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SKFTA will pass – GOP can’t organize opposition, Obama push key

Reuters, 7/15 (Jason Reed, Doug Palmer, 7/15/11, “Obama urges compromise to ease way for trade deals,” http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/07/15/us-usa-debt-obama-trade-idUSTRE76E4JC20110715)
“I've got three trade deals, sitting ready to go. These are all trade deals that Republicans told me were their top priorities. They told me this would be one of the best job creators we could have," Obama said at a news conference  "And yet it's still being held up because some folks don't want to provide Trade Adjustment Assistance to people who may be displaced as a consequence of trade. Surely we can come up with a compromise to solve those problems," he said.  Trade Adjustment Assistance is a nearly 50-year-old program that provides retraining and income assistance to help workers who have lost their jobs because of foreign competition.  Congress has modified the program over the years, most recently in 2009 when it was expanded to cover additional workers and provide more generous healthcare assistance.  The new benefits expired early this year when many newly elected Tea Party conservatives objected to the approximately $1 billion annual cost of the expanded program.  Obama administration officials warned Republicans in May the White House would not send the trade deals to Congress for a vote until there was deal to renew the expired TAA benefits.  The administration and key lawmakers in the Senate and House of Representatives struck a bipartisan compromise on a slimmed-down version of the 2009 TAA reforms, but no deal was reached on how Congress would consider the legislation.  Democrats fear Republicans will block a vote on the program and so have insisted that Obama put the TAA package into the implementing legislation for the South Korea agreement, where it would be protected against any amendments.  However, Senate Republican Leader Mitch McConnell and some other party members have threatened to vote against the Korea trade deal if it includes TAA.  White House Chief of Staff Bill Daley told the U.S.-Korea Business Council Thursday evening that Republicans had not offered any "credible" plan for ensuring consideration of the three trade deals and TAA.  "We can no longer wait. If there's no agreement on an alternative approach in the very near future, we will move forward to seek passage of the FTA (Free Trade Agreement) with TAA" included, Daley said.

NASA funding unpopular – tight budgets
Pallante, 11 [Mike, Questional, “NASA In Jeopardy: Has Presidential Policy Killed NASA?” http://questional.com/blog/157-nasa-in-jeopardy-has-presidential-policy-killed-nasa/]

Currently limited use of space shuttles will continue; however, for Discovery the end is near. The Discovery is coming apart at the seams and NASA's future is uncertain. Unanswered questions still remain regarding private sector space travel. Will private industry succeed in manned space flight? When? President Obama's plan extends the orbit of the International Space Station until 2020 but potentially leaves us without a means to get there. During the Constellation Program days NASA canceled many contracts for replacement shuttle parts. The wisdom and expense of continual repair on shuttles like Discovery is in question. If President Obama is serious about the future of NASA he will have to do what President Bush did not: Follow through with his vision and create the infrastructure needed to accomplish his goals. That will require allocation of funds, a potentially unpopular move in a budget-heavy political climate. The next year will be an important one for NASA and space travel in general. How it will end remains to be seen.
SKFTA is key to revitalizing the economy
Bandow, 10 (Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow of the CATO institute, October 20, 2010, “A Free Trade Agreement with South Korea Would Promote Both Prosperity and Security,” http://www.cato.org/pubs/tbp/tbp-031.pdf)
South Korea possesses one of the world’s largest economies—its GDP ranked number 13 in the world at last count—and is among the world’s top dozen trading nations. Total bilateral trade in goods between the United States and Korea reached $83 billion in 2008 (before falling to about $70 billion last year), making it America’s seventh largest trading partner. Koreans are among the world’s top customers for U.S.-exported civil aircraft, semiconductors, industrial machinery, chemicals, plastics, and cereals.13 In 2008 South Koreans also purchased $14 billion worth of U.S. service exports, making it our 10th largest market.14 Unfortunately, despite its stunning trading success, the South has not completely opened its arms to foreign products. Korean business professor Moon Hwy-chang admitted that “Korea has not been a very open economy.”15 Similarly, the Washington-based Korea Economic Institute observed: “Korea remains a very difficult place in which to do business.”16 Thus, opening up the Korean market offers Americans significant economic benefits. Jeffrey Schott of the Peterson Institute for International Economics reported: “The U.S.-Korea pact covers more trade than any other U.S. trade agreement except the North American Free Trade Agreement” and “opens up substantial new opportunities for bilateral trade and investment in goods and services.”17 Roughly 95 percent of commerce would become duty free within three years and most of the other tariffs would be lifted within a decade. The accord would provide particular benefits for U.S. agriculture, financial services, and American firms seeking access to ROK government procurement.18 Trade analysts cite significant progress in a number of economic areas.19 

Economic collapse causes nuclear war 

Harris and Burrows, 09 – PhD in European History @ Cambridge and Counselor of the US National Intelligence Council AND Member of the National Intelligence Council’s Long Range Analysis Unit (Mathew J. and Jennifer, “Revisiting the Future: Geopolitical Effects of the Financial Crisis,” April, Washington Quarterly, http://www.twq.com/09april/docs/09apr_Burrows.pdf)

Of course, the report encompasses more than economics and indeed believes the future is likely to be the result of a number of intersecting and interlocking forces. With so many possible permutations of outcomes, each with ample Revisiting the Future opportunity for unintended consequences, there is a growing sense of insecurity. Even so, history may be more instructive than ever. While we continue to believe that the Great Depression is not likely to be repeated, the lessons to be drawn from that period include the harmful effects on fledgling democracies and multiethnic societies (think Central Europe in 1920s and 1930s) and on the sustainability of multilateral institutions (think League of Nations in the same period). There is no reason to think that this would not be true in the twenty-first as much as in the twentieth century. For that reason, the ways in which the potential for greater conflict could grow would seem to be even more apt in a constantly volatile economic environment as they would be if change would be steadier. In surveying those risks, the report stressed the likelihood that terrorism and nonproliferation will remain priorities even as resource issues move up on the international agenda. Terrorism’s appeal will decline if economic growth continues in the Middle East and youth unemployment is reduced. For those terrorist groups that remain active in 2025, however, the diffusion of technologies and scientific knowledge will place some of the world’s most dangerous capabilities within their reach. Terrorist groups in 2025 will likely be a combination of descendants of long established groups_inheriting organizational structures, command and control processes, and training procedures necessary to conduct sophisticated attacks and newly emergent collections of the angry and disenfranchised that become self-radicalized, particularly in the absence of economic outlets that would become narrower in an economic downturn. The most dangerous casualty of any economically-induced drawdown of U.S. military presence would almost certainly be the Middle East. Although Iran’s acquisition of nuclear weapons is not inevitable, worries about a nuclear-armed Iran could lead states in the region to develop new security arrangements with external powers, acquire additional weapons, and consider pursuing their own nuclear ambitions. It is not clear that the type of stable deterrent relationship that existed between the great powers for most of the Cold War would emerge naturally in the Middle East with a nuclear Iran. Episodes of low intensity conflict and terrorism taking place under a nuclear umbrella could lead to an unintended escalation and broader conflict if clear red lines between those states involved are not well established. The close proximity of potential nuclear rivals combined with underdeveloped surveillance capabilities and mobile dual-capable Iranian missile systems also will produce inherent difficulties in achieving reliable indications and warning of an impending nuclear attack. The lack of strategic depth in neighboring states like Israel, short warning and missile flight times, and uncertainty of Iranian intentions may place more focus on preemption rather than defense, potentially leading to escalating crises. 36 Types of conflict that the world continues to experience, such as over resources, could reemerge, particularly if protectionism grows and there is a resort to neo-mercantilist practices. Perceptions of renewed energy scarcity will drive countries to take actions to assure their future access to energy supplies. In the worst case, this could result in interstate conflicts if government leaders deem assured access to energy resources, for example, to be essential for maintaining domestic stability and the survival of their regime. Even actions short of war, however, will have important geopolitical implications. Maritime security concerns are providing a rationale for naval buildups and modernization efforts, such as China’s and India’s development of blue water naval capabilities. If the fiscal stimulus focus for these countries indeed turns inward, one of the most obvious funding targets may be military. Buildup of regional naval capabilities could lead to increased tensions, rivalries, and counterbalancing moves, but it also will create opportunities for multinational cooperation in protecting critical sea lanes. With water also becoming scarcer in Asia and the Middle East, cooperation to manage changing water resources is likely to be increasingly difficult both within and between states in a more dog-eat-dog world.
***Uniqueness

Obama
Obama is working on submitting SKFTA to Congress in order to beat out other countries that are also trying to have trade agreements with South Korea.

