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Jackson-Vanik needs to and will be repealed because of agriculture market threats

Sorensen 6-27

By Loretta Sorensen, Midwest Producer. “Vilsack: Repeal Jackson-Vanik amendment or lose trade with Russia.” Posted: Wednesday, June 27, 2012 12:16 pm on Midwest Producer. http://www.midwestproducer.com/news/markets/vilsack-repeal-jackson-vanik-amendment-or-lose-trade-with-russia/article_dc5cff3e-c07b-11e1-a016-0019bb2963f4.html.

If Congress fails to act before mid-August in repealing the 1974 Jackson-Vanik amendment, American farmers, ranchers and producers could lose a significant opportunity to capture market share for American agriculture products when Russia joins the World Trade Organization (WTO) this fall. In an interview with Midwest Producer, USDA Secretary of Agriculture Tom Vilsack noted that delaying the repeal doesn't make good business sense or common sense. "Every one of our 100 legislators has a 'beef' if you will with Russia," Vilsack said. "It may be in regard to intellectual property, Internet issues, Russia's approach to Syria or any other of a host of issues. They're using this discussion (about Jackson-Vanik) as a vehicle for having all these other discussions which have nothing to do with trade. This is not the time nor the place to inject all these issues that have nothing to do with exports. "We saw a 70 percent increase in U.S. beef sales to Russia in the past 12 months," Vilsack added. "There's obviously a desire and an interest in purchasing American products. If we lose this opportunity, it will be difficult and take time to regain the lost market share." The Jackson-Vanik amendment to the Trade Act of 1974 was implemented to pressure the Soviet Union to allow emigration of Soviet Jews, prisoners of conscience and victims of religious persecution. The legislation required the U.S. to enact annual certification of Russia's full compliance with the Jackson-Vanik amendment. With the collapse of the Soviet Union two decades ago, freedom of emigration became a reality for all citizens. If the amendment remains in place, the U.S. is the only country that will not be able to take full advantage of reduced tariffs, quotas and access to Russian markets once Russia completes the requirements for WTO membership. "Russian membership in the WTO is a good thing for the U.S.," Vilsack said. "Russia gains very little through repeal of the legislation. We gain far better access to Russian markets and a much leveler playing field to compete with other countries that will try to sell ag products to Russia." In December 2011, trade ministers at the 8th Ministerial Conference of the World Trade Organization celebrated conclusion of 18 years of negotiations for Russia to agree to comply with WTO requirements. Russia was then invited to become the 154th WTO member. In the process of approving Permanent Normal Trade Relations (PNTR) with Russia, Congress must pass a short and simple bill that grants Russia PNTR status and repeals Jackson-Vanik. Failure to do so will mean the U.S. will be in violation of WTO rules once Russia becomes a WTO member. Through Russia's WTO membership, Moscow will be required to enact a host of economic reforms that will further open the Russian market to U.S. goods and services and provide a process for addressing any future unfair or unsupported trade barriers that might arise. In an address to the U.S. Senate Committee on Finance on June 21, 2012, Vilsack noted that the USDA strongly supports establishing PNTR with Russia and ensuring that Russia remains one of the U.S. top export markets as it joins WTO. "PNTR is not a favor to Russia," Vilsack said. "It is a significant opportunity for America's farmers, ranchers and producers. It will provide improved, predictable access to Russia's 140 million consumers and an expanding middle class that has grown by more than 50 percent in the last decade." Vilsack explained that the U.S. has been extending market access to Russia since 1992 on an annual basis. U.S. agricultural exports to Russia in fiscal year 2011 were nearly $1.4 billion, contributing significantly to the U.S. agricultural trade surplus. The U.S. imported only $25 million of agricultural products from Russia in 2011. As part of its WTO membership agreement, Russia will reduce tariffs on a number of agricultural products. Soybean tariffs will be at zero. For soybean meal, tariffs will be reduced from 5 percent to 2.5 percent. Maximum bound tariffs on most cheeses will drop from 25 percent to 15 percent within three years. Russia's duties are already relatively low for  many fruits and tree nuts, but those rates will be bound and, in many cases, reduced substantially within a few years of accession. Through the Russian WTO membership, U.S. farmers will have more certain and predictable market access, Russia will be obligated to apply its trade regime in a manner consistent with WTO rules, and they will be obligated to follow detailed rules governing transparency in development of trade policies and measures. Compliance with Russia's obligations will be enforceable through use of the WTO dispute settlement process. "I believe Jackson-Vanik will be repealed," Vilsack said. "There is bipartisan support for the repeal. I believe members of Congress realize farmers, ranchers and producers will be at a serious disadvantage if the repeal doesn't happen. We can't cede that much territory to our competitors."

Insert Link 
Political Capital is key to balance the fight within the agenda

Stokes, ’11 [Bruce Stokes January 26, 2011 An Agenda, If You Can Keep It http://nationaljournal.com.proxy.library.emory.edu/member/daily/an-agenda-if-you-can-keep-it-20110126?mrefid=site_search]

After years of relative quiescence, Congress actually has a trade agenda in 2011: possible votes on the Korea, Colombia, and Panama trade agreements, and on Russia’s application to join the World Trade Organization. Whether, when, how, and which elements of this agenda will be completed will largely depend on political calculations in the White House and on Capitol Hill.  “The first question,” observed William Reinsch, president of the National Foreign Trade Council, “is, how many of these fights does the administration want to have?”  At the top of the list will be the U.S.-Korea Free Trade Agreement, which President Obama made his own by arm-wrestling the South Koreans for fixes to benefit the American auto industry. Now, that it has the support of Ford and the United Auto Workers, most observers agree that the deal with South Korea has sufficient votes for passage. And Obama has said he wants Congress to act on it by June.  But the business community also wants action on the Colombia and Panama agreements negotiated by the George W. Bush administration. “From our perspective,” said Calman Cohen, president of the Emergency Committee for American Trade, “they are like three children. We want them all to go forward.”  Congressional GOP leaders agree. “I strongly believe that we should consider all three agreements in the next six months,” House Ways and Means Committee Chairman Dave Camp, R-Mich., said at a trade hearing this week.  Objections to the Panama accord, based on tax and labor issues, seem to pose no major obstacles. Organized labor continues to highlight the murders of union organizers in Colombia and other labor-rights abuses there, but Ways and Means ranking member Sander Levin, D-Mich., a longtime critic of Colombia’s record on these issues, suggested in testimony this week that some accommodation might be possible. “I believe there is now an opportunity for the two governments to work together mutually to achieve real progress on the ground,” he said.  Republican leaders in Congress have talked of voting on all three trade deals, possibly one right after the other, to facilitate the legislative calendar and, the administration suspects, to aggravate divisions among Democrats.  Parliamentarians, meanwhile, will have to decide if fast-track negotiating authority still applies to the Colombia agreement. Because Congress failed to act on it when it was first submitted, the fast-track authority for the deal expired. This is not a problem in the House, where Republicans control the Rules Committee, but it is in the Senate, where fast-track is needed to facilitate a vote.  Business lobbyists think that the Korea deal could move by itself before the August recess but that doing all three together will take considerably more time, contrary to Camp’s ambitions.  Members of the business community are less sanguine about legislation blessing Russia’s application to join the WTO, where membership can be held up by any current member. Georgia has yet to give its assent to Russia’s application, which might make the need for U.S. action moot.  To give Moscow the green light, Congress would have to accord Russia most-favored-nation trading status, thus granting it the lowest possible U.S. tariffs.  That, in turn, requires waiving the Jackson-Vanik amendment to the 1974 trade act, effectively acknowledging that emigration from Russia is no longer a U.S. concern. Although Washington has no complaints about Russian emigration policy, Jackson-Vanik has long been seen as useful leverage over Moscow that many in Congress may be loath to relinquish.  Capitol Hill staffers warn that passage of Russian WTO membership will be an uphill fight. Moscow has few champions in Congress, where Senate debate late last year over the New START deal demonstrated deep-seated suspicion among conservatives.  Russia’s piracy of intellectual property and its past use of health and safety standards to bar the importation of U.S. poultry have also soured business interests. Buyers’ remorse over China’s admission to the WTO fuels congressional reluctance to make the same mistake twice. And Moscow’s past history of quixotic actions—cutting off gas to Ukraine, for example—makes advocates of WTO membership wary of going out on a limb only to have Moscow cut it off.  Moscow is anxious to join the WTO, however, and membership is a key element in the administration’s “reset” of U.S.-Russia relations. Moreover, a Russia that is subject to international rules and dispute settlement might be better than a Russia operating outside the law. Ever since the financial crisis began in 2008, Russia has been one of the most frequent instigators of protectionist trade practices. WTO membership could help discipline such behavior.  Veterans of past trade battles on Capitol Hill advise that the administration might have to give Congress something to vote for—some new oversight or restraint—to ease the pain of voting to waive Jackson-Vanik. When China was granted admission to the WTO, for example, Congress created a commission to report on Beijing’s human-rights record.  After two years of relegating divisive trade issues to the back burner, in 2011 the administration now has a legislative trade agenda. The question is how much political capital it is willing to invest to get it through Congress. The White House can anticipate hand-to-hand combat in budget negotiations with Republicans over discretionary spending. Such conflict will unavoidably preoccupy administration strategists, who may want to husband their resources for more electorally attractive issues.  Congress could accomplish a fair amount on trade this year, but doing so could be an uphill slog.

Repeal is key to Relations

Gvosdev, 2-19-12 [Nikolas K., former editor of the National Interest, and a frequent foreign policy commentator in both the print and broadcast media. He is currently on the faculty of the U.S. Naval War College, http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/11441/the-realist-prism-resetting-the-u-s-russia-reset]

The third is whether some of the new foundations in the U.S.-Russia relationship have solidified to the point that they can help weather the current storms. In contrast to the situation in 2008, there are now some important institutional connections in place. The Northern Distribution Network could represent enough ballast -- both in terms of the income generated for Russia and the safe route it offers the U.S. and NATO for the war effort in Afghanistan and for egress once the drawdown begins in the coming year -- to help prevent the relationship from veering out of control. The partnership between Exxon and Rosneft to develop both the Russian Arctic and additional projects in North America creates another set of incentives to keep ties on a level basis, as does the immense potential of a fully realized partnership between Russian and American firms in the nuclear power industry. American car manufacturers have found Russia to be a booming export market, while the U.S. space program is now dependent on Russia to ferry astronauts and cargo to maintain America’s manned presence in space. In short, there are a growing number of interests that depend on the preservation of healthy U.S.-Russia relations for their own success. But it is not yet clear whether they have sufficient clout to outweigh the naysayers on both sides.   An upcoming decision-point could offer a good indication of what to expect. The World Trade Organization is expected to ratify Russia’s accession later this spring. However, American firms will not be able to take advantage of Russia's WTO membership as long as U.S. trade with Russia is still subject to the Cold War-era Jackson-Vanik amendment. Congress would first have to agree to "graduate" Russia from the terms of the legislation, but many members remain hesitant. An unofficial swap would see Russia given permanent normal trading relations status, but with new legislation applying "smart sanctions" against specific Russian individuals and entities accused of condoning human rights abuses, most notably in the death of Russian lawyer Sergei Magnitsky.  Whether this Solomonic compromise could work, however, remains to be seen. The Russian government has already responded very negatively to sanctions unilaterally imposed by the State Department and may be quite unwilling to accept such a compromise, even if it means graduating Russia from Jackson-Vanik. At the same time, there remains resistance within Congress to "giving up" one of its last remaining tools to pressure Russia on a whole range of issues, from chicken imports to religious freedom.  The fate of the Jackson-Vanik amendment, therefore, is the canary in the coal mine for U.S.-Russia relations. If a successful repeal is negotiated, it bodes well for regenerating the relationship. However, if Obama, like George W. Bush before him, is unable to secure Russia’s graduation, this could end up being a fatal blow to the whole idea of the reset.

US-Russia relations solve nuclear war and every major impact

Allison & Blackwill, ’11 [Graham, director of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard’s Kennedy School, former assistant secretary of defense in the Clinton administration, Robert D., Henry A. Kissinger senior fellow for U.S. foreign policy -- Council on Foreign Relations, served as U.S. ambassador to India and as deputy national security adviser for strategic planning in the Bush administration, both co-chairmen of the Task Force on Russia and U.S. National Interests, co-sponsored by the Belfer Center and the Center for the National Interest, 10-30-11 Politico, “10 reasons why Russia still matters,” http://dyn.politico.com/printstory.cfm?uuid=161EF282-72F9-4D48-8B9C-C5B3396CA0E6]

That central point is that Russia matters a great deal to a U.S. government seeking to defend and advance its national interests. Prime Minister Vladimir Putin's decision to return next year as president makes it all the more critical for Washington to manage its relationship with Russia through coherent, realistic policies. No one denies that Russia is a dangerous, difficult, often disappointing state to do business with. We should not overlook its many human rights and legal failures. Nonetheless, Russia is a player whose choices affect our vital interests in nuclear security and energy. It is key to supplying 100,000 U.S. troops fighting in Afghanistan and preventing Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons. Ten realities require U.S. policymakers to advance our nation's interests by engaging and working with Moscow. First, Russia remains the only nation that can erase the United States from the map in 30 minutes. As every president since John F. Kennedy has recognized, Russia's cooperation is critical to averting nuclear war. Second, Russia is our most consequential partner in preventing nuclear terrorism. Through a combination of more than $11 billion in U.S. aid, provided through the Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction program, and impressive Russian professionalism, two decades after the collapse of the “evil empire,” not one nuclear weapon has been found loose. Third, Russia plays an essential role in preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons and missile-delivery systems. As Washington seeks to stop Iran's drive toward nuclear weapons, Russian choices to sell or withhold sensitive technologies are the difference between failure and the possibility of success. Fourth, Russian support in sharing intelligence and cooperating in operations remains essential to the U.S. war to destroy Al Qaeda and combat other transnational terrorist groups. Fifth, Russia provides a vital supply line to 100,000 U.S. troops fighting in Afghanistan. As U.S. relations with Pakistan have deteriorated, the Russian lifeline has grown ever more important and now accounts for half all daily deliveries. Sixth, Russia is the world’s largest oil producer and second largest gas producer. Over the past decade, Russia has added more oil and gas exports to world energy markets than any other nation. Most major energy transport routes from Eurasia start in Russia or cross its nine time zones. As citizens of a country that imports two of every three of the 20 million barrels of oil that fuel U.S. cars daily, Americans feel Russia’s impact at our gas pumps. Seventh, Moscow is an important player in today’s international system. It is no accident that Russia is one of the five veto-wielding, permanent members of the U.N. Security Council, as well as a member of the G-8 and G-20. A Moscow more closely aligned with U.S. goals would be significant in the balance of power to shape an environment in which China can emerge as a global power without overturning the existing order. Eighth, Russia is the largest country on Earth by land area, abutting China on the East, Poland in the West and the United States across the Arctic. This territory provides transit corridors for supplies to global markets whose stability is vital to the U.S. economy. Ninth, Russia’s brainpower is reflected in the fact that it has won more Nobel Prizes for science than all of Asia, places first in most math competitions and dominates the world chess masters list. The only way U.S. astronauts can now travel to and from the International Space Station is to hitch a ride on Russian rockets. The co-founder of the most advanced digital company in the world, Google, is Russian-born Sergei Brin. Tenth, Russia’s potential as a spoiler is difficult to exaggerate. Consider what a Russian president intent on frustrating U.S. international objectives could do — from stopping the supply flow to Afghanistan to selling S-300 air defense missiles to Tehran to joining China in preventing U.N. Security Council resolutions. So next time you hear a policymaker dismissing Russia with rhetoric about “who cares?” ask them to identify nations that matter more to U.S. success, or failure, in advancing our national interests.

Plan Unpopular – Generic
Plan unpopular – even formerly popular bills drain political capital 
Freemark ’12 (Yonah – Master of Science in Transportation from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology; Bachelor of Arts in Architecture, Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering, Yale University with Distinction. Also a freelance journalist who has been published in Planning Magazine; Next American City Magazine; Dissent; The Atlantic Cities; Next American City Online; and The Infrastructurist – He created and continues to write for the website The Transport Politic – The Transport Politic – “On Infrastructure, Hopes for Progress This Year Look Glum” – January 25th, 2012 – http://www.thetransportpolitic.com/2012/01/25/on-infrastructure-hopes-for-progress-this-year-look-glum/)
President Obama barely mentions the need for improvements in the nation’s capital stock in his State of the Union. The contributions of the Obama Administration to the investment in improved transportation alternatives have been significant, but it was clear from the President’s State of the Union address last night that 2012 will be a year of diminished expectations in the face of a general election and a tough Congressional opposition. Mr. Obama’s address, whatever its merits from a populist perspective, nonetheless failed to propose dramatic reforms to encourage new spending on transportation projects, in contrast to previous years. While the Administration has in some ways radically reformed the way Washington goes about selecting capital improvements, bringing a new emphasis on livability and underdeveloped modes like high-speed rail, there was little indication in the speech of an effort to expand such policy choices. All that we heard was a rather meek suggestion to transform a part of the money made available from the pullout from the Afghanistan and Iraq conflicts — a sort of war dividend whose size is undefined — to “do some nation-building right here at home.” If these suggestions fell flat for the pro-investment audience, they were reflective of the reality of working in the context of a deeply divided political system in which such once-universally supported policies as increased roads funding have become practically impossible to pursue. Mr. Obama pushed hard, we shouldn’t forget, for a huge, transformational transportation bill in early 2011, only to be rebuffed by intransigence in the GOP-led House of Representatives and only wavering support in the Democratic Senate. For the first term at least, the Administration’s transportation initiatives appear to have been pushed aside. Even so, it remains to be seen how the Administr ation will approach the development of a transportation reauthorization program. Such legislation remains on the Congressional agenda after three years of delays (the law expires on March 31st). There is so far no long-term solution to the continued inability of fuel tax revenues to cover the growing national need for upgraded or expanded mobility infrastructure. But if it were to pass, a new multi-year transportation bill would be the most significant single piece of legislation passed by the Congress in 2012. The prospect of agreement between the two parties on this issue, however, seems far-fetched. That is, if we are to assume that the goal is to complete a new and improved spending bill, rather than simply further extensions of the existing legislation. The House could consider this month a bill that would fund new highways and transit for several more years by expanding domestic production of heavily carbon-emitting fossil fuels, a terrible plan that would produce few new revenues and encourage more ecological destruction. Members of the Senate, meanwhile, have for months been claiming they were “looking” for the missing $12 or 13 billion to complete its new transportation package but have so far come up with bupkis. The near-term thus likely consists of either continued extensions of the current law or a bipartisan bargain that fails to do much more than replicate the existing law, perhaps with a few bureaucratic reforms.

Plain drains political capital – two parties can’t develop bipartisan plans  

Tomasky ‘11(Newsweek/Daily Beast special correspondent Michael Tomasky is also editor of Democracy: A Journal of Ideas – Newsweek – September 19, 2011 – lexis)
Finally, Barack Obama found the passion. "Building a world-class transportation system is part of what made us an economic superpower," he thundered in his jobs speech on the evening of Sept. 8. "And now we're going to sit back and watch China build newer airports and faster railroads? At a time when millions of unemployed construction workers could build them right here in America?" Obama's urgency was rightly about jobs first and foremost. But he wasn't talking only about jobs when he mentioned investing in America--he was talking about our competitiveness, and our edge in the world. And it's a point he must keep pressing. In a quickly reordering global world, infrastructure and innovation are key measures of a society's seriousness about its competitive drive. And we're just not serious. The most recent infrastructure report card from the American Society of Civil Engineers gives the United States a D overall, including bleak marks in 15 categories ranging from roads (D-minus) to schools and transit (both D's) to bridges (C). The society calls for $2.2 trillion in infrastructure investments over the next five years. On the innovation front, the country that's home to Google and the iPhone still ranks fourth worldwide in overall innovation, according to the Information Technology & Innovation Foundation (ITIF), the leading think tank on such questions, which conducts a biannual ranking. But we might not be there for long. In terms of keeping pace with other nations' innovation investments--"progress over the last decade," as ITIF labels it--we rank 43rd out of 44 countries. What's the problem? It isn't know-how; this is still America. It isn't identifying the needs; they've been identified to death. Nor is it even really money. There are billions sitting around in pension funds, equity funds, sovereign wealth funds, just waiting to be spent. The problem--of course--is politics. The idea that the two parties could get together and develop bold bipartisan plans for massive investments in our freight-rail system--on which the pro-business multiplier effects would be obvious--or in expanding and speeding up broadband (it's eight times faster in South Korea than here, by the way) is a joke. Says New York University's Michael Likosky: "We're the only country in the world that is imposing austerity on itself. No one is asking us to do it." There are some historical reasons why. Sherle Schwenninger, an infrastructure expert at the New America Foundation, a leading Washington think tank, says that a kind of anti-bigness mindset developed in the 1990s, that era in which the besotting buzzwords were "Silicon Valley" and "West Coast venture capital." Wall Street began moving away from grand projects. "In that '90s paradigm, the New Economy-Silicon Valley approach to things eschewed the public and private sectors' working together to do big things," Schwenninger says. "That model worked for software, social media, and some biotech. But the needs are different today." That's true, but so is the simple point that the Republican Party in Washington will oppose virtually all public investment. The party believes in something like Friedrich von Hayek's "spontaneous order"--that is, get government off people's backs and they (and the markets they create) will spontaneously address any and all problems. But looking around America today, can anyone seriously conclude that this is working?

Plan costs political capital – party demographics prove
Freemark ’11 (Yonah – Master of Science in Transportation from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology; Bachelor of Arts in Architecture, Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering, Yale University with Distinction. Also a freelance journalist who has been published in Planning Magazine; Next American City Magazine; Dissent; The Atlantic Cities; Next American City Online; and The Infrastructurist – He created and continues to write for the website The Transport Politic – The Transport Politic – “Understanding the Republican Party’s Reluctance to Invest in Transit Infrastructure” January 25th, 2011 – http://www.thetransportpolitic.com/2011/01/25/understanding-the-republican-partys-reluctance-to-invest-in-transit-infrastructure/)
Conservatives in Congress threaten to shut down funding for transit construction projects and investments in intercity rail. One doesn’t have to look far to see why these programs aren’t priorities for them. Late last week, a group of more than 165 of the most conservative members of the House of Representatives, the Republican Study Committee, released a report that detailed an agenda to reduce federal spending by $2.5 trillion over ten years. Spurred on by increasing public concern about the mounting national debt, the group argues that the only choice is to make huge, painful cuts in government programs. With the House now in the hands of the Republican Party, these suggestions are likely to be seriously considered. Transportation policy is prominent on the group’s list, no matter President Obama’s call for investments in the nation’s transportation infrastructure, expected to be put forward in tonight’s state of the union address. Not only would all funding for Amtrak be cut, representing about $1.5 billion a year, but the Obama Administration’s nascent high-speed rail program would be stopped in its tracks. A $150 million commitment to Washington’s Metro system would evaporate. Even more dramatically, the New Starts program, which funds new rail and bus capital projects at a cost of $2 billion a year, would simply disappear. In other words, the Republican group suggests that all national government aid for the construction of new rail or bus lines, intercity and intra-city, be eliminated. These cuts are extreme, and they’re not likely to make it to the President’s desk, not only because of the Democratic Party’s continued control over the Senate but also because some powerful Republicans in the House remain committed to supporting public transportation and rail programs. But how can we explain the open hostility of so many members of the GOP to any federal spending at all for non-automobile transportation? Why does a transfer of power from the Democratic Party to the Republicans engender such political problems for urban transit? We can find clues in considering the districts from which members of the House of Representatives of each party are elected. As shown in the chart above (in Log scale), there was a relatively strong positive correlation between density of congressional districts and the vote share of the Democratic candidate in the 2010 elections. Of densest quartile of districts with a race between a Democrat and a Republican — 105 of them, with a density of 1,935 people per square miles or more — the Democratic candidate won 89. Of the quartile of districts with the lowest densities — 98 people per square mile and below — Democratic candidates only won 23 races. As the chart below demonstrates (in regular scale), this pattern is most obvious in the nation’s big cities, where Democratic Party vote shares are huge when densities are very high. This pattern is not a coincidence. The Democratic Party holds most of its power in the nation’s cities, whereas the GOP retains greater strength in the exurbs and rural areas. The two parties generally fight it out over the suburbs. In essence, the base of the two parties is becoming increasingly split in spatial terms: The Democrats’ most vocal constituents live in cities, whereas the Republicans’ power brokers would never agree to what some frame as a nightmare of tenements and light rail. What does this mean? When there is a change in political power in Washington, the differences on transportation policy and other urban issues between the parties reveal themselves as very stark. Republicans in the House of Representatives know that very few of their constituents would benefit directly from increased spending on transit, for instance, so they propose gutting the nation’s commitment to new public transportation lines when they enter office. Starting two years ago, Democrats pushed the opposite agenda, devoting billions to urban-level projects that would have been impossible under the Bush Administration. Highway funding, on the other hand, has remained relatively stable throughout, and that’s no surprise, either: The middle 50% of congressional districts, representing about half of the American population, features populations that live in neighborhoods of low to moderate densities, fully reliant on cars to get around. It is only in the densest sections of the country that transit (or affordable housing, for instance) is even an issue — which is why it appears to be mostly of concern to the Democratic Party. Republicans in the House for the most part do not have to answer to voters who are interested in improved public transportation. This situation, of course, should be of significant concern to those who would advocate for better transit. To put matters simply, few House Republicans have any electoral reason to promote such projects, and thus, for the most part they don’t. But that produces a self-reinforcing loop; noting the lack of GOP support for urban needs, city voters push further towards the Democrats. And sensing that the Democratic Party is a collection of urbanites, those from elsewhere push away. It’s hard to know how to reverse this problem. Many Republicans, of course, represent urban areas at various levels of government. No Democrat, for instance, has won the race for New York’s mayoralty since 1989. And the Senate is a wholly different ballgame, since most states have a variety of habitation types. As Bruce McFarling wrote this week, there are plenty of reasons for Republicans even in places of moderate density to support such investments as intercity rail. But the peculiar dynamics of U.S. House members’ relatively small constituent groups, in combination with the predilection of state legislatures to produce gerrymandered districts designed specifically to ensure the reelection of incumbents, has resulted in a situation in which there is only one Republican-controlled congressional district with a population density of over 7,000 people per square mile. And that’s in Staten Island, hardly a bastion of urbanism. With such little representation for urban issues in today’s House leadership, real advances on transport issues seem likely to have to wait.

