republicans to Congress last year, has limited influence. Only 8 percent of registered voters said they strongly support the movement and 16 percent said they support it. Among Republicans, 45 percent said they supported the tea party, while 39 percent didn't and 15 percent were unsure. And 20 percent of Republicans and GOP-leaning independents said they were more likely to support a tea party-backed candidate, while 70 percent said it made no difference. "The tea party gives the Republican Party a lot of energy," said Miringoff. "But for rank and file Republicans, it's not the be-all and end-all." 

Will Win- Gay Marriage 

Obama is walking the tightrope on gay marriage, this will give him a lead in the polls

Feldmann 11 

[Linda Feldmann, Writer for Christian Science Monitor, “ Gay marriage: Can Obama stay on tightrope until 2012 elections?” Proquest, 6/24/11, Caplan]

President Obama has increased gay rights without publicly endorsing gay marriage. Can his position on gay marriage continue 'evolving' throughout a tight campaign season? For months, President Obama's view on gay marriage has been "evolving," to quote press secretary Jay Carney. The unspoken presumption is that Mr. Obama really does support full marriage equality for same-sex couples, but just can't say it out loud. If he did, it would needlessly inflame social conservatives and potentially alienate swing voters, the thinking goes. Can the president ride that position all the way to Election Day? Or at some point in the next 16 months, will he feel compelled to evolve to the next step, overt support for gay marriage? "There's only so long you can ride this pony," says Ford O'Connell, chairman of the conservative Civic Forum PAC. For now, Obama seems safe with the position he laid out Thursday night, at a major LGBT fundraiser in New York City for the Democrats and Obama's campaign. "I believe that gay couples deserve the same legal rights as every other couple in this country," the president said to applause, hinting at support for same-sex marriage, but not saying the words. The president's official position is that he supports civil unions. Obama also made clear he believes the democratic process at the state level is the way to effect change, as is happening in New York State, where the legislature was preparing to vote on same-sex marriage Friday. The president was warmly received at the Thursday fundraiser, though an audience member interrupted him with shouts of "marriage." "I heard you guys," Obama said. "Believe it or not, I anticipated that somebody might...," he continued, the rest of thought incomplete or drowned out by laughter and applause. Later on, in an acknowledgment that a game of sorts is going on around his own position on same-sex marriage, Obama urged advocates to keep fighting for equality. "Day by day, it's won by ordinary people who are striving and fighting and protesting for change, and who, yes, are keeping the pressure up, including pressure on me," the president said. After two and a half years in office, Obama has amassed a long record in support of gay rights. He has signed the repeal of the "don't ask, don't tell" policy that banned open military service by gays and lesbians. His administration has stopped defending the constitutionality of the Defense of Marriage Act in court. He signed hate crimes legislation aimed at protecting lesbians, gays, bisexuals, and transgendered (LGBT) people. His administration has adopted various measures recognizing rights of same-sex partners in areas such as hospital visitation and federal employment benefits. The Human Rights Campaign, the largest gay-rights advocacy group in the country, announced in late May that it is endorsing Obama for reelection. "President Obama has improved the lives of LGBT Americans more than any president in history," said HRC President Joe Solmonese. But some activists are frustrated that Obama hasn't moved more forcefully in coming out with full-fledged support for gay marriage - especially as the first African-American president, who speaks often of the courageous advocacy for civil rights in the 1960s. Outside the Sheraton Hotel in New York Thursday night, dozens of protesters criticized the president for holding back on gay marriage. "We're here not only for Obama, but for the donors who are going in there and spending upwards of $1,250 a plate: there's more that the man needs to do," Dan Fotou of Get Equal told Politico. Still, political analysts say, moving too fast on gay marriage could jeopardize some of the president's support on the margins, particularly among demographic groups that are less supportive of marriage equality than the country as a whole - seniors, blacks, and Hispanics. And in what could be a close 2012 election, Obama appears reluctant to take any chances. 

A2: Uniqueness Overwhelms

Obama can still lose it- failure on key issues can turn around his chances

Dowd 11

[Matthew Dowd, Political Consultant and Writer for the National Journal, “Can Obama Lose?”,  Proquest, 3/30/11, Caplan]

 This phenomenon happens in politics as well. Which brings us to the 2012 presidential contest. Contrary to what many pundits and partisans might have you believe, a Democratic president rarely loses a reelection race. Only once in the past 120 years has a president from that party who sought a second term lost. And that was Jimmy Carter in 1980. Thus, the odds heavily favor President Obama if he decides to run again--and all signs point that he will. So what combination of factors in this complex system of politics must come together to cause a catastrophe for Obama politically that would result in his defeat? Only one Democratic president has lost a reelection bid. I see three, and all have to be in place and reinforce each other for Obama to lose. First, the economy in 2012 has to be either stagnant or in decline in the 10 or so key electoral states (especially the ones in the Midwest) as he heads into the election. This would mean that the economy is creating very few net jobs in 2012 and that prices (including food and gas) are still rising. Second, no new major international crisis arises that causes people to rally behind Obama because of his competent handling of it. And I emphasize the words "new," "major," and "competent." Afghanistan and Iraq devolving again into a problem will not help Obama, and actually may hurt him because our country has basically moved on from the situation in both places. Third, a Republican nominee has to emerge who is charismatic; is a very good communicator; is in touch with the country's economic and social needs; and is a new brand of GOP leader whom many younger voters can connect with. Think of what it took in 1980 to defeat the Democratic incumbent--Ronald Reagan and crises galore. All three factors must converge for Obama to lose, and two of them are needed to drive his job approval down to a place, as I have written before, that makes it difficult for him to win. As one can see, these three elements don't include how much money the Democratic National Committee and Obama have at their disposal; how much cash the Republican National Committee or the Republican nominee raises; the quality of each campaign staff; the legislative machinations of Congress; or the use of modern technology in the campaigns (Twitter, Facebook, YouTube, etc.). Those are all tactical factors that, ultimately, will have little influence on whether Obama wins or loses. Two of these factors--the economy and an international crisis--are basically out of the GOP's hands (in many ways, they are out of the Obama campaign's control as well). Republicans should only be concerned with nominating the candidate who can give them a shot at winning if the two other factors are in place. And note that I didn't add longtime political office-holding to the qualifications. Experience is nice, but it isn't necessary in this environment. Understanding the factors that could cost Obama the election allows us to not get distracted by the much-hashed-over details that matter little, such as money and technology. Focusing on what's really important is a very good lesson for politics--and life. 
***Links***

Plan Unpop
 While the public likes NASA they are unwilling to pay taxes to fund it

Houston Chronicle. Stately news wire, 5/17/ ‘8 ,

 [“NASA popular, but tax hike for funding isn't, poll finds ,http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/space/5843539.html, Caplan] 
WASHINGTON  Key arguments being made by supporters of increased NASA funding are not resonating with the American public, a new Gallup Poll released Tuesday found.The poll conducted for a business group called the Coalition for Space Exploration found that voters strongly approve of the venerable space agency's work but are reluctant to pay more taxes to finance new initiatives.The Gallup survey  released just a day before the House is scheduled to vote on adding $2.9 billion to the NASA budget  undercut a key argument being used by Texas lawmakers in their bid to persuade Congress to boost spending: that more money is needed to compete in space against China and to close a five-year gap in manned U.S. space operations between retirement of the shuttle fleet in 2010 and launch of the Constellation program in 2015.The Gallup survey of 1,002 adults found that two of three Americans were not alarmed by the prospect that China plans to send astronauts to the moon by 2017  at least one year ahead of the first scheduled U.S. lunar mission since 1972.Congressional supporters and space agency officials said that public opinion should not be the guiding force behind NASA spending."The international challenge to our dominance in space and the impending gap in our domestic program pose serious concerns which must be addressed head-on by increasing funding for NASA," said Rep. Nick Lampson, D-Stafford."It is my hope that it will not take another Sputnik moment for America to reignite the spirit of exploration that changed the world half a century ago and put man on the moon."Lampson is working with other Houston-area lawmakers to increase President Bush's proposed $18.2 billion budget for NASA. The bipartisan measure is expected to pass, over White House objections. NASA supports the president's smaller budget request but will carry out its missions "based upon the budget that ultimately is approved by Congress," said David Mould, NASA's assistant administrator for public affairs. He says the agency "does not and cannot modify its missions and activities in response to polls."39 
Plan Unpop

Public Doesn’t Like Nasa Funding- they don’t see the benefits

Dittmar 07

[ Dr. Mary Lynne Dittmar is President & CEO of Dittmar Associates, a strategic planning and technical services group headquartered in Houston, TX. Over the past 28 years she has been a researcher, manager, and consultant in psychology, human factors engineering, space operations, business development, strategic communications and public policy., “ Sustaining exploration: communications, relevance, and value”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1000/1, 11/12/07, Caplan]

This question, as reflected in public opinion and policy, underlies of some of our work over the past several years and has been the topic of publications too numerous to catalog. In fact, the simmering national debate about NASA’s value to the nation is nothing new; it has waxed and waned since the inception of the space agency in 1958, including throughout the Apollo program1. Recent research on public opinion does not definitively answer the question. The American public, as Mr. Sterner points out, embraces the notion that the agency and space exploration are important to the nation. Yet, as has been well-discussed in The Space Review, it simultaneously questions the allocation of funds to NASA and expresses a lack of enthusiasm about specific missions associated with the Vision for Space Exploration. What is at the bottom of this apparent contradiction? NASA and relevance The answer is important for the future of the agency. Inconveniently, it is neither simple nor grounded in a single factor. Some initial clues about it can be uncovered when looking at how the public responds to questions about NASA’s relevance, which emerged from our research as a powerful variable influencing people’s attitudes toward the agency. (“Powerful” here is a statistical term denoting predictive power of “relevance” as it related to other variables.) We learned that many Americans are thoughtful in their assessment of the NASA’s relevance to the nation and to their own lives. Participants in our studies carried out spontaneous “trade studies”, comparing the benefits of a space program to benefits related to a national healthcare program, or to national defense, or to the quality of education and educational opportunities in the United States, among other things. Depending upon ethnic background, occupation, education, gender, and age, the outcome of these trades varies. The much-publicized result describing the relative lack of enthusiasm for the space program among younger Americans was one aspect of these findings.2,3 According to many of our participants, NASA is often the loser in the trade studies described above. While NASA enjoys great positive regard, its benefits to the nation are not perceived as directly or clearly as those associated with other national programs. Although it is difficult for many space advocates to believe, this absence of specific knowledge about NASA’s activities is quite widespread. Improving this state of affairs is rightly one of the primary goals of NASA’s Strategic Communications initiatives, such as the NASA Lecture Series and the planned “special sections” in Business Week beginning in 2008.4,5 As with all trade studies, “benefit” is only one of two factors primarily responsible for the outcome of the trade. “Cost” is the other. Americans in general have no idea what NASA’s “cost” is. In fact, most members of the public have no idea how much any government agency’s budget is. What we do know—and have recently documented—is that the public perception of NASA’s budget is grossly inflated relative to actual dollars. In a just-completed study6, we asked respondents what percentage of the national budget is allocated to NASA and to the Department of Defense, the Department of Education, the Department of Agriculture, and the Department of Health and Human Services, among other agencies. NASA’s allocation, on average, was estimated to be approximately 24% of the national budget (the NASA allocation in 2007 was approximately 0.58% of the budget.) The next highest over-estimate was for the Department of Defense, which received approximately 21% of the budget in 2007 and was estimated on average to receive approximately 33%. In other words, respondents believed NASA’s budget approaches that of the Department of Defense, which receives almost 38 times more money (see “Putting NASA’s budget in perspective”, The Space Review, July 2, 2007). Once people were informed of the actual allocations, they were almost uniformly surprised. Our favorite response came from one of the more vocal participants, who exclaimed, “No wonder we haven’t gone anywhere!” While one might be tempted to assert that accurate information about expenditures would help people to better assess relevance (in NASA’s favor), additional research would be necessary to confirm this. Anecdotally, our experience is that the rationale for public opinion is less focused the cost side of the equation and more oriented toward the benefits. 
Plan Unpop