Bolle and Jackson, 4/11 (4/11/11, Mary Jane Bolle and James Jackson are specialists in international trade and finance, Proposed U.S.-South Korea Free Trade Agreement and Potential Employment Effects: Analysis of Studies, Congressional Research Service, http://74.125.155.132/scholar?q=cache:sGA84fmnrrwJ:scholar.google.com/+free+trade+agreement&hl=en&as_sdt=0,23&as_ylo=2011)
The Obama Administration finalized negotiations with South Korea in early December 2010 on a bilateral free trade agreement. As a result, the administration is expected to submit implementing legislation to the 112th Congress on the proposed agreement, but to date has not indicated a timeline for doing so. The 112th Congress may also be asked to consider implementing legislation for proposed free trade agreements with Columbia and Panama. Congress not only plays a direct role in approving legislation that implements the provisions of free trade agreements, but also authorizes and appropriates funding for programs that are meant to provide special assistance to firms and workers that are dislocated as a result of lower barriers to trade. Since the proposed agreement covers a wide range of trade and investment issues, it could have substantial economic implications for both the United States and South Korea. South Korea is the seventh-largest trading partner of the United States, and the United States is South Korea’s third-largest trading partner.  Similar to other trade agreements, the proposed U.S.-South Korea Free Trade Agreement (KORUS-FTA) has attracted both supporters and detractors, primarily over the impact the agreement could have on employment in the economy. Supporters argue that the agreement could create as many as 280,000 jobs in the economy. Others, however, argue that the agreement could lead to an overall loss of up to 159,000 jobs in various sectors of the economy. Still others contend that the United States stands to lose exports, employment, and extended economic opportunities if it fails to sign a trade agreement, while the European Union and other nations are lining up to finalize similar agreements with South Korea.  From the perspective of a large open economy such as the U.S. economy, international trade is not a major determinate of total employment in the economy, real wages in the economy, or the overall level of production. This is especially true for bilateral trade agreements with individual countries where the impact on the economy as a whole is expected to be small. Nevertheless, some sectors of the economy are likely to be affected more than others. Congress has demonstrated an ongoing interest in assessing the economic impact of trade agreements and, at times, has provided assistance to those workers and firms that are disproportionately affected.

Obama is working hard to pass SKFTA.

Yonhap News 3-30 (Hwang Doo-hyong, “Obama working hard to pass Korea FTA through Congress: Gary Locke,” 2011, http://english.yonhapnews.co.kr/national/2011/03/31/65/0301000000AEN20110331000500315 F.HTML)

The Obama administration is working hard to get the pending free trade deal with South Korea cleared through Congress, Commerce Secretary Gary Locke has said.  "We are working hard to get this deal through the U.S. Senate, and if it passes, it could boost annual U.S. exports to Korea by $11 billion and support at least 70,000 American jobs," Locke told the National Export Initiative Small Business Conference Tuesday, according to a transcript released by the Commerce Department Wednesday. "America's economic output is expected to grow more from the U.S.-Korea agreement than from our last nine trade agreements combined."  Locke lauded as "a landmark trade agreement" the new deal Washington struck with Seoul in        December to address U.S. concerns over lopsided auto trade, the biggest hurdle to getting congressional approval of the Korea FTA.

Obama will send Congress the bill before the August recess
San Francisco Chronicle 7/14 (7/14/11, "Daley Says Obama May Submit Korea Trade Bill With Worker Aid," http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/g/a/2011/07/14/bloomberg1376-LOCMQI6JIJVB01-2F69DOSS1QURS6R3UQV6H3LRBN.DTL)
White House Chief of Staff William Daley said the Obama administration may send Congress a bill for a South Korea free-trade agreement that includes worker aid "very soon" unless lawmakers present an alternative for renewing the expired program.  The Senate Finance Committee supported draft legislation last week for the trade accord over opposition from Republicans, who objected to its extension of Trade Adjustment Assistance. The House Ways and Means Committee endorsed a South Korea bill without the aid attached, and Chairman Dave Camp of Michigan led Republicans in defeating an amendment that would have added the assistance to a Panama trade deal instead.  "We can no longer wait," Daley said yesterday at a U.S.- Korea Business Council dinner in Washington. "If there is no agreement on an alternative approach in the very near future, we will move forward to seek passage of the FTA with TAA. There is no time to waste playing politics as usual."  Last week's hearings were "mock markups" that let lawmakers give the president their views on free-trade deals before he submits them formally under fast-track rules that prohibit amendments and provide for a yes-or-no vote.  Republicans "have yet to present a credible alternative to getting this legislation passed in a timely fashion," Daley said. "If we do not act before the August recess, American businesses will suffer."  The Obama administration is pushing for passage of the free-trade agreement and those with Colombia and Panama that were reached under President George W. Bush.  Export Boost  The South Korea deal would boost U.S. exports by as much as $10.9 billion a year when in full effect, and the accord with Colombia would increase exports by as much as $1.1 billion, according to the U.S. International Trade Commission.  The Trade Adjustment Assistance program augments health and unemployment benefits to workers who lose their jobs because of overseas competition. As part of stimulus legislation in 2009, it was expanded beyond manufacturing to include service workers such as call-center employees. Republicans say renewing the expanded aid would be too costly when lawmakers are struggling to reduce the federal deficit.

Obama is pressuring Congress to pass SKFTA.

Yonhap News, 6/29 (Lee Chi-dong, 6/29/11, " Obama stresses need to address trade imbalance with S. Korea," http://english.yonhapnews.co.kr/national/2011/06/30/26/0301000000AEN20110630000200315F.HTML)
U.S. President Barack Obama strongly called Wednesday for Congress to move forward trade deals with South Korea, Colombia and Panama and agree on raising the federal debt ceiling.  In a press conference, Obama singled out South Korea to emphasize the need to address trade imbalances by removing tariffs.  "I think these trade deals will be important because right now South Korea, frankly, has a better deal when it comes to our trading relationship than we do," he said. "Part of the reason I want to pass this trade deal is, you see a whole bunch of Korean cars here in the United States, and you don't see any American cars in Korea.”  South Korea sends more than 400,000 vehicles, mostly Hyundais and Kias, to the United States each year and produces about 200,000 others at U.S. plants. The U.S. exports fewer than 10,000 vehicles to South Korea, according to official data.  "So let's rebalance that trading relationship. That's why we should get this passed," Obama said.  Obama's comments came a day after his office announced a compromise on the "underlying terms" for the renewal of the Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA) program. Under pressure from labor groups ahead of presidential elections next year, Obama has been seeking to extend the TAA program, designed to provide re-training and health-care benefits for workers who lose jobs due to import competition.  But Republican lawmakers have questioned the effectiveness of the budget-gulping program.  Senate Finance Committee Chairman Max Baucus (D-Mont.) said his committee on Thursday will hold a "mock" markup of the bills on the FTAs that includes an extension of TAA, before Obama submits the pacts to Congress for ratification.  "Right now, Congress can advance a set of trade agreements that would allow American businesses to sell more of their goods and services to countries in Asia and South America, agreements that would support tens of thousands of American jobs, while helping those adversely affected by trade," Obama said.  He also urged congressional Republicans to budge on their opposition to hike in the federal debt limit. The U.S. reached its $14.3 trillion borrowing limit in May

South Korea
SKFTA is supported by both governments and will pass soon.

Yonhap News, 6/22 (6/22/11, "New AMCHAM chief rosy about Korea-US FTA ratification ", http://english.yonhapnews.co.kr/business/2011/06/22/36/0503000000AEN20110622007200320F.HTML)

The new head of the U.S. business community in South Korea said Wednesday that he is "optimistic" about the early ratification of a bilateral free trade deal and is doing his best to achieve it.  The free trade agreement, known as the KORUS FTA, was signed in June 2007, but the two countries re-negotiated to revise controversial terms on auto tariffs and pork late last year. The bill has been awaiting approval from the legislatures of both countries.  "In recent public remarks, U.S. President Obama cited 'unprecedented support' for the KORUS FTA in the United States," said Pat Gaines, the newly elected chairman of the American Chamber of Commerce in Korea (AMCHAM).  "AMCHAM remains very optimistic that this historic agreement will be ratified in both countries in the near future. AMCHAM is doing everything possible to make this happen."  Gaines, also president of Boeing Korea, was elected in May as the AMCHAM chairman, replacing former chairman Frank Little of 3M.  Gaines said that a delegation of AMCHAM visited Washington in March and met with members of the U.S. Congress and the government to urge them to make efforts to ratify the FTA deal as soon as possible.  "We were very pleased with the amount of positive support we heard related to the agreement," he said.  The trade pact passed the Cabinet of South Korea, but it has yet to be presented to the parliament as the main opposition party is against the accord, claiming that it favors the U.S.  In the U.S., the Trade Adjustment Assistance, a federal program designed to provide re-training and health care benefits for workers, has been hindering the parliamentary ratification process.  But the prospect of ratification has risen recently as Washington is making a push for passing the trade bill within this year, along with FTAs with Panama and Colombia.  "Secretary Clinton emphasized that passing the KORUS FTA will be beneficial for both countries and that it is one of her highest priorities," said Gaines, adding that U.S. Secretary of Commerce Gary Locke is also supportive of ratification of the agreement.  "As chairman of AMCHAM, I will do my part to promote and support the early ratification of the KORUS FTA," said Gaines.  The accord, if it takes effect, will boost South Korea's economic growth by 6 percent over the long-term and help create 340,000 new jobs, according to the state-run Korea Institute for International Economic Policy.  South Korea's trade with the U.S., the world's largest economy and its second-largest trading partner, came to US$84.7 billion last year.  Meanwhile, Gaines said that AMCHAM will step up efforts to strengthen relations and cooperation with the South Korean government and business community.  "It is clear that the economic and trade relationship between the U.S. and Korea is growing and changing, and it is essential for AMCHAM to grow with these changes," said Gaines
South Korea is working to pass KORUS
Yonhap News, 7/8 (7/8/11, "Opposition lawmakers call for renegotiation of KORUS FTA," http://english.yonhapnews.co.kr/national/2011/07/09/56/0301000000AEN20110709001200320F.HTML)

A group of lawmakers affiliated with South Korea's main opposition party submitted a resolution on Saturday calling for the renegotiation of a free trade deal with the U.S.  In the resolution, the 10 lawmakers of the Democratic Party said the free trade pact awaiting parliamentary approval in both countries should be renegotiated in order to reflect a balance of interest.  In December, Seoul and Washington agreed on a supplemental agreement to address U.S. concerns over the lopsided auto trade, the biggest hurdle to getting congressional approval for the deal, signed in 2007.  South Korea posted a trade surplus of US$9.4 billion with the U.S. in 2010, with two-way trade topping $90 billion, according to data compiled by the Korea International Trade Association.  The pact will help South Korea's trade surplus with the U.S. widen by $463 million annually over 10 years, aided by increased exports of automobiles, electronics and textiles, the Korea Institute for International Economic Policy estimated earlier.