Transportation spending unpopular

Newman ’11 (Rick Newman, Chief business correspondent US News and World Report, September 9, 2011, US News, http://www.usnews.com/news/blogs/rick-newman/2011/09/09/who-would-win-under-obamas-jobs-plan)

No industry has suffered more than construction, with nearly two million workers losing their jobs since the recession began at the end of 2007. Obama wants to hire back some of them, by spending $15 billion to refurbish foreclosed homes, $25 billion to modernize 35,000 schools, $5 billion to upgrade community colleges and $50 billion to improve roads, railways, airports bridges and other parts of the nation's infrastructure. He'd also use $10 billion in federal money to seed an "infrastructure bank" that would draw private funds used to invest in more rebuilding projects. Economists generally applaud this kind of spending, because it fixes problems that would go unaddressed if the government didn't tackle them, while boosting the economy and helping improve the backbone of business. Prospects: Weak. When Republicans complain that Obama's plan contains "more of the same," this is what they're talking about. The 2009 stimulus plan that they routinely deride contained about $100 billion in transportation and infrastructure spending, which Republicans contend did nothing to help the economy. It probably did help some, but the difficulty of being able to point to tangible results makes this kind of spending unpopular among many in Congress. 
Costs capital, transportation funding breeds partisanship 

Freemark 1/25 (Yonah, “On Infrastructure, Hopes for Progress this Year Look Glum”, The Transport Politic, 25 January 2012, < http://www.thetransportpolitic.com/2012/01/25/on-infrastructure-hopes-for-progress-this-year-look-glum/>)

President Obama barely mentions the need for improvements in the nation’s capital stock in his State of the Union. The contributions of the Obama Administration to the investment in improved transportation alternatives have been significant, but it was clear from the President’s State of the Union address last night that 2012 will be a year of diminished expectations in the face of a general election and a tough Congressional opposition. Mr. Obama’s address, whatever its merits from a populist perspective, nonetheless failed to propose dramatic reforms to encourage new spending on transportation projects, in contrast to previous years. While the Administration has in some ways radically reformed the way Washington goes about selecting capital improvements, bringing a new emphasis on livability and underdeveloped modes like high-speed rail, there was little indication in the speech of an effort to expand such policy choices. All that we heard was a rather meek suggestion to transform a part of the money made available from the pullout from the Afghanistan and Iraq conflicts — a sort of war dividend whose size is undefined — to “do some nation-building right here at home.” If these suggestions fell flat for the pro-investment audience, they were reflective of the reality of working in the context of a deeply divided political system in which such once-universally supported policies as increased roads funding have become practically impossible to pursue. Mr. Obama pushed hard, we shouldn’t forget, for a huge, transformational transportation bill in early 2011, only to be rebuffed by intransigence in the GOP-led House of Representatives and only wavering support in the Democratic Senate. For the first term at least, the Administration’s transportation initiatives appear to have been pushed aside. Even so, it remains to be seen how the Administration will approach the development of a transportation reauthorization program. Such legislation remains on the Congressional agenda after three years of delays (the law expires on March 31st). There is so far no long-term solution to the continued inability of fuel tax revenues to cover the growing national need for upgraded or expanded mobility infrastructure. But if it were to pass, a new multi-year transportation bill would be the most significant single piece of legislation passed by the Congress in 2012. The prospect of agreement between the two parties on this issue, however, seems far-fetched. That is, if we are to assume that the goal is to complete a new and improved spending bill, rather than simply further extensions of the existing legislation. The House could consider this month a bill that would fund new highways and transit for several more years by expanding domestic production of heavily carbon-emitting fossil fuels, a terrible plan that would produce few new revenues and encourage more ecological destruction. Members of the Senate, meanwhile, have for months been claiming they were “looking” for the missing $12 or 13 billion to complete its new transportation package but have so far come up with bupkis. The near-term thus likely consists of either continued extensions of the current law or a bipartisan bargain that fails to do much more than replicate the existing law, perhaps with a few bureaucratic reforms.

House republicans oppose infrastructure

GoozNews 6/25 

(GoozNews, “The Attack on High Speed Rail”, June 25, 2012, http://gooznews.com/?p=4018)

If House Republicans get their way, though, those grants will be the last time the government awards grants to new mass transit-oriented projects under the program. Now funded by regular appropriations, it was axed from the Transportation Department funding bill last week, drawing a veto threat from the president.  The effort to cage the TIGER grants is only the latest effort by House conservatives to slow down or eliminate funding for mass transit, freight rail and high-speed rail projects, which they see as a waste of money on “trains to nowhere.” Last February, the initial House reauthorization of the surface transportation trust fund, which allocates the gasoline tax, eliminated the 20 percent set-aside for rail projects that was established by President Ronald Reagan in 1982. Only a revolt by Republican legislators from the suburbs outside New York City, Philadelphia and Chicago forced House Transportation Committee chairman John Mica, R-Fla., to withdraw the bill.  Now, with a June 30th deadline looming, the summer road construction season could grind to a halt if Congress doesn’t at least extend the current law. A conference committee led by Mica and Sen. Barbara Boxer, D-Cal., must wrestle with a set of extraneous provisions attached to the two-year, $109 billion extension pushed by the House. They range from approving the Keystone oil pipeline from Canada to giving utilities more flexibility in how they dump coal ash. 

Transportation Spending unpopular and drains PC

Szakonyi 3/20 (Mark, Associate Editor for the Journal of Commerce,  “Focusing on the Reporting of Rail and Intermodal Issues, Regulation and Policy out of the JOC's Washington, D.C”, Bureau. Journal of Commerce, 20 March 2012 – lexis)

House Republicans are considering a short-term extension of the surface transportation bill instead of adopting the Senate's two-year plan. The decision to seek an extension as the March 31 deadline nears signals that the fight over transportation spending could become even more partisan as the presidential election nears. House Republicans are looking to push an extension of current spending for the ninth time, House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee Chairman John Mica, R.-Fla., told attendees of an American Association of Port Authorities conference, where he was honored as Port Person of the Year. His statement on Tuesday was a clear sign that Republicans won't heed Senate leaders' and President Obama's call to adopt the Senate's $109 billion plan. Mica said he hoped the extension would be exempt from riders, which helped lead to a shutdown of the Federal Aviation Administration last summer .

More evidence- election year means plan is unpopular

Lowy 5/1 (Joan, Associated Press Financial Wire, 1 May 2012 – lexis)

The bill is driven partly by election-year politics. Both Congress and President Barack Obama have made transportation infrastructure investment the centerpiece of their jobs agendas. But the political imperative for passing a bill has been complicated by House Republicans' insistence on including a mandate for federal approval of the Keystone XL oil pipeline. The White House has threatened to veto the measure if it retains the Keystone provision. And there are other points of disagreement between the GOP-controlled House and Democratic-controlled Senate, including how to pay for transportation programs and how much leverage the federal government should have over how states spend their aid money. Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood has said it's unlikely Congress will pass a final bill until after the November elections.

High Speed Rail Unpopular 
High speed rail unpopular – strong republican opposition
Freemark ’11 (Yonah – Master of Science in Transportation from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology; Bachelor of Arts in Architecture, Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering, Yale University with Distinction. Also a freelance journalist who has been published in Planning Magazine; Next American City Magazine; Dissent; The Atlantic Cities; Next American City Online; and The Infrastructurist – He created and continues to write for the website The Transport Politic – The Transport Politic – February 8th, 2011 – http://www.thetransportpolitic.com/2011/02/08/the-white-house-stakes-its-political-capital-on-a-massive-intercity-rail-plan/)
The White House Stakes Its Political Capital on a Massive Intercity Rail Plan $53 billion proposed for investments over the next six years. The President wants to “Win the Future,” but will his Republican opponents relax their opposition to rail spending? Vice President Joe Biden spoke in Philadelphia this morning to announce that the Obama Administration intends to request from Congress $8 billion in federal funds for the advancement of a national high-speed rail system as part of a six-year transportation reauthorization bill. The White House’s commitment to fast trains has been evident throughout the Administration’s two-year lifespan, beginning with the addition of $8 billion for the mode in the 2009 stimulus bill and continued with $2.5 billion included in the Fiscal Year 2010 budget. Yet this new funding, which would add up to $53 billion over the six-year period, is remarkable for its ambition. It is clear that President Obama’s 2012 re-election campaign, already being framed in terms of “winning the future,” will hinge partially on whether voters agree with his assessment of the importance of investing in the nation’s rail transport infrastructure. In his speech, Mr. Biden argued that American wealth was founded on “out-building” the competition. Infrastructure, he noted, is the “veins and the arteries of commerce.” The President and his team will be making this case to the American people the next two years, hoping that the public comes to endorse this message of national advancement through construction. Whether the proposal — to be laid out in more detail with next week’s introduction the President’s full proposed FY 2012 budget — has any chance of success is undoubtedly worth questioning. Republicans have campaigned wholeheartedly against rail improvement projects in Iowa, Ohio, and Wisconsin; even Florida’s project, which would require no operating subsidies once in service, hangs in the balance. But as part of the larger transportation reauthorization legislation, which is apparently slated to move forward by this summer, a real expansion in high-speed rail funding seems possible, especially if Mr. Obama pressures the Democratic-controlled Senate to push hard for it.

High speed rail unpopular – GOP ideology 
Freemark ’12 (Yonah – Master of Science in Transportation from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology; Bachelor of Arts in Architecture, Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering, Yale University with Distinction. Also a freelance journalist who has been published in Planning Magazine; Next American City Magazine; Dissent; The Atlantic Cities; Next American City Online; and The Infrastructurist – He created and continues to write for the website The Transport Politic – The Transport Politic – February 6th, 2012 – http://www.thetransportpolitic.com/2012/02/06/time-to-fight/)
With a House like this, what advances can American transportation policy make? Actions by members of the U.S. House over the past week suggest that Republican opposition to the funding of alternative transportation has developed into an all-out ideological battle. Though their efforts are unlikely to advance much past the doors of their chamber, the policy recklessness they have displayed speaks truly poorly of the future of the nation’s mobility systems. By Friday last week, the following measures were brought to the attention of the GOP-led body: The Ways and Means Committee acted to eliminate the Mass Transit Account of the Highway Trust Fund, destroying public transportation’s source of steady federal financing for capital projects, first established in the 1980s. The members of the committee determined that to remedy the fact that gas taxes have not been increased since 1993,* the most appropriate course was not to raise the tax (as would make sense considering inflation, more efficient vehicles, and the negative environmental and congestion-related effects of gas consumption) but rather to transfer all of its revenues to the construction of highways. Public transit, on the other hand, would have to fight for an appropriation from the general fund, losing its traditional guarantee of funding and forcing any spending on it to be offset by reductions in other government programs.** This as the GOP has made evident its intention to reduce funding for that same general fund through a continued push for income tax reductions, even for the highest earners. The House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee approved a transportation reauthorization bill on partisan lines (with the exception of one Republican who voted against it, Tom Petri of Wisconsin) that would do nothing to increase funding for transportation infrastructure in the United States over the next five years despite the fact that there is considerable demand for a large improvement in the nation’s road, rail, and transit networks just to keep them in a state of good repair, let alone expand them to meet the needs of a growing population. The committee voted to eliminate all federal requirements that states and localities spend 10% of their highway funding on alternative transportation projects (CMAQ), such as Safe Routes to School, sidewalks, or cycling infrastructure, despite the fact the those mandated investments are often the only ones of their sort that are actually made by many states. The committee eliminated the Obama Administration’s trademark TIGER program, which has funded dozens of medium-scale projects throughout the country with a innovative merit-based approach. Instead, virtually all decisions on project funding would be made by state DOTs, which not unjustly have acquired a reputation as only interested in highways. Meanwhile, members couldn’t resist suggesting that only “true” high-speed rail projects (over 150 mph top speed) be financed by the government — even as they conveniently defunded the only such scheme in the country, the California High-Speed Rail program. The same committee added provisions to federal law that would provide special incentives for privatization of new transportation projects — despite the fact that there is no overwhelming evidence that such mechanisms save the public any money at all. And under the committee’s legislation, the government would provide extra money to localities that contract out their transit services to private operators, simply as a reward for being profit-motivated. Meanwhile, House leadership recommended funding any gaps in highway spending not covered by the Trust Fund through a massive expansion in domestic energy production that would destroy thousands of acres of pristine wilderness, do little for decreasing the American reliance on foreign oil, and reaffirm the nation’s addiction to carbon-heavy energy sources and ecological devastation. New energy production of this sort is highly speculative in nature and would produce very few revenues in the first years of implementation. As a special treat, the same leadership proposed overruling President Obama’s decision to cancel the Keystone XL pipeline by bundling an approval for it into the transportation bill. This litany of disastrous policies were endorsed by the large majority of Republicans on each committee, with the exception of two GOP members in House Ways and Means*** and one in the Transportation Committee who voted against the bill, though the vote was entirely along party lines for an amendment attempting to reverse course on the elimination of the Mass Transit Account. Fortunately, these ideas are unlikely to make it into the code thanks to the Senate, whose members, both Democratic and Republican, have different ideas about what makes an acceptable transportation bill. I’ll get back to that in a bit. The House’s effort to move forward on a new multiyear federal transportation bill — eagerly awaited by policy wonks for three years — follows intense and repeated Republican obstructions of the Obama Administration’s most pioneering efforts to alter the nation’s transportation policy in favor of investments that improve daily life for inhabitants of American metropolitan areas. As part of that process, federally funded high-speed rail, streetcar, and transit center projects have been shot down by local politicians as a waste of money, even as road construction has continued apace. The Tea Party’s zany obsession with the supposed U.N. plot to take over American land use decisions through Agenda 21 seems to have infected GOP House members and even presidential contenders. Michele Bachmann’s claim in 2008 that Democrats are attempting to force people onto light rail lines to travel between their housing “tenements” and government jobs may have made it into the mind of Newt Gingrich, who recently made the claim that the “elite” in New York City who ride the subway and live in high-rise condos don’t understand “normal” Americans. What kind of language is this? In the Senate, there is clear evidence that the hard-core proposals of the House will not become law. The upper body’s Environment and Public Works Committee unanimously endorsed a different type of transportation reauthorization, one that would last only two years but that would reform and simplify the grants provided by the Department of Transportation so that they are more based on merit in such matters as ecological sensitivity and the creation of livable communities. Similarly, in the Senate Banking Committee, the transit portion of the proposed bill (approved unanimously) would maintain funding guarantees and allow transit agencies to use federal dollars for operations spending during periods of high unemployment, which would be an excellent policy if pushed into law. How the Senate will be able to compromise with the House in time for the March 31st deadline set by the current legislation is up in the air. The strange and laudable part of the Senate side of the story — at least as compared to the House — is the bipartisan nature of decision-making there. Why are Republicans in the Senate promoting a transportation bill that explicitly would promote multimodalism as a goal, in a contrast to the highway focus of their peers in the House? Why are they accepting environmental criteria as appropriate measures of quality in transportation policy? Perhaps the Democratic Party’s control of the Senate makes fighting such ideas a waste of time. Or perhaps longer Senate terms in office allow clearer, more reasonable thinking. Whatever the reason, in the long-term, it is hard to envision reversing the continued growth of the GOP’s strident opposition to sustainable transportation investments in the House. As I have documented, density of population correlates strongly and positively with the Democratic Party vote share in Congressional elections; the result has been that the House Republicans have few electoral reasons to articulate policies that benefit cities. Those who believe in the importance of a sane transportation policy need to make more of an effort to advance a sane transportation politics to residents of suburban and rural areas, who also benefit from efforts to improve environmental quality, mobility alternatives, and congestion relief, but perhaps are not yet convinced of that fact. Doing so would encourage politicians hoping for votes outside of the city core — Democratic or Republican — to promote alternatives to the all-highways meme that currently rules the GOP in the House.

Republicans oppose HSR spending

Goozner 12 

(Merrill Goozner, “House Puts the Brakes on High Speed Rail”, June 24, 2012, http://www.thefiscaltimes.com/Articles/2012/06/24/House-Puts-the-Brakes-on-High-Speed-Rail.aspx#page1)

House Republicans, however, are blocking all new grants arguing that repairing current systems is the priority.  “Funding should go to existing infrastructure needs rather than unrealistic new high-speed rail lines to nowhere,” the appropriations committee report accompanying the legislation said. The program, now funded by regular appropriations, was axed from the Transportation Department funding bill last week, drawing a veto threat from the president.   The effort to cage the TIGER grants is only the latest effort by House conservatives to slow down or eliminate funding for mass transit, freight rail and high-speed rail projects, which they see as a waste of money on “trains to nowhere.” Last February, the initial House reauthorization of the surface transportation trust fund, which allocates the gasoline tax, eliminated the 20 percent set-aside for rail projects that was established by President Ronald Reagan in 1982. Only a revolt by Republican legislators from the suburbs outside New York City, Philadelphia and Chicago forced House Transportation Committee chairman John Mica, R-Fla., to withdraw the bill.  Now, with a June 30th deadline looming, the summer road construction season could grind to a halt if Congress doesn’t at least extend the current law. A conference committee led by Mica and Sen. Barbara Boxer, D-Cal., must wrestle with a set of extraneous provisions attached to the two-year, $109 billion extension pushed by the House. They range from approving the Keystone oil pipeline from Canada to giving utilities more flexibility in how they dump coal ash.  

High-Speed Rail legislation drains capital – angers GOP

Freemark ‘10

(Yonah – Master of Science in Transportation from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology; Bachelor of Arts in Architecture, Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering, Yale University with Distinction. Also a freelance journalist who has been published in Planning Magazine; Next American City Magazine; Dissent; The Atlantic Cities; Next American City Online; and The Infrastructurist – He created and continues to write for the website The Transport Politic – The Transport Politic – “Growing Conservative Strength Puts Transit Improvements in Doubt” – December 1st, 2010 – http://www.thetransportpolitic.com/2010/12/01/growing-conservative-strength-puts-transit-improvements-in-doubt/)

The next few years are likely to be difficult for advocates of public transportation because of increased hostility to government investment. 1987, 1991, 1995, 1998, and 2005 share a significant feature: In each of those years, members of Congress were able to come together to pass a multi-year bill that codified how the U.S. government was to collect revenues for and allocate expenditures on transportation. Not coincidentally, in each of those years, one political party controlled both the House and Senate. In the 112th Congress, set to enter office in just one month, Democrats will run the Senate and Republicans the House. This split control will make passing any legislation difficult. Unlike in those aforementioned years, there is little chance that this group of legislators will be able to pass a multi-year transportation bill either in 2011 or 2012. These circumstances, combined with increasingly strident conservative rhetoric about the need to reduce government expenditures, may fundamentally challenge the advances the Obama Administration and the Democratic Congress have been able to make over the past two years in expanding the nation’s intercity rail network, promoting a vision for livable communities, and reinforcing funding for urban transit. Continuing those efforts would require identifying sources of increased revenue and a steadfast commitment to reducing the role of the automobile in American society. But there is little support for increased taxes from any side of the political table and there is a fundamental aversion from the mainstream Republican Party to the investments that have defined the government’s recent transportation strategy. Meanwhile, declining power of the purse resulting from a fuel tax last increased in 1993 means that the existing situation is unacceptable, at least if there is any sense that something must be done to expand investment in transportation infrastructure. Gridlock — and myopic thinking about how to improve mobility in the United States — will ensue.

HSR drains capital – California scandals.

Doyle ’12 (Michael Doyle is a reporter based in Washington, D.C. He covers California issues for the Modesto Bee and Fresno Bee and legal affairs for the McClatchy's Washington Bureau. McClatchy Washington Bureau – March 8, 2012 – lexis)
Federal auditors are now scrutinizing California's politically embattled high-speed rail program, in a search for facts that could turn up the heat. Prompted by Republican congressional skeptics, the non-partisan Government Accountability Office has started examining some of the most crucial questions surrounding the California project, including cost, ridership and potential ticket prices. "The fact that they are looking at it is good news for the taxpayer, and it's good news for the high-speed rail authority itself," Rep. Jeff Denham, R-Turlock, Calif., said in an interview Thursday. "We shouldn't just go out and waste money." The government watchdog agency confirmed Thursday that it is undertaking the California high-speed rail study in response to a congressional request made last December. A dozen House members, including Denham, House Majority Whip Kevin McCarthy, R-Bakersfield, and eight others from California, made the original request. With the help of some $3.6 billion in federal funds, combined with state dollars, the California High-Speed Rail Authority intends to start construction on an initial route connecting Bakersfield to Merced. Ultimately, the state plan calls for high-speed rail lines connecting Los Angeles with San Francisco, at a currently estimated price tag of some $98 billion. The federal auditors are supposed to probe some of the plan's most sensitive aspects, including: -- The amount of state and federal money that will be needed both to complete the project and to operate it annually. --The accuracy of the ridership projections relied upon by state officials in determining cost-effectiveness. The California High-Speed Rail Authority has projected attracting between 88 million and 117 million passengers annually by the year 2030. -- The price of tickets necessary to keep the rail project self-sustaining without continued reliance on government subsidies. For its own studies, the rail authority pegged ticket costs at half the average airfare between Los Angeles and San Francisco.

Senate opposes HSR funding, calls inefficient

Horng 11 

(Eric Horng, “US House stops high-speed rail money”, Friday, November 18, 2011, http://abclocal.go.com/wls/story?section=news/local/illinois&id=8436266)

But high-speed rail critics say it's a slow road to waste that is too expensive and impractical.  Opponents also argue the environmental benefits of high-speed rail will be offset as automakers are required to make more fuel efficient vehicles by 2025.  "Senator Durbin is leading the way for Illinois taxpayers to pay higher taxes in the future, because if he finds the money elsewhere, when the federal money runs out, Illinois taxpayers are going to have to make the payments," said John Tillman, Illinois Policy Institute.  For now, though, high-speed rail is money train appears stuck on the tracks.  

HSR slashed by democrats

Chris 11 

(Chris in Paris, “Senate panel to de-fund high speed rail program”, 9/21/2011, http://www.americablog.com/2011/09/senate-panel-to-de-fund-high-speed-rail.html)

President Barack Obama’s high-speed passenger rail initiative may be unfunded next year after a panel controlled by fellow Democrats approved legislation that contains no money for the program.  The Senate Appropriations subcommittee that sets the Transportation Department’s budget approved the spending plan yesterday, said John Bray, a spokesman for the panel. The full committee is scheduled to consider the bill today.  The high-speed rail program is “a casualty of the cuts mandated in the debt-limit deal” Obama and congressional Republican leaders struck in August, Senator Frank Lautenberg, a New Jersey Democrat and a supporter of the president’s program, said in an e-mailed statement. Lautenberg is a member of the transportation subcommittee. 

Plan costs political capital – GOP wants reductions in HSR spending 
Freemark ’11 (Yonah – Master of Science in Transportation from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology; Bachelor of Arts in Architecture, Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering, Yale University with Distinction. Also a freelance journalist who has been published in Planning Magazine; Next American City Magazine; Dissent; The Atlantic Cities; Next American City Online; and The Infrastructurist – He created and continues to write for the website The Transport Politic – The Transport Politic – “With Diminished Expectations, President Obama Renews Attempt to Expand Transportation Financing” – September 9th, 2011 – http://www.thetransportpolitic.com/2011/09/09/with-diminished-expectations-president-obama-renews-attempt-to-expand-transportation-financing/)
A year and two months away from the United States’ next big election, politics in Washington are at a virtual standstill, with Democrats and Republicans completely at odds with one another when it comes to government policies. The situation has aggravated an already difficult funding situation for the nation’s transportation, which lacks an adequate funding source and faces a murky future. Meanwhile, the unemployment situation worsens. President Obama’s speech tonight, in which he introduced a proposed American Jobs Act, was designed to stake a strong ground in opposition to the anti-investment GOP. In addition to a number of other policies, it promoted transportation investment as a great opportunity for reducing the rate of joblessness and improving the sometimes miserable condition of the country’s highways, rail, and transit. While the speech is unlikely to result in much Congressional action — Republicans do not seem inclined to support any of the President’s initiatives — it came across as thoughtful and in line with the nation’s great economic needs of the moment. For transportation, the bill would direct $50 billion to the construction of highways, transit, rail, and aviation. Another measure would deposit $10 billion into an infrastructure bank. Both funds would identify and sponsor the projects most likely to spur job growth as quickly as possible. Though the proposal was not laid out in further detail tonight, it represented another variation of the ramp-up in investments in transportation the Obama Administration has been attempting to promote for several years now. Even so, the project was a clear step back from the far more ambitious proposals Mr. Obama made at the beginning of the year, when he suggested directing $70.4 billion to highways, $18.5 billion to transit grants, and $8.0 billion to high-speed rail in 2012 alone. In response to the President’s new plans, House Majority Leader Eric Cantor (R-VA) criticized him for being unwilling to describe how the investments would be paid for, evidently unwilling to accept the Keynesian evidence that in difficult economic periods it is a good idea for governments to use deficit funding to support the economy. Chair of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee John Mica (R-FL) immediately articulated a position against the plans for the infrastructure bank, arguing that states should take on the responsibility. Just yesterday, the Republican leaders of the House Appropriations Committee unveiled their proposals for massive reductions in spending at the U.S. Department of Transportation, reducing highway expenditures to $27.7 billion in 2012 (from $41.8 billion in 2011) and transit formula spending to $5.2 billion (from $8.3 billion). No new New Start or Small Start transit capital grants would be funded. The high-speed rail program, which had once been one of Mr. Obama’s signature policies, would be entirely cut. These are austerity measures completely out of step with an economy desperately in need of stimulus, job creation, and infrastructure improvements.
HSR unpopular – GOP rejects federal money 
The Economist 6/12/12 
http://www.economist.com/blogs/gulliver/2012/06/high-speed-rail-california
AS HIGH-SPEED-RAIL projects across America have run into political trouble or been cancelled, California's—the largest and most ambitious—has continued to move forward. Proponents of fast trains hoped that a successful line in California could spur development elsewhere. But now even California's plan is in jeopardy. Its ambition has been scaled back and its projected costs have increased. Even voters have turned on it. A new survey by USC-Dornsife and the Los Angeles Times found that if given a second chance to vote on the 2008 $9 billion bond issue that is funding the early stages of the project, 59% of survey respondents would vote it down. Part of what's happened here is that high-speed rail, like almost everything promoted by President Barack Obama, has become an intensely partisan issue in America. Republican governors across the country have criticised high-speed projects and rejected federal money to fund rail development. Mr Obama, meanwhile, has redistributed the rejected money to states like California that are run by Democrats and are more receptive to high-speed rail. All this makes sense. Mr Obama made high-speed-rail funding a big part of his 2008 stimulus package, and political scientists generally believe that a president weighing in on an issue polarises people's opinions about it. In California, 76% of Republicans now oppose the high-speed-rail project, compared to just 47% of Democrats. 

Increase in DOT budget Unpopualr 

Increase in DOT budget unpopular among Republicans

Kapsanis 2/14 Writer and Editorial director of Paintsquare, a newspaper reporting on many industries (Karen, “DOT Budget Plan Built on Infrastructure”, Paintsquare, 14 February 2012. <http://www.paintsquare.com/news/?fuseaction=view&id=7174>.)

President Obama has unveiled a 2013 transportation budget proposal that would nearly double infrastructure spending over the next six years and step up the federal investment in pipeline safety. The centerpiece of the $74 billion plan is the roll-out of a six-year surface transportation reauthorization proposal for highway, bridge and mass transit projects. Pipeline safety, a growing national concern, would also see significant additional funding. The Department of Transportation says the budget “would be fully paid for, using half of the six-year savings achieved from ramping down the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, with the other half used to pay down the national debt.” The 2013 DOT budget proposal is a 2 percent increase over 2012. 6 Years, $476B The surface transportation proposal totals $476 billion over six years. It includes: • $305 billion to build and repair U.S.  roads and bridges (a 34 percent increase over the previous authorization) using accelerated programs; • $108 billion in funding for what DOT calls “affordable, sustainable, and efficient transit options”—a 105 percent increase over the previous authorization; • $47 billion for high-speed rail; and • $12.3 billion for safety programs. The plan also streamlines many DOT programs, consolidating 55 highway programs into five and five transit programs into two. The initial investment would be $50 billion in 2012. Pipeline & Hazmat Safety The 2013 DOT request also seeks $276 million for the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA), a $75 million increase over the FY 2012 allocation. The request includes $177 million for the administration’s Pipeline Safety Reform initiative, launched in 2011 in the wake of several deadly pipeline explosions and environmentally damaging leaks. The request—$67 million more than allocated in FY2012—would beef up federal pipeline inspection ranks and invest $13 million in R&D. Those funds would allow PHMSA to “amend its project evaluation and decision process so there is no industry participation,” the agency said. Critics have accused PHMSA of being too cozy with the pipeline industry, allowing inspection, testing and maintenance lapses that led to serious accidents. On the hazmat side, additional funding would go for investigators and personnel to review and process hazmat transportation applications. The budget also anticipates a new Special Permit and Approvals user fee from companies that transport hazardous materials. The additional funding request follows bipartisan enactment of the 2011 Pipeline Safety, Regulatory Certainty, and Job Creation Act, which the President signed in January. Maritime Administration The DOT budget proposes $146 million—$10 million less than the 2012 allocation—for the federal Maritime Administration, which includes the U.S. Merchant Marine Academy and six State Maritime Academies. The $10 million requested for ship disposal would add $4 million to that program. The Maritime Security Program would receive $186 million; no additional funds are requested for the Assistance to Small Shipyards program. Cheers, Jeers DOT Secretary Ray LaHood said the plan would “enable us to build the American infrastructure we need for tomorrow while putting people back to work today.” “A strong American economy depends on the roadways, runways, and railways that move people and goods from coast to coast and around the globe,” said LaHood. Republicans immediately denounced the proposal as election-year pandering. Senate Republican Leader Mitch McConnell of Kentucky called it a “campaign document” that would “make the economy worse.” “The president is shirking his responsibility to lead and using this budget to divide,” McConnell said in a statement. House Speaker John Boehner called Obama’s budget plan “a gloomy reflection of his failed policies” and a “collection of rehashes, gimmicks, and tax increases” that is “bad for job creation, our economy, and America’s seniors.” Budget Cuts Obama noted that the transportation plan depends in part on cuts from other agencies— “difficult cuts that, frankly, I wouldn’t normally make if they weren’t absolutely necessary,” he said in remarks at Northern Virginia Community College outside Washington, D.C.  “What that allows us to do is to invest in the things that will help grow our economy right now,” he said. “We can’t cut back on those things that are important for us to grow. We can’t just cut our way into growth.”