Increases in space funding unpopular due to a poor economy

Watson 09

[Traci Watson, Reporter, USA Today, “ Panel: Space goals need $3 billion more a year”,  9/9/09, L/N, Caplan]

The U.S. manned space program cannot "continue in any meaningful way" unless the Obama administration ultimately adds $3 billion a year to NASA's budget, according to a panel of space experts convened by the White House. The Review of U.S. Human Space Flight Plans Committee released an executive summary Tuesday that presents the administration with a tough choice, space experts say: either funnel huge amounts of extra cash to NASA at a time of growing public concern over federal spending or let the manned space program wither. The full report is scheduled to be released later this month. "I'm very curious about what the administration is going to do with a report like this," said Marcia Smith, a former space expert for the Congressional Research Service and founder of spacepolicyonline.com. The "committee has made a stark case. ... They're saying it's $3 billion if you want to do almost anything." The report "certainly puts forward a challenge to the administration," said John Logsdon, a George Washington University space expert. "Symbolically, it's a hard choice in the current economic environment." The committee wants to see NASA's budget jump from roughly $18 billion to more than $21 billion by 2014. After 2014, the budget would rise a more modest 2.4% every year to account for inflation. 

***Internal Links***

Econ Key

If Growth is bad then Obama won’t be re-elected
Henninger 11
[Daniel Henninger,  Deputy Editorial Page Director of the Wall Street Journal, “Obama’s Cloud Economy”, Proquest 6/2/11, Caplan]

You just know the American economy is out there somewhere. If only someone knew which buttons to push to retrieve it from the storage cloud. Here are three headlines that floated by on yesterday morning's screens alone: "U.S. Manufacturing Growth Slows Substantially" "Housing Imperils Recovery" "Private Sector Added Few Jobs in May" Let it be noted for the record that presidents normally do not take ownership of a weak economy. Jimmy Carter owned the 1980 election-year economy. George H.W. Bush owned the 1992 election-year economy. Both were one-term presidents. Happily for his opponents, Barack Obama has taken ownership of the 2011 economy, a full year and half before he has to face the voters. The Obama self-confidence is famously limitless. Still, a doubter might ask if President Obama hasn't suffered his John McCain moment on the economy. John McCain's presidential bid blew up for good when he announced in September 2008 that he was suspending his campaign and returning to Washington to address the national financial crisis. In the event, Mr. McCain had nothing to contribute, and the White House passed to Barack Obama. Mr. Obama's McCain moment -- raising expectations of economic seriousness and then dropping them over the cliff -- was his hyperpartisan deficit speech at George Washington University in April. The day before that speech, all Washington expected Mr. Obama to make a major policy statement about the big deficit-reduction debate then unfolding. Agree or disagree, Paul Ryan's budget released the week before was all about policy. The Republicans were actually offering to take part-ownership of the economy by spending the year in dense discussions about the deficit and spending. Expectations raised, the president contributed nothing. Instead he dumped ridicule and derision on the Republican leadership seated before him. With that speech, Mr. Obama kicked off his 2012 presidential campaign, and in so doing politicized the economy. The timing was not good. Whether it's this week's report that consumer confidence has fallen to a six-month low or anecdotal conversation ("So what do you think happens when QE2 ends?"), the sense grows that people are starting to freak out over the economy -- over persistently high unemployment and persistently weak growth. With the U.S. economy, a Lazarus rising is always possible (or was). But the informed betting is going the other way. Private forecasters have reduced their estimates for economic growth the rest of the year well below the 3%-plus the Federal Reserve predicted in April. The Fed's 2012 growth forecast runs as high as 4.2%. They must be using high-powered telescopes. It's ironic indeed that Barack Obama, in a slap at his predecessor, routinely said that his policies would be "smart" this or "smart" that. A "smart" economy would at least have the virtue of clarity for the purposes of planning and capital investment. The Obama economy does not. Economic decision-makers -- from 401(k) investors to Fortune 500 CFOs -- are flying instrument-less through the clouds because that is where the policy choices made by this White House have left them. The policy most explicitly intended to reboot the economy was 2009's $814 billion stimulus and successive budgets that raised federal spending to 25% of a $14 trillion economy. In this year's first quarter, the economy grew at 1.8%. Liberal economists, such as former Obama economic adviser Christina Romer, argue the stimulus should have been bigger, $1.2 trillion. Others wanted $2 trillion. We leave that to a generation of seminars in macroeconomics. Barack Obama, believing that $800 billion of injected "demand" would lift the economy, decided to devote his political capital and congressional majorities to reorganizing two major American industries, health care and finance. Merits aside, both creations rose from the table as 2,000-page laws. Hundreds of thousands of economic actors across the country now wait while the bureaucracies struggle to interpret 4,000 pages of "smart" legislating. What evidence do liberals cite for their vestigial faith that these industries, employing millions of people in complex daily activities, can grow long term at greater than 3% from beneath the morass of Dodd-Frank and the Obama health-care law? The housing sector, a monumental and intractable mess, chokes the economy. No matter. The president allowed (or told) "adviser" Elizabeth Warren of the new Consumer Financial Protection Bureau to engulf banks and mortgage servicers in negotiations over a complex regulatory scheme whose goal, literally, is to fix their "business model." The White House now says the free trade agreements with Colombia, Panama and South Korea will be delayed absent payouts of more money for "trade adjustment assistance." Ergo, the past two years of uncertainty for trade commitments will be extended. It is sometimes unfair to tag presidents with blame for an underperforming economy. Not this time. This president made conscious policy choices during a deep recession to reorder vast swaths of American industry. Strong-performing economies need clarity. Barack Obama has given ours indecision stretching to the horizon. And economic growth, like a long gray day, sits still below 3%. 

Econ Key
Economy determines who wins the election

Greenblatt 10

[Alan Greenblatt, NPR Writer,  11/3/10, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=131023838, Caplan]

President Obama's chances for political recovery over the next two years depend upon forces that may be largely outside his control. One is the economy, and the other is the way Republicans play the stronger hand they've just been dealt. The economy is likely to be as big a factor in 2012 politics as it has been this year. If the job market were to pick up, Obama's approval ratings and prospects for re-election would improve markedly. For now, though, the economy remains weak. And Republicans are likely to interpret their thumping victory in Tuesday's congressional elections as more than just a mandate to continue opposing Obama's policies. They may see their new majority in the House and their gains in the Senate as a clear sign they have momentum and can beat him two years from now. "Across the country right now, we’re witnessing a repudiation of Washington, a repudiation of big government," John Boehner of Ohio, the presumptive new House speaker, said at an election night rally. Cue More Rancor "Republicans will perhaps misinterpret this election as predicting a win in 2012," says Larry J. Sabato, director of the University of Virginia Center for Politics. "Midterms do not predict the following presidential election." In fact, history suggests the opposite is often the case. Still, Republican hopes for taking the White House and the Senate two years from now may lead to near-constant confrontation with the president. The Republican leaders in both the House and Senate indicated in the campaign's closing days that they have little interest in pursuing compromise with Obama. "If they think they can win in 2012, their sole goal is to paste as many defeats on Barack Obama as they can," says Allan Lichtman, a historian at American University. "They've made that clear." Republicans may sense that they can continue to gain strength by denying Obama victories. But now that they control a chamber of Congress, they may share or inherit the blame for gridlock in Washington, creating a possible opening for Obama. The Clinton Playbook As Lichtman notes, in three midterm elections since World War II, the president's party lost control of Congress during his first term — 1946, 1954 and 1994. In each case, the president was re-elected two years later. "While it's not a good thing, losing a midterm election, it is by no means a harbinger of doom," Lichtman says. Many political observers are already wondering what Obama will learn from the experience of President Bill Clinton. After Democrats lost their congressional majorities in 1994, Clinton convinced the public that GOP leaders were to blame for a subsequent budget battle that led to a government shutdown. After that, Clinton and GOP congressional leaders learned to work together, presenting shared victories to voters in 1996. Both retained power. "The model sitting right in front of President Obama is Bill Clinton, obviously," says Whit Ayres, a Republican political consultant. "He figured out ways to work with Republicans and had, in many ways, the most productive two-year period of his presidency." A Choice Between Conflict And Compromise But things may not play out that way this time around. Obama may not seek ways to compromise, as Clinton ultimately did. He may instead continue to push an ambitious domestic agenda and seek to blame Republicans for its failure, or try instead to burnish his leadership credentials on the world stage. "It will be fascinating to watch Obama try to pick his way, step by step, in the 112th Congress," says Burdett A. Loomis, a University of Kansas political scientist. "He doesn't yet, at least, have the kind of raw, political acumen that Clinton had." Republicans, for their part, are likely to be emboldened by the success of their anti-Obama message during the recently concluded campaign. The new GOP House majority will continue to challenge Obama's policies, while using their investigative powers to keep up the pressure on the president. "It will be subpoena city, so he will be on the defensive," says George C. Edwards III, a political scientist at Texas A&M University. Republicans Line Up For 2012 The sense that Obama is vulnerable means that the field of possible Republican presidential prospects — which is already large — will expand further, GOP consultant Ayers says. During most presidential years, Republicans have coalesced early behind a vice president or some other heir apparent. At this point, though, the party has no such obvious candidate. "Republicans tend to elect the next guy in line," says Grover Norquist, president of Americans for Tax Reform and a GOP activist, "but we have two competing narratives of who is next in line." One narrative holds, according to Norquist, that it's Mitt Romney's turn. The former Massachusetts governor ran the last time around, finishing behind Sen. John McCain. But, Norquist suggests, it may be that the party's on-deck circle is occupied by former Alaska Gov. Sarah Palin. "Everybody I talk to thinks of her as the outside person," Norquist says, "but there's an argument that she's the establishment, next-in-line person. She's not out of nowhere — she was the vice presidential candidate." GOP Faces Off — With Itself Romney and Palin — assuming they run — will be at the head of a long line of other governors and lawmakers. Whittling down the field may make this year's contentious GOP primaries seem tame. Social issues, which did not play a large role in political debates this year, may re-emerge, with evangelicals playing a disproportionately large role in the early primary and caucus states. Republican voters have already displayed a propensity this year for rejecting establishment-anointed choices in favor of insurgent conservatives. "These people are not going to be particularly cooperative about moving to the center," says Ruy Teixeira, an elections analyst at the Center for American Progress, a progressive think tank. But a nominee beloved by the party faithful in 2012 could be left high and dry by the more centrist electorate typical of a presidential election year. "One of the statistics that's interesting about this election is the high proportion of the electorate that is identifying itself as independent," says Stephen Wayne, a government professor at Georgetown University. "If that proportion remains high, there will continue to be a lot of volatility in elections." Whom Will Independents Favor? Losing the support of independents became a big problem for Obama and his fellow Democrats this year. The two parties will have the next two years to win their affections. That won't be easy for either Democrats or Republicans. Obama and the Democratic Senate may get nowhere trying to move legislation on key issues, such as immigration and climate change, through the Republican House. Meanwhile, GOP hopes of undoing Obama's signature health care law will run into what Norquist calls the president's "veto pen-slash-baseball bat." Obama will attempt to defend the health care law and his other achievements against both GOP repeal efforts and public complaints about its import and effect. But It Still Comes Down To The Economy But while Obama needs to do a better job of framing his policies as part of a thematic whole that the public can embrace, Teixeira says, his fate still depends largely on the state of the economy. "The main thing he needs to come back is for the economy to get better and for people to feel better about his administration," Teixeira says. "If there's absolutely no improvement in the economy," he adds, "Republicans can run a puppy dog for president in 2012 and have a chance to win."
A2: Obama Not Doing Well on Econ 

