***Obama Bad 1NC***
A. Uniqueness: Republicans will win in 2012, but new Obama policies can tip the balance.
Jones 7/14 (Jeffery M, ‘“Republican Candidate’ Extends Lead vs. Obama to 47% to 39%Margin marks first statistically significant lead among registered voters”, http://www.gallup.com/poll/148487/Republican-Candidate-Extends-Lead-Obama.aspx)

PRINCETON, NJ -- Registered voters by a significant margin now say they are more likely to vote for the "Republican Party's candidate for president" than for President Barack Obama in the 2012 election, 47% to 39%. Preferences had been fairly evenly divided this year in this test of Obama's re-election prospects. The latest results are based on a July 7-10 poll, and show that the Republican has an edge for the second consecutive month. Obama held a slight edge in May, when his approval rating increased after the death of Osama bin Laden. As his rating has come back down during the last two months, so has his standing on the presidential "generic ballot." Gallup typically uses this question format when a president is seeking re-election but his likely opponent is unknown, as was the case in 1991-1992 and 2003-2004, when incumbents George H.W. Bush and George W. Bush, respectively, were seeking re-election. The elder Bush held large leads over his generic Democratic opponent throughout 1991, but early 1992 preferences were more evenly divided and Bush eventually lost his re-election bid. The younger Bush also consistently maintained at least a small advantage over the Democrat throughout 2003, before winning re-election in a close contest in November 2004. Thus, the results more than a year ahead of the election do not have a large degree of predictive ability, and underscore that things can change greatly in the final year or more before an election. Both Bushes had higher job approval ratings in the year before their re-election contests than Obama does now, helping explain why Obama has fared less well on the generic ballot in the year prior to the election year. George H.W. Bush's approval rating in July 1991 averaged 71%, while George W. Bush's July 2003 average was 60%. Obama's latest weekly average is 46%. Obama Trailing Among Independent Voters: Independent registered voters are currently more likely to vote for the Republican candidate (44%) than for Obama (34%), though one in five do not have an opinion. Republicans and Democrats show strong party loyalty in their vote choices, with Republicans showing somewhat stronger loyalty. Independents' preferences are similar to what Gallup measured last month, while Republicans' support for the Republican candidate has increased slightly. Implications: President Obama's re-election prospects do not look very favorable at this point -- if the election were held today, as measured by the generic presidential ballot. However, that result does not necessarily mean he is likely to be denied a second term in November 2012. At this point in 1991, George H.W. Bush looked like a sure bet to win a second term, but he was defeated. One key factor in determining Obama's eventual electoral fate is whom the Republican Party nominates as its presidential candidate and the appeal that person has compared with Obama. Mitt Romney is the presumptive front-runner, but Americans have generally not held very positive opinions of him the last few years. The state of the nation will also influence whether Obama is elected to a second term. Right now, Americans are especially dissatisfied with the way things are going in this country, and economic confidence is lagging. However, the political environment can certainly change in the 16 months leading up to the election, something that occurred during the 1984 and 1996 election cycles (in the incumbent's favor) and 1992 cycle (in the opponent's favor) when incumbent presidents were seeking re-election. 
B. Links: 
1. New space policies by Obama are popular – the plan recaptures critical votes.
Carrie Rudoff Brown, 4/29/2011, “Barack Obama’s shuttle diplomacy”, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0411/53910.html

Obama sparked a political backlash last year with a fundamental reordering of NASA. He sought to scrap a planned return to the moon and turn to private companies and foreign nations to transport astronauts to the International Space Station. The proposal left the industry feeling uncertain about its future, despite his efforts to protect the agency’s funding and plot a new course to put astronauts on an asteroid and Mars within 25 years. Not only that, his trip follows the loss of a promised $40 million grant to help laid-off shuttle workers find jobs, a casualty of the recent federal budget deal between the White House and Congress. Two weeks ago, NASA’s prime shuttle contractor announced an additional 2,000 layoffs as the agency winds down the 30-year-old program. And over the past week, a parade of high-profile Florida Republicans has signaled that they will use the agency’s challenges as a wedge issue in the 2012 elections, vowing to protect NASA funding even as they call for greater fiscal restraint. “The president’s space policy is jeopardizing America’s longstanding commitment to manned space exploration. This has serious consequences for Florida,” Sen. Marco Rubio (R-Fla.) wrote in an op-ed published in the Orlando Sentinel, which covers the heart of the Space Coast. “Although America once led the way to the moon, we now face the unacceptable prospect of limited options to simply get a human into space.” Obama’s visit to the Kennedy Space Center for one of the last shuttle launches could make for some awkward political theater, akin to inviting the boss who just downsized the company to a work happy hour. “They lost a lot of jobs over there, and people are very angry,” said Susan MacManus, a political analyst and professor at the University of South Florida. “There is some anxiety that, under his watch, the Space Station has been turned over to the Russians. It has become a foreign policy issue as well, and ties into concern about the loss of American stature.”

C. Impacts: 
1. If Obama wins in 2012, it will end US hegemony as we know it. 

Gardiner 7/14 - Washington-based foreign affairs analyst and political commentator, appers frequently on American and British television and radio, including Fox News Channel, CNN, BBC, Sky News, and NPR; Director of The Heritage Foundation's Margaret Thatcher Center (Nile Gardiner, July 14th, 2011, “Barack Obama’s future looks precarious as America faces its most important presidential election since 1980” http://blogs.telegraph.co.uk/news/nilegardiner/100097071/barack-obama%E2%80%99s-future-looks-precarious-as-america-faces-its-most-important-presidential-election-since-1980/)

Barack Obama has been busily blaming Republicans in Congress for the impasse over the debt talks, painting House Majority Leader Eric Cantor as the villain for having the temerity to reject the president’s latest offer. According to a White House official, Obama defiantly declared yesterday: “I have reached the point where I say enough. Would Ronald Reagan be sitting here? I’ve reached my limit. This may bring my presidency down, but I will not yield on this.” Obama, of course, is no Reagan. And there’s a good reason why Cantor, a highly intelligent and thoughtful leader on Capitol Hill, has rejected Obama’s entreaties – because he doesn’t want the United States to end up like Greece on an epic scale. The United States is on the verge of bankruptcy, after years of profligate federal overspending and thoroughly reckless bailouts, which are now threatening to lower the country’s all-important credit rating. If his presidency does fall in 2012, which now looks an increasingly strong possibility according to some surveys, President Obama will only have himself to blame. He has spent the best part of the last two and a half years blaming America’s economic ills on the Bush administration, and more recently upon the Republican-dominated House of Representatives. But the American people don’t seem to be buying it. You can only get so far by trying to shift responsibility to the shoulders of others when you are ultimately in charge of running the country, and have been for 30 months, which is an extremely long time in politics. Gallup’s stunning poll today will send a shiver down the spine of the White House, as it looks ahead to November next year. According to Gallup, a “Republican Party’s candidate for president” currently beats Obama among registered voters by an eight point margin – 47 percent to 39 percent. Obama trails a generic Republican candidate by an even greater margin among independent voters – by 44 percent to 34 percent. In a sister poll also released today by Gallup, Americans’ satisfaction with their country fell to just 16 percent in July, the lowest level since February 2009. According to RealClear Politics, which aggregates several national polls, a mere 29 percent of Americans believe the country is moving in “the right direction.” On many levels, the 2012 presidential election is the most important election since the fight for the White House between Ronald Reagan and Jimmy Carter. It will overwhelmingly be a battle between a conservative, free market vision of America and a liberal, Big Government, interventionist approach. Economic issues, from rising unemployment, poor consumer confidence and the collapsing housing market to sluggish growth and the budget deficit will dominate the election, all areas where the Obama administration has come under heavy fire. And like the contest in 1980, 2012 will likely decide the future of the United States as the world’s dominant superpower, with Americans faced with a stark choice between renewal and decline. As the latest Pew survey of global attitudes shows, the world is beginning to lose faith in the strength of America’s leadership, with general publics in 15 of 22 nations surveyed believing that “China either will replace or already has replaced the United States as the world’s leading superpower.” Even in the US itself, 46 percent believe that China has already or will replace America as the world’s leading power. America in the second decade of the 21st Century is a superpower on a precipice, facing towering mountains of public debt, declining domestic and international confidence, and growing threats to its international security from the likes of Iran and North Korea. There is nothing inevitable about American decline, but the policies of the current administration are making such a decline far more likely. As the United States grows weaker both economically and militarily, America’s adversaries and strategic competitors are growing stronger and more aggressive. A world without powerful American leadership built upon strong economic foundations would have been unthinkable just a decade ago. But the damaging policies of the current presidency are beginning to make that nightmare scenario a reality.

2. Hegemonic decline causes global nuclear war

Kagan 7 – senior associate, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (Robert, July, End of Dreams, Return of History, 

http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/07/end_of_dreams_return_of_histor.html, AG/JMP)

Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic. It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War i and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War ii would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe 's stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that 's not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe. The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world's great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States. Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China 's neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan. In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene -- even if it remained the world's most powerful nation -- could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe -- if it adopted what some call a strategy of "offshore balancing" -- this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances. It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, "offshore" role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more "even-handed" policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel 's aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground. The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn 't change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn 't changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to "normal" or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again. The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements.
***Florida Module***
Florida is key to the election – low job numbers and general apathy prevents an Obama victory now. 

Stanage, 6/20 (Naill, “Obama, Republicans prepare for 2012 Florida election showdown, 2011, http://thehill.com/homenews/news/167239-a-storm-brews-in-florida-ahead-of-2012-election)
In the 17 months between now and Election Day 2012, innumerable theories, some esoteric, will be advanced about how President Obama can get reelected. Math provides a starker answer: Win Florida. Obama in 2008 carried nine states that former President George W. Bush won four years previously. If Obama loses eight of those battlegrounds and holds Florida — and the other states remain unchanged — he will secure another four years in the Oval Office. To say the presidential campaign is already under way in Florida might be an exaggeration — but not by much. Last week, Obama paid his third visit of the year to the Sunshine State. And no sooner had he left than putative Republican frontrunner Mitt Romney arrived. Florida’s unemployment rate is 10.6 percent. This figure, significantly above the national average, forms the keystone of the GOP’s argument to eject Obama. “President Obama has had over two years [in office] and the economy is continuing to shrink,” said Trey Stapleton, the Florida Republican Party’s communications director. “We’ve just had a lot of rhetoric on this issue.” Stapleton’s Democratic counterpart, Eric Jotkoff, makes the case for the defense: “I think Floridians recognize that President Obama has done everything in his power to jump-start the economy,” he said. “His policies have stabilized our economy and jobs are being created.” It seems premature to pen Obama’s political obituary in Florida based on job numbers alone. A Quinnipiac University poll last month indicated that 51 percent of Floridians approved of Obama’s job performance, while 43 percent disapproved. But that finding likely reflected the “Osama bin Laden bounce” that benefited Obama in the wake of the killing of the al Qaeda leader. The same organization the month before had recorded an almost mirror-image result: 44 percent approval and 52 percent disapproval. Obama could, receive aid from an unexpected quarter. The victory of Republican Rick Scott in last year’s gubernatorial election in Florida was seen at the time as a Tea Party triumph. Today, with an approval rating measured by one recent poll at 29 percent, Scott could well be the most unpopular governor in the nation. Scott’s popularity is in the doldrums for several reasons, including his ardor for budget cuts, a decision to decline more than $2 billion in federal funding for a high-speed rail link and a personality seen by critics as gratuitously aggressive. Democrats say Scott’s policies have given Floridians a taste of a Republican governing agenda, sharpening the idea that the 2012 election will not be simply a referendum on Obama. “[Scott’s] record and his governing style underline that this election will not be about how much you like Barack Obama,” Democratic strategist David Beattie asserted. “It will be about competing visions of government.” Florida’s population has a higher proportion of those over the age of 65 than any other state, so the debate over Medicare will be intense. Concern that Obama’s healthcare reform law would negatively affect Medicare is widely believed to have fueled Republican gains in the midterm elections. But now Democrats argue with undisguised glee that Rep. Paul Ryan’s (R-Wis.) plan to replace the current system with what has been called a voucher program might be a boon to the president’s chances — even though only people under the age of 55 would be affected. “By ending Medicare as we know it, Republicans are trying to impose their extreme agenda,” said Jotkoff. “Floridians are literally up in arms over the Ryan plan. They flatly reject it.” Not so fast, counters Florida Republican strategist Brett Doster, who served at the top levels of the 2000 and 2004 Bush-Cheney campaigns in the state: “I think it is far too simplistic to suggest that seniors will vote for President Obama because they are nervous about Medicare being cut. Seniors are also very fiscally conservative. They have the feeling that government spending is out of control.” Seniors collectively form one of the tiles in Florida’s demographic mosaic. Hispanics account for 22.5 percent of the state’s population, according to the 2010 Census, but their voting behavior is far from uniform. Aside from the traditionally Republican-leaning Cuban-American population, there is also a large and growing Puerto Rican community, which is especially concentrated along the politically vital “I-4 corridor” that stretches across the state’s midsection. Obama’s visit to Puerto Rico last week was a clear play for that vote. His speech in the capital, San Juan, was the first such presidential address there since John F. Kennedy visited in 1961. “Puerto Ricans are swing voters,” said Steve Schale, a Florida Democratic strategist who served as the Obama campaign’s state director in 2008. “They are not as Democratic as Mexican voters in Arizona, for example. But they tend to skew our way. And, from what I’m hearing, people are pretty pleased about the trip.” The Jewish vote is also being scrutinized for signs of change. There has been speculation that Jewish voters could turn away from Obama because of his policies on the Middle East, and Israel in particular. The recent appointment of Florida Rep. Debbie Wasserman Schultz as Democratic National Committee chairwoman, however, could be seen as an attempt to shore up the Jewish vote against any slippage. Wasserman Schultz is herself Jewish, and a stalwart supporter of both Israel and Obama. Jewish Floridians would not necessarily have to vote for the Republican presidential nominee in overwhelming numbers to affect the election’s outcome, however — they merely would have to stay home. The same is true for many groups — younger voters, African- Americans and Hispanics — who propelled Obama to his 2008 Sunshine State victory. Enthusiasm for the president — or the intensity of other voters’ hopes to replace him — will undoubtedly be crucial. Doster believes it could be determinative: “It is pretty clear to me that Obama has lost his [2008] coalition,” he asserted. “His best chance of winning Florida is igniting a supernatural turnout of his base, and hoping that will make up for his loss of support among independent voters. But I think that [kind of turnout] is unlikely.” The Obama camp, naturally, disagrees. And, in any case, every prediction about Florida is liable to be undermined by the peculiar volatility of the current political moment. Susan MacManus, a political science professor at the University of South Florida, argued that the nebulous voter discontent seen across the nation is especially pronounced there. It is being buttressed by several different factors, she said, from the shock engendered by Florida’s economic malaise to Rick Scott’s performance to “a distrust of government generally.” How this sense of ennui shakes out, she predicted, will be central to the 2012 result. Some groups could go to the polls in greater numbers than usual. Others may collectively shrug their shoulders and stay home.

Expanding space programs key to win back Florida. 

Achenbach ‘10 (Joel Achenbach Washington Post Staff Writer March 10, 2010 “Obama's plans for NASA changes met with harsh criticism” Washington Post http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/03/09/AR2010030902594.html?hpid=moreheadlines)

Harrison Schmitt's credentials as a space policy analyst include several days of walking on the moon. The Apollo 17 astronaut, who is also a former U.S. senator, is aghast at what President Obama is doing to the space program. "It's bad for the country," Schmitt said. "This administration really does not believe in American exceptionalism." Schmitt's harsh words are part of a furious blowback to the administration's new strategy for NASA. The administration has decided to kill NASA's Constellation program, crafted during the Bush administration with an ambitious goal of putting astronauts back on the moon by 2020. Obama's 2011 budget request would nix Constellation's rocket and crew capsule, funnel billions of dollars to new spaceflight technologies, and outsource to commercial firms the task of ferrying astronauts to low-Earth orbit. The new strategy, however, has been met with outrage from many in the aerospace community. The entire congressional delegation from Florida, Democrats and Republicans alike, has sent a letter of protest to the president. Doubters fill op-ed pages and space blogs. The administration apparently senses that it is losing the public-relations battle. On Sunday, the White House announced that the president, who has said almost nothing in public about his NASA strategy, will headline a conference on NASA policy April 15 in Central Florida. Obama will be heading into what has become hostile territory. "They made a mistake when they rolled out their space program, because they gave the perception that they had killed the manned space program," said Sen. Bill Nelson (D-Fla.), who disagrees with that perception but wants the Obama plan modified. Nelson said the president should declare during the Florida conference that NASA's goal is to send humans to Mars. Nelson noted that the Interstate 4 corridor through Central Florida is critical for national candidates. "I think it has a lot of repercussions for the president. If a national candidate does not carry the I-4 corridor, they don't win Florida," Nelson said.

Florida Key

Florida is a huge swing state – space policy will be the deciding factor. 

Brendan Farrington, 3/9/2011, “Primary Election Schedule Could Be Disrupted By Florida”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/03/09/primary-election-schedule_n_833366.html 

Florida's legislative leaders think the current early primary date makes the state a bigger player in the nominating process. An early primary also attracts candidates and forces them to address issues important to the state, such as the space program, Cuba and Everglades restoration. And when presidential contenders come to Florida, they raise money for local politicians and the state parties – Republicans are already planning a debate tied to the primary they hope will raise millions. They also know Florida is the biggest swing state in the general election – remember the 2000 presidential recount? – which makes the national parties wary of alienating even a small fraction of voters by playing hardball. It's a bigger concern for the Republicans in 2012 because the GOP is expected to have a hotly contested presidential race while President Barack Obama is not expected to have a serious Democratic challenger. "The Republican Party of Florida has the upperhand vis a vis the Republican National Committee. The road to the White House goes through Florida," said Dan Smith, a University of Florida political science professor. "It doesn't go through Columbia, South Carolina, and it certainly doesn't go through Manchester, New Hampshire." 

Florida key to the 2012 elections 

Lawrence 7/7 (Stewart Lawrence July 7, 2011 is a Washington, DC-based public policy analyst “Florida: a vital battleground for 2012” The Guardian

Remember Florida? The state whose "hanging chad" controversy left the outcome of the 2000 presidential race hanging in a balance for weeks, until the US supreme court finally intervened to hand the presidential election to George W Bush, even though Al Gore won more people's votes?Well, the "sunshine state" is back at the centre of debate, thanks to a brewing conflict over whether its presidential primary – traditionally held well after the early contests in Iowa, new Hampshire and South Carolina – should be moved up to reflect the state's expanding population and growing electoral importance. Supporters of the move say the current primary system is archaic, because it skews each party's nominating battles in favour of small rural states with ethnically narrow demographics and ideological voting patterns, rather than more diverse, nationally representative populations like Florida's.The debate's hardly new. In 2008, after wrangling with their national party leadership, Florida Democrats unilaterally moved their primary date up, leading the national party to strip the state of its delegates. Though perhaps not intended, that move helped tilt the Democratic campaign in Barack Obama's favour.Republican party leaders threatened to do the same in their own Florida primary, but they ended up backing down, and John McCain, who won Florida, after winning New Hampshire and South Carolina, used that victory to drive Mitt Romney and New York city's former mayor, Rudy Giuliani, out of the race, effectively sealing his nomination. And Florida proved to be one of the most closely contested states in the general election, with Obama just narrowly edging McCain.So far, none of the GOP presidential candidates has taken a position on the early primary issue, but two candidates, Jon Huntsman and Mitt Romney, are already looking to Florida as a major campaign springboard. Romney says he'll participate in only a handful of debates, but two will be in Florida. And Huntsman, in an even more telling sign, has just established his national headquarters in Orlando.And, of course, the GOP convention itself will be held for the first time in Tampa, on the state's south-western coast, long considered a Democratic bastion. By 2016, in fact, it's likely that Florida will replace South Carolina as the GOP's traditional "bellwether" state, meaning that winning here could trump a candidate's showing in other contests, and foreshadow – as South Carolina does now – who'll become the party's nominee.Of all the demographic changes pushing Florida to the forefront, none perhaps is more important than the state's rapidly diversifying Latino vote, which, at 20% of the state electorate, is large enough to decide its primary. Long considered reliably Republican, due to the dominance of its anticommunist Cuban American exile community, the Florida's Latino population now includes sizable numbers of Puerto Ricans and Central Americans, as well as Venezuelans and Colombians. Puerto Ricans, who've traditionally divided time between the island and the north-east, generally vote Democratic, and in Florida, their numbers have grown to the point where Cuban Americans are no longer the Latino majority.The impact of the state's changing Latino demographics, including the growing diversity of its Cuban American community, was apparent in 2008, when, for the first time in history, a Democratic presidential candidate won a majority of the Latino vote in Florida. Obama's victory spread, 56% to 41%, was large enough to provide the margin of difference in his 50-49% victory over McCain.The GOP, of course, wants Florida back – one of the reasons it decided to place its 2012 convention here. And thanks to the stalled economy, and public upset over "Obamacare", there was a shift last November. Tea Party favourite Marco Rubio, a Cuban American, won the open Senate seat, replacing moderate Cuban American Mel Martinez, while another Republican conservative, Rick Scott, captured the governorship. The state's legislature also went Republican, as many voters hurt by the recession, including independents drawn especially to the charismatic Rubio (who won an outright majority of the Latino vote), abandoned the Democrats.Florida, in fact, is likely to become a major testing ground for conservatives who insist that their hard line on illegal immigration, which both Rubio and Scott endorse, will help not hurt them with Latinos. The state legislature, backed by Scott and, with some reservations, by Rubio, has already proposed some of the most draconian anti-immigration legislation in the country. But more moderate Republicans, led by former Governor Jeb Bush, a moderate, want to see his party embrace comprehensive immigration reform. Its failure to do so was one of the reasons that Bush, despite the powerful backing of the national GOP establishment, decided not to run for president this year.
Florida is key to elections-empirics

Ortiz 5-5 (Javier, Republican Strategist, “Hispanics, l-4 corridor key to success in 2012”, 2011, http://articles.orlandosentinel.com/2011-05-05/news/os-ed-hispanic-vote-050511-20110504_1_hispanic-voters-latino-vote-puerto-rican-voters) BR

Florida is the state the Republican and the Democratic candidates for president want and need to win the 2012 contest. As goes Florida, more likely than not, so goes the presidential election. The Sunshine State is large and densely populated, and any campaign will need to target various coalitions and have a robust grass-roots operation. The state's Interstate-4 corridor cannot be overlooked. [image: image1.png]
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 And while there are new census data supporting that approach, it was true in 2000 and 2004 when a Republican candidate won the state and the White House.

Florida will be key for both republicans and democrats

Steven Ertelt, 12/22/2010, “Obama Leads in Florida, North Carolina for 2012 Election”, http://www.lifenews.com/2010/12/22/state-5762/ 

President Barack Obama has leads in Florida and North Carolina against some of the major candidates who appear to be most likely to run against him in his 2012 re-election bid. Both swing states will be crucial for the likely pro-life Republican nominee to wrest back from Obama after he took them out of the GOP column when they supported pro-life President George W. Bush in 2000 and 2004. Obama leads Mike Huckabee, Newt Gingrich, and Sarah Palin in Florida by greater margins than his victory over John McCain in the state in 2008, with only Mitt Romney running closer to Obama than McCain did, according to a new poll from the PPP polling firm. Obama’s approval rating in the state is just 45%, with 49% of voters disapproving of him. Democrats support his job as president on a 69-24 margin while 81 percent of Republicans oppose his performance. But Obama’s numbers with independents are among his best anywhere in the country at 59% approving and 35% disapproving of him and that puts his overall numbers at least at a respectable level. 
Florida is key—a variety of relevant issues and policies truly test candidacy and presidential capability

USA TODAY, 6/27 (“Florida primary looms as critical showdown in GOP race”, 6/27/11, USA Today Politics, http://www.usatoday.com/news/politics/2011-06-26-florida-republican-party-primary-swing-state_n.htm)

In a campaign with no commanding front-runner, Florida looms as a megastate showdown between the party's traditional conservatives and its new breed of populist activists. A candidate like Romney could rebound here after suffering setbacks from social conservatives in Iowa and South Carolina, for instance. Or a Tea Party favorite like Bachmann could demonstrate her ability to prevail with a broad electorate. Iowa and New Hampshire draw more media attention. But the calculation that a crucial turn could come in Florida in 2012, as it did in 2008, is shaping strategy even as the date of the primary remains in fierce dispute. Huntsman, the former governor of Utah, on Thursday opened his national campaign headquarters — in Orlando. Romney, who leads in the nationwide USA TODAY/Gallup Poll, last week announced the half-dozen primary debates he would participate in through the fall, including one in Iowa, one in New Hampshire, one in Nevada, one at the Reagan Library in California — and two in Florida. And on Friday, Cain and Santorum were in Jacksonville, addressing the National Right to Life Convention. Ron Paul, Bachmann and Pawlenty addressed the group via an Internet hook-up. "Historically, Florida has been a critical state in making the decision about who will be the Republican nominee, and there's every reason to believe it will play a critical role again," says Phil Musser, Pawlenty's top strategist. He returned a call last week when he just happened to be in Tampa. The price of admission is scoring well in prior state contests: "You have to prove your mettle in the early states of Iowa and New Hampshire in order to meaningfully compete." "It's a state that demonstrates a battleground appeal for a candidate," says Romney adviser Kevin Madden. "It's a state that demonstrates an ability to win an electorate with a cross-section of the entire Republican Party. It's one of those contests that shows you have the infrastructure and resources to compete going forward." In Florida, competing requires millions of dollars for TV ads in a half-dozen media markets and a grass-roots organization beyond that needed in Iowa and New Hampshire, where one-on-one appeals at town hall meetings and coffee klatches can forge a political foundation. The Sunshine State spotlights different issues and more complicated politics . There are rural conservatives in the Panhandle and moderate suburbanites from the Midwest and Northeast who have moved to central Florida. Southern Florida has a significant number of Cuban Americans, making policy toward Havana an issue here and lending a different tone to the debate over immigration. Then there are Florida's signature retirees, focused on preserving Medicare and Social Security. "We are a true bellwether state," says Mike Haridopolos, the Florida State Senate president and a driving force behind the early primary date. "It's fair to say in recent elections, if you win Florida, you're going to win the presidency. We are a template of what America looks like." A decisive win in the Florida primary could anoint the nominee who will take on President Obama. A muddled finish could signal a long slog ahead for the GOP. Coffee and conversation At Buddy's Brew, a neighborhood spot near downtown Tampa redolent with the smell of roasting coffee beans, the dominant issue is the same as it is across the country: the economy. "Killing Osama bin Laden, you'd think it could push Obama over the top, but two months later, it's like it never happened," says Jeff Seymour, 44, a dentist who stops in for early-morning coffee and conversation with Larry Saylor, 42, also a dentist, before they head in to their offices. "It's the economy, the economy, the economy, stupid." "You would think that Obama is somebody who would have a second term," says Saylor, perched on a stool at the barista bar, "but at this point it could go either way." Both men are Republicans, though Seymour voted for Obama in 2008, Saylor for Republican John McCain. A roundtable that Romney held at the coffee shop a week earlier with a half-dozen unemployed Tampa residents prompted them to start thinking about the 2012 field, though neither is committed to a contender or even entirely sure who all of them are. Romney would be "a solid candidate," Saylor says. "I like his stance on small business and how to get the economy going," issues he discussed at the roundtable before a crush of TV cameras. Seymour hopes to vote for a Republican against Obama next year, but he'd like the party to find a more compelling challenger than Romney. "America's in trouble; we all recognize this," he says, saying he's looking for someone who offers innovative solutions and could unite a divided nation. "It's time that somebody has to emerge … but American politics makes it so hard to get a middle ground." Jenn Mobley, 30, and David Cabrera, 26, sit on a couch with a view of the morning rush-hour traffic along John F. Kennedy Boulevard as they eat breakfast. Both conservative Republicans, they differ on whether they will support the candidate they like most — Mobley cites that as a matter of principle — or the one they figure will have the best chance of defeating Obama. "At the end of the day, it's going to have to be the one who wins," Cabrera says. He's intrigued by Ron Paul and likes the way Bachmann attacks big issues but wonders if either could win the general election. He's watching to see whether "the Texan" (that would be Texas Gov. Rick Perry) decides to jump in the race. And he worries that the Massachusetts health care plan Romney signed as governor could be politically fatal: "He's always going to have Romneycare holding him down." Cabrera and Mobley deal with the impact of the fragile economy every day at their jobs. Employed by a financial services firm, they work with homeowners who are in default on their mortgages. Florida's foreclosure rate is seventh in the country. Its unemployment rate, at 10.6%, is fourth. The Republican National Convention will be held in Tampa next year, a reflection of Florida's status as a swing state and political powerhouse that supported George W. Bush in 2000 and 2004, then Barack Obama in 2008. The state is a major source not only of Electoral College votes but also campaign cash: Floridians contributed nearly $68 million to presidential candidates in 2008, trailing only California, New York and Texas. In 2008, the Florida primary was a turning point . McCain's modest victory solidified his status as the front-runner; Romney's loss dashed his hopes of making a comeback after losing in New Hampshire. For former New York mayor Rudy Giuliani, a distant third-place finish in the state where he had staked his claim was fatal. The lesson: Candidates can build on victories in the earlier states in Florida, but they can't launch their campaigns here, says Michael DuHaime, a Republican consultant who was Giuliani's campaign manager. "Florida played a very big role last time, certainly, in giving Sen. McCain a lot of momentum going into that following Tuesday, Super Tuesday," DuHaime says. "I think it's going to play a very big role" this time as well. "Everybody's going to want to come into Florida with momentum," says Susie Wiles, Huntsman's national campaign manager and the strategist who ran Rick Scott's successful gubernatorial campaign in Florida last year, when Republicans scored gains statewide. The presidential campaign opens in force with a straw poll at a Republican conclave in Orlando in September. 

Florida is a key swing state- Republican 2012 convention proves 

Richard Adam, 5/13/2010, “2012 US election calendar begins to take shape”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/richard-adams-blog/2010/may/12/republican-convention-2012-tampa
Just to show that it's never too soon to be thinking about the 2012 presidential elections, the Republican party today named Tampa as the site of its 2012 convention – meaning that the GOP convention will be hot stuff in all senses. The Republican convention will take place in the St Pete Times Forum on the week beginning 27 August. Florida in August? Tampa has an average daytime temperature of a toasty 90 degrees in August, with high humidity. It's also reputed to be the lap-dancing capital of America. Another major contender was Phoenix, Arizona, and the heat there in August is furnace-like, so between that and the immigration law controversy the RNC made a smart call. Conventional wisdom has it that the site of its convention gives that party a boost in that state during the following election, although the evidence is mixed. But Florida remains hugely important in US politics and is a genuine swing state, so it's worth a shot.

Florida Space Links

Plan helps Obama recover from Florida backlash to NASA shutdown 

Tung 7-21 (Sarah, Freelance Reporter, 2011,“Rick Perry blasts Obama for NASA cuts, forcing Americans to “hitchhike in space””, http://blog.chron.com/txpotomac/2011/07/rick-perry-blasts-obama-for-nasa-cuts-forcing-americans-to-hitchhike-in-space/) BR

An era of human space exploration has come to its end — and a new frontier in presidential politics has dawned. As Americans waved goodbye to NASA’s shuttle program on Thursday, Texas Gov. Rick Perry blasted President Barack Obama for shutting down the nation’s “legacy of leadership” — a move he claims will leave ”American astronauts with no alternative but to hitchhike in space.” The governor (and potential presidential candidate) also accused the Obama administration of leading “federal agencies and programs astray, this time forcing NASA away from its original purpose of space exploration, and ignoring its groundbreaking past and enormous future potential.”

Candidates’ NASA focus wins Florida’s support 
Laing 4-29 (Keith, “Obama’s visit to Florida shows need to mend fences over NASA”, 2011, http://thehill.com/blogs/transportation-report/tsa/158425-obamas-visit-to-cape-canaveral-highlights-floridas-importance) BR
 
President Obama’s decision to visit Cape Canaveral on Friday even after NASA postponed the space shuttle launch highlights the need for the president to mend fences in a state stung by proposed cuts to the space program. Florida is a swing state with a high employment rate that strongly identifies with the soon-to-be ending space shuttle program, and Obama has come under attack from Florida Republicans on the issue. “Short of drinking orange juice while walking on our state’s beautiful beaches wearing a Mickey Mouse hat, there are few things more associated with the state” than the space program, a Florida Democratic strategist told The Hill. “That’s why it’s important to show he’s here and get the facts out about his innovative approach to space travel.” Central Florida, where Cape Canaveral is located, is the swing part of one of the biggest swing states in the nation. In 2008, Obama became the first Democratic presidential candidate since Bill Clinton in 1996 to carry the state. Despite sweeping Republican victories in Florida last year, Democrats think he can turn it blue again in 2012. Obama carried Florida by 236,450 votes in 2008. Republicans hope that the end of the space shuttle foreshadows a reversal of those numbers for Obama next year. “The community there is not happy,” former Republican Party of Florida chairman Al Cardenas told The Hill. “They believe the White House has not respected NASA’s budget or the assets of that community,” Cardenas said.
The space program will be a key issue in the 2012 election- space layoffs will have a ripple effect on the economy 

Tom Brown, 7/7/2011, “Shuttle's end a blow to Florida's "Space Coast"”, http://old.news.yahoo.com/s/nm/20110707/us_nm/us_space_shuttle_economy 

TITUSVILLE, Florida (Reuters) – The end of the U.S. space shuttle program is the end of the line for Tom Brown and other workers like him at the Kennedy Space Center in central Florida. He is about to join the ranks of the unemployed. "It's kind of scary," said Brown, a 60-year-old contractor and structural steel painter who has worked on the shuttle program for the last 26 years. Brown lives in Titusville, a town on the Indian River just west of Merritt Island and the Kennedy Space Center. Located in the heart of Florida's so-called "Space Coast" it has depended on the U.S. manned space program for much of its economic livelihood for most of the past 50 years. The region has long prided itself on its close association with the space program. That connection was highlighted when it fought and beat out suburban Chicago for rights to the liftoff-style 3-2-1 area code when it was up for grabs more than a decade ago. In a sign of the times, however, Stephen Gaughran, the owner of Sparky's pool hall in downtown Titusville, said local residents were so strapped for cash lately that he passes much of his time counting the cars driving past on U.S. 1, the highway just outside his storefront. "I have been in business here 22 years and this is the worst I've seen it," said Gaughran, whose customers have long included space center contractors coming in after work. "I survive on people's disposable income and I can tell you, right now they don't have any," said Gaughran, who predicts that Titusville will soon look like "a ghost town." He was referring to the fact that Brown, who is one of his regulars, is one of about 3,200 shuttle contractors due to be laid off on July 22. The space shuttle workforce stood at 18,000-strong in its heyday in the early 90s, when NASA's spaceship fleet was working through a backlog of missions grounded after the 1986 Challenger accident. But by the end of August only about 1,000 workers will remain on the shuttle program payroll. Shuttle veteran Alice Whitsel, who is 55 and worked as a contractor with NASA for 32 years, expects to be laid off by March next year at the latest. She lives in a double-wide trailer in Titusville and said she only escaped losing her job in July because of her seniority. She is saving as much of her $30 a hour salary as she can. "Fix it if it's broke," said Whitsel, echoing time-honored advice that she has heard repeated a lot lately. "If you can't afford it, you don't need it," she added. "If it's torn, wear it out." The job crunch at the Kennedy Space Center comes as Florida, which was hard hit by the U.S. housing and mortgage foreclosure crisis, continues to struggle with a wobbly economy and widespread unemployment. "CELESTIAL RUST BELT" Sean Snaith, a University of Central Florida economist, said he thought Titusville and other towns in the Space Coast area will diversify economically and avoid becoming part of "some sort of celestial rust belt." But he acknowledged that the space center layoffs, and the end of shuttle launches, which were a major tourist attraction in central Florida, will have ripple effects across the economy. "It's a tough blow and the transition is going to be very difficult," Snaith said. "This place is going to be Flint, Michigan," a NASA contractor said, referring to the city northwest of Detroit that has been decimated by the decline of the U.S. auto industry. The contractor asked not to be identified. 

***Uniqueness – Republican/GOP Win***

U - General Republicans Win
Republicans are ahead in the polls because of currently frustration – but Obama’s policies now can tip the balance

Jones 7/14 (Jeffery M, ‘“Republican Candidate’ Extends Lead vs. Obama to 47% to 39%Margin marks first statistically significant lead among registered voters”, http://www.gallup.com/poll/148487/Republican-Candidate-Extends-Lead-Obama.aspx)

PRINCETON, NJ -- Registered voters by a significant margin now say they are more likely to vote for the "Republican Party's candidate for president" than for President Barack Obama in the 2012 election, 47% to 39%. Preferences had been fairly evenly divided this year in this test of Obama's re-election prospects. The latest results are based on a July 7-10 poll, and show that the Republican has an edge for the second consecutive month. Obama held a slight edge in May, when his approval rating increased after the death of Osama bin Laden. As his rating has come back down during the last two months, so has his standing on the presidential "generic ballot." Gallup typically uses this question format when a president is seeking re-election but his likely opponent is unknown, as was the case in 1991-1992 and 2003-2004, when incumbents George H.W. Bush and George W. Bush, respectively, were seeking re-election. The elder Bush held large leads over his generic Democratic opponent throughout 1991, but early 1992 preferences were more evenly divided and Bush eventually lost his re-election bid. The younger Bush also consistently maintained at least a small advantage over the Democrat throughout 2003, before winning re-election in a close contest in November 2004. Thus, the results more than a year ahead of the election do not have a large degree of predictive ability, and underscore that things can change greatly in the final year or more before an election. Both Bushes had higher job approval ratings in the year before their re-election contests than Obama does now, helping explain why Obama has fared less well on the generic ballot in the year prior to the election year. George H.W. Bush's approval rating in July 1991 averaged 71%, while George W. Bush's July 2003 average was 60%. Obama's latest weekly average is 46%. Obama Trailing Among Independent Voters: Independent registered voters are currently more likely to vote for the Republican candidate (44%) than for Obama (34%), though one in five do not have an opinion. Republicans and Democrats show strong party loyalty in their vote choices, with Republicans showing somewhat stronger loyalty. Independents' preferences are similar to what Gallup measured last month, while Republicans' support for the Republican candidate has increased slightly. Implications: President Obama's re-election prospects do not look very favorable at this point -- if the election were held today, as measured by the generic presidential ballot. However, that result does not necessarily mean he is likely to be denied a second term in November 2012. At this point in 1991, George H.W. Bush looked like a sure bet to win a second term, but he was defeated. One key factor in determining Obama's eventual electoral fate is whom the Republican Party nominates as its presidential candidate and the appeal that person has compared with Obama. Mitt Romney is the presumptive front-runner, but Americans have generally not held very positive opinions of him the last few years. The state of the nation will also influence whether Obama is elected to a second term. Right now, Americans are especially dissatisfied with the way things are going in this country, and economic confidence is lagging. However, the political environment can certainly change in the 16 months leading up to the election, something that occurred during the 1984 and 1996 election cycles (in the incumbent's favor) and 1992 cycle (in the opponent's favor) when incumbent presidents were seeking re-election.

Republicans ahead – they have been for a year and a half, public trusts them more, and Obama seems too liberal

Rasmussen 7/ 12 (Tuesday, July 12, 2011 “Generic Republican Candidate 48%, Obama 43%” http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/politics/elections/election_2012/election_2012_presidential_election/generic_presidential_ballot/election_2012_generic_presidential_ballot)

A generic Republican candidate earns the highest level of support yet against President Obama in a hypothetical 2012 election matchup. The latest Rasmussen Reports national telephone survey of Likely U.S. Voters finds that the generic Republican picks 48% of the vote, while the president gets 43% support. Three percent (3%) favor some other candidate, and seven percent (7%) are undecided. Last week, the incumbent and the generic Republcian candidate were tied, each earning 44% support. The GOP candidate has now outpolled the president in seven-of-10 surveys conducted weekly since early May. Prior to this survey, the Republican has earned 43% to 46% of the vote, while support for the president has ranged from 42% to 45%. Rasmussen Reports will provide new data on this generic matchup each week until the field of prospective Republican nominees narrows to a few serious contenders. Republicans hold a six-point advantage on the Generic Congressional Ballot for the week ending Sunday, July 10. Republicans have led on the ballot for every week since June 2009, with leads ranging from two to 12 points. The survey of 3,500 Likely Voters was conducted on July 5-10, 2011 by Rasmussen Reports. The margin of sampling error is +/- 2 percentage points with a 95% level of confidence. Field work for all Rasmussen Reports surveys is conducted by Pulse Opinion Research, LLC. See methodology. Former Massachusetts Governor Mitt Romney continues to lead the race for the Republican nomination, but Minnesota Congresswoman Michele Bachmann has surged into second place following the June 13 GOP debate. In every matchup tested so far this year against named GOP challengers, the president’s support has stayed between 42% and 49%. An incumbent who earns support below 50% is generally considered politically vulnerable. The president’s total job approval ratings are a good indicator of what percentage of the vote he may earn in the 2012 presidential race. Aside from a brief bounce in support following the killing of Osama bin Laden in early May, Obama’s approval ratings have hovered in the high 40s for the past 18 months. The full-month Rasmussen Reports Presidential Approval Index rating for June is down four points from May to 15. With a few exceptions, the president’s approval index rating has stayed between -14 and -17 since the beginning of 2010. Eighty-six percent (86%) of GOP voters support a generic candidate from their party, while 82% of Democrats back the president. Voters not affiliated with either political party favor the Republican 46% to 38%. Male voters support the GOP candidate by 11 points, while females are evenly divided. Voters under the age of 40 favor the president, while their elders back the Republican. Ninety-three percent (93%) of black voters and 53% of voters of other races back Obama, while 55% of whites prefer the Republican. Conservatives (79%) overwhelmingly support the Republican, while 82% of liberals - and a majority (54%) of moderates - like the president. Seventy-one percent (71%) of the Political Class back Obama. Most Mainstream voters (56%) opt for the GOP candidate. As they have consistently throughout his presidency, most voters believe Obama is more liberal than they are. For the first time since March, more American adults consider themselves Democrats rather than Republicans. Voters now trust Republicans on just six out of 10 important voting issues, while they trust Democrats more on the other four. 

Republicans united to defeat Obama

Elliott 5/22 (PHILIP ELLIOTT , 5/22/11 “Primary Election 2012: GOP Fervor To Beat Obama Runs Strong In South” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/05/22/primary-election-2012-gop_n_865211.html)

COLUMBIA, S.C. — Republicans in this first-in-the-South primary state aren't too enthusiastic about the crop of GOP presidential candidates. They are fired up about defeating President Barack Obama and confident a Republican can. "I'm telling everyone that worries about the field: Elmer Fudd can win this election," says Ashby Rhame, a Republican from Sumter County. In this reliably conservative state, if not across the country, the GOP exudes optimism about making Obama a one-term president, no matter the Republican nominee. The anti-Obama fervor, or fury depending on who's asked, has energized and helped unite a Republican Party that three years ago was disillusioned and fractured after the Democrat's victory. Obama has turned into a common enemy for the party, bridging divides between the Republican establishment and tea partyers demanding purity in their candidates. Is the drive to beat Obama so great that Republicans will support a nominee who may have serious flaws or doesn't strictly adhere to conservative principles? Yes, if recent American history and interviews with more than a dozen Republicans in South Carolina are any guide.

A republican will win the presidential election now, polls prove

The Ticket 7/15 (7/15/11, The Ticket, “‘Generic Republican’ holds eight-point lead over Obama,” http://news.yahoo.com/blogs/ticket/generic-republican-holds-eight-point-lead-over-obama-134254588.html)

For the second consecutive month of polling, voters said they would vote for the "Republican Party's candidate for president" over President Obama, with 47 percent saying they would support the GOP candidate over Obama, who received just 39 percent. The Gallup survey, taken July 7-10, showed a three-percent jump for "Generic Republican" from when the group took the last poll in June. The options were tied when Gallup first took the poll in April, and Obama led by three in May in the aftermath of the killing of Osama bin Laden. According to the survey's analysis, independents are the key to Obama's slumping numbers. While those who identify as Republicans and Democrats continue to hunker down with support for their party, the GOP has an 11-point lead over the president with independent voters. "President Obama's re-election prospects do not look very favorable at this point—if the election were held today, as measured by the generic presidential ballot," said Gallup Editor Jeffrey M. Jones. "However, that result does not necessarily mean he is likely to be denied a second term in November 2012. At this point in 1991, George H.W. Bush looked like a sure bet to win a second term, but he was defeated."

U - Obama Lose
Obama will lose in 2012 – weak economic numbers and key swing states. 

Zengerle, 7/20 (Patricia, “Analysis: Tough fight for Obama in 2012 in some key states,” 2011, http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/07/20/us-usa-campaign-states-idUSTRE76J6I720110720)

(Reuters) - President Barack Obama bucked decades-old electoral trends to win the White House in 2008, taking nine states that had supported Republican George W. Bush four years earlier. With Americans deeply worried about the economy, even some Democratic activists have scant expectations that he can carry all the nine states in next year's presidential election. Party campaigners and pollsters say the chances now look slim for a second consecutive triumph in states like Indiana and North Carolina, where no Democratic presidential candidate had won since 1964 until Obama took them in 2008. "No one is counting on Indiana," one Democratic activist said. Without a strong economic upturn, Obama is also likely to face tough fights in other close-run states that have been hit hard by the downturn. A leading Democratic activist said that, while there will be a lot of campaigning in Ohio, he could also envision a scenario in which the party wrote the state off early in order to focus elsewhere. A Quinnipiac University poll in May put Obama in a virtual tie -- at 41-39 percent -- in Ohio with an unnamed Republican opponent. Obama's numbers could drop in the state once a Republican rival emerges and communicates to voters. Republicans plan to capitalize on voter unhappiness about the economy, and feel the mood in the state had shifted sharply from 2008. "He (Obama) had a historic election. It was historic and unprecedented. It can only be historic and unprecedented once," said Rex Elsass, president of the Ohio-based Strategy Group for Media, a consulting firm that works for Republican candidates. COLORADO FIGHT In Colorado, another state that had tended to back Republicans before 2008, Democratic Governor John Hickenlooper said Obama will have to fight hard to win again. "It depends on who his opponent was. I think it'd be a very close battle. He'd have a hard time," Hickenlooper told Politico this week, citing concerns about high unemployment. Democratic strategists have said that keeping Colorado in Obama's column is a priority next year. Unemployment in Indiana is 8.2 percent. The jobless rate in Florida, which Obama won by 3 percent, is among the country's worst, at 10.6 percent, and in Ohio, where Obama scored a 5 percent victory, 8.6 percent of workers are out of jobs. Democratic party and campaign officials insist they are prepared to fight everywhere and will extend the party's reach into states that backed Republican John McCain in 2008, such as Arizona, where they hope to appeal to Hispanic voters, who tend to support Democrats because they support immigration reform. "We are absolutely committed to competing across the country," Obama's campaign manager Jim Messina told reporters on a conference call last week. In industrial Midwestern states such as Michigan, Ohio and Indiana, Democrats are banking on convincing voters that Obama's auto industry bailout saved jobs. "Every indication is that he will win Indiana. No one can say for sure but I believe that he will win our state," said Robin Winston, former chairman of the Indiana Democratic Party who is now a political consultant. Party activists also note that Obama has huge advantages as the incumbent -- a sitting president has unparalleled media attention and name recognition -- and fundraising prowess to finance a widespread organizing effort. Obama's campaign war chest is widely expected to hit $1 billion. But the political landscape has changed dramatically from 2008, when Obama's campaign benefited from voter weariness with the Iraq war, now winding down, a desire for change after eight years under the Republican Bush and unhappiness with the weak economy, which has not significantly improved. Republicans rallied around opposition to Obama policies and, energized by the conservative Tea Party movement, made big gains in the 2010 midterm elections in states where the Democrat had won notable victories. And Democrats made little or no electoral headway in states where Republicans had been strong. "One thing is certain; Republicans have proven every one of these states is winnable for our 2012 nominee," Rick Wiley, political director of the Republican National Committee, said in a memo to supporters this week, about the nine states that backed Obama in 2008 after going Republican in 2004.

Obama’ s policies including stimulus, Obamacare, and federal spending mean Obama will lose – polls and 2010 federal and local elections prove

Taspscott 7/14 –editor of The Washington Examiner (07/14/11, Mark Tapscott, “Why 2012 is shaping up as an 'Anybody But Obama' election” http://washingtonexaminer.com/opinion/columnists/2011/07/why-2012-shaping-anybody-obama-election)

These words appeared in this newspaper under a headline reading “Obama is heading for a one-term presidency” less than two months after the president took the oath of office: “There won’t be a second Obama term if he doesn’t admit that, no matter how adroitly he wraps himself in Reaganesque rhetoric, Leviathan is no better suited for 2009 than it was in 1933 for FDR … “But that’s not the main reason Obama’s prospects for gaining a second term in 2012 are already fading faster than a Maine RINO can forget what being a Republican means. Obama is making himself the symbol of what’s wrong with Washington rather than being the agent of change in Washington.” At that point in March 2009, Washington was awash in controversy over Obama’s economic stimulus program and dazzled by the spontaneous eruption of Tea Party protests across the nation. Pretty much everything Obama has done since then – with the notable exception of killing Osama bin Laden - has strengthened the perception that the president who promised “hope and change” actually exemplifies everything that is wrong in the nation’s capital. For a long time, Obama’s immense likability provided insulation against growing public anger about the policies and programs he and the Democratic majority that controlled the 111th Congress put in place. But, thanks to the stimulus program’s failure, ramming through of Obamacare, and exploding federal spending and debt, even his personal appeal was insufficient to prevent stunning Republican off-year gubernatorial victories in Virginia and New Jersey in 2009, Republican Scott Brown’s shocking upset in January 2010 to capture Sen. Teddy Kennedy’s former Senate seat in Massachusetts, and the GOP onslaught in the November 2010 off-year congressional election that threw Nancy Pelosi out of the House Speakership and sharply narrowed the Democrats' hold on the Senate. The GOP's 2010 gains were even more dramatic at the state and local level, with 700+ new Republican state legislators elected and nearly a dozen new Republican governors, including Wisconsin's Scott Walker and Ohio's John Kasich, who have since successfully gone on the offensive against the once-invincible public employee unions whose members' compensation jeopardized state government financial integrity. In the face of such obvious and sustained voter rejection, prudent politicians would moderate their positions and rhetoric, but Obama instead doubled down on the issue most central to protecting the Washington liberal establishment, federal taxes, spending and debt. It also happens to be the issue on which Obama is most out of step with America. In the wake of the disastrous 2010 election, Obama adroitly worked a compromise with congressional Republicans on a two-year extension of the Bush tax cuts. But in the months since then, he has grown progressively more intransigent that spending cuts not touch the vast majority of federal programs, even as taxes are hiked, tax credits closed and the national debt limit increased from its present $14.3 trillion. Then in a well-publicized White House confrontation with House Majority Leader Eric Cantor this week, Obama dared Republicans to call his bluff and threatened that he’s “going to the American people with this.” A raft of new public opinion surveys suggest that Republicans should tell Obama to go for it because he is on the wrong end of the debate. Ed Morrissey at Hot Air points to eight reasons why going to the people will likely provide “a rude awakening” for Obama: • Gallup: Americans paying attention oppose debt-ceiling increase almost 2-1 • CBS poll shows 69% opposed to a debt-ceiling increase • Poll: Majority support a balanced budget amendment • Poll shows more people concerned about national debt than national default • Poll shows Americans getting more pessimistic on economy, want spending cuts • Americans oppose raising debt ceiling by more than 2-1 in Gallup survey • CBS poll shows Americans oppose debt-ceiling hike 2-1 • Hill poll shows 62% opposed to raising the debt ceiling These polls are perhaps shocking in the context of Obama’s multiple news conferences in recent weeks, careful White House staging of “negotiations” with congressional GOPers designed to put Obama in the best possible light, the liberal mainstream media’s desperately unbalanced reporting of the controversy, and the parallel propagandizing by the thousands of liberal non-profits, foundations and activists groups. In spite of all that, most Americans want federal spending and debt brought down and they don’t want federal taxes going up. By pushing an extreme liberal agenda that is wildly out of step with most Americans, Obama and his Democratic allies have only themselves to blame for this result. Obama’s steely insistence on tax hikes – “eat your peas, America” – parallels his dramatic plunge from a narrow 43-40 lead over Gallup’s generic Republican nominee in May to trailing 47-39 in July. One poll does not an election make, to be sure, but given all of these considerations, it’s hard not to see the 2012 presidential contest shaping up as an Anybody But Obama election.

Obama behind, polls prove

RTT News 7/15 (7/15/2011, “Poll Shows Obama Trails Generic Republican Candidate By 8 Points”, http://www.rttnews.com/Content/PoliticalNews.aspx?Id=1666671&SM=1)

While the 2012 presidential election is still over a year away, the results of a recent Gallup poll suggest that President Barack Obama could be facing an uphill battle in his campaign for re-election. The poll of registered voters showed that 39 percent said they would vote for Obama in 2012, while 47 percent said they would vote for "the Republican Party's candidate for president." Support for Obama is unchanged from a month ago but is down 43 percent in May, when the president's approval rating received a boost from the killing of Osama bin Laden. Meanwhile, the level of support for the generic Republican candidate is up from 44 percent in June and 40 percent in May. Perhaps most troubling for Obama is that his level of support among Independent voters is lower than his overall support at 34 percent. Gallup's Jeffrey Jones said, "President Obama's re-election prospects do not look very favorable at this point -- if the election were held today, as measured by the generic presidential ballot."