KORUS will pass despite opposition.

Arirang News 7/11 (7/11/11, "GNP To Push for KORUS FTA Ratification in Aug. ", http://www.arirang.co.kr/News/News_View.asp?nseq=117994&code=Ne3&category=4)
The ruling Grand National Party has reconfirmed its decision to pass the ratification bill for the Korea-US free trade agreement during the August extraordinary session.  During a supreme council meeting on Monday, GNP floor leader Hwang Woo-yea said the ratification bill is one of many pending legislations that the ruling party must pass during the next session, reconfirming the agreement made by senior party members the day before.  The GNP held a meeting on Sunday led by new Chairman Hong Joon-pyo and decided to approve the trade pact that did not see any progress in the June session.  And on Monday morning, a member of the GNP supreme council and the chairman of the trade committee, Nam Kyung-pil, called on opposition party leaders to stop using negative rhetoric in regards to the Korea-US FTA to achieve political gains.  Appearing on a radio program, Nam said that while he will work with lawmakers who oppose the trade deal, opposition parties should come to the talks for a genuine discussion on a way forward.  The trade committee chairman's remarks are in response to 10 lawmakers from the main opposition Democratic Party introducing a non-binding resolution on Saturday, which calls for the renegotiation of the FTA with the US, reiterating the DP's position that the balance of the deal has been broken following the additional rounds of negotiations this past December.
TAA
Republicans can’t decide on how to proceed with TAA so it will be joined with SKFTA and SKFTA will be passed
Hill 7/13 (Vicki Needham, 7/13/11, "GOP split on trade tactics ", http://thehill.com/business-a-lobbying/171079-gop-split-on-trade-tactics)

House and Senate Republicans are split on how to proceed with three pending trade agreements as negotiations with the White House continue over the inclusion of a worker-assistance program.  Although Republicans in both chambers agree that the program — known as Trade Adjustment Assistance — should be considered separately from the trade agreements, they differ on what procedures to use.  House Republicans are considering holding separate votes on TAA and the Korean trade agreement. After the vote, they would recombine the two parts and send the package to the Senate.  But Senate Republicans say separate consideration of TAA isn’t enough. Minority Leader Mitch McConnell (R-Ky.) wants the TAA measure tied to the renewal of Trade Promotion Authority, otherwise known as “fast-track.” That authority allows the White House to negotiate new trade agreements and submit them to Congress for an up-or-down vote without any amendments.  A renewal of the expired fast-track authority hasn’t been on the House’s radar. Obama administration officials have said the issue isn’t on the table for consideration right now, but that they intend to look at it down the road as negotiations advance on the Trans-Pacific Partnership.  The South Korea, Colombia and Panama pacts all are covered under fast-track because they were signed before the authority expired in June 2007.  TPA has been considered a necessity for brokering trade deals because it provides some certainty to potential trading partners that Congress won’t carve up the agreements.  “I have made it clear to the president and the White House that TAA should move on its own,” Speaker John Boehner (R-Ohio) said Friday. “We expect in the House to move four separate bills, and I would hope they would heed our advice.”  Without an agreement on procedure between the White House and Congress, the administration will probably send the trade agreements to Capitol Hill with TAA included in the Korean deal because it provides a guarantee that the streamlined program passes. 

FTAs are close to being passed in Congress.

Korea Times 6/29 (6/29/11, “Obama clears hurdle to FTAs with S. Korea,” http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/nation/2011/06/113_89815.html)
President Barack Obama has reached a deal with congressional Republicans on the terms of the Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA) program, clearing a major obstacle to the ratification of bilateral trade pacts with South Korea, Colombia and Panama, the White House announced Tuesday.  "As a result of extensive negotiations, we now have an agreement on the underlying terms for a meaningful renewal of a strengthened TAA," press secretary Jay Carney said in a statement.  TAA is designed to provide re-training and health care benefits for workers who lose jobs due to import competition. Obama has said he would not submit the free trade agreements (FTAs) with the three nations before resolving the renewal of the TAA program, which was expanded two years ago and expired in February. The Republicans had refused to agree to extend TAA, citing budget constraints.  "The president embraces these critical elements of TAA needed to ensure that workers have the best opportunity to get good jobs that keep them in the middle class. Now it is time to move forward with TAA and with the Korea, Colombia, and Panama trade agreements, which will support tens of thousands of jobs," Carney added.  Senate Finance Committee Chairman Max Baucus (D-Mont.) said his committee will hold a "mock" markup on Thursday of the bills on the FTAs with the three trading partners that includes the extension of TAA.  But it remains unclear how smooth the process will be.  Senate Republican leader Mitch McConnell (R-Ky.) said he would vote against the FTA with South Korea if it includes a renewal of TAA.  "Speaking for myself, I've never voted against a trade agreement before. If the administration were to embed a Trade Adjustment Assistance into the Korea trade agreement, I would be voting against it," McConnell said.  Sen. Orrin Hatch (R-Utah) also criticized the TAA deal, calling it "highly partisan."  "This highly partisan decision to include TAA in the South Korean FTA implementing bill risks support for this critical job-creating trade pact in the name of a welfare program of questionable benefit at a time when our nation is broke," Hatch said in a statement.  He added Obama "should send up our pending trade agreements with Colombia, Panama and Korea and allow for a clean vote."  The South Korea-U.S. FTA, called KORUS FTA, was signed in 2007 under the previous governments of the two sides. The ratification process has been stalled, however, in both nations.  Obama, seeking reelection next year, views the KORUS FTA as a tool to expand exports and create jobs in a sluggish economy.  The U.S. government's efforts to get it ratified have gained urgency as South Korea struck a deal with the European Union to put a bilateral free trade agreement into effect in July.
Republicans and Democrats have come up with a compromise for TAA and will pass SKFTA quickly.

Hill 6/28 (Kevin Bogardus, Vicki Needham, 6/28/11, " Baucus announces grand bargain to clear pending trade deals,” http://thehill.com/blogs/on-the-money/1005-trade/168849-baucus-announces-grand-bargain-on-trade-deals)
Sen. Max Baucus (D-Mont.) announced a deal Tuesday that should clear the path for congressional approval of three pending trade agreements with Colombia, Panama and South Korea.  Baucus said he had secured an agreement with the White House and Rep. Dave Camp (R-Mich.), chairman of the House Ways and Means Committee, to renew the expanded version of Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA). The program, which funds job-training programs and healthcare benefits for workers hurt by trade, will be extended until the end of 2013.  “The road to this point has not been an easy one, but our economy needs these jobs and these opportunities,” Baucus said in a statement. “That’s why we have continued to fight to pass these job-creating agreements and restore this vital worker-assistance program. We think this package can get the support needed to become law. American workers and our economy can’t afford for us to wait any longer to move forward.”  The White House hailed the agreement as a breakthrough.  “The president embraces these critical elements of TAA needed to ensure that workers have the best opportunity to get good jobs that keep them in the middle class. Now it is time to move forward with TAA and with the Korea, Colombia and Panama trade agreements, which will support tens of thousands of jobs,” said White House press secretary Jay Carney in a statement.  The White House said the trade deals would not be submitted to Congress until lawmakers reached a deal to renew the expanded version of TAA. The program expired in February of this year. Some Republicans balked at renewing the trade aid initiative because of worries over adding to the national deficit.  TAA’s renewal will be included in the Korea trade agreement’s implementing bill. In addition, the deal includes reauthorization of both the Generalized System of Preferences and the Andean Trade Preferences Act until the end of July 2013. Both of those measures will be added to the Colombia trade deal’s implementing bill.  Baucus said he would hold a mock markup on Thursday for all three pending trade agreements. Once lawmakers’ amendments are reviewed by the Obama administration, final versions of the trade deals’ implementing bills will be sent to Congress for up-or-down votes under Trade Promotion authority, often called “fast-track.” 

The house is drafting a bill so that SKFTA will pass.

Chicago Tribune 7/5 (7/5/11, "House eyes action on trade bills after setback ", http://www.chicagotribune.com/business/breaking/chi-house-eyes-action-on-trade-bills-after-setback-20110705,0,1576823.story)

A key panel in the House of Representatives plans to start action this week on three long-delayed free trade agreements after a failed attempt last week in the Senate, congressional aides said on Tuesday.  The House Ways and Means Committee will meet on Thursday to consider draft legislation for U.S. trade deals with South Korea, Panama and Colombia, the aides said.  The Ways and Means panel will work on draft bills that do not include a renewal of federal "trade adjustment assistance," an aide said, referring to a retraining program for displaced workers opposed by many Republicans.