Economy is key to the election- and Obama is doing well 

Cillizza 11
[Chris Cillizza, Politics Writer for the Washington Post, 6/19/11, http://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/for-obama-in-2012-closer-look-at-state-unemployment-numbers-shows-silver-lining/2011/06/19/AGFoe9bH_story.html?hpid=z1, Caplan]

The national unemployment rate — 9.1 percent in May — paints a grim political picture for President Obama as he turns his attention to the 2012 race. But dig slightly further into the numbers and the economic news is far less ominous for him.  According to a state-by-state analysis conducted by Matt McDonald, a partner at the GOP-aligned Hamilton Place Strategies, the unemployment rate outpaced the national average in only four swing states last month: Florida, Michigan, Nevada and North Carolina. Of that quartet, Nevada is in the toughest economic shape by far, with a 12.1 percent unemployment rate. Florida (10.6 percent) and Michigan (10.3 percent) have double-digit jobless rates, while North Carolina’s 9.7 percent keeps it slightly above the national average. Those four states will account for 66 electoral votes in 2012. Both parties are likely to target 10 states that have unemployment rates below the national average — Colorado, Iowa, Indiana, Minnesota, New Hampshire, New Mexico, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Virginia and Wisconsin. Those states have a total of 106 electoral votes. That means Obama could lose all four states where unemployment is above the national average and — assuming he can retain the other states he won in 2008 — still win a relatively comfortable reelection with 299 electoral votes. “All of this is in the context of a pretty bad economy, but if I were sitting in the White House, the silver lining is that the economy is less bad in the places the president really needs to win,” McDonald said. There are caveats, of course. First, the national unemployment figures tend to have a trickle-down effect — meaning that the longer the rate remains high nationally, the more likely that pessimism about the country’s financial future could seep into swing states. Both Ohio and Colorado had an unemployment rate of 8.6 percent in May, just half a point below the national average. Wisconsin and Pennsylvania each stood at 7.4 percent. Those four states will reward a total of 57 electoral votes in 2012, more than enough to cost Obama the presidency if he lost them and the states mentioned above. Second, in each of the 14 swing states, the unemployment rate has risen from where it stood in October 2008 — just a month before he beat Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.) to claim the presidency. The increases range from marginal — just a 0.7-point jump in Minnesota and New Hampshire — to the nearly catastrophic in places such as Nevada (up 4.4 points) and Florida (up 3.6). Obama will continue to make the argument that he inherited a dismal economic situation and that things would have been far worse were it not for the policies his administration put in place. But by the numbers alone, the Republican nominee probably will be able to make a forceful case against Obama built on the message: “Are you better off now than you were four years ago?” Third, Obama is expected to carry a large number of states in 2012 where the unemployment rate is well above the national average. The 14 states, plus the District of Columbia, considered safe for Obama in 2012 comprise 186 electoral votes; of that total, 90 are in states where the unemployment rate outstrips the national average — including California (55 electoral votes), where 11.7 percent of the population was unemployed in May. That reality creates the possibility (though not the probability) that a few of those safer states could slip into the more competitive category between now and November 2012 if their economies don’t recover sufficiently. There’s little doubt that the 2012 election is shaping up as a referendum on Obama’s handling of the economy. And while the macro numbers on the economy aren’t great for the president’s political prospects, the micro numbers are significantly better. Given that a presidential election is less a single national contest than a series of state-by-state battles, the unemployment numbers should give the White House a glimmer of political optimism on the economy. 

Jobs Key 

Unemployment Rate in Swing States Key to Election 
The Economist 11

[The Economist, Economy News Website, http://www.economist.com/blogs/freeexchange/2011/06/unemployment-and-elections, 6/21/11, http://www.economist.com/blogs/freeexchange/2011/06/unemployment-and-elections, Caplan]

THOUGH it's still over a year away, America's 2012 election is already keeping political reporters busy. One of their favourite topics: how the economy can be expected to influence votes. Yesterday, the Washington Post's Chris Cillizza suggested that unemployment numbers in critical swing states may hint at better odds for Barack Obama than the national figures would indicate: According to a state-by-state analysis conducted by Matt McDonald, a partner at the GOP-aligned Hamilton Place Strategies, the unemployment rate outpaced the national average in only four swing states last month: Florida, Michigan, Nevada and North Carolina. ... Those four states will account for 66 electoral votes in 2012. Both parties are likely to target 10 states that have unemployment rates below the national average — Colorado, Iowa, Indiana, Minnesota, New Hampshire, New Mexico, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Virginia and Wisconsin. Those states have a total of 106 electoral votes. His colleague Ezra Klein says this may be too optimistic: [T]he issue here is that the unemployment rate is really, really high, not that the unemployment rate in the swing states is low. The fact that Iowa’s 8.6 percent unemployment rate is being seen as good news of any sort for the administration is evidence of how bad things are out there. But some research suggests that it is changes in key variables, rather than levels, that matter. Paul Krugman explains: Now, what we know from lots of political economy research — Larry Bartels is my guru on this — is that presidential elections depend, not on the state of the economy, but on whether things are getting better or worse in the year or so before the election. The unemployment rate in October 1984 was almost the same as the rate in October 1980 — but Carter was thrown out by voters who saw things getting worse, while for Reagan it was morning in America.  The chart at right hints that on this score, Mr Obama may prove fortunate. In many key swing states, the unemployment rate has fallen far more over the past year than it has for the nation as a whole. Were this trend to continue, swing state voters might well be far more receptive than the national electorate to the message that the president's economic policies are working. Mr Bartels' research actually indicates that changes in income growth are the most important determinents of election outcomes, but labour market changes clearly influence incomes; where employers are hiring more aggressively, strong wage growth is more likely. Of course, it's really the year before the election than matters. What has happened up until now will be discounted heavily relative to what happens in 2012 itself. Mr Klein has a point, as well. Other things equal, a better economy is preferable to a poorer one, and a more aggressive countercyclical policy would have improved Mr Obama's numbers on both the level and rate of change of the variables that matter. But perceptions matter. And if voters in key states see that labour markets are improving, they may stick with Mr Obama despite the fact that there's still a lot of ground to make up. 

Jobs Key 

Obama has Pledged to make Jobs a key tenant of his re-election 

Kuhnhenn 11
[Jim Kuhnhenn Associated Press,Proquest, 6/14/11, Caplan]

Beset by a grim employment picture, President Barack Obama pledged Monday to ease the way for businesses to expand hiring and offered assurances to an anxious public that he is focused on creating jobs - the top political issue heading into the 2012 election . "The sky is not falling," Obama said. But the president, in a state that he narrowly won in 2008, could not ignore dismal recent economic reports. "Our economic challenges were years in the making," he told workers at an energy-efficient-lighting plant in Durham, "and it will take years to get back to where we need to be." Obama called for educating more high-technology workers, announcing a plan to train 10,000 new American engineers every year through a public-private partnership. He also held a high-profile meeting with top CEOs who make up his advisory jobs council, offering encouragement for several ideas, including a plan that could create an estimated 114,000 jobs by increasing energy efficiencies in commercial and apartment buildings. The visit to North Carolina illustrated the political high stakes for Obama. By focusing on jobs, he provided a counterpoint to his Republican critics, particularly the seven 2012 presidential hopefuls who met in New Hampshire on Monday evening for a debate, where they drew sharp contrasts with Obama's approach on the economy. The debate was not even under way when Republicans dismissed Obama's efforts. "Photo-ops with business leaders only reinforce that no one in this administration has ideas to create the private-sector jobs our economy desperately needs," said Brendan Buck, spokesman for House Speaker John Boehner, R-Ohio. The president also met Monday with his jobs council, a group headed by General Electric chairman and CEO Jeff Immelt. The group aired concerns about various items, including the difficulty getting small-business loans and regulatory burdens on airlines, and the president pledged to do what he could to help as his administration aims to breathe life into the faltering economic recovery. At one point, Obama and the CEOs discussed the need to streamline contact permit approvals and poked fun at what had been the administration's pitch for the $800 billion economic stimulus program Congress approved in 2009. "Shovel-ready was not as shovel-ready as we expected," Obama said. Obama's options are limited after that massive amount of spending. He agrees on the need for spending cuts overall, but wants to increase spending in some areas, such as education and clean energy technology like the LED lighting the Durham plant creates, spending that he says creates jobs. "So the American people need to know that over the next month, as we focus on making sure that we have a balanced, thoughtful resolution to this problem, this isn't to the exclusion of worrying about jobs," the president said, "but is actually in service of making sure businesses have enough confidence about the investment environment so that they can start getting off the sidelines and putting more money to work and hiring more people." 

***Impacts***

A2: Obama’s Not Interventionist

Obama is an interventionist
Weigel '8 – editor of Reason Magazine, B.A. in Journalism and poli. sci. @ Northwestern Univ. (David, October 2008, "Obama's Wars: Liberal interventionism makes a comeback," Reason, October 8 issue, ProQuest, RG)

They are wrong. Obama believes all of what he said six years ago in Chicago. He has called for, or retroactively endorsed, interventions in Zimbabwe, Pakistan, and Sudan. He has advocated a humanitarian-based foreign policy for his entire public career. Since coming to the U.S. Senate in 2005, he has built up a brain trust of academics and ex-Clintonites who, like him, challenge the logic of the Iraq war but not the logic of wars like Iraq. John McCain looks at American military power and sees a way to "roll back" rogue states. Obama looks at American military power and sees a way to solve international and intranational conflict, regardless of the conflict's immediate impact on national security. McCain seeks to aggressively confront imminent threats. Obama wants to do the same, while forestalling threats of tomorrow with just as much military vigor.
Steve Clemons, director of the American Strategy Program at the center-left New American Foundation, has watched with mounting disappointment as Obama clarifies his stance on foreign interventions. "He's not the Obama we thought he was," Clemons says.