Sustainable transportation 
Sustainable transportation policies drain capital – The House will block based on voting demographics.

Freemark ’12 (Yonah – Master of Science in Transportation from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology; Bachelor of Arts in Architecture, Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering, Yale University with Distinction. Also a freelance journalist who has been published in Planning Magazine; Next American City Magazine; Dissent; The Atlantic Cities; Next American City Online; and The Infrastructurist – He created and continues to write for the website The Transport Politic – The Transport Politic – February 6th, 2012 – http://www.thetransportpolitic.com/2012/02/06/time-to-fight/)
The strange and laudable part of the Senate side of the story — at least as compared to the House — is the bipartisan nature of decision-making there. Why are Republicans in the Senate promoting a transportation bill that explicitly would promote multimodalism as a goal, in a contrast to the highway focus of their peers in the House? Why are they accepting environmental criteria as appropriate measures of quality in transportation policy? Perhaps the Democratic Party’s control of the Senate makes fighting such ideas a waste of time. Or perhaps longer Senate terms in office allow clearer, more reasonable thinking. Whatever the reason, in the long-term, it is hard to envision reversing the continued growth of the GOP’s strident opposition to sustainable transportation investments in the House. As I have documented, density of population correlates strongly and positively with the Democratic Party vote share in Congressional elections; the result has been that the House Republicans have few electoral reasons to articulate policies that benefit cities. Those who believe in the importance of a sane transportation policy need to make more of an effort to advance a sane transportation politics to residents of suburban and rural areas, who also benefit from efforts to improve environmental quality, mobility alternatives, and congestion relief, but perhaps are not yet convinced of that fact. Doing so would encourage politicians hoping for votes outside of the city core — Democratic or Republican — to promote alternatives to the all-highways meme that currently rules the GOP in the House.

Mass Transit Unpopular 

Mass transit policies are unpopular – GOP will block due to electoral demographics

Freemark ’11 (Yonah – Master of Science in Transportation from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology; Bachelor of Arts in Architecture, Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering, Yale University with Distinction. Also a freelance journalist who has been published in Planning Magazine; Next American City Magazine; Dissent; The Atlantic Cities; Next American City Online; and The Infrastructurist – He created and continues to write for the website The Transport Politic – The Transport Politic – “Understanding the Republican Party’s Reluctance to Invest in Transit Infrastructure”
January 25th, 2011 – http://www.thetransportpolitic.com/2011/01/25/understanding-the-republican-partys-reluctance-to-invest-in-transit-infrastructure/)

Highway funding, on the other hand, has remained relatively stable throughout, and that’s no surprise, either: The middle 50% of congressional districts, representing about half of the American population, features populations that live in neighborhoods of low to moderate densities, fully reliant on cars to get around. It is only in the densest sections of the country that transit (or affordable housing, for instance) is even an issue — which is why it appears to be mostly of concern to the Democratic Party. Republicans in the House for the most part do not have to answer to voters who are interested in improved public transportation. This situation, of course, should be of significant concern to those who would advocate for better transit. To put matters simply, few House Republicans have any electoral reason to promote such projects, and thus, for the most part they don’t. But that produces a self-reinforcing loop; noting the lack of GOP support for urban needs, city voters push further towards the Democrats. And sensing that the Democratic Party is a collection of urbanites, those from elsewhere push away. It’s hard to know how to reverse this problem.

Mass Transit is unpopular

Chicago Tribune 2/15 (“Mass transit fund debate splits GOP Congress members,”
http://articles.chicagotribune.com/2012-02-15/news/ct-met-congress-transit-funding-20120214_1_mass-transit-transportation-bill-highway-trust-fund) 

A largely partisan clash in Washington over federal funding for mass transit could jeopardize up to $450 million a year for Chicago-area bus and train projects, transportation officials said Monday. The funding debate also has caused a rift in the ranks of area Republican members of Congress, who find themselves torn between loyalty to GOP leaders in Washington and pressure from Chicago transit agencies. The House is expected to vote this week on a major transportation bill that could drastically change the way agencies such as the CTA, Metra and Pace get money to buy new buses, rebuild tracks and maintain equipment. Officials say long-range, big-ticket projects like Metra's rebuilding of Union Pacific North line bridges and the CTA's plan to rehabilitate Red and Purple Line stations are threatened. The legislation would curtail the use of motor fuel tax money for mass transit. Instead, that revenue would be devoted entirely to roads and bridges. Mass transit would be funded for five years by a one-time general appropriation of $40 billion, the source of which is yet to be determined. Supporters say the measure is needed to keep the federal highway trust fund solvent without raising fuel taxes. Critics such as Democratic U.S. Rep. Dan Lipinski say the bill would endanger mass transit projects and deprive agencies of an assured source of revenue.

NextGen Unpopular

NextGen unpopular – republicans cut FAA budget 
Zafar ’11 (Walid Zafar writer and researcher for Media Matters Action Network “House Republicans plan to Cut FAA Budget Despite Safety Concerns” Political Correction http://politicalcorrection.org/blog/201103250011) 

Early Wednesday morning, the controller manning the tower at Reagan National Airport fell asleep. For the second time in as many years, the tower went silent, forcing two jetliners to land without radio contact with the airport. Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood responded to the incident by immediately ordering an examination of scheduling issues at the nation's airports. "It is not acceptable to have just one controller in the tower managing air traffic in this critical airspace," he said. The incident comes just as the House is set to take up a four-year reauthorization of the FAA's budget, which calls for scaling back the FAA's funding to 2008 levels. According to Rep. Jerry Costello (D-IL), the ranking member of the House Transportation Committee's subcommittee on aviation, the proposal "could require the agency to furlough hundreds of safety-related employees." Former FAA Administrator Marion Blakey, who served from 2002 to 2007, has said that "The prospect is really devastating to jobs and to our future, if we really have to roll back [to 2008 levels] and stop NextGen in its tracks." Republicans have defended their draconian budget cuts by arguing that deficit spending is hurting the security of the nation. Many of their cuts, however, from border and port security to the tsunami warning system and now to the FAA's operational budget, actually put the lives of Americans at risk. The Republican-proposed funding bill also contains what Costello has called a "poison pill." As Brian Beutler reported earlier in the month, "The FAA reauthorization bill winding its way through the House would re-establish old rules, which say that if a worker doesn't vote in a unionization election, their heads will still be counted as 'no' votes."

Congress opposes Next Generation Air Transportation System-NAS

Robert W. Poole, Jr., 2007, Reason Foundation, “The Urgent need to reform The FAA’s

Air Traffic Control system” http://www.policyarchive.org/handle/10207/bitstreams/5798.pdf
The third impediment to implementing a fundamentally different approach is political. The network-centric model can deliver major cost savings, ultimately providing two to three times the ATC capacity with the same number of—or even fewer—people because the 8 Reason Foundation changed paradigm makes the operations dramatically less labor-intensive. However, realizing these gains requires relatively swift retirement of huge numbers of costly radars and other ground-based navaids and consolidation of numerous ATC facilities.  One current proposal would replace 21 en route centers and 171 TRACONs with 35 air traffic service hubs while redesigning all U.S. airspace. 12 Physical control towers located at each airport would gradually be phased out as “virtual tower” functions are built into the new super-hubs.  As with the closing of military bases, Congress has a history of resisting the closure and consolidation of ATC facilities.  The original 1982 NAS Plan included plans for facility consolidation, which were quietly dropped after it became clear that getting them through Congress would be very difficult. Congress came extremely close to forbidding the FAA’s recent success in outsourcing its Flight Service Station system, which involved consolidating from 58 facilities to 20 facilities. The prohibition was ultimately defeated due to a credible veto threat from the White House. Many observers expect that, if left to the annual appropriations process, a facility consolidation of the magnitude being considered for the next-generation system would suffer the same fate as the consolidations proposed in the NAS Plan. 
NextGen’s huge cost overrun unpopular with congress

Tad DeHaven, 2010, Cato Institute, “Huge Cost Overrun for FAA's NextGen” http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/huge-cost-overrun-faas-nextgen
According to this analysis, implementing the highest performance levels envisioned in the [Integrated Work Plan] for ground and aircraft capabilities by 2025 could increase NextGen’s costs significantly beyond the initial cost estimate of $40 billion (e.g., in some scenarios that require every aircraft to be equipped with extensive avionics in a shorter time frame, estimated costs can go as high as $160 billion). If the highest performance levels are implemented over a longer period, by 2035, the cost estimates would be lower, but still would be considerably higher than $40 billion. As a Cato essay on airports and air traffic control points out, the FAA has a poor track record when it comes to implementing new technologies:  The FAA has been attempting to modernize its system, expand capacity, and increase its productivity for decades. But dozens of reports over the years from the Government Accountability Office and the Office of Inspector General in the Department of Transportation have faulted the FAA for poor management of major projects, which are often delayed and over budget. The Advanced Automation System, Wide Area Augmentation System, and other major projects have had large cost overruns and been years behind schedule or cancelled.

National Infrastructure bank unpopular  

New infrastructure banks unpopular in congress

New Civil Engineer 11

New Civil Engineer[Premier magazine specializing in infrastructure developments]/Obama's National Infrastructure Bank plan slammed/Oct 13, 2011
ProQuest

US congressman and transport officials and experts have slammed Obama's plan for a National Infrastructure Bank, claiming it would add to the amount of red tape and federal bureaucracy that already slows down and diverts funding away from transport and infrastructure projects. Members of the Congress Transportation Committee - and witnesses speaking to a committee hearing - highlighted existing federal programmes and authorities that could be strengthened to finance infrastructure projects more effectively than simply increasing the size of the government. Thirty-three state infrastructure banks already exist. "We must use every responsible mechanism possible to move projects and expand our capacity to finance infrastructure maintenance and improvements, but a National Infrastructure Bank is dead on arrival in Congress," said Republican committee chairman John Mica. "Thirty-three state infrastructure banks already exist and we can ensure financing and build upon this foundation without creating a new level of federal bureaucracy. "We do not need to create more federal bureaucracy. In fact, with over 100 separate federal surface transportation programmes, we need less bureaucracy," he said, "The federal government also has existing financing programs that serve the same purpose as a National Infrastructure Bank, such as TIFIA, RRIF and others, that we can improve and strengthen. " .

Infrastructure bank unpopular among Republicans, that’s key

Johnson 11

Fawn Johnson[Editor for the National Journal]/Slow Going on Infrastructure Funding/Feb 3, 2011
ProQuest

Even when politicians use the same words, they can be talking about different things. Take a topic that's getting increasing attention in transportation circles. Both the Obama administration and Republicans in Congress are calling for more private-sector investment in highways, bridges, railroads, and pipelines. The two parties' statements on the topic are eerily similar. Both tout "public-private partnerships" as an answer to the country's perennial infrastructure shortfalls. But Democrats' and Republicans' use of the same stock phrase creates the false impression that they agree on what it means, when, in fact, they do not. Their definitions are far apart. For President Obama, the term means government first. For most Republicans, it means business first. Republicans believe that the way to attract Wall Street investment in infrastructure is to reduce the government's involvement: A limited, streamlined federal role creates fertile ground for business investment to grow. Private-equity firms put up money to help big transportation projects get off the ground, then get a return on their investment through tolls or fares. This concept dovetails nicely with House GOP leaders' intention to cut federal spending, particularly nondefense discretionary spending. The Obama administration, on the other hand, envisages a government role in transportation that is far from minimal. When officials tout the idea of public-private partnerships, they are talking about massive government-blessed and taxpayer-financed projects in which Wall Street investors can, if they choose, put some of their money. Private-sector involvement isn't required to bring these projects to fruition, in the White House plan. If public-private deals did occur, they would be almost incidental to Obama's main goal, which is to support large endeavors that employ several modes of transit and create jobs. In the coming months, these contrasting visions will collide. From one direction, Obama is making a renewed push for more infrastructure spending and a national infrastructure bank or fund that will reflect his view of the most effective government-business partnership. From the other direction, the House Republicans' focus on major cuts in discretionary domestic spending--and the possibility of reauthorizing transportation-infrastructure legislation that has been operating on stopgap extensions since 2009--will force the GOP to clarify its approach to building roads, bridges, and other public works. In many ways, the argument over transportation policy is a microcosm of the debate that's being joined in Washington and around the nation over the appropriate role of government. Which level of government should play the dominant role in setting policy--federal or state. Should federal spending on long-term projects such as roads and bridges forge ahead despite massive budget deficits, or should it take a backseat to deficit-reduction efforts. Should government maintain its traditional control over infrastructure or turn over some of its functions to private enterprise. Similar questions punctuate debates over education, health care, telecommunications, energy, and other policy areas. How they get answered over the next couple of years will help determine whether the pressures of mounting national debt and increased Republican clout at the federal and state levels will fundamentally reshape the role of government. When it come to transportation, at least, it could be that both parties have part of the answer--that increasing private-sector involvement and maximizing state and local decision-making are key, but so also is the federal government's ability to provide seed money and expertise that local officials often lack.

Infrastructure Bank unpopular in Congress

Cama 11

Timothy Cama[Staff Reporter for Transport Topics]/Oct 17, 2011
ProQuest

WASHINGTON -President Obama's proposal for a $10 billion national infrastructure bank is "dead on arrival," the chairman of the House transportation committee said last week, and other Republicans on the panel said the bank was unnecessary because its goals could be achieved through other means. "A national infrastructure bank, as proposed . . . is dead on arrival in the House of Representatives," Rep. John Mica (R-FIa. ), chairman of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, said at an Oct. 12 hearing of that panel's highways subcommittee. Obama proposed the bank in early September to "leverage private and public capital and to invest in a broad range of infrastructure projects of national and regional significance, without earmarks or traditional political influence," the White House said. Congress has not passed a new transportation spending authorization Dill since the previous one expired in September 2009 and instead has passed seven extensions, the most recent last month. House Republicans and Senate Democrats have proposed vastly different bills for a long-term reauthorization. "The White House plan already duplicates the plan in the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Investment Act," Rep. Howard Coble (R-N. C. ) said, referring to an existing Department of Transportation program, known as TIFIA, which provides loans and loan guarantees for highway projects. "It makes no sense . . . to create a completely new bureaucracy, costing upwards of $270 million, when the [TIFIA] already accomplishes that goal," he said. The infrastructure bank, part of the proposed American Jobs Act, is modeled after the Building and Upgrading Infrastructure for Long- Term Development Act, introduced by a bipartisan group of senators in March (3-28, p. 5). The bank would provide direct loans and loan guarantees to state and local governments for various infrastructure projects, not only in transportation. Supervised by a board of seven selected by the president, the bank would get an initial capitalization of $10 billion. "I think the infrastructure bank . . . could make an excellent addition to our armory of tools to address our infrastructure needs," Rep. Jerrold Nadler (D-N. Y. ) said. The House highways panel also heard from experts on transportation financing, and all but one of them spoke in opposition to the proposal.

Uniqueness 

Jackson Vanik repeal will pass– bipart support and WTO 
Needham 6/21 (Vicki, reporter for the Hill, Reporter for Island Packet, editor for Orange County Register, graduate from Northwestern University, Trinity University, The Hill, “Senators, Obama administration aim for compromise on Russia trade”, http://thehill.com/blogs/on-the-money/1005-trade/234173-senators-obama- administration-aim-for-compromise-on-russia-trade)

Senate Finance Committee members said Thursday are backing a plan to link legislation repealing Jackson-Vanik, which allow for grant normal permanent normal trade relations (PNTR) with Moscow, with a human rights bill that would punish Russian officials involved with the death of lawyer Sergei Magnitsky, who died in police custody.  Obama administration officials, U.S. Trade Representative Ron Kirk and Deputy Secretary of State William Burns, told the Finance panel on Thursday that they prefer separate tracks for the two measures but will continue to work with lawmakers toward a compromise to pass a measure before the August recess. Regardless of current differences, lawmakers and Obama administration officials agree that PNTR needs to be granted before Russia joins the World Trade Organization (WTO) in August. Burns acknowledged Thursday that there is a "constructive dialogue" continuing with lawmakers and that the administration's concerns are being considered. He opted to reserve a final opinion on how the administration will react until a bill emerges from the Senate. House Ways and Means Chairman Dave Camp (R-Mich.), who held a Wednesday hearing, is siding with the Obama administration in pressing for a "clean" PNTR bill.

Jackson Vanik repeal will pass but political capital is key

The Hill 6/24  (“Business Groups See Progress in Moving Russia Trade Bill,” The Hill, 6/24/12, http://thehill.com/blogs/on-the-money/1005-trade/234439-business-groups-see-progress-on-russia-trade-bill)//SR
Business groups say they feel encouraged that Congress will approve Russian trade legislation before the August recess. The groups said the Obama administration will have to work quickly to bridge their differences to pass the legislation, but the groups expressed confidence it would get done. “A lot of progress was made this week,” said David Thomas, vice president for trade policy, with the Business Roundtable. Lawmakers on Capitol Hill along with trade officials are trying to balance the passage of permanent normal trade relations (PNTR) for Russia with a push by a broad coalition of lawmakers to link the measure with human rights legislation. The latter bill would withhold visas for Russian officials accused of human rights violations. Hearings at the House Ways and Means and Senate Finance committees this week revealed the gap between lawmakers and the White House, which opposes the linkage and finds itself in an unlikely partnership with Capitol Hill Republicans. U.S. Trade Representative Ron Kirk and House Republicans are calling for lawmakers to pass a clean repeal of the Jackson-Vanik provision, which would grant Russia permanent normal trade relations. 

Jackson-Vanik repeal has strong bipartisan support

Vasilyeva 6-17

By NATALIYA VASILYEVA, MOSCOW. Business reporter at Associated Press. Past: Assistant Editor at American Chamber of Commerce in Russia, English translator at Kommersant Publishing House, Translator at Eksmo Education: The London School of Journalism June 17, 2012, 05:26AM ET. Bloomburg Buissnessweek. “US Official urges repeal of Russia trade law.” 

U.S. Trade Representative Ron Kirk said Thursday that the repeal of a U.S. law that can be used to put trade restrictions on Russia is a top priority for his office this year. The Cold War-era Jackson-Vanik amendment denies normal trading arrangements to non-market countries that restrict emigration. It was originally a reaction to hurdles the Soviet Union put up for Jews who wanted to leave the country in the 1970s. Although Russia has not restricted emigration in any way since 1991 and the U.S. has granted Russia annual waivers since 1994, the law remains in force and is an irritant to investors and Russian politicians. Russia has wrapped up negotiations on membership in the World Trade Organization, and its parliament is expected to ratify Russia's membership on July 4. "Once Russia becomes a member of the World Trade Organization, we need to make sure that American businesses have the full advantages of that, and therefore it's necessary for us to lift Jackson-Vanik," Kirk told the American Chamber of Commerce in Russia. Some U.S. lawmakers have indicated they would support repeal of Jackson-Vanik in exchange for passage of the so-called Magnitsky bill that would bar Russian officials accused of human rights abuses from the United States. That bill calls for publicly identifying Russians tied to human rights abuses, but the Obama administration worries that could affect relations with Moscow. The bill was introduced by two Democrats and also is backed by prominent Republicans, including Sen. John McCain.\\
Will pass now – bipart support but political capital is key

JTA 6/14 (JTA, global Jewish news service, “Senators introduce Jackson-Vanik repeal for Russia” http://www.jta.org/news/article/2012/06/14/3098196/senators-introduce-jackson-vanik-repeal-for-russia 6/14/12)

A bipartisan slate of U.S. senators introduced a bill that would graduate Russia out of Jackson-Vanik trade restrictions. The bill, introduced Tuesday by Sens. Max Baucus (D-Montana), the chairman of the Senate Finance Committee; John Thune (R-S.D.), the senior Republican on the Senate's International Trade subcommittee; John Kerry, the chairman of the Senate's Foreign Relations Committee; and John McCain, the senior Republican on the Armed Services Committee, finds Russia "in full compliance with the freedom of emigration requirements" of the law passed at a time when the former Soviet Union was inhibiting Jewish emigration. Russia wants the 1970s-era restrictions on trade lifted to facilitate its joining the World Trade Organization. The WTO invited Russia to join last November. The Baucus bill is backed by NCSJ: Advocates on Behalf of Jews in Russia, Ukraine, the Baltic States & Eurasia."Russia has satisfied the central requirement of the amendment's intent: the right to emigrate," NCSJ Chairman Richard Stone said in a statement. "Jews are able to decide to emigrate or to choose to remain in Russia, where they can practice Judaism and participate in Jewish culture without reservation." A number of human rights groups oppose lifting Jackson-Vanik, and legislation is under consideration in the U.S. House of Representatives that would sanction officials implicated in human rights abuses.

Jackson Vanik will pass – Magnitsky will be a separate bill

Reuters, 6-13-12 [“Sanctions Repeal Has Bipartisan Support,” http://www.themoscowtimes.com/business/article/sanctions-repeal-has-bipartisan-support/460228.html]

WASHINGTON — A bipartisan group of four senior U.S. senators Tuesday unveiled a bill to boost trade with Russia by eliminating a Cold War-era provision, and said they would push for approval of a separate bill to address Russian human rights abuses. "This is an opportunity to double our exports to Russia and create thousands of jobs across every sector of the U.S. economy, all at no cost to the U.S. whatsoever," Senate Finance Committee Chairman Max Baucus said in a statement. Baucus was joined on the bill to establish "permanent normal trade relations" with Russia by Senate Foreign Affairs Committee Chairman John Kerry, a Massachusetts Democrat, and Senator John McCain, the top Republican on the Senate Armed Services Committee. Senator Orrin Hatch, the top Republican on the Finance Committee, was conspicuously absent, but another Republican on the panel, Senator John Thune, attached his name to the legislation. Russia is expected to enter the Geneva-based World Trade Organization by the end of August. That has put pressure on Congress to establish permanent normal trade relations by removing Russia from a 1974 law known as the Jackson-Vanik amendment, which links trade relations to the rights of Russian Jews to emigrate freely.

Will pass without Magnitsky – key businesses 

AP, 6-13-12 [“U.S. Republicans Fire Back Over Jackson-Vanik Repeal,” 

http://www.themoscowtimes.com/business/article/us-republicans-fire-back-over-jackson-vanik-repeal/460280.html]

Major U.S. business groups, which say normalizing trade with Russia is a top priority for this year, have also expressed concerns about connecting the trade bill to the human rights issue. The White House, which prefers a clean trade bill, would like to drop a provision in the Magnitsky bill that calls for the naming of rights abusers. McCain said that while he supports the trade bill, "the extension of permanent normal trade relations status and the repeal of the Jackson-Vanik amendment must be accompanied by the passage of the Magnitsky Act." U.S. exports to Russia are now about $9 billion a year, and economists predict that could double within five years with normal trade relations. Andrew Somers, president and CEO of the American Chamber of Commerce in Russia, expressed the chamber's strong support for the introduction of a bill in the U.S. Senate granting Russia permanent normal trade relations.

Jackson-Vanik will pass - it’s a top priority for Obama, and it’s gaining congressional support. 
Barkley, 6-12-12 [Tom, MarketWatch, “U.S. senators push for more open trade with Russia,” http://www.marketwatch.com/story/us-senators-push-for-more-open-trade-with-russia-2012-06-12]
WASHINGTON--A bipartisan group of senators introduced legislation Tuesday to lift trade restrictions on Russia, with the aim of passing the bill along with measures to protect human rights in the country before it joins the World Trade Organization as expected this summer. The bill would approve permanent, normal trade relations with Russia by the August recess, a top trade priority for the Obama administration. But Senate Finance Committee Chairman Max Baucus (D., Mont.) also vowed to incorporate provisions being championed by an increasing number of lawmakers on both sides to punish Russian officials for any human-rights violations. Administration officials have called for Congress to pass the trade bill separately from any human-rights legislation, a plan that has also been supported by Rep. Dave Camp (R., Mich.), chairman of the House Ways and Means Committee, which overseas trade issues. Mr. Baucus said that once the Senate passes the bill, he would work with the House to ensure any final version of the legislation includes the full text of the so-called "Magnitsky" bill, named after a lawyer who died in a Russian prison in 2009 after accusing government officials of fraud. "This is an opportunity to double our exports to Russia and create thousands of jobs across every sector of the U.S. economy, all at no cost to the U.S. whatsoever," said Baucus in a statement. Foreign Relations Committee Chairman John Kerry (D, Mass.), who unveiled the legislation along with Mr. Baucus, Sen. John McCain (R, Ariz.) and Sen. John Thune (R, S.D.) said the legislation will "make real progress on the human rights and democratic reform agenda as well." McCain stressed the trade bill must be accompanied by the human-rights legislation. The legislation comes on the same day that a leading business group launched a lobbying and public-relations blitz to push for approval of permanent, normal trade relations with Russia by the August recess. "This could go quite quickly," Mr. Engler told reporters during an event announcing the lobbying campaign. "On the core issue, there is not fierce opposition, and there is not a political divide." William Lane, Caterpillar Inc.'s (CAT) Washington director, also expressed confidence that the trade bill could be passed by the recess, but said he expected the human-rights legislation to be passed separately.

Will be repealed– gaining congressional support now
Market Watch 6/12 (“U.S. Senators Push for More Open Relations with Russia”, The Wall Street Journal, http://www.marketwatch.com/story/us-senators-push-for-more-open-trade-with-russia-2012-06-12>.)
A bipartisan group of senators introduced legislation Tuesday to lift trade restrictions on Russia, with the aim of passing the bill along with measures to protect human rights in the country before it joins the World Trade Organization as expected this summer. The bill would approve permanent, normal trade relations with Russia by the August recess, a top trade priority for the Obama administration. But Senate Finance Committee Chairman Max Baucus (D., Mont.) also vowed to incorporate provisions being championed by an increasing number of lawmakers on both sides to punish Russian officials for any human-rights violations. Administration officials have called for Congress to pass the trade bill separately from any human-rights legislation, a plan that has also been supported by Rep. Dave Camp (R., Mich.), chairman of the House Ways and Means Committee, which overseas trade issues. Mr. Baucus said that once the Senate passes the bill, he would work with the House to ensure any final version of the legislation includes the full text of the so-called "Magnitsky" bill, named after a lawyer who died in a Russian prison in 2009 after accusing government officials of fraud. "This is an opportunity to double our exports to Russia and create thousands of jobs across every sector of the U.S. economy, all at no cost to the U.S. whatsoever," said Baucus in a statement. Foreign Relations Committee Chairman John Kerry (D, Mass.), who unveiled the legislation along with Mr. Baucus, Sen. John McCain (R, Ariz.) and Sen. John Thune (R, S.D.) said the legislation will "make real progress on the human rights and democratic reform agenda as well." McCain stressed the trade bill must be accompanied by the human-rights legislation. The legislation comes on the same day that a leading business group launched a lobbying and public-relations blitz to push for approval of permanent, normal trade relations with Russia by the August recess. John Engler, president of the Business Roundtable, a group of executives from multinational firms, said the trade bill's passage appears increasingly achievable despite the onset of the U.S. elections and growing tensions with Russia over human rights and foreign policy. "This could go quite quickly," Mr. Engler told reporters during an event announcing the lobbying campaign. "On the core issue, there is not fierce opposition, and there is not a political divide." William Lane, Caterpillar Inc.'s (CAT) Washington director, also expressed confidence that the trade bill could be passed by the recess, but said he expected the human-rights legislation to be passed separately. To establish permanent, normal trade relations with Russia, Congress has to repeal Jackson-Vanik, a 1974 measure that prevents the U.S. from granting most-favored-nation status to countries that restrict emigration. Those restrictions have been waived on a yearly basis, but Russian officials have said they must be repealed for the U.S. to receive the same benefits as other countries once it joins the WTO. Russian officials have also warned of retaliation if any legislation imposes new human-rights measures in place of Jackson-Vanik.