The TAA is currently being solved by both parties.

Arirang News 6/20 (6/20/11, " TAA Worker Program Remains Last Significant Hurdle for Korea-US FTA ", http://www.arirang.co.kr/News/News_View.asp?nseq=117271&code=Ne2&category=2)

There's just one large hurdle left for the passage of the Korea-US Free Trade Agreement according to the White House.  It's the TAA or the Trade Adjustment Assistance program which would provide benefits to US workers who lose jobs because of the free trade deals with Korea Panama and Colombia.  On Sunday US Trade Representative Ron Kirk said that the trade pacts would be 'submitted soon' to Congress citing significant progress in talks between the White House and Republican legislators.  The next steps include debates and mock markups of the trade deals.  The Obama administration aims to send all three trade pacts to Congress before the August recess.

Congress is preparing to pass SKFTA.

Yonhap News 7/6 (Lee Chi-dong, 7/6/11, " Congress ready for discussions on FTA with S. Korea ", http://english.yonhapnews.co.kr/national/2011/07/07/30/0301000000AEN20110707001000315F.HTML)

The U.S. Congress looks set to begin a full-scale review of bills later this week on major trade pacts with South Korea, Colombia and Panama, while a proposed renewal of a costly program to help American workers remains a potential deal-breaker.  The Democrat-led Senate Finance Committee plans to open a "mock" markup of the draft implementing bills for the free trade agreements (FTAs) on Thursday, according to committee chairman Max Baucus (D-Mont.) The session, originally supposed to take place a week ago, was canceled due to a Republican boycott.  Baucus said in a press release that the new date was set "after consulting with members" of the committee and it would touch on a controversial extension of the Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA) program to minimize the negative impact of trade on U.S. workers.  President Barack Obama said he would not submit the bills on the FTAs unless Congress agrees to extend the US$1 billion-a-year TAA program, which expired in 2010. Republican members oppose it amid a partisan budget war.  "It is past time to get this package moving. Right now, our competitors are gaining ground in these vital markets, and jobless Americans in need of opportunities are left waiting while these trade agreements languish," Baucus said. South Korea's FTA with the European Union took effect last week.  He added, "We need to come together to move these three trade agreements and Trade Adjustment Assistance forward because American workers and small businesses simply cannot afford to wait any longer."  On Thursday, meanwhile, the House Ways and Means Committee, controlled by Republicans, is also scheduled to hold a separate discussion session on the draft FTA bills. The TAA issue is not on the agenda, however.  Congress holds such a mock markup under the Trade Promotion Authority Act, also known as "fast track" procedures, so that related committees can recommend to the administration the provisions that should be included in the final version of bills.  Once the administration sends a final bill, Congress can put it up to only a "yes or no" vote.

SKFTA will be passed by Congress

San Antonio Express 7/17 (7/17/11, “Deal on trade pacts is a winner,” http://www.mysanantonio.com/opinion/editorials/article/Deal-on-trade-pacts-is-a-winner-1468096.php)

For too long, politics has prevented the United States from concluding free-trade agreements with Panama, Colombia and South Korea. With a compromise within reach in negotiations between the White House and congressional Republicans, both sides should seize the moment to set aside partisan differences in the interest of the economy and American leadership.  The three trade pacts have been languishing for years. The biggest trade agreement, with Korea, was negotiated by the Bush administration in 2007. Touting the agreement last December, President Barack Obama said it would bolster U.S. exports by up to $11 billion and support at least 70,000 American jobs.  Despite the benefits to the United States and its trading partners that would accrue from the free-trade agreements, Democrats on Capitol Hill have blocked their approval. Their objections range from the reasonable, such as concerns about labor rights and equal access for U.S. industries in foreign markets, to the purely political, such as pandering to domestic labor unions.  Those issues had largely been resolved. A bipartisan consensus was building to pass the three agreements. Then in May, the White House announced that President Obama would not submit the agreements to Congress without a long-term expansion of an assistance program for workers displaced by foreign competition.  The inclusion of the Trade Adjustment Assistance program in the package unnecessarily complicated the matter, with Republicans questioning its costs and efficacy. Now the White House has agreed to reduce the size of the program and send the trade deals to Congress for approval.  U.S. trade competitors aren't sitting still while American politicians dally. The European Union also negotiated a free trade agreement with South Korea in 2007. That agreement actually went into effect on July 1, beginning a process that will put a wide range of American goods and services at a competitive disadvantage in the world's 15th-largest economy.  Groups on both sides of the aisle will find fault with the pacts and the trade assistance program compromise. But this is the best chance to finalize agreements that will reassert U.S. commitments to allies and free trade while giving a needed boost to the economy.

Democrats and Republicans are trying to agree on and sign FTAs as soon as possible to make the business community happy.

Washington Times 7/7 (Tim Devaney, 7/7/11, " Partisan rift stalling free-trade pacts ", http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2011/jul/7/partisan-rift-stalling-free-trade-pacts/)
Lawmakers on Capitol Hill on Thursday clashed over long-delayed free-trade agreements with South Korea, Colombia and Panama, with Republicans balking at an Obama administration demand to attach money for a program to aid American workers as a part of the package. Democrats on the House Ways and Means Committee warned they would vote against the trade pacts - the first major free-trade deals to move forward under Mr. Obama - unless funds for the controversial Trade Adjustment Assistance program were also included to protect workers who lose their jobs because of increased imports. But Republicans on the Senate Finance Committee, who last week boycotted a vote on the issue, stood firm against legislation to move forward the South Korea deal, after the majority Democrats included the TAA funding on a straight 13-11 party-line vote. The free-trade deals have strong backing from the business community, and President Obama and top Hill Republicans have cited trade as one area of bipartisan cooperation in the wake of the 2010 midterm elections. The trade agreements originally were negotiated by the administration of President George W. Bush, but have yet to be officially submitted to Congress. Recently, the Obama administration renegotiated the agreements, and Democrats said they were ready to vote in favor of the deals with South Korea and Panama, although some in the party have raised questions about Colombia’s record on labor rights and protections for union leaders. Republicans, however, have said they would not vote on the deals until all three are ready. U.S. business groups have expressed fears that the trade stalemate will leave the U.S. on the sidelines as the European Union and other rivals rush to open markets with rising economic powers such as South Korea. “One thing is perfectly clear: We cannot afford to let these trade agreements languish any longer,” Mr. Camp said. “The rest of the world is fast moving forward, and we risk losing market share and jobs if we fail to act.”

Once a deal on TAA is found, the FTAs will be able to pass quickly.

Reuters 6/21 (Doug Palmer, Todd Eastham, 6/21/11, " House panel delays action on US free-trade deals ", http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/06/22/us-usa-trade-delay-idUSTRE75L03X20110622)
Sarah Swinehart, a Republican spokeswoman for the House of Representatives Ways and Means Committee, said the earliest the panel was now expected to begin action on the pacts is July since the House is not in session next week.  The delay could make it more difficult for the full House and Senate to vote on the pacts before lawmakers recess for the month of August. However, once a deal on Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA) falls into place, the agreements could move quickly to final approval.  The White House has told Congress it will not send the three pacts up for votes until there is a deal to renew TAA at or near the roughly $1 billion annual level approved in 2009. However, many Republicans are skeptical of the program's effectiveness and are demanding spending cuts.  The nearly 50-year-old program was expanded in 2009 to cover more workers who have lost their jobs because of import competition or workplaces relocating overseas. It provides retraining assistance and help with health-care expenses.  Last week, Representative Kevin Brady said he expected the Ways and Means Committee to hold an informal working session known as a "non-markup" this week to consider draft legislation to implement the three free trade agreements.  That is a traditional step before the White House submits final implementing legislation to Congress.  Once that happens, lawmakers would have 90 days to approve or reject the three agreements without making any changes under previously agreed "fast track" rules for trade deals.  A House Republican aide said lawmakers remain optimistic about getting a deal on TAA that would allow the trade pacts to proceed. The Senate is in session next week, so there could be progress in that chamber while the House is away.

Democrats and Republicans are coming close to being able to start debates over the Free Trade Agreements and Trade Adjustment Assistance.

WSJ 6/20 (Tom Barkley, 6/20/11, " Differences Narrow in Job-Aid Talks Tied to Trade Pacts ", http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702304070104576397564205709294.html)

Democrats and Republicans have "substantially" narrowed differences over restoring benefits for trade-related job losses, as both sides work toward beginning informal debate on free-trade agreements, U.S. Trade Representative Ron Kirk said Monday. Mr. Kirk said in an interview that the administration would still prefer to complete talks on the job retraining program before preliminary work begins on trade deals with South Korea, Colombia and Panama. But he said growing momentum toward a deal to restore funding for the Trade-Adjustment Assistance program means the administration "is in a good place" to work with Congress on draft legislation that provides Congress with an opportunity for input before the trade deals are formally submitted for an up-or-down vote. Following continued negotiations over the weekend, differences between the Obama administration and Republican lawmakers have "narrowed substantially" on Trade-Adjustment Assistance, which lost significant resources when some benefits were allowed to expire in February. "We're making good progress. Hopefully we can resolve the few outstanding differences," Mr. Kirk said before giving a speech to the annual Conference of Mayors. Rep. Kevin Brady (R., Texas), who chairs the Ways and Means trade subcommittee, said last week that the panel would start debating the trade deals this week, suggesting that a broad agreement on trade agenda could be near. However, no debates have been scheduled yet, as the two sides continue to try to hash out a compromise. While the committee doesn't need the administration's blessing to begin the informal discussions, trade officials are expected to participate in the process.  People involved in the both sides of the discussions confirmed making further progress on the benefits program, though with no deal to announce yet. The sharp partisan edge hasn't softened much, either. Republicans continue to portray the administration as obstructionist, with a House aide saying the insistence on a benefits deal "has created a roadblock for moving forward." Still, the aide also expressed optimism that a deal can be reached on the benefits, clearing the way for approving the trade deals. Mr. Kirk reiterated that an agreement must be reached on the workers program before the trade pacts will be formally submitted. In the Senate, Finance Committee Chairman Max Baucus (D., Mont.) has signaled he won't schedule a hearing until a deal is reached on the benefits program. But some key Republicans, including Utah Sen. Orrin Hatch, the ranking member of the finance committee, continue to oppose linking the two. "TAA should not be linked to or included in these three trade agreements," said a Senate Republican aide, warning that such a move could jeopardize passage of the trade agreements

The Free Trade Agreements are quickly moving toward Congress.