Isolationism 

GOP Victory leads to Isolationism. Yeah I didn’t see that one coming either

Reuters 11

[Reuters News, 6/20/11, “ John McCain: GOP Presidential Candidates Preaching 'Isolationism'” , http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/06/20/john-mccain-gop-presidential-candidates_n_880245.html, Caplan]

Republican Senator John McCain, his party's 2008 presidential nominee, ripped into the current crop of Republican White House contenders, accusing them of breaking party tradition by preaching "isolationism." McCain said if former President Ronald Reagan were still alive he would have been disappointed in last week's Republican presidential debate in which candidates voiced impatience with U.S. military efforts in Afghanistan, Iraq and now Libya. "He would be saying: That's not the Republican Party of the 20th century, and now the 21st century. That is not the Republican Party that has been willing to stand up for freedom for people for all over the world," McCain said. McCain made the comments in an interview with ABC's "This Week" program that was broadcast on Sunday. Republican Senator Lindsey Graham, who was one of McCain's top advisers in the 2008 campaign, echoed McCain's concerns. Asked on NBC's "Meet the Press" if he's fearful "that there is an isolationist streak now running now through the Republican Party, Graham said, "Yes." 
"If you think the pathway to the GOP (Republican) nomination in 2012 is to get to Barack Obama's left on Libya, Afghanistan and Iraq, you are going to meet a lot of headwinds," Graham said. At their first major debate last Monday, Republican White House hopefuls questioned the wisdom of U.S. fighting in Afghanistan, Iraq and now Libya. Their performances marked a stark difference from just a few years ago. In 2004, then Republican President George W. Bush successfully won a second term by embracing his war efforts in Iraq and Afghanistan. In the 2008 campaign, McCain and other Republicans also supported Bush's surge of troops in Iraq. But at last week's debate in New Hampshire, Republican presidential candidates made it clear that times have changed. "A WAR OF INDEPENDENCE" Former Massachusetts Governor Mitt Romney, seen as the early front-runner for the Republican nomination, reflected the sentiment of many of those hoping to unseat Democratic President Barack Obama in next year's election. "Our troops should not go off and fight a war of independence for another country." Romney said. "Only the Afghanis can win Afghanistan's independence from the Taliban." McCain said he was not ready to endorse any candidate for his party's 2012 presidential nomination, but is concerned about what he heard from them in the debate. "This is isolationism. There's always been an isolation strain in the Republican Party," McCain said. "But now it seems to have moved more center stage, so to speak." McCain said that some of the opposition from Republicans in Congress and on the campaign trail to current military efforts is the result of partisan politics. House of Representatives Republican leaders have warned they could move legislation to cut off funds for operations in Libya. "I would say to my Republican friends: If this were a Republican president, would you be trying to impose these same conditions?" McCain said. 

Extinction 
Lex Reiffel, Brookings Institution, 05

[“Reaching Out: Americans Serving Overseas,” The Brookings Institution, www.brookings.edu/views/papers/20051207rieffel.pdf]

I. Introduction: Overseas Service as a Soft Instrument of Power  The United States is struggling to define a new role for itself in the post-Cold War world that protects its vital self interests without making the rest of the world uncomfortable.  In retrospect, the decade of the 1990s was a cakewalk. Together with its Cold War allies Americans focused on helping the transition countries in Eastern and Central Europe and the former Soviet Union build functioning democratic political systems and growing market economies. The USA met this immense challenge successfully, by and large, and it gained friends in the process.  By contrast, the first five years of the new millennium have been mostly downhill for the USA. The terrorist attacks on 9/11/01 changed the national mood in a matter of hours from gloating to a level of fear unknown since the Depression of the 1930s. They also pushed sympathy for the USA among people in the rest of the world to new heights. However, the feeling of global solidarity quickly dissipated after the military intervention in Iraq by a narrow US-led coalition. A major poll measuring the attitudes of foreigners toward the USA found a sharp shift in opinion in the negative direction between 2002 and 2003, which has only partially recovered since then.1  The devastation of New Orleans by Hurricane Katrina at the end of August 2005 was another blow to American self-confidence as well as to its image in the rest of the world. It cracked the veneer of the society reflected in the American movies and TV programs that flood the world. It exposed weaknesses in government institutions that had been promoted for decades as models for other countries.  Internal pressure to turn America’s back on the rest of the world is likely to intensify as the country focuses attention on domestic problems such as the growing number of Americans without health insurance, educational performance that is declining relative to other countries, deteriorating infrastructure, and increased dependence on foreign supplies of oil and gas. A more isolationist sentiment would reduce the ability of the USA to use its overwhelming military power to promote peaceful change in the developing countries that hold two-thirds of the world’s population and pose the gravest threats to global stability. Isolationism might heighten the sense of security in the short run, but it would put the USA at the mercy of external forces in the long run.  Accordingly, one of the great challenges for the USA today is to build a broad coalition of like-minded nations and a set of international institutions capable of maintaining order and addressing global problems such as nuclear proliferation, epidemics like HIV/AIDS and avian flu, failed states like Somalia and Myanmar, and environmental degradation. The costs of acting alone or in small coalitions are now more clearly seen to be unsustainable. The limitations of “hard” instruments of foreign policy have been amply demonstrated in Iraq. Military power can dislodge a tyrant with great efficiency but cannot build stable and prosperous nations. Appropriately, the appointment of Karen Hughes as Under Secretary of State for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs suggests that the Bush Administration is gearing up to rely more on “soft” instruments.2

Laundry List

Failure for Obama to get re-elected causes war with Iran, ME instability and oil-induced economic crisis

Curiel 10

[Jonathan Curiel, Prof of Journalism @ UCLA, 7-28-2010, “What just might happen if Obama loses in 2012,” http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:AIlWa6eGDQcJ:trueslant.com/jonathancuriel/2010/07/28/what-just-might-happen-if-obama-loses-in-2012/+If+Obama+losses+2012&cd=1&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us&client=firefox-a, Caplan] 

Less than four months from now, the mid-term elections will determine if the Democrats lose control of the Senate and their ability to set the national agenda. The November balloting will also lay the foundation for President Obama’s next two years in office – and his re-election campaign. Any number of scenarios could undermine Obama in 2012. If (God forbid) a 9/11-style attack hits the United States that summer, or, say, the economy goes into a deep tailspin, then Obama will become the first one-term president since George H.W. Bush. In Obama’s wake, the Republican Piranha who’ve been circling the White House since 2008 (Palin, Romney, et al.) will feast on the Democrats’ political carcass. Here are three scenarios: ** President Whitman: After narrowly beating Jerry Brown for the California governorship in 2010, former eBay CEO Meg Whitman gets drafted for the 2012 presidential campaign and reluctantly accepts – then steamrolls her way to 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue. Whitman’s appeal – the first woman Republican to head the ticket; her success in Silicon Valley; her (anti-Palinesque) ability to speak coherently about the economy, foreign affairs, and her vision for America – makes her the surprising choice for independents and conservative liberals who helped springboard Obama in 2008. Whitman’s running mate, Newt Gingrich, secures her standing among Conservatives, especially in the South, and – like Joe Biden in 2008 with Obama – he reassures a potentially jittery public that his ticket has the necessary experience. ** War in Iran: The Republicans’ ascension marks the return of chickenhawk diplomacy. Instead of the Obama administration’s reasoned approach to Iran, the new administration relies on all-or-nothing antagonism, leading to the third Gulf War in two decades. What ensues are thousands of new military deaths, a dangerously destabilized Middle East, and an oil crisis that shocks Western economies for years. As in Afghanistan and Iraq, the U.S. tries to shepherd in a friendlier government, but now all three countries – connected geographically, religiously and historically – become the world’s leading front for insurgency against the United States.

Healthcare

Republican victory in 2012 means the end of health care reform 
Sloane 11

 [Harvey Sloane, a physician, was mayor of Louisville from 1973-77 and 1982-86, and he served as Jefferson County Judge/Executive from 1986-90, "Health care reform worth defending," 1/2/11,  http://www.courier-journal.com/print/article/20110102/OPINION04/301020041/Harvey-Sloane-Health-care-reform-worth-defending, Caplan] 

Healthcare reform is worth defending, and the president had better do it fast. Why? Because it's in jeopardy. The Republican victory in November was achieved in part by a commitment to repeal "Obamacare." The administration was confident the litigation by the state attorneys general was frivolous. But in December the Virginia attorney general succeeded in getting a federal judge to rule it unconstitutional for the government to compel Americans to buy health insurance. If the Supreme Court concurs, universal coverage and cost control will be severely jeopardized. Republicans have already introduced a bill in the House to repeal the law. If that is not successful, they threaten to "starve" it by not appropriating start-up costs. In addition to the loss of the House, Democrats suffered major setbacks in the states, with Republicans now controlling twenty-nine governorships. Eighteen state legislatures converted from Democratic to Republican. These developments are critical in the implementation of the reform, since the law assumes cooperation by state governments. Those states dominated by the GOP may begin to thwart implementation. What caused the erosion in support for this historic legislation only months after passage? Exit interviews November 2 showed a slight majority of voters in favor, but 58 percent of senior voters wanted it repealed. First, Democrats were unwilling to defend and promote the law in the campaign. Second, and more important, Republicans shrewdly demonized the legislation as "socialized" medicine and an unconstitutional government takeover of healthcare. Presidents Roosevelt and Johnson faced similar opposition to Social Security in 1935 and Medicare in 1965. But they educated the public about the programs and the need for higher taxes to operate them. Even though there were national elections before implementation, both laws easily survived without change. The Obama administration, national Democrats and advocates of reform have retreated from this monumental law. They have hardly mentioned it since the midterm elections. It appears the strategy has been to hunker down and quietly move implementation forward for the next four years, when full coverage of 32 million Americans will take effect. That approach is foolish and dangerous. It's foolish because educating Americans about healthcare is easier than politicians think. In 1968 I started, and ran, one of the first community health centers in the country. Many Republicans and physicians branded it socialized medicine. We were concerned about continued federal-state support. However, with extensive education and demonstrable results, the Republicans under President George W. Bush doubled funding. Now the Obama plan doubles the number of Americans who will be served by community health centers, to 40 million. I have fought these battles for a long time—as a physician, as a two-term mayor of Louisville, Kentucky, as a county executive and as a candidate for the US Senate. I know which fights we can win, even in red states. And I know that a campaign focused on what this administration has already done to preserve and expand Medicare, along with universal health coverage for all Americans, is a winner. I also know that in this politically volatile moment, it's dangerous to avoid the fight. The question is not, Can the Obama administration win this battle? It must win it if it is to have a second term. If the Republicans want to repeal healthcare reform, they will have to win the presidency. 

Healthcare Good- Bioterror

Lack of solid health care makes the US more susceptible to bioterrorism.

Shane K. Green, Director of Outreach at the Ontario Genomics Institute, 04
[“Bioterrorism and Health Care Reform: No Preparedness Without Access,” http://virtualmentor.ama-assn.org/2004/05/pfor2-0405.html]
But with the US presently engaged in a "war on terror," in which not only soldiers but also civilians are targets, a healthy fighting force is no longer enough to ensure national security; the time has come for this country to take up reforms that promote the health of all Americans. Reassuringly, this is not a novel proposal. Reflecting upon statements made in 1944 by American medical historian Henry E. Sigerist, MD, concerning the power of external security threats to stimulate reform, a recent editorial in the American Journal of Public Health suggested that, "[t]his incendiary moment may be just the time for rekindling reform" [2]. Similarly, emergency physician and medical ethicist C. Griffin Trotter, MD, PhD, recently declared: "National security, I submit, is the new banner for health care reform" [3]. Consider the threat of bioterrorism: the potential use of biological weapons against this country raises the specter of a unique kind of war in which battles will be fought not against soldiers and artillery but against epidemics. Without significant reform to ensure access to health care for all Americans, the US will be unable to fight such battles effectively. Why Access? Using infectious diseases as weapons, bioterrorism threatens to weaken the civilian workforce and, hence, a nation's ability to go about its daily business. Moreover, in the case of diseases that are transmissible person to person, each infected individual becomes a human weapon, infecting others, who then infect others, and so on, tying up medical responders and overwhelming medical resources. A nation's greatest defense against bioterrorism, both in preparation for and in response to an attack, is a population in which an introduced biological agent cannot get a foothold, ie, healthy people with easy access to health care.
Extinction.