Obama Pushing/ Top of Docket

Top of Docket – has to pass by August

Needham 6/18 (Reporter of Congress for The Hill, a congressional newspaper that publishes daily when Congress is in session, with a special focus on business and lobbying, political campaigns (Vikki, “Obama Presses for Improved Trade Ties with Russia”, The Hill, 18 June 2012. <http://thehill.com/blogs/on-the-money/1005-trade/233311-obama-presses-for-improved-trade-ties-with-russia>.) 

President Obama urged Congress on Monday to repeal a human-rights provision that will open up trade for U.S. businesses to Russia. Obama met Monday with Russian President Vladimir Putin and emphasized the need to improve and expand trade ties between the two nations at the Group of 20 summit in Los Cabos, Mexico. "In particular, we discussed the need to expand trade and commercial ties between the United States and Russia, which are still far below where they should be," Obama said during a press conference following the meeting. "And I emphasized my priority of having Congress repeal Jackson-Vanik, provide permanent trade relations status to Russia so that American businesses can take advantage of the extraordinary opportunities now that Russia is a member of the WTO," he said. Russia has scheduled a July 4 vote on its World Trade Organization membership, meaning Congress will have 30 days to repeal the nearly 40-year-old Jackson-Vanik provision that will pave the way for permanent normal trade relations (PNTR). Neither leader mentioned in their remarks, a human rights bill under consideration by Congress that could be tied to PNTR legislation.  
It’s a top priority for Obama and has lots of support

Lally, 6-7-12 [Kathy, Washington Post, “Congress advances bill to pressure Russia on human rights,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/world/europe/congress-advances-bill-to-pressure-russia-on-human-rights/2012/06/07/gJQA44uXLV_story.html]

The dispute has boiled over into Russia’s accession to the World Trade Organization, which is expected to become complete this summer. (The Russian parliament on Thursday set a ratification vote for July 4.) Membership has been a hard-fought victory for the White House, aimed at making Russia a more integral part of the world community and subject to the rules of international organizations. But in order for U.S. businesses to take full advantage of Russia’s new status, the United States must grant Russia permanent normal trade relations and repeal the Jackson-Vanik amendment as it applies to Moscow. The Cold War-era amendment was meant to pressure the Soviet Union to allow the emigration of Jews, and there appears to be near-universal agreement that its time has passed and that it should be lifted. But ardent supporters of the Magnitsky act, such as Sen. Benjamin L. Cardin (D-Md.), are intent on replacing Jackson-Vanik with Magnitsky, despite pressure from American businesses. Speaking to the American Chamber of Commerce in Russia on Thursday, U.S. Trade Representative Ron Kirk reiterated the importance of removing Russia from Jackson-Vanik without tying it to passage of the Magnitsky bill. “Our priority is for the Congress to lift Jackson-Vanik in a clean bill which deals only with the issue relevant to our ability to maintain our competitiveness,” Kirk said.

AT: Elections

Passage still achievable despite elections

Market Watch 6/12 (“U.S. Senators Push for More Open Relations with Russia”, The Wall Street Journal, http://www.marketwatch.com/story/us-senators-push-for-more-open-trade-with-russia-2012-06-12>.)

A bipartisan group of senators introduced legislation Tuesday to lift trade restrictions on Russia, with the aim of passing the bill along with measures to protect human rights in the country before it joins the World Trade Organization as expected this summer. The bill would approve permanent, normal trade relations with Russia by the August recess, a top trade priority for the Obama administration. But Senate Finance Committee Chairman Max Baucus (D., Mont.) also vowed to incorporate provisions being championed by an increasing number of lawmakers on both sides to punish Russian officials for any human-rights violations. Administration officials have called for Congress to pass the trade bill separately from any human-rights legislation, a plan that has also been supported by Rep. Dave Camp (R., Mich.), chairman of the House Ways and Means Committee, which overseas trade issues. Mr. Baucus said that once the Senate passes the bill, he would work with the House to ensure any final version of the legislation includes the full text of the so-called "Magnitsky" bill, named after a lawyer who died in a Russian prison in 2009 after accusing government officials of fraud. "This is an opportunity to double our exports to Russia and create thousands of jobs across every sector of the U.S. economy, all at no cost to the U.S. whatsoever," said Baucus in a statement. Foreign Relations Committee Chairman John Kerry (D, Mass.), who unveiled the legislation along with Mr. Baucus, Sen. John McCain (R, Ariz.) and Sen. John Thune (R, S.D.) said the legislation will "make real progress on the human rights and democratic reform agenda as well." McCain stressed the trade bill must be accompanied by the human-rights legislation. The legislation comes on the same day that a leading business group launched a lobbying and public-relations blitz to push for approval of permanent, normal trade relations with Russia by the August recess. John Engler, president of the Business Roundtable, a group of executives from multinational firms, said the trade bill's passage appears increasingly achievable despite the onset of the U.S. elections and growing tensions with Russia over human rights and foreign policy. "This could go quite quickly," Mr. Engler told reporters during an event announcing the lobbying campaign. "On the core issue, there is not fierce opposition, and there is not a political divide." William Lane, Caterpillar Inc.'s (CAT) Washington director, also expressed confidence that the trade bill could be passed by the recess, but said he expected the human-rights legislation to be passed separately. To establish permanent, normal trade relations with Russia, Congress has to repeal Jackson-Vanik, a 1974 measure that prevents the U.S. from granting most-favored-nation status to countries that restrict emigration. Those restrictions have been waived on a yearly basis, but Russian officials have said they must be repealed for the U.S. to receive the same benefits as other countries once it joins the WTO. Russian officials have also warned of retaliation if any legislation imposes new human-rights measures in place of Jackson-Vanik.

Empirics go neg – Agenda will pass just proves political capital is key

The Hill 2/21 (http://thehill.com/opinion/editorials/211877-258-days-to-go)

Legislating in an election year is not easy, and with both congressional chambers and the White House up for grabs, attempting to pass bills will be viewed through an election prism. House Republicans’ plan, for example, to scuttle portions of Obama’s healthcare reform law and call for more domestic drilling. Similarly, Senate Democrats will vote to raise taxes on millionaires and seek passage of a scaled-back immigration reform measure. None of these bills will pass, but the votes will be ammunition on the campaign trail. The odds are against a sweeping bill becoming law in 2012. Yet lawmakers passed the Civil Rights Act in 1964. Tax reform passed in 1986, welfare reform cleared Congress in 1996 and the Troubled Asset Relief Program became law in 2008. The common thread? They were all election years.

Magnitsky will pass 

Magnitsky Clears Key Senate Panel, will pass soon

Solash, 6-26

By Richard Solash. Correspondent at Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty, Junior Correspondent at Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty

Editorial Assistant at Passport Magazine, Central Newsroom Intern at Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty. Columbia University - Graduate School of Journalism, Harvard University.  June 26, 2012 “Magnitsky Bill Clear Key U.S. Senate Panel.”


A key U.S. Senate panel has unanimously endorsed legislation that would punish Russian officials connected to the prison death of lawyer Sergei Magnitsky. After several delays, clearance by the Senate Foreign Relations committee was considered the greatest hurdle to the Sergei Magnitsky Rule of Law Accountability Act potentially becoming law. The bill calls for visa bans and asset freezes for officials involved in gross human rights violations anywhere in the world, but was crafted specifically in response to Magnitsky's 2009 death in pretrial detention. Magnitsky had implicated top officials in a complex scheme to defraud the Russian government of $230 million before he was arrested in 2008 on fraud and tax evasion charges. A number of the officials that Magnitsky had implicated were behind his arrest. He died after nearly a year in custody, during which he was denied medical care and beaten. Just one low-level prison doctor has been charged in Russia in connection with the case while senior officials connected to the case have been promoted. Magnitsky has since become an international symbol of Russia's rights failings, prompting his supporters to seek justice outside of the country. Senator Benjamin Cardin (Democrat-Maryland) has spearheaded the U.S. effort, drawing up a list of 60 allegedly complicit Russian officials He hailed the June 26 vote, saying, "The main purpose is to have countries take action on their own -- that they should hold those who violate these standards accountable under their own laws. Our greatest desire is to see the countries of the world take that type of action, starting with Russia." William Browder, the CEO of investment firm Hermitage Capital, which Magnitsky was representing at the time of his arrest, has led an international campaign to hold Russia accountable. He told RFE/RL after the vote that Magnitsky's family and friends should gain "a measure of comfort," but that they would not rest until the bill becomes law. Battle For The BillAdvancing the bill this far has not been easy. Cardin and the bipartisan group of 36 senators who have co-sponsored the legislation fought for months to bring it to a committee vote, amid opposition by the administration of President Barack Obama and concern that the measure could undermine the "reset" in U.S.-Russian relations.  On June 20, Russian President Vladimir Putin warned that some U.S. officials would be barred entry to Russia if the Magnitsky bill becomes law. Senator John Kerry (Democrat-Massachusetts), the committee chairman, who some say has represented the administration's position, said he "still has issues" with the legislation, but would not oppose it. "There have been accomplishments [in Russia's democratic development] and there have obviously been, in some people's observations, missteps and setbacks. And I say that very mindful of the need for the United States not to always be pointing fingers and lecturing and to be somewhat introspective as we think about these things and some ways we can do better ourselves," Kerry said. "But nevertheless, human rights are in our DNA. We will always be a nation that stands up and fights for people's human rights." The bill, as Cardin puts it, is meant to "name and shame," but the U.S. government would still be able to keep secret the names of officials it sanctions under the measure if it determines that revealing their identities would endanger national security. At the vote, senators approved an amendment introduced by Cardin that mandates the federal government to explain to senators any decision to keep names off the public record. Kerry, who expressed concern that the information could be leaked, was alone in opposing the amendment. On June 7, a House of Representatives panel approved a similar piece of Magnitsky-related legislation. The House bill specifically applies to Russia, while the version passed by the Senate Committee is meant to be applied to rights offenders worldwide. The difference will have to be resolved before the full Congress gives its final stamp of approval. Veto Not Expected From there, analysts say Obama is not expected to veto the bill. Passage of the Magnitsky legislation has become tied in Congress to repealing the Cold War-era Jackson-Vanik Amendment, a step needed to grant Russia permanent normalized trade relations with the United States. The Obama administration has pushed for the move, without which Washington will be at a disadvantage upon Russia's upcoming entry into the World Trade Organization.

Magnitsky coupled 

Magnitsky will pass and be coupled with Jackson-Vanik. 

Rhoades 6-25

By Matt Rhoades. Matthew Rhoades is the Director of Legislative Affairs at the Truman National Security Project.| 6.25.12. “Pass Magnitsky with a Russia Trade Bill.”Truman National Security Project. http://trumanproject.org/doctrine-blog/pass-magnitsky-with-a-russia-trade-bill/.

Russia is joining the World Trade Organization. On July 4, the Duma will vote in favor of ascending to the WTO and 30 days later they will formally become a member. In the meantime, Congress needs to grant Permanent Normalized Trade Relations with Russia and combine it with legislation to support Russian human rights. By joining the WTO, Russia—the world’s 7th largest economy—will be required to improve transparency, reduce tariffs, enforce intellectual property rights, and accept WTO dispute settlement procedures. When Russia’s markets open, the world will reap profitable benefits. But unless changes in domestic law are made, the United States will be on the outside looking in. Before American businesses can capitalize on an open Russian economy, Congress must repeal an out-dated law (known as Jackson-Vanik) that prevents the U.S. from normalizing trade relations. The WTO requires its members to grant unconditional most-favored-nation status to one another. Jackson-Vanik keeps the U.S. from meeting this standard by “conditioning” our trade relations. As it stands now, the president has to provide a country-by-country waiver on an annual basis. If it is not repealed, American businesses and workers will be hurt. At the time it was passed, Jackson-Vanik was an important declaration in support of human rights. The Soviet Union was charging exorbitant fees to Jews who wanted to emigrate. Jackson-Vanik denies normal trade relations to countries that engage in this type of behavior. In passing a trade bill, the U.S. needs to pair it with legislation supporting Russian human rights to remain consistent with our values. Currently, both chambers of Congress are moving on legislation that would do just that. The bills in the House and Senate are named for Russian lawyer Sergei Magnitsky. Magnitsky uncovered a scheme in which Russian government officials, bankers, and mafia were attempting to steal $230 million in Russian tax revenue. After reporting his findings, Magnitsky was subsequently imprisoned, denied medical care, and died. The bills honoring his name would freeze the assets of gross human rights violators and deny them visas. An additional proposal, currently being pursued by the Obama administration, would go even further to advance human rights in Russia. An old foreign assistance program invested money in Eastern European and Central Asian countries to help them develop market economies. Those investments generated $50 million for the U.S. that has since been frozen. The administration would like to use that money to promote democracy, human rights, and the rule of law through Russian civil society groups. But those negotiations are ongoing. Passing the Magnitsky bills are an important first step in the interim to proclaim that the U.S. considers human rights an important component of U.S-Russia relations.

JV Key to Relations

Repeal’s key to relations

Finlay Lewis 8, Copley News Service White House & National Reporter, “Russia Longs to Graduate At the Top of Trade Class,” NCSJ: Advocates on Behalf of Jews in Russia, Ukraine, the Baltic States & Eurasia, Congressional Quarterly Weekly- 08.10.2008, http://www.ncsj.org/AuxPages/081009CQ_Jackson-Vanik.shtml
President Obama has repeatedly stressed that he intends to “reset” the relationship between the United States and Russia. But for that to happen, he first needs to perform a rewind-and-erase task that has eluded his two immediate predecessors: ditching the Jackson-Vanik amendment, a Cold War relic that used trade to punish totalitarian regimes if they denied their citizens emigration rights. The law held out the most-favored-nation trade status (i.e., non-discriminatory access to vast and lucrative U.S. consumer markets) as an inducement to enact more liberal emigration policies. China, another Communist power that fell under the law’s strictures, received annual presidential waivers to bypass its conditions until 2002, when trade relations were formalized after China won entry into the World Trade Organization (WTO) in 2001. But similar progress has been stymied for Russia. The measure was enacted as an amendment to a 1974 trade law under the sponsorship of two Democrats, Sen. Henry M. Jackson of Washington (House 1941-53; Senate 1953-83) and Rep. Charles A. Vanik of Ohio (1951-81), and the Kremlin has been in full compliance since at least 1994, three years after the Soviet Union collapsed. But Congress never managed to get a floor vote for a bill to formalize Russia’s release from the strictures of Jackson-Vanik, a process known as graduation. Bids by Presidents Bill Clinton and George W. Bush to get such a measure on track proved to be poorly timed. The first Clinton effort, in 1999, coincided with a major showdown between Russia and NATO over the Kosovo invasion. Bush tried again in the months after the terrorist attacks of Sept. 11, 2001, but he dropped the plan when Russia angered American farm groups by erecting trade barriers against U.S. poultry products. The idea resurfaced in 2003 but fizzled after U.S. troops discovered Russian military supplies in the hands of Saddam Hussein’s forces following the invasion of Iraq — hardly an optimal time to shop a Russia trade measure in Congress. Bush pledged to push for Russia’s graduation at summits with President Vladimir V. Putin in 2006 and 2008, but alleged unfair Russian trade practices in the marketing of some agricultural products, combined with ongoing violence in the Russian republic of Chechnya, discouraged the administration from trying to persuade a manifestly reluctant Congress. Perhaps mindful of these past miscues, Obama has kept almost entirely quiet — in public, anyway — about any plans for a Jackson- Vanik repeal. However, senior Russian officials have not been shy about putting words in his mouth. After Obama met separately with Putin, now the prime minister, and President Dmitry Medvedev in Russia last month, Sergey Lavrov, Russia’s minister of foreign affairs, told a TV interviewer that Obama “understands the awkwardness of — let’s put it mildly — this situation for the American side and has given an assurance that removal of this amendment will be one of the priorities of his administration.” Still, the status quo clearly rankles — especially since not only China, but also lesser economic powers such as Mongolia and Vietnam got clean Jackson-Vanik bills of health. In January, Putin went out of his way as he spoke at the World Economic Forum in Davos, Switzerland, to mock U.S. lawmakers who argued to keep Russia under Jackson-Vanik because of Russian trade barriers against American poultry. To underline how little such objections had to do with the amendment’s original intent, Putin quoted former dissident Natan Sharansky, saying that he “had not served time in a Soviet prison for chicken meat.” Sharansky, who eventually emigrated to Israel, has emerged as a high-profile supporter of Russia’s graduation. Symbolic Politics But more than standard trade sniping — or unfortunate timing — has stayed Congress’ hand in lifting the Jackson-Vanik strictures, observers say. The law stands as a landmark in the battle to secure human rights legislation and has compiled a remarkably successful track record. Alan P. Larson, then undersecretary of State for economic, business and agricultural affairs, told lawmakers on the House Ways and Means Subcommittee on Trade in 2002 that about 1 million Russian Jews had made their way to Israel between Jackson-Vanik’s enactment and the date of his testimony. Some 573,000 refugees, including Jews, evangelical Christians and Catholics, had left the old Soviet Union for the United States during the same period. Russia and Israel now authorize visa-free travel between the two nations — an unthinkable development when Jackson-Vanik was signed into law 35 years ago. Indeed, since Russia has long fulfilled the liberalization criteria of the law, the endurance of the trade penalty is not a question of policy, observers say. “Above and beyond anything else, it is symbolic politics,” said James F. Collins, the U.S. ambassador to Russia from 1997 to 2001. “This is seen as a kind of slight of Russia — a treatment of Russia that doesn’t accept its proper international standing . . . that doesn’t recognize that Russia is not the Soviet Union.” During his visit to Russia, Obama affirmed that his administration accords Russia the full respect due a great power and said he looks forward to building a deeper commercial relationship. But Obama’s powerful Russian audience probably won’t take such reassurances to heart until Jackson-Vanik is off the books. As Vladimir Lukin, then-deputy speaker of Russia’s lower house of Parliament, told The Wall Street Journal prior to a 2003 Bush visit to Russia, “This whole history of Jackson-Vanik is already so laughable, it’s legendary.” That perception is precisely why unshackling Russia “has an outsized importance,” said Stephen E. Biegun, executive secretary of Bush’s National Security Council and now Ford Motor Co.’s vice president for international affairs. “This one is low-hanging fruit. It is a tangible sign beyond good wishes and rhetoric that the United States is interested in investing in a constructive relationship with Russia. That makes it bigger than just Jackson-Vanik. There are very few issues we and Russia work on . . . that we can make progress on as dramatic as this.” Sandy Berger, Clinton’s national security adviser, likewise acknowledges that Jackson-Vanik remains freighted with symbolic importance, for better and worse. It has “become the Rorschach test for everything involved in the U.S.-Russia relationship,” he said.

JV continues to irritate Russia and frustrate Obama’s attempts at resetting the relationship

Korea Times 10-16, “Hurting US relations with Russia,” October 16, 2011, lexis

The Jackson-Vanik amendment, however, continued as a matter of U.S. law and as a great irritant to the Russian government. Sen. Richard Lugar, R-Ind., the senior Republican on the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and no Cold War softie, recommended its repeal as long ago as 2003. The amendment has survived, however, with the support of some senior Republicans who want to keep it in reserve for future leverage against Russia on other issues. This, of course, infuriates the Russians. It bars them from permanent normal trade relations with the United States, what used to be called most favored nation status. Mike McFaul, the senior director for Russia on the White House National Security Council, this week urged Congress to repeal Jackson-Vanik as both an antiquated law and an impediment to President Barack Obama's efforts to "reset" relations with Russia.

AT: Relations Resilient

Equal partnership: Putin thinks JV is a symbol of US domination that prevent relations

Skrin 9 (Market & Corporate News , 1-30, “West should perceive Russia as equal partner: Putin,” Lexis)

Russia’s Prime Minister Vladimir Putin has urged Western companies to leave behind the colonial thinking in their relations with Moscow. It is necessary to work in a civilized and honest manner and get rid of colonial ideology, Putin told a meeting of the International Business Council at the World Economic Forum in Davos, Switzerland on Thursday. Russia wants to be perceived in the West as an equal partner without any exemptions or exclusions, the Russian Premier underlines. At present, we are going through tough times amid the unfolding financial and economical meltdown, Putin complains. Even so, he adds, Russia has no intention of restricting capital flows despite a large rise in capital outflow that saw a whopping 130 billion dollars leave the country last year. We have deliberately made this move, Putin explains, bearing in mind that these actions by the Russian authorities should give a clear signal that we will be seeking to stick to all our obligations. For that to happen, we will try to make our economy and our country open and we have already achieved a lot in this direction lately, Putin maintains. Saying that Russia was not allowed to buy certain technologies and even finished products in the West Putin said that apart from the limitations inherited from the past, new ones were being imposed - in Europe to a lesser extent, while in the United States many of them remained. Above all the Jackson-Vanik Amendment to the US- Soviet Trade Bill, which the Russian Premier said was an "anachronism that has nothing to do with common sense". "The problem of the Jews' departure from the Soviet Union no longer exists, neither does the USSR against which the discriminatory amendment was enacted," Putin stressed. He said the main limitations remain in people’s minds, and we should get rid of them. "We are not disabled people, we do not need help, we want to be an equal and reliable partner," Putin stressed. "The world has changed in the sense that it is necessary to be self-critical and listen more to what is happening on our planet as a whole. This is exactly what we need if we want to have long-term partnership between us," he said, the ruvr.ru website said.
Outweighs 

DA outweighs –

It’s the only existential threat

Bostrum, March 2002 (Nick – prof of philosophy at Oxford University and recipient of the Gannon Award, Existential Risks, Journal of Evolution and Technology, p. http://www.nickbostrom.com/existential/risks.html)

A much greater existential risk emerged with the build-up of nuclear arsenals in the US and the USSR. An all-out nuclear war was a possibility with both a substantial probability and with consequences that might have been persistent enough to qualify as global and terminal. There was a real worry among those best acquainted with the information available at the time that a nuclear Armageddon would occur and that it might annihilate our species or permanently destroy human civilization.[4]  Russia and the US retain large nuclear arsenals that could be used in a future confrontation, either accidentally or deliberately. There is also a risk that other states may one day build up large nuclear arsenals. Note however that a smaller nuclear exchange, between India and Pakistan for instance, is not an existential risk, since it would not destroy or thwart humankind’s potential permanently. Such a war might however be a local terminal risk for the cities most likely to be targeted. Unfortunately, we shall see that nuclear Armageddon and comet or asteroid strikes are mere preludes to the existential risks that we will encounter in the 21st century.

1% risk means you vote neg

Bostrum 2005 (Nick – prof of philosophy at Oxford University and recipient of the Gannon Award, Transcribed by Packer, 4:38-6:12, p. http://www.ted.com/index.php/talks/view/id/44, accessed 10/20/07)

Now if we think about what just reducing the probability of human extinction by just one percentage point.  Not very much.  So that’s equivalent to 60 million lives saved, if we just count currently living people.  The current generation.  One percent of six billion people is equivalent to 60 million.  So that’s a large number.  If we were to take into account future generations that will never come into existence if we blow ourselves up then the figure becomes astronomical.  If we could you know eventually colonize a chunk of the universe the virgo supercluster maybe it will take us a hundred million years to get there but if we go extinct we never will.  Then even a one percentage point reduction in the extinction risk could be equivalent to this astronomical number 10 to the power of 32 so if you take into account future generations as much as our own every other moral imperative or philanthropic cause just becomes irrelevant. The only thing you should focus on would be to reduce existential risk, because even the tiniest decrease in existential risk would just overwhelm any other benefit you could hope to achieve.  Even if you just look at the current people and ignore the potential that would be lost if we went extinct it should still be a high priority.

Impacts – Heg Module

Strong relations with Russia are key to hegemony

Stephen F. Cohen 11, Professor of Russian Studies and History at New York University and Professor of Politics Emeritus at Princeton University, “Obama's Russia 'Reset': Another Lost Opportunity?” The Nation, 6-20-11, http://www.thenation.com/article/161063/obamas-russia-reset-another-lost-opportunity
An enduring existential reality has been lost in Washington’s post–cold war illusions and the fog of subsequent US wars: the road to American national security still runs through Moscow. Despite the Soviet breakup twenty years ago, only Russia still possesses devices of mass destruction capable of destroying the United States and tempting international terrorists for years to come. Russia also remains the world’s largest territorial country, a crucial Eurasian frontline in the conflict between Western and Islamic civilizations, with a vastly disproportionate share of the planet’s essential resources including oil, natural gas, iron ore, nickel, gold, timber, fertile land and fresh water. In addition, Moscow’s military and diplomatic reach can still thwart, or abet, vital US interests around the globe, from Afghanistan, Iran, China and North Korea to Europe and Latin America. In short, without an expansive cooperative relationship with Russia, there can be no real US national security.
Nuclear War

Zalmay Khalilzad, (Former Assist Prof of Poli Sci at Columbia), 1995 Spring, The Washington Quarterly, Vol. 18, No. 2; P. 84

Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system

Impacts – Prolif

Relations key to solving prolif, terrorism, nuke war

NTI 9 Global Security Newswire, “Russia Open to U.S. Suggestions on Improving Relations, Curbing Iran” http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20090318_4374.php 9
Russian leaders have shown an interest in improving relations with Washington, a thaw that could enable the two former Cold War rivals to cooperate more closely on efforts to curb Iran's nuclear ambitions, the Washington Post reported today (see GSN, March 16). (Mar. 18) - Russian President Dmitry Medvedev might be willing to consider U.S. initiatives to improve relations between the two nations (Getty Images). The two nations experienced growing tensions during the Bush administration as they disagreed over a variety of international security issues, particularly a U.S. plan to deploy missile defenses in Eastern Europe as a hedge against potential Iranian missile threats. Regarding Iran, Russia has cautiously supported some U.N. Security Council resolutions setting mild sanctions against Iran for its refusal to freeze its uranium enrichment program, but Moscow scuttled U.S. efforts last year to boost those penalties. Trying to change the climate, U.S. President Barack Obama has sent his counterpart a letter seeking a packaged solution to U.S.-Russian disputes, and Moscow appears interested, according to some analysts and officials. Russian officials "want to send a message to the Obama administration that they're prepared to have a new relationship, but it will have to be quid pro quo," said Dmitri Simes, president of the Washington-based Nixon Center. "If they have to sacrifice their special relationship with Iran, they want to see a change in their relationship with the United States" (Pan/DeYoung, Washington Post, March 18). Simes directed a commission that called on the Obama administration this week to recognize the importance of good Russian relations to a breadth of international issues, including the Iranian nuclear crisis. "Without deep Russian cooperation, no strategy is likely to succeed in preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons, nuclear terrorism and nuclear war," says the commission report. "Working with Moscow to solve the Iran problem, including possibly strengthening sanctions on Iran if necessary, should be a top U.S. priority." "However, America is unlikely to be able to resolve the Iranian nuclear issue solely through sanctions, and Russia's cooperation could contribute substantially to a successful outcome," the report adds (Nixon Center release, March 16).