Heritage.org (blog) 7/7 (Bryan Riley, 7/7/11, " Chairman Dave Camp Moves Trade Agreements Forward ", http://blog.heritage.org/2011/07/07/chairman-dave-camp-moves-trade-agreements-forward/)

The efforts of House Ways and Means Committee chairman Dave Camp (R–MI) to implement long-overdue trade agreements with Colombia, Panama, and South Korea may soon pay off, providing a much-needed boost to the stagnant U.S. economy.  Camp has rebuffed demands from the Obama Administration and Senate Finance Committee chairman Max Baucus that the U.S.–South Korea Free Trade Agreement include an expanded Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA) program.  It is not insignificant that Camp is willing to move the trade agreements forward independently from a TAA program that he supports. Offering to separate TAA from the pending trade deals, so they all stand or fall on their merits, demonstrates the kind of leadership that advocates of expanded trade have sorely missed in recent years.  For his efforts to boost the economy and create new jobs, Camp is under attack at home. Groups that think it will hurt the economy are conducting a highly deceptive grassroots campaign alleging that these agreements will reduce the number of jobs in the United States and particularly in Michigan.  There is not a shred of economic evidence to support this wild claim. In fact, data in The Heritage Foundation’s Index of Economic Freedom show that countries with low trade barriers are the most prosperous in the world.  Colombia, Panama, and South Korea all currently maintain higher barriers on U.S. exports than our government imposes on imports from those countries. We can level the playing field in a beneficial way by getting rid of existing barriers to mutually advantageous commerce. Or we can get left behind as these countries implement trade agreements with other countries—the EU–South Korea Free Trade Agreement took effect just this month.  Camp has responded to critics by working hard to get Congress to consider these trade agreements on their merits. In the face of difficult opposition, his efforts are advancing the best interests of Michigan and the entire United States.

Congress is desperately trying to work out their differences in order to pass trade deals by early August.

Washington Post (blog) 7/11 (Felicia Sonmez, 7/11/11, " Hatch calls for meeting to resolve Colombia, South Korea, Panama trade deals ", http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/2chambers/post/hatch-calls-for-meeting-to-resolve-colombia-south-korea-panama-trade-deals/2011/07/11/gIQAMVGW9H_blog.html)
The top Republican on the Senate Finance Committee on Monday called for a meeting of members from both chambers in order to work out differences on key trade deals with South Korea, Panama and Colombia. The move that comes as congressional GOP leaders and the White House continue to be at odds over an assistance program for workers who lost their jobs due to outsourcing. Sen. Orrin Hatch (R-Utah) wrote Monday in a letter to leaders in both chambers that a “mock conference” should be scheduled in the near future on resolving the dispute over Trade Adjustment Assistance, which Republicans oppose but which the Obama administration has maintained must be included in the South Korea deal. “Reconciling the two bills is the exclusive prerogative of Congress, a prerogative which cannot rightfully be devolved to the Executive branch,” Hatch wrote to House Speaker John Boehner (R-Ohio), House Minority Leader Nancy Pelosi (D-Calif.), Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) and Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell (R-Ky.).   “Therefore, as Ranking Member on the Senate Finance Committee, it is my expectation that a ‘mock conference’ will be scheduled shortly, thereby providing Congress with the opportunity to present to the president a template for drafting a final implementing bill which has the support of both Houses.”  At a “mock” markup last week, the House Ways and Means Committee approved its versions of the three trade deals, separating out the TAA program from the Korea deal. The Senate Finance Committee, meanwhile, green-lighted its own version of the deals, pairing up TAA with the Korea agreement.  Asked late last week how the House planned to proceed on the deals, Boehner said he had not yet made a decision. “I have made it clear to the president and the White House that TAA should move on its own,” Boehner said at a Friday news conference. “We expect in the House to move four separate bills, and I would hope they would heed our advice.”  The administration and congressional leaders had been aiming to move the trade deals through Congress by early August, a deadline that now appears unlikely to be met as the parties continue to spar over TAA.  Meanwhile, a coalition of Democratic-aligned and labor groups on Monday protested the Colombia deal over concerns about anti-union violence in that country. In a statement, the groups said they were planning to display “51 coffins in front of the White House to symbolize the Colombian union leaders murdered in 2010 alone.”

Governors and Senate members support TFAs and TAA and want them to be created quickly.

The Hill, 5/23 (5/23/11, The Hill.com “Govenors express Support for Trade Deals, TAA”, http://thehill.com/blogs/on-the-money/1005-trade/162759-governors-express-support-for-trade-deals-taa-)
More support came rolling in Monday for Congress to move forward on three pending free trade agreements while reauthorizing a program that helps workers displaced by trade. In a letter to congressional leaders, 25 governors expressed support for all three trade agreements with Korea, Panama and Colombia and fast-track authority for President Obama to push the deals through Congress, while also endorsing a renewal of the Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA) program, with the 2009 changes.  "We must think holistically about international trade and recognize that world trade can cause economic adjustment that require training and temporary support to individuals in impacted industries," the governors said in a letter. Governors from 23 states, Alabama, Arkansas, Colorado, Connecticut, Georgia, Idaho, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Maine, Michigan, Mississippi, Nebraska, Nevada, New Jersey, Oklahoma, Oregon, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Utah, Washington, Wisconsin, Wyoming and two territories Guam and Puerto Rico signed the letter.  In a separate letter on Monday, 41 Senate Democrats told the White House that they are backing a move by the Obama administration calling for reauthorization of an aid program that helps U.S. workers displaced by trade before moving ahead with three pending free trade agreements.  Led by Sherrod Brown (Ohio), Debbie Stabenow (Mich.), Jay Rockefeller (W.Va.), Robert Casey (D-Pa.), Jeff Bingaman (N.M.) and Maria Cantwell (Wash.) -- sent the letter to President Obama expressing support for his decision not to submit the pending agreements with Colombia, Panama and South Korea to Congress until a deal is struck to extend a long-term extension TAA.

The Free Trade Agreements need to be passed now with or without TAA.

Washington Times 7/14 (7/14/11, “GHEI: Losing out on trade,” http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2011/jul/14/losing-out-on-trade/)

President Obama and congressional Democrats could give the economy a big boost if they wanted to. Trade agreements with South Korea, Colombia and Panama are being held hostage by the administration’s insistence that a vote on the deals be tied to a “retraining” program that is little more than an expensive giveaway to the unions.  Treaties signed years ago sit unratified. American companies are losing out on billions of dollars of export opportunities that are being diverted to firms in Europe and elsewhere, further excluding the United States from the global market.  As our eighth-largest trading partner, South Korea represents the most important market among the three pending pacts. Implementing the agreement would boost our gross domestic product (GDP) an estimated $10 billion to $12 billion. While the Democrats wasted time pandering to Big Labor, the European Union inked a free-trade deal that took effect July 1. That means items made in London or Brussels can enter South Korea without paying a tariff, but corn from Iowa and beef from Montana would be hit with a 49 percent levy. Nobody will bother buying American goods when they are that much more expensive.  The Colombian and Panamanian deals are much smaller, but hardly trivial considering how much help the economy needs right now. All trade agreements with Colombia have expired, including the Andean Trade Preferences Act. Ratifying a free-trade deal with Colombia would add about $2.5 billion to the U.S. GDP, largely through the elimination of tariffs (some of which are around 70 percent) on U.S. agricultural exports. As with South Korea, the Europeans have beaten us already with the implementation of a trade pact earlier this month. That means American businesses will find themselves at a competitive disadvantage. Our deal with Panama would result in American agricultural exports facing substantially lower trade barriers and would increase the access of American firms to Panama’s rapidly growing services sector.  There’s no legitimate reason to deny U.S. companies the same access to these markets that European firms now have. Each lost American sale represents a lost opportunity for expansion and the hiring of new employees. The longer these treaties are left sitting, the more jobs are lost. The only holdup is Mr. Obama’s insistence not only the that the three FTAs be considered in a bundle, but that the bundle include the $2.1 billion Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA) payoff demanded by labor bosses.  The current version of the TAA probably would pass if considered separately, so there is little justification for including it in the vote on the trade deals, which are governed by fast-track authority and provide for a straight up or down vote. The interests of unions should not be put ahead of the interests of employees. In a world increasingly governed by regional trading agreements (there hasn’t been a new global agreement since 1995), we cannot afford to be left behind. This is just another example of how this reckless administration is sabotaging American prosperity.