John Steinbruner, Senior Fellow at Brookings, 97
[“Biological Weapons: A Plague upon All Houses”, Foreign Policy, Winter 1997-1998, p. 85-96, JSTOR]

Ultimately the world's military, medical, and business establishments will have to work together to an unprecedented degree if the international community is to succeed in containing the threat of biological weapons. Although human pathogens are often lumped with nuclear explosives and lethal chemicals as potential weapons of mass destruction, there is an obvious, fundamentally important difference: Pathogens are alive, weapons are not. Nuclear and chemical weapons do not reproduce themselves and do not independently engage in adaptive behavior; pathogens do both of these things. That deceptively simple observation has immense implications. The use of a manufactured weapon is a singular event. Most of the damage occurs immediately. The aftereffects, whatever they may be, decay rapidly over time and distance in a reasonably predictable manner. Even before a nuclear warhead is detonated, for instance, it is possible to estimate the extent of the subsequent damage and the likely level of radioactive fallout. Such predictability is an essential component for tactical military planning. The use of a pathogen, by contrast, is an extended process whose scope and timing cannot be precisely controlled. For most potential biological agents, the predominant drawback Biological Weapons is that they would not act swiftly or decisively enough to be an effective weapon. But for a few pathogens ones most likely to have a decisive effect and therefore the ones most likely to be contemplated for deliberately hostile use-the risk runs in the other direction. A lethal pathogen that could efficiently spread from one victim to another would be capable of initiating an intensifying cascade of disease that might ultimately threaten the entire world population. The 1918 influenza epidemic demonstrated the potential for a global contagion of this sort but not necessarily its outer limit.

Healthcare Good- Growth (1/2)
Healthcare is Key to Growth 

Fernholz 10
[Tim Fernholz,  writing fellow at the American Prospect, “ Healthcare reform: the economic effect”, 3/22/10, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/cifamerica/2010/mar/22/healthcare-reform-economy, Caplan] 

Aside from Democratic cheers, there was no immediate sign that the passage of healthcare reform last night will have a major impact. (No, the socialist utopia has not yet begun.) But, while the bill is moderate in ambition and scope, it will have far-reaching, and, if you believe non-partisan economists, ultimately beneficial effects on the economy, in both the public and the private sector. Perhaps most important in Washington is the budget picture. Democrats wanted to expand healthcare coverage to as much of the population as they could, but insisted on making sure the bill was deficit neutral. In fact, according to the Congressional Budget Office, the bill will reduce the deficit $143bn over 10 years, and could reduce the budget deficit by one-half percent of gross domestic product – a little over a trillion dollars – in the next decade. Further, the CBO has a history of underestimating healthcare cost savings, so the numbers could improve from there. The bill will also act to lower the overall cost of healthcare through a series of public policy mechanisms within Medicare and Medicaid, ranging from commissions to determine how best to reimburse doctors to funding for research to find the cheapest, most effective medical procedures. It also helps shape the private market with insurance exchanges that improve competition, taxes some expensive health plans to force insurers and employers to negotiate better care, along with other, more prosaic measures – investments in information technology and prevention – to "bend the cost curve" down. CBO believes that the plan will "substantially reduce the growth of Medicare's payment rates for most services" and "substantially reduce the cost of purchasing [health coverage]" for families. The bill will also have an effect on the labour market. If it helps cut costs and reduce premiums, we could see growth in wages for working people. A variety of academic studies have identified a connection between stagnant wages and increasing insurance premiums; reversing that trend could help drive up salaries. Further, and crucially, the White House Council of Economic Advisers believes the bill can create some 320,000 new jobs, increase GDP growth by 4% over the next 20 years, and increase average family income by $6,800 in the same period. Healthcare economists David Cutler and Neeraj Sood think the bill could create between 250,000 and 400,000 jobs a year over the next decade. The bill's proponents also point out that it will help small businesses with tax credits that will ease the costs of providing health insurance, and will spur entrepreneurialism by eliminating "job lock" – when a person avoids pursuing new opportunities in order to protect their employer-sponsored healthcare coverage. These are the arguments that reformers have been making about the bill for ages. While some of the Republican criticism is sheer demagoguery, and other critiques mostly procedural hand-waving, some have made points about concern that Congress won't follow through on necessary future steps to preserve the savings in the bill. However, as the Centre on Budget and Policy Priorities has demonstrated, Congress has historically demonstrated a willingness to impose these savings in deficit reduction legislation from 1990, 1993, 1997 and in 2005. Now that the bill is passed, we'll have the empirical evidence to see whose claims about the bill turn out to be true. Much like President Obama's other signature legislative victory, last year's stimulus package, we'll likely find that the data supports reformers' promises. And did I mention, the bill covers some 31 million Americans who didn't have health insurance before? It's not all dollars and cents, you know.
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Global War 
Royal 10 (Jedediah, Director of Cooperative Threat Reduction – U.S. Department of Defense, “Economic Integration, Economic Signaling and the Problem of Economic Crises”, Economics of War and Peace: Economic, Legal and Political Perspectives, Ed. Goldsmith and Brauer, p. 213-215)

Less intuitive is how periods of economic decline may increase the likelihood of external conflict. Political science literature has contributed a moderate degree of attention to the impact of economic decline and the security and defence behaviour of interdependent states. Research in this vein has been considered at systemic, dyadic and national levels. Several notable contributions follow. First, on the systemic level, Pollins (2008) advances Modelski and Thompson's (1996) work on leadership cycle theory, finding that rhythms in the global economy are associated with the rise and fall of a pre-eminent power and the often bloody transition from one pre-eminent leader to the next. As such, exogenous shocks such as economic crises could usher in a redistribution of relative power (see also Gilpin. 1981) that leads to uncertainty about power balances, increasing the risk of miscalculation (Feaver, 1995). Alternatively, even a relatively certain redistribution of power could lead to a permissive environment for conflict as a rising power may seek to challenge a declining power (Werner. 1999). Separately, Pollins (1996) also shows that global economic cycles combined with parallel leadership cycles impact the likelihood of conflict among major, medium and small powers, although he suggests that the causes and connections between global economic conditions and security conditions remain unknown. Second, on a dyadic level, Copeland's (1996, 2000) theory of trade expectations suggests that 'future expectation of trade' is a significant variable in understanding economic conditions and security behaviour of states. He argues that interdependent states are likely to gain pacific benefits from trade so long as they have an optimistic view of future trade relations. However, if the expectations of future trade decline, particularly for difficult to replace items such as energy resources, the likelihood for conflict increases, as states will be inclined to use force to gain access to those resources. Crises could potentially be the trigger for decreased trade expectations either on its own or because it triggers protectionist moves by interdependent states.4 Third, others have considered the link between economic decline and external armed conflict at a national level. Blomberg and Hess (2002) find a strong correlation between internal conflict and external conflict, particularly during periods of economic downturn. They write: The linkages between internal and external conflict and prosperity are strong and mutually reinforcing. Economic conflict tends to spawn internal conflict, which in turn returns the favour. Moreover, the presence of a recession tends to amplify the extent to which international and external conflicts self-reinforce each other. (Blomberg & Hess, 2002. p. 89) Economic decline has also been linked with an increase in the likelihood of terrorism (Blomberg, Hess, & Weerapana, 2004), which has the capacity to spill across borders and lead to external tensions. Furthermore, crises generally reduce the popularity of a sitting government. "Diversionary theory" suggests that, when facing unpopularity arising from economic decline, sitting governments have increased incentives to fabricate external military conflicts to create a 'rally around the flag' effect. Wang (1996), DeRouen (1995). and Blomberg, Hess, and Thacker (2006) find supporting evidence showing that economic decline and use of force are at least indirectly correlated. Gelpi (1997), Miller (1999), and Kisangani and Pickering (2009) suggest that the tendency towards diversionary tactics are greater for democratic states than autocratic states, due to the fact that democratic leaders are generally more susceptible to being removed from office due to lack of domestic support. DeRouen (2000) has provided evidence showing that periods of weak economic performance in the United States, and thus weak Presidential popularity, are statistically linked to an increase in the use of force. In summary, recent economic scholarship positively correlates economic integration with an increase in the frequency of economic crises, whereas political science scholarship links economic decline with external conflict at systemic, dyadic and national levels.5 This implied connection between integration, crises and armed conflict has not featured prominently in the economic-security debate and deserves more attention. 

Healthcare Good- Competitiveness (1/2)
Healthcare reform is key to competitiveness – healthcare costs prevent it in the squo

Summers, director of the NEC, 9 (Larry, director of the NEC, 3/24. Quoted by Greg Mankiw, professor of Economics at Harvard University. “Healthcare and Competitiveness.” http://gregmankiw.blogspot.com/2009/03/health-care-and-competitiveness.html)

First, Larry from yesterday's talk at Brookings: moving away from foreign debt-financed growth is only one component of ensuring a healthy expansion. An additional component is addressing our healthcare system. It is no accident that the period of the most rapidly rising wages for middle income families was the 1990s when healthcare cost inflation was relatively well controlled. Our ability to produce competitively in the United States will be enhanced if we contain healthcare costs. I have heard it said that GM’s largest supplier is not a parts company or a tire company, but Blue Cross Blue Shield.
Failure To compete Causes Great Power war 
Khalilzad 2/8/11