Job loss makes Obama re-election unlikely

Daily News 7/9 (7/09/11, New York Daily News, “Anemic job growth numbers threaten President Obama's 2012 run,” http://articles.nydailynews.com/2011-07-09/news/29771077_1_jay-carney-economic-gurus-private-sector-jobs)

President Obama scrambled yesterday in the wake of another disastrous jobs report to reverse America's economic slump - and salvage his 2012 prospects. Numbers as anemic as yesterday's - only 18,000 private sector jobs created in June - caused the unemployment rate to rise to a politically unpalatable 9.2%. Despite a recovering stock market and 2 million jobs created on Obama's watch, the new jobs number was the lowest in nine months - dealing Obama's "momentum theory" an embarrassing blow. "Today's job report confirms what most Americans already know: We still have a long way to go and a lot of work to do to give people the security and opportunity that they deserve," Obama said in brief remarks in the White House Rose Garden. "Our economy as a whole just isn't producing nearly enough jobs for everybody who's looking. "We've always known that we'd have ups and downs on our way back from this recession." He noted the jobs market has faced "some tough headwinds," including soaring gas prices, natural disasters like fires and floods, the Greek financial crisis and state and local budget cuts costing tens of thousands of public service workers their livelihoods. Nervous White House political strategists privately agree with their Republican critics - Obama is running out of time to get the economy humming to avoid becoming a one-term President. Even Democratic optimists recognize Obama will defy history if he's reelected with this struggling economy. No incumbent President since Franklin D. Roosevelt has ever won another term with unemployment higher than 7.2% - and Obama's economic gurus believe the jobless figure will remain north of 8% by Election Day next year. Republicans pounced on Obama yesterday, claiming ordinary Americans have been turned off by his assertion last month that poor monthly job numbers are "bumps on the road to recovery."

U - Debt Ceiling Helps Republicans

Democrats blamed more than republicans for debt ceiling issue

Wasson 2/28 (02/28/11 07, Erik Wasson THE HILL POLL: On shutdown, more voters would blame Democrats http://thehill.com/polls/146361-the-hill-poll-more-voters-would-blame-dems-than-gop-for-shutdown)

Twenty-nine percent of likely voters would blame Democrats for a government shutdown, compared to 23 percent who would hold Republicans responsible, according to a new poll conducted for The Hill. The results are surprising because most people blamed the GOP for the last government shutdown, which occurred during President Clinton’s first term. A week before the 1995 shuttering, polls showed the public blamed Republicans by a two-to-one-margin. The Hill’s survey, conducted by Pulse Opinion Research, comes as lawmakers are heading into high-stakes spending negotiations that will seek to avert a shutdown. Republicans have a substantial edge among independents: Thirty-four percent would blame Democrats, while only 19 percent would blame the GOP. However, there are dangers for both parties, the poll indicates. A plurality of voters, 43 percent, would blame both Republicans and Democrats if the lights go out at midnight on March 5. Forty-five percent of respondents said neither party would benefit politically from a shutdown. This compares to 14 percent who think Democrats would benefit and 18 percent who said Republicans would. These numbers are fairly consistent when just Republicans, Democrats or independents are asked. Forty-seven percent of Republicans think that neither party would benefit, while 42 percent of Democrats and 48 percent of independents agree. Democrats were able to win the message war 15 years ago, pinning the blame on congressional Republicans. A new shutdown message war has been under way for several weeks as each side jockeys for position. Republican and Democratic leaders moved closer to a short-term deal Friday, though the tentative budget framework has not yet been embraced by rank-and-file members. The ability of Republicans to exact deep cuts and of Democrats to preserve cherished programs largely depends on whether they have the nerve to take negotiations over the brink. Some GOP officials have feared, based on the history of the 1990s, they would be quickly blamed if Senate Democrats reject their calls for spending cuts and non-essential government employees are forced to stay home starting March 5. The Hill’s poll suggests that, at least at this point, Democrats do not enjoy the tactical advantage that some assume they have. Democrats would have the toughest time with men — 36 percent would blame Democrats, compared to 19 percent who would blame Republicans. Twenty-seven percent of women would blame Republicans, compared to 22 percent who would blame Democrats. The Hill’s survey of 1,000 likely voters was conducted Feb. 23 and has a 3-point margin of error. The Hill poll results are somewhat similar to a Feb. 22 Gallup poll, which found the public was divided on whether President Obama or Republicans were doing a better job trying to reach a budget agreement. That survey of 1,004 adults found 42 percent giving better marks to Republicans, compared to 39 percent for Obama. They contrast with a Feb. 17-20 Public Policy Polling survey that gave an advantage to Obama over congressional Republicans if there is a shutdown. That poll of 1,002 registered voters found 41 percent would blame Republicans, 35 percent would blame Obama and 22 percent would blame both equally. It had a margin of error of 3.1 percent. The Feb. 22 Gallup poll found 60 percent of adults want a budget compromise rather than a shutdown, and The Hill’s poll shows voters continue to view a shutdown as a bad development. Nearly half of those surveyed by The Hill, 47 percent, said a shutdown would have a negative effect. Twelve percent said it would have a positive impact, and 31 percent said it would have no impact. Independents are more likely to say it will have a negative impact — 54 percent said so — compared to 51 percent of Democrats and 37 percent of Republicans surveyed. Sixty-three percent of self-identified liberals were far more likely to see a negative impact resulting from a shutdown than conservatives. Thirty-five percent of conservatives said it would have a negative impact, compared to 53 percent of centrists. Although some Democrats have said that Social Security checks would be in jeopardy if there is a shutdown, the survey finds that senior citizens are less likely to see a negative impact than younger voters. Only 36 percent of seniors (those 65 and older) see a negative impact, compared to 51 percent of middle-aged voters (40-64) and 46 percent of young voters (18-39). 

Debt Ceiling shifts favor towards Republicans

Miller 4/4 – Hill writer, correspondent for the Center on Public Integrity (4/4/11, Sean J. Miller, “The Hill Poll: GOP seen as more reasonable in spending-cut debate”, http://thehill.com/polls/153517-the-hill-poll-public-sees-gop-more-reasonable-in-budget-debate)

 A plurality of likely voters believes Republicans have been more reasonable than Democrats in the negotiations over spending cuts.

A new poll conducted for The Hill showed 41 percent polled said the GOP had been “more reasonable,” while 29 percent said Democrats had been more sensible. Twenty-two percent said neither party was more reasonable than the other, and 7 percent were not sure.

Debt ceiling approval will allow for Republican win in 2012

Jacobs 7/9 (7/9/11, Todd, Yahoo! News, “Debt Ceiling Debate Winner Will Win 2012,” http://news.yahoo.com/debt-ceiling-debate-winner-win-2012-191900017.html)

Republicans need to learn they have the upper hand. They can send a debt limit approval tied to only cuts, no taxes and send it to the Democrat controlled Senate. If the Senate sends the debt limit approval to the White House with just spending cuts and no taxes, Obama will be responsible for the default and the Republicans will have the edge. The Republicans have to get a debt limit approval through the House of Representatives and the Senate and on Obama's desk quickly and then his refusal to sign will be the perfect end game for the Republicans in 2012. They will be able to claim victory and Obama go down as the only president to allow the country to go into default. People struggling to resist claiming bankruptcy will now have an out. The government can default, why can't they? The ramifications have not been thought through. A government default sends a message to the nation and the world. The United States government is in such disarray they cannot honor their obligations. The House of Representatives has the keys to the car and they can drive the president to the brink with no option but to sign off on the cuts and his ability to expand the government ends in dramatic fashion. 
If the debt ceiling is not raised, Obama’s chances are ruined for the election

Youngman 7/6 - White House correspondent for The Hill. ( Sam Youngman - 07/06/11 “July is make or break for Obama 2012” http://thehill.com/blogs/ballot-box/sam-youngman/169733-the-month-of-july-is-make-or-break-for-obama-2012)

The yellow light isn’t blinking only on getting a debt-ceiling deal done — it’s flashing on President Obama’s reelection hopes, too. If Obama and the debt deal face a yellow or red light at the end of July, voters might not be willing to give him the green light to go ahead with a second term. White House officials acknowledge that July is a critical month for Obama and his 2012 campaign, and they are well-aware the outcome of the debt-ceiling debate could determine his reelection chances next year. Obama can’t win reelection this month, but he can lose it if the deal to raise the debt ceiling hurts him with either Democrats or independents. He could also lose if negotiations fail altogether and the economy is left in a shambles. Obama’s fate is tied to the economy, and without a debt deal, markets could go haywire, with potentially catastrophic damages to the economic recovery, according to Obama’s economic team. With a deal, the economy gets a needed boost and Obama shows Wall Street and independents that he is a leader who brings people together and solves problems. “The economy is key to the president’s reelection, and a sensible budget deal is key to the economy, because there simply isn’t much confidence right now that Washington can get it right,” said Democratic strategist Steve Murphy. “President Obama has to maintain the strong stance he established in his press conference and demand a balanced approach to cutting the deficit. And he’ll win in the end, because independent voters are fed up with all the ideology.” It’s pretty simple for the president: All Obama has to do is forge a deal with Republicans that cuts trillions from the deficit and saves the economy from going off another cliff, all while convincing his base that he is not selling them down the river again. It’s that last part that might be the most difficult piece for this president. Obama has repeatedly shown an ability to get a deal done, but in doing so he has seriously damaged his credibility with the left. Liberals wanted to believe that the president was really mad at last week’s press conference. They’ve wanted to believe that for a long time. But time and again, liberals have seen Obama cave — in order to keep the federal government working or to ensure tax cuts for the middle class — and that has left them more skeptical of Obama than they’ve ever been. As a result, it will be hard for Obama to give ground on the key stumbling block to the talks: whether a deal will include the elimination of some targeted tax breaks. Liberals say a deficit deal can’t be built only on spending cuts, but the GOP has all but warned it will allow the U.S. to default on its debt before agreeing to a deal that includes any tax increases. If Obama gives in to the GOP and blinks in order to help the larger economy, liberals won’t be spending the rest of the summer and fall getting over hurt feelings from the last two years and knocking on doors for the president. They’ll fall into full-on revolt. In this fight, liberals say Obama shouldn’t worry about independents. He should worry about the left. Rightly or wrongly, they say Obama is in a stronger position to negotiate than Republicans, who they argue rely more on Wall Street for fundraising. 

U - Specific States Key

Obama won’t win Florida

Torres 7-9-11 (Frank, Political Analyst, Publicist, Speech and Humor Writer, "Obama’s Job Numbers, Last Shuttle Flight on Nelson’s Watch energize Senate Candidates," http://orlandopolitics.net/2011/07/09/obamas-job-numbers-last-shuttle-flight-on-nelsons-watch-energize-senate-candidates/)

Florida is the biggest swing state in the country, It’s been said time and time again. Florida will be a major player in the deciding the next leader of the free world. Two setbacks occurred earlier this week that, hurt both the President Obama and Bill Nelson re-election chances. The new unemployment rate was released yesterday and it was 9.2%. A devastating setback for the President and the Country in an effort to move out of the great recession. The President himself put a pause on political spin and admitted that the numbers weren’t where he wanted them to be.  If this wasn’t bad enough for Floridians, there was a bitter sweet ending to a way of life on the Space Coast. The final Shuttle launch of Atlantis officially ended an era in Brevard County. NASA has let thousands of jobs go here, and in Houston. People from all over the world lined the streets and the interstates to catch a glimpse of the final launch, that was almost a no-go due to weather conditions. Those in attendance were in luck as the skies cleared just in time for Atlantis to fly, one last time.  These two unfortunate events will be on the minds of voters when they cast their ballots next November. Candidates for the GOP nomination for Senate have been critical of the President’s actions on the economy, as well as Bill Nelson’s efforts to save jobs on the space coast. All three responded through social media yesterday..

Romney will win the election, leading Iowa which is key

Real Clear Politics 7/14 (7/14/11, Real Clear Politics, “Obama Trails Romney in Iowa,” http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2011/07/14/obama_trails_romney_in_iowa_110578.html)

A new poll shows former Massachusetts Gov. Mitt Romney leading President Obama in a hypothetical general election matchup in Iowa, a state that swung for the president by nearly 10 points in the 2008 election. According to a new Mason-Dixon poll, 47 percent of likely Iowa 2012 general election voters support Romney while 44 percent back Obama. The president holds a one-point edge over Minnesota Rep. Michele Bachmann, who has surged to the front of the GOP pack in Iowa in recent weeks. Bachmann edges Romney, 32 percent to 29 percent, among likely Republican caucus-goers. The Mason-Dixon poll is the third in the past week to show Bachmann leading the field. Former Minnesota Gov. Tim Pawlenty placed a distant third with 7 percent support. Former Pennsylvania Sen. Rick Santorum received 6 percent. Texas Rep. Ron Paul garnered 3 percent followed by former House Speaker Newt Gingrich with 2 percent and businessman Herman Cain with 1 percent. Former Utah Gov. Jon Huntsman received less than 1 percent support from Iowa Republicans. While Bachmann and Pawlenty are competing aggressively in Iowa, it's not yet clear how much Romney will focus on the Hawkeye State. He announced last month that he wouldn't compete in the Aug. 13 Ames Straw Poll. Obama's win in the Iowa caucuses four years ago was considered an integral part of the then-senator's rise to the White House. With record Democratic turnout, he took 38 percent of the vote, edging the second place finisher, former Sen. John Edwards, by roughly eight percentage points. In the general election, he went on to win the state, which had supported President George W. Bush in 2004. (Former Vice President Al Gore squeaked by Bush in the 2000 election by less than half a percentage point.) But the Mason-Dixon poll suggests the economy might be dampening support for the president. Forty-seven percent of likely voters rate the economy as "poor" while only 12 percent rate it as "good." The majority (55 percent) of likely voters say their personal financial situation hasn't changed in the past year, though 27 percent say it has gotten worse. Only 18 percent say their financial situation has improved. Thirty-eight percent of likely voters think the economy will remain the same over the next year, while 36 percent think it will get better, and 19 percent fear it will get worse. However, Iowa voters have a more dismal outlook for their children: 54 percent say American children will be worse off in the future than they are now while 33 percent say the opposite. 

Obama will lose Colorado, which is key to the election

Politico 7/16 (7/16/11, Politico “John Hickenlooper: Colorado tough for Barack Obama,” http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0711/59175.html)

Colorado Gov. John Hickenlooper predicted that President Barack Obama will have to fight hard to keep his state in the Democratic column in 2012, four years after Obama thumped John McCain there by a 9-point margin. Asked whether Obama would hold Colorado if the election were held today, Hickenlooper said: ““It depends on who his opponent was. I think it’d be a very close battle. He’d have a hard time.” “There’s such dissatisfaction over people who have been out of work, not just for a few months but for a year and a half or two years,” said Hickenlooper, a Democrat, who spoke to POLITICO at the National Governors Association meeting in Salt Lake City. Colorado is one of several states that have tended to vote Republican in presidential elections that Obama flipped to the Democratic column in 2008. The Obama campaign has signaled that keeping Colorado in the Democratic column – along with emerging swing states of Virginia and North Carolina – is a top priority for 2012. 

Romney will win Florida over Obama, key swing state

Huey-Burns 7/12 (7/12/11, Caitlin, Real Clear Politics, “Poll Shows Obama Struggling in Florida,” http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2011/07/12/poll_shows_obama_struggling_in_florida.html)

A lackluster economy in Florida has helped put President Obama's job approval rating under water in the key swing state, a new poll shows. And in a head-to-head matchup against Mitt Romney, the Republican front-runner in the 2012 race, the president trails by four percentage points. Thirty-eight percent of likely Florida voters approve of the president's job performance while 54 percent disapprove, according to a Sunshine State News poll. Eight percent remain undecided. The majority (56 percent) of Florida voters say the economy has worsened in the past year, and 58 percent of those voters disapprove of the job Obama is doing as president, while 35 percent approve. Among the 14 percent who say the economy has gotten better, 42 percent disapprove of Obama's job performance while 54 percent approve. Only 13 percent of Democrats think the economy in Florida has gotten better, compared to 14 percent of Republicans. More Democrats than Republicans think the economy has gotten worse in the past year, 62 percent to 51 percent, while 55 percent of independents think the economy has taken a turn for the worse. Among Democrats, 64 percent approve of Obama's job performance while 29 percent disapprove. Eighty percent of Republicans disapprove of the president's job performance while 14 percent approve. The survey was completed the day before the Labor Department issued a dismal jobs report showing a 9.2 percent national unemployment rate. Florida's unemployment rate for the month of May was 10.6 percent; June numbers will be released later this month. In response to last week's jobs report, Obama said, "We still have a long way to go and a lot of work to do" and noted that the recession killed more than 8 million jobs. Meanwhile, Romney, who has put Obama's handling of the economy at the center of his campaign, leads the president by 46 percent to 42 percent in Florida. Among those who say the economy has grown worse, 48 percent would vote for Romney while 40 percent would vote to re-elect the president. Obama does better among those who hold a more optimistic view on the economy, 55 percent to 34 percent. But among those who say they haven't seen much economic change in the past year, 49 percent would vote for Romney while 39 percent would chose Obama. Both the incumbent and the challenger fare well among their respective party bases: 71 percent of Democrats support Obama while 74 percent of Republicans support Romney (with no other GOP candidates listed on the ballot). But Romney edges the president among independents, 42 percent to 38 percent, while 16 percent remain undecided. The 2010 U.S. Census delivered two additional delegates to the Sunshine State, giving it 29 electoral votes and making it an even bigger prize in the 2012 election. (Obama won the state in 2008 by three percentage points.) Romney leads the GOP field in the state, according to early polling.

U - Romney Will Win
Obama unlikely to win now, but Romney will

Langer 6/7 – provider of public opinion polling, analysis and consulting services to ABC News through Langer Research Associates (6/7/11, ABC News Politics, "Poll: Romney, Palin See Boost; Obama Vulnerable,” http://abcnews.go.com/Politics/abc-news-poll-romney-pulls-obama-head-head/story?id=13776546)

An announcement bump for Mitt Romney and a bus-tour boost for Sarah Palin put the pair atop the field for the Republican presidential nomination. But while their primary standings are similar, their broader prospects for election look vastly different. Romney appears formidable: In a general-election trial heat in the latest ABC News/Washington Post poll he runs evenly with Barack Obama among all Americans, and numerically outpoints him, 49-46 percent, among registered voters -- not a statistically significant lead, given sampling error, but a clear reflection of Obama's vulnerability to a well-positioned challenger. Romney, though, is the only Republican to run that well; Obama leads all other potential opponents tested in this poll -- Palin, Newt Gingrich, Tim Pawlenty, Michele Bachmann and Jon Huntsman. Palin fares worst, trailing Obama by 17 points among all adults, 15 points among registered voters. Indeed, despite advancing in GOP primary preference, Palin faces daunting challenges. Sixty-four percent of Americans say they definitely will not vote for her for president, a new high. Sixty-three percent describe her as unqualified for the job, below its peak but still a substantial majority. Even in her own party, among Republicans and Republican-leaning independents, 41 percent rule out voting for her and 39 percent see her as unqualified. Overall, 21 percent of leaned Republicans support Romney for the nomination, 17 percent Palin, with all others in single digits. Still, while those two lead, the flipside is that each is not supported by eight in 10 potential GOP voters, indicating plenty of room to move as the field coalesces and voters tune in. Today just 22 percent of Americans (and 24 percent of leaned Republicans) are following the 2012 presidential election very closely. There is, moreover, a continued lack of enthusiasm for the Republican field. Fewer than half of Republicans and Republican-leaning independents, 47 percent, describe themselves as satisfied with their choice of candidates for the nomination, barely changed from 43 percent in April despite the official entrances of Romney, Gingrich and Pawlenty; exits of Mike Huckabee, Donald Trump and Mitch Daniels; and revving-up sounds from Palin, Bachmann and Huntsman. That's far lower than the level of satisfaction, 68 percent, in June '07. FRUSTRATED? -- The risks to Obama are underscored by the ABC News Frustration Index: It stands at 68, essentially what it was going into the 2010 midterm elections. Based on ratings of the economy, presidential approval, anti-incumbency and dissatisfaction with the federal government, it correlates strongly with House re-election rates and presidential prospects alike. The index peaked at 80 in 2008, when the Democrats regained the White House, and at 73 in summer 1992, shortly before the first President Bush lost re-election; it was 67 last fall, when the GOP regained the House and scored major inroads in the Senate. The Frustration Index today is a relatively mild 50 among Democrats, but a boiling 80 among Republicans -- and close to it, 72, among independents, the quintessential swing voters in national elections. Tellingly, the Frustration Index is a cool 19 among the few who say the economy's in excellent or good shape, rising to 65 among those who say it's not so good -- and 83 among the more than four in 10 who say the economy is in poor shape. In partisan terms, the index is relatively low (48) among liberal Democrats, but 81 among conservative Republicans; and likewise 48 among Obama supporters in a match-up with Romney, while 85 among Romney supporters. Among the index's components, and related survey results in this poll, produced for ABC News by Langer Research Associates: [image: image3.png]


 A vast 89 percent of Americans say the economy's in bad shape. It's ranged from 87 to 94 percent steadily since spring 2008. This gets old; people want relief. But 57 percent say that in terms of their own experience, the economy has not yet even begun to recover from the recession. And among the minority that says a recovery has begun, 81 percent say it's a weak one. [image: image4.png]


 The president's bin Laden bounce is gone. He had a 47 percent job approval rating in April. That bounced to 56 percent in a Post/Pew poll immediately after Osama bin Laden was killed. It's back, exactly, to 47 percent now. Forty-nine percent disapprove of the president's performance, including 53 percent of independents, and strong disapprovers outnumber strong approvers by 10 points. [image: image5.png]


 More -- 59 percent, a new high -- disapprove of Obama's handling of the economy, which, in a nutshell, is what the public's frustration is all about. Obama also is back to about an even split with the Republicans in Congress in trust to handle the economy -- 42 percent pick him, 45 percent the GOP. This also was essentially tied in December, then moved away from the GOP in January and March; we're now back to an even division on this most fundamental issue. On the deficit Obama fares worse -- 33 percent approval, down six points since April to a career low. [image: image6.png]


 In another expression of the public's discontent, just 34 percent say they're inclined to re-elect their representative in Congress. Fifty-five percent, instead, say they'll look around for someone new, a level of anti-incumbency as high as it was in early October 2010. If it holds, the risk may not be just to Obama, but to any and all officeholders associated with the status quo. [image: image7.png]


 In two equally critical measures, 66 percent say the country's seriously off on the wrong track and 69 percent describe themselves as dissatisfied or even angry with the way the federal government is working. Both are not quite as high as they were just before the last midterms -- but close. And 25 percent are downright angry about the way the government is operating, tying the high in polls since 1992. ROMNEY/PALIN -- Romney faces his own challenges. There's potential risk from the health care plan he signed into law as governor of Massachusetts in 2006: Leaned Republicans by 2-1, 41 percent to 21 percent, say they oppose that plan; and while a mere 3 percent support it strongly, 25 percent describe themselves as strong opponents. So far it's not hurting Romney significantly; even among those who oppose the law, 20 percent support him for the nomination, and in a match-up with Obama, 88 percent in this group take Romney. At the same time a substantial 37 percent of leaned Republicans haven't formed an opinion of the law yet; where they wind up may matter. Religion may be another question. Romney, a Mormon, has 15 percent support for the nomination from born-again and evangelical white Protestants, a core GOP group, vs. 23 percent from non-evangelicals. Evangelicals accounted for 44 percent of Republican primary voters in 2008, and Romney won 20 percent of their votes, vs. 28 percent from non-evangelicals. Palin, for her part, does slightly better with white evangelical Republicans than with non-evangelicals, 23 percent vs. 15 percent. But Romney edges Palin among conservative potential GOP voters, and runs evenly with her among supporters of the Tea Party political movement. Romney is strongest within his party among those earning more than $100,000 a year -- with 30 percent support vs. Palin's 9 percent -- and those with college degrees, 28-10 percent. Palin comes back among those less well-off, leading Romney by 25 percent to 11 percent among people with incomes less than $50,000. They're more closely matched in the middle-income group and among non-graduates. OBAMA/ROMNEY -- With Romney matched against Obama, most Republicans and conservative groups rally. Romney hauls in 87 percent of Republicans, 71 percent of conservatives and evangelical white Protestants alike, and two-thirds of "very conservative" Americans. No candidate does better against Obama among any of these groups. Romney gains 72 percent support from the 46 percent of Americans who describe themselves as supporters of the Tea Party political movement. But, showing breadth, he also draws in 48 percent of independents, the key swing voters. Romney currently fares better against Obama than John McCain did in 2008 among several important groups, and some surprising ones. Romney and Obama run evenly among women, a group Obama won by 13 points in 2008; among white women, while McCain won by 7 points, Romney leads by 18. McCain won white Catholics, an important swing-voting group, by 5 points, while Romney leads here by 19. Romney runs about evenly with Obama in the Midwest, a region Obama won by 10 points in 2008. While 18-29-year-olds still overwhelmingly favor Obama regardless of the Republican candidate, his margin against Romney is 23 points, vs. 34 points against McCain. Even among liberals, Obama's edge is down -- 79 points vs. McCain, 61 vs. Romney.

***Links – Plan Popular***

L - Space Policy Popular
Americans like space…think it is key to economy and leadership

Carreau 11 –  (Mark, Jul 7,  Poll: Majority Views U.S. Space Leadership As Essential, http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/generic/story_channel.jsp?channel=space&id=news/asd/2011/07/07/11.xml&headline=Poll:%20Majority%20Views%20U.S.%20Space%20Leadership%20As%20Essential)

HOUSTON — A majority of Americans – even in the midst of a battered economy – believe it is essential for the nation to stand at the summit of space exploration, according to a new Pew Research Center poll. The survey, released three days before the scheduled July 8 launch of NASA’s final space shuttle mission, suggests that support largely cuts across economic and educational boundaries as well as political affiliation. The findings hint at a bedrock national confidence that space exploration has a positive influence on science and technological achievement in the U.S. and the belief that all Americans derive at least some benefit from the risky pursuit. The survey also found that a small majority of citizens believe that NASA’s 30-year shuttle program has been a good investment. The issue has been a popular topic of news media reporting and commentary as the shuttle Atlantis and a crew of four astronauts prepare to fortify the International Space Station for the transition to commercial resupply and crew transportation. Pew randomly sampled 1,502 adults on June 15-19, based on parameters from the March 2010 U.S. Census Bureau’s Current Population Survey, by landline telephone and cell phone. The results reflect a 3.5% margin of error. On the top issue of U.S. space leadership, the results were split 58%-38% in favor of those who believe it is essential to the nation. The numbers reflect support among those with college degrees (60%) as well as those with a high school education or less (57%). Support among households with the highest incomes (63%) was not that much greater than those that earned less than $30,000 annually (57%). Support was strongest among Republicans at 67% and Independents at 57%, with Democrats trailing at 54%. Underlying reasons for space program support are somewhat murky. However, 74% believe the endeavor encourages interest in science and technology. A similar percentage believes the program produces scientific advances that result in at least some advantages to all Americans. Sixty-eight percent believe space achievements contribute to feelings of national pride and patriotism. The survey found 55% of Americans believe the shuttle program, with its breakthroughs in spacecraft reusability, satellite repair and retrieval, as well as the workhorse assembly of the space station, has been a good investment. Shuttle support stood at 66% in a similar survey that followed the program’s first flight in 1981.

Space is a key issue in the 2012 election – Obama is alienating Congress and the public now. 

Whittington, ’11 (Mark is the author of Children of Apollo and The Last Moonwalker. He has written on space subjects for a variety of periodicals, including The Houston Chronicle, The Washington Post, USA Today, the L.A. Times, and The Weekly Standard. “Can Buzz Aldrin Make Space an Issue in the 2012 Election?” May 15, 2011, http://old.news.yahoo.com/s/ac/20110515/sc_ac/8477211_can_buzz_aldrin_make_space_an_issue_in_the_2012_election)

Buzz Aldrin, the second man to walk on the moon and a constant self promoter, has a new project in mind. Aldrin proposes to make space policy an issue for the 2012 presidential election. The question arises, is he the one to do it? On paper, using the 50th anniversary of President John F. Kennedy's "we choose to go to the moon" speech would seem to be the perfect opportunity to make some kind of statement, articulate some kind of vision about America's space future. As much as some space enthusiasts like to disdain Apollo, it still stands as an almost unalloyed example of success in the history of space exploration. "Almost," of course, because Apollo did not lead to a great age of space exploration, but to something of a letdown. And therein lays the problem of Aldrin's new proposal. "Mars by 2035" does not exactly stir the blood in the same way as "before this decade is out." Twenty five years is an eternity in American politics. Even if an American president were to proclaim a goal of landing a person on Mars and returning him/her safely to the Earth before the next quarter century is out, sustaining such a program over several administrations and many congresses would be quite a challenge. America has proven twice that it cannot sustain a program of space exploration longer than one presidential administration. That is not to say that space could not be an issue in 2012. President Barack Obama's cancellation of the Constellation space exploration program has caused considerable discontent, both in the congress and in the public at large. It has struck at the very heart of American exceptionalism, part of which is the idea that America does great things like build the transcontinental railroad, dig the Panama Canal, create the interstate highway system, or land a man on the moon. A presidential candidate who could respond to President Obama's trashing of America's space future and articulate a better vision, something that brings together both the might and resources of a government doing what it does best, and the entrepreneurial spirit of American business. It can be a vision that can be achieved, not in decades, but in years. That would be a return to the Moon, to build a settlement, to benefit Earth as a center of commerce and science, and as a bridgehead for further exploration out into the solar system.

Expanding NASA popular.

Cowing, ’10 (Space Policy and Election 2012” By Keith Cowing on March 10, 2010 http://nasawatch.com/archives/2010/03/space-policy-an.html
Obama's plans for NASA changes met with harsh criticism, Washington Post "They made a mistake when they rolled out their space program, because they gave the perception that they had killed the manned space program," said Sen. Bill Nelson (D-Fla.), who disagrees with that perception but wants the Obama plan modified. Nelson said the president should declare during the Florida conference that NASA's goal is to send humans to Mars. Nelson noted that the Interstate 4 corridor through Central Florida is critical for national candidates. "I think it has a lot of repercussions for the president. If a national candidate does not carry the I-4 corridor, they don't win Florida," Nelson said."

Space program popular- good investment

Greene 7/5-  technical manager and software engineer who works for the US Navy agency, Space and Naval Warfare Engineering Center (Nick, “Most Americans are Pro-Space Travel, Poll Says” Jul. 5 2011, http://blogs.villagevoice.com/runninscared/2011/07/most_americans_1.php)

​As Atlantis gears up for what will be America's final space shuttle mission on Friday, a recently released poll shows that most of the country thinks the space program is the bee's knees. The Pew Research Center found that 58% of Americans polled responded that they think space exploration "is essential for the U.S." Only 38% believed the opposite. Despite the fact that the shuttle program is being scrapped because of budget concerns, 55% told pollsters that it has been a "good investment." After Friday, American astronauts will have to hitch rides on either commercial or international spacecrafts due to this "essential, good investment" being shut down. 

Americans want the US to be a global leader in space- public and party support

RSC 7/7-  public affairs communications firm, building public and opinion leader support for issues of local, state and regional importance (Ron Sachs Communications, “Poll: Americans Want Space Program to Continue” Jun 7, 2011, http://www.wctv.tv/APNews/headlines/Poll_Americans_Want_Space_Program_to_Continue_123358308.html)

In a dramatic new Sachs/Mason-Dixon poll, an overwhelming majority of Americans say they don’t want America’s manned space program to end and they believe the United States should continue to be a global leader in space. The results of the poll follow the recent return of the Space Shuttle Endeavour – the penultimate NASA Space shuttle mission. “Human space flight symbolizes American ingenuity, innovation and imagination and any effort to ensure our nation remains at the forefront of manned space flight is strongly supported by the American people,” said Ron Sachs, President of Ron Sachs Communications. “The American people are emotional about maintaining our nation’s leadership in this important scientific endeavor.” Sachs added, “More than two generations after President John F. Kennedy challenged our nation to go ‘to the moon,’ rather than competing, the United States is ceding its leadership to space competitors such as Russia and China.” Faced with a looming gap in the United States space program, NASA currently has no plans to continue manned space missions following 2011. Space Shuttle Atlantis is expected to launch as part of the Space shuttle program’s final mission in July of this year. Despite no plans to continue human space flight, NASA is on track to receive more than $100 billion in funding over the next five years. Among the poll’s key findings: 57 percent of those surveyed support the United States maintaining its edge as a global leader in manned space exploration Support for continuing the United State’s role as a space leader consists of 59 percent of Republicans, 57 percent of Independents and 54 percent of Democrats Only 26 percent of respondents indicated they do not believe the United States should cede its leadership in space to another country The Sachs/Mason-Dixon Poll has a margin of error of plus or minus 4 percent. A total of 625 adults were interviewed between May 23 and 24 nationwide by telephone. The poll was commissioned by Tallahassee-based Ron Sachs Communications and conducted by Mason-Dixon Polling and Research, Inc. # # # 625 adults interviewed nationwide from May 23-24, 2011 by Mason-Dixon Polling & Research, Inc. The margin for error is ±4%. QUESTION: NASA is close to launching its final manned Space Shuttle and our nation's space program faces an uncertain future with no plans to continue sending men and women into space after 2011. Do you believe the United States should or should not continue to be a world leader in manned space exploration? NATION DEM REP IND SHOULD 57% 54% 59% 57% SHOULD NOT 26% 31% 24% 22% NOT SURE 17% 15% 17% 21% 

Americans support the space program

ANI 7/9- ( Asian News International, “Most Americans say space shuttle program expenses 'worthwhile': Poll,” July 9, 2011, LexisNexis, http://www6.lexisnexis.com/publisher/EndUser?Action=UserDisplayFullDocument&orgId=574&topicId=100020970&docId=l:1453154382&start=1)

Most Americans say that the tens of billions of dollars spent on the country's space shuttle program have been worthwhile, according to a new CBS News poll. The poll comes after Atlantis was launched into orbit on Friday. The shuttle's return to Earth would mark the end of the program that had initially promised to make space flight, a cheap and routine measure. The poll has shown that 63 percent of the respondents said that given the costs and risks of space exploration, the space shuttle program has been worth it, while 31 percent were against the view. Estimates vary on precisely how much the shuttle program cost in its four decades of existence, but NASA and outside scholars place the figure at close to 200 billion dollars for 135 launches since 1981. The poll also says that only 48 percent of Americans are disappointed that the space program is coming to an end. Of the total respondents, 33 percent said they don't care and 16 percent said they were pleased that the program is coming to an end. Men seemed to like the shuttle program more than women: 54 percent of men were disappointed it was ending, compared to 43 percent of women. The telephonic poll was conducted between June 17 and 20 among 1,045 American adults. ANI

L - NASA/Space Exploration Popular
NASA and space exploration and development is popular with the public 

Lou Friedman, Director of the Planetary Society’s LightSail Program, 1/10/2011, “Public interest and space exploration”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1755/1 KC

Public interest wasn’t just a flash in the pan: it has been sustained. NASA, as well as principal investigator Alan Stern and his New Horizons team, have done a very good job keeping the public informed about progress and milestones on the long (9.5 years) trip to Pluto. The controversy about Pluto’s planet classification has also spawned a number of popular books, the latest of which, How I Killed Pluto by Mike Brown, has recently been published (see “Review: How I Killed Pluto”, The Space Review, December 20, 2010). It follows Neil deGrasse Tyson’s 2009 book The Pluto Files. Both of these books are very personal accounts: rare for scientists, but good for public interest. They are very readable and interesting, full of stories. Brown goes into details about the search for Planet X and how data and then understanding about the new class of Kuiper Belt Objects developed. Tyson also provides scientific context, but adds a great deal of personal experience about the international attention he received when he (and his institution) removed Pluto from the list of planets at his planetarium exhibit. Cartoons, letters from kids, and even hate mail followed. Space interest rests on scientific discovery and adventure. I have focused on the largely ground-based story behind the new classification of Pluto, but the New Horizons mission and the public interest in discoveries of extrasolar planets move this story into space. In many respects, our discoveries about planets are the public face of the space program. This is accentuated when the possibility of extraterrestrial life is raised. The Mars life possibility, which commanded the attention of President Clinton in 1996, illustrates that. The long-sustained public interest in the travels of Spirit and Opportunity demonstrate it as well. I don’t mean to say that only planets excite the public imagination: Hubble’s remote probing of the universe became a people’s mission, so much so that when NASA considered abandoning it, popular interest prevented that from happening. I believe that the public is more scientifically curious and literate than is often assumed and that the possibilities of new discoveries about ourselves, other worlds, and the universe is what drives the space program. This even applies to the human space program, where I assert, based on 30 years leading the largest space interest group in the world, that the public perception is that humans are on a path outward to explore new worlds. Almost all of the popular talks I have given about planetary exploration have had a questioner in the audience ask either if humans were part of the existing Mars missions or when they would land there. 

Public supports NASA and space exploration

Salome Saliasvili, 2/17/2011, “Dr. Michael Griffin Discusses the Future of Space Exploration”, http://exponent.uah.edu/?p=3596 KC

A recent Space Foundation survey asked, “Who is your space hero?” Former NASA Administrator Michael Griffin was ranked at number seven, right after the first man in space. Space Foundation is a global and non-profit organization dedicated to spreading awareness of space industry. The survey was intended to help the foundation guide its outreach programs and identify the priorities of the public. First place went to Neil Armstrong, but the answers included astronauts, teachers, and businessman as well as writers, with fictional Capt. James Tiberius Kirk holding his own. The survey also added to our university’s high ranking in the space world, as Dr. Griffin is an eminent scholar and a professor of mechanical and aerospace engineering at UAH. His career includes five masters and numerous high-ranking jobs, while his awards include being named one of Time’s 100 Most Influential People in 2008. Most famously, he was the NASA administrator from 2005-2009. In a recent interview, Griffin spoke on space exploration, the public’s attitudes, and UAH. What do you think is the public’s outlook on space exploration? How important is it? Well, I think for most people space exploration represents the future. It’s an optimistic future, an exciting future. The idea that the human race will be living in and exploring new destinations and places is very exciting for people. Every time a Gallup poll is done asking about people’s attitudes toward space exploration, 70-75 percent approve. It’s very unusual for that high of a percentage of Americans to approve of anything. Presidents get elected with 51-52 percent of the vote. Coca-Cola would like to have the popular rating of space exploration. So they like it, but they can’t spend that much time thinking about it, for they have other things to do.

College students support exciting new space missions

Salome Saliasvili, 2/17/2011, “Dr. Michael Griffin Discusses the Future of Space Exploration”, http://exponent.uah.edu/?p=3596 KC

What are your thoughts on going to Mars by 2037? Is it realistic? Easily so. I could not be more supportive of the idea of doing that. Do you think people are motivated in science and math? Well, certainly the students I’ve had in my classrooms are motivated. I think it would be good if we had more scientists, engineers and mathematicians in the work force, but at the level of national policy, I think it has to be recognized students aren’t going to enroll in difficult things unless they believe they’ll be doing something exciting with it when they graduate. Our nation has had a problem sustaining interest in large public engineering projects. Twenty years ago the Superconducting Super Collider was canceled. Now if you want to work in the frontiers of particle physics you have to go to Europe. The U.S. is retiring the space shuttle but is not replacing it with anything. So we’re paying Russians to take our people to the space station. We need stable programs in order to attract students in that area. The problem is not with students, but with national policies. Students will follow if we give them something interesting to do.. “
Americans support space leadership and exploration- conclusive poll proves

Steven Shepard, 7/5/2011, “Poll: Majority Believes U.S. Space Exploration Is Essential”, http://hotlineoncall.nationaljournal.com/archives/2011/07/poll-majority-b.php KC

 A majority of Americans believes it is essential that the U.S. "continue to be a world leader in space exploration," according to a new poll released Tuesday by the Pew Research Center. Fifty-eight percent of Americans believe that leading the way in space exploration is essential for the U.S., while 38 percent do not. A majority -- 55 percent -- also thinks the space shuttle program, which is scheduled to come to an end this month, has been a good investment for the country. Just 36 percent believe the program hasn't been a good investment. In June 1986, less than six months removed from the loss of Space Shuttle Challenger, 70 percent told pollsters for NBC News and the Wall Street Journal that the program was a good investment; only a quarter thought it wasn't a good investment. Space Shuttle Atlantis is scheduled to embark on the final shuttle mission on Friday. The Pew Research Center poll was conducted June 15-19, surveying 1,502 adults. The poll has a margin of error of +/- 2.5 percent. 

Support for space exploration is bipartisan 

Pew Research Center, 7/5/2011, “Majority Sees U.S. Leadership in Space as Essential”, http://people-press.org/2011/07/05/majority-sees-u-s-leadership-in-space-as-essential/ KC

 On the eve of the final mission of the U.S. space shuttle program, most Americans say the United States must be at the forefront of future space exploration. Fifty years after the first American manned space flight, nearly six-in-ten (58%) say it is essential that the United States continue to be a world leader in space exploration; about four-in-ten say this is not essential (38%). Looking back on the shuttle program, a majority (55%) say it has been a good investment for the country. However, this is lower than it was in the 1980s; throughout the early years of the shuttle program, six-in-ten or more said the program was a good investment. Majorities in nearly all demographic groups say it is essential that the U.S. continue to be at the vanguard of space exploration. And partisan groups largely agree that American leadership is vital, although this view is more prevalent among Republicans. Two-thirds of Republicans (67%) say the nation must continue to play an international leadership role in space exploration; smaller majorities of Democrats (54%) and independents (57%) say this. 

People support space exploration and the jobs it creates

Coalition for Space Exploration, 9/25/2006, “New Gallup Poll Reveals Americans Continue to Strongly Support Space Exploration”, http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewpr.html?pid=20898 KC

"Cumulative results indicate that, over the course of time and despite varying world and national circumstances, the American people still strongly support space exploration and are willing to support its funding at current levels or even slightly increased," said Jeff Carr, chairman of the Coalition for Space Exploration. More than 60 percent believe the U.S. should continue to fund space exploration either at its current level or an increased one. Currently, NASA's budget is less than 1 percent of the federal budget, or approximately 15 cents per day for the average, tax-paying citizen. In addition, 69 percent of all respondents surveyed agree that the benefits of space exploration outweigh the risks of human space flight. "Space technology advances have created countless industries, spawned millions of jobs and infused billions of dollars into our economy," Carr added. "In today's indulgent culture, we spend and risk far more for far less of a return. Exploration and its results have an impact on everyone in this country, and will for generations to come." 

Americans support human spaceflight 

Bart Jansen, FloridiaToday.com, 7/5/2011, “Poll finds support for U.S. space program”, http://www.floridatoday.com/article/20110706/NEWS02/110705026/Poll-finds-support-U-S-space-program KC

WASHINGTON — A majority of Americans consider the space shuttle program to have been a good investment, according to a national poll released Tuesday. And they say it’s “essential” for the U.S. to remain a world leader in human spaceflight. “By a relatively large margin, this is something that Americans think is important,” said Jocelyn Kiley, a researcher with the Pew Research Center for the People and the Press, which conducted the survey. Fifty-eight percent of respondents called U.S. leadership in human spaceflight “essential.” Thirty-eight percent said it is “not essential.” The poll marked the first time Pew researchers have asked that question. In addition, 55 percent of respondents said the space shuttle program has been a good investment, a smaller percentage than expressed that view during the 1980s when three of four said they felt that way.

Bipartisan public support for space exploration

Bruce Drake, 7/5/2011, “As Last Shuttle Flight Nears, Most Americans Want U.S. Space Leadership to Continue”, http://www.pollwatchdaily.com/tag/space-exploration/ KC

As the final space shuttle mission approaches with Friday’s schedule flight of the Atlantis, there has been much anxiety among supporters of manned space exploration about its uncertain future, particularly since it is expected to be years before the U.S. has ready a next generation of space vehicles. But while funding for the space program has run into the financial realities of an overstretched federal budget, a Pew Research Center poll conducted June 15-19 found that 58 percent of Americans believe it is essential for the U.S. to continue to be the world leader in space exploration. Thirty-eight percent said it was not essential, with 4 percent undecided. Republicans feel the most strongly that U.S. leadership in space is essential, with 67 percent holding that view. Democrats said it was continued U.S. leadership was essential by a 54 percent to 30 percent margin, with 4 percent undecided, and independents agreed by 57 percent to 40 percent, with 3 percent undecided. Fifty-five percent of those surveyed said the shuttle has been a good investment while 36 percent said it was not, with 9 percent undecided. 

American support for NASA is rising now that it is getting cut

Rasmussen 7/13 - an electronic media company specializing in the collection, publication and distribution of public opinion polling information (July 13, 2011, Rasmussen Report, “58% Believe Life Exists On Other Planets”, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/lifestyle/general_lifestyle/july_2011/58_believe_life_exists_on_other_planets)

Americans continue to believe life exists in outer space, but they are less sure whether a human will walk on Mars within a quarter of a century. A new Rasmussen Reports national telephone survey finds that 58% of American Adults think it’s at least somewhat likely life exists on other planets. Thirty-four percent (34%) do not believe it’s likely. That includes 33% who say it’s Very Likely life exists outside of Earth and eight percent (8%) who believe it’s Not At All Likely. (To see survey question wording, click here.) These findings mark little change from surveys dating back to early June 2007. Forty-nine percent (49%) say it’s likely that a human will walk on Mars in the next 25 years, down slightly from December 2006. Forty-two percent (42%) think it’s unlikely a human will make it to Mars. That includes 20% who say it’s Very Likely and eight percent (8%) who believe it’s Not At All Likely. The survey of 1,000 Adults was conducted on July 9-10, 2011 by Rasmussen Reports. The margin of sampling error is +/- 3 percentage points with a 95% level of confidence. Field work for all Rasmussen Reports surveys is conducted by Pulse Opinion Research, LLC. See methodology. Americans ages 30 to 64 are more likely to believe life exists on other planets than those who are younger and older. By a 23-point margin, men are more inclined than women to believe another life form exists in outer space. But both men and women are evenly divided over whether a human will walk on Mars in the next 25 years. More government workers believe it’s likely life exists outside of Earth and a human will walk on Mars compared to entrepreneurs and private company employees. With the last planned U.S. space shuttle currently circling the globe, all Americans are slightly more supportive of the NASA program than they were a year-and-a-half ago. In early January 2010, only 27% of Americans believed the current goals of the space program should include sending someone to Mars. Fifty percent (50%) opposed such a mission, with 24% undecided. 

Americans like space exploration if it doesn’t exceed 1% of the budget – multiple factors

Carlson 4 – Editor (Darren, August 17, “Space: To Infinity and Beyond on a Budget”, http://www.gallup.com/poll/12727/space-infinity-beyond-budget.aspx), 

A recent Gallup Poll on America's space program, conducted for the Space Foundation, shows that the public is intrigued with space flight, willing to support the new plan, and generally aware of the benefits of space exploration. But Americans are more divided on the topic of funding the space program. Space: Who Cares? Space doesn't just interest astronomers and science geeks. A majority of Americans say they are either "very interested" (24%) or "somewhat interested" (43%) in the space program. On the other end of the spectrum, 18% are not very interested and 11% are not at all interested. Men are more likely than women to be very interested in the space program, 34% to 15%. Among age groups, those between the ages of 50 and 64 are the most likely to be very interested. Why Do We Explore? So, what continues to drive American space exploration? Americans were given five possible reasons as the main reason for space exploration. While there is not a wide consensus, the poll finds the most common reason chosen is that it is "human nature to explore" (29%). Twenty-one percent say the main reason is to maintain the United States' status as the international leader in space. Another 18% believe the main reason is to provide benefits on Earth, while 12% cite keeping the nation safe, and 10% say it inspires people and motivates children. Support for the Vision The poll also asked the public about funding for the space program, first describing the proposed plans and then asking for their strength of support or opposition, provided that the budget did not exceed 1% of the federal budget. Sixty-eight percent of Americans support the new plan as described, including 26% of whom support it strongly. One in four Americans (24%) oppose the plan as described to them. There is a slight political bent in support for the new vision, with Republicans more likely to support it strongly and Democrats are more likely to oppose it. However, majorities of both parties support the vision. Jim Banke, the Space Foundation's director of communication, feels that space exploration should transcend political barriers. "This question illustrates that you can take the politics out of space and find common excitement in exploration. Exploration is not partisan, " he says. Benefits of Space A majority of the public (68%) agrees with the statement "the quality of our daily lives has benefited from the knowledge and technology that have come from our nation's space program." Sixteen percent disagree, and another 16% are neutral on the topic. Banke points to several aspects of daily life that the space program has affected: "Just look at the Weather Channel. Those accurate forecasts come from satellites, and satellites are in space. Or just go into any electronics store. I'd bet that 80% of the products there are available because of the space program…increased data storage, satellite television and radio, global positioning systems, the list goes on and on."

Space exploration is important to Americans- polls prove

Carreau 7/14-  past Senior reporter, aerospace at Houston Chronicle News reporter, city hall and politics at Houston Post Suburban news reporter at Fort Worth Star-Telegram (Mark, “Poll Finds Americans Support Human Space Exploration” July 14, 2011, Aviation Week, http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/blogs/space/index.jsp?plckController=Blog&plckScript=blogScript&plckElementId=blogDest&plckBlogPage=BlogViewPost&plckPostId=Blog%3A04ce340e-4b63-4d23-9695-d49ab661f385Post%3A16c96341-25dc-420e-9d7e-0e0596286898)

Atlantis nears lift off on final NASA shuttle mission. Photo Credit/NASA photo Seventy four percent of adult Americans believe it is at least somewhat important for the United States to have a human space exploration program, and 77 percent of those surveyed have a favorable opinion of NASA, according to a new public opinion survey from Rasmussen Reports. Seventy three percent also believe its important for the United States to excel at robotic exploration, according to findings released on July 12. Those who share a favorable view of NASA are up from 64 percent in January 2010, and nearly match the 80 percent from October. The telephone survey of 1,000 adults conducted on July 9-10 found that 50 percent of Americans believe NASA's 30-year-old space shuttle program has been worth the investment. The poll, taken within two days of the launching of shuttle Atlantis on NASA's STS-135 final shuttle program mission, shows little change in support for the shuttle from October. But support for the shuttle is up from the 40 percent revealed by a similar survey in January 2010. When asked about the future, 38 percent of Americans said the federal government should continue to invest in the space program, and 33 percent believed the private sector should finance the endeavor. The results show little change from an October survey. Eighteen percent of those polled favor greater government spending on space exploration, while 30 pecent say less. Forty percent said the amount should stay the same. The poll reflects a sampling error of plus or minus three percent, Rasmussen reports.

Americans see space exploration as key to space leadership

Space Politics 7/6- (“Americans want to be leaders in space exploration. But what does that mean?” July 6, 2011, http://www.spacepolitics.com/2011/07/06/americans-want-to-be-leaders-in-space-exploration-but-what-does-that-mean/)


The Pew Research Center released poll results yesterday that concluded that Americans wants the US to remain leaders in space exploration. Fifty-eight percent of those polled said they agreed it was “essential” that the US “continue to be a world leader in space exploration”. Slightly higher positive responses came from people with family incomes in excess of $75,000, and somewhat more Republicans said yes than Democrats or independents; there was little differentiation based on education. This is the first time that Pew has asked this question, so there are no comparable previous poll results. (Pew asked in the same poll if the shuttle program had been a good investment for the country, and 55% said yes; that sounds good until you see that in previous polls in the 1980s that number had been as high as 73%.) However, one problem with the question is that the poll doesn’t define what it means for the US to be a “world leader” in space exploration. Does it mean having any kind of human spaceflight program? One that is oriented to going to the Moon? to Mars? to a near Earth asteroid? One that relies exclusively on its own government-owned and -operated crewed spacecraft, or one that purchases flights to at least low Earth orbit? Or, perhaps, one that places a much greater emphasis on robotic planetary exploration over human spaceflight altogether? Different people can have very different reasons for answering yes. Perhaps more telling, though, is that no matter how you define leadership in space exploration, nearly two in five Americans polled don’t think it’s essential. 

L - Manned Flights Popular
Public supports manned flights

LibraryIndex.com, 2004, “Public Opinion About Space Exploration- Should Space Travel Be A Science Priority?”, http://www.libraryindex.com/pages/1049/Public-Opinion-About-Space-Exploration-SHOULD-SPACE-TRAVEL-BE-SCIENCE-PRIORITY.html KC

Gallup polls show very strong support among Americans for crewed missions into space. This is true despite the accidents that have taken astronaut lives. Soon after the Challenger and Columbia space shuttle disasters the Gallup Organization polled 462 adults about their opinions on manned missions. As shown in Figure 9.7 more than 80 percent of the people asked in each poll thought the manned space shuttle program should continue. Gallup also asked whether the United States should concentrate on unmanned missions or also include manned missions. (See Figure 9.8.) In both polls a healthy majority of the respondents expressed support for manned missions. The percentage actually increased from 67 percent in 1986 to 73 percent in 2003. Obviously Americans want human explorers to venture into space.

Manned space flight is extremely popular and dislikes Obama’s space policy- our evidence assumes your biased Rasmussen poll

Jordan Rhian, NASA examiner and NASA/JPL volunteer, 2/26/2010, “American public appears opposed to Obama's budget for NASA”, http://www.examiner.com/nasa-in-national/american-public-appears-opposed-to-obama-s-budget-for-nasa KC

With any poll taken it is said that one can get any results one desires merely by picking the correct polling outlet. So how does one guage the barometer of how the public feels on a topic as important of the future of manned space flight, (especially with the current economy)? Instead of picking one - you review several and look for a recurring theme. If one chose to look as only the Rasmussen polling numbers, one could assume, as NASA Watch has, that Americans are in favor of cancelling manned spaceflight - this is not the case however. To gain a true perspective, several polls were reviewed and although they do not have the name recognition of Rasmussen, they allow a far deeper understanding of the public's opinion on this topic. Here are what the polls state: Rasmussen - 50 percent approve having NASA's budget cut - 31 percent disagree and 19 percent are unsure. Space.com - 60 percent feel that this is the wrong path for NASA and will spell the end of manned spaceflight - 21 percent think that it might be the right way - 19 percent think that it is the correct path. Washington Post - 91 percent think this is the wrong path - 9 percent either disagree or are unsure. New York Daily Times - 72 percent think the plan is a mistake - 28 percent think it is the right path. LA Times - 59 percent disagree with budget - 34 percent agree - 7 percent unsure. Orlando Sentinel - 59 percent say stick with Constellation - 30 percent say privatize it - 7 percent say no space program at all - 4 percent say let robots do it. Only the Rasmussen Poll shows American's in favor of outsourcing America's manned space flight program for an undetermined number of years - why is this? One need only review some of Rasmussen's other NASA polls to see the issue - in one poll, only 47 percent of American's polled said the Hubble Space Telescope was worth the cost - in another, only 40 percent stated that the shuttle program was worth the cost. It is however acknowledged that Americans overwhelmingly support NASA and manned space exploration, (a Gallup Poll had 70 percent polled voicing their support). Why the disparity between the other polls on this topic and the general public perception? As mentioned earlier, it would appear that at least when it comes to the topic of manned spaceflight, Rasmussen does not take a broad cross section of the populace into its polling, this may lead to skewed numbers. While there can be debate about whether or not Americans approved of the shuttle program there can be no doubt that American's view the Hubble Space Telescope with great pride. To test this, ask your friend or co-worker to name a telescope, more likely than not they will say - Hubble. Although the other polls are not scientific in nature when taken as a whole the message is relatively clear - American's do not agree with what Obama has planned for NASA. There have been many attempts to paint the plan in positive terms, but when it comes down to the simple fact that Americans will have no manned spacecraft capable of reaching orbit for the foreseeable future and that it will outsource its space program to Russia for the same length of time, that the American public thinks what Obama is doing is wrong.