The mock markups voted for the passage of FTAs.

San Francisco Chronicle 7/7 (7/7/11, " Senate Panel Backs South Korea Trade Pact, Republicans Balk ", http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/g/a/2011/07/07/bloomberg1376-LNYXPV0D9L3501-7B051UEVVMKN7E6SGBCCKCEPVF.DTL)

The Senate Finance Committee backed legislation for a free-trade agreement with South Korea without support from Republicans, who object to using the accord to renew aid for workers who lose their jobs to global competition.  The House Ways and Means Committee endorsed a separate bill today on South Korea that didn't provide for renewal of the Trade Adjustment Assistance program sought by the Obama administration. The House and Senate panels also backed legislation to adopt trade agreements with Panama and Colombia.  The meetings were "mock markups" that give lawmakers a chance to make amendments before legislation is submitted by the president. Free-trade accords are covered by fast-track rules. Once the president sends a bill, the process provides limits on debate and amendments before an up-or-down vote.  Senator Orrin Hatch of Utah, the senior Republican on the Finance committee, led lawmakers in opposing the Korea deal with worker aid added. The bill was backed on a 13-11 party-line vote. In the House, the Korea accord vote was 22-15.  "Placing the TAA spending program in the South Korea bill was not an acceptable outcome," Hatch said before losing a vote to amend the measure.  The South Korea deal would boost U.S. exports by as much as $10.9 billion a year when in full effect, and the accord with Colombia would increase exports by as much as $1.1 billion, according to the U.S. International Trade Commission.  President Barack Obama reworked the three free-trade agreements in response to concerns among Democrats on issues such as labor rights. The administration has been pushing to get the deals approved by Congress before a recess next month.  Senator Max Baucus, a Montana Democrat and Finance committee chairman, said he wouldn't demand that Obama send a South Korea bill that includes worker aid, as long as Congress renews the program as it approves measures for the three trade agreements.  
Businesses want the US to pass SKFTA

Reuters 6/28 (Kevin Lamarque, Doug Palmer, 6/28/11, " Business group backs compromise on trade deals ", http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/06/28/us-usa-trade-business-idUSTRE75R6GJ20110628)
The U.S. Chamber of Commerce on Tuesday urged Republicans and Democrats to support what it called a "reasonable compromise" to move long-delayed trade deals with South Korea, Panama and Colombia. "For members of Congress who care about American jobs, this is a moment of truth," the business group's president, Thomas Donohue, said in a statement. "I urge members of both parties to seize a reasonable compromise and move the trade agenda forward. The time to act is now."  Some Republicans have objected to the plan to include a renewal of retraining program for workers who have lost their jobs because of trade into the implementing legislation for the South Korean trade deal.

AT: TAA
Business lobbies solve

Green, 6/11/11 – Michael, senior advisor and the Japan chair at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (Joogang Daily, http://joongangdaily.joins.com/article/view.asp?aid=2937745)

The U.S. business community is probably more amenable to accepting TAA as a condition for passing Korus and may prevail on the Republican Congress to accept a token increase. On the other hand, if Obama stands firm on the demand for TAA, he may win the battle of convincing unions to organize for him in the 2012 election, but he will risk losing the larger war with Republicans over who is better able to create new economic growth and jobs.
                                                                                                              

Compromise coming – momentum

WSJ, 6/20/11 – (http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702304070104576397564205709294.html)

 Mr. Kirk said in an interview that the administration would still prefer to complete talks on the job retraining program before preliminary work begins on trade deals with South Korea, Colombia and Panama. But he said growing momentum toward a deal to restore funding for the Trade-Adjustment Assistance program means the administration "is in a good place" to work with Congress on draft legislation that provides Congress with an opportunity for input before the trade deals are formally submitted for an up-or-down vote. Following continued negotiations over the weekend, differences between the Obama administration and Republican lawmakers have "narrowed substantially" on Trade-Adjustment Assistance, which lost significant resources when some benefits were allowed to expire in February. "We're making good progress. Hopefully we can resolve the few outstanding differences," Mr. Kirk said before giving a speech to the annual Conference of Mayors. Rep. Kevin Brady (R., Texas), who chairs the Ways and Means trade subcommittee, said last week that the panel would start debating the trade deals this week, suggesting that a broad agreement on trade agenda could be near. However, no debates have been scheduled yet, as the two sides continue to try to hash out a compromise. While the committee doesn't need the administration's blessing to begin the informal discussions, trade officials are expected to participate in the process.
 
Compromises solve TAA nonsense

Lee Chi-Dong 6-20-11 [Yonhap News Agency, June 20, 2011, http://english.yonhapnews.co.kr/national/2011/06/21/52/0301000000AEN20110621000400315F.HTML]

"We are working daily with our partners in Congress toward the next step in the process, which would be a mock markup of the Korea agreement as well as the other pending deals," she told Yonhap News Agency. "We meet with our Korean counterparts regularly to update them on developments here in Washington."   The White House said, however, it has yet to secure congressional support for TAA before forwarding the trade pacts to Capitol Hill.   “We are still working closely with leaders in the House and the Senate to reach an agreement on TAA,” a White House spokesman said in response to the Colombian president's recent comments that the Republicans and Democrats have already struck an agreement on the issue, according to World Trade Online, which specializes in trade news.

***N/U

TAA
TAA will not pass and therefore the FTAs will not pass.

Heritage.org (blog) 6/21 (David Muhlhausen, 6/21/11, " Don't Link Ineffective, Wasteful TAA Program to Free Trade Agreements ", http://blog.heritage.org/2011/06/21/don%E2%80%99t-link-ineffective-wasteful-taa-program-to-free-trade-agreements/)
Congress is currently waiting for the Obama Administration to send it three pending free trade agreements (FTAs) with Colombia, South Korea, and Panama. While these FTAs would boost economic activity and strengthen ties between participating nations, the Administration and many in Congress want passage of the FTAs to be linked to the reauthorization of the Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA) program.  This ineffective and costly program provides job training, relocation allowances, and unemployment pay for workers who lost their jobs due to foreign trade while they attempt to shift into new occupations. Congress should not link the passage of FTAs to renewal of TAA.  With out-of-control spending and surging public debt threatening our nation’s stability, renewing TAA makes little sense. TAA provides overly generous benefits for only a small fraction of laid-off workers. Worse, there is little empirical support for the notion that TAA boosts participants’ earnings. For example, an evaluation using a propensity score analysis by Professor Kara M. Reynolds of American University and a colleague found “little evidence that it helps displaced workers find new, well-paying employment opportunities.”  In fact, TAA participants experienced a wage loss of 10 percent. The authors concluded that this negative impact “is obviously not the result one would expect from a program designed to help displaced workers.” This trend was confirmed by a Government Accountability Office report that concluded that TAA participants are more likely to earn less in their new employment.  The TAA does nothing for the vast majority of unemployed Americans. Only a small minority of workers actually lose their jobs to trade. Mass layoffs and unemployment insurance receipt data both show that foreign competition accounts for only 1 percent of job losses. Domestic competitors, new technology, and changing consumer preferences cost far more jobs than foreign trade. Under TAA, the government taxes all Americans to provide especially generous benefits to a selected few.  Linking the FTAs to passage of TAA is unwarranted. The clearly beneficial FTAs deserve to be considered on their own merits and not weighed down with the ineffective and wasteful TAA program. Congress should not agonize over the difference between a straight renewal of TAA at pre-stimulus levels and an even greater expansion. Instead, Congress can immediately send a clear message that it is getting serious about our nation’s dire fiscal straits by letting the entire TAA program expire in February 2012.

TAA will keep SKFTA from passing.
Fox News 6/30 (6/30/11, " Senate GOP blocks hearing on free trade bills ", http://www.foxnews.com/us/2011/06/30/senate-gop-blocks-hearing-on-free-trade-bills/)

Senate action on three stalled free trade agreements was cut short Thursday when Republicans refused to participate, objecting to linking the deals to renewal of a program that retrains workers hurt by foreign trade.  A Senate Finance Committee hearing on legislation involving agreements with South Korea, Colombia and Panama was canceled amid recriminations from both parties about playing politics.  There's bipartisan support for action on the pacts, holdovers from President George W. Bush's administration. Economists have said they could generate 250,000 jobs and increase U.S. exports by $13 billion.  But the Obama administration has said it wants the legislation to include renewal of expired sections of the Trade Adjustment Assistance program, which provides financial and job-retraining help to workers hurt by foreign competition. Republicans want to consider that separately.  "The president knew where we stood and he chose to ignore those who disagreed with him," said Utah Sen. Orrin Hatch, the committee's top Republican. He spoke after GOP lawmakers announced they were boycotting the hearing and using a procedural tactic on the Senate floor to block it from occurring 

Republicans will not pass SKFTA because they do not like TAA

CBS News 6/30 (Stephanie Condon, 6/30/11, " GOP calls free trade talks "noxious," blocks deals ", http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-20075903-503544.html)