[Zalmay Khalilzad, United States ambassador to Afghanistan, Iraq, and the United Nations during the presidency of George W. Bush and the director of policy planning at the Defense Department from 1990 to 1992. http://www.nationalreview.com/articles/259024/economy-and-national-security-zalmay-khalilzad, Caplan]
Today, economic and fiscal trends pose the most severe long-term threat to the United States’ position as global leader. While the United States suffers from fiscal imbalances and low economic growth, the economies of rival powers are developing rapidly. The continuation of these two trends could lead to a shift from American primacy toward a multi-polar global system, leading in turn to increased geopolitical rivalry and even war among the great powers. The current recession is the result of a deep financial crisis, not a mere fluctuation in the business cycle. Recovery is likely to be protracted. The crisis was preceded by the buildup over two decades of enormous amounts of debt throughout the U.S. economy — ultimately totaling almost 350 percent of GDP — and the development of credit-fueled asset bubbles, particularly in the housing sector. When the bubbles burst, huge amounts of wealth were destroyed, and unemployment rose to over 10 percent. The decline of tax revenues and massive countercyclical spending put the U.S. government on an unsustainable fiscal path. Publicly held national debt rose from 38 to over 60 percent of GDP in three years.  Without faster economic growth and actions to reduce deficits, publicly held national debt is projected to reach dangerous proportions. If interest rates were to rise significantly, annual interest payments — which already are larger than the defense budget — would crowd out other spending or require substantial tax increases that would undercut economic growth. Even worse, if unanticipated events trigger what economists call a “sudden stop” in credit markets for U.S. debt, the United States would be unable to roll over its outstanding obligations, precipitating a sovereign-debt crisis that would almost certainly compel a radical retrenchment of the United States internationally. Such scenarios would reshape the international order. It was the economic devastation of Britain and France during World War II, as well as the rise of other powers, that led both countries to relinquish their empires. In the late 1960s, British leaders concluded that they lacked the economic capacity to maintain a presence “east of Suez.” Soviet economic weakness, which crystallized under Gorbachev, contributed to their decisions to withdraw from Afghanistan, abandon Communist regimes in Eastern Europe, and allow the Soviet Union to fragment. If the U.S. debt problem goes critical, the United States would be compelled to retrench, reducing its military spending and shedding international commitments. We face this domestic challenge while other major powers are experiencing rapid economic growth. Even though countries such as China, India, and Brazil have profound political, social, demographic, and economic problems, their economies are growing faster than ours, and this could alter the global distribution of power. These trends could in the long term produce a multi-polar world. If U.S. policymakers fail to act and other powers continue to grow, it is not a question of whether but when a new international order will emerge. The closing of the gap between the United States and its rivals could intensify geopolitical competition among major powers, increase incentives for local powers to play major powers against one another, and undercut our will to preclude or respond to international crises because of the higher risk of escalation. The stakes are high. In modern history, the longest period of peace among the great powers has been the era of U.S. 
…continued on next page…
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...continued from previous page…

leadership. By contrast, multi-polar systems have been unstable, with their competitive dynamics resulting in frequent crises and major wars among the great powers. Failures of multi-polar international systems produced both world wars.  American retrenchment could have devastating consequences. Without an American security blanket, regional powers could rearm in an attempt to balance against emerging threats. Under this scenario, there would be a heightened possibility of arms races, miscalculation, or other crises spiraling into all-out conflict. Alternatively, in seeking to accommodate the stronger powers, weaker powers may shift their geopolitical posture away from the United States. Either way, hostile states would be emboldened to make aggressive moves in their regions. As rival powers rise, Asia in particular is likely to emerge as a zone of great-power competition. Beijing’s economic rise has enabled a dramatic military buildup focused on acquisitions of naval, cruise, and ballistic missiles, long-range stealth aircraft, and anti-satellite capabilities. China’s strategic modernization is aimed, ultimately, at denying the United States access to the seas around China. Even as cooperative economic ties in the region have grown, China’s expansive territorial claims — and provocative statements and actions following crises in Korea and incidents at sea — have roiled its relations with South Korea, Japan, India, and Southeast Asian states. Still, the United States is the most significant barrier facing Chinese hegemony and aggression..  Given the risks, the United States must focus on restoring its economic and fiscal condition while checking and managing the rise of potential adversarial regional powers such as China. While we face significant challenges, the U.S. economy still accounts for over 20 percent of the world’s GDP. American institutions — particularly those providing enforceable rule of law — set it apart from all the rising powers. Social cohesion underwrites political stability. U.S. demographic trends are healthier than those of any other developed country. A culture of innovation, excellent institutions of higher education, and a vital sector of small and medium-sized enterprises propel the U.S. economy in ways difficult to quantify. Historically, Americans have responded pragmatically, and sometimes through trial and error, to work our way through the kind of crisis that we face today. 

***Aff Answers***
Gop Will Win 
The GOP will win, but a new initiative could lead to an Obama Victory 

Rove 11

[Karl Rove,  former senior adviser and deputy chief of staff to President George W. Bush, 6/30/11, “ How the GOP Can Blow It in 2012” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702304450604576415703953311980.html?mod=googlenews_wsj, Caplan]

High unemployment, anemic growth, defections in key groups such as independents and Hispanics, and unpopular policies are among the reasons President Obama is unlikely to win re-election. But likely to lose is far from certain to lose. If Republicans make enough unforced errors, Mr. Obama could win. The first such mistake would be forgetting that the target voters are those ready to swing away from Mr. Obama (independents, Hispanics, college educated and young voters) and those whose opposition to Mr. Obama has deepened since 2008 (seniors and working-class voters). These voters gave the GOP a big win in the 2010 midterm. They are deeply concerned about the economy, jobs, spending, deficits and health care. Many still like Mr. Obama personally but disapprove of his handling of the issues. They are not GOP primary voters, but they are watching the contest. The Republican Party will find it more difficult to gain their support if its nominee adopts a tone that's harshly negative and personally anti-Obama. The GOP nominee should fiercely challenge Mr. Obama's policies, actions and leadership using the president's own words, but should stay away from questioning his motives, patriotism or character. He will do this to his GOP opponent to try to draw Republicans into the mud pit. They should avoid it. It won't be easy. Mr. Obama can't win re-election by trumpeting his achievements. And he has decided against offering a bold agenda for a second term: That was evident in his State of the Union emphasis on high-speed rail, high-speed Internet and "countless" green jobs. Instead, backed by a brutally efficient opposition research unit, the president will use focus-group tested lines of attack to disqualify the Republican nominee by questioning his or her values, intentions and intelligence. Republicans should avoid giving him mistakes to pounce on and should stand up to this withering assault, always looking for ways to turn it back on Mr. Obama and his record. The GOP candidate must express disappointment and regret, not disgust and anger, especially in the debates. Ronald Reagan's cheery retorts to Jimmy Carter's often-petty attacks are a good model. Any day that isn't a referendum on the Obama presidency should be considered wasted. Republicans also must not confuse the tea party movement with the larger, more important tea party sentiment. As important as tea party groups are, and for all the energy and passion they bring, for every person who showed up at a tea party rally there were dozens more who didn't but who share the deep concerns about Mr. Obama's profligate spending, record deficits and monstrous health-care bill. The GOP candidate must stay focused on this broader tea party sentiment, not just the organized groups, especially when some of them stray from the priorities that gave rise to them (for example, adopting such causes as the repeal of the 17th Amendment, which established election of U.S. senators by popular vote). The broader sentiment is what swung independents so solidly into the GOP column last fall. The GOP nominee could also lose if the Republican National Committee (RNC) and battleground-state party committees battleground-state party committees don't respond to the Obama grass-roots operation with a significant effort of their own. The GOP had the edge in grass-roots identification, persuasion, registration and turnout efforts in 2000 and 2004. It lost these advantages in 2008, big time, in part because its candidate didn't emphasize the grass roots. It must regain them in 2012. Only the RNC and the state party committees can effectively plan, fund and execute these efforts. Finally, Republicans cannot play it safe. It is tempting to believe that Mr. Obama is so weak, the economy so fragile, that attacking him is all that's needed. Applying relentless pressure on the president is necessary but insufficient. Setting forth an alternative vision to Mr. Obama's will be required as well. Voters are looking for a serious GOP governing agenda as a reason to turn Mr. Obama out of office. Failing to offer a well-thought-out vision and defend it against Mr. Obama's inevitable distortions, demagoguery and straw-man arguments would put the GOP nominee in the position of Thomas Dewey in 1948, whose strategy of running out the clock gave President Harry Truman the opening he needed. Mr. Obama could have enjoyed the advantage of incumbency—with its power to set the agenda and dominate the stage—until next spring when the GOP nomination will be settled. Instead he prematurely abandoned the stance of an assured public leader to become an aggressive political candidate. Now his re-election depends on political rivals making significant errors. That's dangerous for any politician, but given his Oval Office record, Mr. Obama may have no other viable strategy. 

Mars Popular
Mars is the Only Program that can Revitalize NASA and garner the public support to Reinvigorate Obama 

Thompson 11
[Loren Thompson -- Chief Financial Officer Lexington Institute, April 2011, “Human Spaceflight”, http://www.lexingtoninstitute.org/library/resources/documents/Defense/HumanSpaceflight-Mars.pdf, Caplan]
The National Aeronautics and Space Administration’s human spaceflight program is one of the greatest scientific achievements in history.  However, the program has been slowly dying since the Challenger Space Shuttle disaster 25 years ago.  Faltering political support, failed technologies and competing claims on an under-funded federal budget have made it difficult to sustain a coherent program from administration to administration.  The Obama Administration has offered a bold plan for nudging human spaceflight out of its decaying orbit, but the plan received only mixed support in Congress and looks unlikely to sustain political momentum over the long term. Although NASA consumes less than one-percent of the federal budget, it does not connect well with the current economic or social agendas of either major political party.  The broad support for the human spaceflight program early in its history was traceable largely to the ideological rivalry between America and Russia that produced the Moon race.  Today, no such external driver exists to sustain support of human spaceflight across the political spectrum.  The program therefore must generate some intrinsic rationale -- some combination of high purpose and tangible benefit -- to secure funding.  Recent efforts at generating a compelling rationale, such as the “flexible path” and “capabilities driven” approaches currently favored by the space agency, are inadequate. They do not resonate with the political culture. In the current fiscal and cultural environment, there is only one goal for the human spaceflight program that has a chance of capturing the popular imagination: Mars.  The Red Planet is by far the most Earth-like object in the known universe beyond the Earth itself, with water, seasons, atmosphere and other features that potentially make it habitable one day by humans.  In addition, its geological characteristics make it a potential treasure trove of insights into the nature of the solar system -- insights directly relevant to what the future may hold for our own world.  And Mars has one other key attraction: it is reachable.  Unlike the hundreds of planets now being discovered orbiting distant stars,  astronauts could actually reach Mars within the lifetime of a person living today, perhaps as soon as  20 years from now. This report makes the case for reorienting NASA’s human spaceflight program to focus on an early manned mission to Mars.  It begins by briefly reviewing the history of the human spaceflight program and explaining why current visions of the program’s future are unlikely to attract sustained political support.  It then describes the appeal of Mars as an ultimate destination, and the range of tangible benefits that human missions there could produce.  It concludes by describing the budgetary resources and scientific tools needed to carry out such missions.  The basic thesis of the report is that human missions to Mars can be accomplished within NASA’s currently projected budgets; that proposed missions to other destinations such as near-Earth asteroids should be reconfigured as stepping-stones to the ultimate goal of the Red Planet; and that if Mars does not become the official goal of the human spaceflight program, then the program will effectively be dead by the end of the current decade.