L - Missile Defense Popular
Missile defense is tripartisan and popular

Missile Defense Advocacy Alliance,  Poll conducted April 5-7, 2005 by independent polling organization American Public, US Polling of 1,003 registered voters representative of national population Margin of error 3.1% at 95% confidence level,  “Views of the American Public on Missile Defense”,  http://www.missiledefenseadvocacy.org/data/files/polls/viewsoftheamericanpubliconmissiledefense.pdf 

There is broad support for a missile defense system: 79% of Americans support a missile defense system to protect the United States. (70% Independents, 70% Democrats, and 91% Republicans) Americans perceive missile defense as a public safety issue: 70% of Americans state that Missile Defense is a public safety issue and part of the nation’s homeland security program. Americans will feel safer with a missile defense system: 71% of Americans stated they will feel safer with a Missile Defense System in place to protect the United States The majority of Americans believe the building of a missile defense system is affordable. 53% of Americans believe Missile Defense is affordable and is money well spent 

Missile defense is immensely popular

Public Strategies Inc 03 (Polls in Ohio, Wisconsin, Florida, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, New Hampshire, Missouri and Arizona Polls by independent polling organization, Polling of registered voters representative of individual state populations Margin of error of 4.2 % at 95% confidence level, 2003, “Views of the American Public on Missile Defense”, http://www.missiledefenseadvocacy.org/data/files/polls/viewsoftheamericanpubliconmissiledefense.pdf)

There is broad support for a missile defense system and data is consistent among all states polled: 82% support a missile defense system to protect the United States (76% Independents, 69% Democrats, and 91% Republicans) A clear majority of Americans believe the building of a missile defense system is affordable. State polling data found that 74% of Americans believe Missile Defense is affordable and is money well spent. 

Support for missile defense is extremely high- people across the country approve 

Missile Defense Advocacy Alliance (MDAA), 2009, “2009-Missile Defense Survey—Key Findings”, http://www.missiledefenseadvocacy.org/

--America’s support for a Missile Defense system continues at an extremely high level (88%), a 2 percentage point increase from 2008 and a 5 percentage point increase from 2007. More than 3 out of 4 adults, 77%, feel “strongly” about their support, also a 2 percentage point increase from 2008 and an 8 percentage point increase from 2007. Currently, support ranges from 82% in the West and 83% in the Northeast to 91% in the South and 94% in the North Central region of the U.S. Men and women are at the identical 88% support level. Republican support went from 94% in 2008 to 95% in 2009. Democrat’s support went from 82% in 2008 to 85% in 2009.

Majority of Americans support new missile defense systems

 (MDAA), 2009, Missile Defense Advocacy Alliance “2009-Missile Defense Survey—Key Findings”, http://www.missiledefenseadvocacy.org/
--A question about research and development of new missile defense systems to protect against future missile threats is considered important to 77% of adults and not important to 21% of adults.

Majority supports missile defense in space

Missile Defense Advocacy Alliance (MDAA), 2009, “2009-Missile Defense Survey—Key Findings”, http://www.missiledefenseadvocacy.org/

--More than half of adults (55%) favor missile defense in space if it makes us and our allies more secure, 23% believe that missile defense in space should only include communication and sensor satellites.  Fifteen percent are opposed to missile defense in space for any reason or circumstances. 

L - Energy Sources Popular
GOP will lose now, only chance to win is if they contest Obama over fossil fuels

Rust 7/14 - James H. Rust is a policy advisor for The Heartland Institute, a retired professor of nuclear engineering (June 14, 2011  James H., “The Energy Issue, Republicans and Obama” http://blog.heartland.org/2011/06/the-energy-issue-republicans-and-obama/)

Energy policy should be the number one issue debated by politicians for the election next year.  We know President Obama’s position — he wants to phase out the use of fossil fuels because burning them causes increased atmospheric carbon dioxide with catastrophic global warming (CAGW).  All experimental evidence shows this is false.  Our present energy policy is determined to make the United States an Agrarian country like we were after the Revolutionary War.

I have seen no Republican candidate challenge President Obama on these issues. The United States is the most blessed nation in the world on supply of fossil fuels.  We could produce practically all fossil fuels we need and be one of the world’s largest energy exporters.  Politicians don’t seem to understand that domestically producing a barrel of oil, a ton of coal, or 1000 cubic feet of natural gas is the same as building a car locally or growing an ear of corn.

This would be at least an annual trillion dollar swing in our economic activity.  Ten million high paying jobs would be added to our workforce.  I suspect this is a little better than what McDonald’s is doing for the country.

If Republicans don’t wise up on this issue, President Obama will be re-elected next fall.  It is better for the United States to have a Democrat occupying the White House believing in CAGW than a Republican with the same views.  At least the Republicans in Congress can attempt to stop or slow down the economic destruction of our country.

Energy reformation key to Obama’s re-election 

Samuelsohn 7/5 - is POLITICO Pro’s senior energy and environment reporter (Darren, July 5, 2011 “Climate talks put heat on Obama” http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0711/58348.html)

President Barack Obama faces several big green tests over the next year on the international stage. Environmentalists and foreign allies are clamoring for U.S. leadership from the Nobel Prize winner on a pair of upcoming summits focused on global warming, sustainable development and biodiversity. But the White House will need to temper expectations on its foreign policy as it fends off Republicans eager to keep Obama from winning a second term. U.S. officials say a presidential trip to Rio de Janeiro for the 20th anniversary of the Earth Summit in June 2012 isn’t on his schedule right now, although they can expect the drumbeat to grow for Obama to change those plans as the U.N.-sponsored conference gets closer. “The United States of America is a country that people around the world admire for its can-do attitude,” Sha Zukang, a Chinese diplomat and the top U.N. official connected with the Rio summit, said last week during a visit to the National Press Club in Washington. “Here, people believe that no problem is too big for human ingenuity to solve. The world has never needed that ingenuity more than it does today. The world needs your leadership.” On the other hand, conservatives are giddy at the idea of Obama jetting to a South American seaside capital in the middle of his reelection campaign. Earlier this year, they mocked the president after he praised Brazilian oil drilling efforts while on a visit to Rio, using his remarks in online ads that questioned his commitment to domestic energy exploration. Republicans also carry big doubts about the climate science at the center of the international talks and question why a debt-strapped United States should spend any money abroad on environmental issues. “Having some foreign gala with a bunch of rich people flying in private jets and demanding the United States have a lower standard of living is probably not the way, getting into a presidential election, to speak to a country with 9 percent unemployment,” said Grover Norquist, president of Americans for Tax Reform. Obama won’t be the first president to deal with such an international environmental dilemma. In 1992, amid his own reelection campaign, President George H.W. Bush agreed to make a last-minute trip to Rio’s first Earth Summit as diplomats neared a major agreement that set up the underlying structure for all future global warming negotiations. Greens cheered Bush for the move, but there was still criticism that he insisted on inserting language to make the pact voluntary and also didn’t sign a separate treaty on biodiversity. That fall, environmentalists went in large numbers for Bill Clinton. Ten years later, President George W. Bush skipped the next major global sustainable development summit in Johannesburg, South Africa. A local newspaper there published a cartoon of the U.S. leader mooning the world. Secretary of State Colin Powell attended and was heckled. Environmentalists cheered Obama’s 2009 decision to attend climate change negotiations in frosty Copenhagen, Denmark, which drew a record number of presidents and prime ministers. They hope the Democrat doesn’t cave to conservative pressure now. “[Republicans are] a powerful political force in the United States, but the world isn’t going to sit still for the United States to go through another election cycle,” said Jacob Scherr, director of global strategy and advocacy at the Natural Resources Defense Council. Even if Obama doesn’t go to Rio, the United States will have considerable presence at the conference and in the preliminary legwork leading up to it. The White House and State Department are already leading an internal working group on the Rio conference with about 15 agencies, including the EPA, the Energy and Commerce departments, the U.S. Trade Representative and the U.S. Agency for International Development. “We look at Rio as an excellent opportunity to bring the world community together, to give a lot of energy and activity toward promoting sustainable development into the future,” a senior U.S. official said. Unlike Rio’s 1992 Earth Summit, there will be no treaties or other binding agreements on the docket. Instead, the plan is to produce about three pages of consensus text among the more than 190 countries in attendance. Roundtable talks will focus on getting individual countries to merge green issues with their economic development. There are also sure to be discussions about ocean acidification, protecting dwindling fisheries and cleaning up manufacturing supply chains. Private companies, state and local officials, and a large contingent of environmental and nongovernmental organizations are expected at the three-day conference, which U.N. Secretary General Ban Ki-moon has said “will be one of the most important meetings in the history of the United Nations.” The Rio summit comes as the world population nears 7 billion and global food and water shortages cause repeated bouts of political turmoil. Demand for energy keeps growing, with a billion cars on the road and about 1.4 billion people who still lack access to electricity. Mounting scientific evidence that fossil-fuel emissions are changing the planet’s climate in irreversible ways also poses a big test for world leaders who must deal with immediate demands to restore fiscal order. “Our test is to green our economies, … to reduce emissions and seek clean-energy growth,” Ban said in May. “How? By connecting the dots among climate, water, energy, food security and other key challenges of the 21st century … by finding solutions to one problem that are solutions to all.” With such a sweeping agenda, some greens are nervous that conservatives will have little trouble cherry-picking their own meaning from the summit. “It’s a welcome objective, but if it goes into resurrecting ideas about creating a new world environmental organization or a comprehensive environmental entity, I think it will be very difficult to make progress,” said Jennifer Haverkamp, international climate director at the Environmental Defense Fund and a former Clinton-era U.S. trade official. Aside from the Rio conference, Obama faces even more demands over the next year connected to the continued struggle for a way forward on U.N.-led climate negotiations. 

Alternative energy popular and causes citizens to vote for Obama

Casey 10 [Tina Casey, contributing writer for CleanTechnica, October 22nd 2010, “New Poll Shows Voters Support Candidates who Support Clean Energy and Green Jobs”, Clean Technica, http://cleantechnica.com/2010/10/22/new-poll-shows-voters-support-candidates-who-support-clean-energy-and-green-jobs/]

A new survey indicates that voters are more likely to support candidates who support clean energy legislation, when the survey links clean energy with job creation. The poll was conducted by Public Policy Polling for the National Resources Defense Council, covering 23 key Congressional districts that are locked in close races. The outcome in these districts could set the stage for crucial energy legislation in the future, so let’s take a closer look at one of them, the much-watched VA-5 race in which freshman incumbent Congressman Tom Perriello is facing a challenge from Virginia Senator Robert Hurt, who opposes climate legislation and favors oil drilling off the Virginia coast. Clean Energy Legislation and VA-5 If Perriello wins his race, it could provide a clear measure of how strongly clean energy issues resonate with voters, even in the face of aggressive and well-funded campaigns against it. VA-5 is shaping up to be a textbook case: the lobbying group Americans for Prosperity has girded up for all-out battle to defeat Periello including buying ads, staging a bus tour featuring Dick Morris with a Fox News tie-in, and setting up a website that provides individuals around the country with access to voter phone lists in order to phone bank from out-of-state. AFP set the groundwork for the campaign as far back as the summer of 2009 by providing signs to “grassroots” protesters to disrupt Periello’s town hall meetings. As for why AFP is dead set against clean energy legislation, it probably goes back to AFP’s founding by major players in the oil industry. Ironically, along with clean energy Perriello also supports a soup-to-nuts energy policy that includes the continued promotion of fossil fuels, but apparently even this inclusive approach is not a good fit for AFP. Clean Energy, Green Jobs NRDC notes that a “clear majority” of voters in 21 of the 23 districts surveyed supported clean energy legislation, and the two remaining districts were in a dead heat (Public Policy Polling, by the way, has a solid reputation for accuracy). The survey also found that voters were more likely to support clean energy candidates by a 20-point spread. NRDC concludes that the results clearly illustrate the effect of spin on voter preferences. When clean energy legislation is presented as a job-creator, people like it. If the same legislation is presented as something that will raise taxes and eliminate jobs, naturally people don’t like it so much. That might seem like a point so obvious it almost kills, but that’s exactly what is playing out in California, where the oil industry, including the founders of Americans for Prosperity, has poured millions into an effort to neutralize AB 32, the state’s landmark clean energy legislation, by portraying it as a job eliminator.

Alternative Energy key to Obama winning the election

Lawrence 08 [Jill Lawrence, award-winning journalist who has covered every presidential election since 1988, August 1st 2008,  “Poll: Voters want candidate with energy answers”, USA Today, http://www.usatoday.com/news/politics/election2008/2008-07-31-energy--poll_N.htm]

WASHINGTON — Americans want their next president to invest in new energy sources and won't penalize a candidate who says they need to change their habits to conserve, according to the latest USA TODAY/Gallup Poll. The poll, taken last Friday through Sunday, found wide support for many proposals advanced by Democrat Barack Obama and Republican John McCain, their parties' presumptive nominees. Obama's ideas had broader support, and he was viewed as better able to handle energy issues. But 21% said neither candidate would do a good job. Energy and gas prices top the list this year when voters are asked what's extremely important to them in choosing a candidate. The most popular idea in the poll was tax incentives for conservation. Nearly seven in 10 people said they'd be more likely to vote for a candidate who supported that. Both McCain and Obama would offer incentives. 

Solar energy popular with the public

Observer-Dispatch 4/21/11 [Lisa Kapps, April 21st 2011, “Gray skies or not, solar power gaining popularity”, Observer Dispatch, http://www.uticaod.com/news/x1410202678/Gray-skies-or-not-solar-power-gaining-popularity]

Kelleher said solar energy is appealing to the public because “it’s abundant, and once the panels and the systems have been made there are no emissions.” One drawback, however, is the cost. While the energy itself is cheaper – 1 to 2 cents per kilowatt hour over the panels’ 25-to-30-year lifespan – the initial installation requires a significant investment and can take five to eight years to recoup through energy savings, Williams said. Bianco said she spent months researching programs to help homeowners interested in installing solar panels before making a purchase. “It made it possible for us financially,” she said. Financial incentives Dayle Zatlin, spokeswoman for NYSERDA, said the state authority offers two different financial-incentive programs to homeowners: one for solar panels that supply electricity and another for solar-powered hot-water heaters. Since 2009, 21 projects in Oneida and Herkimer counties have taken advantage of the former, she said.

SBSP popular with public

Shea 10 [Karen Cramer Shea, Founding Member of Scalable Processor Architecture, August 18th 2010, “SPAC Pushes for Governernment SBSP Conference”, Space Energy, http://spaceenergy.com/AnnouncementRetrieve.aspx?ID=54220]

In your Transparency and Open Government Memorandum for the Heads of Executive Departments and Agencies, you called for the US government to become transparent, participatory and colloraborative.  Yet NASA, the Office of Science and Technology Policy and the Department of Energy are ignoring the results of the Open Government Ideascale.  The most popular idea for all of government, for NASA, for the Office of Science and Technology Policy and for the Department of Energy - Space Based Solar Power Conference.  Hold a conference on Space Based Solar Power which brings together NASA, the Department of Energy, The Department of Commerce, University researchers as well as corporations such as Solaren, PowerSat, Space Energy, Space Island Group, Boeing etc.  Also inviting the Japanese, European, Russians and Canadians who are who are working on Space Based Solar Power. The conference would develop ideas on how best to bring this technology to reality. Space Based Solar Power offers unlimited, green, base load power.  It is now time to turn this futuristic concept into reality with NASA in the lead".  Despite being the most popular idea with the public nothing is being done.

Solar power popular- National poll

Coal Geology 10 [By editor of Coal Geology, October 11th. 2010, “Americans support Solar Power: Latest Poll”, Coal Geology, http://coalgeology.com/americans-support-solar-power-latest-poll/7241/]

October 11, 2010, LOS ANGELES,(Coal Geology):– A new national poll shows that the vast majority of Americans overwhelmingly support development and funding of solar energy, and their support has remained consistent over the last three years. These and other findings were reported today in the 2010 SCHOTT Solar Barometer™, a nationally representative survey conducted by independent polling firm Kelton Research. The survey found that 94 percent of Americans think it is important for the U.S. to develop and use solar energy. This remains unchanged since Americans were asked the same questions in August 2009 (92 percent) and June 2008 (94 percent). Support is consistent across political party affiliation. Four out of five (80 percent) feel that Congress should reallocate federal subsidies away from fossil fuel towards renewable energy industries. Nearly half (49 percent) currently considering solar power options for their home or business plan to decide in less than one year.

Solar Power popular- polls

SEIA  08 [Solar Energy industry Association, June 10th 2008, “Poll Reports 94% of Americans Say It’s Important for the U.S. to Develop and Use Solar Energy”, SEIA, http://www.seia.org/cs/news_detail?pressrelease.id=113]

· 98% of Independents, 97% of Democrats, and 91% of Republicans support development of solar · 74% of Independents, 72% of Democrats and 72% of Republicans favor extension of Federal tax credits for renewable technologies · 77% of Americans feel Federal government should make solar power development a national priority June 10, 2008 (Washington, D.C.) – A vast majority of Americans, across all political parties, overwhelmingly support development and funding of solar energy. Ninety-one percent of Republicans, 97 percent of Democrats and 98 percent of Independents agree that developing solar power is vital to the United States. These and other findings were reported today in the SCHOTT Solar BarometerTM, a nationally representative survey conducted by the independent polling firm, Kelton Research. The survey revealed that 77 percent of Americans feel that the development of solar power, and other renewable energy sources, should be a major priority of the federal government. Independent voters felt strongest about this, compared to voters in other political parties, with 86 percent of Independents supporting the statement. When asked which one energy source they would support if they were President, 41 percent of Americans picked solar. Solar and wind together were favored nearly 20 times more than coal (3 percent). “These results are an undeniable signal to our elected leaders that Americans want job-creating solar power, now,” said Rhone Resch, President of the Solar Energy Industries Association (SEIA). According to the survey, nearly three-quarters of Republicans (72 percent), Democrats (72 percent) and Independents (74 percent) favor an extension of the federal investment tax credits (ITC) as a way to encourage development of solar power and fund continued development of the technology. In contrast, only 8 percent of Americans believe the ITC should not be extended. Current federal legislation, which provides incentives to spur the growth of renewable energy, is set to expire at the end of the year. Experts predict that without long-term renewal of the legislation, the solar energy industry will struggle to maintain its momentum. According to independent analysis by Navigant Consulting, this would translate into the loss of 39,000 jobs, as well as the loss of nearly $8 billion in investments. When wind is included, 116,000 jobs and $19 billion in investment are at risk, according to the report. “Solar development means job growth for Americans, by Americans, in an industry that will benefit America.” said Dr. Gerald Fine, President & CEO of SCHOTT North America. “Rather than rely on foreign sources for fuel, the U.S. can aspire to become the world’s leader in clean energy.”
Alternative energy popular with the public- all their evidence is Republican hype

Teixeira 10 [Ruy Teixeira, Senior Fellow at The Century Foundation and American Progress, guest scholar at the Brookings Institution, March 15th 2010, “Public Opinion Snapshot: Public Still Favors the Transition to Clean Energy”, Center for American Progress, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/03/snapshot0315.html]

Conservatives have been doing their best to torpedo the movement toward clean energy by hyping controversies about the science behind global warming. But whatever effect these controversies have had on the public they do not appear to have undermined support for action on the clean energy front. Take support for a cap-and-trade approach to limiting carbon dioxide emissions. Back in October, views on this approach were running 50-39 in favor according to a Pew Research Center poll. Recently, Pew tested this approach again and actually found a slight widening of support to 52-35 in favor. The same poll also shows support for a wide range of ways to address America’s energy supply. But, as in almost all other polls, the most popular option is to promote alternative energy. By 78-17, the public wants to see increased federal funding for research on wind, solar, and hydrogen technology.

Solar power popular with the public

GetSolar.com 10 [Getsolar Staff, October 19th 2010, “Solar Power 'More Popular Than Puppy Dogs, Ice Cream’”, Gersolar.com, http://www.getsolar.com/News/California/Solar-Panels/Solar-Power-'More-Popular-Than-Puppy-Dogs,-Ice-Cream'-800125246]

Almost 95 percent of Americans believe that developing and employing solar power should be a priority for the country - regardless of their political leanings and affiliations. In addition, 49 percent of Americans are considering - and are willing to pay more for - solar energy in the next year. These findings, along with other encouraging results, come from the latest Schott Solar Barometer report. The survey was conducted by the independent firm Kelton Research, and the result were presented just before the Solar Power International trade show in Los Angeles. "The message from the public is very clear - we want more solar energy!," said Rhone Resch, the president of the Solar Energy Industries Association. "According to this poll, solar energy is more popular than puppy dogs or ice cream. It is time for policymakers to listen to their constituents and enact measures to rapidly increase our use of solar." Other findings from the survey include the discovery that 4 out of 5 Americans want the federal government to redistribute oil and fossil fuel subsidies towards clean power sources like solar, and that 51 percent would choose to work with solar power if they joined the renewable energy industry. 

L - Mars Popular 
Mars exploration is popular with the public 

Louis Friedman, astronautics engineer, 7/2000, “Connecting Robots and Humans in Mars Exploration”, Concepts and Approaches for Mars Exploration pg. 118, http://adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2000came.work..118F

Mars exploration is a very special public interest. It's preeminence in the national space policy calling for "sustained robotic presence on the surface," international space policy (witness the now aborted international plan for sample return, and also aborted Russian "national Mars program") and the media attention to Mars exploration are two manifestations of that interest. Among a large segment of the public there is an implicit (mis)understanding that we are sending humans to Mars. Even among those who know that isn't already a national or international policy, many think it is the next human exploration goal. At the same time the resources for Mars exploration in the U.S. and other country's space programs are a very small part of space budgets. Very little is being applied to direct preparations for human flight. This was true before the 1999 mission losses in the United States, and it is more true today. The author's thesis is that the public interest and the space program response to Mars exploration are inconsistent. This inconsistency probably results from an explicit space policy contradiction: Mars exploration is popular because of the implicit pull of Mars as the target for human exploration, but no synergy is permitted between the human and robotic programs to carry out the program. It is not permitted because of narrow, political thinking. In this paper we try to lay out the case for overcoming that thinking, even while not committing to any premature political initiative. This paper sets out a rationale for Mars exploration and uses it to then define recommended elements of the programs: missions, science objectives, technology. That consideration is broader than the immediate issue of recovering from the failures of Mars Climate OrbIter, Mars Polar Lander and the Deep Space 2 microprobes in late 1999. But we cannot ignore those failures. They are causing a slow down Mars exploration. Not only were the three missions lost, with their planned science and technology investigations, but the 2001 Mars Surveyor lander; and an international cooperative effort for robotic Mars sample return were also lost. 

Despite funding Mars is popular

Hogan 07 – NASA History Division Office of External Relations Washington, DC (Thor Hogan, May 2007, The NASA History Series, National Aeronautics and Space Administration, “Mars Wars: The Rise and Fall of the Space Exploration Initiative” http://www.scribd.com/doc/33042641/sp4410-Mars-exploration-report)

The policy image and venue access indicators utilized for this study provide a relatively consistent picture regarding the potential for SEI to reach the national agenda and to be successfully adopted. With regard to agenda setting, a combination of metrics suggests that Mars exploration would receive favorable consideration as the long-term goal of the human spaceflight program. These included increased media coverage of Mars exploration, general public support for the establishment of a Martian outpost, and a growing number of reports providing the technical details for such an undertaking. Combined with strong support from the Bush White House, this virtually guaranteed that the initiative would be pushed onto the national agenda. With regard to actual adoption, however, a number of other indicators suggest that SEI faced an uphill battle. Most important among these were fiscal constraints, limited public support for increased NASA budgets, and no congressional backing for expensive new programs. While a less costly Mars exploration program may have been able to gain approval under these circumstances, after the release of the 90-Day Study, the ultimate failure of SEI was assured. 

L - Aliens Popular
Americans believe in E.T

Rasmussen 7/13 - an electronic media company specializing in the collection, publication and distribution of public opinion polling information (July 13, 2011, Rasmussen Report, “58% Believe Life Exists On Other Planets”, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/lifestyle/general_lifestyle/july_2011/58_believe_life_exists_on_other_planets)

Americans continue to believe life exists in outer space, but they are less sure whether a human will walk on Mars within a quarter of a century. A new Rasmussen Reports national telephone survey finds that 58% of American Adults think it’s at least somewhat likely life exists on other planets. Thirty-four percent (34%) do not believe it’s likely. That includes 33% who say it’s Very Likely life exists outside of Earth and eight percent (8%) who believe it’s Not At All Likely. (To see survey question wording, click here.) These findings mark little change from surveys dating back to early June 2007. Forty-nine percent (49%) say it’s likely that a human will walk on Mars in the next 25 years, down slightly from December 2006. Forty-two percent (42%) think it’s unlikely a human will make it to Mars. That includes 20% who say it’s Very Likely and eight percent (8%) who believe it’s Not At All Likely. The survey of 1,000 Adults was conducted on July 9-10, 2011 by Rasmussen Reports. The margin of sampling error is +/- 3 percentage points with a 95% level of confidence. Field work for all Rasmussen Reports surveys is conducted by Pulse Opinion Research, LLC. See methodology. Americans ages 30 to 64 are more likely to believe life exists on other planets than those who are younger and older. By a 23-point margin, men are more inclined than women to believe another life form exists in outer space. But both men and women are evenly divided over whether a human will walk on Mars in the next 25 years. More government workers believe it’s likely life exists outside of Earth and a human will walk on Mars compared to entrepreneurs and private company employees. With the last planned U.S. space shuttle currently circling the globe, all Americans are slightly more supportive of the NASA program than they were a year-and-a-half ago. In early January 2010, only 27% of Americans believed the current goals of the space program should include sending someone to Mars. Fifty percent (50%) opposed such a mission, with 24% undecided. 

Public believes in aliens – laundry list

Swami et al 10- a Senior Lecturer in Psychology at the University of Westminster and Adjunct Senior Lecturer in Psychology at HELP University College Malaysia (Swami, Viren; Chamorro-Premuzic, Tomas; Shafi, Manal, “Psychology in outer space: Personality, individual difference, and demographic predictors of beliefs about extraterrestrial life.” European Psychologist, Vol 15(3), 2010)

Very few topics in science capture the human imagination in so many different parts of the world as the search for extraterrestrial life (Harrison, 2007). Indeed, although the scientific search for extraterrestrial intelligence only truly began in the late 1950s with a seminal publication by Cocconi and Morrison (1959, for discussions, see Dick, 1996, 2006; Dick & Strick, 2004), public belief in extraterrestrial life has existed for much longer (e.g., Crowe, 1986; Dick, 1984; Genta, 2007). Moreover, surveys and studies conducted in the West have shown a steady rise in the number of people who believe in the existence of extraterrestrial life (Gallup & Newport, 1991) and who believe that unidentified flying objects (UFOs) are evidence of extraterrestrial life (Biasco & Nunn, 2000; Chequers, Joseph, & Diduca, 1997; Gallup, 1997; Patry & Pelletier, 2001). A number of explanations have been put forward to explain the rise in popular belief in the existence of extraterrestrial life since the 1950s. First, it is thought that the enormous media interest in extraterrestrial life, and particularly UFO sightings, has stimulated public interest in the area (Alcock, 1981; see also Dewan, 2006). Second, in an influential contribution to the topic, Jung (1959/1969) argued that the sense of insecurity caused by the Cold War led some people to look to morally superior and technologically advanced beings for salvation from nuclear destruction. In similar vein, Jung (1959/1969) suggested that the decline of religious beliefs beginning in the 1950s, coupled with the rise of the space age, allowed some people to imagine life beyond the confines of Earth (Jung, 1959/1969; see also Partridge, 2004; Segal, 2003). For psychologists interested in beliefs about extraterrestrial life, the dearth of empirical research in this area comes as a surprise. Moreover, when psychologists have shown an interest in extraterrestrial beliefs, this has typically been framed in terms of paranormal beliefs (i.e., beliefs that “transcend the explanatory power of mainstream science;” Gray, 1991, p. 7) or through a specific focus on UFOs or alien visitation (e.g., Chequers et al., 1997; Patry & Pelletier, 2001; Sprinkle, 1998; Wunder, 2006). However, this body of work has been criticized for failing to distinguish between paranormal-related beliefs and more science-based beliefs (Swami, Furnham, Haubner, Stieger, & Voracek, 2009). That is, although it is possible that some beliefs about extraterrestrial life are paranormal in nature, it is just as plausible that a general belief in the existence of extraterrestrial life could be based on current astrobiological thinking (e.g., Dick, 1996, 2006). In order to test this possibility, Swami et al. (2009) developed the Extraterrestrial Beliefs Scale (EBS), a 23-item scale that measures three related aspects of beliefs in extraterrestrial life: (1) alien visitation and cover-up (the belief that extraterrestrial life has visited Earth and that governmental agencies have knowledge of this fact); (2) scientific search (beliefs about, and support for, the scientific search for extraterrestrial life); and (3) general beliefs (a general belief in the hypothesis that life may exist elsewhere in the universe). In their original study, Swami et al. (2009) reported that (Austrian and British) participants rated items in the third factor more positively than items in the second factor, which in turn were rated more positively than items in the first factor. The authors took this to suggest that their participants were skeptical of paranormal-related beliefs and more open to a general belief in existence of extraterrestrial life (which is not necessarily intelligent) and the scientific search for such life. In the present study, we sought to extend previous work by examining the individual difference antecedents of the EBS factors. Although this is the first study to do so specifically in relation to the EBS, there are reasons to believe that individual differences will be associated with beliefs about extraterrestrial life. First, individual difference traits have been shown to have strong predictive validity in relation to a range of real-world outcomes (see Chamorro-Premuzic, 2007). More specifically, there is evidence associating individual psychological differences with a range of paranormal beliefs (for reviews, see Irwin, 1993; Shermer, 2003; Vyse, 1997; Zusne & Jones, 1989). In the following sections, we introduce the key variables used in the present study, highlighting relevant research on paranormal beliefs where appropriate.

Search for ET is popular 

Rasmussen 09 - an electronic media company specializing in the collection, publication and distribution of public opinion polling information (May 25,2009, Rasmussen Report, “53% Believe Life Exists On Other Planets”, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/lifestyle/general_lifestyle/may_2009/53_believe_intelligent_life_is_likely_on_other_planets2)

Most of us still think they’re out there. Fifty-three percent (53%) of U.S. voters say it’s likely that intelligent life exists on other planets, including 28% who say it is Very Likely. Thirty-five percent (35%) say it’s not very or not at all likely, according to a new Rasmussen Reports national telephone survey. Twelve percent (12%) are not sure. These views are consistent with findings going back to 2006. Sixty-one percent (61%) of men think it’s likely there’s life out there in the solar system, compared to 46% of women. Younger Americans continue to be more confident than their elders that intelligent life can be found on other planets. That was also true in June 2007. Forty percent (40%) of political liberals believe intelligent life on other planets is Very Likely versus 20% of conservatives. Republicans are less likely to agree than Democrats and voters not affiliated with either major party. If there really is life out there, maybe some day we’ll meet. After all, 76% say it is at least somewhat important for the United States to have a manned space program, with 34% who believe it is Very Important. NASA has an $18.7-billion budget for next year, up nearly $1 billion from 2009, and is already planning the manned spacecraft that will come after the space shuttle is retired. 

L - Satellites Popular 
The public supports satellites – are key to military

Gallagher 8 (Nancy, Spring, “Disarmament Diplomacy: US and Russian Public Opinion on Arms Control and Space Security”, http://www.acronym.org.uk/dd/dd87/87ng.htm)

US public support for a space weapons treaty has increased since we asked the same questions in a 2004 poll on "Americans and WMD Proliferation".[13] The percentage of people thinking that a space weapons treaty would be "a good idea" has moved up six points on the simple form of the question and ten points on the version that includes pro and con arguments. Americans also said, by more than a two to one margin, that on matters of national security, they would have more confidence in a Presidential candidate who favours a treaty banning weapons in space than they would in one who opposes it. We found consistently high American and Russian support on three questions about negotiating new legal protections for satellites. The first question asked about a ban on attacking or interfering with satellites. It provided pro and con arguments that contrasted the importance of the information that satellites provide to the respondent's own country with the military benefits their country might gain from attacking or interfering with somebody else's satellites. The second question asked whether such a ban should apply even in the midst of a crisis or conflict. It contrasted the greater likelihood that a conflict would spiral out of control if belligerents started attacking each other's satellites with the possibility that an anti-satellite attack might deliver the decisive knock-out blow to one's adversary. The third question asked about a ban on testing or deploying dedicated ASAT weapons. It contrasted the mutual interest that all major countries have in legal protections for satellites against the claim that arms control will not stop countries from developing anti-satellite capabilities. Regardless either of the treaty details or the types of pro and con arguments used, American support was in the high seventies while Russian support was in the low to mid sixties and Russian opposition was around ten percent. This suggests that the American and Russian publics endorse the basic logic of mutual legal protection for vulnerable satellites over the logic of competitive military space control. After the Chinese ASAT test, there has been some expert-level discussion about military measures that the United States could use to defend its own satellites against such anti-satellite weapons in the future. One option that was proposed to a Congressional committee by General Cartwright, then the head of US Strategic Command and now the Vice Chair of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, was the possibility of using US long-range precision conventional weapons to attack the anti-satellite missiles themselves or other nodes in an adversary's ASAT system.[14] We asked about the circumstances under which it would be legitimate to attack another country's missiles that could be used as anti-satellite weapons. Americans and Russians overwhelmingly reject the idea that their country would have the right to do this as a preventive measure. Only about a third of Americans and Russians believed it would be legitimate if their country had strong evidence that an ASAT attack was imminent (37 percent and 27 percent). Barely half said it would be acceptable if an attack was already under way (54 percent and 50 percent).

L - James Webb Popular 
Students and Public pushing for James Webb Funding; Senate Cuts prove
NPR 7/15; “Funding For James Webb Space Telescope In Jeopardy”; Michael S. Turner, director and distinguished professor at Kavli Institute for Cosmological Physics at the University of Chicago; 2011; NM

TURNER: ...you're right. You have this marching army ready to finish it, and it's going to disassemble. So I think I was sitting in on this meeting that Ron was talking about yesterday, this advisory committee, and Rick Howard at NASA headquarters was the person who reorganized the headquarters oversight. And I think from the perspective of the astronomy community listening to Rick, he's done a terrific job of reorganizing it, instituting transparency. And that being said, NASA is now between a rock and a hard place in the following sense. So they've done a replan, as they call it. They've gone all the way up the management chain at headquarters to make sure everybody is on board, and they're now talking with the president's Office of Management and Budget to try to work out something. And right now would not be the time to go public and say, you know, here is our plan while you're still trying to work with the president and ultimately the Congress to fit it in because if you go forward now, you know, people are going to grab onto the most optimistic plan or the most pessimistic plan. And some of this work does need to be behind closed doors, but you do identify the problem, that if there's no funding in 2012 that will all but kill the project. And so I think that's the big issue. And the House has spoken. The Senate has yet to speak. And I think the people have yet to speak. I noticed that there's now a website that has been put up by some graduate students asking for people to sign a petition to go to Congress to make sure that the James Webb goes forward. So this issue is going to start heating up.
 

Public Loves Exploration telescopes; Hubble Proves
Daley 05; Beth Daley, has covered the environment for The Boston Globe since 2001 and has won numerous national journalism awards for reports on fishing, climate change and environmental health.  “Hubble's troubles: Space telescope's future in doubt again” 2/1; NM

And perhaps, some scientists speculate, the budget battle is really about politics. Mindful of the telescope's enormous public popularity, perhaps NASA put it on the chopping block, expecting new money to be added later. ''I am hopeful, but it is discouraging we have to go through this exercise. . . . We certainly hope Congress does not let it be treated in this manner," said Rodger Thompson, a University of Arizona astronomer and principal investigator of Hubble's infrared camera and spectrometer. ''Hubble has shown us we are part of a universe. It has expanded people's minds." 
Hubble Proves Large Popularity for Telescopes
ST- ECF 06; Robert Fosbury  is an astronomer working for the European Space Agency (ESA) as part of ESA's collaboration with NASA on the Hubble Space Telescope; “HUBBLE’S BEQUEST TO ASTRONOMY” December; NM

The public popularity of Hubble in comparison with other NASA missions, measured as the annual number of ‘most important stories’ in the journal “Science News”, from 1973 to 2005. Roughly 150 stories are listed every year, and a story (1 point) attributed to multiple missions or observatories is split fractionally to the different contributors. Only NASA missions are counted here and so European and ground-based contributions are unrepresented. See also Christian & Davidson (2006)
L - Economy/Jobs Popular 
Obama will lose – no job or wage growth, but creating jobs means Obama will get reelected 

Reich 7/15 – former U.S. secretary of labor, and professor of public policy at the UC Berkeley (July 15, 2011, Robert Reich,  “Can Obama Pull a 'Clinton' on the GOP?: He's following the budget-showdown script Bill Clinton used to win re-election. But the economy added 434,000 new jobs in February 1996” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702303406104576445822088799038.html)

After a bruising midterm election, the president moves to the political center. He distances himself from his Democratic base. He calls for cuts in Social Security and signs historic legislation ending a major entitlement program. He agrees to balance the budget with major cuts in domestic discretionary spending. He has a showdown with Republicans who threaten to bring government to its knees if their budget demands aren't met. He wins the showdown, successfully painting them as radicals. He goes on to win re-election. Barack Obama in 2012? Maybe. But the president who actually did it was Bill Clinton. (The program he ended was Title IV of the Social Security Act, Aid to Families with Dependent Children.) It's no accident that President Obama appears to be following the Clinton script. After all, it worked. Despite a 1994 midterm election that delivered Congress to the GOP and was widely seen as a repudiation of his presidency, President Clinton went on to win re-election. And many of Mr. Obama's top aides—including Chief of Staff Bill Daley, National Economic Council head Gene Sperling and Pentagon chief Leon Panetta—are Clinton veterans who know the 1995-96 story line by heart. Republicans have obligingly been playing their parts this time. In the fall of 1995, Speaker Newt Gingrich was the firebrand, making budget demands that the public interpreted as causing two government shutdowns—while President Clinton appeared to be the great compromiser. This time it's House Majority Leader Eric Cantor and his Republican allies who appear unwilling to bend and risk defaulting on the nation's bills—while President Obama offers to cut Social Security and reduce $3 of spending for every dollar of tax increase. And with Moody's threatening to downgrade the nation's debt if the debt limit isn't raised soon, Republicans appear all the more radical. So will Barack Obama pull a Bill Clinton? His real problem is one Mr. Clinton didn't have to contend with: a continuing terrible economy. The recession in 1991-92 was relatively mild, and by the spring of 1995, the economy was averaging 200,000 new jobs per month. By early 1996, it was roaring—with 434,000 new jobs added in February alone. I remember suggesting to Mr. Clinton's then-political adviser, Dick Morris, that the president come up with some new policy ideas for the election. Mr. Morris wasn't interested. The election will be about the economy—nothing more, nothing less, he said. He knew voters didn't care much about policy. They cared about jobs. President Obama isn't as fortunate. The economy remains hampered by the Great Recession, brought on not by overshooting by the Federal Reserve but by the bursting of a giant housing bubble. As such, the downturn has proven resistant to reversal by low interest rates. The Fed has kept interest rates near zero for more than two years, opened the spigots of its discount window, and undertaken two rounds of quantitative easing—all with little to show for it. Some in the White House and on Wall Street assume the anemic recovery will turn stronger in the second half of the year, emerging full strength in 2012. They blame the anemia on disruptions in Japanese supply chains, bad weather, high oil prices, European debt crises, and whatever else they can come up with. These factors have contributed, but they're not the big story. When the Great Recession wiped out $7.8 trillion of home values, it crushed the nest eggs and eliminated the collateral of America's middle class. As a result, consumer spending has been decimated. Households have been forced to reduce their debt to 115% of disposable personal income from 130% in 2007, and there's more to come. Household debt averaged 75% of personal income between 1975 and 2000. We're in a vicious cycle in which job and wage losses further reduce Americans' willingness to spend, which further slows the economy. Job growth has effectively stopped. The fraction of the population now working (58.2%) is near a 25-year low—lower than it was when recession officially ended in June 2009. Wage growth has stopped as well. Average real hourly earnings for all employees declined by 1.1% between June 2009, when the recovery began, and May 2011. For the first time since World War II, there has been a decline in aggregate wages and salaries over seven quarters of post-recession recovery. This is not Bill Clinton's economy. So many jobs have been lost since Mr. Obama was elected that, even if job growth were to match the extraordinary pace of the late 1990s—averaging 300,000 to 350,000 per month—the unemployment rate wouldn't fall below 6% until 2016. That pace of job growth is unlikely, to say the least. If Republicans manage to cut federal spending significantly between now and Election Day, while state outlays continue to shrink, the certain result is continued high unemployment and anemic growth. So Mr. Obama's challenge in 2012 has nothing to do with Mr. Clinton's in 1996. Most Americans care far more about jobs and wages than they do about budget deficits and debt ceilings. Even if Mr. Obama is seen to win the contest over raising the debt limit and succeeds in painting Republicans as radicals, he risks losing the upcoming election unless he directly addresses the horrendous employment problem. How can he do this while continuing to appear more reasonable than Republicans on the deficit? By coming up with a bold jobs plan that would increase outlays over the next year or two but would credibly begin a long-term plan to shrink the budget. To the extent the jobs plan spurs growth, the long-term ratio of debt to GDP will improve. Elements of the plan might include putting more money into peoples' pockets by exempting the first $20,000 of income from payroll taxes for the next year, recreating a Works Progress Administration and Civilian Conservation Corps to employ the long-term jobless, creating an infrastructure bank to finance improvements to roads and bridges, enacting partial unemployment benefits for those who have been laid off from part-time jobs, and giving employers tax credits for net new hires. The fight over the debt ceiling will be over very soon. Most Washington hands know it will be raised. Political tacticians know President Obama will likely appear to win the battle, and his apparent move to the center will make Republicans look like radicals. But the Clinton script will take the president only so far. If he wants a second term, he'll have to come out swinging on jobs.
Support down because of economy – only chance for Obama win is a positive turn for the economy

Pierson 6/25 - senior fellow at the Manhattan Institute (James Piereson, July 25, 2011, “The Economy and the Election: Happy times aren’t here again, http://www.weeklystandard.com/articles/economy-and-election_576921.html”)

The disappointing employment report made public on July 8 provided fresh evidence that economic growth is slowing and the state of the economy will be the central issue in next year’s presidential election. As if in anticipation of the jobs report, David Plouffe, senior political adviser to President Obama, said shortly before the bad news was released, “The average American does not view the economy through the prism of GDP or unemployment rates or even monthly jobs numbers. People won’t vote based on the unemployment rate; they’re going to vote based on: How do I feel about my own situation? Do I believe the president makes decisions based on me and my family?” Plouffe has a point. Several incumbent presidents have been reelected in the face of abnormally high unemployment. Ronald Reagan won reelection in 1984 with an unemployment rate of 7.5 percent and, most famously of all, Franklin Delano Roosevelt was reelected in 1936 despite a jobless rate of nearly 17 percent. On the other hand, Gerald Ford was defeated in 1976 when unemployment stood at 7.7 percent, and George H.W. Bush lost in 1992 with unemployment at 7.5 percent. In his memoir Six Crises, Richard Nixon attributed his narrow defeat in 1960 to a sudden upsurge in unemployment in September and October of that year. As Plouffe suggests, the unemployment rate by itself is not the decisive factor in national elections. What seems to matter most is the overall direction of the economy during the election season and whether voters see things moving in the right or the wrong direction. FDR and Reagan won reelection because they made the case that conditions were improving, as in fact they were in 1936 and 1984. Ford and Bush (41) lost because they could not make that case. This is why new signs of economic weakness pose such a threat to President Obama’s reelection. Yale University economist Ray C. Fair has devised a simple formula by which we can accurately predict the two-party division of the popular vote on the basis of three economic factors: (1) per capita growth of real Gross Domestic Product during the three quarters preceding the election; (2) the growth in inflation during the incumbent’s term; and (3) the number of “good news” quarters during the incumbent’s term in which real GDP grows by more than 3.2 percent. This equation, when applied to elections from 1880 to 2008, yields a remarkably close approximation of the popular vote for president. In recent months Fair has used his formula to predict the outcome of the 2012 election based upon economic forecasts of inflation and GDP growth in 2011 and 2012. Last November, when forecasts projected growth exceeding 3.5 percent in 2011 and 2012, it predicted a landslide victory for Obama with about 56 percent of the popular vote, up from 53 percent in 2008. When the equations were adjusted in April with somewhat less rosy forecasts, the president’s predicted vote share dropped to 52 percent. During May and June of this year, forecasters have continued to downgrade their expectations for the economy over the next 18 months. The Wall Street Journal, in its June survey of economists, now forecasts real GDP growth of 2.7 percent in 2011 and 3 percent in 2012, down from February forecasts of 3.5 percent and 4 percent respectively. If these forecasts turn out to be accurate, there will be no more “good news” quarters for Obama between now and the election. A similar survey released in May by the Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia also downgraded earlier forecasts for GDP growth from 3.2 to 2.7 percent in 2011 and from 3.1 to 3 percent in 2012. That survey also adjusted earlier forecasts for inflation upward from 1.7 to 3.1 percent for the rest of 2011 and from 2 to 2.2 percent in 2012. These forecasts were made well before the latest employment reports came out. It is a safe guess that new forecasts based upon second quarter data will be even more pessimistic about future growth. With GDP growth in 2012 at 3 percent (with an adjustment for population growth), inflation increasing moderately (especially in 2011), and no more “good news” quarters (there has been just one so far during his term, in the fourth quarter of 2009), the equation yields Obama 49.1 percent of the two-party popular vote. Current economic forecasts are thus projecting a dead heat in 2012 between President Obama and just about any Republican challenger, with the odds today slightly in favor of the challenger. If economic conditions should deteriorate beyond current forecasts, his chances of reelection would continue to fall accordingly. Notwithstanding the comments by his political adviser, President Obama is now at the mercy of economic conditions over which he has little control.
***Impacts – Obama Win Bad***

# - Laundry List

Obama’s Policies destroy nuclear power, human rights issues, hegemony, and alliances; causes a vulnerable America
Gardiner 10 – Washington-based foreign affairs analyst and political commentator (4/12/10, Nile, “10 reasons why Barack Obama is the most naïve president in US history,” http://blogs.telegraph.co.uk/news/nilegardiner/100033874/10-reasons-why-barack-obama-is-the-most-naive-president-in-us-history, NM)

In honour of this week’s cringe-inducing nuclear summit in Washington, which represents yet another step towards American decline under the current US administration, here is a list of ten key reasons why Barack Obama qualifies as the most naïve president in US history. Despite some strong competition from Woodrow Wilson and Jimmy Carter, President Obama has spectacularly blown the opposition out of the water, on almost every level, from appeasing America’s enemies abroad to building the foundations of a European-style welfare state at home. The end result is an America that is weaker, more vulnerable to attack, and mired in mountains of debt. No other president in US history has done more to undermine the original vision of America’s Founding Fathers, while replacing it with a reckless and risky agenda that threatens America’s ability to lead the free world. 1. Obama believes unilateral disarmament will achieve a nuclear-free world The Obama administration may dream of a day when the world is free of nuclear weapons, but its lofty vision bears no relation to the realities of the modern world. Even the president of France believes that President Obama needs to live in the real world, not a virtual one, which is a rather damning indictment of US leadership. There is not a shred of evidence to suggest that Washington’s decision to cut its nuclear arsenal will encourage the likes of Iran and North Korea to disarm, and history has shown that a unilateral policy of disarmament will not prompt tyrannical regimes to change their behaviour. 2. Obama thinks evil regimes can be negotiated with The naïve appeasement of practically every odious tyranny on the face of the earth has been a central hallmark of Barack Obama’s foreign policy. From extending the hand of friendship to Mahmoud Ahmadinejad and Hugo Chavez, to turning a blind eye to horrific human rights abuses in Iran, Sudan, Zimbabwe and Burma, the Obama administration has made the art of appeasement into an art form under the guise of “smart power”. It is a morally bankrupt approach to foreign policy, epitomised by the words of Obama’s special envoy to Sudan, retired Air Force Major General J. Scott Gration, who declared: “We’ve got to think about giving out cookies. Kids, countries — they react to gold stars, smiley faces, handshakes, agreements, talk, engagement.” 3. Obama doesn’t believe America is fighting a global war Within weeks of taking office, the Obama administration dropped the phrase “Global War on Terror” in favour of“Overseas Contingency Operation”, and has gone to great lengths since then to emphasise that the United States is not engaged in a world wide war against Islamist terrorists who seek the destruction of America. As Vice President Joe Biden put it at last year’s Munich Security Conference, the US was involved in “a shared struggle against extremism” and a fight against “a small number of violent extremists (who) are beyond the call of reason”. Can you imagine Winston Churchill or Franklin D. Roosevelt declaring in 1943 that World War Two was a mere “struggle” against a small band of fascist extremists? Al-Qaeda killed over 3,000 Americans on 9/11, and their sole aim is the destruction of the West and the establishment of an Islamist caliphate. If that’s not a declaration of war I don’t know what is. 4. Obama believes increasing spending and raising taxes leads to prosperity While even the Germans are balking at spending more taxpayers’ money to stimulate the economy or bail out failing members of the Eurozone, the Obama administration seems determined to build up ever greater levels of government debt, with vastly expanded entitlement programmes and government spending. At the same time, Paul Volcker, its chief economic adviser, is dangling the prospect of additional European-style taxes to pay for it all, the surest way to kill economic growth and stifle job creation. Asthe recent success of countries like Hong Kong, Singapore, Australia and New Zealand attest, economic growth and prosperity is directly linked to limited government intervention, low taxation, and above all, economic freedom. 5. Obama thinks government-run health care is good for America In the face of overwhelming public opposition, Barack Obama’s health care reform legislation represents the biggest expansion of government power in over 70 years, and is a major step towards a government-run health care system. It is a hugely naïve and risky social experiment in a nation whose success has always been driven by the principle of individual freedom. As I noted before, what we have just witnessed is a massive slap in the face for limited government and the principle of individual responsibility. Its net result will be the erosion of freedom in America, and a further undermining of the country’s economic competitiveness. This may be a political victory for the president and his supporters in Congress, but it is in reality a defeat for America as a great power, and another Obama-led step towards US decline. 6. Obama doesn’t believe in American exceptionalism. President Obama has made it clear that he doesn’t think that American exceptionalism is any different to the “exceptionalism” of other countries.He also believes that “no one nation can or should try to dominate another nation. No world order that elevates one nation or group of people over another will succeed. No balance of power among nations will hold.” Not only is this a staggeringly naïve position to adopt as the leader of the world’s dominant superpower, but it is also an astonishing declaration that the United States is no better than any other nation, and has no right to project its values onto other countries – which is exactly what the US successfully did in Germany and Japan in 1945, Afghanistan in 2001 and Iraq in 2003. It is both a striking abdication of world leadership as well as an egalitarian vision of the world, and one that significantly undermines American global power. 7. Obama believes alliances don’t matter No American president in modern times has invested less effort in maintaining US alliances than Barack Obama. Whether it is siding with Marxists in Honduras against pro-American forces, condemning Israel,throwing the Poles and Czechs under the bus, or trashing the Anglo-American Special Relationship, the Obama administration has gone out of its way to kick its allies in the teeth while kowtowing to America’s enemies. Great Britain and Israel in particular have borne the brunt of Barack Obama’s disdain, with the leaders of both countries humiliated during visits to the White House. For a president who boasted in his election campaign of restoring America’s “standing” in the world, Obama has done a spectacularly bad job of preserving friendships with Washington’s closest friends. 8. Obama trusts Russia A central element of President Obama’s nuclear deal with Moscow is the naive belief that Russia can be trusted as a partner of the United States, and that the treaty does not impose restrictions on America’s ability to deploy missile defences. The Russians in contrast have made it abundantly clear that there is a “legally binding linkage between strategic offensive and strategic defensive weapons.” In other words they expect to have a veto over a US missile defense system. The Obama administration has already bowed to Moscow’s demands to scrap US plans for third site missile defences in eastern and central Europe, and will no doubt surrender again when Moscow makes further demands. At the same time, there is no sign that Russia will support significantly stronger sanctions against Iran. In effect, Washington has gained nothing at all from its “reset” strategy towards Medvedev and Putin, but merely looks like a soft touch in the eyes of the Kremlin. 9. Obama believes the UN is indispensable President Obama’s speech before the United Nations General Assemblylast September has to rank as the most embarrassing so far of his presidency, cheered to the rafters by an audience that traditionally hates what America stands for. As I wrote at the time, this was a staggeringly naïve speech by President Obama, with Woodstock-style utterances like “I will not waver in my pursuit of peace” or “the interests of peoples and nations are shared.” All that was missing was a conga of hippies dancing through the aisles with a rousing rendition of “Kumbaya”. It was a speech fitting for a president who believes the United Nations is “indispensable” to the United States, and who thinks the UN Human Rights Commission is a force for good. In reality, the UN’s elites dedicate much of their efforts at undermining American power, persecuting Israel, wasting taxpayers’ money, and shielding human rights violators. 10. Obama believes a federal Europe is good for America The Obama administration has gone to considerable lengths to back the development of a European Union defence identity as well as a European Union foreign policy, both of which will weaken the NATO alliance as well as the broader transatlantic alliance. This is the first US administration to actively back the rise of a federal Europe, and whose key players on European issues actually believe a united Europe is good for the United States. It is an extraordinarily naïve approach which will eventually bite Washington in the back. Even the spectacularly embarrassing appointments of both Herman Van Rompuy and Baroness Ashton as President and High Representative for the European Union have not succeeded in dimming the enthusiasm of the Obama team for the European project.
# - Economy

A republican 2012 win will fix the economy- republicans dislike and will halt massive spending of Bush and Obama administrations 

Reeves 7/10 (7/10/11, Jeff, Investorplace.com, “Can a GOP President Fix the Economy,” http://www.investorplace.com/48865/gop-president-fix-the-economy-2012, KC)

The early run-up to the Republican primary has shown the breadth of conservatives in America. But there are two things this disparate group of politicians can agree upon: George W. Bush did a bad job as steward of the American economy, and Obama is doing even worse. Under Bush, taxes were slashed and expenses ran wild — causing our already ugly national debt to skyrocket. George W. Bush’s administration also presided over some of the lax regulations that led to the 2008 financial crisis and resulting recession. Since taking office, Obama has failed to gain complete control of the mess. The unemployment rate has ticked back up north of 9%, consumer and investor confidence is flagging and a lack of solutions to the nation’s deficit has many worried that the U.S. could default on its debt. 