Senate Republicans today said discussions with Democrats over three pending free trade agreements have become so "noxious" that they've decided to block them.  A Senate panel planned to have a hearing today to discuss free trade agreements with Panama, Colombia and South Korea -- agreements that have been in the works for years. Republicans support the deals, as does President Obama, but the GOP today blasted Democrats for trying to attach extra spending to the agreements to help workers displaced by free trade.  Republicans are so opposed to the extra spending, they decided to skip today's hearing in order to stall the agreements. Sen. Orrin Hatch of Utah, calling negotiations with the other party "noxious," said that Democrats purposefully scheduled the hearing for this afternoon, when they knew several senators would already be out of town for July 4th.  He called it a "rush job" to jam the agreements through along with the extra spending, so the administration could "appease its political allies."  Republican Sen. John Thune of South Dakota said the free trade agreements should be "slam dunks."  "To leave something like this sitting around for four years that would create jobs... and help us expand and grow the economy, it is inexcusable," he said. The "free trade agreements are being hijacked in order to get spending the administration wants."  President Obama agrees the agreements will help create jobs, but Democrats also want to extend extra spending, first passed in the 2009 stimulus package, for the Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA) program. Just two days ago, Democrats and Republicans appeared ready to move forward on the agreements. The U.S. Chamber of Commerce commended the progress -- including the extension of the TAA spending.  But today, Republicans complained Mr. Obama has been unwilling to listen to them on this issue, or other issues like the debt limit
TAA will cause SKFTA to not pass.
Yonhap News 7/7 (Lee Chi-dong, 7/7/11, " Congress passes ball to Obama on FTA with S. Korea ", http://english.yonhapnews.co.kr/national/2011/07/08/78/0301000000AEN20110708000600315F.HTML)
The U.S. Congress on Thursday took a step forward in the long-overdue process of ratifying a major trade pact with South Korea, as key committees backed draft implementing legislation.  In a "mock" mark-up, the Democrat-controlled Senate Finance Committee voted for the free trade agreement (FTA), signed in 2007, with the renewal of an expensive pro-workers program, despite Republican members' opposition. Republicans support the FTA itself but disapprove of the Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA) program, aimed at helping workers adversely affected by trade.  The House Ways and Means Committee had a separate hearing and endorsed the bill on the FTA with South Korea, called KORUS FTA. The TAA issue was excluded in the draft bill of the House committee, dominated by Republicans.  The agreements at the mock markups are not binding, only intended as a recommendation to President Barack Obama.  It is uncertain when Obama will submit the bill to Congress. It is also unclear whether he will continue to attach the controversial TAA to the KORUS. His priority is apparently a deal in federal debt-limit talks.  Republican senators remain critical of the connection between the TAA and KORUS.  "Placing the TAA spending program in the South Korea bill was not an acceptable outcome," said Sen. Orrin Hatch (R-Utah), the senior member of the committee.  Sen. Max Baucus (D-Mont), chairman of the committee, emphasized it is Obama's call.  "It's up to the president what he sends up," he said.  Obama is pushing to get trade deals with South Korea, Colombia and Panama ratified in a package before Congress enters summer recess on Aug. 5.  
Congress is trying to pass free trade pacts, but they can’t agree on TAA.

Reuters 7/11 (Doug Palmer, Christopher Wilson, 7/11/11, " Business leader sees Obama submitting trade pacts soon ", http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/07/11/usa-trade-congress-idUSN1E76A1OR20110711)
A top U.S. business leader said on Monday he expected President Barack Obama to formally submit free trade pacts with South Korea, Colombia and Panama to Congress in coming days and urged their quick approval.

"We've waited for years to get those three free trade agreements done. If we don't do that, it's criminal," Thomas Donohue, president and CEO of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, told reporters.

Donohue said "there is no excuse ... in either party" for not quickly passing the deals.

But he stopped short of singling out Republicans for holding up the pacts because of their objection to a White House plan to include a worker retraining program, known as Trade Adjustment Assistance, in the implementing legislation for one of the pacts, the U.S.-Korea free trade agreement.

The disagreement over Trade Adjustment Assistance, a decades-old program that provides retraining and income assistance to workers who have lost their jobs because of foreign competition, is the biggest issue left blocking approval of the agreements.

Democrats view it as vital to help workers who lose their jobs as a result of U.S. trade deals or companies moving overseas. But a number of Republicans question the program's effectiveness as well as its cost.

To address those concerns, the White House negotiated a compromise that reduces the cost of TAA reforms adopted in 2009. It has signaled to business groups that it plans to submit the Korea trade bill with the bipartisan TAA plan included, consistent with a draft bill approved by the Democratic-controlled Senate Finance Committee.

However, Republicans have pressed to have the two issues considered separately, so a draft Korea trade bill approved by the Republican-controlled House of Representatives Ways and Means Committee does not include TAA.
TAA is affecting FTAs causing them to not pass.

Reuters 7/6 (Doug Palmer, Philip Barbara, 7/6/11, " Senate panel to try again to move trade deals ", http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/07/06/us-usa-trade-congress-idUSTRE76564S20110706)
our competitors are gaining ground in these vital markets, and jobless Americans in need of opportunities are left waiting while these trade agreements languish," Baucus said in a statement on Wednesday.

The Montana Democrat scheduled committee action on the trade deals with South Korea, Colombia and Panama for Thursday morning, just an hour before the House of Representatives Ways and Means Committee will meet to consider the same pacts.

In both sessions, lawmakers will vote on non-binding amendments in a traditional first step for congressional consideration of trade pacts.

Under previously agreed rules, lawmakers can not amend trade agreements once the White House formally submits them to Congress. So the informal sessions are an opportunity for lawmakers to help shape the final bills.

Republican opposition to renewal of the nearly five-decade-old Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA) program has become the biggest obstacle to approval of the trade deals, which were negotiated during the Republican administration of President George W. Bush.

Republicans boycotted a Senate Finance Committee meeting last week to protest the White House decision to include renewal of TAA in the implementing bill for the Korea agreement, the biggest of three pacts, instead of allowing lawmakers to vote separately on the program.

TAA will not be passed, causing FTAs to not be passed.

Cato, 5/23 (5/23/11, The Cato Institute, A New Obstacle to Passing Trade Agreements, http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/a-new-obstacle-to-passing-trade-agreements/)

Despite previously supporting them, the Obama administration announced today that it would not submit the three outstanding preferential trade deals (with South Korea, Colombia and Panama) for a vote unless and until Congress reinstates an expanded version of Trade Adjustment Assistance, a program of benefits for workers who have lost their job because of competition from imports. Although the basic TAA program (with us since 1974) is still in place, a version expanded by the stimulus package in 2009 lapsed in February amid some Republicans’ concerns about its cost and its false premise: that workers who lose their jobs because of import competition are more deserving than other unemployed Americans. More on TAA here and here.  According to this article by Congressional Quarterly[$], the business community supports the enhanced TAA, seeing it as a worthwhile compromise to secure votes for trade agreements.  I understand that logic, even if I don’t support it. But the merits of that argument aside, and as I’ve outlined repeatedly, I’m not sure the deal holds anymore.  While it is true that TAA has in the past been used to secure votes for trade agreements, that is not really necessary in this case. After all, if the Republicans all voted in favor of the agreements, then Democratic votes (those most likely to need some sort of assurance on welfare) would not be needed, unless the administration is implying a veto threat.  Indeed, it is likely that making an expanded TAA a condition for the trade deals would cost some votes from conservative and tea-party minded Republicans.  But the administration wants a larger TAA program in place, and this is their price.  Stay tuned. 

***Internal Link

PC Key
Political capital is key to maintain support
Wharton 1-12 (School – UPenn, "U.S.-South Korea Trade Pact: A Turning Point for American Exports?" http://knowledge.wharton.upenn.edu/article.cfm?articleid=2671)

With Portman now in the Senate and other pro-trade Republicans in key positions -- such as new Speaker John Boehner of Ohio and Majority Whip Eric Cantor of Virginia -- it is tempting to believe that both the House and the Senate will quickly push through the Korea agreement and then move on to Colombia, Panama and other trade pacts. But everything hinges on the ability of the President to assert his leadership on the Korea deal. "The President has demonstrated leadership," says Dittrich, "and we have no reason to think that he won't continue to do so." The battle over the Korea agreement seems likely to pit Obama on one side -- along with pro-trade Republicans. On the other side will be anti-trade Democrats and Tea Party Republicans. Many leaders of the business community fear that the Tea Party will undermine their efforts to promote pro-trade initiatives by shooting down this deal and others. "You can't assume, as in the past, that a Republican Congress is entirely pro-trade," says USCIB's Mulligan. "The Republicans have developed this populist tinge, and they are focusing on the China trade" as a key target.
Obama has to push to maintain momentum for passage
Reuters, 5/5 [http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/05/05/us-usa-trade-boehner-idUSTRE74453V20110505]

The U.S. House of Representatives hopes to pass long-delayed free-trade agreements with Colombia, South Korea and Panama by August, House Speaker John Boehner said Thursday.  "We can move pretty quickly but it's going to take help by the president as well," Boehner told reporters.  Although Republicans, who now control the House, are generally pro-trade, some members of the party are skeptical of trade deals.  "I do believe a lot of work will have to be done with our own members," Boehner said.  In addition, a large portion of Democrats are likely to vote against the pacts, especially the Colombia agreement, which is generally seen as the most controversial of the three trade deals because of a long history of violence against union workers in the Andean country.  "The president is going to have to be out there as well talking about the importance of these three agreements. We hope to have them finished by the August recess," Boehner said.  U.S. Trade Representative Ron Kirk told reporters separately he was optimistic Congress would pass the three trade deals with "good bipartisan support."
***SKFTA Good
Economy

SKFTA boosts the economy

Bandow, 10 (Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow of the CATO institute, October 20, 2010, “A Free Trade Agreement with South Korea Would Promote Both Prosperity and Security,” http://www.cato.org/pubs/tbp/tbp-031.pdf)
Both countries would benefit economically from the FTA. The pact could increase South Korea’s GDP by up to 2 percent, according to the Korea Institute for International Economic Policy.23 The U.S. economy is much larger so the relative boost would be smaller, but the increase in exports would be particularly helpful as America recovers only uncertainly from the recession. According to the U.S. International Trade Commission, the elimination of South Korean tariffs alone should add $10 billion to $12 billion to America’s GDP.24 Overall, the ITC figures that American exports to South Korea would go up nearly twice as much in volume as imports from the ROK.25 Estimates of increased exports start at about $10 billion.26 In November 2009, the U.S.-Korea Business Council (which is related to the U.S. Chamber of Commerce) figured that the FTA would add $35 billion worth of exports, $40 billion to the national GDP, and 345,000 jobs.