A2: Osama’s Death 

The Country has a short attention span- Osama Won’t get Obama re-elected 

Granderson 11

[LZ Granderson, Cnn Contributor,  'Obama got Osama' won't win in 2012’ , http://articles.cnn.com/2011-05-03/opinion/granderson.obama.2012_1_bin-approval-rating-dead-body/3?_s=PM:OPINION, 5/3/11,  Caplan ]

To interpret the country's "good day" as an easier path back to the White House would be a colossal mistake. A CNN poll taken in the aftermath of bin Laden's death found that while two-thirds of Americans approve of how Obama is handling terrorism, his overall approval rating of 52% is just 1 percentage point higher than from last week. Remember George H.W. Bush's approval rating went through the roof shortly after he forced Saddam Hussein out of Kuwait during Desert Storm in 1991. The following year he was out of a job. What can I say? The country has a short attention span. By the time summer rolls around, bin Laden's death will be a distant memory, but the unemployment rate and gas prices will still be here, fresh in our minds. What will Democrats have to say? Or better yet, what will Democrats be responding to? That is what Democrats seem to do best, isn't? React instead of initiate, ideologically handcuffed to a ridiculous game of cat and mouse seemingly oblivious to the fact their opponent is playing chess. The most recent example of this can be found in Oklahoma. Last week state Rep. Sally Kern came under fire for saying the reason why there is a disproportionately high number of blacks in Oklahoma's prisons was because blacks "didn't want to work hard in school." Kern also said women made less than men because women "tend to think more about their families." She made her remarks during a debate on Senate Joint Resolution 15, a proposal to eliminate affirmative action policies in the operation of public employment, public education or public contracting. Despite Kern's offensive language, the House voted 76-16 to put the initiative on the ballot in, get this, 2012. Yep, the presidential election. At first my anger was directed at Kern until I realized I've heard this song before. The so-called birther bills -- which require candidates to prove citizenship before appearing on ballots -- were introduced in Arizona (before being vetoed by Gov. Jan Brewer) and Oklahoma as a wink and nod to the Republican fringe. In the last decade the Federal Marriage Amendment and anti-gay state constitutional amendments were used by Karl Rove and George W. Bush to corral religious conservatives into the voting booths. Senate Joint Resolution 15 is not really about abusive affirmative action practices in Oklahoma. It's about Republicans taking back the White House. While relying on divisive social issues such as race and abortion as a means to get votes may seem a bit outdated, until Democrats figure out a way to nullify the fear-mongering tactic effectively, Republicans are going to keep going to the well. Allow me to direct your attention to Minnesota. This week it passed House File 1613, a state constitutional amendment proposal stating that only a union of one man and one woman is "valid or recognized" as a marriage. It too will be on the ballot in 2012. On Monday night in Pennsylvania, House Bill 1434 was introduced by Rep. Daryl Metcalfe. It would "define" marriage as a union between one man and one woman and outlaw any other legal union that is treated as marriage or the substantial equivalent (i.e. civil unions or domestic partnerships). It too is being aimed for 2012. Kern's statements are insensitive, but they did not reveal anything new about her any more than the next outlandish statement out of Howard Stern's mouth tells us what kind of radio personality he is. However, it does shed a lot of light on how she feels about her fellow Oklahomans. By helping to place this measure on the ballot during the upcoming presidential election, it is clear Kern and her kind are betting a significant portion of the voters who believe affirmative action is a bad thing will also see Obama as a byproduct of its institutionalization. Kern was a teacher for 20 years and knows quotas have been illegal for decades and that affirmative action does not force employers to hire unqualified minorities or colleges to admit lazy black students.  But by framing the argument to suggest otherwise, Kern makes a thinly veiled appeal to anyone in her constituency who may be white and racist. And Kern clearly believes there are enough racist whites in Oklahoma worth the effort to try and scare to the polls. Just as Republicans in Minnesota are looking for a strong conservative and/or homophobic showing by placing gay marriage on its 2012 ballot. I've never been white or straight, but if I were either, I would imagine I would find such sophomoric pandering disgusting.  But that's just me. Anyway, since making the remarks Kern has apologized and was reprimanded by the Oklahoma House. But apparently that's not good enough because progressive organizations such as the NAACP and GLAAD say they want her to resign. I say it's another example of chasing pawns at the expense of exposing the king. What these and groups like them need to be doing is figuring out how to maintain control of a narrative that keeps slipping out of their hands. They have the public's attention with bin Laden's death; can they keep it? Because while ridiculing Kern and Donald Trump is sexy today, it doesn't guarantee voters will be ready to marry the Obama administration for four more years. Grass-roots and state-level Democrats need a solvent voice and tangible plan in place -- separate from what Republicans are doing -- to make sure the voters in their communities who are connected now, stay connected. Having an "unqualified blacks and Mexicans are stealing your job" proposal on the ballot may get you in trouble in a human resources office, but it effectively provides Kern and other conservative Oklahomans with another motivator to campaign around to get their base to the polls in 2012. What are the comparable initiatives being funneled down the pipeline by Democrats to ensure their voters show up? Are they too busy preparing their next sternly worded letter demanding an apology? Correcting a lie? Being wagged by its tail? In a perfect world, both parties would come together to celebrate what bin Laden's death means to the country's sense of closure. But the truth is some Republicans have already left the party and others didn't even bother showing up. 

A2: Econ Key

Econ Not key to election- personal charisma outweighs

Beinart 11

[Peter Beinart, senior political writer for The Daily Beast, is associate professor of journalism and political science at City University of New York and a senior fellow at the New America Foundation, “ Lousy Economy Won't Sink Obama”, http://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2011/06/06/obama-will-be-reelected-in-2012-despite-stagnant-economy-high-unemployment.html, 6/6/11, Caplan] 

For a couple of years now, optimists about Barack Obama’s reelection prospects (myself included) have peddled the Ronald Reagan analogy. Reagan, you may remember, won 49 states in 1984 with the unemployment rate at 7.4 percent. The lesson: a president overseeing a weak economy can still win reelection—easily—if people believe the worst is over and prosperity is about to return.  The recent jobs numbers make that analogy less convincing. In 1982, when Reagan got shellacked in the midterm elections, the unemployment rate was near 11 percent. But it dropped sharply in 1983 and 1984. This March, when unemployment dipped to less than 9 percent (from almost 10 last November), it looked like Obama might benefit from a similar trajectory. But now that unemployment has edged up again for two months in a row, that looks unlikely. The best bet is that when voters go to the polls next fall the economy won’t be in free fall, as it was when Obama took office. But neither will it have turned the corner. For most Americans, it will have been lousy for as long as Barack Obama was president, and there will be no tangible evidence that it will get any better in his second term. So why do I still think Obama will win in 2012? Because if the Ronald Reagan analogy may not exactly hold, the George W. Bush analogy just might. Unemployment wasn’t particularly high when Bush sought reelection in 2004, but Americans were in a sour mood nonetheless. Throughout the summer and fall of 2004, a clear majority of Americans said the country was on the wrong track. The numbers, in fact, were only marginally better then than they are now. So how did Bush win? For one thing, people’s feelings about him outpaced their feelings about the state of the country. Despite saying the country was on the wrong track, a slight majority of Americans approved of his job performance, and he was reelected by essentially that margin. One explanation is that some portion of Americans simply liked Bush personally, even though they didn’t think America was faring very well on his watch. For some, it may have been his personal rectitude after Bill Clinton. For others, it was his religiosity. For others, it was the sense that he was a regular guy. Obama enjoys a similar dynamic. Maybe it is intelligence and eloquence. Maybe it is the fact that he, like Bush, seems comfortable in his own skin. Maybe it is his own reputation for rectitude, a reputation buttressed by the lack of scandals in his administration. Maybe it is a lingering pride in what his election says about America. This isn’t true for all presidents. Americans never thought very highly of Bill Clinton as a person even as they acknowledged that the country was thriving under his leadership. But for whatever reason, Americans seem a little softer on Obama than the hard economic realities would suggest. The second thing that helped Bush was a weak opponent. From the beginning of the race, Bush’s advisers insisted that the 2004 election was a choice between him and his opponent, not a referendum on his presidency. And they succeeded in making John Kerry’s alleged flip-flopping a dominant factor in the race. We don’t know who the Republicans will nominate in 2012, but a strong candidate will need to appear: 1) up to the job, 2) like a person of conviction, 3) able to relate to ordinary Americans and 4) ideologically mainstream. Right now, Mitt Romney struggles with numbers 2 and 3. Tim Pawlenty struggles with number1. Newt Gingrich struggles with number 3. Sarah Palin, Michelle Bachman and Herman Cain struggle with numbers 1 and 4. Perhaps one of them will overcome those deficiencies, and perhaps Jon Huntsman will turn out to have none of the weaknesses, but as of now, it looks like a field of substantially flawed candidates. And by 2012, they may look even more flawed. In a party as ideologically charged as today’s GOP, it’s enormously difficult to win over base voters—and bring them to the polls in November—while also appearing ideologically mainstream. Obama will exploit that. The happier Rush Limbaugh is with the Republican nominee, the easier it will be for Obama to galvanize Democrats to go to the polls. Yes, liberals are not as passionate about Obama as they once were. But conservatives were not as passionate about Bush either, and he got a larger base turnout in 2004 than 2000, largely because in this hyper-polarized age, it’s not hard to scare your core voters about the other side.  Many things could upend this analysis. It depends on Obama running as good a campaign as he did last time and performing as well in debates. And it depends on the economy merely stagnating, not collapsing. But in this moment of sudden pessimism about Obama’s chances, it’s worth remembering that presidential elections are not exercises in econometrics. Candidates matter, and so far, at least, it looks likely that the better one will be the guy occupying the White House right now.

A2: Middle East War

No risk of large-scale Middle East war – They want to maintain political stability.

Takeyh et al 07, Senior Fellow for ME Studies at Council on Foreign Relations, June 28, 2007 [“Why the Iraq war won't engulf the Mideast,” http://www.cfr.org/publication/13702/why_the_iraq_war_wont_engulf_the_mideast.html)]
Yet, the Saudis, Iranians, Jordanians, Syrians, and others are very unlikely to go to war either to protect their own sect or ethnic group or to prevent one country from gaining the upper hand in Iraq. The reasons are fairly straightforward. First, Middle Eastern leaders, like politicians everywhere, are primarily interested in one thing: self-preservation. Committing forces to Iraq is an inherently risky proposition, which, if the conflict went badly, could threaten domestic political stability. Moreover, most Arab armies are geared toward regime protection rather than projecting power and thus have little capability for sending troops to Iraq. Second, there is cause for concern about the so-called blowback scenario in which jihadis returning from Iraq destabilize their home countries, plunging the region into conflict. Middle Eastern leaders are preparing for this possibility. Unlike in the 1990s, when Arab fighters in the Afghan jihad against the Soviet Union returned to Algeria, Egypt and Saudi Arabia and became a source of instability, Arab security services are being vigilant about who is coming in and going from their countries. In the last month, the Saudi government has arrested approximately 200 people suspected of ties with militants. Riyadh is also building a 700 kilometer wall along part of its frontier with Iraq in order to keep militants out of the kingdom. Finally, there is no precedent for Arab leaders to commit forces to conflicts in which they are not directly involved. The Iraqis and the Saudis did send small contingents to fight the Israelis in 1948 and 1967, but they were either ineffective or never made it. In the 1970s and 1980s, Arab countries other than Syria, which had a compelling interest in establishing its hegemony over Lebanon, never committed forces either to protect the Lebanese from the Israelis or from other Lebanese. The civil war in Lebanon was regarded as someone else’s fight. Indeed, this is the way many leaders view the current situation in Iraq. To Cairo, Amman and Riyadh, the situation in Iraq is worrisome, but in the end it is an Iraqi and American fight. As far as Iranian mullahs are concerned, they have long preferred to press their interests through proxies as opposed to direct engagement. At a time when Tehran has access and influence over powerful Shiite militias, a massive cross-border incursion is both unlikely and unnecessary. So Iraqis will remain locked in a sectarian and ethnic struggle that outside powers may abet, but will remain within the borders of Iraq. The Middle East is a region both prone and accustomed to civil wars. But given its experience with ambiguous conflicts, the region has also developed an intuitive ability to contain its civil strife and prevent local conflicts from enveloping the entire Middle East.