A Republican president would save the economy – partisan businesses

The Economist 6-3-11 (The Economist, no author name provided, "Partisan animal spirits," http://www.economist.com/blogs/democracyinamerica/2011/06/uncertainty-and-economic-recovery?fsrc=rss)

What you see here is that "managers and administrators" as well as "owners and proprietors", the groups that do most of the hiring, are significantly and increasingly more likely than average to vote Republican. This raises a fascinating possibility: that Republican-leaning businesspeople freak out when Democrats are in power. Let's call this "partisan regime uncertainty". Now, maybe there is a good reason Democrats in power make Republican businessfolk afraid to make a move, which would help explain the relatively dramatic flight of owners and proprietors away from the Democrats. Or maybe individuals most likely to run a business are also most likely to fall for empty, right-wing free-market rhetoric, and this has made them increasingly likely to see Democrats as forces of socialising chaos. I don't know. In either case, we get partisan regime uncertainty. If this is a real phenomenon, and I would love to know whether it is, there are a couple of important implications. First, Mr Romney's regime-uncertainty argument against President Obama could make him popular with nervous Republican burghers who, like Mr Carter's seatmate, believe this message to be true. Second, and this is the humdinger, a Republican president could accelerate the economic recovery simply by virtue of being Republican. As I was googling around for Mr Gelman's graphs, I found that I'd been well and truly scooped by Ezra Klein, who flirted with this idea last summer. Still, I don't think Mr Klein fully conveyed the weirdness of the possibility that partisan regime uncertainty has hampered, and is continuing to hamper, the recovery. He concluded: What gets difficult in all this is separating things that are actually hurting businesses from things that Republican-leaning business owners, for reasons of ideology or personal self-interest, simply don't like. And because there's virtually no data on this question, there's really no way to tell the two apart.  Mr Klein's right about the lack of good data on the question. But how much does that matter? If Republican-leaning business owners aren't hiring or expanding for objectively idiotic ideological or self-interested reasons, it remains that they aren't hiring or expanding. In that case, the partisan idiocy of America's conservative business class is hurting the economy, not Mr Obama's policies. But it might remain that, holding policy constant, we'd be better off economically with a Republican president. There's a maddeningly unfair "heads I win, tails you lose" quality to this possibility, but it seems to me a real one and well worth considering.  

A Romney win in 2012 will create jobs- solves the economy 

Reeves 7/10 (7/10/11, Jeff, Investorplace.com, “Can a GOP President Fix the Economy,” http://www.investorplace.com/48865/gop-president-fix-the-economy-2012, KC)

Romney proved his talents in the business world well before taking public office. Romney graduated in the top 5% of his business school class at Harvard, and was a young star of Boston’s management consulting scene after graduation. After a series of successes, he co-founded the private equity investment firm Bain Capital. Bain Capital funded startups with venture capital, made deals between bigger shops and invested in companies that could grow. And thanks to Romney’s astute stewardship, Bain was a big success. One of its biggest buy-ins was into a little office supply company called Staples (NYSE:SPLS). Bain Capital thrived under Romney, and he personally shared big-time in the success. A 2007 Washington Post report estimated his net worth at as much as $250 million. A lot of lip service is paid by politicians to fostering small business growth and growing startups in America. In the private sector, Mitt Romney put his money where his mouth was and made it happen. He talks a lot about creating jobs and building businesses, and has the resume to back up those claims. 
Republicans will put the economy first

Reeves 7/10 (7/10/11, Jeff, Investorplace.com, “Can a GOP President Fix the Economy,” http://www.investorplace.com/48865/gop-president-fix-the-economy-2012, KC)

Pawlenty could be the best shot the GOP has at providing a candidate who understands the complexities of big government budgets and reaching across the aisle to make things work. Pawlenty may not have the robust business resume of some candidates — but since Republicans seem to think the top economic priorities are the deficit and America’s credit rating, that may not be a problem. 

Republican win only way to solve the economy- Obama economic policies fail and are massively unpopular 

Whitesides 6/7 (6/7/11, John, Reuters, “Republican 2012 race gains focus on economy,” http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/06/07/us-usa-campaign-republicans-idUSTRE7565VQ2011060, KC)

 (Reuters) - The slow-forming 2012 Republican race for the White House is starting to gain focus, with candidates competing to see who can hammer President Barack Obama the hardest for his economic leadership. Republicans have launched a volley of attacks on Obama's economic policies in the last week, hoping to capitalize on what polls show is broad public dissatisfaction with how he is handling the economy and the budget deficit. Next week's nationally televised debate in New Hampshire gives Republicans their best forum so far to make their case on what promises to be their central argument in 2012 -- that Obama should be fired for his economic stewardship. "Given the state of the economy and the public's economic exasperation, this election is going to be about one thing -- who can fix the economy. Because Obama hasn't done it," said Republican strategist Kevin Madden, an aide on Mitt Romney's 2008 White House campaign and now an informal Romney adviser. Former governors Romney of Massachusetts and Tim Pawlenty of Minnesota lead a Republican field with few ideological differences that has been united in attacking Obama for tax and spending policies they say stifled the economic recovery.

Republicans support fiscal responsibility 

Lengell 7/15 (7/15/11, Sean, The Washington times, “GOP pushes for balanced-budget amendment,” http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2011/jul/15/gop-pushes-for-balanced-budget-amendment, KC)

 “The balanced-budget amendment does just that,” said House Majority Leader Eric Cantor, Virginia Republican. “It accomplishes what we want, which is to change the system and finally begins to get the fiscal house in order.” Republicans say a balanced-budget amendment is a necessary component of an overall strategy to curb government spending and reduce the nation’s ballooning debt and deficit. “The amendment that we vote on next week, frankly, it’s just common sense,” said House Speaker John A. Boehner, Ohio Republican. “It says the government can only spend what it takes in, and places real limits on the ability of politicians to increase taxes or to increase spending.” Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell, Kentucky Republican, called the proposal “the single most effective way” to “get our house fiscal in order.” “If the president and Democrats in Congress won’t agree to cut back, let’s force them to,” Mr. McConnell said on the Senate floor Thursday. “Let’s pass a constitutional amendment that actually requires Congress to live within its means.”

Democrat stimulus spending merely makes the economy worse 
Lott 9 – senior research scientist at the University of Maryland (2/3/09, John, “Obama’s Stimulus Package Will Increase Unemployment,” http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,487425,00.html, KC)

President Obama and the Democrats’ “stimulus” package will increase the unemployment rate. The changes they propose will also make us poorer, with fewer, less productive jobs. The most obvious explanation is the $36 billion in increased unemployment insurance benefits. Larger benefits at least for this year will encourage some people, who may be unhappy with their jobs, to be unemployed while they look for something better. Others will be a little more reluctant to take a new job when they are offered it. Unlike the rest of the “stimulus” package that is over two years, since the increased benefits are only planned for this year, the higher payments will increase unemployment this year and then start declining soon after the extension ends. Yet, the “stimulus” package will do something else that will increase unemployment at least as much. Most of the new jobs will be for people who are currently employed. By moving money from places where it is currently being spent to places where the government wants it spent, you move the jobs also. But it takes time for people to move between jobs. That is called unemployment. The jobs that the government “creates” may be in different industries and they may be in different places. You increase subsidies even more for alternative energy, and of course those companies will expand, but the subsidies also mean that less will be spent on less politically correct energy sources. You might create jobs in California, but you will reduce the number of jobs in coal mines in Pennsylvania, West Virginia and Ohio, or oil fields in Oklahoma and Texas. Where will those people who lose their jobs go? They aren’t going to instantly pack up their cars and move to California. They may not even have the right sets of skills for the new government-created jobs. Wherever it is these displace workers end up, it will take some time, and during that time those workers will be unemployed. Most likely the jobs in the alternative energy industry will hire many employees away from industries that have nothing to do with coal or oil. The movement of those workers, as well as the impacts that the changes have on related industries, will temporarily cause some increase in unemployment. Even if you know that you want to get a job in the alternative energy industry, which job do you accept? It takes time to find the job that fits your interests. You may quit your current job to have the time to search full time for the new one. All those changes means more unemployment. Even just the threats of the stimulus plan being passed cause companies to change investments today, and that creates more unemployment now. The stimulus plan is creating unemployment even before it goes into effect. Of course, people see the jobs being created and they don’t see the jobs that disappear. They will probably thank the government for providing them jobs, even though the government is draining the businesses that they currently work for of the money that keeps them going. Obama is also implementing a lot of new regulations, from the environment to unions. The stimulus bill has a buy American clause, which forces materials purchased using funds from the stimulus bill to be made in America -- possibly threatening a trade war. Again, some industries will be hurt and others helped by the new rules, but changes created by these regulations are no different than changes created by the government that redirect spending. Add to it Obama’s unjustifiable repeated comments about the “unprecedented” economic “crisis” and the panic he engenders, which cause even more changes in people’s behavior. And you guessed it – still more unemployment. These changes are extremely reminiscent of what happened during the Great Depression. Not only do you have government-created jobs, you had the infamous Smoot-Hawley tariffs to protect American agriculture. We had strengthened unions that got some workers higher wages at the expense of other workers’ jobs. Many economists have argued that all these different changes created and prolonged the unemployment disaster we faced during the 1930s. The result? By 1939, the average number of hours worked by the average working-age person was still 21 percent below what it had been in 1929. The U.S. recovery during the Depression lagged behind other countries. Could it be that our government simply tried too hard to try to fix things and in the process created a lot of chaos? There is still another problem with all these jobs created by government subsidies. What happens when the subsidies end? If those industries that were propped up by the subsidies aren’t what consumers want without the subsidies, those industries will shrink and we get to go through the unemployment cycle all over again. Of course, by that time those industries will have their new constituencies to lobby to extend the temporary stimulus. All this moving jobs around makes us poorer. People are subsidized into temporarily producing want isn’t really valued. But what do you expect from a program where dozens of political types are making decisions on where to spend almost a trillion dollars after only a few weeks of thought? One thing is clear. The government will spend money in different ways than people otherwise would have spent it. And that means change, and change means temporary unemployment. Unfortunately, just as the government regulations that caused the financial crisis to begin with had people turning to government for more regulation, the turmoil and unemployment created by the government stimulus will cause even more to turn to the government for help. 

Obama stimulus and economic policies eliminate jobs 

Gleason 9 (4/7/09, Patrick, Americans for Tax Reform, “Stimulus Bill Kills Jobs,” http://www.atr.org/stimulus-bill-kills-jobs-a3104, KC)

A study released yesterday by the Texas Public Policy Foundation (TPPF) should bring pause to any state official that wishes to use federal stimulus dollars. TPPF commissioned research firm Arduin, Laffer & Moore Econometrics to produce the the study, titled "The Economic Impact of Federal Spending on State Economic Performance - A Texas Perspective." The report shows that the state of Texas could lose anywhere from 131,400 to 171,900 jobs as a result of accepting federal stimulus dollars. "These findings show clearly that growth in government crowds out growth in the private sector," said Talmadge Heflin, Director of the Foundations's Center for Fiscal Policy and former chairman of the Texas House Appropriations Commitee. Gov. Rick Perry, however, has done his part to mitigate the adverse effect of the stimulus bill by rejecting over $550 million of Texas's share of the stimulus package. These funds would require the state to expand unemployment benefits, resulting in higher taxes on Lone Star State employers and elimination of jobs once the one-time injection of federal funds runs out. The scope of this study goes beyond the borders of Texas and shows that the federal stimulus bill will result in a net reduction of $1.7 million jobs nationally. As Grover Norquist, president of Americans for Tax Reform, recently said: "A Depression is a Recession that government tried to 'fix.' 

Stimulus bad under Democrats

Arduin, Laffer & Moore Econometrics 09, (4/2009, “The Economic Impact of Federal Spending,” http://www.atr.org/userfiles/2009-04-federalspending-laffer-final.pdf, KC

When government expenditures grow beyond the private sector’s ability to pay for it, economic growth suffers. Put simply, growth in government crowds out growth in the private sector. Nationwide, the burden from total federal, state, and local government expenditures have risen by more than five percentage points within the past two years—an extraordinarily high growth rate. The increased government expenditures will reduce private sector growth and increase overall unemployment throughout the United States. 

Obama’s economic policies inevitably cause a second great depression
Lott 10  - Fox News contributor, economist, and author of "More Guns, Less Crime.” (9/3, John, “Obama Is Repeating the Mistakes of the 1937 Economic Collapse”, http://www.foxnews.com/opinion/2010/09/03/john-lott-economy-unemployment-milton-friedman-depression-paul-krugman-newt, NM)


Does the 1937-38 economic collapse, the so-called "depression within the Depression" offer any lessons on what we should do now? In 1937, it seemed that things were improving, some light was seen in the Great Depression, but unemployment suddenly jumped from 14.3 percent in June 1937 to 19 percent in June 1938. With the unemployment rate stuck at 9.6 percent, the Obama administration is planning to unveil what would be its third stimulus package. Supporters are pointing to the late 1930s to justify yet another increase government spending. Today Keynesians are out in full force defending the massive $1.3 plus trillion deficit that we have run since Obama became president, warning that cutting it would lead to a scenario similar to what we saw in the late 30s. Economist and New York Times columnist Paul Krugman, has this to say in The Times earlier this summer, declaring that those opposing more government spending were pointing us towards disaster: "It raises memories of 1937, when F.D.R.’s premature attempt to balance the budget helped plunge a recovering economy back into severe recession." Last Saturday, Yale’s self-described "New Deal economist" Robert Shiller made the same point in an interview with The Wall Street Journal, attacking the "concern about the national debt" and advocating more government spending.Both men point out that the federal deficit declined from $2 billion in 1937 (in inflation adjusted dollars, about $30.3 billion today) to a near balanced budget in 1938. Some conservatives, such as Newt Gingrich, have recently focused on the new Social Security taxes that started in 1938 as the problem. "If we have large tax increases in January, this economy will sink deeper into recession," Newt Gingrich told Newsmax in late July. "This was exactly the mistake made in 1937 and 1938, and it created a second mini-depression." Yet, while taxes surely hurt economic growth, there were other major economic events that both these discussions completely ignore. The late Milton Friedman pointed to new banking regulations that went into effect from March through May 1937. President Roosevelt had accused banks of "hoarding" money and his solution was to increase the reserve requirement with the Federal Reserve, dramatically reasoning that the government could make sure that the banks' money was properly spent. Of course, banks had not just been "hoarding" extra reserves for no reason. Banks had very good reasons not trust the Federal Reserve. When the Federal Reserve was set up in 1913, banks lost crucial tools that they had to stem runs were depositors tried en mass to withdraw money from their accounts. In exchange, the Federal Reserve promised to serve as a lender of last resort to temporarily tide over banks who couldn't cover withdrawals by depositors. However, in 1929 and later, the Fed reneged on this promise. Banks, left to fend for themselves, were forced to liquidate many assets and build up their cash reserves. When Roosevelt took these cash reserves from banks, the banks dramatically reduced their lending to again build up a cushion that they could control. The money supply shrank, prices plummeted, and unemployment rose in all the ensuing chaos. What are the general views of economists? After all, economists are famously known to be quite divided on wide range of issues. A recent Wall Street Journal survey during August of 53 prominent, forecasting economists provides something of a guideline. The view of 63 percent of the economists who opposed any more fiscal or monetary stimulus is summarized well by Stephen Stanley of Pierpont Securities: "The economy needs government to get out of the way." The real lesson from the 1937-38 is that government made the situation much worse by always trying to fix things. Unfortunately, this is precisely what we have seen under Mr. Obama's presidency with the failed stimulus spending and all the regulatory chaos they have created.

Obama’s policies can’t solve and FHFA blocks

The Wall Street Journal 7/12/11 [Nick Timiraos, reporter for WSJ, “U.S. Tackles Housing Slump”, July 12th 2011, The Wall Street Journal, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702304584404576440033488980192.html]

All these options could boost lending and attack the overhang of foreclosures, but would put more risk on federal agencies and Fannie and Freddie. The mortgage giants have cost taxpayers $138 billion and counting. They also would require the blessing of the Federal Housing Finance Agency, which is charged with limiting losses at Fannie and Freddie. The FHFA last year refused to go along with an Obama administration initiative to reduce loan balances for certain borrowers who were current on their mortgages but heavily underwater. The agency has typically resisted programs which produce substantial, upfront losses designed to offset potentially larger but harder to quantify long-term losses.

# - Middle East Instability

Obama’s win destroys hard power and leads to Middle Eastern Instability

Rachman 09 -  Financial Times chief foreign affairs commentator (6/1/09, Gieldon, Financial Times,  “Obama and the limits of soft power,” http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/e608b556-4ee0-11de-8c10-00144feabdc0.html, NM)
 
Barack Obama is a soft power president. But the world keeps asking him hard power questions. From North Korea to Guantánamo Bay, from Iran to Afghanistan, Mr Obama is confronting a range of vexing issues that cannot be charmed out of existence. The problem is epitomised by the US president’s trip to the Middle East this week. Its focal point will be a much-trailed speech in Cairo on Thursday June 4, in which he will directly address the Muslim world. The Cairo speech is central to Mr Obama’s efforts to rebuild America’s global popularity and its ability to persuade – otherwise known as soft power. The president has been trying out potential themes for the speech on aides and advisers for months. He is likely to emphasize his respect for Islamic culture and history, and his personal links to the Muslim world. He will suggest to his audience that both the US and the Islamic world have, at times, misjudged and mistreated each other – and he will appeal for a new beginning. George W. Bush launched a military offensive in the Middle East. Mr Obama is launching a charm offensive. There is plenty to be said for this approach. Mr Bush embroiled America in a bloody war in Iraq that strengthened Iran and acted as a recruiting sergeant for America’s enemies. Mr Obama’s alternative strategy is based on diplomacy, engagement and empathy. Mr Bush had a shoe thrown at him in his last appearance in the Middle East. So if Mr Obama receives his customary standing ovation in Cairo, that will send a powerful symbolic message. But the president should not let the applause go to his head. Even if his speech is a success, the same foreign-policy problems will be sitting in his in-tray when he gets back to the Oval Office – and they will be just as dangerous as before. In particular, there is chatter in official Washington that the Israelis may be gearing up to attack Iran’s nuclear facilities before the end of the year. The Obama administration is against any such move and it is normally assumed that Israel would not dare to pull the trigger without the go-ahead from Washington – not least because the Israelis would have to fly across US-controlled airspace to get to their targets. But the Americans do not have a complete veto over Israel’s actions. One senior US official asks rhetorically: “What are we going to do? Shoot down their planes?” A conflict between Israel and Iran would scatter the Obama administration’s carefully laid plans for Middle East peace to the winds. It would also make talk of improving American soft power around the world seem beside the point. The immediate task would be to prevent a wider regional war. In the meantime, the US will press on with the effort to achieve peace between the Israelis and the Palestinians. But even that goal is unlikely to be advanced much by Mr Obama’s trip to the Middle East. Many in the audience in Cairo and in the wider Islamic world will want and even expect the new president to lay out a complete vision for a peace settlement and to apply unambiguous pressure on Israel. For reasons of domestic politics, diplomacy and timing, Mr Obama is highly unlikely to do this. Yet while his Arab audience may be disappointed by what he has to say about the Middle East peace process, Mr Obama is already facing an increasingly tense relationship with the new Israeli government. The administration has now clashed openly with the Israelis over the Netanyahu government’s tolerance of expanded settlements in occupied Palestinian land. Mr Obama is also running up against the limits of soft power elsewhere. Closing the prison camp at Guantánamo was meant to be the ultimate tribute to soft power over hard power. The Obama team argued consistently that the damage that Guantánamo did to America’s image in the world outweighed any security gains from holding al-Qaeda prisoners there. Yet, faced with the backlash against releasing the remaining 240 prisoners or imprisoning them in the US, the Obama administration has back-tracked. It is not clear whether Guantánamo will be closed on schedule or what will happen to the riskier-sounding prisoners, who may still be held indefinitely. The much-criticised military trials are likely to be revived. In Afghanistan, Mr Obama is trying a mixture of hard and soft power. There will be a military surge – but also a “civilian surge”, designed to build up civil society and governance in Afghanistan. Old hands in Washington are beginning to shake their heads and mutter about Vietnam. Mr Obama’s preferred tools of diplomacy, engagement and charm do not seem to be of much use with Kim Jong-il of North Korea, either. The North Koreans have just tested a nuclear weapon – leaving the Obama administration scratching its head about what to do. The president’s charisma and rhetorical skill are real diplomatic assets. If Mr Obama can deploy them to improve America’s image and influence around the world, that is all to the good. There is nothing wrong with trying to re-build American “soft power”. The danger is more subtle. It is that President Yes-we-can has raised exaggerated hopes about the pay-off from engagement and diplomacy. In the coming months it will become increasingly obvious that soft power also has its limits.

# - Gridlock

Democratic win leads to congressional gridlock

Politico 10 [Manu Raju, Congressional Reporter at Politico, November 3rd 2010, “Mitch McConnell doubles down against President Obama”, Politico, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1110/44688.html]

But McConnell's comments suggest that Obama will face a far more confrontational Senate, particularly if he doesn't dramatically overhaul his agenda. And the Republican leader suggested that he's prepared to tie up the Senate floor and unite his party against some Democratic bills, which could lead to legislative gridlock and have profound repercussions across the 2012 campaign trail. In particular, McConnell will say the Senate should be prepared to vote on a straight repeal of the new health care law "repeatedly." "But we can’t expect the president to sign it," the excerpts quote him as saying. "So we’ll also have to work, in the House, on denying funds for implementation and, in the Senate, on votes against its most egregious provisions.” Lacking the ability to control the Senate agenda, McConnell will signal that he would use parliamentary maneuvers to push and "bring up and vote for House-passed spending rescission bills" in an attempt to freeze domestic discretionary spending.

If Obama wins McConnell will filibuster all legislation

Mataconis 10 (11/4/10, Doug, attorney in private practice in Northern Virginia. He holds a B.A. in Political Science from Rutgers University and J.D. from George Mason University School of Law, “Mitch McConnell: Defeating Obama In 2012 Crucial To GOP Agenda,” http://www.outsidethebeltway.com/mitch-mcconnell-defeating-obama-in-2012-crucial-to-gop-agenda)

While McConnell won’t have control of the Senate, there are plenty of parliamentary rules that he will be able to use to block Democratic efforts to water down legislation sent over from the House, and he’ll have a much larger caucus to work with (and possibly the support of Democrats like Ben Nelson and Joe Manchin depending on the issue at hand), so it’s a fact of life that any legislation coming out of the Senate is going to have to have significant Republican support. As Jay Bookman notes at the Atlanta Journal-Constitution, though, it is rather extraordinary to hear such a statement from a prominent politician: McConnell isn’t some talk-radio host trying to work his audience into a lather. He’s not a behind-the-scenes political operative or consultant plotting the next election. He’s the Senate minority leader, with an obligation to govern that ought to transcend partisan goals. For that reason, it means something when a person in his position embraces partisan gain over all else, however he may try to justify it to himself and others. In fact, it’s hard to hear his statement as anything but a declaration of all-out partisan war, damn the consequences.

***Obama Good 1NC***

A. Uniqueness: Obama will win the 2012 election, but it will be close – independents are critical. 

McManus 7/7 (Doyle McManus Washington columnist for more than 25 years. Former The Times' Washington bureau chief “McManus: Team Obama's victory plan”  L.A. Times http://www.pointslocal.com/story/venice/411817/team-obamas-victory-plan)
David Plouffe and others expect a tough 2012 campaign, but they believe the president will win another term. President Obama faces an uphill struggle in his campaign for reelection next year. His job approval rating is stuck just below 50%. The unemployment rate appears likely to remain above 8% until election day. And, though it's too soon to mean much, early polling puts the nominal Republican front-runner, former Massachusetts Gov. Mitt Romney, within striking distance. Even Obama's staff acknowledges the obstacles. "It's going to be a very close, competitive election … a street fight for the presidency," White House aide David Plouffe, the strategist who managed Obama's 2008 victory, told reporters cheerfully on Wednesday. So why did he look so cheerful? In part because Team Obama seems to genuinely believe that the president will get his second term. Plouffe and other Obama backers offer at least four reasons why. First, Plouffe suggested, Obama has an opportunity to improve his standing among independent voters — many of whom deserted the Democrats in the 2010 midterm election — by working with Republicans toward bipartisan deficit-reduction measures. Second, Obama has managed to move toward the center without losing significant support among core Democratic voters. The president's job approval rating among Democrats, Plouffe said, is in the 80% to 90% range in many states. (Nationally, it's about 77%, still respectable.) Third, demographics help the Democrats. One of the keys to Obama's victory in 2008, Plouffe noted, was high turnout among young, black and Latino voters, all groups that heavily supported the Democrat. Next year's electorate should include even more minority voters than last time. Fourth, Obama is a seasoned campaigner who ran a long, tough election campaign in 2008, and he still has the team that helped him to victory in place. 

B. Link: 
1. Obama is hinging the election on REDUCING spending – the plan causes independents to vote Republican. 

Kirchgaessner, ’11 (Stephanie, “Obama looks to independent voters,” April 15 2011, http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/7dd54d5c-678c-11e0-9138-00144feab49a.html#axzz1T844vB9m

Barack Obama is betting that his attack on the Republican deficit reduction plan, which he has derided as un-American, will resonate with independent voters as he prepares to hit the campaign trail next week. The president will hold town hall meetings in California and two swing states: Nevada and Virginia. The political winds seemed to shift in favour of Democrats this week, with Mr Obama looking – for the first time in months – as if he is primed to lead his party into the difficult fiscal battles that lie ahead. It was, at the same time, a tumultuous week for the increasingly divided Republican majority in the House of Representatives. Party lawmakers called for their leaders to be more aggressive in demanding spending cuts and almost unanimously endorsed a 2012 budget plan that could have dire political consequences in the next election. The proposal by Republican Paul Ryan to cut $5,800bn in the next decade and transform Medicare, the insurance programme for the elderly, passed 235 to 193 in the House without a single Democratic vote. House passes 2012 budget Republicans in the House of Representatives united on Friday behind a 2012 budget plan slashing trillions of dollars in government spending while cutting taxes. The vote effectively serves as the Republicans’ opening gambit in what are likely to be contentious negotiations with President Barack Obama and his Democrats over debt and deficits in the coming months. The U.S. Congress must decide within weeks on raising the $14,300bn US debt ceiling. By a vote of 235-193, the House passed the plan written by House Budget Committee Chairman Paul Ryan for the 2012 fiscal year beginning October 1. Democrats rejected the measure, which proposes slashing spending by nearly $6 trillion over a decade and reducing benefits for the elderly and poor. All but four Republicans supported it. There is almost no chance of the Senate approving the measure in its current form. The White House swiftly condemned the measure but said it was committed to working with Republicans to bring down record deficits that all sides acknowledged imperil the country’s economic future. Reuters “I think Obama has had his best week in a while,” said Democratic strategist James Carville. “His speech really has got Democrats excited again. Also, they feel they are on the right side of public opinion here.” Mr Obama’s address on Wednesday satisfied the liberal base by reaffirming his support of tax increases for the wealthy to pay for entitlement programmes for the poor and elderly. It also spoke to independent voters who abandoned Democrats in last year’s congressional election by reassuring them that he believed the deficit required immediate action.
2. Space programs are unpopular – the plan upsets voters.
 Launius 10-   graduated from Graceland College received the M.A. and Ph.D. degrees in at Louisiana State University, Baton Rouge, with major fields in American frontier and military history (Roger, “Exploding the Myth of Popular Support for Project Apollo” August 16, 2010, http://launiusr.wordpress.com/2010/08/16/exploding-the-myth-of-popular-support-for-project-apollo/)

Because of the on-going dispute over the future of human space exploration, I have been reminded of the longstanding perception that in the 1960s NASA’s Apollo program enjoyed great public support. That is a misconception. The belief that Apollo enjoyed enthusiastic support during the 1960s and that somehow NASA has lost its compass thereafter still enjoys broad appeal . This is an important conception, for without the active agreement of political leaders and at least public acquiescence no exploration effort may be sustained for any length of time. The level of popular support that most people believe the public held for the Kennedy decision to undertake the Moon landings are, therefore, perceived as something that must be gained for the present space exploration agenda to succeed. Repeatedly a chorus of remorse for the lukewarm popular support enjoyed by specific space exploration activities is followed with a heavy sigh and the conclusion, “if only our current efforts had the same level of commitment enjoyed by Apollo, all would be well.” While there may be reasons to accept that Apollo was transcendentally important at some sublime level, assuming a generally rosy public acceptance of it is at best a simplistic and ultimately unsatisfactory conclusion. Indeed, the public’s support for space funding has remained remarkably stable at approximately 80 percent in favor of the status quo since 1965, with only one significant dip in support in the early 1970s. However, responses to funding questions on public opinion polls are extremely sensitive to question wording and must be used cautiously. For example, in the summer of 1965 one third of the nation favored cutting the space budget, while only 16 percent wanted to increase it. Over the next three-and-one-half years, the number in favor of cutting space spending went up to 40 percent, with those preferring an increase dropping to 14 percent. At the end of 1965, the New York Times reported that a poll conducted in six American cities showed five other public issues holding priority over efforts in outer space. Polls in the 1960s also consistently ranked spaceflight near the top of those programs to be cut in the federal budget. Most Americans seemingly preferred doing something about air and water pollution, job training for unskilled workers, national beautification, and poverty before spending federal funds on human spaceflight. The following year Newsweek echoed the Times story, stating: “The U.S. space program is in decline. The Vietnam war and the desperate conditions of the nation’s poor and its cities—which make space flight seem, in comparison, like an embarrassing national self‑indulgence—have combined to drag down a program where the sky was no longer the limit.” Nor did lunar exploration in and of itself create much of a groundswell of popular support from the general public. The American public during the 1960s largely showed a hesitancy to “race” the Soviets to the Moon. “Would you favor or oppose U.S. government spending to send astronauts to the moon?” these polls asked, and in virtually all cases a majority opposed doing so, even during the height of Apollo. At only one point, October 1965, did more than half of the public favor continuing human lunar exploration. In the post-Apollo era, the American public has continued to question the validity of undertaking human expeditions to the Moon. This also shows the result of the recent return to the Moon with the Clementine space probe in 1994, which found evidence of embedded ice at the poles, and even then support for human exploration was essentially equally divided. Some conclude from these opinion polls that even though the American public might have been generally unsupportive of human lunar exploration, that Project Apollo—wrapped as it was in the bosom of American virtue, advocated by the most publicly wholesome of astronaut heroes, and hawked by everyone from journalists to Madison Avenue marketers—enjoyed consistent popularity. There is some evidence to suggest this, but it is, on the main, untrue. From the 1960s to near the present, using the polling data that exists, there is little evidence to support an expansive lunar exploration and colonization program. One must conclude from these results that the United States undertook and carried out Apollo not because the public clamored for it during the 1960s, but because it served other purposes. Furthermore, this polling data suggests that should the United States mount another human mission to the Moon in the future it will also be because the mission serves a larger political, economic, or national defense agenda. The only point at which the opinion surveys demonstrate that more than 50 percent of the public believed Apollo was worth its expense came in 1969 at the time of the Apollo 11 lunar landing. And even then only a measly 53 percent agreed that the result justified the expense, despite the fact that the landing was perhaps the most momentous event in human history since it became the first instance in which the human race became bi-planetary. These statistics do not demonstrate an unqualified support for NASA’s effort to reach the Moon in the 1960s. They suggest, instead, that the political crisis that brought public support to the initial lunar landing decision was fleeting and within a short period the coalition that announced it had to reconsider their decision. It also suggests that the public was never enthusiastic about human lunar exploration, and especially about the costs associated with it. What enthusiasm it may have enjoyed waned over time, until by the end of the Apollo program in December 1972 one has the image of the program as something akin to a limping marathoner straining with every muscle to reach the finish line before collapsing. 

C. Impact:

1. A republican victory destroys global warming regulations. 

Capiello 5/27, (5/27/11, Dina, Associated Press, MSNBC, “GOP Presidential Hopefuls Shift on Global Warming” http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/43192439/ns/politics-decision_2012/t/gop-presidential-hopefuls-shift-global-warming/) 

WASHINGTON — For Republican presidential contenders who once supported combatting global warming, the race is heating up. Faced with an activist right wing that questions the science linking pollution to changes in the Earth's climate and also disdains big government, most of the GOP contenders have stepped back from their previous positions on global warming. Some have apologized outright for past support of proposals to reduce heat-trapping pollution. And those who haven't fully recanted are under pressure to do so. The latest sign of that pressure came Thursday when New Jersey Gov. Chris Christie said he was pulling his state out of a regional agreement to reduce greenhouse gases, saying it won't work. While Christie, a rising GOP star, has said he won't run for his party's presidential nomination, some in the party continue to recruit him. "Republican presidential hopefuls can believe in man-made global warming as long as they never talk about it, and oppose all the so-called solutions," said Marc Morano, a former aide to Oklahoma Sen. James Inhofe, one of the most vocal climate skeptics in Congress. Morano now runs a website called Climate Depot where he attacks anyone who buys into the scientific consensus on climate change. Enemy No. 1 for Morano these days is Newt Gingrich, the former House speaker who in 2008 shared a couch with then-House Speaker Nancy Pelosi in a TV ad backed by climate change guru Al Gore. In it Gingrich says, "We do agree that our country must take action on climate change." Since that appearance, Gingrich, who once ran an environmental studies program at a Georgia college, has called for the abolition of the Environmental Protection Agency. He's also spoken out against a Democratic bill that passed the House in 2009 that would have limited emissions of greenhouse gases and created a market for pollution permits to be bought and sold. But that hasn't been enough to satisfy conservative critics. Gingrich, who in 2007 told The New York Times that it was conceivable human beings were playing a role in global warming, went further in a recent interview when he said he doubted there was a connection between climate change and the burning of fossil fuels. "The planet used to be dramatically warmer when we had dinosaurs and no people," Gingrich told The Macon (Ga.) Telegraph last week. "To the best of my knowledge the dinosaurs weren't driving cars." Cap-and-trade Where Gingrich has waffled, other GOP contenders have conceded on the issue of climate. Mitt Romney, Tim Pawlenty and Jon Huntsman potentially come into the race with even more climate baggage, since all three supported as governors regional "cap-and-trade" programs to reduce greenhouse gas pollution. All have since abandoned that stance. "Everybody is instantly suspect about these guys," said Mike McKenna, a Republican strategist working with GOP leaders in Congress who want to prevent the EPA from taking steps to curb global warming. And it's not because the candidates once thought global warming was legitimate, McKenna says. "That just makes people question their judgment. It's that they all bought into a big government program. That makes people question their character." It's a marked turnaround for a party that just three years ago nominated Republican Sen. John McCain, who long has supported cap and trade to reduce greenhouse gas pollution and who campaigned on the issue even though it put him on the same side as his opponent, Barack Obama. In fact, the whole idea of a market to trade pollution credits came from the Republican Party. It emerged in the late 1980s under the administration of President George H.W. Bush as a free-market solution to the power plant pollution that was causing acid rain. It passed Congress nearly unanimously in 1990 as a way to control emissions of sulfur dioxide. But now it has become synonymous with partisanship and political risk. Legislation to use the pollution credits approach to curb global warming passed the Democratic-controlled House in 2009, with the support of Obama. It died in the Senate after Republicans labeled it a "cap-and-tax" plan that would raise energy prices and after House Democrats who voted for it were attacked at town hall meetings back home. Many of those Democrats lost their seats in last November's elections and with the House now under Republican control, Obama has said he no longer would pursue it. 'Toxic political veneer' The current field of Republican presidential hopefuls is working to shed what McCain's former environmental adviser calls the "toxic political veneer" of that policy. The biggest reversal has come from Pawlenty, who a year after signing a law in Minnesota to cut greenhouse gas emissions was featured in a radio ad for the Environmental Defense Action Fund. Joined by then-Arizona Gov. Janet Napolitano, now a member of Obama's Cabinet, Pawlenty called on Congress to limit the pollution blamed for global warming. "If we act now," he said in the spot, "we can create thousands of new jobs in clean energy industries before our overseas competitors beat us to it." Two years later, he wrote Congress opposing the Democratic bill, saying it was "overly bureaucratic, misguided and would be very burdensome on our economy." In a South Carolina debate earlier this month, he apologized altogether for his climate past, calling it a clunker in his record. "I don't duck it, bob it, weave it, try to explain it away," he said. "I'm just telling you, I made a mistake." Huntsman doesn't go as far. Obama's former ambassador to China, the country that releases more greenhouse gas pollution than any other, tells Time magazine in an interview to be published this week that it's the timing that's off. As governor of Utah, he appeared in a 2007 ad for an environmental advocacy group in which he said, "Now it's time for Congress to act by capping greenhouse gas pollution." He also signed an agreement with seven other Western states and four Canadian provinces to reduce greenhouse gases. Since then, other states have pulled their support. "Much of this discussion happened before the bottom fell out of the economy, and until it comes back, this isn't the moment," he says now. When asked whether he believes the climate is changing, he acknowledges the scientific consensus. "All I know is 90 percent of the scientists say climate change is occurring," he says. "If 90 percent of the oncological community said something was causing cancer, we'd listen to them." Romney changed his mind less recently. As Massachusetts governor in 2005, he initially supported a regional pollution-reduction market, saying it would spur jobs and the economy. Weeks later, he refused to sign the pact when the other states would not agree to cap the price for pollution permits. Palin's clean record If anyone has a clean record on climate change in the potential GOP field, it's former Alaska governor and 2008 vice presidential nominee Sarah Palin. While Palin set up a sub-Cabinet office to map out the state's response to global warming as governor, and sought federal dollars to help coastal communities threatened by erosion, she has been steadfast in saying human beings are not responsible for climate change and that proposals to limit pollution threaten the economy.
2. Warming causes extinction

Tickell 08 (Oliver, Climate Researcher, The Guardian, “On a planet 4C hotter, all we can prepare for is extinction”, 8/11, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/aug/11/climatechange)
We need to get prepared for four degrees of global warming, Bob Watson told the Guardian last week. At first sight this looks like wise counsel from the climate science adviser to Defra. But the idea that we could adapt to a 4C rise is absurd and dangerous. Global warming on this scale would be a catastrophe that would mean, in the immortal words that Chief Seattle probably never spoke, "the end of living and the beginning of survival" for humankind. Or perhaps the beginning of our extinction. The collapse of the polar ice caps would become inevitable, bringing long-term sea level rises of 70-80 metres. All the world's coastal plains would be lost, complete with ports, cities, transport and industrial infrastructure, and much of the world's most productive farmland. The world's geography would be transformed much as it was at the end of the last ice age, when sea levels rose by about 120 metres to create the Channel, the North Sea and Cardigan Bay out of dry land. Weather would become extreme and unpredictable, with more frequent and severe droughts, floods and hurricanes. The Earth's carrying capacity would be hugely reduced. Billions would undoubtedly die. Watson's call was supported by the government's former chief scientific adviser, Sir David King, who warned that "if we get to a four-degree rise it is quite possible that we would begin to see a runaway increase". This is a remarkable understatement. The climate system is already experiencing significant feedbacks, notably the summer melting of the Arctic sea ice. The more the ice melts, the more sunshine is absorbed by the sea, and the more the Arctic warms. And as the Arctic warms, the release of billions of tonnes of methane – a greenhouse gas 70 times stronger than carbon dioxide over 20 years – captured under melting permafrost is already under way. To see how far this process could go, look 55.5m years to the Palaeocene-Eocene Thermal Maximum, when a global temperature increase of 6C coincided with the release of about 5,000 gigatonnes of carbon into the atmosphere, both as CO2 and as methane from bogs and seabed sediments. Lush subtropical forests grew in polar regions, and sea levels rose to 100m higher than today. It appears that an initial warming pulse triggered other warming processes. Many scientists warn that this historical event may be analogous to the present: the warming caused by human emissions could propel us towards a similar hothouse Earth. 

***Uniqueness – Obama Will Win***

U – General Obama Win 

Obama will win – 5 reasons 

Nader 4/27 (Ralph Nader  April 27, 2011 American progressive political activist, author, lecturer, and attorney “Why Obama Gets Four More Years in White House: Ralph Nader” Bloomberg News .
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-04-27/why-obama-gets-four-more-years-in-white-house-commentary-by-ralph-nader.html)

The stars are aligned for Barack Obama’s re-election in November 2012. He won’t join Jimmy Carter to be the second Democrat in 120 years to lose a second term. Five things are playing in Obama’s favor. First, the Republicans -- driven by their most conservative members in Congress -- will face a primary with many candidates who will advance harsh ideological positions. Michele Bachmann, Newt Gingrich, Donald Trump and others might as well be on the Democratic National Committee payroll. House Budget Committee Chairman Paul Ryan’s reverse Robin Hood plan to cut more than $6 trillion in spending over a decade will provide the outrage, stoked by a sitting president possessed of verbal discipline. Second, the Republican governors’ attacks on unions are turning off the swing voters and Reagan Democrats in  Ohio, Florida, Pennsylvania and Wisconsin. Imagine the voter reaction if millions of workers lose their right to collective bargaining, and the impact that cuts in benefits and wages will have on their lives. Democratic governors, such as Jerry Brown of California, Pat Quinn of Illinois and Andrew Cuomo of New York, are cutting -- but not taking away -- workers’ bargaining rights. This is a politically useful contrast for Obama. Reagan Democrats, who have won many elections for the Republicans, are a big plus for Obama in the contested states. No Challenge Third, no candidates are emerging to challenge Obama in the primaries. A discussion of Obama’s forgotten campaign promises and record would have public support among Democrats. Even so, the liberal base has nowhere to go to send a message about war, free-trade agreements, raising the minimum wage or union membership. Nor does a third party or independent candidacy pose a threat, given the winner-take-all, two-party system. Fourth, Obama has neutered much of the big corporate lobby’s zeal to defeat him. He decided from the beginning not to prosecute executives from Wall Street banking, brokerage and rating firms. Multinational companies are pleased with Obama’s position on trade, on not disturbing the many corporate subsidies, handouts and giveaways, such as the corn-ethanol subsidy. Shelters for Wealthy By 2014, Obamacare will deliver some 30 million subsidized customers to health-insurance companies. The auto industry is forever grateful for its bailout. Obama hasn’t moved on corporate-tax reform, tax shelters for the wealthy, or the preferential capital-gains tax treatment on the 20 percent service fees of hedge fund managers. Don’t forget last December when Obama agreed to extended tax cuts for the rich while the budget deficit gets larger. The military-industrial complex about which President Dwight Eisenhower warned in his farewell address 50 years ago, is still uncontrollable, leading departing Defense Secretary Robert Gates to express serious concerns. Obama has even surprised George W. Bush and Dick Cheney and his cohort of neocons, who can scarcely believe how militarily aggressive Obama has been on just about every move that liberals used to call impeachable offenses by former PresidentGeorge W. Bush. Big Business Then there’s Jeffrey Immelt, the chairman and chief executive officer of General Electric Co., who can attest to Obama’s outreach to big business. GE Capital was bailed out. The company effectively paid no federal income taxes on $14.2 billion in 2010 profit and received a $3.2 billion benefit. Immelt got a $15.5 million pay raise. And in January, Obama appointed him chairman of the President’s Council on Jobs and Competitiveness while letting him stay as head of a company receiving many government contracts and having regulation problems with the federal authorities. The corporate state doesn’t get much better than that. Fifth, since the Republicans have little to offer by way of creating jobs, Obama need only show improvement in macroeconomic indicators, as Ronald Reagan did in 1983-1984, and proceed to showcase all the tax breaks he has signed into law for big and small businesses. Poor Americans who continue to bear the brunt of the recession are hardly going to vote Republican. It will be easy for Obama, with his oratorical skills, to paint the Republican-controlled House of Representatives as obstructionist, especially as he develops an economic plan for his second term. There remain the Black Swans, events that defy prediction as those in Japan and the Middle East have shown. Handling them with firmness and calmness from the White House is what most people expect of a president. Obama will surely not repeat Bush’s mistakes aftercHurricane Katrina in 2005. Obama is averse to conflict with corporate power and disarmingly expedient in compromising with Republicans, leaving the latter to argue largely among themselves. The political duopoly lets the tactical Obama use the Bully Pulpit to his political advantage, even if his principles perish. Obama can look forward to four more years in 2012.

Obama will win in 2012- Laundry list 

Adams and McKinnon 1/20  (Myra Adams and Mark McKinnon ; Adams is a political observer, writer, and media producer, previous campaign committee; McKinnon is a political advisor, chief media advisor for previous presidents and presidential candidates, vice chairman of Public Strategies, founding leader of No Labels, a citizen movement of Republicans, Democrats, and Independents whose mission is to address the politics of problem solving, “12 Reasons Obama Wins in 2012”, The Daily Beast, http://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2011/01/20/president-obamas-re-election-chances-12-reasons-why-hes-likely-to-win.html
President Obama’s poll ratings are climbing. And the online prediction market Intrade has Obama at a 58.9 percent chance of winning a second term. Though November 2012 is light years away in political time, as Team Obama regroups in Chicago, they should be optimistic about their reelection prospects. Here are 12 reasons why: 1. Power of Incumbency In the last 56 U.S. presidential elections, 31 have involved incumbents; 21 of those candidates have won more than one term. Based on these historical odds, Obama has a better-than-67-percent chance of winning reelection. In 2004, voters were not happy with the economy, the Iraq War or President Bush generally, and still he was reelected. 2. Love Story Continues Though the mainstream media is now sometimes critical of President Obama, he has never faced the extreme 24-hour-a-day derangement that has plagued other recent presidents and potential candidates-to-be. This gentle treatment is worth millions to a campaign. 3. Billion-Dollar Campaign According to Chris Cillizza of The Washington Post, President Obama’s 2012 reelection effort could be the first campaign to raise $1 billion. Not an unreasonable assumption because he raised $750 million in 2008. Look for the coming campaign to break all fundraising and spending records on both sides. 4. Experienced Campaign Organization In 2008, the junior senator from Illinois assembled a team of outsiders that defeated the Clinton machine and won the presidency with 365 electoral votes to Sen. John McCain’s 173. With the same Chicago campaign team in place, Obama will benefit from experience and memory; mistakes won’t be repeated. 5. Obama’s Charm Offensive Let’s face it, Obama knows how to turn it on and win crowds with his oratory. He is personally likable, has an attractive family, and his favorables are climbing. His Real Clear Politicsaverage is at 49.9 percent. That’s comfortably within the zone of the last three presidents to win reelection. At 752 days into the first term, according to Gallup, President Reagan’s approval rating fell to 37 percent. Clinton’s was at 47 percent, and George W. Bush’s was 61 percent. If history is any guide, Obama has nothing to fear at this point from Mr. Gallup. 6. Economy is Improving As the economy goes, so goes Obama's reelection prospects. Yes, this is a potential weakness, but there are signs of hope. And what is most important is not what voters think about the economy at this hour, but rather whether they think it is improving. The stock market is rising, and unemployment is trending downward, albeit too slowly. Consumer spending is up, and 40 percent of Americans say the economy will improve over the next year. The campaign theme may be: He brought us back from the brink. 7. They’ll Be Back The 2010 midterm voters that swept Republicans into control of the U.S. House, governorships and state legislatures were older, whiter, and more conservative than those who went to the polls in 2008. Despite this “ white flight” from the Democratic Party, young voters, more minorities, more women, and generally more liberals will be back in 2012. Though some of the liberal base may hold their nose, they’re not likely to desert the Democratic incumbent in November. And there is no doubt that Obama’s billion-dollar campaign fund will find some way to get his core constituents to the polls. 8. Obama, “The Moderate” Forty percent of Americans now see the president as a moderate. That’s up 10 percentage points from a year ago. More importantly, 44 percent of independents now call Obama a moderate, up from 28 percent a year ago. If congressional Republicans are viewed as strident and over-reaching, Obama will be well positioned as a moderating force—with or without any Clintonian triangulation. 9. Republican Sparring Match With no obvious frontrunner at this point, the Republican primary season may drag on and could be very messy. Tea Party support may be torn. And while Republicans debate which candidate is more Reaganesque, Obama will stay above the fray, looking presidential. 10. Neverending Campaign Organizing for America never stopped working since 2008 and continuously sends targeted emails to its 13 million members. Supporters are asked to volunteer for service projects or call Congress to object to the vote on repealing health care. It’s the presidential campaign that never ended. 11. Hispanic Vote Growing Obama earned 67 percent of the Hispanic vote in 2008 compared to McCain’s 31 percent. The Five State Voter Project, sponsored by The Hispanic Institute, is under way to increase Hispanic voter participation in five states: New Mexico, Arizona, Nevada, Florida, and Colorado. Winning all of these states could seal the deal for Obama. 12. Several Paths to 270 There were five key red states that Obama won in 2008—Florida, Virginia, Ohio, Indiana, and North Carolina. Obama could lose every one of them in 2012 and still win reelection with 272 electoral votes. Forty percent of Americans now see the president as a moderate. That’s up 10 percentage points from a year ago
Obama will win – 4 reasons 

Goldberg 5/27 (Bernard Goldberg eleven-time Emmy Award-winningAmerican writer, journalist, and political commentator May 27, 2011 “Obama 2012 Win a Sure Thing?” Fox News http://www.foxnews.com/opinion/2011/05/27/obama-2012-win-sure-thing/#ixzz1SCys8hGV)
For all of my conservative friends who think that Barack Obama will never be re-elected if the economy is still in the doldrums next year, I have three words for you: Franklin Delano Roosevelt. FDR was re-elected in 1936 and the economy was in a very bad way -- far, far worse than it is today or likely to be in November 2012. That’s the good news for President Obama. The bad news is that FDR is the only president in the last 75 years to be re-elected when the economy was in bad shape and unemployment was over 8 percent. And if the economy doesn’t get a lot better soon, if unemployment doesn’t fall significantly by November 2012, Barack Obama may very well be a one-and-out president who made it on charm the first time around but now has a crummy record hanging around his neck. But for Republicans, this may be nothing more than wishful thinking masquerading as political analysis. After all, sitting presidents usually win re-election. Since 1936, 11 incumbent presidents have run for a second term and only three were defeated – Gerald Ford, Jimmy Carter and George H.W. Bush. And, like FDR, Barack Obama has something else going for him – an intangible that may compensate for bad economic news: likeability -- an essential characteristic for anyone hoping to do well in politics. Except for his enemies – and that’s not too strong a word if you’ve ever listened to his most passionate detractors -- Americans generally like Barack Obama, even when they disagree with him on matters of policy. They like his smile, they like the way he talks, they like the way he dresses and carries himself, and yes, they like the fact that he is the first black man elected president of the United States of America. In some ways, it is a source of national pride. Consider these four things that set President Obama apart from his likely Republican challengers: he’s young, he’s cool, he’s black and he’s liberal. Those traits, as much as anything else, I believe, got him elected the first time around. The Obama magic could not have centered on his politics. He was a first term senator with no discernible record. A respected magazine – National Journal – said he was the most liberal member of the Senate. In a center-right country, that’s not a plus. Still he won. And in early polls – despite the fact that Americans are not enamored by his politics – President Obama beats potential Republican nominees just about every time. So what’s going on? Republicans come off like stiffs, that’s what’s going on. Whatever they are, they are not cool. And when they (rightly) focus on deficit reduction and spending cuts – as conservative scholar Shelby Steele recently noted in a Wall Street Journal op-ed -- “they can be made to look like a gaggle of scolding accountants.” And who wants to vote for a scolding accountant? In other words, Barack Obama is tomorrow; all those white, male Republicans come off as yesterday. We’ve seen people who look like them before. The juxtaposition beat McCain in 2008. Obama and his team are betting it will happen again in 2012.