Prolif causes extinction

Martin Hellman 2008, Prof Emeritus of Engineering @ Stanford, “Defusing the Nuclear Threat: A Necessary First Step,” http://www.nuclearrisk.org/statement.php
Nuclear deterrence has worked for over fifty years, while attempts at nuclear disarmament have borne very limited fruit. The success of deterrence combined with the failure of disarmament has fostered the belief that, repulsive as nuclear deterrence might be, it is the only strategy we can depend on for the indefinite future. Given the horrific consequences of even a single failure, the real question is whether deterrence will work until it is no longer needed. Anything less is a modern day version of Neville Chamberlain’s infamous 1938 statement promising “Peace in our time,” implicitly leaving the problem and likely destruction to our children’s generation. And, as occurred to Chamberlain’s Britain, devastation could come much sooner than anticipated. The danger increases with each new entrant into the nuclear weapons club and more new members, including terrorist groups, are likely in the near future. Given that the survival of humanity is at stake, it is surprising that risk analysis studies of nuclear deterrence are incomplete. A number of studies have estimated the cost of a failure, with estimates ranging from megadeaths for a limited exchange or terrorist act, through possible human extinction for a full-scale nuclear war. But there is a lack of studies of an equally important component of the risk, namely the failure rate of deterrence.

Econ Module

Relations solve the economy - Russia's a key player

Graham 9 [Thomas - foreign service officer on academic leave with RAND in Moscow from 1997 to 1998. He previously had several assignments in the U.S. Embassy in Moscow, including head of the Political/Internal Unit and acting political counselor. Between tours in Moscow, he worked on Russian/Soviet affairs as a member of the policy planning staff of the State Department and as a policy assistant in the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy. Mr. Graham has a Ph.D. in political science from Harvard University and a B.A. in Russian studies from Yale University. "Resurgent Russia and U.S. Purposes" The Century Foundation http://tcf.org/events/pdfs/ev257/Graham.pdf]
The current global economic crisis has laid bare the deficiencies of the current structure for regulating the global economy. The United States has an interest in reforming the present international financial and economic institutions, and creating new ones, so that the downsides of markets could be moderated without sacrificing their dynamism and so that an open global economy can be promoted in the face of rising protectionist sentiments worldwide. • Russia has played an increasing role in the global economy as it recovered from its turbulent transition in 1990s. It has accumulated the third-largest international currency reserves (although they are being depleted rapidly as the Russian government manages the devaluation of the ruble). It deserves a seat at the table in discussions of the current global economic crisis, and it should receive a larger role in the management of the global economy in the future. That said, leading European states, Japan, China, India, and perhaps Brazil are all more important than Russia to the global economic and financial future. 

Economic decline causes global nuclear war

Friedberg and Schoenfeld 8 
Aaron Friedberg, prof. of politics and IR at Princeton University's Woodrow Wilson School, and Gabriel Schoenfeld, senior editor of Commentary, visiting scholar at the Witherspoon, 10/21/08, “The Dangers of a Diminished America,” http://online.wsj.co...4012352571.html

With the global financial system in serious trouble, is America's geostrategic dominance likely to diminish? If so, what would that mean? One immediate implication of the crisis that began on Wall Street and spread across the world is that the primary instruments of U.S. foreign policy will be crimped. The next president will face an entirely new and adverse fiscal position. Estimates of this year's federal budget deficit already show that it has jumped $237 billion from last year, to $407 billion. With families and businesses hurting, there will be calls for various and expensive domestic relief programs. In the face of this onrushing river of red ink, both Barack Obama and John McCain have been reluctant to lay out what portions of their programmatic wish list they might defer or delete. Only Joe Biden has suggested a possible reduction -- foreign aid. This would be one of the few popular cuts, but in budgetary terms it is a mere grain of sand. Still, Sen. Biden's comment hints at where we may be headed: toward a major reduction in America's world role, and perhaps even a new era of financially-induced isolationism. Pressures to cut defense spending, and to dodge the cost of waging two wars, already intense before this crisis, are likely to mount. Despite the success of the surge, the war in Iraq remains deeply unpopular. Precipitous withdrawal -- attractive to a sizable swath of the electorate before the financial implosion -- might well become even more popular with annual war bills running in the hundreds of billions. Protectionist sentiments are sure to grow stronger as jobs disappear in the coming slowdown. Even before our current woes, calls to save jobs by restricting imports had begun to gather support among many Democrats and some Republicans. In a prolonged recession, gale-force winds of protectionism will blow. Then there are the dolorous consequences of a potential collapse of the world's financial architecture. For decades now, Americans have enjoyed the advantages of being at the center of that system. The worldwide use of the dollar, and the stability of our economy, among other things, made it easier for us to run huge budget deficits, as we counted on foreigners to pick up the tab by buying dollar-denominated assets as a safe haven. Will this be possible in the future? Meanwhile, traditional foreign-policy challenges are multiplying. The threat from al Qaeda and Islamic terrorist affiliates has not been extinguished. Iran and North Korea are continuing on their bellicose paths, while Pakistan and Afghanistan are progressing smartly down the road to chaos. Russia's new militancy and China's seemingly relentless rise also give cause for concern. If America now tries to pull back from the world stage, it will leave a dangerous power vacuum. The stabilizing effects of our presence in Asia, our continuing commitment to Europe, and our position as defender of last resort for Middle East energy sources and supply lines could all be placed at risk. In such a scenario there are shades of the 1930s, when global trade and finance ground nearly to a halt, the peaceful democracies failed to cooperate, and aggressive powers led by the remorseless fanatics who rose up on the crest of economic disaster exploited their divisions. Today we run the risk that rogue states may choose to become ever more reckless with their nuclear toys, just at our moment of maximum vulnerability. The aftershocks of the financial crisis will almost certainly rock our principal strategic competitors even harder than they will rock us. The dramatic free fall of the Russian stock market has demonstrated the fragility of a state whose economic performance hinges on high oil prices, now driven down by the global slowdown. China is perhaps even more fragile, its economic growth depending heavily on foreign investment and access to foreign markets. Both will now be constricted, inflicting economic pain and perhaps even sparking unrest in a country where political legitimacy rests on progress in the long march to prosperity. None of this is good news if the authoritarian leaders of these countries seek to divert attention from internal travails with external adventures. As for our democratic friends, the present crisis comes when many European nations are struggling to deal with decades of anemic growth, sclerotic governance and an impending demographic crisis. Despite its past dynamism, Japan faces similar challenges. India is still in the early stages of its emergence as a world economic and geopolitical power. What does this all mean? There is no substitute for America on the world stage. The choice we have before us is between the potentially disastrous effects of disengagement and the stiff price tag of continued American leadership. Are we up for the task? The American economy has historically demonstrated remarkable resilience. Our market-oriented ideology, entrepreneurial culture, flexible institutions and favorable demographic profile should serve us well in whatever trials lie ahead. The American people, too, have shown reserves of resolve when properly led. But experience after the Cold War era -- poorly articulated and executed policies, divisive domestic debates and rising anti-Americanism in at least some parts of the world -- appear to have left these reserves diminished. A recent survey by the Chicago Council on World Affairs found that 36% of respondents agreed that the U.S. should "stay out of world affairs," the highest number recorded since this question was first asked in 1947. The economic crisis could be the straw that brea
Mid East Module

Relations solve mid east stability, bad relations makes it worse
Graham 9 [Thomas - foreign service officer on academic leave with RAND in Moscow from 1997 to 1998. He previously had several assignments in the U.S. Embassy in Moscow, including head of the Political/Internal Unit and acting political counselor. Between tours in Moscow, he worked on Russian/Soviet affairs as a member of the policy planning staff of the State Department and as a policy assistant in the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy. Mr. Graham has a Ph.D. in political science from Harvard University and a B.A. in Russian studies from Yale University. "Resurgent Russia and U.S. Purposes" The Century Foundation http://tcf.org/events/pdfs/ev257/Graham.pdf]
The broader Middle East presents sets of critical security challenges to the United States, particularly concerning Israel/Palestine, Iraq, Iran, and Afghanistan/Pakistan/India. In brief, the U.S. interest in this region includes bringing an enduring conclusion to the Middle East peace process (Israel/ Palestine), stabilizing Iraq, preventing Iran from obtaining nuclear weapons and destabilizing the region, eliminating the terrorist threat and ensuring stability in Afghanistan and Pakistan, and reducing the risk of major conflict— with the possible use of nuclear weapons—between Pakistan and India. 

• Russia retains a wide network of contacts in the Middle East; it has improved ties with Israel. Although its influence pales in comparison to our own, its cooperation could be helpful in managing the peace process and in dealing with Iran. Russia’s support is essential to maintaining one of the most valuable corridors—across Russia and through Central Asia—for supplying NATO and American forces in Afghanistan, a corridor that grows in value as instability deepens in Pakistan. At the same time, as a rival, it would have great potential to do mischief, to complicate our challenges, and to thwart our initiatives. 

Global nuclear war. 

Steinback, 2002

[John Steinbach, Center for Research on Globalization, March 3, 2002 (http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/STE203A.html)]

The Israeli nuclear arsenal has profound implications for the future of peace in the Middle East, and indeed, for the entire planet. It is clear from Israel Shahak that Israel has no interest in peace except that which is dictated on its own terms, and has absolutely no intention of negotiating in good faith to curtail its nuclear program or discuss seriously a nuclear-free MiddleEast,"Israel's insistence on the independent use of its nuclear weapons can be seen as the foundation on which Israeli grand strategy rests."(34) According to Seymour Hersh, "the size and sophistication of Israel's nuclear arsenal allows men such as Ariel Sharon to dream of redrawing the map of the Middle East aided by the implicit threat of nuclear force."(35) General Amnon Shahak-Lipkin, former Israeli Chief of Staff is quoted "It is never possible to talk to Iraq about no matter what; It is never possible to talk to Iran about no matter what. Certainly about writing in Haaretz said, "Whoever believes that Israel will ever sign the UN Convention prohibiting the proliferation of nuclear weapons... is day dreaming,"(37) and Munya Mardoch, Director of the Israeli Institute for the Development of Weaponry, said in 1994, "The moral and political meaning of nuclear weapons is that states which renounce their use are acquiescing to the status of Vassal states. All those states which feel satisfied with possessing conventional weapons alone are fated to become vassal states."(38) As Israeli society becomes more and more polarized, the influence of the radical right becomes stronger. According to Shahak, "The prospect of Gush Emunim, or some secular right-wing Israeli fanatics, or some some of the delerious Israeli Army generals, seizing control of Israeli nuclear weapons...cannot be precluded. ...while israeli jewish society undergoes a steady polarization, the Israeli  security system increasingly relies on the recruitment of cohorts from the ranks of the extreme right."(39) The Arab states, long aware of Israel's nuclear program, bitterly resent its coercive intent, and perceive its existence as the paramount threat to peace in the region, requiring their own weapons of mass destruction. During a future Middle Eastern war (a distinct possibility given the ascension of Ariel Sharon, an unindicted war criminal with a bloody record stretching from the massacre of Palestinian civilians at Quibya in 1953, to the massacre of Palestinian civilians at Sabra and Shatila in 1982 and beyond) the possible Israeli use of nuclear weapons should not be discounted. According to Shahak, "In Israeli terminology, the launching of missiles on to Israeli territory is regarded as 'nonconventional' regardless of whether they are equipped with explosives or poison gas."(40) (Which requires a "nonconventional" response, a perhaps unique exception being the Iraqi SCUD attacks during the Gulf War.) Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, "Should war break out in the Middle East again,...or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability."41) and Ezar Weissman, Israel's current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum(and the) next war will not be conventional."(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major(if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon- for whatever reason- the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration."  

Warming Module

Relations solve warming - Russia is the world's leader

Graham 9 [Thomas - foreign service officer on academic leave with RAND in Moscow from 1997 to 1998. He previously had several assignments in the U.S. Embassy in Moscow, including head of the Political/Internal Unit and acting political counselor. Between tours in Moscow, he worked on Russian/Soviet affairs as a member of the policy planning staff of the State Department and as a policy assistant in the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy. Mr. Graham has a Ph.D. in political science from Harvard University and a B.A. in Russian studies from Yale University. "Resurgent Russia and U.S. Purposes" The Century Foundation http://tcf.org/events/pdfs/ev257/Graham.pdf]
Providing sufficient energy for powering the global economy at affordable prices and in an environmentally friendly way is critical to long-term American prosperity. Fossil fuels, barring a major technological breakthrough, will remain the chief source of energy for decades to come. Much needs to be done in locating and bringing online new fields, ensuring reliable means of delivery to consumers, protecting infrastructure from attack or sabotage, and reducing the temptation to manipulate energy supplies for political purposes. Nuclear energy is enjoying a renaissance, but that raises proliferation concerns. Intensive scientific work will be necessary to develop new sources of energy for commercial use and to deal with climate change. • As the world’s largest producer of hydrocarbons, a leader in providing civil nuclear energy, and a major energy consumer itself, Russia is indispensable to guaranteeing energy security and dealing with climate change. As one of the world’s leading scientific powers, Russia has an important role to play in developing new sources of energy, using traditional fuels more efficiently, and managing climate change. 

Global warming causes the Earth to literally explode

Chalko ’4 — Dr. Tom J. Chalko, MSc, PhD, Head of Geophysics Division, Scientific E Research P/L, Mt Best, Australia, 10-30-4 (revised), “No second chance? Can Earth explode as a result of Global Warming?” NU Journal of Discovery, Vol. 3 

Consequences of global warming are far more serious than previously imagined. The REAL danger for our entire civilization comes not from slow climate changes, but from overheating of the planetary interior. Life on Earth is possible only because of the efficient cooling of the planetary interior - a process that is limited primarily by the atmosphere. This cooling is responsible for a thermal balance between the heat from the core reactor, the heat from the Sun and the radiation of heat into space, so that the average temperature on Earth’s surface is about 13 degrees Celsius. This article examines the possibility of overheating and the ”meltdown” of the solid planetary core due to the atmospheric pollution trapping progressively more solar heat (the so-called greenhouse effect) and reducing the cooling rate of the planetary interior. The most serious consequence of such a ”meltdown” could be centrifugal segregation of unstable isotopes in the molten part of the spinning planetary core. Such segregation can “enrich” the nuclear fuel in the core to the point of creating conditions for a chain reaction and a gigantic atomic explosion. Will Earth become another “asteroid belt” in the Solar system? It is common knowledge (experiencing seasons) that solar heat is the dominant factor that determines temperatures on the surface of Earth. Under the polar ice however, the contribution of solar heat is minimal and this is where the increasing contribution of the heat from the planetary interior can be seen best. Rising polar ocean temperatures and melting polar ice caps should therefore be the first symptoms of overheating of the inner core reactor. While politicians and businessmen debate the need for reducing greenhouse emissions and take pride to evade accepting any responsibility, the process of overheating the inner core reactor has already begun - polar oceans have become warmer and polar caps have begun to melt. Do we have enough imagination, intelligence and integrity to comprehend the danger before the situation becomes irreversible? There will be NO SECOND CHANCE...


China War Module

Destroyed Russian relations leads to China war and relats k/t solve Afghanistan situation, Iran, Korea, and prolif

Karaganov and Suslov et al 11 [Sergei Karaganov is the head of the Working Group, the main co-author and executive editor, a Russian political scientist who heads the Council for Foreign and Defense Policy, an analytical institution. Dmitry Suslov is the Coordinator of the Working Group and the main co-author,  is Deputy Director for Research at the Council on Foreign and Defense Policy.   "The U.S.—Russia Relations after the «Reset»: Building a New Agenda. A View from Russia" March 2011 http://vid-1.rian.ru/ig/valdai/US-Russia%20relations_eng.pdf AMayar]

1.13. For the United States, a new confrontation with Russia is fraught with a failure to implement many of its top-priority — both short- and long-term — national foreign-policy interests. It will result in a deterioration of the situation in Afghanistan, reduction of the opportunities for settling the nuclear problems of Iran and South Korea, and an aggravation of the nuclear non-proliferation regime crisis. It may threaten the strategic stability and global military-political security, and make the international system more conflict-prone and less governable. Also, it may facilitate the consolidation of anti-American regimes in Asia and Latin America, as well as worsen Washington’s relations with those European and Asian allies that find confrontation with Russia undesirable. Lastly, it will increase the probability of a global confrontation between the U.S. and China — and the balance of power might be not necessarily to the U.S.’s advantage 

China war causes extinction. 

The Strait Times, 2K  [“No one gains in war over Taiwan”, June 25, Lexis]   

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

Repeal key to solve relations – on the brink now 
RT 12/26  (“Russia urges US to repeal Cold War era legislation” -- http://rt.com/politics/russia-jackson-vanik-lavrov-679/)
With US-Russian relations sliding from reset to regret, one way to brighten the economic and political picture is to repeal the Cold War-era Jackson-Vanik amendment, Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov told reporters on Monday. Interestingly, Lavrov said that Jackson-Vanik is more of a hindrance to American businesses than it is to Russian ones, especially with Russia set to enter the WTO in 2012. “Russia's entry into the WTO opens broad vistas for more intensive business contacts and a quality change of the entire economic relationship, naturally, on the condition the U.S. Congress repeals the notorious Jackson-Vanik amendment, which actually makes U.S.business its hostage," the minister said. Lavrov asserted Russia’s dedication to improving bilateral relations with the United States Russia "will continue to improve the atmosphere of bilateral cooperation and build confidence and mutual understanding. We aim for an air dialogue even on the most difficult subjects," he said. The Russian membership in the WTO is a totally new stage of the Russian integration into the world economic system, Lavrov said, which will redound to the world’s benefit. "We are ready to promote global economic stability, efficient solutions to crises, and strengthening of international institutions," the minister said. In 1972, Soviet Premier Leonid Brezhnev introduced the so-called "diploma tax” as a means of covering the cost of would-be emigrants who had received a higher education in the Soviet Union. This move caused US Congress in 1974 to enact Jackson-Vanik, which denied ‘most-favored nation’ status for states limiting the emigration rights of their citizens. In March, 2011, US Vice President Joe Biden urged a repeal of the law.

Repealing Jackson-Vanik is key to relations and cooperation via modernization.

Aslund & Bergsten, ’10 [ANDERS ASLUND and C. FRED BERGSTEN June 21, 2010 Foreign Policy: Let Russia Join the WTO http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=127981016]
The United States still maintains the Jackson-Vanik Amendment, adopted in 1974 denying favorable trade status to Russia, citing its restrictions on the free emigration of Jews from the Soviet Union. The law, a relic of the Cold War, has no practical effect but is a serious irritant in relations between the two countries. And as a practical matter, if Jackson-Vanik remains in force, Russia would simply not apply WTO rules to the United States, perpetuating trade discrimination against American companies. Hence the amendment should be scrapped immediately after Russia joins.  Now is the right time for Obama and Medvedev to resolve the last obstacles on the way to Russian entry to the WTO. The resulting encouragement of Russia's modernization is very much in the interest of both countries. Russia urgently needs to modernize, and the United States, bogged down in Afghanistan and facing the prospect of a nuclear-armed Iran, needs Russian cooperation more than ever.
Repeal is key to stabilize the reset and ensure US-Russia relations. 
Ptashnikov 2-29 [Andrei Ptashnikov, The Voice of Russia, Feb 29, 212, “What will happen to reset after Russian, U.S. elections?” http://english.ruvr.ru/2012_02_29/67183952/]
Launched by U.S. President Barack Obama soon after came to power, the reset has been rolling on with varying success for more than three years. It peaked in April 2010 when the new Russian-American Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty was signed in Prague, but then slowed down sharply over Washington’s plans to build a missile defense shield in Europe with Russia vehemently opposing them. The follow-up turbulent events in Northern Africa and the Middle East revealed serious disagreements between the two countries over how the acute problems facing the Arab world should be approached. The same can be said of the situation around Iran. Finally, the pre-election campaign in Russia and the United States has pushed domestic problems to the foreground. Yet despite the above circumstances and despite the fact that both sides have been closely watching each other, the Russian-U.S. relations have on the whole improved under Obama.  Will the reset continue after the presidential elections? Most experts agree that it will if Vladimir Putin becomes Russia’s next president and Barack Obama returns to the White House. But there may be other options in case Obama fails to win a second term. Two major events held in Washington a few days ago prove that the future of Russian-American relations arouses huge interest. One was a roundtable on the issue and the other was the World Russia Forum with prominent politicians and experts from both countries attending. Although opinions divided, everyone agreed that broader cooperation in various fields was needed. Congressman Gregory Meeks believes that much will depend on bilateral trade. Unfortunately, the “cold war”-era Jackson-Vanik amendment restricting trade with Russia is still in force. The “cold war” has long become a thing of the past, yet continues to hamper business, the congressman said. It’s hard to disagree with Mr. Meeks. But far from all U.S. congressmen share this view, which explains why President Obama’s repeated promises to lift Jackson-Vanik remain unfulfilled.  A recent opinion poll held by the authoritative Gallup service shows that the number of Americans who see Russia as a threat has shrunk dramatically from more than 30% two decades ago to just 2% now. Let’s hope that the trust-building momentum will be preserved after the elections. 

Political Capital Key 
Political capital key 

Barkley 6/22 (Tom, Reporter at Dow Jones, “U.S., Russia Trade Bill Seen as Tough Going”, http://www.nasdaq.com/article/us-russia-trade-bill-seen-as-tough-going-20120619-01309)

U.S. President Barack Obama said Monday after his bilateral meeting with Russia's President Vladimir Putin on the sidelines of the Group of 20 meeting in Mexico that he emphasized that establishing permanent, normal trade relations with Russia was a priority "so that American businesses can take advantage of the extraordinary opportunities now that Russia is a member of the WTO." But winning passage by August, when Russia is expected to formally join the WTO, will be difficult in an election year given ongoing concerns about issues ranging from Russia's human rights practices to policy differences on Syria and Iran. Republican presidential challenger Mitt Romney recently called Russia "our No. 1 geopolitical foe." Mr. Brady said approving permanent, normal trade relations with Russia will be a "hard lift," and urged the Obama administration to step up its efforts to win over congressional support.

Obama’s push is key. 

Reuters, 4-26 [Reuters 26 Apr 2012 U.S. lawmaker urges Obama push on Russia trade bill http://www.cnbc.com/id/47191558]

With a major push from the White House, "it's possible" the bill could be passed by the August recess, Camp said. However, some trade policy observers think the hot-button issue could be delayed until after the U.S. elections in November.  Unless Congress approves PNTR by revoking a Cold War-era provision known as the Jackson-Vanik amendment, Russia would be entitled under WTO rules to deny U.S. exporters tariff concessions it made to join the world trade body.

Domestic concerns prove political capital is key

Allison & Blackwill, ’11 [Graham Allison and Robert D. Blackwill October 2011 Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs Harvard University Russia and U.S. National Interests: Why Should Americans Care? A Report of the Task Force on Russia and U.S. National Interest Graham Allison Director of Harvard Kennedy School’s Belfer Assistant Secretary of Defense in the first Clinton Administration Robert D. Blackwill is the Henry A. Kissinger senior fellow for U.S. foreign policy at the Council on Foreign Relations. Deputy national security adviser for strategic planning under President George W. Bush, presidential envoy to Iraq and was the administration’s coordinator for U.S. policies regarding Afghanistan and Iran]

Finally, given the disparities between U.S. and Russian interests and governance, lasting cooperation is unlikely if not impossible without determined leadership from far-sighted leaders in the executive and legislative branches, particularly the President. To take the difficult steps necessary to build a foundation for a sustainable U.S.-Russian relationship, the White House must not only discipline the executive branch and focus its efforts, but also spend political capital in the U.S. Congress. Preoccupation with domestic priorities in a highly polarized domestic political environment cannot but limit the administration’s ability to build a bipartisan consensus on a controversial topic like American policy toward Russia.

Political capital is key

CQ, ’11 [“Congress Makes 'Reset' With Russia Difficult,” March 11th, L/N]

During his visit, Biden also repeated the administration's support for ending the application of Jackson-Vanik -- the piece of the 1974 law that prevents the U.S. government from normalizing trade relations on a permanent basis -- when it comes to Russia. Successive U.S. presidents have waived Jackson-Vanik provisions for Russia for nearly two decades, but it takes congressional approval to permanently end its application. There is little sign of action, however, on Capitol Hill; discussion on Jackson-Vanik is "all very preliminary," one senior Senate aide said. And given the potential objections on both sides of the aisle, it could take considerable political capital on the White House's part to advance it in the coming months. The legislation to establish normalized trade relations would go through the Senate Finance and House Ways and Means committees. With snags in the administration's broader trade agenda, leading members of those panels are focused on first dealing with the three free-trade agreements that are on the agenda: pacts with South Korea, Colombia and Panama. Ways and Means Chairman Dave Camp, R-Mich., said March 10 in an interview that lawmakers "haven't really talked about [Jackson-Vanik] as a group." And Camp said that he wants to work with the White House only on a trade agenda that includes each of the three stalled trade deals as well as Russia's trade status. Rep. Kevin Brady, R-Texas, chairman of the Ways and Means panel's Trade subcommittee, has been more direct, saying earlier this year that "there is virtually no chance" that Russia trade legislation would move ahead of the other trade deals. Senate Finance Chairman Max Baucus, D-Mont., recently echoed Republican calls to link the South Korea agreement, signed late last year, with the long-stalled deals with Colombia and Panama. The administration is still negotiating with those two governments over labor issues; U.S. unions oppose the Colombia agreement. The result, for the moment, is a stalemate, with congressional free-traders seeking to maintain their leverage. 'Reset' Reluctance There are also broader concerns about trade with Russia. Orrin G. Hatch of Utah, the ranking Republican on the Senate Finance Committee, is one of several lawmakers who has raised concerns about Russian piracy and counterfeiting of American software and online content. Some lawmakers say the situation with Russia could turn out like the one with China: The U.S.-China trade relationship remains extremely controversial more than a decade after Beijing's accession to the World Trade Organization, and the country is regularly accused of violating U.S. copyright and other trade laws. "I listened to your rationale as to why we should support Russia's entry into the WTO, and I thought back, the same arguments were made when China was before us and sought those agreements," Sen. Benjamin L. Cardin, D-Md., said to U.S. Trade Representative Ron Kirk at a March Senate Finance Committee hearing. Then there are objections to the "reset" agenda, as a whole. Many Republicans, in particular, have balked at improving relations when Moscow continues to jail political opponents and maintain troops inside neighboring Georgia. House Foreign Affairs Chairwoman Ileana Ros-Lehtinen, R-Fla., "has long opposed and continues to oppose" ending Jackson-Vanik's application to Russia, spokesman Brad Goehner said, adding that it is part of her overall opposition to the "reset" and would amount to giving concessions to a Russian regime that violates human rights. The administration appears to be aware that Jackson-Vanik legislation could get bogged down by such concerns. "There are not explicit links" between Russian behavior and Jackson-Vanik termination, "but there's a practical relationship," one senior administration official acknowledged in a readout of Biden's meeting with Russian President Dmitry Medvedev last week. Some in Congress will want to see progress on Russian-Georgian relations; for others, it will be human rights, the official noted. "The more the Russians can do on the issues they control, the better the environment," he said. But, he added, "we do not believe holding on to Jackson-Vanik is a lever that advances human rights and democracy in Russia." WTO Admission Ultimately, the administration's strongest argument for permanently normalizing trade relations with Moscow will not take shape until after Russia joins the WTO, something it has been working toward with U.S. support. As Kirk argued at the Finance Committee hearing, if the U.S. does not normalize trade relations with Russia, "no American businesses benefit from thosereduced tariffs" that would be available as a result of Russia's WTO membership, which could come this year. Members of the WTO are required to grant each other most-favored-nation status unless they opt out -- in that case, the denial is reciprocal.