A2: Isolation/Heg/Competitiveness Impacts
Primacy is completely sustainable 

Steven G. Brooks --AND-- William C. Wohlforth, Associate Professors of Government at Dartmouth College, 09
[“Reshaping the World Order,” Foreign Affairs, March/April 2009, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/64652/stephen-g-brooks-and-william-c-wohlforth/reshaping-the-world-order]

Now, the conventional wisdom is that the world is rapidly approaching the end of the unipolar system with the United States as the sole superpower. A dispassionate look at the facts shows that this view understates U.S. power as much as recent talk of empire exaggerated it. That the United States weighs more on the traditional scales of world power than has any other state in modern history is as true now as it was when the commentator Charles Krauthammer proclaimed the advent of a "unipolar moment" in these pages nearly two decades ago. The United States continues to account for about half the world's defense spending and one-quarter of its economic output. Some of the reasons for bearishness concern public policy problems that can be fixed (expensive health care in the United States, for example), whereas many of the reasons for bullishness are more fundamental (such as the greater demographic challenges faced by the United States' potential rivals). So why has opinion shifted so quickly from visions of empire to gloomy declinism? One reason is that the United States' successes at the turn of the century led to irrational exuberance, thereby setting unreasonably high standards for measuring the superpower's performance. From 1999 to 2003, seemingly easy U.S. victories in Kosovo, Afghanistan, and Iraq led some to conclude that the United States could do what no great power in history had managed before: effortlessly defeat its adversaries. It was only a matter of time before such pie-in-the-sky benchmarks proved unattainable. Subsequent difficulties in Afghanistan and Iraq dashed illusions of omnipotence, but these upsets hardly displaced the United States as the world's leading state, and there is no reason to believe that the militaries of its putative rivals would have performed any better. The United States did not cease to be a superpower when its policies in Cuba and Vietnam failed in the 1960s; bipolarity lived on for three decades. Likewise, the United States remains the sole superpower today. Another key reason for the multipolar mania is "the rise of the rest." Impressed by the rapid economic growth of China and India, many write as if multipolarity has already returned. But such pronouncements mistake current trajectories for final outcomes -- a common strategic error with deep psychological roots. The greatest concern in the Cold War, for example, came not from the Soviet Union's actually attaining parity with the United States but from the expectation that it would do so in the future. Veterans of that era recall how the launch of Sputnik in 1957 fed the perception that Soviet power was growing rapidly, leading some policymakers and analysts to start acting as if the Soviet Union were already as powerful as the United States. A state that is rising should not be confused with one that has risen, just as a state that is declining should not be written off as having already declined. China is generally seen as the country best positioned to emerge as a superpower challenger to the United States. Yet depending on how one measures GDP, China's economy is between 20 percent and 43 percent the size of the United States'. More dramatic is the difference in GDP per capita, for which all measures show China's as being less than 10 percent of the United States'. Absent a 1930s-style depression that spares potential U.S. rivals, the United States will not be replaced as the sole superpower for a very long time. Real multipolarity -- an international system of three or more evenly matched powers -- is nowhere on the horizon. Relative power between states shifts slowly. This tendency to conflate trends with outcomes is often driven by the examination in isolation of certain components of state power. If the habit during the Cold War was to focus on military power, the recent trend has been to single out economic output. No declinist tract is complete without a passage noting that although the United States may remain a military superpower, economic multipolarity is, or soon will be, the order of the day. Much as highlighting the Soviet Union's military power meant overlooking the country's economic and technological feet of clay, examining only economic output means putting on blinders. In 1991, Japan's economy was two-thirds the size of the United States', which, according to the current popular metric, would mean that with the Soviet Union's demise, the world shifted from bipolarity to, well, bipolarity. Such a partial assessment of power will produce no more accurate an analysis today. Nor will giving in to apprehension about the growing importance of nonstate actors. The National Intelligence Council's report Global Trends 2025 grabbed headlines by forecasting the coming multipolarity, anticipating a power shift as much to nonstate actors as to fast-growing countries. But nonstate actors are nothing new -- compare the scale and scope of today's pirates off the Somali coast with those of their eighteenth-century predecessors or the political power of today's multinational corporations with that of such behemoths as the British East India Company -- and projections of their rise may well be as much hype as reflections of reality. And even if the power of nonstate actors is rising, this should only increase the incentives for interstate cooperation; nonstate threats do not affect just the United States. Most nonstate actors' behavior, moreover, still revolves around influencing the decisions of states. Nongovernmental organizations typically focus on trying to get states to change their policies, and the same is true of most terrorists. When it comes to making, managing, and remaking international institutions, states remain the most important actors -- and the United States is the most important of them. No other country will match the United States' combination of wealth, size, technological capacity, and productivity in the foreseeable future. The world is and will long remain a 1 + x world, with one superpower and x number of major powers. A shift from 1 + 3 to 1 + 4 or 5 or 6 would have many important consequences, but it would not change the fact that the United States will long be in a far stronger position to lead the world than any other state.

Heg Sustainable

And Aging Crisis sustains Heg

Haas 7 – Assistant Professor of Political Science at Duquesne University (Summer 2007, Mark L., "A Geriatric Peace? The Future of U.S. Power in a World of Aging Populations," International Security)

Global population aging will influence U.S. foreign policies in five major ways in coming decades. First, this phenomenon will be a potent force for the continuation of U.S. power dominance, both economic and military. Aging populations are likely to result in the slowdown of states' economic growth at the same time that governments face substantial pressure to pay for massive new expenditures for elderly care. This double economic dilemma will create such an austere fiscal environment that the other great powers will lack the resources necessary to overtake the United States' huge power lead. Investments designed to improve overall economic growth and purchases of military weaponry will be crowded out. Compounding these difficulties, although the United States is growing older, it is doing so to a lesser extent and less quickly than all the other great powers. Consequently, the economic and fiscal costs for the United States created by social aging (although staggering, especially for health care) will be significantly lower for it than for potential competitors. Global aging is therefore not only likely to extend U.S. hegemony (because the other major powers will lack the resources necessary to overtake the United States' economic and military power lead), but deepen it as these others states are likely to fall even farther behind the United States. Thus despite much recent discussion in the international relations literature and some policymaking circles about the likelihood of China (and to a lesser extent the European Union) balancing U.S. power in coming decades, the realities of social aging and its economic and military effects make such an outcome unlikely. 6 Second, global aging increases the likelihood of continued peaceful relations between the United States and the other great powers. Studies have shown that the probability of international conflict grows when either the dominant country anticipates a power transition in favor of a rising state or states, or when such a transition actually takes place. 7 By adding substantial support to the continuation of U.S. hegemony, global aging works against either outcome from transpiring. An aging world therefore decreases the probability that either hot or cold wars will develop between the United States and the other great powers. Third, the effects of global aging will likely increase the United States' unilateral foreign policy tendencies. The aging problem in the other great powers is so severe that these states will have tremendous difficulty maintaining the extent of their international commitments. Consequently, when the United States engages in major international undertakings in the future, the other major actors in the system will be able to offer less help than they can today. Fourth, although the United States is in better demographic shape than the other great powers, it, too, will confront massive new costs created by its own aging population. As a result, it will most likely be unable to maintain its current international position. Thus while the United States will be even more secure from great power rivalry than it is today, it (and its allies) will be less able to realize other key international objectives, including preventing the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD), funding nation building, engaging in military humanitarian interventions, and mitigating the effects of local security problems. Global aging, in short, is likely to result in a great power "geriatric peace," but this same phenomenon may threaten other important U.S. international interests, including by facilitating international conflict in non-great power relations. Fifth, as the costs created by the United States' aging population grow, the saliency of neo-isolationist or "offshore balancing" grand strategies is likely to increase. 8 In a time of fiscal austerity brought on by social aging, these strategies are likely to become more compelling because they mesh with the need to reduce spending. An aging world therefore increases the likelihood that the United States will withdraw from the international system even more than budget constraints dictate. 

A2: Bioterror Impact
Bioterror risk exaggerated – It’s a conspiracy to justify funding for counter-measures.

Leitenberg 05 (Milton, Senior research scholar at the U of Maryland and author of "Assessing the Biological Weapons and Bioterrorism Threat." LA Times – 2/17 lexis)
A pandemic flu outbreak of the kind the world witnessed in 1918-19 could kill hundreds of millions of people. The only lethal biological attack in the United States -- the anthrax mailings -- killed five. But the annual budget for combating bioterror is more than $7 billion, while Congress just passed a $3.8-billion emergency package to prepare for a flu outbreak. The exaggeration of the bioterror threat began more than a decade ago after the Japanese Aum Shinrikyo group released sarin gas in the Tokyo subways in 1995. The scaremongering has grown more acute since 9/11 and the mailing of anthrax-laced letters to Congress and media outlets in the fall of 2001. Now an edifice of institutes, programs and publicists with a vested interest in hyping the bioterror threat has grown, funded by the government and by foundations. Last year, for example, Senate Majority Leader Bill Frist described bioterrorism as "the greatest existential threat we have in the world today." But how could he justify such a claim? Is bioterrorism a greater existential threat than global climate change, global poverty levels, wars and conflicts, nuclear proliferation, ocean-quality deterioration, deforestation, desertification, depletion of freshwater aquifers or the balancing of population growth and food production? Is it likely to kill more people than the more mundane scourges of AIDS, tuberculosis, malaria, measles and cholera, which kill more than 11 million people each year? So what substantiates the alarm and the massive federal spending on bioterrorism? There are two main sources of bioterrorism threats: first, from countries developing bioweapons, and second, from terrorist groups that might buy, steal or manufacture them. The first threat is declining. U.S. intelligence estimates say the number of countries that conduct offensive bioweapons programs has fallen in the last 15 years from 13 to nine, as South Africa, Libya, Iraq and Cuba were dropped. There is no publicly available evidence that even the most hostile of the nine remaining countries -- Syria and Iran -- are ramping up their programs. And, despite the fear that a hostile nation could help terrorists get biological weapons, no country has ever done so -- even nations known to have trained terrorists.
A2: Health Care
Can’t solve small buisnesses
Wu 10 
[James L Wu, “Obamacare Good for Us?”, The Harvard Crimson, 1/29/2010, http://www.thecrimson.com/article/2010/1/29/healthcare-bill-mandate-current/]
Another component of the healthcare bill that is potentially devastating to our generation is the burden it places on small businesses. When one thinks of small businesses, one tends to think of mom and pop stores, family operations, and life savings. Yet a recent Kauffman Foundation report indicated that there is a “coming entrepreneurship boom” among people ages 20-34. The Democrats’ healthcare plan would require all small businesses with payrolls over $400,000—around one million employers—to cover healthcare or pay an 8 percent surcharge. This means that the added bureaucracy and taxes of the current healthcare bill will stymie future innovation.

The mandate will strip those who do not feel that they need complete coverage or coverage at the level determined by the government of their rights. Unfortunately, that categorization almost exclusively defines young adults. Policies ranging from community rating to increased equality in healthcare plans will only increase premiums and threaten jobs, while new taxes will disincentivize small business growth. Students should therefore pay greater attention to the reforms being discussed in Washington—for they will directly impact their lives and potentially map out their futures.
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