U - Independents/Moderates

Obama will win in 2012- independents and a lack of strong GOP candidates 

Los 7/8 (Jeremy Los graduate from San Diego State University with a degree in Media Studies and Political Science July 8, 2011 “Obama Will 

Win Independent Vote in 2012” Policymic http://policymic.com/articles/obama-will-win-independent-vote-in-2012) 

Okay, let me just come out and say it. I do not think President Barack Obama will lose the presidential election come 2012. There I said it, but it wasn’t easy. Things are not looking all that well for my Barack; he is losing touch with his Democratic base — leading one of my colleagues to question if he has lost his mojo — and he is falling out of grace with independents. Those independents are mighty important come election season. The president is fully aware of this fact. While angering his base is not his intention, I can bet you winning the election is, and he will not win if he does not cater to the moderates and independents. Obama’s rather moderate stances on issues like same-sex marriage, Libya, Afghanistan, and Guantanamo Bay may have upset the staunch liberals, but ultimately saved face with many independents. In the end, how the independents turn out for Obama in 2012 will rest on the status of our economy. Obama’s perceived mishandling of the economy has led many independents and moderates to stray from the president. One latest poll indicates that 43% of independents plan to vote against the president and 29% say that they will vote for him, leaving 28% undecided. While these numbers do not bode well, independent voters usually ebb and flow with the tide of the election, keeping many pundits guessing until the very end. In 2008, Obama was able to win the election due in large part to winning the independent voters. It was not until the very end of the campaign that Obama got the edge in the eyes of the independents; in fact, polls as late as September showed McCain with the lead among independent voters. Obama’s campaign rhetoric — driven by a sense of hope and belief in the coming of a brighter day — ultimately pulled in majorities of moderates and independents, giving him the slight advantage needed to beat John McCain. The lack of a strong GOP candidate is likely to help Obama in the polls; the only poll in which he is trailing is against a generic Republican. His closest competitor, former Massachusetts Governor Mitt Romney, trails Obama (46%-42% in one poll). Leading GOP candidates all have a weakness that will likely cost them in the polls: former Ambassador to China Jon Huntsman and Romney are likely to suffer at the hands of Americans afraid to vote for a Mormon (roughly 22%). Minnesota Rep. Michele Bachmann has pigeonholed herself into being a Tea Party candidate, which is going to be an issue with independent and moderate voters. A recent Wall Street Journal op-ed by Republican mastermind Karl Rove explains reasons why Obama will likely lose this election, not how Republicans are going to win. Republicans are hoping for Obama to continue shooting himself in the foot over the next 15 months so they can slide into the White House seemingly under the radar. Though Rove does not say it blatantly, he is hinting at it: This race is Obama’s to lose. In the end, independent voters are more than likely going to turn out in favor of Obama because many Americans believe he will have made positive strides fixing the economy. Independents’ tendency to follow what transpires on hot button issues will likely swing their vote in Obama’s favor if he is able to make some headway on the country’s economic turmoil. With no legitimate candidate rising from the GOP, independent voters will have to make the choice to either vote for Obama or not vote at all. I see them ultimately coming to the polls because of the vital stage we are at. The country is locked in the worst economic crisis since the Great Depression, we are involved in three wars, and our younger generation is struggling to get out of the starting blocks. Though every election is important, 2012 will do much to determine where we will end up as a country in the next decade or two.

Obama will win—moderates and independents

Adams and McKinnon, 11 (Myra and Mark; Adams is a political observer, writer, and media producer, previous campaign committee; McKinnon is a political advisor, chief media advisor for previous presidents and presidential candidates, vice chairman of Public Strategies, founding leader of No Labels, a citizen movement of Republicans, Democrats, and Independents whose mission is to address the politics of problem solving, “12 Reasons Obama Wins in 2012”, The Daily Beast, http://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2011/01/20/president-obamas-re-election-chances-12-reasons-why-hes-likely-to-win.html, 1/20/11)

8. Obama, “The Moderate” Forty percent of Americans now see the president as a moderate. That’s up 10 percentage points from a year ago. More importantly, 44 percent of independents now call Obama a moderate, up from 28 percent a year ago. If congressional Republicans are viewed as strident and over-reaching, Obama will be well positioned as a moderating force—with or without any Clintonian triangulation. 

Obama will win—even if he loses key red states, he still has the moderate vote

Adams and McKinnon, 11 (Myra and Mark; Adams is a political observer, writer, and media producer, previous campaign committee; McKinnon is a political advisor, chief media advisor for previous presidents and presidential candidates, vice chairman of Public Strategies, founding leader of No Labels, a citizen movement of Republicans, Democrats, and Independents whose mission is to address the politics of problem solving, “12 Reasons Obama Wins in 2012”, The Daily Beast, http://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2011/01/20/president-obamas-re-election-chances-12-reasons-why-hes-likely-to-win.html, 1/20/11)

12. Several Paths to 270 There were five key red states that Obama won in 2008—Florida, Virginia, Ohio, Indiana, and North Carolina. Obama could lose every one of them in 2012 and still win reelection with 272 electoral votes. Forty percent of Americans now see the president as a moderate. That’s up 10 percentage points from a year ago. While the election is eons away, the race at the moment is Obama’s to lose. 

U - Republicans Weak/Incumbency

Obama will win in 2012 – un-spoken edge 

Steele 5/25 (Shelby Steele senior fellow at Stanford University's Hoover Institution “Obama's Unspoken Re-Election Edge” The Wall Street Journal May 25, 2011 http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704569404576299241421694066.html) 
Many of the Republican presidential hopefuls should be able to beat President Obama in 2012. This president has a track record now and, thus, many vulnerabilities. If he is not our "worst president," as Donald Trump would have it, his sweeping domestic initiatives—especially his stimulus package and health-care reform—were so jerry-built and high-handed that they generated a virtual revolution in America's normally subdued middle class. The president's success in having Osama bin Laden killed is an exception to a pattern of excruciatingly humble and hesitant leadership abroad. Mr. Obama has been deeply ambivalent about the application of American power, as if a shameful "neocolonialism" attends every U.S. action in the world. In Libya he seems actually to want American power to diminish altogether. This formula of shrinking American power abroad while expanding government power at home confuses and disappoints many Americans. Before bin Laden, 69% of Americans believed the country was on the wrong track, according to an Ipsos survey. A recent Zogby poll found that only 38% of respondents believed Mr. Obama deserved a second term, while 55% said they wanted someone new. And yet Republicans everywhere ask, "Who do we have to beat him?" In head-to-head matchups, Mr. Obama beats all of the Republican hopefuls in most polls. The problem Mr. Obama poses for Republicans is that there has always been a disconnect between his actual performance and his appeal. If Hurricane Katrina irretrievably stained George W. Bush, the BP oil spill left no lasting mark on this president. Mr. Obama's utter confusion in the face of the "Arab spring" has nudged his job-approval numbers down, but not his likability numbers, which Gallup has at a respectable 47.6%. In the mainstream media there has been a willingness to forgive this president his mistakes, to see him as an innocent in an impossible world. Why? There have really always been two Barack Obamas: the mortal man and the cultural icon. If the actual man is distinctly ordinary, even a little flat and humorless, the cultural icon is quite extraordinary. The problem for Republicans is that they must run against both the man and the myth. In 2008, few knew the man and Republicans were walloped by the myth. Today the man is much clearer, and yet the myth remains compelling. What gives Mr. Obama a cultural charisma that most Republicans cannot have? First, he represents a truly inspiring American exceptionalism: He is the first black in the entire history of Western civilization to lead a Western nation—and the most powerful nation in the world at that. And so not only is he the most powerful black man in recorded history, but he reached this apex only through the good offices of the great American democracy. Thus his presidency flatters America to a degree that no white Republican can hope to compete with. He literally validates the American democratic experiment, if not the broader Enlightenment that gave birth to it. He is also an extraordinary personification of the American Dream: Even someone from a race associated with slavery can rise to the presidency. Whatever disenchantment may surround the man, there is a distinct national pride in having elected him. All of this adds up to a powerful racial impressionism that works against today's field of Republican candidates. This is the impressionism that framed Sen. John McCain in 2008 as a political and cultural redundancy—yet another older white male presuming to lead the nation. The point is that anyone who runs against Mr. Obama will be seen through the filter of this racial impressionism, in which white skin is redundant and dark skin is fresh and exceptional. This is the new cultural charisma that the president has introduced into American politics. Today this charisma is not as strong for Mr. Obama. The mere man and the actual president has not lived up to his billing as a historical breakthrough. Still, the Republican field is framed and—as the polls show—diminished by his mere presence in office, which makes America the most socially evolved nation in the world. Moreover, the mainstream media coddle Mr. Obama—the man—out of its identification with his exceptionalism. Conversely, the media hold the president's exceptionalism against Republicans. Here is Barack Obama, evidence of a new and progressive America. Here are the Republicans, a cast of largely white males, looking peculiarly unevolved. Add to this the Republicans' quite laudable focus on deficit reduction and spending cuts, and they can be made to look like a gaggle of scolding accountants. 

Obama will win—power of incumbency, media support, and Intrade predictions market favor him

Adams and McKinnon, 11 (Myra and Mark; Adams is a political observer, writer, and media producer, previous campaign committee; McKinnon is a political advisor, chief media advisor for previous presidents and presidential candidates, vice chairman of Public Strategies, founding leader of No Labels, a citizen movement of Republicans, Democrats, and Independents whose mission is to address the politics of problem solving, “12 Reasons Obama Wins in 2012”, The Daily Beast, http://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2011/01/20/president-obamas-re-election-chances-12-reasons-why-hes-likely-to-win.html, 1/20/11)

President Obama’s poll ratings are climbing. And the online prediction market Intrade has Obama at a 58.9 percent chance of winning a second term. Though November 2012 is light years away in political time, as Team Obama regroups in Chicago, they should be optimistic about their reelection prospects. Here are 12 reasons why: 1. Power of Incumbency In the last 56 U.S. presidential elections, 31 have involved incumbents; 21 of those candidates have won more than one term. Based on these historical odds, Obama has a better-than-67-percent chance of winning reelection. In 2004, voters were not happy with the economy, the Iraq War or President Bush generally, and still he was reelected. 2. Love Story Continues Though the mainstream media is now sometimes critical of President Obama, he has never faced the extreme 24-hour-a-day derangement that has plagued other recent presidents and potential candidates-to-be. This gentle treatment is worth millions to a campaign. 

Obama will win—his campaigning team has the most funding, resources, and experience

Adams and McKinnon, 11 (Myra and Mark; Adams is a political observer, writer, and media producer, previous campaign committee; McKinnon is a political advisor, chief media advisor for previous presidents and presidential candidates, vice chairman of Public Strategies, founding leader of No Labels, a citizen movement of Republicans, Democrats, and Independents whose mission is to address the politics of problem solving, “12 Reasons Obama Wins in 2012”, The Daily Beast, http://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2011/01/20/president-obamas-re-election-chances-12-reasons-why-hes-likely-to-win.html, 1/20/11)

3. Billion-Dollar Campaign According to Chris Cillizza of The Washington Post, President Obama’s 2012 reelection effort could be the first campaign to raise $1 billion. Not an unreasonable assumption because he raised $750 million in 2008. Look for the coming campaign to break all fundraising and spending records on both sides. 4. Experienced Campaign Organization In 2008, the junior senator from Illinois assembled a team of outsiders that defeated the Clinton machine and won the presidency with 365 electoral votes to Sen. John McCain’s 173. With the same Chicago campaign team in place, Obama will benefit from experience and memory; mistakes won’t be repeated. 

Obama will win—core constituent support based on incumbency

Adams and McKinnon, 11 (Myra and Mark; Adams is a political observer, writer, and media producer, previous campaign committee; McKinnon is a political advisor, chief media advisor for previous presidents and presidential candidates, vice chairman of Public Strategies, founding leader of No Labels, a citizen movement of Republicans, Democrats, and Independents whose mission is to address the politics of problem solving, “12 Reasons Obama Wins in 2012”, The Daily Beast, http://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2011/01/20/president-obamas-re-election-chances-12-reasons-why-hes-likely-to-win.html, 1/20/11)

7. They’ll Be Back The 2010 midterm voters that swept Republicans into control of the U.S. House, governorships and state legislatures were older, whiter, and more conservative than those who went to the polls in 2008. Despite this “ white flight” from the Democratic Party, young voters, more minorities, more women, and generally more liberals will be back in 2012. Though some of the liberal base may hold their nose, they’re not likely to desert the Democratic incumbent in November. And there is no doubt that Obama’s billion-dollar campaign fund will find some way to get his core constituents to the polls. 

Obama will win - incumbency, skills, and funds 

Edaburn, 5/23 (Patrick, Assistant editor at TMV, Media, Politics, The Moderate, 5/23/11, http://themoderatevoice.com/108362/why-obama-will-win-in-2012/)

As more Republican Presidential candidates either enter or drop out of the 2012 race people are beginning to speculate over who will win the nomination. Although it is almost 18 months until the election I am increasingly thinking that the nomination is irrelevant as President Obama is almost certain to win re-election. The most basic reason for this conclusion is the simple fact that most Presidents win re-election. If you look over the last 100 years or so, there are only a few examples of Presidents losing. In 1912 President Taft lost, but only because the GOP vote was split between Taft and TR. In 1928 President Hoover lost, but only because of a massive depression that was seen as his fault. In 1976 President Ford lost, largely due to the party split with Reagan and the aftermath of Watergate. In 1980 President Carter lost, thanks to party divisions with Kennedy, the 3rd party candidacy of John Anderson, the bad economy AND the Iran hostage crisis. In 1992 President Bush lost thanks to party divisions with the right, the Perot candidacy and the bad economy. Looking to 2012 it does not seem likely any of these things will apply. There is some discontent with Obama on the left but nobody major seems to be emerging for a primary challenge and the base generally seems satisfied. Nor does a 3rd party campaign seem likely. The economy is bad, but most people seem to see that as being beyond party, and to the degree they blame a party it is at most evenly split between the two sides, if not tilted to the GOP. Similarly there does not seem to be any major foreign policy issue, especially after the killing of Bin Laden. Obama will also have a massive treasury to spend. One of the advantages that Richard Nixon had was that he as a long time anti Communist could go to China without being condemned. Similarly President Obama seems to have the ability to raise billions in campaign funds while avoiding the ‘buying the election’ allegations. This of course does not even go in to the fact that the GOP is currently without a major candidate who seems to have the ability to match up with Obama on a debate and communications level. Further many of the contenders have problems with the GOP base, and in particular the more insane portion of it. Romney is a decent enough man but he has issues with his (gasp) moderate views on things like gay rights (also known as human decency), health care, etc. Pawlenty has a lot of good positions and is probably the candidate I could see myself supporting, but it does not seem he has the experience and support to win the nomination. He’d probably be Obama’s toughest opponent. Paul will have a lot of base support but his positions on many issues are way too far out of the mainstream to win a general election Gingrich is… well Gingrich. Even he knows his campaign is a joke. Most of the rest of the candidates are simply too new to win the nomination, and some are just jokes (read Jimmy McMillan). In short the GOP is much like the Democrats were in 1984 or 1988, they just don’t have anyone with the right combination of talent, moderate views, name recognition and skill to beat Obama. So when you combine history (Presidents usually win) with the current reality (Obama will have massive funds and incumbency) plus the lack of a major GOP candidate then there just does not seem to be a path to victory. In short, it’s time to plan for 2016.

U - Economy

Obama will win—relative economy improvement favors Obama’s reelection prospects

Adams and McKinnon, 11 (Myra and Mark; Adams is a political observer, writer, and media producer, previous campaign committee; McKinnon is a political advisor, chief media advisor for previous presidents and presidential candidates, vice chairman of Public Strategies, founding leader of No Labels, a citizen movement of Republicans, Democrats, and Independents whose mission is to address the politics of problem solving, “12 Reasons Obama Wins in 2012”, The Daily Beast, http://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2011/01/20/president-obamas-re-election-chances-12-reasons-why-hes-likely-to-win.html, 1/20/11)

6. Economy is Improving As the economy goes, so goes Obama's reelection prospects. Yes, this is a potential weakness, but there are signs of hope. And what is most important is not what voters think about the economy at this hour, but rather whether they think it is improving. The stock market is rising, and unemployment is trending downward, albeit too slowly. Consumer spending is up, and 40 percent of Americans say the economy will improve over the next year. The campaign theme may be: He brought us back from the brink.

U - Obama Winning Florida 

Obama winning Florida now

Smith 7/18/11 [Adam C. Smith, named the best political writer in Florida by washingtonpost.com and one of the country's top 10 political reporters by Columbia Journalism Review, July 18th 2011, “Obama campaign focusing on Florida”, St. Petersburg Times, Obama campaign focusing on Florida]

ST. PETERSBURG -- A massive army is rumbling to life in Florida, though it sometimes looks deceptively like a ragtag band of recruits. Take a peek at an early planning session for volunteers on President Barack Obama’s reelection: about 40 people crammed into a dingy St. Petersburg office; Edyth James offering up her homemade pineapple upside-down cake and deviled eggs with dill; a 90-year-old woman recounts voting for FDR; and a Stetson Law student from Iowa says she just wants to help. Standing before them, an upbeat 25-year-old in flip-flops talks about his parents immigrating from India, the American dream and the vast amount of work ahead of them. “First we’re going to reach out to everybody we know who’s already a voter. Second, we’re going to expand the electorate and make sure we get more people involved in the process,” said Saumya Narechania, who recently traded in his White House job to work with volunteers in the Tampa Bay area. “And third we’re going to make sure that people who are voters and people we are reaching out to to expand the electorate become volunteers.” In 2008, Obama created the largest grass-roots operation Florida had ever seen. They had just four months starting from scratch after Obama became the party’s nominee to put together a mighty volunteer-driven campaign. Obama didn’t even campaign in Florida’s early primary because of the Democrats’ boycott. It culminated with tens of thousands of volunteers and 600 paid staffers spread across the state mobilizing voters and delivering Florida to Obama by a 236,000-vote margin. But that was nothing. This time the campaign starts the build-up with a team that’s been on the ground for two years and now has 16 months to build a vast network of neighbors talking to neighbors and friends talking to friends about ensuring Obama’s reelection. Similar networks are being constructed in other swing states. “We have the advantage of 16 months of organizing and being able to experiment in the field to establish our best practices,” said Ashley Walker, who has been leading Obama’s Organizing for America effort in Florida since the election. “That’s a real advantage for us — figuring out what works and what doesn’t, so by the time we’re ready to hit start we have our plan down, we have a grass-roots organization that is built out statewide.”

***Links – Plan Unpopular***

L - New Spending (Independents)  

New spending upsets independents – makes them vote GOP. 

Gould and Walter, ’11 (Martin and Kathleen, “Ed Gillespie: GOP Will Sweep 2012, Voters Now See Obama in 'Over His Head', July 12, 2011, http://www.newsmax.com/Headline/Gillespie-Obama-economy-leadership/2011/07/12/id/403350

“It will be very difficult for President Obama to be re-elected,” he said. “These independent voters . . . are not ready to blame him for making things worse. They do, however, recognize that he hasn’t made things better. “They see it more as sins of omission, that he took his eye off the ball and hasn’t focused on the economy. They see it as a failure of leadership in many ways. “It’s a real danger sign for any president when some of your past voters think that you’re in over your head.” Voters in the focus groups mainly still give Obama a positive job approval rating but believe he spent too much of his first two years in office concentrating on healthcare instead of jobs and the economy, Gillespie said. But Gillespie warned Republicans that efforts to repeal Obamacare also will be seen as a distraction unless the party couches it the right way. “There’s a need for Republicans to educate voters that there’s a direct connection between the enactment of the Obama healthcare bill with its punitive mandates, and the job-killing impact of that. “If we repeal Obamacare, we will help unleash job creation in the economy. But we need to make that connection more clear to independent voters,” he said. Independents are very concerned about government spending, Gillespie said. “They are not in favor of any blank check when it comes to raising the debt ceiling. They want to see reforms made and spending cuts made before any increase in the debt ceiling, they don’t want to see business as usual,” he said. “They see it as a huge disconnect between Washington, D.C., and their daily lives. When I run up against the limit on my credit card, I don’t just get to say I’ll increase the limit by $2,000, I have to cut back on my spending and change my habits. “In Washington, they don’t seem to have those kind of rules and it’s very frustrating to these voters.”

L - New Spending (Youth)  
New spending causes youth voters to go Republican—they’re key to the election

Jordan, 7/25 (Elise, New York–based writer and commentator, director for communications in the National Security Council in 2008–09, speechwriter for Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice, “Obama’s Young Ex-Fans”, National Review Online,  7/25/11, http://www.nationalreview.com/articles/272576/obama-s-young-ex-fans-elise-jordan)

President Obama’s got problems for 2012. Sure, he just hauled in a record $86 million in cash. But the fundraising success masks a very big issue: Obama has lost the youth vote — he just isn’t trendy any more. Which is good news for Republicans: President Untrendy gives us a better chance to win. As a generation of media-encouraged Obama idealists has turned economic realists, Republicans can appeal to this age bracket to take the prize next year. Political campaigns have historically discounted the importance of the youth vote — for good reason, generally, as young voters have tended not to show up on Election Day. Obama has changed that dynamic, perhaps permanently. The Millennial generation, meaning 18-to-29-year-olds — whom I wrote about a few weeks back — mattered in the 2008 election because Obama’s campaign recognized and exploited them. His campaign team engaged them through ground-breaking use of social media and grassroots outreach. It worked. Youth voted for Obama by a margin of 2 to 1, and 3 million more new voters visited the polls than in 2004. The Millennials accounted for 18 percent of the vote, and it was the third consecutive presidential election with increased youth turnout. Young voters in 2008 were attracted to Obama as a symbol — no one knew exactly what he stood for, but voting for him sure did feel good. Nearly three years later, many of them are increasingly disgusted to learn that he apparently doesn’t stand for much. What’s his position again on gay marriage? On Afghanistan? On Iraq? Health care? The skyrocketing debt? They care little about having a symbolic leader when they can’t find jobs. The Hope and Change he promised have long since become a punch line. When Obama spoke at the University of Maryland on Friday, student Jerome Lincolns explained how his attitude toward the president had shifted since Obama last visited the campus in 2009. “He’s like a new car: First it’s really awesome, and then you realize it’s a lot like the other cars,” Lincolns told USA Today. Last month, a youth-advocacy group called Generation Opportunity released a bunch of very telling statistics. Headed up by a former Bush-administration official, Paul Conway, the group polled 600 likely voters in the Millennial age group. My key take-away from their findings: It’s the Obama economy, stupid. Although young voters were embraced by the Obama campaign, they haven’t felt the same love from the Obama administration. Almost three-quarters of those surveyed by Generation Opportunity say the current administration fails to serve their generation. Less than a third approve of the president’s approach to youth unemployment. Over three-quarters have already put off, or expect to put off, a major life change or purchase because of the poor economy. Just under half are waiting to buy a home, and 27 percent are waiting to go back to school. Around one-quarter are delaying starting a family, and 18 percent are holding off on marriage. Republican insiders I’ve spoken to in recent days almost all seem resigned to an Obama victory. That’s understandable, but not pre-ordained. All you have to do is look at those numbers from Generation Opportunity. The youth are feeling pretty dismal about the direction of Obama’s America. More than half aren’t confident that America will be the global leader in ten years. More important, they overwhelmingly view out-of-control spending and debt as the biggest threat facing America. Almost three-quarters want to see government spending reduced and do not support raising taxes. These positions sound — gasp! — Republican. So Obama’s problem with this core constituency is an opportunity for the GOP. An opportunity — but not a slam-dunk. The youth voters are overwhelmingly moderate and issues-oriented. However, as Margaret Hoover pointed out in her new book, American Individualism, voting patterns tend to be set after three presidential elections. For about a third of the Millennial generation, this decisive third election will be the 2012 race. It’s going to be a very tough fight. Obama is going to have a record war chest. And Republican strategists are rightly worried about a primary season that could continue into next May, which would leave the eventual nominee weakened. But he or she might be able to find bounce in the younger generation. I’ll be honest: President Untrendy is still going to seem a lot cooler than any nominee we choose. There’s no point in trying to out-hipster the man (when we went for “energy” last time, we got Sarah Palin). That doesn’t mean we should cede the Millennial battlefield. What it does means is that we must keep the message simple and focused, and we must talk directly to the young voters. We know what they want, and we know Republicans can deliver it better than Democrats. Targeting young professionals and canvassing college students — people among whom the economic anxiety of the past two years is particularly acute, and who face the highest barriers to employment — should be a main focus of the Republican effort. Trendy has never paid the bills, and this time around it might not get that many votes, either.

L - New Spending (General)  

Most voters want cuts to space – plan is unpopular. 

Crandall, ’11 (William is an MBA and founder of Space Wealth. “Is Profitable Asteroid Mining A Pragmatic Goal?” Feb. 23, 2011. http://spacewealth.org/files/Is-P@M-Pragmatic-2011-02-23.pdf

Viable space programs must satisfy “fundamental” as well as “self-actualization” needs, as Abraham Maslow defined these in his Hierarchy of Needs.10 With competing claims on increasingly limited funds, programs that argue “It’s our nature to explore!”11 may not long survive. As we emerge from the “Great Recession”12 and enter the long “Lean Years”13 under the darkening cloud of a growing fiscal crisis,14 taxpayers and their representatives will make choices. When asked, voters choose to sacrifice civil space programs rather than cut funding to fundamental social programs, such as “national defense, law enforcement, environmental protection, or other more basic needs.”15 In 2010, Rasmussen found that “Fifty percent (50%) of Americans say the U.S. should cut back on space exploration given the current state of the economy.”16

Government spending unpopular- protests prove

Morrow 4/15 – (Alison, “Tea Partiers protest government spending, mobilize for 2012 election,” ABC Action News, April 15, 2011, http://www.abcactionnews.com/dpp/news/region_tampa/tea-partiers-protest-government-spending,-mobilize-for-2012-election)

TAMPA, Fla. - Tea Party members rallied across the state of Florida on the federal tax holiday to protest what they call government over-spending and political games in Washington. Tampa's rally, held in the parking lots north of Raymond James Stadium, drew about 300 people. Sixten Larsen staked out a seat in the middle of the lot by himself, an hour before the rally began. While Larsen focused on finding the best seat, organizers hoped the rally would be one of their best efforts at mobilizing tea partiers, especially as the 2012 election approaches. People carried signs around with messages like, "Stop Bankrupting America." Even the portable bathrooms had signs on them. One stated, "IRS: For Deposit Only."

Lack of budget cuts will undermine Obama’s chances in 2012- fiscally responsible policies are key

Hunt 7/24 executive editor for Washington at Bloomberg News (Albert R., “Debt Fight Is Secondary to Jobs in 2012 Election: Albert Hunt” Jul 24, 2011, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-07-24/hunt-debt-fight-secondary-to-jobs-in-2012-election.html)
For all the frenzy in Washington on debt and deficits, President Barack Obama’s political strategists realize jobs are more important in next year’s elections; they see the two different scenarios. In one, voters conclude that while the incumbent is a nice fellow, the administration’s policies have failed, the economy isn’t getting better and whatever the reservations about the opposition, change is needed. The other (more likely, the advisers insist), is that while times remain tough, the president inherited a huge mess, has made a good start in cleaning it up and has a vision for where we need to go that’s a lot better than the one put forth by Republicans. If 2012 brings the equivalent of this year’s Japanese trauma or Greek crisis and persisting higher gas prices, with a relatively anemic 1.5 percent to 2 percent growth and joblessness stuck around 9 percent, the first scenario may be more likely. If these external wounds are minimal, investor and consumer confidence improves, growth is double that bad-case scenario number, with unemployment moving closer to 8 percent, Obama becomes difficult to beat. Top White House economic and political advisers are uncertain where the balance lies. Asked what gas prices likely will be a year from now, a leading administration expert admits: “Nobody has any real clue.” Mixed Messages On the political-economy front there are mixed messages of late. After playing on Republican turf all year, the president has captured the public high ground in the ferocious fight over the debt and deficits. He can maintain that advantage as long as the debt ceiling doesn’t lapse and global markets crater. He has been criticized since last December for failing to embrace the recommendations of the deficit commission he appointed that was led by Alan Simpson and Erskine Bowles. The White House view is that by staying on the sidelines, they forced the House Republicans to unveil Representative Paul Ryan’s budget, which, with its huge Medicare cuts, has proven wildly unpopular with the public. This, the president believes, has given him the leverage he needed in the current negotiations. On the other hand, the recent economic news has been gloomy. Goldman Sachs Group Inc. downgraded its economic forecast for next year, predicting the unemployment rate would drop only “modestly” to 8.75 percent at year’s end. Stories of layoffs are dominating headlines. Vote Indicator David Plouffe, the White House political guru, says voters focus on their own personal situation and don’t “vote based on the unemployment rate.” Experience suggests that’s misleading. The jobless rate, and its direction, usually is a good psychological and political indicator of the electorate. Since World War II, no incumbent president has been elected with a jobless rate higher than 7.2 percent. That was the number when Ronald Reagan won a landslide victory in 1984; in the 40 years before that no president had been re-elected with an unemployment rate of more than 5.3 percent. Many Democrats say that if the economy is on an upswing a year from now, the president can persuasively argue he’s clearing up the disaster he inherited -- in the financial and automobile industries in particular -- and set the stage for better economic times ahead. That is, if the unemployment rate is declining. “If the arrow is pointing in the right direction he’ll have a good case,” says John Sasso, a top Democratic political strategist. Electoral College More instructive than national data may be the numbers in the important states. There are two caveats: too much attention is paid to the Electoral College; with the exception of the 2000 election, it always follows the popular vote. And there are other factors: two of the three states with the highest unemployment rates, California and Rhode Island, are certain to be in the Obama column 15 months from now. The three states with the lowest jobless rate, all under 5 percent, Nebraska and North Dakota and South Dakota, are just as certain to vote Republican. Nevertheless, it’s instructive to look at the blue states (which went for Obama in 2008) that’ll be most hotly contested this time. When it comes to jobs numbers, they can be divided almost in half. In June, four had unemployment rates well above the national average: Nevada (the highest, at 12.4 percent), Michigan, Florida, and North Carolina. Ohio, with an 8.8 percent jobless rate last month, is close to the national average. It’ll be a tough slog in these states, which have a combined 84 electoral votes. (Adjusting for Census changes, Obama won the Electoral College 360 to 178.) Battleground States Other battleground states, such as Pennsylvania, Colorado, Virginia and Wisconsin, have unemployment numbers below the national average, though they all have added more than 100,000 people to the jobless ranks over the past three years. There are many uncertainties. It’s never wise in politics to count chiefly on your opponents’ shortcomings. Still, a Republican field that is privately viewed as second-rate by many party leaders and that could be forced to the right by conservative activists isn’t the stuff of a formidable general- election campaign. And while jobs will be a bigger voting issue than deficits, the current high-stakes battle between House Republicans and the president will shape next year’s debate. With their preference for cutting back on Medicare and Social Security instead of raising taxes on higher-income Americans, the Republicans are getting clobbered in polls of voters. Debt-Ceiling Victory If the debt ceiling is increased, avoiding a potential cataclysm -- an outcome cherished by more than a few Tea Party- affiliated House Republicans -- the president has a chance to stay on the offensive on the deficit issue, particularly if he offers significant budget cuts and revenue increases now and next year that are supported by the public. Obama certainly has lost any shot at short-term stimulus, except possibly extending the payroll-tax cut for workers. Finally, the man hailed only three years ago as the best political communicator since Reagan has to belatedly offer a vision of America’s economic future and jobs outlook. Whether the jobless rate is closer to 9 percent or 8 percent a year from now, Obama will be in trouble if he doesn’t rise to this challenge. 

Spending cuts popular now- economic policies will decide the election

Kuhnhenn 6/11- (Jim, “Obama Faces More Voter Anxiety, Less Excitement Ahead Of 2012” June 11, 2011, Associated Press, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/06/11/obama-2012-voter-anxiety_n_875384.html)

GREENSBORO, N.C. — If President Barack Obama wants North Carolina in his win column again next year, he might have to count on Elliott Johnson's quiet, even grudging, acceptance rather than the riotous enthusiasm that propelled him to the White House in 2008. Johnson, a 23-year-old college graduate with a new accounting degree in hand, is an intern at a commercial real estate firm. He would like something more permanent. But many of his college friends aren't finding work, either, and he's counting on a breakthrough in the economy. "We have to do something different," he said, pausing at a downtown street corner on a sweltering afternoon. Johnson supported libertarian-leaning Republican Ron Paul, a Texas congressman, for president in 2008, but he's now open to giving Obama a try. "I feel like there's better out there, but, honestly, I'm not seeing the better right now," he said. "So he may be the best we have." For the president, struggling against 9.1 percent unemployment and a sluggish economic recovery, that might be as good as it gets these days. Nationally, his approval ratings hover around or just below 50 percent. But public opinion surveys find that a large majority disapproves of his handling of the economy and even more believe the economy is in a rut. That means the economy will be a dominant factor in determining how many people vote for president next year. That will be especially critical in contested states such as North Carolina, which hadn't voted for a Democratic presidential candidate since Jimmy Carter in 1976 until Obama eked out a victory three years ago. Obama is committed to winning here again. The Democratic national convention will be held in Charlotte next year, and Obama is traveling to Durham on Monday to make a jobs pitch and raise his profile. In 2008, Obama galvanized voters en route to his closest state victory. He beat John McCain by a mere 14,177 in North Carolina. Interviews last week in the state, which has the 10th highest unemployment rate in the country, revealed widespread economic anxiety among voters. "I don't think that enthusiasm is quite as broad as it was," said Shirley Tate, a 66-year-old retired teacher and reading specialist from Gibsonville. She knocked on doors and made phone calls for Obama's campaign three years ago. "We'll have to work two times harder than we did the last time," she said, as she watched for visitors at the gift shop of Greensboro's International Civil Rights Center and Museum where she now works. Obama does have advantages here that past Democratic presidential candidates did not. More than 21 percent of the state's population is African-American. The state's Hispanic population is on the rise, a fact not lost on Obama advisers as he mobilizes support for overhauling immigration laws. What's more, the state's partisan divide between Democrats and Republicans has softened with an increase in unaffiliated voters. Like Virginia, Florida and Georgia, three other southern states that Obama wants in play in 2012, North Carolina has seen huge population growth in the past 25 years. Most of that growth has been concentrated in metropolitan areas where finance, pharmaceuticals and high tech have replaced old industries such as tobacco and textiles. Some rural areas are hurting under the weight of unemployment that ranges from 12 percent to more than 15 percent. Major corporations such as IBM, Bayer, and DuPont have a home in North Carolina's Research Triangle in the heart of the academic triad of Duke University, North Carolina State and University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. High technology is leaving its imprint elsewhere in the state, too. Apple has invested $500 million toward a $1 billion data center in rural Maiden to handle its new iCloud storage and retrieval service. Those demographic and economic changes have made states such as Virginia, North Carolina, Georgia and Florida more competitive for Democrats. Nevertheless, Obama still faces a huge challenge motivating voters again like he did in 2008. Tom Hedrick, a 52-year-old engineer from Lexington said Obama and his advisers have been overly optimistic about his job creation plans. A McCain supporter in 2008, he's looking at the Republican field for a candidate in 2012. "Three, four months ago they were talking about how it felt like the recession was over and we were pulling out of it," he said as he tasted a cheese dip at a farmers' market about 30 miles from his home. "It's just not happening." As they do elsewhere in the country, people in North Carolina measure the economy through their own personal indicators. While all express anxiety, some see spring-like signs of rejuvenation while others find little cause for optimism. At a busy library in Cary, a fast-growing suburb of Raleigh, branch manager Liz Bartlett said that when the recession was at its worst she noticed more residents using the library instead of buying books and using library computers instead of their own. "It's gotten better over the last two years," she said. "With libraries, we saw fairly deep cuts about three years ago, medium cuts last year, very limited cuts in what we see as our projected budget for the coming year." Dave Bryson, who runs a jewelry store with his wife in downtown Greensboro, said merchandise sales practically disappeared over the past three years and that he had to rely almost exclusively on his service and repair business to keep the shop going. "Since Christmas, merchandise has been moving again," he said, interrupting his repairs and pulling off his jeweler's visor. "For our particular business, we just had Christmas, Mother's Day, we had anniversaries and we've sold some engagement rings and some wedding sets recently – and that business had really dried up." Bryson would qualify as an unaffiliated voter. He voted for Republican George W. Bush in 2000 and 2004 and for Obama in 2008. He's ready to back Obama again "This economic thing we're going through right now, he inherited that," Bryson said. "Quite honestly I just don't see anybody in the Republican side that's strong enough to win the thing." A few miles away, arranging peaches at his farm stand, 72-year-old Bernie Watts said he would take any Republican over Obama. He said he finds the president arrogant and cites Obama's blunt "the election is over" rejoinder to McCain during a 2010 health care summit. "That just turned my stomach," Watts said. "I guess he can feel he can tell everybody what to do." Republicans, he said, are making an effort to cut spending and "get us out of all this mess." "We're in debt so deep, I have an 18-month old grandbaby and she's going to have to pay our loss," he added. "And it just tears me up to see that." 

L - Space Policy Unpopular 

No support for space exploration- even Apollo didn’t have widespread popularity- too costly

Strauss 4/15-  senior editor at Smithsonian Magazine and previously a senior editor at the bimonthly magazine Foreign Policy (Mark, “ Ten Enduring Myths About the U.S. Space Program” Smithsonian, http://www.smithsonianmag.com/science-nature/Ten-Enduring-Myths-About-the-US-Space-Program.html)

1. “The U.S. space program enjoyed broad, enthusiastic support during the race to land a man on the Moon.” Throughout the 1960s, public opinion polls indicated that 45 to 60 percent of Americans felt that the government was spending too much money on space exploration. Even after Neil Armstrong’s “giant leap for mankind,” only a lukewarm 53 percent of the public believed that the historic event had been worth the cost. “The decision to proceed with Apollo was not made because it was enormously popular with the public, despite general acquiescence, but for hard-edged political reasons,” writes Roger D. Launius, the senior curator at Smithsonian’s divison of space history, in the journal Space Policy. “Most of these were related to the Cold War crises of the early 1960s, in which spaceﬂight served as a surrogate for face-to-face military confrontation.” However, that acute sense of crisis was fleeting—and with it, enthusiasm for the Apollo program.

Obama public approval down due to space policy

Carrie Rudoff Brown, 4/29/2011, “Barack Obama’s shuttle diplomacy”, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0411/53910.html

 “He hasn’t done any of the things he would have been expected to do to shore up political constituencies that would help him in his political campaigns,” said Loren Thompson, an aerospace and defense expert at the Lexington Institute, a free market think tank. “The Barack Obama who radically revised the space program is not the Glenn Beck version of this president that many critics would have expected.” But it could leave him with an undesirable legacy, Thompson said, as the president “who brought an end to the human space flight program.” “He canceled the previous administration’s plan to go back to the moon and then Mars and substituted it with a plan that does not have a clear destination,” Thompson said. “What it probably means is that it will not have the political support to survive.” 

No public interest in space development- economic fluctuations, repetitious failures, slow implementation

NSS 01- (Charles D. Walker “Social Barriers to Space Settlement” Ad Astra January-February 2001, National Space Society http://www.nss.org/settlement/roadmap/social.html)

Lack of Public Interest Human settlement of space beyond Earth will rely upon a major study and development effort. Spaceflight requires energies to overcome gravity that are beyond any individual's means to master. The science of biological systems that will support sustained human existence still needs to be better understood. The technologies that will maintain the necessities of human life off the Earth with near perfect reliability are largely yet to be developed. These discoveries, breakthroughs, innovations, and labors will take the efforts of teams of people and the organized resources to match. Moreover, the public — not necessarily all of the public, but some significant number of the public of many democratic countries — must be interested in seeing humans settling space and worlds beyond the Earth. Today, public interest in the development of space is lacking. This hasn't always been the case. In the early 1960s, people were enthralled by cosmonaut Yuri Gagarin's first orbit of Earth in the days following the event. All were interested in the feat's prospects. In the United States, that interest had the character of a competition. In the view of the American political and military leadership, the hearts and minds of the non-communist world were at stake. The public felt defeated at not being the first to place a human in space. In that charged environment, picking up the challenge of "sending a man to the Moon and returning him safely to Earth," as President John Kennedy put it, was easy. Achieving that goal took the resources equivalent to fighting a war, with technical innovation a constant requirement. The public agreed with the effort, so fueling it with federal funds and industrial resources was no problem. The delivery of humans to the Moon and back was achieved in less than a decade. Shortly thereafter, human space exploration faltered. By the 1970s, the public no longer saw great value in continuing publicly supported human spaceflight. A lack of political leadership on the matter of space exploration and development in the United States, a war, and economic fluctuations all caused the public's interest to fade and drift. Those who wanted to keep the flame alive in the public mind and heart found that the emotion arising from beating a foe to an objective in space could no longer be tapped. Other public "hot buttons" would have to be touched. But the task had become hard: many things have changed since the halcyon days of space exploration. Why space fell from grace A change in the public's perception of the thrill and novelty of spaceflight is one reason for its diminished popularity. Since the 1970s, television, more opportunities for travel, and the personal computer and Internet connectivity have brought rapid and accessible "adventure" to the public. The public has become habituated to instant gratification. Encouraged by today's entertainment experiences, and fast access to terrestrial getaways and "extreme" sports, people want to see a new twist, a new level, each time a "story" is presented. The promise of adventure and discovery implicit in the space program has become a slow motion, repetitious failure-to-perform in the eyes of the public. In addition, government space travel has been portrayed as an intensely planned and expensively executed military-type operation. NASA, the federal agency charged with the exploration and development of space in the United States, insisted upon conducting those objectives in a "war-like" fashion: all activities were organized and executed in a formalized manner, and it all was revealed to a curious population in rigorous and dry reports. Americans have this impression reinforced with every other astronaut biography they hear, as so many are military officers. The military influence on American space affairs is not only true but also has led to the impressive success of American space activities. But perhaps technology and experience can let us reduce our tension a bit. Perhaps space operations can still be successfully completed while conveying them to the public in a less militaristic light.

Public doesn’t support space- too risky and costs are high

NSS 01- (Charles D. Walker “Social Barriers to Space Settlement” Ad Astra January-February 2001, National Space Society http://www.nss.org/settlement/roadmap/social.html)

After Neil Armstrong's first step on the Moon, what do people remember about space exploration? Perhaps it is Al Shepard driving a golf ball into the black lunar sky. Shortly thereafter, people stopped paying attention to space. For decades, with the exception of each rocket launch's few minutes of smoke and fire, government space programs have exposed the public to cold calculations and emotionless tasks in space. NASA has discouraged innovative, publicly interesting human spaceflights. For much of the past three decades, the high ground of space has been left to automated communications, observing, and scientific satellites. From time to time, NASA launched a robotic reconnaissance mission to other solar system bodies, occasionally garnering brief public acclaim when the mission succeeded. Human space travel has been limited to expensive forays into low. Earth orbit (LEO). NASA is not solely responsible for this behavior: the various American presidential administrations and Congresses have directed NASA to minimize its self-promotion. The political bosses don't want another popular agency and program demanding federal money they want to spend otherwise. So spaceflight became boring. Another popular attitude about spaceflight is that it is risky and scary. Well, it is risky, and new experiences can be scary. This issue needs to be carefully weighed and addressed with the public. The energies that are necessary to take humans "out" into space are tremendous. But on a relative scale, so were the energies invested less than one hundred years ago that eventually led to lofting people "up" into the air and aboard cross-country flights. Moreover, great progress has been made over the past forty years in reducing the risk of short-term spaceflight. The Project Mercury astronauts had an 80 percent probability of getting to orbit and back again successfully. Today, the Space Shuttle delivers astronauts and cargo to orbit and returns them to Earth with a reliability three times greater. It will soon be demonstrated that suborbital spaceflight can be carried out at levels of risk comparable to civil aviation today: one accident in five hundred thousand flights. Advances in developing orbital spaceflight will not be far behind. Even at reliabilities around that of military aviation, less than one accident in twenty thousand flights, there will be large numbers of voluntary space fliers. A private space tourism company, Space Adventures, offers public flights aboard a Russian military Mig-25 to an altitude of 25 kilometers, and this opportunity has been accepted by hundreds of civilian passengers. The risks of high-speed, high-altitude flight as it is available today are acceptable to a growing number of people. As these experiences proliferate, so will the perception that "spaceflight might not be too risky after all." A related issue to the public interest in space exploration is the cost of spaceflight. In the 1950s and 1960s, cost was not an issue. Our human space goals were treated like, if not actual, military objectives. But once the United States achieved the consensus objective, the matter of cost became a concern. Public attitudes on the expense of space activities run deep, I believe. Ten years ago, a survey attempting to gauge the American public's knowledge of the cost of the NASA space program found that two-thirds of the respondents thought the NASA budget was five to fifty times larger than is actually the case! It is no wonder that numerous other surveys asking for an opinion on what to do with NASA's budget hear back: cut it. Government and industry are today addressing the costly nature of space activities, but reducing the price of access to space remains a daunting issue. Although federal government investment in lower cost propulsion systems and designs is underway, the physics of climbing even halfway out of the Earth's gravity hole are immense. Still, there are now serious efforts to privately develop space launchers that are not only less risky than current rockets but also cheaper. If more of the public knew that the X Prize and commercial ventures in human spaceflight were close at hand, the impression that spaceflight is expensive because it's done by the government just might begin to fade. The public desire to see more government spending on space activities could be higher if people discovered that these activities were actually less costly than they thought.

No public push for space development

The Economist 6/30- (“The end of the Space Age” Inner space is useful. Outer space is history, Jun 30th 2011, http://www.economist.com/node/18897425)

Bye-bye, sci-fi Today’s space cadets will, no doubt, oppose that claim vigorously. They will, in particular, point to the private ventures of people like Elon Musk in America and Sir Richard Branson in Britain, who hope to make human space flight commercially viable. Indeed, the enterprise of such people might do just that. But the market seems small and vulnerable. One part, space tourism, is a luxury service that is, in any case, unlikely to go beyond low-Earth orbit at best (the cost of getting even as far as the moon would reduce the number of potential clients to a handful). The other source of revenue is ferrying astronauts to the benighted International Space Station (ISS), surely the biggest waste of money, at $100 billion and counting, that has ever been built in the name of science. The reason for that second objective is also the reason for thinking 2011 might, in the history books of the future, be seen as the year when the space cadets’ dream finally died. It marks the end of America’s space-shuttle programme, whose last mission is planned to launch on July 8th (see article, article). The shuttle was supposed to be a reusable truck that would make the business of putting people into orbit quotidian. Instead, it has been nothing but trouble. Twice, it has killed its crew. If it had been seen as the experimental vehicle it actually is, that would not have been a particular cause for concern; test pilots are killed all the time. But the pretence was maintained that the shuttle was a workaday craft. The technical term used by NASA, “Space Transportation System”, says it all. But the shuttle is now over. The ISS is due to be de-orbited, in the inelegant jargon of the field, in 2020. Once that happens, the game will be up. There is no appetite to return to the moon, let alone push on to Mars, El Dorado of space exploration. The technology could be there, but the passion has gone—at least in the traditional spacefaring powers, America and Russia. The space cadets’ other hope, China, might pick up the baton. Certainly it claims it wishes, like President John Kennedy 50 years ago, to send people to the surface of the moon and return them safely to Earth. But the date for doing so seems elastic. There is none of Kennedy’s “by the end of the decade” bravura about the announcements from Beijing. Moreover, even if China succeeds in matching America’s distant triumph, it still faces the question, “what next?” The chances are that the Chinese government, like Richard Nixon’s in 1972, will say “job done” and pull the plug on the whole shebang. No bucks, no Buck Rogers With luck, robotic exploration of the solar system will continue. But even there, the risk is of diminishing returns. Every planet has now been visited, and every planet with a solid surface bar Mercury has been landed on. Asteroids, moons and comets have all been added to the stamp album. Unless life turns up on Mars, or somewhere even more unexpected, public interest in the whole thing is likely to wane. And it is the public that pays for it all. The future, then, looks bounded by that new outer limit of planet Earth, the geostationary orbit. Within it, the buzz of activity will continue to grow and fill the vacuum. This part of space will be tamed by humanity, as the species has tamed so many wildernesses in the past. Outside it, though, the vacuum will remain empty. There may be occasional forays, just as men sometimes leave their huddled research bases in Antarctica to scuttle briefly across the ice cap before returning, for warmth, food and company, to base. But humanity’s dreams of a future beyond that final frontier have, largely, faded. 

US space programs are inefficient- too costly, wasteful, and unfocused

Veen 7/8- associate editor for government technology (Chad Vander,“Space Shuttle Was Expensive, Deadly and Inspirational to All” July 8, 2011, http://www.govtech.com/technology/Space-Shuttle-Was-Expensive-Deadly-and-Inspirational-to-All-Opinion.html)

Friday, July 8, marked the final launch for the Space Shuttle — a somewhat reusable space vehicle that was, and is, a marvel of technology. Yet in the wake of Atlantis’ liftoff all that remains is uncertainty about the once great American space program. I’m no fan of the Space Shuttle program. It was shockingly expensive — reportedly $196 billion over 40 years — wasteful and largely without purpose. But the program’s failings are due as much to NASA policy as they are to Cold War politics. When the Space Shuttle was being designed it was intended to be a reliable way to transport astronauts and cargo into Earth orbit every few weeks. In fact, when the program was green-lighted in 1972, it was believed that 50 launches per year were feasible. The Shuttle was originally intended to be one part of a larger space transportation system (STS) that also included a space station. In fact, Space Shuttle missions all bore the acronym STS, with today’s launch designated STS-135. When initially conceived, the Space Shuttle was indeed a truly reusable spacecraft. It would carry its own liquid propellant; it would have a jet engine for reentry, and it would be smaller than the Shuttle we know today. Sadly, costs, politics and military demands changed the sleek, efficient vehicle that was planned into a clumsy, costly imitation. The Air Force, some say, is responsible for crippling the Shuttle before it ever flew. It wanted the vehicle to be able to both launch spy satellites and capture Soviet ones. The Air Force also wanted the Shuttle to be able to fly polar orbits, where it could better spy on the Russians. These demands meant several things: The Shuttle would now require a massive external fuel tank and a much larger cargo bay. It also meant a second launch facility would be needed to reach a polar orbit. And one was built at Vandenberg Air Force Base in California for $ 4 billion. The second site, however, was never used. These changes made the Shuttle far more expensive to launch, completely negating the possibility of weekly missions. But the Shuttle did help bankrupt the Soviet Union. Desperate to keep up, Russia spent billions developing a Shuttle clone — called the Buran — though it never flew. Following the Challenger disaster in 1986 and the collapse of the Soviet Union, the purpose of the Shuttle became further muddled. Ferrying astronauts to the International Space Station would eventually serve as the Shuttle’s primary function. And when the Columbia was destroyed in 2003, the ISS became a mandatory stopover for the Shuttle so it could be inspected for damage. The Shuttle and the ISS had formed a symbiotic relationship, where each’s existence and funding depended on the other. Still, the Shuttle had successes which shouldn’t be discounted. Launching the Hubble Space Telescope, for instance, likely wouldn’t have been possible had the original Shuttle design been built. And whatever your opinions on the value of the ISS, most of its components were delivered by the Space Shuttle. And perhaps the Shuttle’s most important accomplishment was — for a time — inspiring young Americans to dream of becoming astronauts, engineers and scientists. And that is what is so bitterly disappointing about President Obama’s space policy. Last year, the president essentially killed off the Constellation Program, NASA’s next generation of manned space flight. Constellation was by no means perfect. Some would argue it was fatally flawed for borrowing so heavily from Apollo-era technology. Yet for a president who came to office in part by championing technology education, eliminating Constellation without offering an alternative does irreparable harm to U.S. space exploration. More importantly, Obama’s policy, which essentially defers space operations to private industry, has diminished one of America’s greatest exports — the belief that in America anything is possible. It’s been nearly 40 years since the U.S. last set foot on another world. The Space Shuttle program, at best, caused space exploration to stagnate. It was expensive, mundane and occasionally disastrous. But to abandon the program with no vision for the future is far worse. If one day my son tells me he wants to be an astronaut, I suppose I’ll have to tell him to move to Russia.

US public is not interested in space- more focus on lucrative jobs

Burnett 7/15- Berkeley writer for the Huffington Post (Bob, “Lost in Space: The Decline of the American Spirit” July 15, 2011, Huffington Post, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/bob-burnett/lost-in-space-the-decline_b_899766.html)

The end of the U.S. space program marks a shift in the American spirit. Obviously, we are no longer fascinated by space; our attraction was never the same after Armstrong's moonwalk. What's more important is that somewhere during the past 50 years, we lost our belief in the benevolent community and our confidence in ambitious national projects. President Ronald Reagan convinced many Americans that "government is the problem" and denigrated large-scale federal efforts as "social engineering." Reagan marginalized the space program. One of the benefits of the early days of the space race was that it gave every American a role to play; as was the case during World War II, it created an ethic of shared sacrifice. Reagan's conservative philosophy thwarted this. In place of the benevolent community, he substituted blind faith in the free market. The notion of common good was subverted to the maxim "what's in it for me?" Armed with this new cynicism, parents no longer encouraged their children to go to school with the aim of ultimately giving back to the community. Whereas in the '50s and '60s students imagined becoming engineers and teachers, in the '80s and '90s students dreamed of becoming investment bankers and property developers. A bright mathematics student who in an earlier era thought about contributing to the space program now imagined a lucrative job on Wall Street, fabricating an exotic derivative. American optimism receded. Polls indicate that a strong majority of Americans feel the U.S. is now headed in the wrong direction; many suspect that our best days are behind us. Nonetheless, the United States remains a great nation with many strengths, including resilience. The space program is dead, but that doesn't mean that our spirit has to go down with it. What's needed is inspirational leadership. America needs to resurrect the benevolent community and take on a new challenge. The Great Seal of the United States bears the dictum, "E Pluribus Unum" -- out of many, one. That's the historic spirit of America that is needed now more than ever. 