Political Capital high

Political capital high – democrats are happy about Obamacare
Fox 6/28 (Fox News Organization June 26, 2012 “Supreme Court Upholds Healthcare Reform Law in Big Win For Obama” http://latino.foxnews.com/latino/politics/2012/06/28/supreme-court-obama-health-care-reform-act-is-constitutional/)

The Supreme Court upheld President Barack Obama's Affordable Care Act, including its individual mandate requiring nearly all Americans to buy health insurance. The 5-4 decision, with Chief John Roberts writing the decision for the majority, means Obama's Affordable Care Act will go into effect over the next several years. The decision is a big win for President Barack Obama who invested much of the political capital of his first term in passage of the health care measure. This is the second major court victory by the Obama Administration. Earlier this week, the court agreed with the federal government and struck down three of four provisions of Arizona's immigration law. On health care, possibly the most anticipated court decision since Bush vs. Gore in 2000, which decided a presidential election, the Supreme Court fully upheld the health care measure. The individual mandate will not be upheld under the Constitution's Commerce Clause, but will be upheld as a tax, according to the majority opinion written by Roberts. The Supreme Court disagreed with the government’s argument that it has the authority, due to its role in regulating commerce, to penalize people for failing to buy health insurance. “Every day individuals do not do an infinite number of things,” Justice Roberts wrote in the Court’s majority opinion. “Indeed, the Government’s logic would justify a mandatory purchase to solve almost any problem.” But the Court upheld the individual mandate by reframing it as a tax, rather than a penalty—a second line of reasoning advanced before the Court by the Obama administration. The individual mandate “makes going without insurance just another thing the Government taxes, like buying gasoline or earning income,” Roberts wrote.  Those required to buy health insurance under the new law but who choose not to must begin paying the new tax in 2014.   The Court also supported the health care law’s expansion of Medicaid, which is jointly funded by the federal government and the states, but narrowed the law’s interpretation. The health care law required states to expand Medicaid, facing the loss of federal funds for the program as a penalty for declining. Under the ruling, the government may still penalize states for failing to expand Medicaid under the Obama health care law, but the federal government may only withhold new funds, rather than all federal funds for Medicaid destined to a particular state. The court's four liberal justices, Stephen Breyer, Ruth Bader Ginsburg, Elena Kagan and Sonia Sotomayor, joined Roberts in the majority view. Justices Samuel Alito, Anthony Kennedy, Antonin Scalia and Clarence Thomas dissented. 

Political Capital is finite

Declines in political capital outweigh the effect of winning 

Silber 7 – Political Science phd Student at University of Florida and Interim Political Science Professor at Samford (November 2007, Marissa, “What makes a president quack? Understanding lame duck status through the eyes of the media and politicians”, from paper Prepared for delivery at the 2007 Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association, August 30th-September 2nd 2007, http://74.125.155.132/scholar?q=cache:bbkJmVQ3SJMJ:scholar.google.com/+%22political+capital%22+%22finite%22+resources+president&hl=en&as_sdt=80000000)
Important to the discussion of political capital is whether or not it can be replenished over a term. If a President expends political capital on his agenda, can it be replaced? Light suggests that “capital declines over time – public approval consistently falls: midterm losses occur” (31). Capital can be rebuilt, but only to a limited extent. The decline of capital makes it difficult to access information, recruit more expertise and maintain energy. If a lame duck President can be defined by a loss of political capital, this paper helps determine if such capital can be replenished or if a lame duck can accomplish little. Before determining this, a definition of a lame duck President must be developed. 

Political Capital is Real

Presidential push makes legislative success likely. 

Beckmann & Kumar, ‘11 [Matthew N. Beckmann PhD and Associate Professor, Political Science School of Social Sciences at UC Irvine; and Vimal Kumar, “How presidents push, when presidents win: A model of positive presidential power in US lawmaking,” Journal of Theoretical Politics, 23: 3, Ebsco]

Obviously, this basic model depicts a more or less non-partisan policymaking process. This is because pivotal voters choose which way to vote based on their policy preferences (rather than their party affiliations) and because neither presidents nor opposing leaders can be restricted, by rule, from proposing alternatives. We think this non-partisan approach is instructive for at least two reasons. First, it is unclear whether, or at least to what extent, cartel theory applies in the Senate. Second, even in the House, Cox and McCubbins (2005) have shown that the foremost limitation to the majority party’s negatve agenda control comes when the president proposes and promotes his initiatives. As such, we believe our non-partisan model of presidential coalition building affords insights to both partisan (e.g. Cox and McCubbins (1993, 2005)) and non-partisan (e.g. Brady and Volden (1998) and Krehbiel (1998)) models of US lawmaking. It helps specify the mechanisms by which presidents augment the majority party’s negative agenda control during unified government and occasionally ‘roll’ it during divided government. Before developing presidents’ lobbying options for building winning coalitions on Capitol Hill, it is instructive to consider cases where the president has no political capital and no viable lobbying options. In such circumstances of imposed passivity (beyond offering a proposal), a president’s fate is clear: his proposals are subject to pivotal voters’ preferences. So if a president lacking political capital proposes to change some far-off status quo, that is, one on the opposite side of the median or otherwise pivotal voter, a (Condorcet) winner always exists, and it coincides with the pivot’s predisposition (Brady and Volden, 1998; Krehbiel, 1998) (see also Black (1948) and Downs (1957)). Considering that there tends to be substantial ideological distance between presidents and pivotal voters, positive presidential influence without lobbying, then, is not much influence at all.11
Empirical studies prove political capital theory
Beckmann & McGann, ‘8  [Matthew N. Beckmann, PhD and Associate Professor, Political Science School of Social Sciences at UC Irvine; Anthony J. McGann, Assistant Professor in the Political Science School of Social Sciences at UC Irvine, “NAVIGATING THE LEGISLATIVE DIVIDE POLARIZATION, PRESIDENTS, AND POLICYMAKING IN THE UNITED STATES,” Journal of Theoretical Politics 20(2): 201–220]

In his seminal work on the presidency, Richard Neustadt (1960) cited the office’s informal levers of power – not its constitutional levers of power – as central to understanding presidents’ role in American politics generally, and federal lawmaking in particular. For Neustadt, these informal powers were rooted in the presidency’s unrivaled perspective and prestige; for Sam Kernell (1993), they stem from presidents’ unique capacity to rally public pressure against otherwise recalcitrant lawmakers (see also Canes-Wrone, 2005). And beyond personal persuasion and ‘going public’, presidents and their aides also enjoy a distinct ability to engage in what political scientists call vote-buying and Washington insiders call ‘horse-trading’.8 Whatever the president’s tactical choice – private persuasion, public pressure, or vote buying – they all fit under the same strategic umbrella; each reflects the president’s allocation of president-controlled resources to alter lawmakers’ positions. As such, we employ the omnibus concept of ‘presidential political capital’ to capture this class of presidential lobbying. More precisely, we define presidents’ political capital as the resources White House officials can allocate to induce changes in lawmakers’ position on roll-call votes.9 This definition of presidential political capital comports well with previous scholarship (e.g. Groseclose and Snyder, 1996) as well as contemporaneous accounts of White House lobbying. For example, after watching the administration’s recent effort before a vote on an important trade bill, the next-day’s Washington Post article described the situation: So many top Bush administration officials were working the Capitol last night that Democrats joked that the hallways looked like a Cabinet meeting . . . The last-minute negotiations for votes resembled the wheeling and dealing on a car lot . . . Members took advantage of the opportunity by requesting such things as fundraising appearances by Cheney and the restoration of money the White House has tried to cut from agriculture programs. (Blustein and Allen, 2005: s. A) Nearly 20 years earlier, Ronald Reagan’s OMB Director, David Stockman (1986: 251), described a similar scene: ‘The last 10 percent or 20 percent of the votes needed for a majority of both houses on the 1981 tax cut had to be bought, period’. Applying the well-known vote-buying models (see Snyder, 1991; Groseclose, 1996; Groseclose and Snyder, 1996) to this setup, we show how presidents can strategically target their political capital to legislators to the end of influencing lawmakers and the policies they pass. From there we incorporate polarization into the model to show how it conditions the president’s influence. The Basic Model To start, let us consider a simple vote-buying game. There are two types of players: a president who seeks to buy votes such that the Senate passes legislation more to his liking than it otherwise would, and senators, who must balance the utility they derive from voting in line with their default ideal with the benefits that the president offers. Hence we assume that the legislative outcome can be described as a point on the Real number line. The president’s utility function is: Up =Aðo, pÞ−B where o is the outcome, p is the president’s ideal point and B is the sum of political capital the president spends. Let us assume that p≥o≥ status quo (i.e., that the president wishes to move the outcome to ‘the right’.) Furthermore, assume that A (o, p) is a function of the distance between the outcome and president’s ideal – increasing as the outcome (o) approaches his ideal (p). The utility function of a senator is a function of whether they vote yea or nay, and whether they support the proposal sufficiently to vote for it absent any presidential pressure or bribe: If si ≤o: Yea: Ui =Ciðo, siÞ+bi Nay: Ui =0 If si ≥o Yea: 0 Nay: −Ciðo, siÞ+bi where bi is the political capital offered to each individual senator, si is the senator’s ideal point and C (o, siÞ is a function of the distance between o and si – with senators’ utility increasing as the distance between the outcome and their ideal decreases. One interpretation of senators’ ideal points is the most extreme outcome a senator will support without a bribe. Senators for whom si ≥o will support proposal o without being lobbied, and indeed would have to be lobbied not to support it, whereas senators for whom si < o will not vote for proposal o unless the president expends some political capital on them. Like Groseclose and Snyder (1996), we assume senators derive utility from their revealed preference over policies, not just the outcome. As a first point, it is worth stating the obvious: the greater the president’s political capital, the greater his ability to influence legislators’ votes. If bi =0 – either because the president chose not to get involved or because he lacks political capital to spend – then the White House is limited to the familiar role of veto bargaining (see Cameron, 2000). Indeed, when unwilling or unable to spend the political capital that presidential lobbying demands, the president and his team cannot push a proactive legislative agenda. By contrast, as bi increases, the administration’s ability to ply any particular member increases, thereby granting presidents a positive role in the policymaking process. Of course, finding that a president’s leverage in Congress increases along with the political capital at his disposal is not altogether surprising (nor especially enlightening). Fortunately, more surprising (and enlightening) is uncovering how presidents endowed with the same political capital can differ substantially in their capacity to influence Congress. Such is precisely the insight adding polarization to the model affords. Adding Polarization The formal solution to the general game is given in the Appendix. However, the intuition underlying the general proof and its relevance to polarization is best shown by comparing three archetype preference distributions where neither the president’s nor pivotal voter’s ideal change. Such cases are illustrated in Figure 4. Across all three cases, we start by assuming that the president simply requires a 51–49 vote to pass a measure (an assumption we will relax later). In Figure 4(a), senators’ ideal points are distributed normally; in Figure 4(b), the Senate is unanimous, with all senators favoring the median position; and in Figure 4(c) it is polarized, with 50 senators having a position identical to the president and right of the status quo, and 50 senators having a position considerably left of the president and the status quo. Looking at the normal distribution of senators in Figure 4(a), for the president to get measure p passed, it is necessary for him to buy the votes of every senator between p and the median. More generally, to pass any measure o1: p≥o1 ≥ median, the president must pay: X median≤si ≤o1 Cðo1, siÞ If we treat the Senate as a continuum as opposed to 100 discrete senators, we get: Z o1 median Cðo1, sÞfðsÞds Generalizing to the case where a supermajority may be required, the cost to the president of outcome o1 becomes: X pivot≤si ≤o1 Cðo1, siÞ and Z o1 pivot Cðo1, sÞfðsÞds where the pivot is the percentile that the president needs to win the required supermajority. Compare the situation above with the one occurring when a president confronts a unanimous Senate like that depicted in Figure 4(b). In lobbying the normally distributed Senate, there were some senators to the right of the president, who would support the president’s position without any attention, and others close to the president’s position who would require only minimal lobbying. Thus he needed only allocate some political capital to some senators to get his way. By contrast, in the unanimous Senate, the president not only needs to attract more than half of all senators in order to pass his preferred policy, but also must expend considerable capital on each and every one of them. Ceteris paribus, then, the president facing a Senate with preferences normally distributed around the median position enjoys a far better opportunity to influence the outcome than the president facing one unanimously predisposed to the median position. Now consider the polarized Senate shown in Figure 4(c) in which 50 senators have the same ideal point as the president and 50 senators are diametrically opposed to the president’s position (while keeping the median the same as the previous two cases by making it the status quo). In this situation, the president is able to exert even greater influence than if confronted by the normal or unanimous Senate. Assuming simple majority rule, the president only needs to buy one vote to get the outcome (o1Þ all the way to his ideal. Of course, this one vote is expensive as the president must move the senator across a large portion of the policy space, yet because that vote is the only one needed to influence the outcome, the overall cost to the president is comparatively cheap. Thus under majority rule, the president only needs to move one member in the polarized Senate, many in the normally distributed Senate, and more than half the chamber if it is unanimous. (With supermajority rule, more votes are required in each case, but the order of the three distributions stays the same.) If we assume that C(o, siÞ is linear – which amounts to saying that the cost of getting a senator to move one more unit from his or her ideal point is constant10 – then the cost of the president getting his preferred policy with the polarized Senate is twice the cost of bribing two senators at the median (the one vote required from a senator at –p costs twice what a vote from a median senator would). The cost of the president getting his policy with a unanimous Senate is the cost of moving 51 median senators. If the Senate is normally distributed, the president will have to lobby not only the median senator, but also all those between her and the president. Therefore, the cost of getting to his ideal is most expensive when senators are unanimous and least expensive when they are polarized. We can generalize these findings to the case where the president needs to target more than one vote, as would be the case in this example if a super-majority was required. If the president needs n votes to pass measure o1 and C(o, siÞ is linear, then he will need to pay 2n times the cost of a median senator. In this case it is not clear that it is cheaper for the president to get his measure passed in the polarized case; it depends on the number of votes he has to buy. In the polarized case each vote is relatively expensive, so if the president has to buy many votes, it may be more expensive than in a more homogenous case. Polarization’s advantage to the president, after all, was that it allowed him to concentrate his resources on the few senators who will have a very significant effect. Therefore, polarization generally works to the president’s advantage provided the president is in a situation where winning over a few voters can significantly change the outcome (i.e. the polarization is distributed around the pivotal voter). If many members are clustered at the pivot point, any additional polarization will limit presidential influence, produce policy stalemate, and reinforce legislative gridlock. Discussion By all indications, the partisan and ideological polarization that has come to characterize officials in Washington shows no signs of abating. If anything, it appears that the schism between liberals and conservatives, Democrats and Republicans, will only continue to grow. The simple but important question that many have asked is, so what? How does polarization affect the policymaking process and the outcomes that result? While Mayhew’s initial study proved important laws continue to prevail even in the face of divided government and polarization, subsequent research has indicated that partisan and ideological polarization does encourage legislative gridlock, which, in turn, privileges the status quo. This happens partly by germinating partisanship and posturing over negotiation and compromise, and partly by leaving ideologically distant pivotal voters unable to find an alternative they prefer even when they seek compromise and negotiate sincerely. By contrast, we theorize that polarization’s impact on US lawmaking is conditional. Instead of hypothesizing gridlock monotonically increases with polarization, our model predicts polarization’s policymaking impact depends on three elements: the default preference of the pivotal voter, the extent of polarization around the pivotal voter, and the president’s willingness (and ability) to spend his capital to win. Depending on the particular constellation of these factors, predictions range from the familiar one of gridlock on through to a president who not only avoids stalemate, but actually signs into law bills that are closer to his preference than we would otherwise expect. Drawing from this model, then, a more nuanced view of presidential influence emerges. Assuming today’s White House officials are eager to promote the president’s legislative agenda, we can now see when those efforts are likely to pay off – namely, when the president enjoys ample political capital and confronts a polarized legislature (i.e. one where there are few legislators sitting between the pivotal voter and some point much closer to the president). Conversely, when the president does not get involved or lacks political capital when he does, all the conventional wisdom about pivotal voters and gridlock holds. Also, any president promoting his agenda before a homogenous Senate (say, one characterized by a normal distribution of preferences) is highly constrained by its predispositions. Therefore, as future researchers revisit presidents’ potential influence in Congress, accounting for its conditional nature should provide more discriminating results and permit more judicious inferences.

Ideology doesn’t outweigh – presidential success dictates votes

Lebo ‘10 (Matthew J. Lebo, Associate Professor, Department of Political Science, Stony Brook University, and Andrew O'Geen, PhD Candidate, Department of Political Science, Stony Brook University, Journal of Politics, “The President’s Role in the Partisan Congressional Arena” forthcoming,)

Keeping this centrality in mind, we use established theories of congressional parties to model the  president’s role as an actor within the constraints of the partisan environment of Congress. We also find a  role for the president's approval level, a variable of some controversy in the presidential success literature.  Further, we are interested in both the causes and consequences of success. We develop a theory that views  the president’s record as a key component of the party politics that are so important to both the passage of  legislation and the electoral outcomes that follow. Specifically, theories of partisan politics in Congress argue  that cross-pressured legislators will side with their parties in order to enhance the collective reputation of  their party (Cox and McCubbins 1993, 2005), but no empirical research has answered the question: "of what  are collective reputations made?" We demonstrate that it is the success of the president –  not parties in  Congress – that predicts rewards and punishments to parties in Congress. This allows us to neatly fit the  president into existing theories of party competition in Congress while our analyses on presidential success  enable us to fit existing theories of party politics into the literature on the presidency. 

Obama has Capital

Obama political capital high now
Eskew 3/1 (Carter, writer for the Washington Post, “Republicans' new willingness to compromise,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/the-insiders/post/republicans-new-willingness-to-compromise/2012/03/01/gIQAbrujkR_blog.html)
One sign of President Obama’s mini-political surge: Congressional Republicans’ new willingness to signal compromise on jobs and energy legislation. A recent lunch between Obama, House Speaker John Boehner and Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell suggests the “party of no” is moving to “maybe.” Republican leaders are hedging their bets. They are looking at the train wreck of their presidential primaries and the president’s rising approval ratings and starting to consider saving their own skins. They know that their refusal to work with Obama doesn’t play nearly as well as he gains strength. In fact, if the economy and Obama continue to recover, the Democrats will have a unified national message, something rare in presidential election cycles. Democrats can argue, credibly, that they have made progress despite the best efforts of Republicans to sabotage it. There may be no better bellwether of the president’s political prospects than McConnell. If he is even talking compromise, that’s a leading indicator. He once said the Republican mission was to bring the president down; his real mission has always been something else: to save himself and his allies in Congress. This tentative step to détente is fragile and will turn on the first dip in the president’s polls. But it’s kind of fun to watch.

AT: Transit Bill killed PC
Latest bills were bipartisan 

Huffington post 6/29 (News Organization “House, Senate Pass Transportation Bill, Extend Current Student Loan Rates” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/06/29/transportation-bill-student-loans_n_1638116.html)
WASHINGTON — Congress emphatically approved legislation Friday preserving jobs on transportation projects from coast to coast and avoiding interest rate increases on new loans to millions of college students, giving lawmakers campaign-season bragging rights on what may be their biggest economic achievement before the November elections. The bill sent for President Barack Obama's signature enables just over $100 billion to be spent on highway, mass transit and other transportation programs over the next two years, projects that would have expired Saturday without congressional action. It also ends a bare-knuckle political battle over student loans that raged since spring, a proxy fight over which party was best helping voters muddle through the economic downturn.

Obama signed a one-week temporary measure Friday evening, permitting the highway and loan programs to continue until the full legislation reaches his desk. Under the bill, interest rates of 3.4 percent for subsidized Stafford loans forundergraduates will continue for another year, instead of doubling for new loans beginning on Sunday as scheduled by a law passed five years ago to save money. Had the measure failed, interest rates would have mushroomed to 6.8 percent for 7.4 million students expected to get the loans over the coming year, adding an extra $1,000 to the average cost of each loan and antagonizing students – and their parents – four months from Election Day.

The Democratic-led Senate sent the measure to Obama by a 74-19 vote, just minutes after the Republican-run House approved it 373-52. The unusual display of harmony, in a bitterly partisan year, signaled lawmakers' eagerness to claim credit for providing transportation jobs, to avert higher costs for students and their families and to avoid being embarrassed had the effort run aground.

AT: Compartmentalization

Political capital is real and key to the agenda—empirically proven

Schier 2009 - , professor of political science at Carleton College (Steven E, “Understanding the Obama Presidency”, The Forum, Vol. 7, Issue 1, http://www.bepress.com/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1283&context=forum,bs)

In additional to formal powers, a president’s informal power is situationally derived and highly variable. Informal power is a function of the “political capital” presidents amass and deplete as they operate in office. Paul Light defines several components of political capital: party support of the president in Congress, public approval of the presidential conduct of his job, the President’s electoral margin and patronage appointments (Light 1983, 15). Richard Neustadt’s concept of a president’s “professional reputation” likewise figures into his political capital. Neustadt defines this as the “impressions in the Washington community about the skill and will with which he puts [his formal powers] to use” (Neustadt 1990, 185). In the wake of 9/11, George W. Bush’s political capital surged, and both the public and Washington elites granted him a broad ability to prosecute the war on terror. By the later stages of Bush’s troubled second term, beset by a lengthy and unpopular occupation of Iraq and an aggressive Democratic Congress, he found that his political capital had shrunk. Obama’s informal powers will prove variable, not stable, as is always the case for presidents. Nevertheless, he entered office with a formidable store of political capital. His solid electoral victory means he initially will receive high public support and strong backing from fellow Congressional partisans, a combination that will allow him much leeway in his presidential appointments and with his policy agenda. Obama probably enjoys the prospect of a happier honeymoon during his first year than did George W. Bush, who entered office amidst continuing controversy over the 2000 election outcome. Presidents usually employ power to disrupt the political order they inherit in order to reshape it according to their own agendas. Stephen Skowronek argues that “presidents disrupt systems, reshape political landscapes, and pass to successors leadership challenges that are different from the ones just faced” (Skowronek 1997, 6). Given their limited time in office and the hostile political alignments often present in Washington policymaking networks and among the electorate, presidents must force political change if they are to enact their agendas. In recent decades, Washington power structures have become more entrenched and elaborate (Drucker 1995) while presidential powers – through increased use of executive orders and legislative delegation (Howell 2003) –have also grown. The presidency has more powers in the early 21st century but also faces more entrenched coalitions of interests, lawmakers, and bureaucrats whose agendas often differ from that of the president. This is an invitation for an energetic president – and that seems to describe Barack Obama – to engage in major ongoing battles to impose his preferences.

Presidential leadership shapes the agenda

Kuttner 11 (Robert, Senior Fellow – Demos and Co-editor – American Prospect, “Barack Obama's Theory of Power,” The American Prospect, 5-16, http://prospect.org/cs/articles?article=barack_obamas_theory_of_power)

As the political scientist Richard Neustadt observed in his classic work, Presidential Power, a book that had great influence on President John F. Kennedy, the essence of a president's power is "the power to persuade." Because our divided constitutional system does not allow the president to lead by commanding, presidents amass power by making strategic choices about when to use the latent authority of the presidency to move public and elite opinion and then use that added prestige as clout to move Congress. In one of Neustadt's classic case studies, Harry Truman, a president widely considered a lame duck, nonetheless persuaded the broad public and a Republican Congress in 1947-1948 that the Marshall Plan was a worthy idea.  As Neustadt and Burns both observed, though an American chief executive is weak by constitutional design, a president possesses several points of leverage. He can play an effective outside game, motivating and shaping public sentiment, making clear the differences between his values and those of his opposition, and using popular support to box in his opponents and move them in his direction. He can complement the outside bully pulpit with a nimble inside game, uniting his legislative party, bestowing or withholding benefits on opposition legislators, forcing them to take awkward votes, and using the veto. He can also enlist the support of interest groups to pressure Congress, and use media to validate his framing of choices. Done well, all of this signals leadership that often moves the public agenda.

Political capital is key to the agenda – especially in election season

Terigopula 2011 (Rajiv. Writer for the Harvard Political Review.  “President Obama’s Political Capital,” http://hpronline.org/hprgument/president-obamas-political-capital/)

Much hullabaloo has been made in the last two weeks over the state of the 112th Congress and how it can possibly operate without political gridlock. By popular media’s account, a three-way Western-style showdown between Speaker Boehner, Leader Reid, and President Obama is all but imminent.  In the words of William A. Galston, a senior fellow at the Brookings Institute, The polarization of American politics will make a tough job even harder.  The two parties disagree on economic fundamentals, and because each now enjoys a share of real power, nothing will get done unless they manage to agree…Flash-points will occur early and often in 2012…Many analysts are predicting two years of gridlock, and it’s easy to see why. Indeed, as the 112th Congress kicks off, our President and the Democratic Party he leads is headed down a grim road for passing any major legislation on its short-term and long-term policy agenda.  The pause in harsh rhetoric and fierce contention borne of the tragic, horrifying events of Tucson is unfortunately going to be short-lived, by many accounts.  Even as legislators’ efforts for unification might bring together the parties for symbolic purposes such as the State of the Union address, House and Senate Republicans are largely seeking to exercise their mandate to check the perceived Democratic excesses of the last two years.  The President of Change is going to have to grapple with the ways of the past, if the House GOP intends to keep its promise to implement the Pledge to America.  Inherent in all of these impending political firefights is the realization that President Obama’s intelligent utilization of his quickly diminishing political capital is going to play a larger role than ever in our national political process over the next two years, and may very well determine the outcome of the 2012 presidential race.

AT: Winners Win

Everything Obamas done disproves winners win

Jacobson, ‘11  [Gary C. Jacobson is distinguished professor of political science at the University of California, San Diego. He specializes in the study of U.S. elections, parties, Congress, and public opinion; “Legislative Success and Political Failure: The Public’s Reaction to Barack Obama’s Early Presidency.” Presidential Studies Quarterly 41, no. 2 ]

The idea that a president’s legislative and political success go hand in hand is starkly contradicted by the first two years of Barack Obama’s presidency. With the help of Democratic majorities in the House and Senate, Obama pushed through a huge economic stimulus package targeting the deep recession he had inherited, initiated comprehensive reforms of the nation’s health care system, and signed a major redesign of financial regulation aimed at preventing a repeat of the financial meltdown that had made the recession so severe. These legislative achievements made the 111th Congress among the most productive in many years, and they were fully consistent with promises Obama made during his successful campaign for the White House. Obama also kept his campaign pledge to wind down the United States’ involvement in Iraq and to reallocate American forces to confront the resurgent Taliban in Afghanistan. In short, Obama had done what he might reasonably believe he was elected to do. His reward was to see his Democratic Party suffer a crushing defeat in the 2010 midterm elections, with Republicans gaining 64 House seats to win their largest majority (242193) since 1946, and six Senate seats, putting them within easy striking distance of a majority in that chamber in 2012.1 Not only did the president and his party reap no political benefit from their legislative accomplishments, they were evidently punished for them. The congressional Republicans’ strategy of all-out opposition, adopted not long after Obama took office, turned out to be remarkably successful, delivering a stunning setback to a majority party that had won a sweeping victory just two years earlier.

Declines in political capital outweigh the effect of winning 

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

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

Aff

Won’t Pass - GOP
Won’t pass – GOP tricks. 

Inside U.S. Trade 6-8. [“Senate Finance Republicans demand additional hearing on Jackson Vanik” -- lexis]

All 11 Republican members of the Senate Finance Committee late last month demanded that Chairman Max Baucus (D-MT) invite administration officials to testify at a new hearing on the implications of graduating Russia from the so-called Jackson-Vanik amendment, which is a key step related to Russia's accession to the World Trade Organization. "While we appreciated the opportunity to hear from U.S. businesses and other non-governmental organizations about the implications of such action on March 15, 2012, we believe that more analysis is warranted before proceeding with a mark-up in the Finance Committee," the senators wrote in a May 24 letter to Baucus, reprinted on this page. "Therefore, we respectfully request that we hold an additional hearing and invite senior members of the Administration to testify before the Finance Committee before considering legislation," they added. According to the letter, there is precedent for having such a hearing with administration officials, as at least four Cabinet secretaries testified before the Congress during the discussions surrounding the accession of China to the WTO. "Gaining a clearer understanding of the Administration's policies toward Russia will help Members of the Committee place in context legislation" to graduate Russia from Jackson-Vanik, the Republicans wrote. However, several observers said the new demand from Republicans could also represent an attempt to get the administration on the record regarding the priority it attaches to graduating Russia from the Jackson-Vanik amendment so that Republicans would be in a better position to extract other concessions the administration in return. Overall, the letter represents a potential new hurdle for the process of lifting Russia from the Jackson-Vanik amendment in the Senate. After the March hearing, Baucus said he wanted to mark up Jackson-Vanik legislation in committee within two months, which would have been mid-May (Inside U.S. Trade, March 16).