No support for space- personal interests come first

EdReach 7/19-  latform for passionate, outspoken educators- aiming to strengthen their voices by highlighting innovation in the field of education, through reporting critical educational news and providing commentary and criticism of the educational issues of the day (Daniel Rezac, “Space…the Forsaken Frontier” JULY 19, 2011, http://edreach.us/2011/07/19/space-the-disremembered-frontier/)

The other night, as I was wrapping up my day, I walked to the end of my driveway and looked up at the sky. I happen to be far enough outside of Chicago that I can actually see stars over the light pollution. Sometimes I crack open my Android phone and open my Google Sky Map to double check where the planets are. My daughter loves to do this with me as well. What fed my interest in space? I grew up watching Lost in Space, Star Trek, and the Twilight Zone reruns; I ate those like candy. On a good Sunday, I’d get lucky and Family Classics with Frasier Thomas would come on, and he’d be showing George Pal’s War of the Worlds. I was always wondering what was out there. On April 12, 1981, my wonderment came to realization when the first Space Shuttle was launched. Even though we were in Illinois, my first grade teacher made us run outside and look up to see if we could see the Shuttle in the sky. Of course we didn’t- but like a kid thinks they can see Santa’s sleigh, we all said we saw it. For the next couple years, I would check the TV Guide listings for the next Space Shuttle launches and get up at 5am to watch Top O the Morning, I think on CBS (this is whatever show comes on so early that nobody can even remember it). What kind of 8-year-old kid wakes up at 5am to watch the news? I was in awe of the space program, and the possibilities that exploration of space had offered us. With Americans going into space, it signaled that our interests in humanity- went beyond ourselves. Compare that idea to now- where we could very well say that our own, personal interests trump just about everything. The idea that there was something bigger and better “out there” prevailed throughout my primary education. Creating wonder for science teachers was easy- they always had authenticity to draw from. When Christa McAuliffe perished on the Challenger disaster- it rocked the nation in 1986. I recently spoke to educator Josh Stumpenhorst, who now teaches at the very middle school where I learned of the disaster. He was even able to remember the very math teacher whose class I was in when I heard the news. It’s a small world- but the space program signaled a time where we started to put into practice that we were not the biggest thing in the universe. You can share these stories with anyone- and you’ll have an instant conversation. It has brought people together. The world is changing this week. The Space Shuttle Atlantis is currently undergoing its final mission. All of the Space Shuttles are being decommissioned and have been sold to museums. The Space Shuttle program- is a couple days from being… an artifact. With no program in place to replace the Shuttle and the economy in the dumper, the United States has signaled that it’s no longer leading in space exploration. Today, I saw this quote from President Obama (via HuffPo), as he explained the future of Americans in space: “I understand it’s going to be sort of like a capture-the-flag moment here for commercial spaceflight,” Obama replied, “so good luck to whoever grabs that flight.” Try comparing this to President Kennedy’s speech at Rice University in 1962: “We choose to go to the moon. We choose to go to the moon in this decade and do the other things, not because they are easy, but because they are hard, because that goal will serve to organize and measure the best of our energies and skills, because that challenge is one that we are willing to accept, one we are unwilling to postpone, and one which we intend to win, and the others, too.” Comparatively, we are in such different eras now, where our space interests are being handed off to private industries that the urgency to innovate, the pressure to reach beyond which we are capable- seems totally void. I’m saddened by this “no-man’s-land” approach to space travel. One of the biggest benefits of the Space Race was the attention to science and math. Our school’s science curricula was pointed toward creating more scientists and more mathematicians (albeit- it has narrowly been updated). You could very well say that the benefits of this type of curricula helped to create Google and the technological innovations that we are seeing today. If we are in a “Sputnik moment,” as he says in the video below, where are the real big ideas? Where is the technological “movement” that is supposed to unite us all? If we want to inspire our students to become the next Einsteins- how is our country signaling that they are behind this movement- when they cancel the one flagship program that conjoins us all? Obama: “This is our generation’s Sputnik moment.” I know that there are a lot of individual technological innovations going on all over the country right now- from amazing teachers, to the new tech boom in Silicon Valley. These innovations have become more about information access, than reaching, say, Mars. Many of these innovations, I’m thankful for every day- like the ability to do an instantaneous search for similes to the word “forgotten.” This innovation is awesome, but does not leave me in wonderment over the future of humankind. Maybe it should, and I am ungrateful. Last week I had a wonderful conversation with EdReach contributors Scott Weidig, Judi Epcke, and Jim O’Hagan. It was clear that everyone had very personal feelings regarding the space program, what it meant to them growing up, how their teachers handled it in their schools, and now the space program- is literally on hold. Will our wonderment get put on hold as well? As I look from the end of my driveway upwards, and peer into the vastness of space, my inquiry has turned indifferent. We are going into the future without a paddle right now, leaving it to other countries, and private industries (whose corporate interests may outweigh our desires for knowledge). And what do we have to say about that? “Good luck.” 

Space exploration unpopular – 5 reasons

Rasmussen 10 - an electronic media company specializing in the collection, publication and distribution of public opinion polling information (January 15, Rasmussen Report, “50% Favor Cutting Back on Space Exploration”, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/lifestyle/general_lifestyle/january_2010/50_favor_cutting_back_on_space_exploration)

Fifty percent (50%) of Americans now say the United States should cut back on space exploration given the current state of the economy, according to a new Rasmussen Reports national telephone survey. Just 31% disagree with cutting the space program, and 19% more are not sure. The new findings mark a six-point increase in support - from 44% last July - for cutting back on space exploration. Still, Americans are almost evenly divided when asked if the space program should be funded by the government or by the private sector. Thirty-five percent (35%) believe the government should pay for space research, while 38% think private interests should pick up the tab. Twenty-six percent (26%) aren’t sure which is best. Sixty-four percent (64%) of adults have at least a somewhat favorable view of NASA, including 18% with a very favorable opinion of the government’s chief space agency. Just 20% have a somewhat or very unfavorable opinion of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration, which celebrated its 50th anniversary in 2008. But that marks a sizable drop in support for NASA from a survey last May. At that time, 81% had a favorable view of NASA, including 24% with a very favorable opinion. The May findings, however, were a 23-point rebound for the space agency from July 2007 when just 58% had a favorable opinion. But, at that time, NASA was suffering some bad publicity, including reports about drunken astronauts. In the budget President Obama proposes in early February, NASA is hoping for $22 billion for the coming fiscal year, up $3 billion over the current year. This funding, according to news reports, will keep the agency on track for projects including landing on one of Mars’ moons in the next 15 years and further exploring the Earth’s moon. Women and Americans ages 18 to 29 are more strongly in support of cutting back on space exploration than are men and older adults. Democrats are more likely to agree than are Republicans and adults not affiliated with either party. Women also feel more strongly that the space program should be funded by the private sector. But unaffiliated adults and those in both political parties are narrowly divided over whether the space program is a government or private business responsibility. Investors are evenly divided on the question, while non-investors lean slightly more toward private sector financing. Only 27% of Americans believe the current goals of the space program should include sending someone to Mars. Fifty percent (50%) oppose such a mission, with 24% undecided. The findings on this question are unchanged from last July. The feelings are virtually identical about sending someone to the moon. Twenty-six percent (26%) like the idea, but twice as money (52%) are opposed to sending someone to the moon as one of the current goals of the space program. 
L - Space Funding Unpopular 

Space Funding highly unpopular among public

Space Politics 7 (4/17/07, Space Politics, “More evidence of the low public opinion of space funding,” http://www.spacepolitics.com/2007/04/17/more-evidence-of-the-low-public-opinion-of-space-funding/)

Some interesting, if not necessarily surprising, results regarding how the public ranks funding for civil space versus other programs: A Harris Interactive poll released last week asked people which programs they would cut first to reduce federal spending and close the budget deficit. On top, by a wide margin, was “space program”, with 51% of respondents selecting it as a program funding should be cut from. (Respondents were asked to pick two programs.) Space came out well ahead of welfare and defense, which tied for second at 28%. Space was first among Democrats and Independents by large margins, but in a statistical dead heat (44-43%) with welfare among Republicans. This is not the first time that space has fared poorly in comparison with other federal programs in opinion polls: back in January “space exploration” ranked next to last in a survey of funding priorities by the University of Chicago, beating out only foreign aid. Unfortunately, the poll doesn’t ask respondents what fraction of the federal budget is consumed by each program. I suspect a lot of people would be surprised to find that zeroing out NASA would have only a small effect on the overall budget deficit—although that also says something about the size of the deficit…

Public opposition to space funding high

Space Politics 7 (1/10/07, Space Politics, “Bad and good news about public support for space,” http://www.spacepolitics.com/2007/01/10/bad-and-good-news-about-public-support-for-space/)

The University of Chicago’s National Opinion Research Center released the latest in its series of studies on public support for government spending today. (The full report is available here.) The report, which comes out every two years, is based on opinion polling where people are asked whether current spending for a wide array of government programs is too little, too much, or about right. (Respondents apparently aren’t gauged on the accuracy of their knowledge of current spending, and previous studies have suggested that a significant fraction of the public overestimates the fraction of the federal budget spent on NASA, for example.) Each program is scored by taking the percentage value who answered “too little” and subtracting from it the percentage value who answered “too much”. (For example, if 60% answered “too little” and 40% “too much”, the program would get a score of +20.) The higher the score, the (presumed) higher priority among the public for government funding of it. The bad news: “space exploration” did very poorly, with a score in the 2006 study of -22.7: 14.7% of respondents answered “too little” and 37.4% answered “too much”. Space exploration finishes 21st out of 22 programs in the survey, with only foreign aid doing worse, with a score -53.8. Education and health top the list, with scores of +68.7 and +66.4, respectively. 

Americans don’t want space spending to raise 

Carlson 4 – Editor (Darren, August 17, “Space: To Infinity and Beyond on a Budget”, http://www.gallup.com/poll/12727/space-infinity-beyond-budget.aspx), 

Budget Matters Like any government program, space exploration requires funding. Bush's vision for space exploration was dealt a blow in mid-July, when the U.S. House of Representatives Committee on Appropriations recommended that significantly less funds be allotted. All told, the budget recommendations were $1.1 billion less than the $16.2 billion requested for NASA. To gauge support for funding the space program, Gallup first gave Americans an estimation of NASA's budget request this year and the approximate taxpayer cost, and then asked about continued funding. In response, a quarter (26%) of Americans say funding for the space program should be increased, 37% believe funding should continue at its current level, and 36% think it should be decreased or not funded at all. Bottom Line The benefits of research and space exploration intrigue Americans, and the poll indicated they tend to favor the new space program as described in the survey. However, such ambitious programs are almost bound to encounter resource issues in the real world. Americans seem willing to support space exploration as long as the costs aren't astronomical. 

L - NASA/Space Exploration Popular 

NASA unpopular- public has false perceptions of spending

Roger D. Launius, senior curator in the Division of Space History at the Smithsonian Institution's National Air and Space Museum in Washington, D.C., “Evolving Public Perceptions of Human Spaceflight in American Culture”, Chapter 20, pg. 16, AAS History Series, Volume 33, 2010, http://si.academia.edu/RogerLaunius/Papers/376764/_Evolving_Public_Perceptions_of_Human_Spaceflight_in_American_Culture_ KC

 One final observation from mis review of polling data relates to the level of spending for NASA programs. With the exception of a few years during the Apollo era, the NASA budget has hovered at about 1 percent of all money expended by the U.S. treasury. As shown in Figure 14, stability has been the norm as the annual NASA budget has incrementally gone up or down in relation to that 1 percent benchmark.35 But the public's perception of this is quite different, as shown in Figure 15. For example, in 1997 the average estimate of NASA's share of the federal budget by those polled was 20 percent. Had this been true, NASA's budget in 1997 would have been $328 billion. Of course, if NASA had that amount of money it would have been able to go to Mars. It seems obvious that most Americans have little conception of the amount of funding available to NASA. As a result there is a general lack of understanding that NASA receives less than 1 percent of the federal budget each year, and that its share of the budget has been shrinking since the early 1990s. Most Americans seem to believe that NASA has a lot of money, much more than it annually receives. Turning around those false perceptions of funding is perhaps the most serious challenge facing those who wish to gain greater public support for space exploration.

Public support for space exploration decreasing 

Rasmussen Reports, 1/15/2010, “50% Favor Cutting Back on Space Exploration”, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/lifestyle/general_lifestyle/january_2010/50_favor_cutting_back_on_space_exploration KC 

Fifty percent (50%) of Americans now say the United States should cut back on space exploration given the current state of the economy, according to a new Rasmussen Reports national telephone survey.Just 31% disagree with cutting the space program, and 19% more are not sure. The new findings mark a six-point increase in support - from 44% last July - for cutting back on space exploration.

Women, young voters, and democrats support cutting space exploration

Rasmussen Reports, 1/15/2010, “50% Favor Cutting Back on Space Exploration”, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/lifestyle/general_lifestyle/january_2010/50_favor_cutting_back_on_space_exploration KC 

In the budget President Obama proposes in early February, NASA is hoping for $22 billion for the coming fiscal year, up $3 billion over the current year. This funding, according to news reports, will keep the agency on track for projects including landing on one of Mars’ moons in the next 15 years and further exploring the Earth’s moon. Women and Americans ages 18 to 29 are more strongly in support of cutting back on space exploration than are men and older adults. Democrats are more likely to agree than are Republicans and adults not affiliated with either party.

Public supports shifting money away from space to other domestic programs

LibraryIndex.com, 2003, “Public Opinion About Space Exploration- Should Space Be A National Priority?”, http://www.libraryindex.com/pages/1048/Public-Opinion-About-Space-Exploration-SHOULD-SPACE-TRAVEL-BE-NATIONAL-PRIORITY.html KC

 There are many programs competing for funding in the federal budget. During the August 2003 survey, Gallup asked poll participants if money should be taken away from the space program and devoted to other programs instead. The answers varied widely, depending on the program against which space travel was paired. The largest number of respondents (74 percent) would transfer money from the space program to increase funding for healthcare. National defense was also a pressing priority, with 60 percent of those asked willing to take money away from the space program for national defense. Only 38 percent of poll participants wanted to increase funding for the nation's welfare program at the expense of the space program.

Space exploration isn’t a priority for most Americans (NOT KEY TO AGENDA CARD)

Bart Jansen, FloridiaToday.com, 7/5/2011, “Poll finds support for U.S. space program”, http://www.floridatoday.com/article/20110706/NEWS02/110705026/Poll-finds-support-U-S-space-program KC

In 2004, the last time Pew asked people to rank space exploration among priorities for Congress and the president, only one in 10 people called expanding the space program a “top priority.” That ranked it 22nd behind issues such as the economy, crime and a gay-marriage amendment. 

Public dissent to space exploration

Tega Jessa, 8/24/2009, “Benefits of Space Exploration”, http://www.universetoday.com/37079/benefits-of-space-exploration/ KC

 One of the biggest challenges to space exploration is the public and politics. A space exploration has always been a capital intensive endeavor requiring vast resources and extensive research. Because of this Governments have been the only organizations big enough to foot the bill. Even more telling, only three nations so far have successfully sent human beings into space. When something involves the spending of government dollars it always becomes entangled in politics. This is the main point of contention surrounding programs like health care reform and in this case, space exploration. The questions that many American grumble out is “Why waste the money on space when we can use it down here?” 

L - Space Weaponization Unpopular

Spending on space weaponization unpopular

Erasmus H. Kloman, 2/12/2003, “Competing for a future in space: NASA and the Department of Defense”, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0265964688900914

Although the 1958 Space Act stressed the civilian nature of the US space programme, the military space budget has grown to over twice the size of NASA's. Military influence on US space policy has grown accordingly. NASA has failed in articulating a sense of direction and purpose for the civilian space programme justifying sustained and adequate support. What matters most for a reinvigorated NASA is the level of commitment the nation is prepared to make, and in today's political climate greater spending on a civilian space programme would be unpopular. The USA looks likely to continue to fall behind in the international competition for space leadership. 

Americans do not support the weaponization of space

Jack A Smith, 3/10/2007, “The militarization of outer space”, The Next War, and The Next Part 2, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Front_Page/IC10Aa01.html

This means occupying space with surveillance and reconnaissance satellites and anti-satellites, ballistic missiles, missile or kinetic interceptors, and other advanced technology weapons to assist US land, sea and air forces in maintaining military hegemony throughout the world. It also means preventing any other country, by force if necessary, from using space for similar purposes, including self-defense. Aside from the satellites, which have become key to the Pentagon's battle plans, most of the other technology is in the research and development stage or awaiting deployment decisions from the White House that are complicated by political complexities. The George W Bush administration - especially the Defense Department and particularly the US Air Force (USAF) - is anxious to launch a full-scale militarization of space, regardless of its enormous expense and the fact that it will inspire worldwide condemnation, generate a dangerous arms race in outer space, and undoubtedly enhance prospects for major wars in this century. The rightists and neo-conservatives are not unaware of these potential consequences but they are confident the US will prevail because of its overwhelming power. In effect, "It's worth the price." But that mindset is not shared so far by most Americans outside the hard right, particularly in the absence of any other country that could come near to threatening the United States for global primacy. In addition, virtually every other nation in the world, including Washington's close allies in Canada and the European Union, opposes the weaponization of space, as is evident from repeated votes at the United Nations. 

Majority of Americans do not support the weaponization of space 

Steven Kull et al 8 (, John Steinbruner, Nancy Gallagher, Clay Ramsay, Evan Lewis, 1/24/2008,  “Americans and Russians on Space Weapons”, http://www.worldpublicopinion.org/pipa/articles/international_security_bt/444.php)

Americans and Russians also support treaties that would prohibit countries from attacking or interfering with each others' satellites and from testing or deploying weapons designed to attack satellites. These are among the key findings of a WorldPublicOpinion.org poll of 1,247 Americans and 1,601 Russians developed in conjunction with the Center for International and Security Studies at the University of Maryland (CISSM). Knowledge Networks in the United States and the Levada Center in Russia conducted the interviews. Majorities in both the United States (78%) and Russia (67%) say that as long as no other country puts weapons into space, their own governments should also refrain from doing so. Most Russians (72%) and Americans (80%) also favor a new treaty banning all weapons in space. Support for such a ban was strong among Americans even when they were presented counter arguments about the potential military advantages of deploying such systems. 

Opposition to space weaponization bipartisan with the public

Steven Kull et al 8 (, John Steinbruner, Nancy Gallagher, Clay Ramsay, Evan Lewis, 1/24/2008,  “Americans and Russians on Space Weapons”, http://www.worldpublicopinion.org/pipa/articles/international_security_bt/444.php)

The US poll revealed strong bipartisan consensus on the issue. Majorities in both the Republican and Democratic parties believe the US government should refrain unilaterally from deploying space weapons. There is also bipartisan backing for a treaty to ban these weapons, though support is higher among Democrats. Steven Kull, director of WorldPublicOpinion.org, noted that there was remarkable agreement within and between the two countries on the issue of space weapons. "What is striking is the robust consensus among Russians as well as Americans, and among Republicans as well as Democrats that space should not be an arena for the major powers to compete for military advantage," Kull said. John Steinbruner, director of CISSM, added that the observed consensus also reflects a robust conception of security interest. 

Americans support presidential candidates who oppose weaponization of space

Steven Kull et al 8 (, John Steinbruner, Nancy Gallagher, Clay Ramsay, Evan Lewis, 1/24/2008,  “Americans and Russians on Space Weapons”, http://www.worldpublicopinion.org/pipa/articles/international_security_bt/444.php)

American respondents were asked how they would like presidential candidates to deal with US national security and space weapons. Sixty-seven percent overall said they would have more confidence in a presidential candidate who favors a treaty banning weapons in space, including 57 percent of Republicans and 73 percent of Democrats. Seventy-three percent would also have more confidence in a candidate who took the position that as long as no other country puts weapons in space, the United States should not do so (Republicans 63%, Democrats, 83%). 

The public hates ASATS – key to election

Gallagher 8 (Nancy, Spring, “Disarmament Diplomacy: US and Russian Public Opinion on Arms Control and Space Security”, http://www.acronym.org.uk/dd/dd87/87ng.htm)

US public support for a space weapons treaty has increased since we asked the same questions in a 2004 poll on "Americans and WMD Proliferation".[13] The percentage of people thinking that a space weapons treaty would be "a good idea" has moved up six points on the simple form of the question and ten points on the version that includes pro and con arguments. Americans also said, by more than a two to one margin, that on matters of national security, they would have more confidence in a Presidential candidate who favors a treaty banning weapons in space than they would in one who opposes it. We found consistently high American and Russian support on three questions about negotiating new legal protections for satellites. The first question asked about a ban on attacking or interfering with satellites. It provided pro and con arguments that contrasted the importance of the information that satellites provide to the respondent's own country with the military benefits their country might gain from attacking or interfering with somebody else's satellites. The second question asked whether such a ban should apply even in the midst of a crisis or conflict. It contrasted the greater likelihood that a conflict would spiral out of control if belligerents started attacking each other's satellites with the possibility that an anti-satellite attack might deliver the decisive knock-out blow to one's adversary. The third question asked about a ban on testing or deploying dedicated ASAT weapons. It contrasted the mutual interest that all major countries have in legal protections for satellites against the claim that arms control will not stop countries from developing anti-satellite capabilities. Regardless either of the treaty details or the types of pro and con arguments used, American support was in the high seventies while Russian support was in the low to mid sixties and Russian opposition was around ten percent. This suggests that the American and Russian publics endorse the basic logic of mutual legal protection for vulnerable satellites over the logic of competitive military space control. After the Chinese ASAT test, there has been some expert-level discussion about military measures that the United States could use to defend its own satellites against such anti-satellite weapons in the future. One option that was proposed to a Congressional committee by General Cartwright, then the head of US Strategic Command and now the Vice Chair of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, was the possibility of using US long-range precision conventional weapons to attack the anti-satellite missiles themselves or other nodes in an adversary's ASAT system.[14] We asked about the circumstances under which it would be legitimate to attack another country's missiles that could be used as anti-satellite weapons. Americans and Russians overwhelmingly reject the idea that their country would have the right to do this as a preventive measure. Only about a third of Americans and Russians believed it would be legitimate if their country had strong evidence that an ASAT attack was imminent (37 percent and 27 percent). Barely half said it would be acceptable if an attack was already under way (54 percent and 50 percent).

L - SETI Unpopular 

Public doesn’t like the plan – will fight it 

Bova 99, Ben,  President Emeritus of the National Space Society and Doctor of Education in communications “ Life and Human Exploration beyond the Home Planet”  WORKSHOP ON THE SOCIETAL IMPLICATIONS OF ASTROBIOLOGY  AMES RESEARCH CENTER November 16-17, 1999 http://astrobiology.arc.nasa.gov/workshops/societal/societal_report.pdf NEH) 

The observation of life and human exploration off the home planet will have a plethora of far-reaching implications that may not be appreciated fully by today’s humanity. Studies of the heavens were practical to ancient man because such studies helped them plant their crops and entered into their religious systems. Astronomical studies in the Renaissance led directly to the rise of science, the attenuation of church authority, and indirectly to an era of global European domination. Science fiction whetted people’s interests in topics that are central to astrobiology. Unfortunately, while science fiction opens people’s minds to new possibilities, science fiction does not always present an accurate picture. People may see the search for extraterrestrial life, space exploration and similar activities as personally irrelevant since they are undertaken by an arcane group of specialists and seem to have little or no obvious bearing to the common person and to everyday life. Astrobiology may be particularly remote to people from subsistence societies. As astrobiological research accelerates, we will “raise the ante”; earning 22 more accolades but also giving rise to more fears. Many people still fight the concept of Darwinian evolution, and some people may be truly fearful of extraterrestrial life. Some of these people may use their political clout to deter astrobiology. For people who believe that they were created in God’s image, discoveries of other life forms could prove devastating and perhaps lead to violent reactions. Astrobiology could replace the Cold War as a source of ideas and controversies. This could continue for decades. 

Federal funding for SETI programs always receives backlash – public support politicians who cut SETI

Openseti.org no date (openseti.org,  a website dedicated to backing the basis for SETI, no date given,  The Cost of SETI: Funding and Defunding, http://openseti.org/OSCost.html)DR
For years, NASA's SETI program was funded in that way -- out of discretionary slush funds. Perhaps it would have been better to keep SETI on that basis, because each time serious funding was granted by Congress, it initiated a disruptive process characterized by gearing up, national spotlight, backlash, and premature termination. SETI was a kind of lightning rod for America's unhappiness about its social conditions. The programs themselves were always modest in their cost. Even the officially-funded ones were slated to spend only a few million dollars per year. Everyone knows you can't buy very much with that kind of money - either in social welfare, education, or infrastructure. Yet when presented with images of what these dollars would purchase in terms of large radiotelescopes searching the skies for extraterrestrial civilizations, people were easily persuaded that this was a luxury, given the broad spectrum of society's crucial needs. It is probably the high visibility and the exotic nature of SETI that make it such an attractive target for congressional demagogues wishing to score points by showing how they were cutting out useless government projects. This happened on two occasions. In 1979, a NASA proposal for a funded SETI program was endorsed by the Subcommittee on Space Science and Applications of the House Committee on Science and Technology (US Congress, 1979), only to have the House and Senate Appropriations Committees elect not to fund the program after it received one of Senator William Proxmire's Golden Fleece Awards for "unnecessary expenditures in the Federal Government" (Dick, 1993).

L - Mars Unpopular

Support for the government going to Mars is falling

Rasmussen 7/13 - an electronic media company specializing in the collection, publication and distribution of public opinion polling information (July 13, 2011, Rasmussen Report, “58% Believe Life Exists On Other Planets”, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/lifestyle/general_lifestyle/july_2011/58_believe_life_exists_on_other_planets)

Americans continue to believe life exists in outer space, but they are less sure whether a human will walk on Mars within a quarter of a century. A new Rasmussen Reports national telephone survey finds that 58% of American Adults think it’s at least somewhat likely life exists on other planets. Thirty-four percent (34%) do not believe it’s likely. That includes 33% who say it’s Very Likely life exists outside of Earth and eight percent (8%) who believe it’s Not At All Likely. (To see survey question wording, click here.) These findings mark little change from surveys dating back to early June 2007. Forty-nine percent (49%) say it’s likely that a human will walk on Mars in the next 25 years, down slightly from December 2006. Forty-two percent (42%) think it’s unlikely a human will make it to Mars. That includes 20% who say it’s Very Likely and eight percent (8%) who believe it’s Not At All Likely. The survey of 1,000 Adults was conducted on July 9-10, 2011 by Rasmussen Reports. The margin of sampling error is +/- 3 percentage points with a 95% level of confidence. Field work for all Rasmussen Reports surveys is conducted by Pulse Opinion Research, LLC. See methodology. Americans ages 30 to 64 are more likely to believe life exists on other planets than those who are younger and older. By a 23-point margin, men are more inclined than women to believe another life form exists in outer space. But both men and women are evenly divided over whether a human will walk on Mars in the next 25 years. More government workers believe it’s likely life exists outside of Earth and a human will walk on Mars compared to entrepreneurs and private company employees. With the last planned U.S. space shuttle currently circling the globe, all Americans are slightly more supportive of the NASA program than they were a year-and-a-half ago. In early January 2010, only 27% of Americans believed the current goals of the space program should include sending someone to Mars. Fifty percent (50%) opposed such a mission, with 24% undecided. 

L - Moon Unpopular

Moon policies are unpopular and empirically always have been

Hsu 1-13 (Jeremy, “The myth of America’s Love Affair with the Moon”, 2011, Senior writer at Space.com,  http://www.space.com/10601-apollo-moon-program-public-support-myth.html) BR

An enduring American legend holds that the U.S. space program enjoyed broad enthusiastic support during the race to land a man on the moon. In reality, polls show that levels of public support look remarkably similar today as they did 50 years ago. Public opinion in favor of continuing human lunar exploration almost never rose above 50 percent during NASA's Apollo program – but the lone exception was in October 1965. Americans often ranked spaceflight near the top of programs to be cut in the federal budget during the 1960s buildup toward the first moon landing. "It's contrary to what the space community wants to believe," said Roger Launius, space history curator at the Smithsonian's National Air and Space Museum. The only time when more than half of the public believed Apollo was worth the expense came at the time of the Apollo 11 lunar landing in 1969, when Neil Armstrong took humanity's first steps on alien soil. Even then, only a lukewarm 53 percent of the public believed such a momentous historical occasion had been worth the cost.

The public didn’t want to go to the moon during the Cold War and doesn’t want to now-Mars and asteroids take a precedent
Hsu 1-13 (Jeremy, “The myth of America’s Love Affair with the Moon”, 2011, Senior writer at Space.com,  http://www.space.com/10601-apollo-moon-program-public-support-myth.html) BR

Such findings suggest that the United States went to the moon not because the public demanded it, but because U.S. presidents and Congress believed it served a greater political purpose during the Cold War, Launius said. He added that any future U.S. effort to send astronauts to the moon would also require a similar political, economic or national defense reason to compel funding for the effort. The absence of such a reason may have made it easier for President Barack Obama's administration to move to end NASA's Constellation program last year. That program had aimed to return U.S. astronauts to the moon. Instead, however, Obama has proposed an equally ambitious quest to send astronauts to an asteroid and then Mars.
Public doesn’t like spending on moon exploration

Hsu 1-13 (Jeremy, “The myth of America’s Love Affair with the Moon”, 2011, Senior writer at Space.com,  http://www.space.com/10601-apollo-moon-program-public-support-myth.html) BR

Crunching the numbers The good news for space exploration in general is that public opinion favors it – but only when not taking economic costs and budgetary spending into consideration. "When you divorce it from the numbers and you ask people if they like NASA and spaceflight, people say yes," Launius told SPACE.com. "75 to 80 percent are in favor." The space historian examined nationally representative polls done by industry people and Gallup that asked the same consistent questions year after year. He also looked at polls conducted by the New York Times and others. Public support for overall space funding has hovered around 80 percent in favor of the status quo since 1965, except for a major dip in support during the early 1970s. That may bode well for NASA's continued existence, but it also suggests that few people are clamoring to throw even more money at the space agency.

L - Missile Defense Unpopular 

Public loves BMD

Gansler ’10 (Jacques Gansler Professor and holds the  Roger C. Lipitz Chair in Public Policy and Private Enterprise in the  School of Public Policy, and is Director of the Center for Public Policy and Private Enterprise;  Glenn L. Martin Institute Fellow of Engineering at the A. James Clarke School of Engineering, Affiliate Faculty member at the Robert H. Smith School of Business and a Senior Fellow at the James MacGregor Burns Academy of Leadership April 2010 “Ballistic Missile Defense Past and Future” Center For Technology And National Security Policy  National Defense University Washington, Dc http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDocAD=ADA527876&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf )

Clearly, the United States has been increasingly exploring antiterrorism capabilities. In fact, the major share of the $40 billion or so of the Department of Homeland Security’s Budget, plus a major share of the Intelligence Community’s budget, plus a significant share of the DOD budget—involved in the “war on terrorism,” e.g., in Afghanistan—are all focused on anti-terrorism. While the amount being spent on ballistic missile defense is an order of magnitude less (around $11 billion a year) it is well within the affordability range in a DOD annual budget of $500 to $600 billion plus. Undoubtedly—and necessarily—the anti-terrorism budget will continue to increase, but I do not believe that this is an either/or choice. Both terrorism and ballistic missile threats are of an asymmetric nature, with weaker nations being more likely to use such tactics against the United States and its allies. Since conventional deterrence may not work against some future adversaries (from rogue nations to terrorists, and the likely combination thereof), I believe that continued development and limited deployment of a national ballistic missile defense system is even more warranted today. The horrible acts of September 11, 2001, were committed by people willing to die in order to kill Americans. In the face of such an enemy, traditional deterrence theory is brought into question. Public opinion in the United States has moved strongly toward support for national missile defense, against the urgings of outspoken opponents. A 2008 poll by Opinion Research Corporation and CNN found that 87 percent of the American public supports creation of the multilayered U.S. ballistic missile defense system, and 65 percent believe the U.S. missile defense system should protect allies as well.

Missile Defense popular

Missile Defense Advocacy No Date ( No Date“ Views of the American Public on Missile Defense” Missile Defense Advocacy Alliance “http://www.missiledefenseadvocacy.org/data/files/polls/viewsoftheamericanpubliconmissiledefense.pdf) 

2005 National Poll Data Poll conducted April 5-7, 2005 by independent polling organization American Public, US  Polling of 1,003 registered voters representative of national population Margin of error 3.1% at 95% confidence level There is broad support for a missile defense system:  79% of Americans support a missile defense system to protect the United States. (70% Independents, 70% Democrats, and 91% Republicans) Americans perceive missile defense as a public safety issue: 70% of Americans state that Missile Defense is a public safety issue and part of the nation’s homeland security program. Americans will feel safer with a missile defense system: 71% of Americans stated they will feel safer with a Missile Defense System in place to protect the United States The majority of Americans believe the building of a missile defense system is affordable.  53% of Americans believe Missile Defense is affordable and is money well spent Summary of State Polling Data 2003-present Polls in Ohio, Wisconsin, Florida, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, New Hampshire, Missouri and Arizona  Polls by independent polling organization, Public Strategies Inc Polling of registered voters representative of individual state populations Margin of error of 4.2 % at 95% confidence level There is broad support for a missile defense system and data is consistent among all states polled: 82% support a missile defense system to protect the United States (76% Independents, 69% Democrats, and 91% Republicans) A clear majority of Americans believe the building of a missile defense system is affordable.  State polling data found that 74% of Americans believe Missile Defense is affordable and is money well spent

L - Asteroids Unpopular 

Asteroid spending is unpopular

Nochols 2011 (6/3/11 “And if a star should fall from the sky…”(I'm a writer, scholar, and researcher in the Chicago area. I have an M.A. in Writing from DePaul University. What do I write? Science fiction mostly. What do I research? Rhetoric and composition theory...as well as other unpopular things. )(http://strangehorizons.blogspot.com/2011/06/and-if-star-should-fall-from-sky.html)

But that brings up another point. Are we even capable of detecting an approaching object in enough time? An asteroid similar in size to 2009 VA came close to Earth in November of 2009. It was detected about fifteen hours before the approach. There is currently a debate over just how affective our means are of detecting Near Earth Objects (NEO). An unavoidable factor in all of this is money. It takes a considerable budget to create and maintain an asteroid defense and our political leaders would hard pressed to sell this to a populace in need of jobs and healthcare. Sure, the big picture is one that threatens the entire human race, but most people are concerned only with their tunnel vision versions of reality…as I have lamented many a time.

Asteroid mining unpopular—other priorities in the budget

Apollo Lunar Surface Journal ’95 (Eric  M. Jones , 1995,  “Epilogue: When might we go back to the Moon?”, Apollo Lunar Surface Journal,  http://www.solarviews.com/eng/apoepi.htm, ldg, Date of Access 6/25/11)

The space program and its supporters have been on a financial and emotional roller coaster virtually from the beginning. The debate over funding is sure to continue until the time comes that most of our activities in space are self-supporting and public funding is no longer required. The issue at the center of the debate is, of course, the relative value of the space program and, as we have discussed, the perception of space as a technology driver - coupled with the fact that plenty of people still want to rub elbows with astronauts and plenty of kids still want to grow up to be one - generates funding at a level of about one quarter of one percent of the GDP. If the rules of the game were to change, of course, then increased levels of funding might well be in the cards. If, for example, people began to think that there was a real possibility of a substantial, near-term economic return, then new funding might well become available. The space community talks hopefully about asteroid mining, about solar power satellites, and about Helium-3 mining on the Moon but, unfortunately, they been unable to convince anyone but the faithful that the technological risks are low enough - and the potential payoffs large enough and soon enough - to warrant spending large sums of public or private money. Alternatively, the development of significantly cheaper transportation systems would make it possible to do more at the current levels of funding and, at the same time, would make a broader array of space activities attractive. However, technical innovation is only part of the answer to cheaper transportation. Of even great importance is the ability to build many copies of a new vehicle and to fly them frequently and efficiently. That is, economies of scale are crucial and, to achieve them, we will probably have to rely on increases in space activities to produce increases in demand and, therefore, decreases in unit costs.

Public opposes space exploration

Rasmussen 2010 (Rasmussen Reports – National Polling, “59% Favor Cutting Back on Space Exploration”, 1-15, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/lifestyle/general_lifestyle/january_2010/50_favor_cutting_back_on_space_exploration)

Fifty percent (50%) of Americans now say the United States should cut back on space exploration given the current state of the economy, according to a new Rasmussen Reports national telephone survey. Just 31% disagree with cutting the space program, and 19% more are not sure. The new findings mark a six-point increase in support - from 44% last July - for cutting back on space exploration. Still, Americans are almost evenly divided when asked if the space program should be funded by the government or by the private sector. Thirty-five percent (35%) believe the government should pay for space research, while 38% think private interests should pick up the tab. Twenty-six percent (26%) aren’t sure which is best. (Want a free daily e-mail update ? If it's in the news, it's in our polls). Rasmussen Reports updates are also available on Twitter or Facebook. Sixty-four percent (64%) of adults have at least a somewhat favorable view of NASA, including 18% with a very favorable opinion of the government’s chief space agency. Just 20% have a somewhat or very unfavorable opinion of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration, which celebrated its 50th anniversary in 2008. But that marks a sizable drop in support for NASA from a survey last May. At that time, 81% had a favorable view of NASA, including 24% with a very favorable opinion. The May findings, however, were a 23-point rebound for the space agency from July 2007 when just 58% had a favorable opinion. But, at that time, NASA was suffering some bad publicity, including reports about drunken astronauts. In the budget President Obama proposes in early February, NASA is hoping for $22 billion for the coming fiscal year, up $3 billion over the current year. This funding, according to news reports, will keep the agency on track for projects including landing on one of Mars’ moons in the next 15 years and further exploring the Earth’s moon. Women and Americans ages 18 to 29 are more strongly in support of cutting back on space exploration than are men and older adults. Democrats are more likely to agree than are Republicans and adults not affiliated with either party. Women also feel more strongly that the space program should be funded by the private sector. But unaffiliated adults and those in both political parties are narrowly divided over whether the space program is a government or private business responsibility. Investors are evenly divided on the question, while non-investors lean slightly more toward private sector financing. Only 27% of Americans believe the current goals of the space program should include sending someone to Mars. Fifty percent (50%) oppose such a mission, with 24% undecided. The findings on this question are unchanged from last July. The feelings are virtually identical about sending someone to the moon. Twenty-six percent (26%) like the idea, but twice as many (52%) are opposed to sending someone to the moon as one of the current goals of the space program.

Asteroid Safety is unpopular—previous cuts prove

Space Daily ‘6 [Nov. 10th. 06. “Arecibo Radio Telescope May Lose Funding”(http://www.spacedaily.com/reports/Arecibo_Radio_Telescope_May_Lose_Funding_999.html)

Last Friday, the National Science Foundation (NSF) announced an internal review committee's recommendation to raise $30 million for future astronomy projects and facilities by slashing its contributions to current projects and facilities. Cornell's Arecibo Observatory in Puerto Rico was one of the hardest hit: the report suggested that, unless they can find outside funding, the observatory should close sometime after 2011. If enacted, the plan will cut funding for Arecibo by up to $2.5 million per year . Cornell's official statement on the matter is that the University "will not take any actions which would lead to closing Arecibo," according to Prof. Martha Haynes, astronomy. The report was given by a committee of astronomers knownf as the Senior Review panel, who were appointed by the NSF over two years ago to reallocate funding within the NSF's Division of Astronomical Sciences based on the projects they felt were the most beneficial to the scientific community. They recommended cutting funding to Arecibo and a number of other national observatories by 20 to 25 percent over the next four years and possibly closing Arecibo. Cornell astronomers stress, however, that the committee merely gave suggestions on how to redistribute funding. "The senior report is an advisory tool to the NSF," said Prof. Jim Cordes, astronomy. "How the NSF chooses to act on it is still up in the air." Prof. Joe Burns, vice provost for physical sciences and engineering, called the committee's suggestions "harsh and unrealistic." "We feel that the Senior Review panel ignored several important aspects of Arecibo," said Burns, a professor of theoretical and applied mechanics. Haynes and Cordes echoed this sentiment. Arecibo, with its 1000-foot diameter dish, is the largest and most sensitive radio telescope in the world and can collect light from a much larger slice of the universe than its smaller relatives. This makes it ideal for conducting large-scale surveys of the sky, many of which are conducted by Cornell astronomers. "We basically sweep the sky looking for pulsars, ionized clouds of hydrogen, surveying the galaxy and extra-galactic space," Burns said. The Senior Review report stated that the current surveys would be finished by 2010, which was a significant error. The surveys are actually expected to continue for at least another ten years. "We were asked by the Senior Review group when the survey would finish, and we said we would be half finished in 2011. They took it to mean that we would be finished in 2011," said Burns. "Furthermore, the reason you do a survey is to find weird things. When you find something weird, you go back, and you study it. We are probably the only people who will be able to study most of the weird things we find, because we've got the world's largest telescope." Haynes agreed with Burns, adding, "The most interesting objects are the faint ones. The only telescope you can observe these faint objects with is Arecibo." If Arecibo closed, scientists would lose this capability to study the oddities of the universe.
***Impacts – Republican Win Bad***

# - Laundry List

Republican budgets would cut critical investments in education, science, clean energy, transportation, and food safety- only makes deficit problems worse and allows for increased threats from disease and foreign competition

Van Hollen 4/11- (Congressman Chris, “ The Republican Budget Resolution: The Wrong Choice for America ”  Summary and Analysis of the House Budget Committee‐reported Fiscal Year 2012 Budget Resolution,  April 11, 2011, http://democrats.budget.house.gov/doc-library/FY2012/04112011-summaryandanalysisoftherepublicanresolution.pdf)

…By eliminating our ability to “Make it in America” and grow jobs  Costs American jobs  Makes deep cuts in critical national investments, including education, science, transportation and clean energy  Cuts education for children and raises college costs for nearly 10 million students Costs American jobs – Republicans’ claims about the impact of their policies on jobs are based on Heritage Foundation models that predicted inaccurately that the tax cuts pushed by President Bush would create millions of new jobs. In fact, the Economic Policy Institute estimates that the Republican budget’s Medicaid cuts would cause the loss of 2.1 million jobs over the next five years, most in the private sector. The budget resolution repeats and continues the steep and immediate spending cuts Republicans voted for in H.R. 1 , cuts that economists asserted would cost hundreds of thousands of American jobs. Mark Zandi, chief economist for Moody’s, estimates that 700,000 jobs could be lost as a result of just the spending cuts in H.R. 1. Even Federal Reserve Chairman Bernanke estimated that a couple of hundred thousandHouse Budget Committee Democratic Staff April 11, 2011 Page 5 jobs could be lost due just to the 2011 spending cuts in H.R. 1. With 24 million workers currently unemployed or underemployed, we cannot afford to lose more jobs.  Republicans’ inflated estimates of likely job gains are based on Heritage Foundation models that were wildly inaccurate in predicting that the tax cuts pushed by President Bush would create millions of new jobs; those models forecast that between 2001 and 2008, the economy would add an extra 6.5 million jobs, instead of the reality that the economy lost 650,000 private sector jobs under President Bush. Slashes research – The budget also takes a swipe at research funding in science, health, and other areas. Younger researchers and new projects are likely to bear the brunt of funding cuts, meaning these cuts would undermine the development of the next generation of researchers, harming America’s long‐term global competitiveness. Boom and bust cycles are wasteful and inefficient strategies for funding science. Sustained, predictable funding for research will maximize the return on this investment in our nation’s future.  Neglects investments in research that saves lives, creates jobs, and keeps America competitive – The budget builds on Republicans’ decision earlier this year to slash $1.6 billion from the National Institutes of Health (NIH). This failure to invest will do serious damage to critical biomedical research, slowing our progress against cancer, diabetes, and other life‐threatening diseases that today account for a significant share of the total health costs that are a major driver of our long‐term fiscal concerns. Countries that better understand the importance of public investment in innovation will gain a competitive advantage over the United States if Congress continues to raid the NIH budget to achieve short‐term deficit reduction. In addition, the budget reduces funding for research programs in the National Science Foundation, Department of Energy, and NASA by almost $4.0 billion, limiting support for critical basic research. The federal government is a significant source of basic research funding, filling a gap in private sector investment. Support in this area helps to ensure that American companies are able to remain competitive in the global economy.  Undermines the development of new energy sources – As gasoline prices soar past $4 per gallon, the Republican budget slashes funding for development of renewable energy sources by 60 percent below the 2010 levels. Republicans voted to cut 2011 funding for the Department of Energy by $1.3 billion in H.R. 1, and the budget resolution reduces 2012 appropriations to develop new energy sources by at least another $2.1 billion. The budget assumes increased domestic oil drilling but drastically cuts back on research and development of new energy sources, making America’s energy future increasingly dependent on fossil fuels. Eliminating funding for burgeoning renewableHouse Budget Committee Democratic Staff April 11, 2011 Page 6 energy sources places American families and businesses at the mercy of foreign oil. As the past year has demonstrated, volatile prices and an uncertain supply of oil are a drain on the economy. Cuts education and job training by 25 percent – The Republican budget cuts funding for education, job training, and social services over ten years by more than 25 percent below levels needed to maintain services at their current level. The budget makes food assistance and housing aid for the poor contingent upon working or job training, but then it consolidates job training programs and cuts the funding, pointing to existing colleges as a source for training. But then it cuts college aid.  Pell grants – The budget reduces Pell grants back to the 2008 level, undermining the cornerstone of federal assistance that helps ensure that low‐income students have the opportunity to get a college degree. The budget not only cuts the maximum grant – the Republicans stated that it would be reduced to $5,000 but the budget does not appear to provide nearly enough funding to support even that level – but also repeal the guaranteed Pell grant increases that Democrats fought hard to enact last year.  Elementary and secondary education – Republicans already voted to cut education funding for 2011 by 15 percent in H.R. 1, a $10.5 billion cut that will cost thousands of teaching jobs and eliminate education services to children across the country. The Republican budget resolution further cuts education every year, quickly reaching annual cuts of more than 25 percent below current levels that will harm education for our children now and the quality of our future workforce, as well. Special education and Title I grants for low‐income schools account for 29 percent of the funding in this budget category, and are likely to face these steep cuts. Weakens infrastructure – Building off of the $1 billion cut to transit programs – including the important New Starts program – approved by Republicans in H.R. 1, the budget resolution further cuts transportation investments by more than $29 billion (about one third) in 2012, just as workers, families and businesses are struggling with rising gas prices and need access to alternative forms of transportation. America's engineers grade the country's roads and public transportation with a "D." The typical commuter pays an annual congestion tax of $800 in wasted time and fuel due to road conditions. As Congress works to approve a new multi‐year highway and transit program, the Republican budget withdraws about $318 billion in resources from highway, transit, and other transportation initiatives over the next ten years, divesting in America’s infrastructure, worsening the maintenance and performance of our transportation system, and reducing jobs and our quality of life. House Budget Committee Democratic Staff April 11, 2011 Page 7 Disregards police and firefighters – Republicans proposed drastic cuts to local law enforcement and first responder programs in H.R. 1, including more than $800 million in cuts to the Community Oriented Policing Services (COPS) hiring program and Firefighter Assistance Grants. The Republican budget likewise abandons these critical programs for 2012, slashing $4.2 billion (27 percent) from current levels in the category that funds firefighters and $9.6 billion (18 percent) from current levels in the funding that includes the COPS program. …By shredding health security at the expense of working families and vulnerable populations  Repeals the Affordable Care Act, denying health insurance for more than 30 million Americans  Imposes the majority of cuts on people of modest means. The Republican “Reverse Robin Hood” budget makes deep cuts in Medicaid, essentially dismantling the program by converting it into block grants that will not keep pace with need, and also makes deep cuts to SNAP (formerly Food Stamps) Repeals health care reform and dismantles Medicaid – The Republican budget resolution repeals most of the provisions of the Affordable Care Act, which Congress enacted a year ago to hold insurance companies accountable and extend coverage to more than 30 million Americans who would otherwise be uninsured. But the majority party is not satisfied with taking away this health coverage; it goes further by dismantling the existing Medicaid program and converting it into a block grant. By design, the new block grant will save about $771 billion for the federal budget by failing to keep up with rising health care costs so that over time, the federal share of Medicaid will cover a smaller and smaller portion of health costs incurred by the low‐income children, families, senior citizens, and disabled individuals who depend on this program. Republicans have portrayed block‐granting Medicaid as a way to give state governors more flexibility to manage the program’s costs. But states already have a great deal of management flexibility. The significant and growing loss of federal support would leaveHouse Budget Committee Democratic Staff April 11, 2011 Page 8 states with an unappetizing menu of options: cut critical health services for seniors, disabled individuals or children; curtail eligibility or establish waiting lists; reduce payments to providers; or increase state spending to make up for the lost federal support. Targets its cuts on services that help low‐income families – The Republican budget targets its deepest spending cuts to services that help the country’s neediest. The Center on Budget and Policy Priorities has estimated that two thirds of the Republican budget’s programmatic spending cuts – $2.9 trillion of a total of $4.3 trillion – are to programs that serve people of limited means. The majority of the savings are a result of block‐granting Medicaid and repealing the Affordable Care Act’s assistance to help low‐income families get health coverage. Limits SNAP (Food Stamp) assistance to needy families – Similarly, the resolution proposes to turn SNAP into a block grant. It assumes large savings from the proposal by discouraging states from adding eligible people to their rolls and making benefits contingent on work or job training. States will have to choose between cutting benefits to some households or creating waiting lists for needy families. Undermines efforts to keep the food supply safe – House Republicans voted earlier this year to cut current funding for the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) by $241 million below the 2010 level, and their budget resolution perpetuates this inadequate funding. This decision denies the resources necessary to carry out the Food Safety Modernization Act, which became law in January and allows the FDA for the first time to require that food manufacturers implement procedures to prevent food safety problems at their facilities. Failure to make food safety a priority squanders the opportunity to prevent problems before they occur. The societal and health costs of foodborne illness are an estimated $152 billion annually. These costs will get worse under the Republican budget. A failure to invest in a strong food safety program harms the economy by undermining consumer confidence. Sales fall for all food producers, not just the ones found to have problems. Abandons Americans struggling with the housing crisis – The budget resolution does not offer any solutions to the ongoing housing and foreclosure crisis. Its priorities include eliminating the few, limited programs we have to stabilize communities hard hit by the housing crisis – the Home Affordable Modification Program, the Neighborhood Stabilization Program, and emergency mortgage assistance. These cuts not only injure the working families who may have fallen prey to exotic mortgages, but also those families whose home values have plummeted because of the at‐risk homeowners around them. In addition, the resolution cuts back on housing assistance for vulnerable populations, potentially pushing them to homelessness. While ignoring solutions for the housing crisis, the budget undermines the agencies responsible for protecting consumers from the big banks and financial institutions that created and traded in these indecipherable products. Republicans sought over $100 million in cuts in HR 1 to theHouse Budget Committee Democratic Staff April 11, 2011 Page 9 Wall Street watchdogs – the new Consumer Financial Protection Bureau, the Securities Exchange Commission, and the Commodity Futures Trading Commission – responsible for making sure the big banks and financiers play by the rules. This resolution deepens these cuts, defunding and eliminating the important steps taken in the Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act that work to prevent a future housing and financial crisis. Denies housing aid to homeless veterans – Republicans voted in H.R. 1 to eliminate $75 million for housing and supportive services for homeless veterans for 2011, and the Republican resolution continues that low level of funding for 2012 and beyond. Veterans are more likely than the general public to be homeless. Since 2008, approximately 30,000 veterans have been given access to rental assistance and case management and clinical services to help rebuild their lives. This funding cut will deny those helpful services to 10,000 veterans each year. 

# - Iran
A GOP victory guarantees an Iran invasion and Middle East instability. 

Curiel, ’10 (Jonathan, Professional Journalist, Lived in Pakistan & Iran for part of life, 

“What just might happen if Obama loses in 2012”, Jul. 28 2010 http://trueslant.com/jonathancuriel/2010/07/28/what-just-might-happen-if-obama-loses-in-2012/

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

GOP control hurts the economy- offers tax breaks for the wealthy while cutting support for lower classes

Sun Sentinel 7/14- (Ken Keaton, “Shame on GOP for its immoral goals” July 14, 2011, http://www.sun-sentinel.com/news/opinion/fl-forum-debt-ceiling-0714-20110714,0,6445435.story)

The country raised our debt limit seven times during the George W. Bush presidency, with not a peep of protest from conservative lawmakers. Now, it's being portrayed as the worst threat the nation faces. Those same lawmakers had no objection when Bush inherited a balanced budget with a surplus, and proceeded to wreck it with two unnecessary wars, mismanagement of Medicare, tax cuts to the wealthiest 2 percent and tax breaks for transnational corporations. Now, they are ready to cut support for the elderly, the sick, the poor; to cut support for public workers — teachers, police, firemen — to make up for our national debt. But any talk of tax increases on the super-rich and the transnational corporations is off the table. The gap in income between the top 2 percent and the rest of the nation is wider than it has been since the gilded age of the robber barons. Exxon/Mobil for two years running has been the most profitable corporation in the history of the world. Last year, GE and a number of other top transnational corporations paid less tax that you have in the change in your pocket right now. But take heart, guys. The GOP will protect you! Your corporate jets are safe while the rest of us try to survive $4-a-gallon gas. But if you're not in that august group, watch out. We'll be the ones who have to make up the deficit. The GOP took over the House, along with several state governments, last November with a unified message: "Where are the jobs?" But when they took power, what happened? Not one jobs bill from the House — though these purported advocates of limited government passed a variety of bills aimed at controlling women's bodies. State governments across the nation have cut support for jobs and infrastructure projects in favor of — wait for it — tax cuts for the wealthy and tax breaks for corporations. And they have tried to blame their economic woes on greedy teachers. Really? Mitch McConnell has said more than once that his primary objective is to make Barack Obama a one-term president. With all the challenges and problems our nation faces, this is his, and his party's, most important goal. Does anyone wonder why no one Republican presidential candidate stands out from the rest? Since Obama took office, their response has been to block and oppose any initiative from Obama, solely because it was from Obama. They have failed to articulate an alternative vision beyond a reflexive restatement of Groucho Marx: "Whatever it is, I'm against it." Is it any wonder why none in the pack has genuinely caught the nation's hopes and aspirations? It's time to say out loud what has long been suspected: I accuse you, GOP, of deliberately trying to wreck the nation's economy in hopes of blaming President Obama so you can take power in 2012. And if the process hurts the poor, the elderly, the sick, the middle class, who cares? Take a look at Wisconsin, Indiana, Ohio — and Florida — and cringe when you see their plans in action. Minnesota is just a dry run to see if they can successfully shut down government and blame it on the Democrats. Your behavior is beyond irresponsible. It's immoral. 

Obama key to housing market

The Wall Street Journal 7/12/11 [Nick Timiraos, reporter for WSJ, “U.S. Tackles Housing Slump”, July 12th 2011, The Wall Street Journal, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702304584404576440033488980192.html]

The Obama administration is ramping up talks on how to revive the housing market, which is weighing on the economic recovery—and possibly the president's re-election in 2012. Last year, advisers considered several housing-policy prescriptions but rejected them in favor of letting the market sort things out. Since then, weak demand and a stream of foreclosed properties have put renewed pressure on home prices, prompting concern within the White House. Housing "hasn't bottomed out as quickly as we expected," President Barack Obama said at a White House town hall last week. Mr. Obama said housing remained the "most stubborn" problem facing the country and conceded that a raft of federal mortgage-aid programs were "not enough, and so we're going back to the drawing board." Policy ideas include having taxpayer-owned mortgage giants Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac relax their rules for loans to investors, allowing those buyers to vacuum up excess housing inventory. In certain markets, Fannie and Freddie could hold some foreclosed homes off the market and rent them out to ease the property glut. Officials also could sweeten incentives for banks to reduce loan balances for borrowers who are underwater, or owe more than their homes are worth. Discussions are in early stages, and there isn't consensus around particular ideas. A spokeswoman said the president and his advisers "are always looking at new ways" to strengthen the housing market but wouldn't disclose details. "While we continue to consider the options available to us, it would be inaccurate to say we are proposing any of these particular ideas at this time," White House spokeswoman Amy Brundage said. Home-buyer tax credits worth up to $8,000 in 2009 and 2010 gave a short-term boost to home sales, but demand plunged after they expired. Foreclosures have put pressure on prices and damped residential construction, traditionally an engine of job growth during economic expansions. "As conditions change, some options that were below the line the way the market was 18 months ago might be above the line today," said Peter P. Swire, who teaches law at Ohio State University and until last year was a top housing adviser to the White House. Most of the administration's housing efforts have focused on helping borrowers refinance or modify their loans to avoid foreclosure. But some economists say too many borrowers won't be saved through loan workouts and that the administration must do more to soak up the flood of foreclosures by boosting housing demand. President Obama's signature loan-modification program, announced during his first month in office, has lowered payments for around 600,000 borrowers. Meanwhile, around four million borrowers are in foreclosure or have missed three or more consecutive mortgage payments. While mortgage-delinquency rates have fallen, millions more remain at risk of defaulting if they experience a payment shock because they owe more than their homes are worth.

President Barack Obama said Friday that he will continue pursuing the nixing of corporate tax breaks rather than just support budget cuts to secure Republican support in raising the country’s current $14.3 trillion debt ceiling. 

Obama Key to eliminating corporate tax breaks

Kaulessar 7/15/11 [Ricardo Kaulessar, writer for the Hudson Reporter newspaper chain, graduate of New York University, July 15th 2011, “Obama Still Wants Tax Breaks Gone”, Hedgefund.net, http://www.hedgefund.net/publicnews/default.aspx?story=12703]

Obama, in a press conference, said he would not back $2.4 trillion in cuts proposed by Republicans in exchange for their votes on the debt ceiling issue unless eliminating tax breaks were still on the table. "The notion that we would be doing that and not asking anything from the wealthiest among us, or not closing corporate loopholes, that doesn't seem like a serious plan,” Obama said. Republicans are pushing a plan by Senate Republican leader Mitch McConnell for cuts equal to the $2.4 trillion amount raise in the debt ceiling they are seeking in three installments over the next year. They have scheduled a vote on the plan for next week, which also includes capping expenditures and a balanced budget amendment. Obama for the past few weeks has been adamant in calling for the ending of corporate tax breaks as a way to generate revenue to offset any budget cuts. Republican leadership has opposed getting rid of corporate loopholes. Among those corporate loopholes being proposed for closing is eliminating a loophole that allows hedge fund and private equity managers to pay only a 15% capital-gains rate on their earnings. Instead of the 15%, hedge fund and private equity managers would pay income tax rates of up to 35%. Democrats have estimated closing about 30 tax loopholes would contribute over $480 billion in new tax revenue in the next five years. 

# - Prolif/Terror Attack

Republicans want to cut funding for NNSA- leads to nuclear terrorist attacks

Easley 3/25-  political columnist and the politics editor at 411mania.com, Bachelor’s Degree in Political Science, chief editor at politicusa.com (Jason, “Rachel Maddow Calls Out The GOP For Budget Cuts That Enable al-Qaeda” March 25, 2011, http://www.politicususa.com/en/rachel-maddow-gop-al-qaeda)

On her MSNBC program, Rachel Maddow took on the hypocrisy of a Republican congressional leadership that talks tough on national security but is risking giving al-Qaeda nuclear weapons with their budget cuts. Maddow said, “Republicans really have proposed making it $500 million easier for terrorists to get nuclear material.” Here is the video from MSNBC: Visit msnbc.com for breaking news, world news, and news about the economy Maddow began, “There is a long, dirty history in American politics of using terrifying threats about terrorism to pursue some other totally unrelated political goal. She cited Rush Limbaugh claiming that a “Ground Zero Mosque” is a victory for the terrorists, Jim DeMint claiming that unionized TSA screeners is a victory for terrorists, and George W. Bush saying in 2006 that a vote for Democrats is victory for the terrorists. She then discussed how Republicans upped the ante by using the threat of a mushroom cloud to justify and scare the nation into supporting the Iraq invasion. She pointed out that there is a small US agency that is charge of locking down loose nuclear material, “America’s fear mongering history about the nuclear end of the world is kind of too bad because it is not fear mongering to talk about the nuclear end of the world if you are actually working directly to stop the nuclear end of the world. That is the job of one part of the United States government. It’s an obscure office in the Department of Energy called the National Nuclear Security Administration. They lock down unprotected loose nuclear material around the world to keep it off the black market and out of terrorist hands, which without being hysterical about it, does seem like an important job when you consider that groups like al Qaeda have said over and over again they want to buy nuclear material so they could use it in a terrorist attack and there is evidence they have tried to buy it on the black market.” Rachel Maddow continued, “There is part of the US government that finds the most vulnerable nuclear material in the world and secures it, so if you’re worried about this sort of thing the appropriate response is, good I’m glad we’re doing that. After that agency locked down 111 pounds of nuclear material in Ukraine around Christmas time we hosted the head of the nuclear administration here on this show and christened him the undersecretary for saving the world.” The MSNBC host highlighted the GOP’s proposed budget that would jeopardize national security, “Now the Republicans in Congress want to strip the funding for that agency. Even though they said they wouldn’t make any national security cuts, they want to cut $550 million from the agency that locks down unprotected loose nuclear material to keep it off the black market around the world which means that for what may be the first time in US history an ad that starts this way is actually true and is not fear mongering. ‘What I am about to tell you sounds crazy but it’s true. Speaker John Boehner is making it easier for terrorists to get nuclear weapons.’” Rachel Maddow continued, “Sounds crazy? Also true. It sounds like a generic be afraid ad from the Bush administration era. In this case, Republicans really have proposed making it $500 million easier for terrorists to get nuclear material. That was the first line of a new ad voiced by retired Lieutenant General Robert Gard part of a counter proliferation group running these ads against the nuke terrorism cuts in key congressional districts.” After playing the ad, Maddow said, “The ads are targeting not just John Boehner, but Mitch McConnell, Eric Cantor, Paul Ryan, Hal Rogers and Thad Cochran, all elected Republicans who are supporting this big cut. This big cut to the part of the US government that actually works on that whole smoking mushroom cloud problem instead of just freaking you out about it to accomplish some other unrelated political thing. We do not have a word in the English language that means the opposite of fear mongering but if we ever do have that word, this will be the example next to that word in the political science dictionary.” In this case it is appropriate to use the past decade of Republican rhetoric against them. Republican congressional leaders are literally jeopardizing the nation’s security in order to shave $500 million off of the budget, in an ideological attack on what they consider to be big government. This is more evidence that the Republican Party has now moved so far to the right side of the political spectrum that they view all federal government as big government, even when that agency is performing a function that is vital to national security. Unlike the GOP claims of mushroom clouds over America that were used to justify invading Iraq, the threat of al-Qaeda getting nuclear material/weapons and deploying them somewhere in the world is very real. It is one of their stated goals. The hypocrisy is that these same Republicans who puff out their chests and talk tough about keeping America safe are the same individuals who stand poised to sacrifice national security on the alter right wing ideological purity The same John Boehner who once said, “During the 1990s, world leaders looked at the mounting threat of terrorism, looked up, looked away, and hoped the problem would go away,” is now poised to look the threat of a nuclear enabled al-Qaeda in the eye, and aid in furthering their goal of carrying out a catastrophic nuclear attack. Of course, we shouldn’t really be surprised, because Mitch McConnell took the same not my job attitude towards capturing Bin Laden during the Clinton administration, “Domestic terrorism is not a cause we have to fight or a project we need to fund. We are not interested in capturing bin Laden. Even though he has been offered to us. We are not the world’s policemen. It’s not our job to clean up other countries messes or arrest its bad guys.” The conclusion to be drawn here is that Republican views on national security are malleable and wholly contingent on whether not they control the White House. It is this kind of valueless shape shifting that leads many Americans especially those on the left to speculate that Republicans are intentionally trying to make America less safe in order to undermine the Obama administration. It isn’t like they haven’t used national security as a political weapon before, or must we be reminded of the elevated terror alert levels before the elections of 2002, 2004, 2006, and 2008?By their own actions, Republicans have given credibility to the perception that they treat national security as a means to an electoral end. The consequences of allowing Republican neglect and nonchalance about national security to go unchecked could be, to use the language of the GOP, a mushroom cloud over New York, Los Angeles, Washington, D.C. or some city in between. This is why Republican incompetence must be stopped before it enables the realization of al-Qaeda’s nuclear ambitions and dreams. 

Terrorists are seeking nuclear materials to use against the US- GOP would undermine policies that are key to prevent proliferation

Seip 3/31- retired lieutenant general of the U.S. Air Force (Norman, “Anti-terror programs worth the cost to avoid loose nukes” March 31, 2011, http://blog.nj.com/njv_guest_blog/2011/03/anti-terror_programs_worth_the.html)

Osama bin Laden has said he considers it a religious obligation to obtain nuclear weapons. By Norman Seip As the Arab world approaches a significant turning point in its history, on a more global scale, we are at a critical crossroads. One path leads toward a world in which the threat of nuclear terror increases dangerously. The other path leads toward a safer tomorrow, secured by actively stopping the proliferation of dangerous nuclear materials. And in this second scenario, New Jersey’s elected leaders can play an important deciding role. For weeks now, our representatives in Washington have been debating House Republicans’ shortsighted FY 2011 budget. These GOP members have proposed major cuts in government spending, and no doubt, there are cuts to be made. But slashing funding for programs that keep nuclear materials under control is the ultimate example of being penny wise and pound foolish. Republicans want to cut crucial programs — which prevent dangerous nuclear materials from falling into the hands of rogue states and terrorists — by 22 percent, more than $600 million. There are two simple reasons to support these nonproliferation programs — they have a proven track record of working and they help keep Americans safe. Let’s look at the facts. Since 2009, the Global Threat Reduction Initiative has secured enough vulnerable material in unstable locations around the globe to make 120 nuclear weapons. The Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction program has deactivated more than 7,500 nuclear warheads. It’s hard to imagine an investment that pays bigger dividends when it comes to improving our national security. These programs will be severely hampered if the proposed cuts are approved. This past year, efforts to secure vulnerable materials were more successful than ever. In September, nearly 1,000 pounds of highly enriched uranium was removed from Poland — the single largest removal in history. In Kazakhstan, enough material to make 775 bombs was removed from BN-350 reactor. These programs are doing their job, but there is much hard work left to do. The global stockpile of nuclear materials is large enough for 120,000 nuclear bombs. This material is concentrated in unstable regions of the world, notably former Soviet satellite states. There is a broad bipartisan consensus that efforts to lock down unsecured nuclear material must be strengthened, not weakened. Experts including George Shultz, William Perry, Henry Kissinger and Sam Nunn have uniformly recommended increasing efforts to reduce the amount of nuclear material around the world that could fall into the hands of our enemies. It’s no secret that terrorists intent on harming America are seeking nuclear weapons. In January 2010, the bipartisan Commission on the Prevention of WMD Proliferation and Terrorism warned that al Qaeda is actively seeking nuclear materials to use against America. Osama bin Laden has said he considers it a religious obligation to obtain nuclear weapons. There is little doubt that if al Qaeda obtains a nuclear weapon, the terrorist organization will use it. During my 35 years in the Air Force, I commanded organizations ranging from 350 to more than 33,000 airmen and made many critical decisions to ensure our nation’s security. I know the importance of cutting off threats at their source. Addressing threats before they become potentially unsolvable problems is the essence of good policy. And that’s why it’s critical that Democratic Sens. Robert Menendez and Frank Lautenberg, and Rep. Rodney Frelinghuysen (R-11th Dist.) reject proposed cuts to anti-terror nonproliferation programs. The programs threatened by these cuts have been the unsung heroes in the broader battle to prevent terror; their silent effectiveness should not be taken for granted. To tackle the security challenges of tomorrow, nonproliferation funding needs to be strengthened today. Proliferation knows no borders. Unsecured loose nuclear materials in Kazakhstan pose a direct threat to citizens in Keansburg. That’s why the fight for this funding is critical. Menendez and Lautenberg have strong track records of standing up for America’s security interests. And Frelinghuysen is the chairman of the House Energy and Water committee, which will play a critical role in deciding which cuts ultimately go through. All three of these members of Congress should stand strong against misguided efforts to cut funds for programs that undeniably stamp out the threat of nuclear terror. Norman Seip is a Middlesex County native who retired as a lieutenant general of the U.S. Air Force. 

Republicans want to cut NNSA funding that’s key to prevent terror attacks- undermines nonproliferation programs 

Kimball 2/12-  Executive Director of the Arms Control Association (ACA) and has worked in the field of arms control for over two decades (Daryl G., “House Budget Proposal Would Cut NNSA Nonproliferation Programs” February 12, 2011, http://armscontrolnow.org/2011/06/16/nnsa-weapons-complex-funding-only-in-washington-is-more-considered-%E2%80%9Cless%E2%80%9D/)

On Monday the Barack Obama Administration will roll out its budget request for the next fiscal year (2012). Those numbers will have a major impact on various programs related to the National Nuclear Security Administration’s (NNSA) activities to maintain and refurbish existing nuclear weapons and upgrade the nuclear weapons complex, as well as NNSA initiatives to reduce the threat that nuclear weapons-usable material might be lost, stolen, or sold. Just as important though was Friday’s announcement from the House Appropriations Committee about its proposed Continuing Resolution (H.R. 1) to fund the federal government for the last seven months of the current fiscal year while cutting spending by over $100 billion from the President’s fiscal year 2011 request. The House leadership says it will schedule a vote on the measure the week of Feb. 14. Unfortunately, the House Republican gambit to significantly cut “non-defense” federal spending threatens to slash National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) nonproliferation programs that are vital to securing vulnerable nuclear weapons-usable material and meeting the goals of the 40-plus nations that met in Washington in April 2010 at a breakthrough Nuclear Security Summit. The proposed CR for the remainder of fiscal 2011 would hold funding for NNSA nonproliferation programs to $2.085 billion, which is 2.4% below the 2010 level and more than 22% below the President’s original fiscal 2011 request of $2.687 billion. At the same time, the proposed budget would fund NNSA weapons activities at $6.696 billion, which is a 4.5% below the Obama administration’s fiscal 2011 request of $7.009 billion, but is still above the historical average for the program and 4.9% above the 2010 budget, which was $6.384 billion. Here’s a snapshot of the numbers … NNSA Budget at a Glance (dollars in billions) 2010 Request 2011 Request 2011 House CR Weapons Activities 6.384 7.009 6.696 Defense Nuclear Nonpro 2.137 2.687 2.085 Naval Reactors 0.945 1.070 0.967 Office of the Administrator 0.421 0.448 0.408 Total 9.887 11.215 10.157 The new Continuing Resolution (CR) is necessary due to the fact that last year Congress packaged all of the unfinished fiscal 2011 appropriations bills in CR but that measure only provides for federal spending until March 4, 2011. The CR for fiscal 2011 set spending levels at fiscal 2010 levels for most federal agencies and programs with an exception made for NNSA weapons activities, which were funded at the higher level outlined in the Obama administration’s fiscal 2011 budged request. Potential Nuclear Nonproliferation Ramifications If these budget numbers for the remainder of fiscal 2011 are sustained, it would mean that the NNSA nuclear nonproliferation program lost all of the President’s proposed increase for FY 2011 with a total slightly less than the FY 2010 level. The NNSA nonproliferation program most affected by the current budgetary freeze is the nuclear agency’s Global Threat Reduction Initiative (GTRI). It was slated to receive nearly $560 million in fiscal 2011–a more than $225 million boost from the fiscal 2010 level, according to a report released last month by the Partnership for Global Security. Instead, funding would remain at roughly $333 million if appropriations are stuck at 2010 levels throughout this budget year. The draft House CR for the remainder of fiscal 2011 outlines an overall NNSA nonproliferation budget that is even lower than the level in the current CR. The GTRI aims to reduce and remove “high-priority” vulnerable nuclear material, such as highly enriched uranium, from overseas sites. It also converts HEU-fueled research reactors to use proliferation-resistant low-enriched uranium fuel. It also includes the Nuclear and Radiological Removal Program, which removes and disposes of excess weapon-usable nuclear and radiological materials from civilian sites worldwide. GTRI was to have accelerated the amount of material removed from countries such as Serbia, Ukraine, Belarus, Mexico, and South Africa and to begin work to remove more material in fiscal 2012. Unless the Senate works to increase the fiscal 2010 funding levels outlined in the House CR or NNSA uses its authority to move other nonproliferation funds back into GTRI and other high priority programs, the goal of securing the most vulnerable nuclear material within four years will be in jeopardy. The funding shortfalls in the current CR for 2010 and the draft House proposal also make it all the more important that the Obama administration’s fiscal 2012 budget request, includes enough funding for high-priority NNSA nonproliferation programs and that the Congress appropriates enough funding to maintain the pace of those programs. And the pace does matter because we are in a race against time to secure nuclear weapons-usable material at locations around the world to prevent the ultimate terrorist disaster. NNSA Weapons Activities: Still “A Budget to Kill For” For nearly two decades, the NNSA has used a array of experimental and weapons assembly facilities to maintain the effectiveness and reliability of the U.S. nuclear stockpile without nuclear test explosions and without developing new warhead designs. Through warhead “life extension” programs the NNSA has successfully refurbished existing types of nuclear warheads and can continue to do so indefinitely. It has been 18 years since the last U.S. nuclear test explosion and there is no technical reason why the United States cannot make formalize its test moratorium by ratifying the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. Nevertheless, some members of Congress have complained that the nuclear weapons complex needs additional t resources to do the job. Beginning with its fiscal year fiscal year 2011 budget request, the Obama administration sought to dramatically funding for upgrading the U.S. nuclear weapons infrastructure. In February 2010, the administration requested $7 billion in fiscal year 2011 funding for NNSA, which oversees the U.S. nuclear stockpile and production complex. This request was about 10 percent higher than the fiscal 2010 budget. Linton Brooks, former NNSA administrator in the George W. Bush administration, said in April, 2010: “I’d have killed for that budget and that much high-level attention in the administration.” By any common-sense definition, the U.S. nuclear weapons complex already has the necessary resources to maintain the shrinking U.S. nuclear arsenal. By maintaining funding for the NNSA weapons complex above the fiscal 2010 level, the House CR still ensures that there is more than enough funding for the NNSA and the nuclear weapons labs sustain core programs necessary to maintain and refurbish the existing warhead types. 

Republicans cut NNSA funding- key to prevent terrorists from acquiring nuclear weapons

TPM 3/24- (Evan McMorris-Santoro, Talking Points Memo, “Retired General: Republicans Making Nuclear Terrorism More Likely” March 24, 2011, http://tpmdc.talkingpointsmemo.com/2011/03/retired-general-republicans-making-nuclear-terrorism-more-likely-audio.php)

Sen. Mitch McConnell (R-KY) and House Speaker John Boehner (R-OH) Read More Budget, Eric Cantor, John Boehner, Mitch McConnell, Nuclear nonproliferation, Paul Ryan, Terrorism Share A retired Army general is taking to the radio to call out leaders of the Republican party for making it more likely we'll be blown up by a terrorist's nuclear bomb. Lt. Gen. Robert Gard is the star of a series of radio ads targeting Republican leaders in the House and Senate for supporting "deep cuts to the U.S. Government's signature nuclear security program to remove highly enriched uranium and other dangerous nuclear materials from countries in the former Soviet Union and other unstable regions around the world." Gard is a veteran of the Vietnam and Korean wars and a top official at Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation, a nonpartisan group (with center-left lean) focused on reducing the spread of nuclear weapons and other threats. The Center and its sister group, the Council For A Livable World, say the House budget proposal cut Obama's 2011 request for the Energy Department's National Nuclear Security Administration by more than $600 million, nearly a quarter less than what the president requested. And the current short-term budget resolution, which is keeping the government open while lawmakers duke it out over a long-term spending plan, cuts the current White House request for the NNSA by $551 million. Republicans have agreed to the short-term bills only if they include billions of dollars in cuts from the 2010 budget. The cuts are dangerous, Gard told reporters today. And they don't make any sense considering the GOP's gung-ho national security rhetoric. He wants the Republicans to restore the NNSA funding now -- and to leave it alone in the future. The cuts just don't make any sense when contrasted with GOP national security rhetoric, Gard said. "The House Republicans claim that national security programs were exempted from the cuts [in their budget]," Gard said. "So it was either through gross inattention or gross irresponsibility that they cut funds [for NNSA], apparently because it was in the Department of Energy, not the Department of Defense budget." Gard is lending his voice to a series of radio ads targeting top Republicans in their home districts over the cuts. In the House, the ads target Speaker John Boehner (R-OH), Majority Leader Eric Cantor (R-VA), appropriations chair Hal Rogers (R-KY) and budget committee chair Paul Ryan (R-WI). Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell (R-KY) and appropriations committee ranking member Thad Cochran (R-MS) (who supported for the House budget bill when it came before the Senate) are also the target of the radio ads. The message from the spots could not be more direct. "What I am about to tell you sounds crazy, but it's true," Gard says in the minute-long ads. "Your Congressman... is making it easier for terrorists to get nuclear weapons." TPM asked Gard if that kind of rhetoric was more fearmongering than legitimate argument. "This is real, declared threat," Gard said, referring to a 1998 promise by Osama Bin Laden that Al Qaeda would pursue WMDs. "This isn't something we're making up. We need to give it high priority to prevent a nuclear explosion in an American city with disastrous consequences." 

Republicans will cut spending for the NNSA- stalls national security and allows terrorists to acquire nuclear weapons

Bergmann 2/14-  a Policy Analyst at the Center for American Progress and a nonproliferation blogger for Think Progress (Max, “House Republicans Cut Funding That Protects Us From Nuclear Terrorism” Feb 14, 2011, Think Progress, http://thinkprogress.org/security/2011/02/14/144168/nuclear-terrorism-budget/)

On Friday, House Republicans put forth a “continuing resolution” (CR) to fund the government past March 4th that was filled with spending cuts. While this came as no surprise, one focus of the cuts is causing some heads to turn. House Republicans are choosing to significantly cut the National Nuclear Security Administration’s nonproliferation programs, the sole purpose of which is to prevent terrorists from getting their hands on loose nuclear weapons and materials. While Republicans have talked about the need to inflict pain in their budget, doing so in a way that increases the risk of the nuclear annihilation of an American city is perhaps taking the pledge too far. House Republicans have proposed to cut funding for these programs by 22 percent or $647 million. Michelle Marchesano of the Partnership for Global Security warns: The US programs charged with securing fissile materials and thwarting terrorists’ efforts to acquire them are among the victims of this year’s federal budget fights. … Without appropriated budgets commensurate to program agendas, efforts to improve global nuclear material security will stall. The danger of a terrorist acquiring nuclear materials is very real. A softball-sized amount of highly enriched uranium can demolish an entire city. Yet in many countries, nuclear materials remain highly insecure, leaving them susceptible to theft. For years nuclear materials have floated on the black market and it is known that Al Qaeda has sought to purchase them. But this danger is entirely preventable. It merely requires effort and a little money. Following the collapse of the Soviet Union the US set up these programs to reduce the threat by locking down and eliminating insecure nuclear materials. Nonproliferation programs in the past have had significant bipartisan support and are the lasting legacy of Republican Senator Richard Lugar. The amount of funding required for these programs is also a drop in the bucket when compared to the current cost of the wars in Afghanistan and the total Pentagon budget. 

# - Warming/Environment
Republican candidates for the 2012 election have withdrawn support on global warming solutions – causes loss of cap-and-trade systems

Scherber 3/24, (3/24/11, Michael, Time, “On Global Warming, No Clear Skies For Most 2012 GOP Contenders” http://swampland.time.com/2011/03/24/on-global-warming-no-clear-skies-for-most-2012-gop-contenders/#ixzz1T97ULB5d) 
When news broke of Jon Huntsman’s serious consideration of a run for president last month, several conservative pundits, including the Washington Post’s Jennifer Rubin, dismissed the former Utah governor’s chances by pointing to his moderate record on global warming, which they predicted would play poorly among the GOP’s conservative base. Indeed, Huntsman was a vocal booster of the Western Climate Initiative, which promoted the possibility of a carbon cap-and-trade program. “Until we put a value on carbon, we are never going to be able to get serious about dealing with Climate Change long term,” Huntsman said back in 2008. “Now putting a value on carbon either suggests you get a carbon tax or you get a cap-and-trade system underway.” This is obviously a long way from the current GOP orthodoxy on climate change, which holds that any attempt to regulate carbon is, as House Speaker John Boehner puts it, “a job-killing national energy tax on struggling families and small business.” But Huntsman is far from the only 2012 GOP contender who will have to explain past support for confronting climate change on the campaign trail. In point of fact, carbon regulation was not so verboten in the GOP just a few years ago. Mitt Romney, Tim Pawlenty and Newt Gingrich all have supported efforts to combat climate change. “I also support cap and trade of carbon emissions,” Mike Huckabee declared in 2007, while campaigning in New Hampshire. In the same year, then-Alaska Gov. Sarah Palin set up a “Climate Change Sub-Cabinet” to deal with the problem in her state. Of the major candidates now inching towards a run, only Haley Barbour can boast of a clean record of opposing carbon regulation, dating from Barbour’s work as a lobbyist for heavily polluting energy companies. So as a service to GOP voters preparing their early 2012 crib sheets, here is a quick-and-dirty look–in six parts, with video and links–of how this year’s potential candidates have approached the carbon issue: 1. Tim Pawlenty The current Tim Pawlenty line on carbon is that “cap and trade would be a disaster.” He says he wants to reduce pollution, but not in a way that would burden the economy. Here he is on Meet The Press last year. Twas not always thus. As FactCheck.org points out, Pawlenty signed the Next Generation Energy Act of 2007 in Minnesota, which called for a plan to “recommend how the state could adopt a regulatory system that imposes a cap on the aggregate air pollutant emissions of a group of sources.” The plan would also allow “for a market-based trading of these allowances.” In early 2008, Pawlenty cut a radio ad with then-Arizona Janet Napolitano–”against the background of inspirational, New Age-style music”–that urged Congress to pass national curbs on greenhouse gases. A Star-Tribune article from the time noted put it this way: Alex Carey, spokesman for Pawlenty, said the governor is convinced of the need for action. Pawlenty plans another clean energy package in the coming legislative session and has adopted renewable energy as his signature issue during his tenure leading the National Governors Association. The ad campaign was funded by the green group Environmental Defense. 2. Mitt Romney On the pre-campaign stump, Mitt Romney regularly attacks Barack Obama for pushing a cap and trade system through Congress. In late 2009, he sent out a fund-raising appeal warning that the Obama cap-and-trade plan would have “a devastating impact on hard-working families.” But the Romney view on climate change has more often been one of nuance rather than sharp contrast. Here he is in Iowa in 2007, voicing concern about man-made global warming while supporting more government subsidies for new energy sources, new efficiency standards, and a new global carbon treaty. In his latest book, No Apology: The Case for American Greatness, Mitt Romney pulls back a little. He is highly critical of cap and trade, a carbon tax and a new range of subsidies and standards to deal with global warming. He calls cap and trade “an energy tax that would have little or no effect on global warming.” He says the best option is probably a tax swap, which would increase taxes on carbon while off-setting the costs elsewhere, but he adds “a great deal of work remains to be done if it is to become a viable option.” Romney also tries to deal in the book with his 2005 support, as Governor of Massachusetts, for a Northeastern regional cap-and-trade system. Romney writes that he was initially misinformed about the costs of the program he supported, which he says he thought would only raise energy bills by 3% to 5%. “When I met with the state’s major manufacturers, they produced estimates of 30 percent increases in rates,” Romney writes. “I didn’t sign on.” That said, he cannot erase his past quotes. In 2005, he described a regional cap on carbon in much the same way as Barack Obama does today. “We can effectively create incentives to help stimulate a sector of the economy and at the same time not kill jobs,” he said. “I’m convinced it is good business.” 3. Newt Gingrich In recent years, Newt Gingrich has taken to calling a federal tax on carbon “utterly irrational,” and “a Chinese full-employment act,” citing the need for global consensus on carbon regulation. But he was once far more bullish on the U.S. leading in an effort to reduce carbon emissions. In a 2007 interview with Frontline on PBS, Gingrich said: I think if you have mandatory carbon caps combined with a trading system, much like we did with sulfur, and if you have a tax-incentive program for investing in the solutions, that there’s a package there that’s very, very good. And frankly, it’s something I would strongly support. He also appeared in 2008 spot with Democrat Nancy Pelosi to announce “We do agree. Our country must take action to address climate change.” Gingrich has since tried to back away from the ad, saying he was only trying to help conservatives get their ideas in the climate change debate. 4. Sarah Palin As a Fox News pundit, Sarah Palin has been a constant, fierce critic of President Obama’s efforts to combat climate change, which she has called the “job-killing, burdensome, cap-and-trade–I call it cap-and-tax–initiative.” But back in 2007, she was not so down on exploring a wide range of steps to combat climate change. On September 14, as governor of Alaska, she signed Administrative Order No. 238, which established an “Alaska Climate Change Sub-Cabinet” to advise her on a wide range of possible measures to combat climate change, including “the opportunities to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from Alaska sources” and the potential benefits of participating in “carbon trading markets” or “in regional, national, and international climate policy agreements and greenhouse gas registries.” “Many scientists note that Alaska’s climate is changing,” Gov. Palin announced at the time. “We are already seeing the effects. Coastal erosion, thawing permafrost, retreating sea ice and record forest fires affect our communities and our infrastructure. Some scientists tell us to expect more changes in the future. We must begin to prepare for those changes now.” Just four months after Huntsman had joined the Western Climate Initiative in Utah, Palin added Alaska as an “observer” to the group. Palin’s decision to join came just weeks after the group had pledged to seek reducing greenhouse gas emissions by 15% from 2005 levels by 2020. A little more than two years later, on December 9, 2009, Palin penned a scathing opinion piece in the Washington Post where she questioned the evidence of a man-made role in climate change, and declared, “any potential benefits of proposed emissions reduction policies are far outweighed by their economic costs.” 5. Mike Huckabee The former Arkansas Governor Mike Huckabee has been a long-time supporter of an economy-wide cap and trade policy, calling it a “moral issue.” “We have a responsibility to reduce greenhouse-gas emissions, to conserve energy, to find alternative forms of energy that are renewable and sustainable and environmentally friendly,” he said on a visit to New Hampshire in 2007. He has since tried to distance himself from these comments, saying in a 2010 press release that it was “just not true” that he had ever supported cap and trade during the 2008 campaign, and that it would be a “serious job killer.” 6. Haley Barbour Probably no one in the current Republican field has been more deeply involved, or influential, in the climate change debate than Mississippi Gov. Haley Barbour. But his influence came largely before he entered elected political office, when he was a lobbyist working for energy companies fighting carbon regulation. On March 1, 2001, Barbour wrote a letter to Vice President Dick Cheney, calling on George W. Bush to reverse a campaign pledge and put off regulation of carbon. “A moment of truth is arriving,” Mr. Barbour wrote. ”The question is whether environmental policy still prevails over energy policy with Bush-Cheney, as it did with Clinton-Gore.” Among Barbour’s clients at the time was the Electric Reliability Coordinating Council, a coalition of some of the nation’s largest coal-burning electric utilities, which were also major donors to the Republican Party. “[W]e must ask, do environmental initiatives, which would greatly exacerbate the energy problems, trump good energy policy, which the country has lacked for eight years?” Barbour wrote. Two weeks after receiving the letter, President Bush announced a reversal of policy, though he denied that he had been influenced by industry lobbying. Since then, Barbour has maintained his opposition to carbon regulation, often leading the charge. In April of 2009, he issued a call to fellow conservatives in an opinion piece in the Washington Times. “America needs more American energy, but the Obama policy is for less American energy and more expensive energy, he wrote. “Conservatives must wage and win the argument to show voters that President Obama’s energy policies mean higher utility bills and gasoline prices.” His message on the presidential pre-campaign trail in 2011 has been much the same.

GOP wants to cut renewable energy and environmental protection programs-  undermine greenhouse gas  regulation and national competition

SustainableBusiness.com 2/11 ( “Republicans Want To Ax Renewable Energy and Environment” February 11, 2011, http://www.sustainablebusiness.com/index.cfm/go/news.display/id/21871)

Congressional Republicans on Wednesday released a budget plan that would impose deep cuts on energy efficiency and renewable energy, scientific research and environmental protection. Energy efficiency and renewable energy programs would lose $899 million. In addition, Republicans want to cut $1.4 billion from a program that guarantees construction loans for new energy projects, such as nuclear reactors, electric transmission lines and solar arrays. Also on the list of proposed energy cuts are $1.1 billion in the Office of Science, which funds advanced clean energy research; and $186 million for the National Institute of Standards and Technology, which is leading development of technical standards for smart grid installations and cyber protection, and $169 million for nuclear energy. They want to cut Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) funds to the tune of $1.6 billion (32%) - the largest cut in their budget - to impede its ability to regulate greenhouse gas emissions. EPA chief Lisa Jackson notes that about half of the EPA's budget is used to enforce our nation's environmental laws. In total, Republicans want to eliminate over 60 programs for the environment, energy, health care and law enforcement. The Obama administration's proposal for a high-speed rail development is among those on the chopping block. They want a 20% funding reduction for the Department of Energy Office of Science, which funds basic research. This at a time when President Obama has called for a renewed push in science and clean energy technology to keep the country competitive globally. There wide-ranging cuts don't touch the miltary budget, however - the largest share of the US budget. They also don't touch Oil Industry subsides - which Democrats say would save $20 billion over 10 years. Newly elected Tea Party Republicans are pushing for even deeper cuts of an additional $26 billion. States Get Pushback Too Meanwhile, Republican legislators in Montana, Colorado, Minnesota and Missouri are working on weakening or dismantling those states' Renewable Energy Standards (RES) - crucial in the absence of a federal standard to develop a globally competitive renewable energy industry and to cut greenhouse gas emissions. Montana House Bill 224, for example, would end that state's RES, which currently requires utilities to get 15% of their energy from renewables by 2015. Ironically, energy from the Judith Gap Wind Project - a 135 MW wind farm in Montana - costs less than that from fossil fuel plants. In Colorado, a Senate committee voted down three bills along party lines that tried to repeal the RES. Poll: Constituents Not on Board with EPA Cuts Two-thirds of House Energy and Commerce Committee Chairman Fred Upton’s (R-MI) constituents oppose his bill to dismantle the EPA’s ability to reduce carbon and other pollutants, a new poll reveals. The Public Policy Polling survey, conducted for the Natural Resources Defense Council, turned up similar findings in the home districts of eight other key committee members: Reps. Mary Bono Mack (R-CA); Cory Gardner (R-CO); Adam Kinzinger (R-IL); Charlie Bass (R-NH); Leonard Lance, (R-NJ); Mike Doyle, (D-PA); Charles A. Gonzalez (D-TX); and Gene Green (D-TX). 67% of Upton’s constituents--including 60% of Republicans--agree with the statement: "Congress should let the EPA do its job," as opposed to the minority who believe that "Congress should decide" what actions are taken to curb carbon pollution. On Wednesday, the House Energy and Commerce Committee’s Subcommittee on Energy and Power held a hearing on Upton’s bill and the chairman has indicated that he plans to move the legislation forward as quickly as possible. (Read additional NY Times coverage.) Other key survey findings from Chairman Upton’s Michigan 6th Congressional District include the following: 61% say that "EPA needs to do more to hold polluters accountable and protect the air and water." 57% favor "the EPA setting new standards with stricter limits on air pollution." 

GOP wins will bury climate- energy legislation hurting the poor and vulnerable

Rieland 10- staff writer for the Grist (Randy, “GOP wins could throw dirt on climate and energy policy” November 2, 2010, http://www.grist.org/article/2010-11-02-gop-wins-could-throw-dirt-on-climate-and-energy-policy)

Climate and energy legislation could get buried even deeper if the GOP has a big election day. Climate and energy legislation is already dead, right? Well, yes. But after today it could be a lot deader. If the Republicans take over the House, it's already pretty clear that you can forget about any real progress on climate change or clean energy for the next two years. But the impact of a big night for the GOP could ripple way beyond that. Here's a taste of how things could go from bad to worse: If House Democrats who have been getting hammered for voting for cap-and-trade legislation last year, such as Reps. Rick Boucher (Va.), Tom Perriello (Va.), and Harry Teague (N.M.), all lose, don't expect moderates to go out on a limb on climate and energy legislation any time soon. It's not a good sign when the lesser of two evils is to have Sen. Lisa Murkowski (R-Alaska) win her write-in campaign and become chair of the Senate's Energy and Natural Resources Committee. Sure, she's been trying to yank teeth out of the EPA all year, but she's considered more reasonable on climate change and energy than the likely alternative, North Carolina's Richard Burr, a playmate of Big Oil. If Sen. Barbara Boxer (D-Calif.) goes down, not only do enviros lose a long-time ally, but also her considerable influence as head of the Senate's Environment and Public Works Committee. And in the gubernatorial races, a win by Republican Charlie Baker in Massachusetts could jeopardize the state's participation in a regional climate initiative and also the nation's first offshore wind farm. And even if Prop 23 loses in California, Meg Whitman, the Republican candidate for governor, has said she'll suspend the state's landmark greenhouse-gas law if she gets elected. Politico's Robin Bravender has more. This land is their land: Another potential consequence of Republicans taking control of the House: Expect them to aggressively use the House's Natural Resources Committee to open up federal lands to oil and gas drilling and slow efforts to expand the national parks. [Politico] And in other green news: Undergroundswell: Ten senators want a more extensive environmental review of the pipeline that would carry oil from the tar sands of Canada 1,661 miles through the U.S. to refineries in Texas. Last month, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said the State Department would likely approve the project. [Mother Jones] Artificial intelligence: The head of the House Science and Technology Committee says that while he isn't endorsing geoengineering, he thinks a group such as the National Science Foundation should start researching the options for manipulating nature to slow climate change. [Washington Post] Here's a snippet from Rep. Bart Gordon's (D-Tenn.) report: Climate engineering carries with it a tremendous range of uncertainties and possibilities, ethical and political concerns, and the potential for catastrophic side effects. If we find ourselves passing an environmental tipping point, we will need to have done research to understand our options. Crime marches on: Penn State environmental ethics professor Donald Brown asks the question that may have entered your mind a few times over the past year: Is climate science misinformation a crime against humanity? [Guardian] Here's a taste of what he had to say: As long as there is any chance that climate change could create this type of destruction, even assuming, for the sake of argument, that these dangers are not yet fully proven, disinformation about the state of climate change science is extraordinarily morally reprehensible if it leads to non-action in reducing climate change's threat. In fact, how to deal with uncertainty in climate change science is an ethical issue, not only a scientific matter, because the consequences of delay could be so severe and the poorest people in the world are some of the most vulnerable. Airing it out: London, Toronto, and New York have become the first three cities to sign up for the Carbon Disclosure Project, which means they'll regularly report their carbon footprints and greenhouse gas reduction strategies into a public database. [businessGreen.com] Bad wrap: Nestle, Heinz, and General Mills are among the food companies with plans to remove Bisphenol A (BPA) from plastic packaging. [The Independent] Leaf goes on: Nissan says it has already sold out the first shipment of its all-electric Leaf in the U.S. Most of the buyers are on the West Coast. [AFP] Spin control: One way to keep wind turbines from killing bats and birds is to slow down the blades. [Discovery News] The grass is greener: New research concludes that grass will eventually replace corn as the top biofuel in the U.S. [Bio Fuel Daily] Pimpin' for shrimp: BP has finally agreed to kick in money to test and market Gulf seafood. It's creating a $48 million fund -- $18 million to test Louisiana seafood and $30 million to market it. [The Hill] Better straight than never: At a time when even Dems are running from cap-and-trade, it's refreshing to see a candidate who talks straight on climate change. Meet Indiana's Baron Hill. [GOOD] 

Republicans want to cut the EPA- undermines job development, domestic energy sources, and the monitoring of greenhouse gases

Dlouhy 6/6- writer for the Houston Chronicle, (Jennifer, “Republicans aim to cut spending on EPA, offshore drilling oversight,” July 6, 2011, http://fuelfix.com/blog/2011/07/06/republicans-aim-to-cut-spending-on-epa-offshore-drilling-oversight/)

Congressional Republicans want to take an ax to the Environmental Protection Agency with a budget plan that would whittle away at the agency’s powers and funding. The proposals are part of a $27.5 billion spending bill to fund the EPA, Interior Department and other agencies unveiled by House GOP leaders today. In addition to the $1.5 billion cut of current spending on the EPA — which would still get $7.1 billion — the measure would slash the budget for federal land acquisitions to create parks, protected forests and wildlife areas. The 47-year-old Interior Department Land Water Conservation Fund would be cut 80 percent to $50 million in the fiscal year that begins Oct. 1, down from $244 million this year and 93 percent less than the $675 million the Obama administration had asked Congress to provide. Interior Secretary Ken Salazar slammed the spending plan as “short sighted” during an event in Detroit today celebrating the newest land acquisitions for the River Raisin National Battlefield Park and an expansion of the Detroit River International Wildlife Refuge. “That proposed legislation will set back America’s investments in national parks . . . and the places we all hunt, fish and enjoy,” Salazar said. While “we need to put our nation’s fiscal health in order,” Salazar added, there are more efficient cuts. Salazar said the plan would “set back the conservation arc that we have had for a long time . . . by 100 years” and could jeopardize economic growth and jobs tied to newly protected areas. House Republicans defended their plan as essential to reining in out-of-control spending. “At a time when we borrow 40 cents for every dollar we spend, our government can’t afford to continue on its recent spending binge with its head in the sand,” said Mike Simpson, R-Idaho. Simpson added that the spending bill distinguishes “between what is necessary and what would just be nice to do — something American families do every day.” The legislation would give the Interior Department’s Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement $154 million — $35 million less than the Obama administration had asked for the agency that oversees offshore drilling. Republicans also rejected the White House’s proposal to impose $65 million in new inspection fees on offshore rigs and platforms as well as $38 million in similar charges for inspections of onshore oil and gas sites. Republicans who drafted the spending bill described the administration’s fee plan as an “ill conceived” idea that would “put the brakes on future domestic energy sources.” The spending bill also folds in a version of House-passed legislation that aims to accelerate Arctic drilling by Shell and other companies. The measure would set a six-month deadline for the EPA to take final action on air permit applications associated with those offshore drilling projects and bar the agency’s administrative appeals board from reviewing permits for exploratory drilling. EPA’s powers also would be curtailed in other ways under the bill. For instance, the measure would impose a one-year timeout on the agency’s regulations governing the emissions of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases from refineries, power plants and other stationary sources. And the agency would have no money to list new endangered species. Rep. Hal Rogers, R-Ky., the head of the House Appropriations Committee, said the measure aims “to put a stop to free-wheeling government over-regulation.” But Rep. Ed Markey, D-Mass., said that instead, the spending bill represented a “multi-front assault on America’s air, public lands, water and clean energy future.” He said the measure would bludgeon the environment and “benefit polluters.” A House appropriations subcommittee is set to debate and vote on the spending bill this Thursday. The full House could vote on a version of the bill later this summer 

Republicans favor renewable energy cut- hurts green jobs, prices, and increases energy dependence

Reuters 6/21- (Elizabeth McGowan, “House Bill Would Cut Clean Energy and Efficiency Programs by 40 Percent” SolveClimate, Jun 21, 2011, http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/06/21/idUS282235896420110621)

WASHINGTON—Even though Republicans have vowed an "all-of-the-above" approach to America's energy future, Democrats are accusing them of clinging to a narrow, antiquated, hydrocarbon-heavy past. Members of the House Sustainable Energy and Environment Coalition are furious about a 2012 energy and water appropriations bill that they claim shortchanges President Obama's efforts at innovation and competition in favor of an addiction to oil, coal and natural gas. "Now is the worst possible moment to slash funding for the research and development of sustainable energy technologies," coalition member Rep. Rush Holt (D-N.J.) said about the $30.6 billion bill that advanced out of the House Appropriations Committee last Wednesday. "At a time when our economy is already fragile, abandoning scientific research would cause the United States to lose even more high-tech jobs to our foreign competitors." Rep. Jeff Flake of Arizona was the sole Republican who joined 19 Democrats in opposing the bill that passed on a 26-20 vote. The full House will be considering the measure, one of a dozen sweeping federal spending bills, after Independence Day. On the energy front, this version of the bill snips $1.9 billion from the White House request for investments in energy efficiency research, renewables such as solar, wind and geothermal, fuel-conserving vehicles, weatherization, biomass and other programs. That's more than 40 percent below current funding levels. Energy insiders, however, doubt the Senate will approve such draconian paring of clean energy enterprise. Overall, the sprawling bill slices a total of $5.9 billion from President Obama's request for the budget year beginning in October. Those cuts put funding about $1 billion below current levels, roughly equaling dollars doled out in 2005. "The ... funding bill is another glaring example of the widening gap between Republican rhetoric and reality," said Colorado Rep. Jared Polis, one of 48 members of the coalition. "We need a new American energy policy that will lower prices for families, reduce our reliance on dirty, foreign energy and increase our energy independence." Nitty-Gritty of House Bill Overall, this appropriations legislation is designed to provide annual funding for the various agencies and programs under the Department of Energy, including the National Nuclear Security Administration, as well as the Army Corps of Engineers, the Bureau of Reclamation, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, and various regional water and power authorities. Coalition members are most alarmed that the GOP engineered a bill that slashes close to $500 million from DOE's Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy (EERE). That leaves the office with just 40 percent of the amount Obama asked for when he presented his budget back in February. Briefly, the White House 2012 budget request for EERE programs is the largest ever. It rings in at a total of $3.2 billion, which is bordering on 11 percent of the total DOE budget. That's significant because it's a jump of $983 million — or 44 percent — above 2010 appropriations. In addition, the legislation increases funding for DOE's Fossil Energy Office by $32 million while decreasing designated dollars for Advanced Research Projects Agency-Energy (ARPA-E) by $80 million. Energy Department Secretary Steven Chu modeled ARPA-E after a similar program at the Department of Defense to support breakthroughs by clean energy entrepreneurs. Obama had asked that the chronically underfunded ARPA-E receive about $650 million next year. The GOP House bill would jeopardize the relatively new initiative designed to fund early-stage innovation projects that are deemed riskiest and most transformative. As well, the president had called for lopping the fossil office by $417 million, 44 percent below 2010 appropriations. Savings for the president's budget figure of $520 million would have come from peeling away money for fossil energy research and development, as well as the Strategic Petroleum Reserve. Slashing ARPA-E Illogical Lew Milford, founder and president of the Montpelier, Vt.-based nonprofit Clean Energy Group complimented Chu for recognizing ARPA-E as an avenue for expanding a nascent industry. "We're cutting off our nose to spite our face," Milford told SolveClimate News in an interview about ARPA-E's rocky funding record. "ARPA-E is one of the few public programs that focuses on energy innovation. Without it, we won't get the big bang of technology benefits to produce jobs and economic benefits in the long run." The last actual appropriation for ARPA-E was $389 million for fiscal year 2009. DARPA, the military program Chu is mimicking, is unusual because it serves a customer that will buy at any cost, Milford said. But that freedom within the Department of Defense supports a unique model that allows an idea to morph into a prototype that is deployed throughout branches of the military before spilling over into the civilian marketplace. "That's what you need for energy technologies to be working and seamlessly connected," Milford said, adding that DOE has wisely signed a memorandum of understanding agreement with the Defense Department to give ARPA-E room to grow. "To deal with issues such as market demand, DOE has to expand its portfolio of options and essentially create customers." He emphasized that eventually DOE should form ARPA-E partnerships with states because development agencies at that level are looking for niche strategies to boost the clean energy policies they have in place. "It's not ARPA-E's fault or anybody else's that we're not there yet," Milford said. "The clean energy industry is young at 10 to 20 years old when compared to a fossil fuels industry that's more than 100 years old." GAO: National Strategy Necessary In the midst of this season's budget travails, the Government Accountability Office has issued a new report recommending what likely seems obvious to even casual observers of congressional politics — the need to replace a piecemeal approach to climate and energy with a national plan. Rep. Ed Markey (D-Mass.) released the 90-page report by the investigative arm of Congress on Monday. The somewhat clunky title is "Climate Change: Improvements Needed to Clarify National Priorities and Better Align Them with Federal Funding Decisions." To get there, the GAO spells out a two-step solution that is probably easier written on paper than actually accomplished. First, federal authorities need to set clear strategic climate change priorities that identify specific roles and responsibilities of key federal entities involved in the enterprise. Second, those same authorities have to assess how effective they are now at not only defining and reporting federal climate change funding but also lining up that funding with agreed-upon priorities. Those practices will have to be polished so Congress and the public can fully grasp how the government spends money designated for climate change. The trick is that before embarking on step one, entities that fall under the executive branch such as the Council on Environmental Quality, the Office of Energy and Climate Change Policy, the Office and Management and Budget, and Office of Science and Technology Policy have to consult with Congress and collaborate with relevant federal agencies and interagency coordinating bodies. And that looks to be a daunting challenge if those tasked with GAO's recommendations refer to the baffling maze of a chart on page 13 of the report. Authors of the GAO report refer to federal climate change program as complex and crosscutting. "This report shows the significant work the United States government is already taking to understand and address climate change while creating new jobs and industries in America," said Markey, the ranking member of the House Natural Resources Committee. "So far this has been accomplished with little national leadership. In these challenging budgetary times, we need to make sure funding matches national priorities. This GAO report shows us we still have work to do." Assessment Follows Party Line Republican leaders had nothing but high praise for the way they reshaped President Obama's original budget request. Such "smart and significant" spending reductions were necessary to programs with "massive and unnecessary increases," Appropriations Committee Chairman Hal Rogers of Kentucky said. Energy and Water Development Subcommittee Chairman Rodney Frelinghuysen of New Jersey agreed that their handiwork "clearly shows that strong fiscal discipline, a strong national defense and a strong economy, can be achieved together." But neither of those assessments lined up with perspectives from the Sustainable Energy and Environment Coalition. Co-chair Reps. Jay Inslee of Washington and Steve Israel of New York, organized the caucus in January 2009 to advance policies government-wide that address clean energy innovation, environmental protection and climate change. Coalition member Rep. Paul Tonka, who has introduced legislation to redirect subsidies now designated for oil companies into clean energy innovation and manufacturing, frowned upon the GOP approach. "We cannot cut our way to number one," the New York Democrat said about falling behind China and Germany. "If we are to stay competitive as a nation in the long term, we must invest in new technologies, clean energy and job creation. This bill fails all three tests." 

Clean energy key to prosperity- republicans would cut the budget

Cook 4/1- staff writer for The Christian Science Monitor (Dave, “Energy secretary: Planned GOP cuts could cost US in clean-energy race (video)” April 1, 2011, The Christian Science Monitor, http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Politics/monitor_breakfast/2011/0401/Energy-secretary-Planned-GOP-cuts-could-cost-US-in-clean-energy-race-video)

Washington Energy Secretary Steven Chu called on Congress not to cut his department’s research-and-development budget, saying to do so could cost the US its place in the race to develop advanced batteries and other clean forms of energy. Speaking Friday at a Monitor-sponsored breakfast for reporters, Secretary Chu was asked about provisions in a House Republican spending plan for the current budget year. It would cut $800 million from the DOE science budget and $700 million from its renewable-energy programs. RELATED: Gas prices out of control? Seven ways lawmakers could help – or hurt. “I would hope Congress would appreciate the fact that the research-and-development budget is vital for our future prosperity,” Chu said. “This is a very competitive world out there.” Chu, a Nobel Prize winner in physics, outlined progress in batteries for electric cars aimed at providing a 300-mile range. He described the development of such a battery as “a market-changer.” He added, “You turn off the spigot for this research and ideas, you will be saying, 'All right, United States, you are not in the race anymore.' And that would be tragic.” 