Won’t Pass - Elections

No vote until after the election. 

Mizulin et all 6-11. 

[Nikolay, int’l and EU trade law lawyer, Partner @ Mayer & Brown law firm, “Russian Federation: The Russian Government finally submits WTO accession protocol to Russian Parliament” Mondaq -- http://www.mondaq.com/x/181432/International+Trade/The+Russian+Government+Finally+Submits+WTO+Accession+Protocol+To+Russian+Parliament]

Thus, for the United States to receive the benefits of many of4 the accession agreement that Russia negotiated with WTO members, the US Congress must affirmatively act to change US law prior to the time that Russia becomes a member of the WTO. However, while there is a small chance the Congress will enact a bill to repeal Jackson-Vanik this summer or fall, it is more likely to occur after the US election in November. 

Won’t Pass – GOP and Magnitsky 

Magnitsky linkage and GOP opposition means won’t pass 

Associated Press 6/12 (“US Bill for Normal Trade with Russia Opposed,” Fox News, 6-12-12, http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2012/06/12/us-bill-for-normal-trade-with-russia-opposed/)//
A Senate plan to lift Cold War restrictions on trade with Russia drew immediate resistance from Senate Republicans who said Congress must first address Russia's poor human rights record and existing economic and political policies. Senate Finance Committee Chairman Max Baucus, a Democrat, on Tuesday introduced bipartisan legislation to normalize trade relations with Russia by repealing the 1974 Jackson-Vanik act that tied trade with the then-Soviet Union to Moscow's allowing Jews and other minorities to leave the country. The repeal of Jackson-Vanik is necessary if U.S. businesses are to enjoy the lower tariffs and increased access to Russian markets that will become available when Russia joins the World Trade Organization this summer. Supporters of normalized trade said it could lead to a doubling of U.S. exports to Russia. "Jackson-Vanik served its purpose during the Cold War, but it's a relic of another era that now stands in the way of our farmers, ranchers and businesses pursuing opportunities to grow and create jobs," Baucus said in a statement. Baucus was joined in sponsoring the bill by Senate Foriegn Relations Committee chairman John Kerry, a Democrat andRepublicans John McCain and John Thune. But eight Finance Committee Republicans, led by ranking Republican Orrin Hatch, wrote a letter to Baucus saying that Congress cannot ignore current issues with Russia in moving to normalize trade relations. "Many aspects of the U.S.-Russia relationship are troubling," they said, naming the "flawed election and illegitimate regime of Vladimir Putin," the suppression of public protests, Russia's support for the Syrian government and its threats to attack U.S.-led NATO missile defense sites in Eastern Europe. The letter also raised Russia's theft of U.S. intellectual property and its pervasive problems with bribery and corruption and questioned whether Russia would comply if the WTO handed down adverse rulings on its economic policies. The Republican senators also warned against any weakening of human rights legislation now moving through both the House and the Senate and likely to be linked to repeal of Jackson-Vanik. The legislation, named after Russian lawyer Sergey Magnitsky, who died in a Russian jail in 2009 after allegedly being subject to torture, would impose sanctions such as visa bans and asset freezes on Russian officials involved in human rights violations including the Magnitsky case. The House Foreign Affairs Committee last week approved the bill by voice vote. In the Senate the main sponsor is a Democrat, Ben Cardin. The Russian government has voiced strong objections to the bill and suggested that there would be retaliatory measures if it becomes law. Major U.S. business groups, which say normalizing trade with Russia is a top priority for this year, have also expressed concerns about connecting the trade bill to the human rights issue. The White House, which prefers a clean trade bill, would like to drop a provision in the Magnitsky bill that calls for the naming of rights abusers. McCain, the top Republican on the Armed Services Committee, said that while he supports the trade bill, "the extension of permanent normal trade relations status and the repeal of the Jackson-Vanik amendment must be accompanied by the passage of the Magnitsky Act." U.S. exports to Russia are now about $9 billion a year, and economists predict that could double within five years with normal trade relations. The legislation would not require the United States to lower any of its tariffs to take advantage of Russian concessions once it joins the WTO.

Magnitsky Thumper 

Magnitsky QPQ for JV inevitable – takes out the impact. 

Kaminski 6-7. [Matthew, journalist on WSJ’s editorial board, “Magnitsky Moves” Wall Street Journal -- http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702303918204577448343949479480.html?mod=googlenews_wsj]

Two years after its introduction, a Russian human-rights bill is now moving toward adoption. The Kremlin detests and the Obama administration opposes the so-called Magnitsky Act, but political winds are against them. The House Foreign Affairs Committee on Thursday marked it up, becoming the first congressional panel to move on the bill. The full House is expected to pass it easily. A bigger test looms in the Senate. Sen. Ben Cardin, a Maryland Democrat, has pushed this legislation to sanction Russian officials implicated in human-rights abuses. His bill freezes the assets and bans from travel to the U.S. Russian judicial officials involved in the 2009 death of Sergei Magnitsky, a lawyer for the investment house Hermitage Capital. Magnitsky uncovered evidence of police corruption and embezzlement; he was jailed and died in prison at the age of 37. From the start, the Obama administration tried to scuttle or water down the measure. At White House behest, Sen. John Kerry has kept it off the Senate Foreign Relations Committee calendar—most recently so as not to spoil the mood ahead of Russian President Vladimir Putin's May visit to the U.S. (In the end, Mr. Putin cancelled the trip, in what came off like a calculated snub to the administration.) Sen. Cardin was pressed to weaken the legislation by narrowing the list of people who would be impacted by the sanctions. He has told aides this spring that he plans to stick firm to keep bipartisan support. The latest Senate draft that he circulated last night continues to give Congress authority to add any Russian rights abusers to the black list in the future. But some of his changes aren't going down well with Republican co-sponsors. The secretary of state gets a waiver to remove anyone from the list on "national security" grounds. The new version also includes a sunset clause that lets the bill expire if individuals responsible for Magnitsky's death are brought to justice. Republican supporters want the act to punish not just Magnitsky's killers but to pressure Russia to respect human rights for years to come. Congress holds the stronger political card. Earlier this spring, a bipartisan group of senators linked the passage of Magnitsky to the repeal of the 1974 Jackson-Vanik amendment. With Russia set to join the World Trade Organization this summer, American companies would be hurt by Jackson-Vanik, which blocks the U.S. from establishing so-called permanent normal trading relations (PNTR) with Moscow. The White House enthusiastically supports PNTR, and Montana Sen. Max Baucus, who chairs the finance committee, is said to be "antsy" to get to move legislation. Mr. Kerry hasn't put Magnistky on his committee's agenda. If he continues to block the path at the Foreign Relations Committee, Mr. Baucus has indicated that he would be willing to attach Magnitsky as an amendment to PNTR and get it to the full Senate vote in a single package. The Kremlin will always complain about Magnitsky, and a Putin spokesman last week issued an unspecified threat of retaliation. But the administration is running out of options to stop the congressional momentum. As much as it fears the damage to its vaunted "reset" in Russia relations from Magnitsky, its adoption has become the sine qua non for the repeal of Jackson-Vanik.

Plan Popular – Generic

There is bipartisan support for infrastructure

Epstein 11 

(Jennifer Epstein, “President Obama pushes infrastructure repair, blasts Congress”, 11/2/11, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1111/67458.html)

Quoting top congressional Republicans and former President Ronald Reagan, the president stressed that infrastructure repair and construction is a national prerogative, one that should have bipartisan support when a piece of his jobs bill comes up for a Senate vote later in the week. “If the speaker of the House, the Republican leader in the Senate, all the Democrats, all say that this is important to do, why aren’t we doing it? What’s holding us back? Let’s get moving and put America back to work,” Obama said in a morning speech on the banks of the Potomac River, the Key Bridge behind him crossing from the District of Columbia to Virginia.

HSR Popular 

House to push port-security measures

Kasperowicz 6-25
Pete Kasperowicz - 06/25/12 10:11 AM ET, http://thehill.com/blogs/floor-action/house/234511-house-to-push-port-security-measures-this-week. Reporter for the Hill. 

The House this week plans to pass a handful of bills aimed at requiring improved coordination between the federal and state governments on port security, and an assessment of remaining security gaps at ports. The Securing Maritime Activities Through Risk-based Targeting for Port Security Act, from Rep. Candice Miller (R-Mich.), would require the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) and the U.S. Coast Guard to cooperate more in their efforts to ensure port security. It would also boost measures overseas to ensure safer cargo, and encourage more cooperation between the federal and local levels. "In an era of tight budgetary times, we must ensure that we are making the best use of limited taxpayer dollars," Miller said earlier this year when she introduced her bill. "My legislation seeks to guard against these threats in a risk-based, coordinated way that enhances the programs in place to protect our maritime borders." Her bill, H.R. 4251, would require DHS to submit a plan for improved coordination to Congress by July 1, 2014. 

Republicans approve of funding train infrastructure

GoozNews 6/25 

(GoozNews, “The Attack on High Speed Rail”, June 25, 2012, http://gooznews.com/?p=4018)

The movement got a major boost from President Obama’s stimulus package, which set aside billions of dollars for mass transit and high-speed rail projects. The TIGER grant program, where local communities competed for about $500 million a year, spawned dozens of projects like Normal’s across the country. If continued, the program would be a major boon to economic development along the new or improved rail lines being built in states whose governors still see the wisdom of investing in such projects.  But the Republican-led House took the $500 million previously spent on TIGER grants and gave it to Amtrak to fund intercity projects owned by either “Amtrak or States.” That reference to states, one lobbyist noted, opens the door to funneling more money to mostly rural states on Amtrak’s cross-country lines that serve few riders.

Hydrogen Popular 

Congress likes hydrogen cars

 Motavalli 09

Jim Motavalli, freelance journalist, speaker, book author,radio personality and expert on all things environmental. Jim blogs weekly for The New York Times, Mother Nature Network, BNET and The Daily Green, is a regular contributor to The New York Times’. He writes “Green Living” for the Environmental Defense newsletter and has contributed to Men's Journal, AMC Outdoors, Popular Mechanics, The Nation, The Boston Globe, Philadelphia Review, Salon, Grist, The Guardian, Tomorrow Magazine, Greenwich Magazine, Sierra and many other newspapers, magazines, and websites. He is a two-time winner of the Global Media Award from the Population Institute, and has shared his environmental expertise in radio interviews across the country. His wrote many environmental books. He lectures at environmental conferences or academic gatherings as he is addressing the general public. Jim spent 14 years as editor of E/The Environmental Magazine, a national bi-monthly where he now contributes as a senior writer. He has also served as executive editor for New Mass Media and edited an alternative news weekly. He is a member of the Society for Environmental Journalists (SEJ) and has taught journalism at Fairfield University and University of Connecticut. He hosts a bi-weekly public affairs and music radio show on listener-sponsoredWPKN-FM. Posted on Mother Nature Network. “Congress likes fuel-cell cars; Toyota says they could even be cheap: Could fuel-cell cars be on the market by 2015? There are still daunting cost issues, but Congress is restoring research dollars, and -- despite vocal critics -- automakers are still bullish.” Tue, Jul 28 2009 at 9:40 AM EST  18

Defying the will of President Obama and Energy Secretary Steven Chu, the hydrogen fuel-cell community is demonstrating its clout by convincing Congress to restore funding — and at the same time promising affordable vehicles in the near future. Could companies be producing a million a year by 2030? The House of Representatives voted overwhelmingly to approve $153 million for hydrogen and fuel cells as part of the DOE’s Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy Program. Chu’s 2010 budget had called for just $68 million, down from $168 million in 2009.

Hydrogen cars and research popular in Congress

Tollefson 9

Jeff Tollefson[Editor for Nature 460]/US Congress revives hydrogen vehicle research/Jul 23, 2009 ProQuest

US funding for hydrogen-fuelled transportation research got a boost on 17 July as the House of Representatives voted to restore $85 million to the research budget . The administration of President Barack Obama had proposed cutting the funds altogether. In May, energy secretary Steven Chu sparked an uproar when he proposed slashing current spending on research into hydrogen-based energy technology by 60%, from $168 million this fiscal year to $68 million in 2010, and cutting funding entirely for work on hydrogen vehicles. Former president George W. Bush made hydrogen transportation a cornerstone of his energy research strategy, but Chu said biofuels and batteries offer a better short-term pathway to reducing oil use and greenhouse-gas emissions. Advocates both among scientists and on Capitol Hill have rushed to defend the hydrogen programme in recent weeks. It seems to have worked: the House included a total of $153 million for hydrogen-energy research in its version of the 2010 energy and water spending bill. In the Senate, appropriators have provided $190 million for hydrogen research - a 13% increase over the base budget for 2009 - although the full Senate has yet to take up the legislation. A final bill is unlikely to come for another few months , but some level of funding for hydrogen vehicle research is likely to survive. Also last week, a National Research Council (NRC) panel weighed in on the debate with a preliminary report on the FreedomCAR and Fuel Partnership, a research consortium involving industry and government. The NRC committee endorsed the general thrust of the transportation research agenda of the Department of Energy (DOE) but said it is concerned about efforts to scale back work on hydrogen-fuelled transport. Citing the long-term potential of hydrogen fuel cells, the panel said it is not yet clear which vehicle technologies will prevail in the market. "There was no disagreement on the DOE's approach to put more emphasis on nearer-term technologies, but we felt that the long-term, high-risk, high-payoff activities should not be abandoned, in particular those related to hydrogen fuel cells," says Vernon Roan, a retired professor from the University of Florida in Gainsville who chaired the panel. Pat Davis, who manages the DOE's Vehicle Technologies Program in Washington DC, says the department requested the report to update its vehicle research plans. He called the report "highly favourable" in general, but acknowledged that the administration has a different view of hydrogen research. Hydrogen fuel cells combine hydrogen and oxygen to generate electricity, producing only water vapour in the process, and they have already powered prototype vehicles. Fuel cells are expensive, however, as would be the infrastructure required to support large numbers of hydrogen-powered vehicles on the roads. And although renewable energy sources could be used to produce hydrogen, at present it is generally made from natural gas in a process that also produces greenhouse gases.

Mass Transit Popular 

Mass transit popular – Villaraigosa proves
Lacter 6/29 (Mark Lacter Staffwriter “Villaraigosa finally gets federal loan program for mass transit work” http://www.laobserved.com/biz/2012/06/villaraigosa_finally.php)


Somewhere within a massive transportation bill that Congress approved today is a section that's designed to speed up local transit projects, such as the expansion of L.A.'s subway system. This is the one that the mayor has been pushing for the last two years - a plan that he claims will allow the Westside subway extension to be completed in 10 years instead of 30. The funds would also go toward highways, bus operations and street improvements. From the LAT: Officials say that $20 billion in federal loans could be made available nationally over the next two years under the legislation. Loans to the MTA would be repaid from the half-penny sales tax increase approved by L.A. County voters in 2008. But the loans alone will not be enough. Villaraigosa has proposed a ballot measure in November to extend the half-penny sales tax beyond 2039 to help fund his initiative. The bill's passage was complicated this year by election year politics, divisions within the House GOP ranks over the level of spending and a ban on lawmakers earmarking funds for transportation projects, a practice that in the past helped win votes but drew criticism after the last big transportation bill, in 2005, was filled with thousands of earmarks, including Alaska's "bridge to nowhere.''

NIB Popular 

Plan's implementation is bipartisan - nixes opposition

Lehigh, Globe Columnist, 2011
Scot Lehigh, Globe Columnist, Sept. 14, 2011, “Infrastructure bank will spur economy” Boston Globe, http://articles.boston.com/2011-09-14/bostonglobe/30155939_1_infrastructure-bank-energy-projects-loan
By backing part of a project’s cost, the bank would make it attractive for other investors to finance the rest. Only highway, water, and energy projects would qualify - and to be eligible, the project would have to have a dedicated revenue stream like road or bridge tolls or water bills to finance the debt. “You’d have the kind of revenue streams that people dream of for stability,’’ says Kerry. At a time when safe investments are much in demand, the bank would represent a real opportunity for global pension, sovereign wealth, private equity and mutual funds. “If it is done right, it could expand exponentially the amount of infrastructure spending that we have,’’ says Senator Hutchison. And this bank is designed right, she says. Professionally staffed, it would have conservative lending standards. Its board would be bipartisan, its process independent of political pressure. In no case would it loan more than 50 percent of a project’s cost, meaning the undertaking would have to attract significant other investment dollars before going forward. 

Plan's popular — Congress, labor, and Chamber of Commerce

Riley, staff reporter, 2011
Charles Riley, "Infrastructure bank: Plan would leverage federal money," CNN, http://money.cnn.com/2011/03/15/news/economy/infrastructure_bank/index.htm

Sens. John Kerry of Massachusetts and Kay Bailey Hutchison of Texas think so, and want to create a federal infrastructure bank that would provide loans and loan guarantees to help fill gaps in project financing. 34 Here's how it would work: After an initial round of federal funding, the bank would offer loans to give projects a needed jolt of money. Eventually, interest paid on the loans would make the bank self sufficient. Kerry and Hutchison introduced the legislation -- dubbed the BUILD Act -- during a press conference on Tuesday. They were joined by an unlikely pair: AFL-CIO union boss Richard Trumka and U.S. Chamber of Commerce president Tom Donohue. Trumka is a powerful voice for unions in Washington; Donohue represents the most influential business lobby. The two organizations have come together before around common interests in government spending. But their willingness to speak in support of the proposal suggests the bill might gain momentum despite the anti-spending climate. "We are living with very difficult budget circumstances, not just in Washington but in every city, state and town throughout America," Kerry said. "We need to do more with less." The federal government currently spends about $65 billion a year on infrastructure, $50 billion of which goes to local and state governments in the form of grants. While that sounds like a hefty chunk of change, it's actually around 2% of federal spending. Other countries -- including China -- are spending far more on infrastructure as a percentage of gross domestic product, Kerry said. Congress unites over BEER bill "We have a choice," Kerry said. "We can either build and compete and create jobs for our people, or we can fold up and let everyone else win." The Kerry-Hutchison proposal is not the first time an infrastructure bank idea has been floated on Capitol Hill. But Kerry said the new proposal costs far less, and will be paid for by finding money in the current budget. President Obama has long championed the idea of an infrastructure bank. Kerry said he had discussed the bill with the White House's top economic man, Gene Sperling, and Treasury Secretary Tim Geithner, who both responded favorably.

Port Security Popular 

House to push port-security measures

Kasperowicz 6-25
Pete Kasperowicz - 06/25/12 10:11 AM ET, http://thehill.com/blogs/floor-action/house/234511-house-to-push-port-security-measures-this-week. Reporter for the Hill. 

The House this week plans to pass a handful of bills aimed at requiring improved coordination between the federal and state governments on port security, and an assessment of remaining security gaps at ports. The Securing Maritime Activities Through Risk-based Targeting for Port Security Act, from Rep. Candice Miller (R-Mich.), would require the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) and the U.S. Coast Guard to cooperate more in their efforts to ensure port security. It would also boost measures overseas to ensure safer cargo, and encourage more cooperation between the federal and local levels. "In an era of tight budgetary times, we must ensure that we are making the best use of limited taxpayer dollars," Miller said earlier this year when she introduced her bill. "My legislation seeks to guard against these threats in a risk-based, coordinated way that enhances the programs in place to protect our maritime borders." Her bill, H.R. 4251, would require DHS to submit a plan for improved coordination to Congress by July 1, 2014. 

PolCap Ineffective

McCain support makes Obama’s capital ineffective
Rogin, 6/12/2012 (Josh – reports on national security and foreign policy for the Cable at Foreign Policy, Magnitsky Act will be linked with Russian trade bill in Senate, Foreign Policy, p. http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2012/06/12/magnitsky_act_will_be_linked_with_russian_trade_bill_in_senate)

By gaining McCain's support, Baucus has removed a major obstacle to the passage of PNTR for Russia. But now, with McCain on board, Baucus's PNTR bill is linked to the Magnitsky Act in such a way that if the administration opposes or seeks to water down the Magnitsky bill without McCain's agreement, both pieces of legislation could be in jeopardy.
PC Not Real

Political capital isn’t real – votes are ideological

The Daily Home ’10 (Daily newspaper serving the Talladega and and St. Clair Counties since 1867. It is the leading newspaper for the 2 counties as well as much of the surrounding area (“There is no Such Thing as ‘Political Capital’”, The Daily Home, 27 January 2010. < http://www.dailyhome.com/view/full_story/5680369/article-There-is-no-such-thing-as-‘political-capital’?instance=home_opinion>)

After winning one of the closest presidential races in the history of the United States in 2004, President Bush proclaimed, “I earned capital in the campaign, political capital, and now I intend to spend it.” The president and the GOP thought they had a sure bet. They were wrong. In following elections, the American voters yanked the rug out from under them, first giving Democrats a majority in Congress, then giving them the White House in 2008. In turn, the Democrats, bolstered by those elections, made the same mistake the Republicans did, believing that they had some grand mandate from voters to push their agenda through. Now, if two recent elections are any indication, the pendulum is once again swinging the other way, with Republicans gaining ground. And once again, we are hearing from GOP party leaders that they have earned some “political capital.” Too bad for both parties “political capital” does not exist — never has. In fact, it’s hugely insulting to Americans as a whole for one party or the other to make such a claim. On average, the United States is split about evenly between Republicans and Democrats, conservatives and liberals, with a broad margin of moderates between the extremes. And most people are, in real-world situations, conservative on some issues and liberal on others. Very few Americans want unrestricted government spending, which is traditionally a conservative view point, but at the same time, most of those people would support the government providing food to starving children, which is traditionally a liberal approach. So any time one political party thinks it has the upper hand, as the Democrats most recently did, they are wrong. The Democrats mostly won elections because of a national dissatisfaction among moderates with how the GOP majority had managed the country — NOT because the United States had suddenly become a country of Democrats. It was foolish then for Democrat leaders like Speaker Nancy Pelosi to think otherwise and it is equally foolish now for the GOP to repeat that mistake. American voters want government that advances the best interest of its people and its businesses, instead of focusing on one party’s agenda. Given the state of the nation today, neither party has done much to earn anything like “political capital” and certainly neither has any to spend.
Votes are Ideological 

Congress will always vote based on ideologies, not on other influences

Jenkins ‘00 (Professor and director of graduate studies in the Woodrow Wilson department of politics at the University of Virginia (Jeffrey, “Examining the Robustness of Ideological Voting: Evidence from the Confederate House of Representatives”, Michigan State University, 2000. < https://www.msu.edu/~jenki107/AJPSfinal2.pdf>.)

A majority of work on Congressional voting behavior finds that members of Congress establish ideological positions and maintain them throughout the entirety of their careers, regardless of how their career aspirations, political positions, or underlying constituencies change. Based on this evidence, Poole (1998) concludes that members of Congress “die in their ideological boots.” I examine the robustness of the “ideological-boots thesis” more closely, using vote-scaling techniques and roll-call voting data from a different American legislative system: the Congress of the Confederate States of America. Initial results run contrary to the ideological-boots thesis, as I uncover low levels of cross-system stability among members who moved from the U.S. House to the Confederate House. Examining further, I argue that high levels of ideological stability follow from a strong party system being in place to structure voting, which has traditionally been the case in the two-party U.S. House but was not the case in the party-less Confederate House. This result aside, I do find a moderate but increasing level of ideological stability among members of the Confederate House in a session-by-session analysis, which is robust to a serious “shock” (Federal invasion) to the constituency-representative linkage underlying the electoral connection. This latter finding suggests that as long as there are electoral incentives associated with ideological labels, then ideologies will develop, regardless of party structure.

Compartmentalization 

Political capital doesn’t influence the passage of legislation – [issues are compartmentalized and presidential influence is exaggerated by the media]

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

As for Sotomayor, from here the path toward almost certain confirmation goes as follows: the Senate Judiciary Committee is slated to hold hearings sometime this summer (this involves both written depositions and of course open hearings), which should lead to formal Senate approval before Congress adjourns for its summer recess in early August.  So Sotomayor will likely take her seat in time for the start of the new Court session on October 5.  (I talk briefly about the likely politics of the nomination process below). What is of more interest to me, however, is what her selection reveals about the basis of presidential power. Political scientists, like baseball writers evaluating hitters, have devised numerous means of measuring a president’s influence in Congress. I will devote a separate post to discussing these, but in brief, they often center on the creation of legislative “box scores” designed to measure how many times a president’s preferred piece of legislation, or nominee to the executive branch or the courts, is approved by Congress. That is, how many pieces of legislation that the president supports actually pass Congress? How often do members of Congress vote with the president’s preferences? How often is a president’s policy position supported by roll call outcomes? These measures, however, are a misleading gauge of presidential power – they are a better indicator of congressional power. This is because how members of Congress vote on a nominee or legislative item is rarely influenced by anything a president does. Although journalists (and political scientists) often focus on the legislative “endgame” to gauge presidential influence – will the President swing enough votes to get his preferred legislation enacted? – this mistakes an outcome with actual evidence of presidential influence. Once we control for other factors – a member of Congress’ ideological and partisan leanings, the political leanings of her constituency, whether she’s up for reelection or not – we can usually predict how she will vote without needing to know much of anything about what the president wants. (I am ignoring the importance of a president’s veto power for the moment.) Despite the much publicized and celebrated instances of presidential arm-twisting during the legislative endgame, then, most legislative outcomes don’t depend on presidential lobbying. But this is not to say that presidents lack influence. Instead, the primary means by which presidents influence what Congress does is through their ability to determine the alternatives from which Congress must choose. That is, presidential power is largely an exercise in agenda-setting – not arm-twisting. And we see this in the Sotomayer nomination. Barring a major scandal, she will almost certainly be confirmed to the Supreme Court whether Obama spends the confirmation hearings calling every Senator or instead spends the next few weeks ignoring the Senate debate in order to play Halo III on his Xbox. That is, how senators decide to vote on Sotomayor will have almost nothing to do with Obama’s lobbying from here on in (or lack thereof). His real influence has already occurred, in the decision to present Sotomayor as his nominee. If we want to measure Obama’s “power”, then, we need to know what his real preference was and why he chose Sotomayor. My guess – and it is only a guess – is that after conferring with leading Democrats and Republicans, he recognized the overriding practical political advantages accruing from choosing an Hispanic woman, with left-leaning credentials. We cannot know if this would have been his ideal choice based on judicial philosophy alone, but presidents are never free to act on their ideal preferences. Politics is the art of the possible. Whether Sotomayer is his first choice or not, however, her nomination is a reminder that the power of the presidency often resides in the president’s ability to dictate the alternatives from which Congress (or in this case the Senate) must choose. Although Republicans will undoubtedly attack Sotomayor for her judicial “activism” (citing in particular her decisions regarding promotion and affirmative action), her comments regarding the importance of gender and ethnicity in influencing her decisions, and her views regarding whether appellate courts “make” policy, they run the risk of alienating Hispanic voters – an increasingly influential voting bloc (to the extent that one can view Hispanics as a voting bloc!)  I find it very hard to believe she will not be easily confirmed. In structuring the alternative before the Senate in this manner, then, Obama reveals an important aspect of presidential power that cannot be measured through legislative boxscores.