Republicans propose cutting energy programs without eliminating tax breaks- tradesoff

Platts 4/5-  a leading global provider of energy and metals information and a foremost source of benchmark price assessments in the physical energy markets (Keith Chu, “Republicans propose energy program cuts in 2012 budget outline” April 5, 2011, http://www.platts.com/RSSFeedDetailedNews/RSSFeed/NaturalGas/6967982)

Republicans in the US House of Representatives proposed trimming federal energy programs -- but did not specify where, or by how much specific programs would be cut -- in their budget outline for fiscal 2012. Representative Paul Ryan, Republican-Wisconsin, unveiled a budget in a news conference Tuesday morning that would cut $179 billion in total federal spending compared with President Barack Obama's 2012 budget, but did not detail where those cuts would come from. Ryan, who heads the House Budget Committee, did say Republicans plan to encourage more domestic oil and gas production and less spending on some energy research. Article continues below... Sign up for Inside Energy Inside Energy brings you reporting on energy policy developments in the US government and how policy decisions and implementation impact the production, delivery, and use of energy resources. Content includes oil, natural gas, electricity, coal, nuclear energy, renewable energy and energy efficiency. "This budget would continue funding essential government missions, including energy security and basic research and development, while paring back spending in areas of duplication or non-core functions, such as applied and commercial research or development projects best left to the private sector," Ryan said in his budget. The top Democrat on the Budget Committee, Representative Chris Van Hollen of Maryland, said Republicans cut too much spending without eliminating unnecessary tax breaks, including subsidies to the oil and gas industry. "The question is not whether to reduce the deficit, but how," Van Hollen said. "To govern is to choose, and it is not courageous to protect tax breaks for millionaires, oil companies, and other big money special interests while slashing our investments in education, ending the current health care guarantees for seniors on Medicare, and denying health care coverage to tens of millions of Americans." The release of the budget is an early step in what is shaping up to be a lengthy back-and-forth between Obama, Senate Democrats and House Republicans over how much the federal government should spend, and where the money will go. After each chamber passes a budget, the House will begin work on the appropriations bills that set out federal spending. The 2012 fiscal year begins October 1. At the news conference Tuesday, Representative Jason Chaffetz, Republican-Utah, said the shift in priorities would allow markets to choose how US energy development unfolds. "We can't have government pick winners and losers from Washington DC," Chaffetz said. Obama has requested a total of $29.5 billion for the Department of Energy for 2012, including $11.8 billion for nuclear weapons and nonproliferation, $6.3 billion for nuclear waste cleanup and $10.2 billion for energy efficiency and renewable energy, nuclear energy and science. In his budget, Ryan hinted that Republicans plan to propose Environmental Protection Agency cuts, saying the spending plan "scales back spending on government bureaucracies seeking to impose a job-destroying national energy tax." Meanwhile, Congress is still trying to pass spending bills for the 2011 fiscal year, which ends September 30, and has until Friday to avert a government shutdown. Obama planned to meet with congressional leaders from both parties Tuesday in an attempt to reach a spending compromise, White House Press Secretary Jay Carney said in a briefing with reporters Tuesday morning. "Before we talk about what might happen if we can't reach an agreement, the President believes that -- and the reason why he called this meeting today is because he believes that an agreement is possible," Carney said. House Appropriations Committee Chairman Hal Rogers, Republican-Kentucky, just before midnight on Monday proposed a one-week, stopgap spending bill that included $632 million in cuts to energy and water programs among $12 billion in total cuts. Democrats, including House Whip Steny Hoyer, of Maryland, said Tuesday they would not agree on a one-week spending bill. 

**Terminal Impact** Developing alternative fuel is key to oil dependence- creates Middle East stability

Hagel 04- US senator from Nebraska (Chuck, “ A Republican Foreign Policy ”  July/August 2004, Foreign Affairs, http://academic.marion.ohio-state.edu/vsteffel/web597/Hagel_RepublicanFP.pdf)

Second, U.S. foreign policy cannot ignore global energy security. Discussions of U.S. energy policy are often detached from economic and foreign policy. The United States has an interest in assuring stable and secure supplies of oil and natural gas. According to the Department of Energy, the United States imports nearly 60 percent of its crude oil. Twenty percent of U.S. imports come from the Persian Gulf; by 2025, this share is estimated to grow to 26 percent. The share of American oil imports from the members of the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) is also expected to grow from 40 percent to 53 percent. But even if U.S. dependence on Middle Eastern oil were to decrease, instability and conflict in the Persian Gulf would still affect us, since oil markets operate on a global basis. U.S. national security therefore depends on political stability in the Middle East and other potentially volatile oil- and gas-producing regions. In addition to helping assure such stability, the United States must develop alternative fuel sources; expand natural gas production, networks, and facilities; and take greater advantage of nuclear power, clean coal technology, and more aggressive conservation programs. 
# - Food Safety

GOP would reverse Obama’s food safety act

Food Watchdog 6/17- (“GOP tries to gut money for food safety programs” JUNE 17, 2011, http://thefoodwatchdog.com/06/government-oversight/gop-believes-food-is-safe-enough-money-for-food-safety-programs/)

The best fiction writer in the world couldn’t create a better example of government stupidity than what Congress has done this week to gut efforts to make America’s food supply safer. You have to wonder whether GOP lawmakers believe that they and their loved ones are somehow immune to E. coli, salmonella, listeria and all the other food pathogens that cause debilitating illness and death. Don't worry. The Republicans say these are fine, just fine. For almost two years Congress debated ways to revamp major shortcomings in the nation’s food safety operation and give the FDA and USDA the tools, regulations and personnel to finally do the job properly. The battle was long and ugly, with lobbyists from corporate agribusinesses pulling out all stops, but on Jan. 4, President Obama signed the major Food Safety and Modernization Act into law. It was the first retooling of food safety regs since 1938. But a law means nothing if there aren’t funds appropriated to enable the new requirements. If the House gets its way, the new law will be dead on arrival. Kentucky Republican Hal Rogers, who chairs the House Agriculture Appropriations committee, calls the cuts “unnecessary and fiscally responsible.” He and other Republicans insist that America’s food supply is 99.9 percent safe. Clearly they have not seen the food poisoning body count from the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Its newest tally says that more than 50 million people in the U.S. each year are sickened from encountering pathogens in their food. Nearly 30,000 are hospitalized running up medicals of tens of thousands of dollars. About 3,000 die. And these are just the sicknesses of which we’re aware. The proposed cuts of $87 million will prevent FDA from meeting its safety obligations under the new law. The $35 million cut in USDA’s funding will force the agency to lay off many inspectors at meat and poultry processing plants, let alone hire the additional inspectors the law calls for. The only hope for sanity is that the House plan must go to the Democratic controlled Senate for its input and approval.

# - Russia Relations

Republican control hurts US- Russia relations, missile defense, efforts to reduce climate change

AP 10- (Associated Press, “US Republican Wins Could Be Felt in Europe” November 1, 2010, http://www.cnbc.com/id/39845295/US_Republican_Wins_Could_Be_Felt_in_Europe)

A big Republican win in Tuesday's U.S. congressional elections could jolt U.S. relations with Europe by affecting issues such as arms control, climate change and relations with Turkey. Getty Images Foreign policy has not been a factor in the campaign, which has been dominated by economic and other domestic issues. But if Republicans, as expected, win control of the House of Representatives and make gains in the Senate, the impact will be felt beyond U.S. borders. Though Congress does not run U.S. foreign policy, it can influence it in many ways, and President Barack Obama could find many of his priorities stalled or tripped up by lawmakers. Obama's arms control agenda and U.S.-Russian relations could be the first foreign policy casualties of the election. The administration has been trying for months to win enough Republican support in the Senate to ratify the New Strategic Arms Control Treaty with Russia. The treaty, signed in April by Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev, would lower limits on the two countries' nuclear arsenals, but some Republicans are not satisfied that the United States could verify whether Russia was sticking to its terms. Defeat in the Senate would have two obvious consequences. Since arms negotiations have been the centerpiece of Obama's opening to improve relations with Russia, a failure to ratify the treaty would be a setback. Without a victory, Obama's broader agenda on reducing the risk from nuclear weapons could be in doubt. For instance, plans to ratify a nuclear test ban treaty already look beyond reach. The administration is pushing for a vote on New START shortly after the election before most newly elected senators are seated in January, because it will be much more difficult with fewer Democrats in office next year. But in a twist of election law, three newly elected senators will take office immediately after the election because they are running for seats that were vacated by predecessors including Obama and Vice President Joe Biden. It remains unclear whether Democrats can pick up enough Republican votes or have enough time to win passage in the postelections session. In another possible pitfall for U.S.-Russian relations, Obama's support for Russia to join the World Trade Organization could be blocked by Congress. Before the United States can approve Russia's bid, Congress must first repeal the Jackson-Vanik agreement, a Soviet-era regulation that can restrict bilateral trade. Republican gains also could add uncertainties for relations with Turkey. Republicans have traditionally supported the NATO ally. But anger in both major parties has risen over Turkish conflict with Israel and ties with Iran. In previous periods of Republican control of the House of Representatives, party leaders have blocked attempts to pass resolutions recognizing the World-War I-era killings of Armenians by Ottoman Turks as genocide. The third-ranking Republican lawmaker, Rep. Mike Pence, who helps guide party strategy in the House, has said he might reconsider opposition to a resolution because of Turkish positions on Israel. The passage of a resolution on Armenia could upend relations with Turkey, a rising power that vociferously opposes it. The election campaigns already have damaged Obama's chances of passing legislation that would curb climate-warming emissions. In a sign of the legislation's unpopularity, candidates from both parties railed against proposed legislation as antibusiness at a time of high unemployment and slow economic growth. With poor prospects for U.S. legislation on reducing emissions, it is unlikely that Obama can lobby effectively or a global pact that would bind the countries of the world to limits on greenhouse gasses. The issue has become a political loser domestically. If voters appear to rebuke him Tuesday, Obama will be looking for other initiatives that can improve his own re-election chances in 2012. Pure political partisanship after Tuesday's elections also could have foreign policy implications with Republican leaders in Congress talking about opposition, not compromise. Republicans are more likely than Democrats to support free trade. But a Republican win may not do much to advance global free trade talks, which are unpopular politically. Republicans are wary about handing Obama victories ahead of the 2012 elections. If Republicans take over one chamber or two, they will gain power over the budget and could force changes in funding for programs such as U.S. foreign aid, which some would like to cut, and missile defense, which some would like to boost. 

# - Education

Republican control undermines education

Huffington Post 1/3- (“How Will Republican Wins Affect Federal Education Policy?” January 3, 2011, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/11/03/how-will-republican-wins-_n_778496.html?view=print)

As Republican candidates gain dozens of seats in the House, claiming a majority over Democrats, education leaders wonder how the shift will impact federal education policies. The answer remains unclear. Some thinkers cite education as an issue that can bridge the bipartisan divide in Congress, while others think a Republican-controlled House will undermine President Obama's education reforms. According to The Washington Post, education may be a key area in which Obama will be able to form a bipartisan coalition. The Washington Post explains, Key Republican lawmakers appear receptive to the president's overtures on education reform in part because Obama backs teacher performance pay, charter schools and other innovations that challenge union orthodoxy. Obama has hoped to revise the No Child Left Behind law put in place by President Bush. According to The Washington Post, John Kline, the Republican representative in line to be the next chairman of the Education Committee, said, "We need to fix No Child Left Behind. That is going to be a bipartisan effort." Conversely, a recent article in Education Week argues that John Kline may seek to undermine Obama's Race to the Top initiative. According to Education Week, The Obama administration also asked for $1.35 billion in the fiscal 2011 budget to continue the Race to the Top program, a key administration priority born of the stimulus program, for an additional year and extend it to districts. Rep. Kline said in the interview that he wouldn't support that. He thinks the program was too rigid and imposed federal policy preferences on states. 

GOP control would cut education spending- key to long-term success

Klein 10- staff writer for Education Weekly (Alyson, “UPDATED: Obama Says GOP Congress Would Cut Education Funding” September 28, 2010, Education Weekly, http://blogs.edweek.org/edweek/campaign-k-12/2010/09/obama_gop_congress_would_cut_e.html)

  President Barack Obama told a crowd in New Mexico today that a Republican Congress would seek to cut education spending in order to pay for tax cuts for the rich. [UPDATE: In his comments, the president mentioned some specific cuts that he says are in the GOP plan, including to Head Start and college financial aid: "Their number one economic priority is retaining $700 billion [in] tax breaks to the wealthiest 2 percent of the country—millionaires and billionaires mostly. ... That's their main economic plan. And when you ask them, 'Well, how would you pay for some of this stuff?' they don't really have good answers," Obama said. "But one way they would pay for it is to cut back our education spending by 20 percent and eliminate about 200,000 Head Start programs and reduce student aid to go to college for about 8 million students. "And so I just want everybody to think about those kinds of issues as you go into the polling place in November: Who's going to prioritize our young people to make sure they've got the skills they need to succeed over the long term? Nothing is going to be more important in terms of our long-term success."] Not so fast, says Rep. John Kline of Minnesota, the top Republican on the House Education and Labor Committee, who would likely become chairman if his party takes a majority in the House. He called the claim "baseless" and said Republicans are merely trying to bring discretionary spending levels back to where they were before the Troubled Asset Relief Program (aka the bailout) and the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (aka the stimulus.) But the GOP is not going so far as to propose an overall spending level for education, or for particular education programs. "Instead of having an honest discussion about bringing fiscal responsibility back to Washington, D.C., the president is setting up a straw man with his claims about education funding," Kline said in a statement. "The president and his party are resorting to baseless claims in order to distract the public's attention from their fiscal recklessness and inability to even propose a budget this year. Republicans are focused on doing what's right for our children—that begins by stopping Washington's out-of-control spending spree." Interesting to note here: We're not seeing much discussion of some of the wonkier ideas in education on the campaign trail (no candidate has come out in favor of, or against, say, tying Title I grants to standards). But we are seeing a lot of discussion about whether providing more money for schools can make a difference. I guess that's to be expected, given that the feds doled out a staggering, unprecedented $100 billion for schools and colleges on Obama's watch. 

# - Social Issues

A republican win would mean privatization of social programs among other conservative policies

Michelle Goldberg, senior contributing writer for Newsweek, 6/14/2011, “Has the GOP Lost Its Mind?”, http://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2011/06/14/new-hampshire-republican-2012-presidential-debate-republican-extremism-on-display.html

Here are things that Republicans suggested eliminating or privatizing in last night’s debate: FEMA, NASA, the EPA, the Federal Labor Relations Board, Medicaid and food stamps. Herman Cain promised not to appoint any Muslims who want to kill Americans to his cabinet. Michele Bachmann supports states rights on gay marriage, but also supports a constitutional amendment outlawing it. Newt Gingrich faults big government for the lamentable absence of manned stations on the moon. Rick Santorum wants to “a system of discipline” to “punish” gay soldiers, which suggests that his problem with pornographic Google results is not likely to abate. Tim Pawlenty views Iraq as “one of the shiniest examples of success in the Middle East.” 

US without a republican president would be better- necessary policies aren’t supported by republicans

Fred Brangman, 6/20/2011, “If McCain Had Won”, http://www.indypendent.org/2011/07/20/if-mccain-had-won/

But while rich and powerful elites have always ruled in America, their power has periodically been successfully challenged at times of national crisis: the Civil War, the Progressive era, the Depression. America is clearly headed for such a moment in the coming decade, as its economy continues to decline due to a parasitic Wall Street, mounting debt, strong economic competitors, overspending on the military, waste in the private health care sector and elites declaring class war against a majority of Americans. Naomi Klein has written penetratingly of “Disaster Capitalism,” which occurs when financial and corporate elites benefit from the economic crises they cause. But the reverse has also often proved true: a kind of “Disaster Progressivism” often occurs when self-interested elites cause so much suffering that policies favoring democracy and the majority become possible. The United States will clearly face such a crisis in the coming decade. It is understandable that many Americans will want to focus on re-electing Obama in 2012. Although Democrats and the country would have been better off if McCain had won in 2008, this is not necessarily true if a Republican wins in 2012—especially if the GOP nominates Sarah Palin or Michele Bachmann. But however important the 2012 election, far more energy needs to be devoted to building mass organizations that challenge elite power and develop the kinds of policies—including massive investment in a “clean energy economic revolution,” a carbon tax and other tough measures to stave off climate change, regulating and breaking up the financial sector, cost-effective entitlements like single-payer health insurance, and public financing of primary and general elections—which alone can save America and its democracy in the painful decade to come. 

A Bachmann win in 2012 means right-wing fundamentalism and small federal government- she has a high chance of winning the GOP nomination

Jake Jones, 6/30/2011, “Conservatives for Michelle Bachmann- What Does She Believe”, http://www.articlesbase.com/politics-articles/conservatives-for-michelle-bachmann-what-does-she-believe-4971698.html

Bachmann's Christian background and tea party support Bachmann has a history of supporting Christian values. She supports pro-life causes and opposes gay marriage. She is the founder of the House Tea Party Caucus. Conservatives for Michelle Bachmann recognize that she supports conservative causes, and she is a favorite among Christian conservatives. Michelle Bachmann views on gay marriage She served in the Minnesota Senate from 2000 to 2006. She established a strong conservative record and organized religious leaders to support a state amendment to define marriage as between a man and woman. The amendment failed to pass. She has taken a strong stance against raising taxes against the wealthy. Michelle Bachmann views on other political issues Michelle Bachmann first rose to national prominence in 2006 when she was elected to Minnesota's 6th congressional district for the 110th United States Congress. In her early years of Congress, she opposed the Iraq troop surge of 2007. She wanted the President to hold a hearing to explain why we needed a troop surge before voting yes for the resolution. Conservatives for Michelle Bachmann love that she is not afraid to speak her mind. Unlike many of the political figures in the federal government, Bachmann has strong views on most conservative issues. In 2007, she opposed the higher education finance bill. She felt that the bill favored government run lending programs and did not include any serious reforms for education financing. Michelle Bachmann views on oil exploration Conservatives for Michelle Bachmann love her strong views on gas and oil exploration. When gas prices spiked at over $4 per gallon in 2008, Bachmann was one of the leading voices for expanding oil exploration in the United States. She also believes that global warming is a hoax. This is in stark contrast with her GOP opponent Mitt Romney, who recently proclaimed that "I believe the world's getting warmer…I believe that humans contribute to that." She may be able to garner a lot of support among conservatives for her views on this issue. Conservatives for Michelle Bachmann believe she can win the GOP nomination. Based on her voting history and her Christian background, she is a strong conservative candidate. I think that conservatives for Michelle Bachmann have a good chance to see her nominated as the GOP candidate for 2011. 

# - Military Intervention

GOP would enhance US intervention in Libya, Syria, and Iran

Gentile 6/28-  covers breaking and international news and produces multimedia content for Need to Know (Sal, “Republican rift on foreign policy widens as Pawlenty criticizes ‘isolationist’ rivals” June 28, 2011, http://www.pbs.org/wnet/need-to-know/author/gentiles/)

Republican presidential candidate, former Minnesota Gov. Tim Pawlenty speaks at the Council on Foreign Relations in New York on Tuesday. (AP Photo/Seth Wenig) The Republican candidates for president have been careful to present a unified front on most issues, especially taxes and government spending. But fissures have begun to show in the party’s views on foreign policy, a rift that widened Tuesday as Minnesota Gov. Tim Pawlenty assailed his rivals for “trying to outbid the Democrats in appealing to isolationist sentiments.” In a wide-ranging speech at the Council on Foreign Relations in New York, Pawlenty staked out what is easily the most hawkish foreign policy platform in the race, calling for regime change in Libya, Syria and Iran, attacking President Obama’s “anti-Israel” attitude and casting the recent “Arab Spring” as a chance to shape formerly autocratic regimes into democracies that are friendlier to American interests. Pawlenty also seemed to split from Republicans in Congress when he said in a question-and-answer session after the speech that, while he would have consulted members of the House and Senate on the military action in Libya “as a courtesy,” he would not have felt compelled to seek congressional approval for the bombing campaign “as a legal obligation” under the War Powers Act. The Obama administration has taken a similar view, while large numbers of House Republicans, especially those affiliated with the Tea Party, have voted to end U.S. involvement in the NATO-led operation against Moammar Gadhafi. Pawlenty conceded that it was appropriate for Republicans to question President Obama’s conduct of the military operation in Libya, or the drawdown of U.S. forces in Afghanistan. “What is wrong,” he said, “is for the Republican Party to shrink from the challenges of American leadership in the world. History repeatedly warns us that in the long run, weakness in foreign policy costs us and our children much more than we’ll save in a budget line item.” He added: “America already has one political party devoted to decline, retrenchment, and withdrawal. It does not need a second one.” The speech seemed aimed, at least in part, at some of the GOP primary’s newest entrants, particularly former Utah Gov. Jon Huntsman and Minnesota Rep. Michelle Bachmann, both of whom have called for a scaled-back American role in foreign conflicts such as the one in Libya. Bachmann has been especially critical of the bombing campaign there, calling the decision to attack Gadhafi’s regime “absolutely wrong” in a Republican presidential debate earlier this month. Massachusetts Gov. Mitt Romney has also been critical of American military adventurism, despite supporting the war in Iraq. He declared in the same presidential debate, “Our troops shouldn’t go off and try to fight a war of independence for another nation.” On Tuesday, the contrast between Pawlenty and his rivals could not be clearer. When asked, for example, if his foreign policy would more closely resemble that of George W. Bush — who openly sought to promote democracy throughout the Middle East — or that of the first president Bush, who was more restrained, Pawlenty declined to distance himself from the neoconservative vision that defined the second Bush administration and provided the basis for the Iraq war, calling that country a “shining example” of an Arab country transitioning toward democracy. Whether that hurts Pawlenty among Tea Party activists, who have grown increasingly skeptical of U.S. military commitments, remains to be seen. Mainstream Republicans and independents are also war-weary, polls show. Still, Pawlenty articulated on Tuesday the first clear vision of what his foreign policy as president might look like: robust and interventionist, staunchly pro-Israel and actively promoting, through sanctions and monetary aid, the spread of democracy throughout the Middle East, in the hope of cultivating more American-friendly governments in that region. “Today, in our own Republican Party, some look back and conclude our projection of strength and defense of freedom was a product of different times and different challenges,” Pawlenty said. “While times have changed, the nature of the challenge has not.” 

# - Science/Tech Cuts

Republicans will cut funding for science and technology- affects NASA space development and the EPA

Semeniuk et al. 2/10- columnist for Discovery Channel in Canada, and the US Bureau Chief for New Scientist,  eceived his journalism degree at Boston University, following an undergraduate degree in physics and astronomy (Ivan, Jeff Tollefson & Meredith Wadman, “ US science agencies targeted for cuts ” 10 February 2011, http://www.nature.com/news/2011/110210/full/news.2011.84.html)

A researcher at the SLAC National Accelerator Laboratory, one of ten US national labs that faces proposed severe cuts.SLAC National Accelerator Laboratory The US budget battle of 2011 has barely begun, but the opening salvos are echoing loudly across the capitol — in some cases, signalling the potential for major cuts to labs and regulatory agencies. With a partial list of spending measures released yesterday by the House Appropriations Committee, Republican leaders have revealed how they hope to trim US$58 billion of non-military spending from the 2011 budget, a target that was announced last week by Paul Ryan, chairman of the House Budget Committee. The measures would reduce expenditures on government-funded agencies and programmes, including several related to science and technology (see Table 1). The Republican-controlled House of Representatives is expected to vote on the cuts next week, although this will only be the start of an intense negotiation with the Democrat-controlled Senate, whose consent will also be needed to pass a 2011 federal budget. Among the hardest hit in the Republicans' plan is the Department of Energy's (DOE's) Office of Science, which funds research ranging from particle physics to chemistry and materials science. The Committee aims to slice a whopping $1.1 billion from the $5.12 billion requested by President Barack Obama for the Office of Science's 2011 budget. "It's devastating," says Pat Clemins, director of the budget and policy programme at the American Association for the Advancement of Science in Washington DC. "It definitely will affect the ability of the DOE to fill the discovery pipeline." Other agencies targeted for major cuts include the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in Washington DC and the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) in Atlanta, Georgia. The cuts fall short of the $100 billion that Republicans pledged to cut from Obama's 2011 budget request during last autumn's midterm election campaign. House Republican leaders now say that there are limits to how much more they can cut from a budget that has less than seven months to go. The US government's 2011 fiscal year ends on 30 September. Flat funding Some of the cuts look worse on paper than they may be in practice. Because the previous Congress was unable to reach a consensus and pass a 2011 budget last year, agencies are currently operating under a continuing resolution that directs them to spend money at 2010 levels. In some cases, the proposed cuts amount to maintaining that 2010 status quo. For example, NASA — which is slated by the Appropriations Committee for a $379-million cut — would remain near its 2010 funding levels. However, this leaves a number of questions unanswered, such as where the agency will find the money to support an extra shuttle flight — which was approved by Congress last year — and cover cost overruns by the James Webb Space Telescope project. Similarly, a proposed $1-billion cut from the National Institutes of Health (NIH) in Bethesda, Maryland, would keep the NIH at its 2010 funding level of $31 billion — which could even be good news, given that the spending subcommittee that funds the agency was told last week that it would have to cut at least 4% from 2010 levels overall. "If you look at the size of the reduction that has to occur for the Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education, and Related Agencies, I think that this is pretty good news for the NIH," says David Moore, senior director for governmental relations at the Association of American Medical Colleges in Washington DC. Moore cautions that, with fiscal conservatives still hungry for cuts in both houses of Congress, the flat $31-billion budget represents the best that the NIH can hope for. Open debate in the House and further consideration in the Senate could result in yet more cuts. Other agencies have not fared so well. The CDC was hit particularly hard: for 2011, Obama proposed a $133-million cut in the agency's 2010 budget, but House appropriators want to cut a further $755 million on top of that. The combined reductions would trim more than 13% from the agency's $6.5-billion discretionary budget for 2010. The EPA was also slated for a reduction in the president's budget, losing $278 million, but the Republican proposal would cut a further $1.6 billion. The agency would thus see a total reduction of more than 18% compared to the 2010 fiscal year. This removes roughly two-thirds of a massive boost that the agency received last year for initiatives related to water infrastructure, hazardous waste clean-up and a greenhouse-gas registry that was to have served as the basis for a cap and trade system for limiting carbon emissions. Losing energy Most striking in its size and political implications is the proposed cut to the DOE Office of Science, which underwrites the lion's share of research in many areas of chemistry and physics in the United States and supports ten national laboratories, including Fermilab in Batavia, Illinois, the SLAC National Accelerator Laboratory at Stanford University in Menlo Park, California, and the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory in Berkeley, California. The proposed cut would amount to a nearly 18% reduction from the Office of Science's 2010 budget. The shortfall would presumably have to be absorbed in the final months of the 2011 budget. "My guess is that the only way they could accommodate that kind of reduction and not break contracts is to close the facilities down for the balance of the year," says Michael Lubell, director of public affairs for the American Physical Society in College Park, Maryland. "The lab directors were already looking at how they would handle a 5% annual reduction, or maybe as much as 10%, but no one was contemplating a reduction of this size." The proposal would return the office's funding to 2008 levels. In the 2009 fiscal year, Republicans and Democrats had elected to boost funding by $750 million, part of a broader effort to increase cash flow to the physical sciences under the 2007 America COMPETES Act, which was reauthorized in December. The cuts to the Office of Science — as well as cuts of $138 million to the National Institute of Standards and Technology in Gaithersburg, Maryland — means that the 2011 budget would no longer keep pace with the increases written into COMPETES. The National Science Foundation in Arlington, Virginia, which is also marked for funding increases in COMPETES, is still set to receive an increase for 2011.

Republicans favor science program cuts- kills clean projects that regulate greenhouse gas

Mooney 2/10-  science and political journalist and commentator and the author of three books (Chris, “GOP Proposes More Science Cuts” Discover Magazine, http://blogs.discovermagazine.com/intersection/2011/02/10/gop-proposes-more-science-cuts/)

I thought, after President Obama’s State of the Union address, that at least we could all probably agree that advancing scientific research (and thus, economic growth) was a good thing. But now we see what the House Appropriations Committee has in mind when it comes to cutting $ 35 billion from the budget–and that includes a lot of whacks at scientific research programs that are at the center of the innovation agenda. Reports Portfolio: Republicans propose cutting $1.1 billion from the Department of Energy’s Office of Science, which is the nation’s largest supporter of basic research in the physical sciences. The plan calls for a $1 billion budget cut at the National Institutes of Health, the federal government’s medical research agency. The Centers for Disease Control would see its funding drop by $755 million. Agricultural research would be cut by $246 million. The spending plan, which will go to the House floor for a vote next week, also calls for eliminating $1 billion in funding for high-speed rail projects, a program that Obama wants to spend $53 billion on over the next six years. Amtrak would face a $224 million budget cut. Among the other cuts: * The Department of Energy’s loan-guarantee program, which supports loans for clean-energy projects, would be reduced by $1.4 billion. * Spending on other energy efficiency and renewable energy programs would be cut by nearly $900 million. * The Environmental Protection Agency would have $1.6 billion less to spend, making it harder for the agency to proceed with regulations on greenhouse gas emissions. Honestly, the last cut is the only one that at least makes some sense from the point of view of a Republican who wants to stimulate the economy. They think GHG regulations will kill growth and jobs. I think they’re wrong–but at least there’s an argument there. What on earth is the economic argument for cutting any of this other research? 
***Internals***

Moderates Key

Moderates key to elections- can get Independents on board

McDaniel 6/9-  Founder of Illinois Conservative.com and Co-founder of the Illinois Conservative Action Network (Jerry, “Will Third Parties Spoil the 2010 and 2012 Elections For Republicans?” June 9, 2010, The Constitution Sentinel, http://illinoisconservative.wordpress.com/2010/06/09/will-third-parties-spoil-the-2010-and/)

An increasing number of conservatives and misguided patriots are considering supporting a third party in the 2010 and 2012 elections.  The traditional home of conservatives, the Republican Party, has been courting “moderates” for years, ignoring its conservative base. The Republican establishment is convinced that moderates are the key to winning elections because they believe only moderates can attract the independent voters necessary to win any election. Experience has shown this to be an erroneous assumption on the part of Republicans. On a level playing field moderates lose every time. Voters tend to gravitate to candidates with a clear set of values and the ability to articulate them. 

Moderates key to election-reasons why Obama won in 2008

Roberts 3-13 (Cokie and Steve, 2011, “Hooray for the moderate people!”, http://www.thetandd.com/news/opinion/article_2227c8a2-4c6d-11e0-81f7-001cc4c002e0.html) BR

To understand this strategy, just look at the results of the 2008 election. A lot of attention has been focused on self-described "independents," and they are certainly important. Twenty-nine percent chose that label, and they favored Obama by 52 percent to 44 percent. But a more important target is "moderates," a group that includes many independents but also centrist, pragmatic members of both parties. This group was considerably larger than independents in 2008 - comprising 44 percent of the electorate - and they voted more heavily for Obama, 60 percent to 39 percent. Obama's appeal to these centrists ran through everything he did and said in Florida. A delegation of teachers gathered outside the Miami high school, protesting the president's embrace of Bush and if you were a cynic (and we're not), you might even suspect that Team Obama bused in the critics to emphasize the moderate message. At the fundraiser, the president returned to the same theme, praising Republican presidents from Abraham Lincoln to Dwight Eisenhower for investing in infrastructure improvements like railroads and highways. And then he declared: "The biggest contest we face is not between Democrats and Republicans. It's between the United States and our workers and our businesses and our economy and our competitors around the world."

Moderates and Independents key to decide a close election

Galston 7/23 – senior fellow at the Brookings Institution and a contributing editor for The New Republic (William, July 23 2011, “Why a New Poll in Ohio Spells Trouble for Obama in 2012”, http://www.tnr.com/article/politics/92456/obama-ohio-romney-bachmann-palin)

Of course, it’s early, and as a useful Gallup analysis shows, an incumbent’s ratings in the twelfth quarter of his presidency are more predictive than are those in the tenth, the quarter that Obama has just completed. But it’s not too early to see the basic options for 2012. If the economy perks up even modestly, Obama wins. If not, we’re in for a repeat of 1980, when a majority of the electorate was willing to fire the incumbent, but not unless they felt comfortable with the challenger—a sentiment that didn’t crystallize until the pivotal Carter-Reagan debate. So if the Republicans manage to nominate a mainstream conservative who seems reasonable, they may well win. If they nominate Palin or Bachmann, they’ll commit creedal suicide, as each party ends up doing about once a generation. As for Rick Perry—the Republican flavor du jour—it remains to be seen whether he can become the party unifier who energizes the Tea Party base and Main Street conservatives without repelling the moderates and independents who will decide a close election.

Independents Key

Independents key to election- growing numbers and last three elections prove

Babington 5/31- White House Correspondant for Associated Press (Charles, “GOP presidential contenders drift to the right” May 31, 2011, Associated Press, http://www.cnsnews.com/news/article/gop-presidential-contenders-drift-right-0) AE

WASHINGTON (AP) — In the first presidential election since the tea party's emergence, Republican candidates are drifting rightward on a range of issues, even though more centrist stands might play well in the 2012 general election. On energy, taxes, health care and other topics, the top candidates hold positions that are more conservative than those they espoused a few years ago. The shifts reflect the evolving views of conservative voters, who will play a major role in choosing the Republican nominee. In that sense, the candidates' repositioning seems savvy or even essential. But the eventual nominee will face President Barack Obama in the 2012 general election, when independent voters appear likely to be decisive players once again. Those independents may be far less enamored of hard-right positions than are the GOP activists who will wield power in the Iowa caucuses, the New Hampshire primary and other nominating contests. "The most visible shift in the political landscape" in recent years "is the emergence of a single bloc of across-the-board conservatives," says the Pew Research Center, which conducts extensive voter surveys. Many of them "take extremely conservative positions on nearly all issues," Pew reports. They largely "agree with the tea party," and "very strongly disapprove of Barack Obama's job performance." Climate policy is a dramatic example of how GOP presidential hopefuls have shifted to the right in recent years. Former Govs. Mitt Romney of Massachusetts, Tim Pawlenty of Minnesota and Jon Huntsman of Utah, along with other likely candidates, have backed away from earlier embraces of regional "cap-and-trade" programs to reduce greenhouse gas pollution. Such stands were unremarkable in GOP circles just a few years ago. Sen. John McCain, the 2008 presidential nominee, supported a cap-and-trade plan to place prices and limits on the emission of heat-trapping gasses. Now the position is anathema to millions of Republicans, and therefore to the party's candidates. Pawlenty is the most effusive in his backtracking. "I was wrong, it was a mistake, and I'm sorry," he says repeatedly. The likely presidential candidates have shifted rightward on other issues as well. Romney, who leads in most polls, has rejected his earlier stands supporting abortion rights, gun control and gay rights. He says his 2006 law requiring Massachusetts residents to obtain health insurance was right for his state at the time, but he has condemned the Obama-backed mandate that would cover all Americans. Pawlenty campaigns as a tight-fisted conservative who would refuse to raise the nation's debt ceiling, even though many Republican leaders say economic chaos would ensue. Yet in 2006, Pawlenty told a newspaper, "the era of small government is over" and "government has to be more proactive, more aggressive." Pawlenty says he was partly quoting another person. But in the same 2006 interview he said, "there are certain circumstances where you've got to have government put up the guardrails or bust up entrenched interests before they become too powerful." Pawlenty has de-emphasized such talk in his presidential quest. The Republican Party's rightward drift is causing headaches for the presidential hopefuls on the issue of Medicare, a potential minefield in the general election. House Republicans passed a bill that eventually would convert Medicare to a less costly, less generous program. It would help older Americans buy health insurance, but it no longer would provide benefits based mainly on a patient's needs rather than costs. Presidential candidate Newt Gingrich touched off a firestorm by calling the plan radical. He spent the better part of a week trying to recant, change the subject and get his campaign back on track. Pawlenty, after promising to offer his own Medicare plan, acknowledged conservatives' priorities and said he would sign the House measure if it were the only choice before him. Romney hedged Friday on whether he would sign the House bill into law. "That's the kind of speculation that is getting the cart ahead of the horse," he said. "I'm going to have my own plan." Many Republican activists are delighted by the rightward tack of their party and its presidential contenders. If anything, "mainstream Republican leaders are pushing the party too far to the left," said Sid Dinerstein, GOP chairman in Palm Beach County, Fla. The House plan for Medicare is the only one that makes sense, he said, and GOP candidates "should become articulate and knowledgeable in talking about it." Louisiana's Republican chairman, Roger F. Villere Jr., agrees. "The conservative issues are the correct issues," he said. The presidential candidates should embrace the House stand, he said, and convince voters they care more about saving Medicare than the Democrats do. Some in Obama's camp, however, say the presidential contenders risk locking themselves into hard-right positions that won't play well when less ideological voters flock to the polls in November 2012. Romney, Pawlenty, Gingrich and others "are wiggling all over the place" to appease staunch conservatives, said Bill Burton, Obama's former spokesman and now a Democratic fundraiser and advocate. Americans want strong, consistent leaders, he said, and the Republican contenders aren't filling the bill. Obama, of course, has had his own inconsistencies, such as backing away from calls to increase payroll and income taxes on the wealthy. Moreover, competitive Democratic primaries are usually the mirror image of GOP contests. Democratic candidates generally edge to the left to attract liberal activists before hewing back to the center for the general election. This time, however, Obama has no primary opponents to worry about. That allows him to focus on the all-important independent voters, who swung the 2008 elections to Democrats, and the 2010 midterm elections to Republicans. The latest Pew Research study suggests that independents, who "played a determinative role in the last three national elections," will have even more clout in 2012. They comprised 30 percent of the national electorate in 2005, Pew found. They now make up 37 percent. Whoever survives the conservative-dominated Republican nominating process will have to address those independents' concerns quickly and adroitly. 

Independent voters key to determine 2012 election- make up 38% of electorate

Adams 7/17-  media producer, writer and political observer, who served on the McCain Ad Council during the 2008 McCain campaign, and on the 2004 Bush campaign creative team. Her columns have appeared on Pajamas Media, The Daily Caller and as a co-writer on The Daily Beast (Myra, “How McCain’s 2008 Political Shadow Is Hurting Romney Now” Did conservatives learn the wrong lesson from losing to Obama the first time? July 17, 2011, Pajamas Media, http://pajamasmedia.com/blog/how-mccains-2008-political-shadow-is-hurting-romney-now/?singlepage=true) AE

The argument worked and McCain was initially popular with independent voters. However, in the fall of 2008 independents fled from John McCain — some would argue because Sarah Palin as McCain’s running mate scared them off, but others would say she attracted conservatives and fired up the base. The truth is both arguments are correct and the voter groups partially canceled each other out, helping to ensure Obama’s victory. Now looking to the 2012 election, independent voters hold the key to defeating President Obama, and any Republican nominee must be somewhat mainstream to attract them or risk going down to a certain defeat. But for conservatives to use “RINO” McCain’s inability to attract independents in the 2008 general election against Mitt Romney and thus withhold their support is flawed and dangerous thinking that will assist in President Obama’s re-election. Independents, according indedto a Gallup poll, now comprise 38% of the electorate. Other polling finds they are turning against Obama, and the Republican nominee must be someone to whom they can run. But if only a “true conservative” is acceptable to the base in 2012, one who can win the GOP nomination and has a reasonable chance of defeating President Obama — that person better rise up fast because time is running out to organize and finance a campaign against an incumbent president who will raise close to $1 billion. Besides, can anyone even define a “true conservative” these days? For example, could President Ronald Reagan, who granted amnesty to three million illegal aliens in 1986, even win his party’s nomination in 2012? 

Independents and moderates will tilt the election- easily affected by economic insecurity

Levy 6/10-  former member of the Newsday editorial board, Levy wrote editorials and had a weekly column on local and state politics and suburban issues, Special to CNN, (Lawrence C., “Battle for suburban voters is key for 2012” June 10, 2011, CNN opinion, http://articles.cnn.com/2011-06-10/opinion/levy.suburbs.battle_1_independent-voters-special-election-suburban-voters/2?_s=PM:OPINION) AE

Already the nation's most politically powerful places, the suburbs are growing more so -- and more complicated for both major parties as they prepare for next year's pivotal elections. Analyses of new U.S. Census data show increasing numbers of Democratic-leaning voters, especially blacks and Latinos, surging into the "Crabgrass Frontier." But it would be simplistic to assert that Democrats are a sure thing in suburbia, which now accounts for more than half of the population. Other studies and polls, including Hofstra's National Suburban Survey, reflect a high level of economic pain and insecurity. And that gives Republicans a fair chance to hold their House majority and challenge for the presidency in 2012. Since at least 1984, including the last six presidential elections, swing suburban voters have determined which party controls the White House and Congress. And the suburbs should remain politically fickle through next year. Take a recent special election in a congressional district between Buffalo and Rochester, New York, dominated by two large suburban towns. "Independents and soft Republicans in the suburbs tilted this election," said Thomas Reynolds, who once ran the Republican House election operations when he occupied the seat. "You can't take these voters for granted here or anywhere. If they don't like what they see or hear, they will leave you in a heartbeat." Reynolds would get no argument from the congressman who currently oversees the Democrats' effort to reverse last year's historic losses, when the GOP picked up 63 seats in a rebuke of the Obama's management of the economy. "Consistently, the path to regain the Democratic majority cuts through the 36 suburban areas where 9 million moderate, independent voters live," said Rep. Steve Israel (D-New York), who chairs the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee. "We lost the majority in 2010 because we lost the independent voters in the suburbs who supported us in 2006 and 2008. And they are coming back to us steadily due to Republican extremism." Reynolds disputes the extremism stamp but does concede the obvious: Democrats scored points in the special election by pounding away at a Republican proposal that would fundamentally restructure the federal health care program for the elderly. But what mattered in the district -- and will matter next year in dozens of districts -- is how its suburban voters viewed the Republican Medicare plan. And according to polls, and politicians and voters interviewed in the local press, the district's big suburban towns saw the position as unacceptably out of the mainstream. The great equalizer in the suburbs, however, is the economy. That's the issue that won for Republicans last year and remains their ace for next year. For two years, according to the Hofstra National Suburban Survey, about 40% of suburbanites reported "living paycheck to paycheck." Suburban areas have seen the greatest number of foreclosures. Areas not accustomed to economic pain are experiencing it palpably.

Independents key to general election- no ties to either party

Zengerle 6/20- white house correspondant (Patricia, “Analysis: Economy, independents key to Obama v. Romney race” Reuters,  June 20, 2011, http://www.ongo.com/v/1202456/-1/93F01E48F8419499/analysis-economy-independents-key-to-obama-v-romney-race) AE

With the election 17 months away, most polls show Obama with a lead of 6 percent to 7 percent over Romney and a Reuters poll this month had Obama leading Romney by 13 percent. The key to the general election for both men will be to win over independent voters not strongly allied with either party. Romney is one of the most moderate Republican candidates and could appeal to independents, although he has moved away from more centrist policies like the healthcare overhaul he put into place in Massachusetts and which conservatives find too similar to Obama's healthcare plan. "The other Romney, the old Romney, would make a really interesting campaign against Obama," said Clyde Wilcox, a government professor at Georgetown University in Washington, citing Romney's record on healthcare, cleaning up the Olympics when he organized the Winter Games in Salt Lake City in 2002 and working with a Democratic legislature while governor. "The problem is, to get the Republican nomination he's running away from that," Wilcox said. An Obama versus Romney contest would hinge as well on the economy and the contrast between the two men's personalities. Barring an unexpectedly quick recovery, Romney will hammer Obama on his failure to create enough jobs and tout his own real-world experience as a multimillionaire businessman. "Obama's prospects are largely tied up with economic conditions. Economic growth and disposable income -- those are the key factors," said Richard Eichenberg, a political science professor at Tufts University, outside Boston. 

GOP win relies on independent voters- overcomes disadvantages

Hunt 6/23-  national political reporter for POLITICO, where she is covering the upcoming 2012 presidential election (Kasie, “Huntsman sees independents as key”  Politico,  June 23, 2011, http://dyn.politico.com/printstory.cfm?uuid=99F312BC-12F1-41F2-BF1B-AE79C26D8CDD) AE

COLUMBIA, S.C. – Jon Huntsman sketched out a path to the Republican nomination Wednesday that transcends the conservative base in key early states, an exercise in needle-threading that hinges on his ability to capture a large swath of independent voters. In an interview with POLITICO, Huntsman made clear that he plans to capitalize on election rules in New Hampshire and South Carolina that allow independent voters to cast ballots in the GOP presidential primary. “These are wide open primaries, we forget that,” Huntsman said, predicting an independent turnout in New Hampshire as high as 40 percent. “[I] think, given the fluidity of the race in these early states, that we stand a pretty good chance, and we’re putting that to the test.” The former Utah governor’s strategy is an attempt to make a virtue out of necessity. His moderate positions on the environment, immigration and civil unions —and his time as Barack Obama’s ambassador to China—are formidable obstacles to victory in a party where the energy is concentrated in the conservative core. According to Huntsman’s blueprint, his early state performances could provide a springboard into Florida, where his campaign is headquartered and where he expects his wife Mary Kaye, an Orlando native, to be an asset. Huntsman described his nomination scenario: “An aggressive approach to New Hampshire and South Carolina, cutting his wife loose in Florida, and crossing the finish line—I mean, I said that last part a little tongue-in-cheek,” Huntsman explained. “But when you look at open primaries in both New Hampshire and South Carolina, I think it’s a wide open affair, I really do.” Later in the day, John Weaver, Huntsman’s chief strategist, sought to clarify the ex-governor’s intentions by saying: “We intend to do well, in New Hampshire and South Carolina and Florida, among Republicans – and every indication that we have, early on, is that we will do so. Now, the fact that a candidate can attract independent votes is a good indication that they can be more viable in a general election. And at the end of the day, this is about beating Barack Obama. But our goal is to do well – extremely well – among Republicans.” The open primary rules in New Hampshire, home to the nation’s first primary– and an electorate with more unaffiliated voters than Republicans – helped the GOP’s 2008 presidential nominee, John McCain, salvage his campaign there. Huntsman has made no secret of New Hampshire’s importance to his campaign, saying he’ll skip the Iowa caucuses and setting up a head-to-head showdown there with frontrunner Mitt Romney. But Huntsman’s focus on South Carolina puts a twist on that state’s primary, where the winner has gone on to be the GOP nominee in every presidential year since 1980. With its large number of social conservatives, South Carolina could prove to be hostile to Huntsman, whose moderate record and Mormon roots might prove difficult to overcome among evangelical Christian activists. His focus on independents who can vote there, however, could blunt both disadvantages at once, particularly if he can make inroads into the Low Country region around Charleston—the area targeted by both McCain and Romney in 2008. McCain ended up defeating Mike Huckabee to win the state and together with Romney captured 48 percent of the primary vote.

Independents key to the 2012 election 

4Press 7/22 (News Organization July 22,2011 “US Presidential Elections 2012:Warning Signs for Obama” 4Press http://4press.biz/us-presidential-elections-2012-warning-signs-for-obama/4283) 

It will not be a smooth sail for Barack Obama in the US Presidential Elections 2012, at least that’s what The Public Policy Polling survey has discovered. Since, July, 2010, for the first time, Obama is not leading Mitt Romney, the front running Presidential candidate for the Republicans. They both are tied at 45%. 46% of the voters approved Obama, whereas 48% of the voters completely disapproved. According to the survey, independent voters are split in a 44-49 ratio. Independent voters are considered to be the deciding factor in the 2012 election and such a stat will definitely not make Obama happy. In 2008 Presidential elections, independents helped Obama to win the election; however, the same voters gave their support to Republicans in the 2010 Congressional election.

Independents will determine the 2012 election- more independents than either party

DeMille 5/30-  ounder and former president of George Wythe University, a co-founder of the Center for Social Leadership, and a co-creator of TJEd Online. He and his wife Rachel are the developers of Thomas Jefferson Education, an educational philosophy and methodology for building mission-driven leaders (Oliver, “ How to Win the 2012 Presidential Election- The Four Rules of Victory ” May 30th, 2011, http://oliverdemille.com/2011/05/win-2012-presidential-election/) AE

Rule 1. Get the Independent Vote. This one thing will determine the 2012 election. Most Republicans will vote Republican and most Democrats will vote for President Obama, but independents will determine the election. It is unclear how they will vote, but there are more independents now than either Democrats or Republicans. Independents overwhelmingly sided with Barack Obama in 2008 and with Republican candidates in 2010, but they are now unimpressed with the actions of both sides and their vote in 2012 remains to be seen. 

Independants are key to defeat Obama

Radosh 7/20 (Ron is currently an Adjunct Fellow at the Hudson Institute in Washington, D.C.,[9] and professor of history emeritus at Queensborough Community College of the City University of New York 2011 “What Republicans Must Do to Win in 2012!” http://pajamasmedia.com/ronradosh/2011/07/20/what-republicans-must-do-to-win-in-2012/)
For me the key phrase in Murray’s comment refers to the desire of independents. These are the very people that Republicans need to win in 2012 in order to defeat Barack Obama. The group includes the very important bloc of swing and working-class voters in states like Ohio that supported Hillary Clinton over Obama in 2008, and that have moved since then to vote for and support Republican candidates.

Republicans need moderates and independents to beat Obama

Radosh 7/20 (Ron is currently an Adjunct Fellow at the Hudson Institute in Washington, D.C.,[9] and professor of history emeritus at Queensborough Community College of the City University of New York 2011 “What Republicans Must Do to Win in 2012!” http://pajamasmedia.com/ronradosh/2011/07/20/what-republicans-must-do-to-win-in-2012/)

His point is that these moderates are not only a key part of a potential Republican victory, they “may be especially crucial in 2012,” since they comprise between 30% and 35% of the expected Republican electorate. For a Republican candidate to beat Obama, he or she must reflect and encompass the desires of social conservatives, but have enough of an appeal to win the votes of those moderates — Republican and independents — who are not social conservatives. He has to be “sufficiently conservative on social issues,” but “not defined by those issues.” Again, Chris Christie obviously played that role among New Jersey voters in the gubernatorial race.

AT: Hispanics Key

Hispanic percentages are irrelevant – not enough people to swing states

Matthews 6-15 (Merrill, 2011, “Hispanics won’t save Obama in 2012”, resident scholar with the Institute for Policy Innovation in Dallas. Ran the Washington, D.C.-based Council for Affordable Health Insurance for nearly nine years, covering a range of political, economic and policy areas. Prior to joining the think tanks, he taught philosophy and wrote a column for a Dallas-area suburban newspaper chain. He received all three of his degrees—BBA in economics, masters in divinity and Ph.D. in humanities—from Texas universities. He’s the chairman of the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Texas Advisory Committee. For several years he was a political analyst for the USA Radio Network, http://blogs.forbes.com/merrillmatthews/2011/06/15/hispanics-wont-save-obama-in-2012/) BR
The Electoral College Decides — The Electoral College, not the popular vote, decides who will be president. If none of those 50 million new Hispanics lived in California, President Obama would likely get all of the state’s 55 electoral votes; if all of them lived in California—and the largest number do—and they all vote for Obama he would still get … 55 electoral votes. So the question for presidential election purposes is as much about where those votes are as how many there are. The Census Bureau says 75 percent of the Hispanic population is located in eight states: California, Texas, Florida, New York, Illinois, Arizona, New Jersey and Colorado. Of those states, California, New York, Illinois and New Jersey will very likely remain blue in the next presidential election, while Texas and Arizona will almost certainly remain red. Colorado, which has been trending blue, and Florida, which leans red but not by much, could be swayed. Of the nine states where the Hispanic population more than doubled—Alabama, Arkansas, Kentucky, Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee and South Dakota—eight are in the south and all but one, Maryland, either lean or are strongly red. The point is that a burgeoning Hispanic population may lead to a major shift in voting patterns at some point in the future, but not 2012. That said, there are some important swing states—e.g., Florida, Pennsylvania, North Carolina and Colorado—that could be affected by Hispanic votes next year.

Hispanics don’t all vote the same way-only Puerto Ricans vote blue and they live in the blue state New York anyways

Matthews 6-15 (Merrill, 2011, “Hispanics won’t save Obama in 2012”, resident scholar with the Institute for Policy Innovation in Dallas. Ran the Washington, D.C.-based Council for Affordable Health Insurance for nearly nine years, covering a range of political, economic and policy areas. Prior to joining the think tanks, he taught philosophy and wrote a column for a Dallas-area suburban newspaper chain. He received all three of his degrees—BBA in economics, masters in divinity and Ph.D. in humanities—from Texas universities. He’s the chairman of the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Texas Advisory Committee. For several years he was a political analyst for the USA Radio Network, http://blogs.forbes.com/merrillmatthews/2011/06/15/hispanics-wont-save-obama-in-2012/) BR

Hispanics Are Diverse — The Census Bureau struggles with identifying a “Hispanic” since it is not a race, but more a place of origin, such as Central or South America or countries located in the Caribbean. Needless to say, there are lots of differences among these populations. Puerto Ricans living on the mainland, for example, tend to vote Democratic; those of Cuban descent tend to vote Republican. But the largest Puerto Rican population is in New York, which will vote for Obama anyway. In swing-state Florida, however, Cubans outnumber Puerto Ricans by 400,000.

Hispanics not key to the agenda-most can’t and don’t vote 

Matthews 6-15 (Merrill, 2011, “Hispanics won’t save Obama in 2012”, resident scholar with the Institute for Policy Innovation in Dallas. Ran the Washington, D.C.-based Council for Affordable Health Insurance for nearly nine years, covering a range of political, economic and policy areas. Prior to joining the think tanks, he taught philosophy and wrote a column for a Dallas-area suburban newspaper chain. He received all three of his degrees—BBA in economics, masters in divinity and Ph.D. in humanities—from Texas universities. He’s the chairman of the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights Texas Advisory Committee. For several years he was a political analyst for the USA Radio Network, http://blogs.forbes.com/merrillmatthews/2011/06/15/hispanics-wont-save-obama-in-2012/) BR

That thinking is as wishful, and deluded, as the happy talk that surrounded the president’s economic policies and “shovel-ready” stimulus efforts that were going to get the country working again. Here’s why. People ≠ Voters — That New York Times story pointed out that only 10 million Latinos voted in the 2008 election, 9 percent of all voters, and that was a record high. Why so low? For one thing, the Hispanic population is younger than the general population: 27.4 years was the median age for Hispanics in 2009, vs. 36.8 years for the U.S. Younger ages are less likely to vote, and a disproportionately large percentage of Hispanics aren’t even of voting age. Another important point: No one knows how many of those 50 million Hispanics are citizens eligible to vote. The Census counts people in the U.S., not citizens. Someone from the Bureau told me that interviewers do not ask about citizenship nor do they record citizenship status. There has been a groundswell of Hispanics entering the U.S. over the last decade, some legally but many not, which has led to a huge national debate over immigration. How many of the 15.2 million more Hispanics (between 2000 and 2010) are eligible to vote? We simply don’t know from Census surveys, but it’s reasonable to think that many, and perhaps most, can’t—at least not legally.