Winner’s Win 

Victories increase capital

Lee ‘5 

(Andrew, Claremont McKenna College, “Invest or Spend? Political Capital and Statements of Administration Policy in the First Term of the George W. Bush Presidency,” Georgia Political Science Association Conference Proceedings, http://a-s.clayton.edu/trachtenberg/2005%20Proceedings%20Lee.pdf)

To accrue political capital, the president may support a particular lawmaker’s legislation by issuing an SAP urging support, thereby giving that legislator more pull in the Congress and at home. The president may also receive capital from Congress by winning larger legislative majorities. For example, the president’s successful efforts at increasing Republican representation in the Senate and House would constitute an increase in political capital. The president may also receive political capital from increased job favorability numbers, following through with purported policy agendas, and defeating opposing party leaders (Lindberg 2004). Because political capital diminishes, a president can invest in policy and legislative victories to maintain or increase it. For example, President George W. Bush invests his political capital in tax cuts which he hopes will yield returns to the economy and his favorability numbers. By investing political capital, the president assumes a return on investment.
Winners win on controversial policies. 
Ornstein ‘1 

(Norman, American Enterprise Institute, “How is Bush Governing?” May 15, http://www.aei.org/events/filter.,eventID.281/transcript.asp)

The best plan is to pick two significant priorities, things that can move relatively quickly. And in an ideal world, one of them is going to be a little bit tough, where it's a battle, where you've got to fight, but then your victory is all the sweeter. The other matters but you can sweep through fairly quickly with a broad base of support and show that you're a winner and can accomplish something. Bush did just that, picking one, education, where there was a fairly strong chance. Something he campaigned on, people care about, and a pretty strong chance that he could get a bill through with 80, 85 percent support of both houses of Congress and both parties. And the other that he picked, and there were other choices, but he picked the tax cuts. What flows from that as well is, use every bit of political capital you have to achieve early victories that will both establish you as a winner, because the key to political power is not the formal power that you have. Your ability to coerce people to do what they otherwise would not do. Presidents don't have a lot of that formal power. It's as much psychological as it is real. If you're a winner and people think you're a winner, and that issues come up and they’re tough but somehow you're going to prevail, they will act in anticipation of that. Winners win. If it looks like you can't get things done, then you have a steeply higher hill to climb with what follows. And as you use your political capital, you have to recognize that for presidents, political capital is a perishable quality, that it evaporates if it isn't used. That's a lesson, by the way, George W. Bush learned firsthand from his father. That if you use it and you succeed, it's a gamble, to be sure, you'll get it back with a very healthy premium.

JV doesn’t solve relations
Doesn’t solve relations, purely symbolic

The Moscow Times 1/25 (“Obama Hints at Jackson-Vanik Repeal,” http://www.themoscowtimes.com/business/article/obama-may-push-for-jackson-vanik-repeal/451707.html)

The impact of the amendment is actually more symbolic than practical — since the fall of the Soviet Union U.S. presidents have granted Russia "temporary" normal trade relations in the form of an annual "waiver" verified by Congress. With Russia's accession to the World Trade Organization in December, America will be in breach of WTO rules requiring members to give each other permanent normal trade relations. As a result, without a repeal "U.S. companies will be denied the full enjoyment of Russia's improved market access and tariff reductions, and thus be placed at a competitive disadvantage versus their European, Asian and Latin American competitors," Andrew Somers, head of the American Chamber of Commerce in Russia, argued in a recent article. "That gives the Obama administration strong arguments to put to Congress, but it is really a matter of domestic politics," said Fyodor Lukyanov, editor-in-chief of Russia in Global Affairs, who predicted a combination of political point-scoring by Republicans accusing Obama of going soft on Russia and pragmatic moves to attach conditions relating to anything from sanitary restrictions on imports of U.S. chicken legs to missile defense, if the president asks Congress to repeal the amendment. Other lawmakers may seek to balance any repeal with a replacement law — for example one imposing travel bans on officials accused of involvement in the death of Hermitage Capital lawyer Sergei Magnitsky — that expresses their dissatisfaction with Russia's human rights record.

Alt Causes to Relations
Alt causes to relations-

A. Iran

Presstv.com 6/18 (“US sanctions on Iran will harm Russia-US relations: Putin's aide”, http://presstv.com/detail/2012/06/18/246748/iran-sanctions-will-mar-russiaus-ties/)

A top foreign policy advisor to Russian President Vladimir Putin says the United States’ unilateral sanctions on Iran over its nuclear energy program will "deal a blow" to US-Russia relations. Yuri Ushakov told reporters on Sunday that the US sanctions on Iran "run against international law and affect third countries." Moscow cannot accept that Russian firms and banks become the potential victims of such unilateral actions from the United States, the Kremlin aide warned. The remarks come as President Putin is expected to hold a meeting with his US counterpart Barack Obama on the sidelines of the G20 summit in the Mexican city of Los Cabos on Monday. Russia's Deputy Foreign Minister Sergei Ryabkov also noted on June 15 that Moscow is against the unilateral sanctions against Iran over the Islamic Republic’s nuclear energy program. Ryabkov's remarks echoed earlier comments made by Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov during a press conference with his Iranian counterpart Ali Akbar Salehi in Tehran on June 13. “Our stance regarding unilateral sanctions is clear. We are opposed to any unilateral sanctions,” Lavrov said. The United States and some of its allies have imposed sanctions against Iran since the beginning of 2012, claiming that the country's nuclear energy program includes a military component. Tehran refutes the allegation, noting that frequent inspections by the International Atomic Energy Agency have never found any diversion in Iran's nuclear energy program toward military purposes. 

B. Magnitsky

RIA NOVOSTI 6/17/12 (Russian newspaper, “Kremlin: Replacement of Jackson-Vanik with Magnitsky Bill Unacceptable” http://en.ria.ru/russia/20120617/174086727.html)

Moscow has warned the U.S. Administration that replacement of Jackson-Vanik Amendment with Magnitsky blacklist is 'unacceptable', Russian Presidential Aide Yuri Ushakov said on Sunday. A group of influential U.S. senators, including former Republican presidential candidate, John McCain, proposed in mid-March to introduce a blacklist of Russian officials allegedly linked to Hermitage Capital lawyer Magnitsky’s death, in a Moscow pre-trial detention center in November 2009, in exchange for the cancellation of the Jackson-Vanik amendment. The amendment limits trade with Russia and is an obstacle to the application of World Trade Organization (WTO) rules between the two countries. The restrictions imposed by Jackson-Vanik are often waived, but remain in place and are a thorn in the side of Russia-U.S. trade relations. “We’ve warned the U.S. administration that replacement of Jackson-Vanik with Magnitsky bill is unacceptable,” Ushakov said ahead of a meeting between the Russian president and his U.S. colleague that will be held at the sidelines of the upcoming G8 summit in Los Cabos. The projected Magnitsky bill is an ostentatious anti-Russian move and if this bill is passed Russia will introduce retaliatory measures, Ushakov continued. “Many countries… deny entry to undesirable persons. This is done not publicly and is a common diplomatic practice. But now the issue is about an ostentatious anti-Russian move, they [the congress] are trying to assign an expanded value to the bill, first of all, to use this law when the U.S. is dissatisfied with Russia,” Ushakov said. “Everybody understands that it [the Magnitsky blacklist] is a negative element in the bilateral ties. Everybody understands that retaliatory Russian measures would be inevitable, but we would like to avoid them,” he added. Magnitsky was arrested on tax evasion charges in November 2008, just days after accusing police investigators in a $230 million tax refund fraud, and died after almost a year in the Matrosskaya Tishina pre-trial detention center in Moscow.

Start Solves Relations
STARTs key to US Russia Relations and nuclear taboo

Joseph Nye, Real Clear World, “Obama's Nuclear Agenda,” 10/13/2009, http://www.realclearworld.com/articles/2009/10/13/obamas_nuclear_agenda_97256.html
 Averting that danger will require multiple, coordinated, and sustained efforts for many years to come, but ratification of post-START and the CTBT would help. For example, a new arms-reduction agreement would improve the U.S.-Russian relationship, and that, in turn, could translate into a more constructive Russian position on Iran in the Security Council. Senate approval of the CTBT would also restore America’s credibility in its efforts to get other countries to forgo nuclear testing.  Next March, Obama will host a global nuclear security summit with the aim of developing new means to combat nuclear smuggling and terrorism. In addition, his proposed long-term goal of abolishing nuclear weapons will require a great deal of preparatory work before it becomes an operational rather than an aspirational objective.  Obama will need to begin discussions with the Russians, for example, on how to handle the question of short-range nuclear weapons, and how to regulate anti-ballistic missile defenses to maintain stability in a world of fewer offensive weapons. At some point, he must open discussions with countries like China, France, and Britain to understand better the conditions for transparency and verification that would be necessary for a clearer path toward eventual elimination of nuclear weapons in accordance with Article VI of the NPT.  At the same time, Obama cannot allow these long-term issues to divert his attention from crucial short-term issues. So long as the world remains a dangerous place with several nuclear-weapons states, Obama must reassure its allies about the credibility of American guarantees of extended deterrence. Otherwise, reductions that create anxieties in other countries could lead them to develop their own weapons and thus increase the number of nuclear weapons states.  Obama will also need to pursue negotiations to persuade North Korea to return to the six-party talks with the objective of eventually giving up its nuclear weapons (as South Africa once did). And, of course, he will need to pursue the negotiations with Iran to persuade them to keep their word and remain in the NPT as a non-nuclear weapon state.  How successful Obama is in managing the domestic politics and international diplomacy of his nuclear agenda will be an important factor in his effectiveness as a world leader. Even more important, his progress in 2010 will say a lot about the world’s ability to maintain the existing 60-year taboo against the use of nuclear weapons.

High Speed Rail-Specific Link Turns

HSR builds capital. Prefer our ev – political momentum’s with us.

Hart ‘12

Thomas Hart Jr. is director of government relations at Quarles & Brady, and vice president of government affairs for the US High Speed Rail Association. Politico – May 23, 2012 – lexis

In California, where the US High Speed Rail Association is hosting a conference in San Francisco this week, a high-speed rail corridor is also viable because of major population centers from Sacramento to San Jose to San Francisco, then south through the Central Valley to Los Angeles and San Diego. Gov. Jerry Brown and Dan Richard, the new chairman of the California High-Speed Rail Authority are planning to begin construction next year of an 800-mile high-speed rail system connecting the major cities. This entire project is now projected to be completed over 30 years at a cost of $68 billion. In a state with high unemployment, it is expected to create an estimated 150,000 jobs during construction, and 450,000 related jobs along the corridor. It is projected to remove more than 1 million automobiles and use only 30 percent of the energy needed for airplanes. A 2008 California ballot proposition authorized financing for initial construction, along with requirements for federal matching funds. California received some 2009 stimulus funding. It also has a $3.3 billion Department of Transportation grant for construction in the Central Valley, the backbone of the system, where trains are expected to run at top speeds of 220 mph. The CHSRA is now moving ahead with construction plans for the Central Valley, due to begin in 2013 and finish in 2017, at a cost of $6 billion. Brown has long been strongly committed to high-speed rail as a transportation alternative for the state's rapidly growing population. He is supported by Sen. Barbara Boxer (D-Calif.), chairwoman of the Environment and Public Works Committee and co-chairwoman of the conference committee of the surface transportation bill, and House Democratic leader Nancy Pelosi (D-Calif.), whose slogan "It's About Time" has become a rallying cry for progressive Californians. The political winds are beginning to shift, and some elected officials see that there can be political consequences from strongly opposing high-speed rail. The governors on record as opposing projects are among the least popular - including Rick Scott in Florida, who rejected federal money. A new political group is now forming Republicans for Rail. There is also talk of starting a rail super PAC to generate money and grass-roots support for additional rail transit investments. If this political shift continues in the crucial 2012 elections, prospects for U.S. high-speed rail, particularly along the East and West Coasts, could finally brighten.

HSR is bipartisan – gas price fear outweigh spending concerns

Livable Cities ‘12

(April 9th – “Bipartisan Support for High-Speed Rail Mostly on Track” – http://www.livablecities.org/blog/bipartisan-support-high-speed-rail-mostly-track)

Despite the (likely underestimated) price tag, concerns over budget shortfalls, and the emphasis on public transit, the plan is receiving bipartisan support in Congress and at the state level. At a time when gas prices are set to reach $5 per gallon, you’d hope that common sense and the desire for energy independence would make support for high-speed rail a sure thing—a nonpartisan issue. But the usual skeptics remain, of course, including republican governors from Ohio and Wisconsin, who rejected federal money for the project. The biggest upset has been Florida governor, Rick Scott’s refusal of more than $2 billion for a section between Tampa and Orlando that was set to become a shining example of intercity rail, job creation (more than 24,000 projected), and improved livability. Despite a swift backlash, Florida’s state Supreme Court upheld the governor’s decision and the money will now be available to other states including Vermont, Rhode Island, Virginia, Delaware, New York, and California. In an effort to support disheartened high-speed rail supporters in Florida, U.S. Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood has agreed to let a regional rail authority in central Florida compete for the funding.
Neg links exaggerate. Economic and environmental concerns outweigh.

Business Wire ’11 (internally quoting Environmental Law & Policy Center Executive Director Howard Learner – The Environmental Law & Policy Center is the Midwest's leading public interest environmental legal advocacy and eco-business innovation organization. April 13th – http://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20110413006559/en/High-Speed-Rail-Moving-Budget-Cuts-Environmental-Law)
Rumors of high-speed rail’s demise have been greatly exaggerated, according to Environmental Law & Policy Center (ELPC) Executive Director Howard Learner. The Federal Railroad Administration will soon be making $2 billion in new federal high-speed rail grants for shovel-ready projects in response to competitive requests from 24 Governors—12 Democrats, one Independent and 11 Republicans. These upcoming investments should move high-speed rail forward notwithstanding the disappointing FY 2011 budget cuts. The partisan attacks are counter to the pragmatic understanding of both Democratic and Republican Governors that modern high-speed rail makes sense for their states and for the nation. Americans want modern, fast and better rail service that can improve mobility, reduce pollution, create jobs and spur economic growth, Mr. Learner commented: “High-speed rail investments are on track with vast bipartisan support across the country. While bickering continues inside the Beltway, projects are moving forward, jobs are being created, and dozens of governors from both sides of the aisle are applying for $2 billion in available funding. 
AT: Russia-US Relations

US-Russian relations resilient. 

Yuri Fedorov, PIR Center, July 1, 2002, PIR Arms Control Letters, p. http://www.pircenter.org/board/article.php3?secid=8
Russian and US presidents have also designated areas of cooperation of the two states. These include the fighting terrorism and regional instability, prevention of proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and missiles, facilitating the settlement of conflicts in the Middle East and the Transcaucasus. It is indicative that instead of disputes on the ABM treaty, Vladimir Putin and George Bush have demonstrated their intent to look for possibility to cooperate in the field of the antimissile defense, including possible programs of joint research and development. Nevertheless, one should not be naive to think that the new relations between Russia and USA will develop without complexities and contradictions. Thus, disagreements concerning Russian nuclear cooperation with Iran are still in place. But these disagreements, no matter how significant they are, cannot break the movement from confrontation to cooperation, and, in the long term, to the allied interaction of Moscow and Washington. However, just taking into account still fragile new political context of the Russian-US relations, it is important to abstain from pressure, sanctions and blackmail declarations when discussing the Iranian topic. At the same time, it is unlikely that this very delicate problem would be solved “at one sitting”. Most likely, a series of steps and the partial decisions would be necessary which would take into account US concerns, Iran’s energy needs and Russia’s interests in the region.

Mutual interests ensure cooperation

Arbatov, 07 (Alexei, corresponding member of the Russian Academy of Sciences, member of the Editorial Board of Russia in Global Affairs, “Is a New Cold War Imminent,” Russia in Global Affairs, No. 2, July-September 2007, http://eng.globalaffairs.ru/numbers/20/1130.html)
First, the present dispute lacks the Cold War’s system-forming element, that is, bipolarity. In addition to the global and transregional centers of economic and military force, such as the U.S., the EU, Japan, Russia and China, the world is witnessing the growth of regional leaders, among them India, Pacific ‘small tigers,’ member states of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), Iran, Brazil, South Africa and Nigeria. Additionally, the mighty currents of globalization and the information revolution are eroding traditional forms of interstate relations. Nor can we discount the ubiquitous growth of nationalism, and the increased role of transnational economic, political and even military actors. Russian-U.S. relations no longer represent the central axis of global politics. It is just one of its many facets – and not the most important one in many issues. Apart from some contradictions, Russia and the West share major common interests. Finally, they have other competitors beside themselves. Thus, a zero-sum game is out of the question. Whatever disagreements may divide Russia and the West, they are on the same side of the barricades in the ongoing international conflicts. In Afghanistan, for example, they act jointly, seeking to prevent a resurgence of Taliban and al-Qaeda activities. On other issues, such as the nuclear programs of North Korea and Iran, and the situations involving Palestine and Nagorno-Karabakh, they are attempting to solve these problems through multilateral negotiations. The once irreconcilable ideological rivalry between the two parties is now relegated to the past. The real ideological divide now lies between liberal-democratic values and Islamic radicalism, between the North and the South, and between the forces of globalization and anti-globalization. Russia may not be fertile ground for liberal values, but it will certainly never embrace radical Islam. Over the last 20 years, Russia has sustained the greatest losses in the struggle against Islamic extremism (the war in Afghanistan, and the wars and conflicts in Chechnya, Dagestan and Tajikistan).With regard to the arms race, despite the current growth in U.S. and Russian defense spending, the present situation is not remotely comparable to what took place during the Cold War. In the period from 1991 to 2012, that is, since the signing in Moscow of the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START-I) until the expiry of the Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty (SORT, also known as the Moscow Treaty), signed in 2002, the strategic and tactical nuclear weapons of the two countries will be reduced by about 80 percent [the Moscow Treaty expires on December 31, 2012].>>
AT: Proliferation

Be skeptical of their evidence – powerful lobbyists overblow the threat of proliferation

Kidd, 10 – Director of Strategy & Research at the World Nuclear Association [7/23, “Nuclear proliferation risk – is it vastly overrated?”, http://www.neimagazine.com/story.asp?storyCode=2056931, AL]

The real problem is that nuclear non-proliferation and security have powerful lobby groups behind them, largely claiming to have nothing against nuclear power as such, apart from the dangers of misuse of nuclear technology. In fact in Washington DC, home of the US federal government, there is a cottage industry of lobby groups dedicated to this. Those who oppose their scaremongering (and it essentially amounts to no more than this) are castigated as being in the industry’s pocket or acting unresponsively to allegedly genuinely expressed public fears. Pointing out that very few new countries will acquire nuclear power by even 2030, and that very few of these will likely express any interest in acquiring enrichment or reprocessing facilities, seems to go completely over their heads. In any case, nuclear fuel cycle technologies are very expensive to acquire and it makes perfect sense to buy nuclear fuel from the existing commercial international supply chain. This already guarantees security of supply, so moves towards international fuel banks are essentially irrelevant, while measures supposedly to increase the proliferation resistance of the fuel cycle are unwarranted, particularly if they impose additional costs on the industry. 

New Proliferants will have small arsenals and will conceal them – this assures stable control 

Seng 97 (Ph.D. candidate in Political Science @ the University of Chicago 97 [Security Studies] Summer pg. 63)

Minor proliferators are likely to enjoy two main sorts of command and control advantages that, by and large, the superpowers did not have. One, minor proliferators will enjoy greater organizational simplicity that stems from the small size and simple composition of their nuclear arsenals. This will help alleviate fears concerning rigid standard operating procedures, launch delegation, and the lack of use-control technologies. Two, they will be able to protect their arsenals from counterforce strikes using the most rudimentary weapons survival strategy: concealment. Reliance on concealment strategies will eliminate the need for launch-on-warning procedures and the dangerous time pressures they generate. The two advantages will work together to help alleviate dangers of minor proliferators losing possession of their nuclear weapons.>
Prolif will be slow

Waltz, 00 (Professor of Political Science at UC Berkeley, Georgetown Journal of International Affairs, v1 n1, Winter/Spring, http://www.ciaonet.org/olj/gjia/gjia_winspr00f.html)

It is now estimated that about twenty–five countries are in a position to make nuclear weapons rather quickly. Most countries that could have acquired nuclear military capability have refrained from doing so. Most countries do not need them. Consider Argentina, Brazil, and South Africa. Argentina and Brazil were in the process of moving toward nuclear military capability, and both decided against it–wisely I believe–because neither country needs nuclear weapons. South Africa had about half a dozen warheads and decided to destroy them. You have to have an adversary against whom you think you might have to threaten retaliation, but most countries are not in this position. Germany does not face any security threats–certainly not any in which a nuclear force would be relevant. I would expect the pattern of the past to be the same as the pattern in the future, in which one or two states per decade gradually develop nuclear weapons.
AT: Middle East War

Middle east wars won’t escalate. 
Kevin Drum, Staff Writer for the Washington Monthly, 9/9/’7
(http://www.washingtonmonthly.com/archives/individual/2007_09/012029.php)
Having admitted, however, that the odds of a military success in Iraq are almost impossibly long, Chaos Hawks nonetheless insist that the U.S. military needs to stay in Iraq for the foreseeable future. Why? Because if we leave the entire Middle East will become a bloodbath. Sunni and Shiite will engage in mutual genocide, oil fields will go up in flames, fundamentalist parties will take over, and al-Qaeda will have a safe haven bigger than the entire continent of Europe.  Needless to say, this is nonsense. Israel has fought war after war in the Middle East. Result: no regional conflagration. Iran and Iraq fought one of the bloodiest wars of the second half the 20th century. Result: no regional conflagration. The Soviets fought in Afghanistan and then withdrew. No regional conflagration. The U.S. fought the Gulf War and then left. No regional conflagration. Algeria fought an internal civil war for a decade. No regional conflagration. 

No risk of Middle Eastern wars 
Fettweis, 07(Christopher J. Professor of National Security Affairs @ Naval War College, 07 (Survival 49.4, “'On the Consequences of Failure in Iraq,”)
No matter what the outcome in Iraq, the region is not likely to devolve into chaos. Although it might seem counter-intuitive, by most traditional measures the Middle East is very stable. Continuous, uninterrupted governance is the norm, not the exception; most Middle East regimes have been in power for decades. Its monarchies, from Morocco to Jordan to every Gulf state, have generally been in power since these countries gained independence. In Egypt Hosni Mubarak has ruled for almost three decades, and Muammar Gadhafi in Libya for almost four. The region’s autocrats have been more likely to die quiet, natural deaths than meet the hangman or post-coup firing squads. Saddam’s rather unpredictable regime, which attacked its neighbours twice, was one of the few exceptions to this pattern of stability, and he met an end unusual for the modern Middle East. Its regimes have survived potentially destabilising shocks before, and they would be likely to do so again. The region actually experiences very little cross-border warfare, and even less since the end of the Cold War. Saddam again provided an exception, as did the Israelis, with their adventures in Lebanon. Israel fought four wars with neighbouring states in the first 25 years of its existence, but none in the 34 years since. Vicious civil wars that once engulfed Lebanon and Algeria have gone quiet, and its ethnic conflicts do not make the region particularly unique. The biggest risk of an American withdrawal is intensified civil war in Iraq rather than regional conflagration. Iraq’s neighbours will likely not prove eager to fight each other to determine who gets to be the next country to spend itself into penury propping up an unpopular puppet regime next door. As much as the Saudis and Iranians may threaten to intervene on behalf of their coreligionists, they have shown no eagerness to replace the counter-insurgency role that American troops play today. If the United States, with its remarkable military and unlimited resources, could not bring about its desired solutions in Iraq, why would any other country think it could do so?17 Common interest, not the presence of the US military, provides the ultimate foundation for stability. All ruling regimes in the Middle East share a common (and understandable) fear of instability. It is the interest of every actor – the Iraqis, their neighbours and the rest of the world – to see a stable, functioning government emerge in Iraq. If the United States were to withdraw, increased regional cooperation to address that common interest is far more likely than outright warfare. Even a Turkish invasion of the north is hardly inevitable. Withdrawal from Iraq would, after all, hardly rob the United States of all its tools with which to influence events. Washington and the rest of NATO still wield significant influence over Ankara; a cross-border invasion would almost certainly doom Turkey’s prospects of entering the European Union. It is puzzling why anyone would think that no incentive structure could be devised to convince Turkey not to attack its neighbour. Should such an assault prove undeterrable, it is not clear that intervention would be in the strategic interest of the United States. One of the worst suggestions that occasionally surfaces in the withdrawal debate is that the United States should ‘redeploy’ troops to Kurdistan in northern Iraq, in order to ‘deter’ Turkey and reward its Kurdish allies.18 Such a move would allow a continuation of what amounts to state-sponsored terrorism, and risk embroiling the United States in yet another local, intractable conflict. The removal of de facto US protection would presumably encourage the Kurds to act more responsibly toward their more powerful neighbours, and may well prove to be good for stability. Clearly, elements in Kurdistan actively support Kurdistan Workers’ Party terrorists in Turkey, but that would change if they faced the possibility of paying a price for their behaviour. A regional descent into the whirlwind following a US withdrawal cannot be ruled out; using that logic, neither can benevolent transitions to democracy. Just because a scenario is imaginable does not make it likely. In fact, most of the chaotic outcomes pessimists predict require unprecedented breaks with the past. Since the United States has historically overestimated the threats it faces, there is every reason to believe that it is doing so again
AT: China-US War

No risk of US-China war-China can’t challenge the US and likes US engagement in Asia.

Francis Kan, Professor in the Institute of International Relations @ National Chengchi University, ‘4
(http://www.springerlink.com/content/ujhuemre5ubtdhle/fulltext.pdf)

Nevertheless, while China’s power has expanded exponentially in the last few decades, it remains far from being a threat to the US’s regional leadership and dominance, largely because of two constraints.63 The first constraint concerns with China’s willingness to challenge the US alone. Beijing may be eager to have greater influence in regional affairs and like to encourage others to co-operate against US unilateral acts, but it is far more concerned about the US’s strong bilateral security alliances in the region, its plans to develop a missile defence system, and US security guarantees for the protection of Taiwan.64 So although China seems to favour a multipolar regional order, in which it would no doubt emerge as one of the major powers, its purpose is really just to maximise its own manoeuvrability and leverage.65 As far as Beijing is concerned, continuing US dominance confirms a favourable regional environment in which China enjoys rocketing economic growth, but at the same time does not become a threat to other countries in the region. The status quo in East Asia is in China’s interest, and Beijing is unlikely to want to see this regional order destabilised for some time to come yet. The second constraint on China’s global role is related to its capability to balance the hegemon. William C. Wohlforth predicts that, due to the political and social challenges presented by rapid growth in such an overpopulated country governed by an authoritarian regime, China will not be able to threaten the US’s dominant position, for at least three decades.66 Other analysts also contend that China will not be able to challenge American preponderance based on a mixture of military incapability, its intentional focus on economic development, and its ability or willingness to adapt to international institutions.67 The overall picture in Asia then, is that no immediate challenge to US hegemony seems possible in the near future.68 And like the global order, the regional order in East Asia, and in Asia as a whole, finds itself within a unipolarity, despite potential conflicts involving major powers having not gone away. 

No US-Sino War --- China lacks the initiative and projection capability 

Bitzinger & Desker, 08 – senior fellow and dean of S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies respectively (Richard A. Bitzinger, Barry Desker, “Why East Asian War is Unlikely,” Survival, December 2008, http://pdfserve.informaworld.com-/678328_731200556_906256449.pdf) 

Overall, most Western assessments agree that the PLA has made considerable progress over the past decade in adding new weapons to its arsenal, and that China has noticeably improved its military capabilities in several specific areas – particularly missile attack, power projection over sea and in the air, and information warfare. Most predict that Chinese military power relative to its likely competitors in the Asia-Pacific region – especially Taiwan – and the United States will continue to increase significantly over the next ten to 20 years. There are, however, some striking differences of opinion when it comes to interpreting the significance of these hardware developments. Many Western analysts assert that the PLA continues to suffer from considerable deficiencies and weaknesses that limit its ability to constitute a major military threat: in spite of all its efforts, China is still at least two decades behind the United States in terms of defence capabilities and technology. In particular, the PLA still lacks the logistical and lift capacity – both by sea and by air – for projecting force much beyond its borders. China also lags far behind the West in areas such as C4I architectures and surveillance and reconnaissance capabilities. Some therefore argue that China’s current rearmament programme is an incremental, long-term modernisation process that must be understood in the context of competing force-modernisation activities taking place among China’s likely rivals.
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