SKFTA solves economic decline

Negroponte et. al 11, Washington Post Writers [“ John D. Negroponte, Mack McLarty, Jim Jones and Robert Mosbacher Jr.,”; “ Approve the free-trade agreements; http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/approve-the-free-trade-agreements/2011/07/15/gIQA3qVwGI_story.html; Date Accessed: July 18, 2011]

The U.S. economy needs swift approval of the pending free-trade agreements with Colombia, Panama and South Korea. Yet a week after the release of a disappointing employment report, procedural disagreement over a program that has provided benefits to American workers for almost 50 years is stalling the entire trade agenda. Deficit reduction is an urgent task requiring intense scrutiny of spending measures. But it is counterproductive to delay long-overdue trade agreements that finally have a chance of passing over a relatively inexpensive assistance program designed to smooth out the rougher edges of the global economy. Republicans have argued in the debt-ceiling negotiations that economic growth, rather than higher taxes, is key to raising revenue. At the same time, they understand that the United States will not achieve such growth without the benefits of international trade. Given political realities, the cost-benefit analysis should be clear: better to incur the fiscal cost of renewing the Trade Adjustment Assistance program than to lose the much greater benefits of free trade with three important trading partners. This is not to say that Republicans should support TAA as a mere quid pro quo for the Obama administration’s submission of the trade pacts to Congress. The program deserves renewal on its merits. Even passionate free-traders recognize that lowering tariff barriers isn’t a boon for all workers in all sectors. For this reason, TAA helps displaced workers train for jobs in businesses that can compete with rising imports. In fact, TAA is a far better way to defend workers from trade-related disruptions than protective tariffs or quotas. Little wonder that the program has been in existence since 1962 and has been repeatedly renewed with bipartisan support, most recently only two years ago. Ironically, some of the same members of Congress who criticize TAA’s inclusion in the South Korea bill today voted for reauthorization of TAA in the NAFTA legislation in 1993. The controversy over these trade bills would be merely puzzling if it weren’t so damaging to our nation’s economic interests. The longer the United States delays, the larger market share U.S. producers lose as global competitors fill the void. Take Colombia, a crucial market and a valuable ally in a strategically important region. While U.S. exporters continue to face high tariffs and declining market share, Argentina and Brazil are already taking the market from U.S. agricultural producers, and a Colombian free-trade deal with Canada will come online in barely a month. Both the administration and congressional Republicans profess an appropriate sense of urgency regarding passage of the trade agreements. To reach that goal by the August recess, they must end the partisan wrangling over TAA, which is a dispute over process, not substance. Compromise is an inherent part of governing in a representative democracy. Even in today’s contentious political environment, we must depend on our leaders to find common ground and, in this case, quickly resolve an impasse that threatens to undermine our engagement with the world economy. The reward would be the creation of new jobs and opportunities for workers and businesses across the country. 

SKFTA k2 econ

Shapiro 7-12, Gary Shapiro is the president and CEO of the Consumer Electronics Association and the author of “The Comeback: How Innovation Will Restore the American Dream” [Gary, “Pass free-trade agreements to create U.S. jobs “;http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2011/jul/12/pass-free-trade-agreements-to-create-us-jobs/; Date Accessed: July 18, 2011]
Last week, the Senate and House held a successful mock vote on the free-trade agreements (FTAs) with Colombia, Panama and South Korea. While not legally binding, a mock vote is an important way to get our elected officials on the record, as opposed to hiding behind rhetoric and good intentions. Now we know where congressional members stand on putting Americans back to work. This is good news. Those free-trade agreements, negotiated years ago, have been stalled due to partisan fighting, political bickering and deal-making. But the facts have only ever pointed in one direction - that their passage will open new markets to business, and pave the way for U.S. job creation. With the unemployment rate stuck above 9 percent, Americans are blaming either or both political parties for their failure to create jobs. But the truth is that government only creates jobs in government, and what politicians can and must do is make sure that entrepreneurs and businesses have a healthy environment for job creation. So far, out-of-work Americans have seen precious little action from Washington to create the right job-creation environment. I can already hear the objections from Big Labor: Free trade kills jobs. On the contrary, over the last 15 years, free trade has created more than 25 million jobs and increased real wages for U.S. workers. In fact, according to the Peterson Institute for International Economics, the cost of not passing the Colombian and South Korean agreements has been on the order of 300,000 jobs. As president and CEO of an association representing more than 2,000 consumer technology companies, I know full well that agreements like these are vital to the continued expansion of the country’s high-tech industries. Free-trade agreements have allowed our members greater access to international markets, helping to grow their companies and, in turn, create thousands of American jobs. And it was free trade that was cited in the Declaration of Independence as important to our nation’s creation. The simple truth is that while the United States dithers, the rest of the world is breaking down trade barriers. On July 1, a trade agreement between the European Union and Korea went into effect, immediately disadvantaging American companies. Likewise, Canada and Colombia are expected to soon implement their trade agreement and the EU is moving ahead on a deal with Colombia as well. In fact, Colombia and EU officials met in June to discuss their pending FTA agreement, which could be finalized by next year. This is the price of inaction. U.S. companies lose out to foreign competitors in emerging and vital international markets. Especially for the innovation industry I represent, the United States needs more free-trade agreements to restore their ability to sell products overseas without encountering high tariffs. U.S. companies have paid more than $3.5 billion in duties to the Colombian government because of the stalled free-trade agreement. Just as important, passing these free-trade agreements would send a message to struggling American businesses that Washington is finally getting serious about job creation. For an administration that has kowtowed to the Big Labor line on everything from collective-bargaining rights to silly “buy American” provisions that do nothing except damage our ability to compete worldwide, turning these FTAs into a reality would go a long way toward restoring investor confidence. The time is now. The votes are there to finally pass the long-overdue free-trade agreements with Colombia, Panama and South Korea. For too long, Congress has allowed partisanship to get in the way of sound economic policy. With elections approaching, our national economy is in jeopardy as the parties oppose each other’s proposals. The trade deals are a glimmer of hope that politicians could put the needs of America ahead of their party opposition. Americans want a healthy economy and jobs and Congress must start unshackling our companies so they can start hiring Americans. 

SKFTA boosts the econ

Express-News Editorial Board 7-17, San Antonio Express [ “Deal on trade pacts is a winner”; http://www.mysanantonio.com/opinion/editorials/article/Deal-on-trade-pacts-is-a-winner-1468096.php; Date Accessed: July 18, 2011]

For too long, politics has prevented the United States from concluding free-trade agreements with Panama, Colombia and South Korea. With a compromise within reach in negotiations between the White House and congressional Republicans, both sides should seize the moment to set aside partisan differences in the interest of the economy and American leadership. The three trade pacts have been languishing for years. The biggest trade agreement, with Korea, was negotiated by the Bush administration in 2007. Touting the agreement last December, President Barack Obama said it would bolster U.S. exports by up to $11 billion and support at least 70,000 American jobs. Despite the benefits to the United States and its trading partners that would accrue from the free-trade agreements, Democrats on Capitol Hill have blocked their approval. Their objections range from the reasonable, such as concerns about labor rights and equal access for U.S. industries in foreign markets, to the purely political, such as pandering to domestic labor unions. Those issues had largely been resolved. A bipartisan consensus was building to pass the three agreements. Then in May, the White House announced that President Obama would not submit the agreements to Congress without a long-term expansion of an assistance program for workers displaced by foreign competition. The inclusion of the Trade Adjustment Assistance program in the package unnecessarily complicated the matter, with Republicans questioning its costs and efficacy. Now the White House has agreed to reduce the size of the program and send the trade deals to Congress for approval. U.S. trade competitors aren't sitting still while American politicians dally. The European Union also negotiated a free trade agreement with South Korea in 2007. That agreement actually went into effect on July 1, beginning a process that will put a wide range of American goods and services at a competitive disadvantage in the world's 15th-largest economy. Groups on both sides of the aisle will find fault with the pacts and the trade assistance program compromise. But this is the best chance to finalize agreements that will reassert U.S. commitments to allies and free trade while giving a needed boost to the economy. 

SKFTA good-it spurs economic growth

Simon 7-18, CNN reporter [Jeff, “ Hoeven says free trade deals will rev up economy”; http://politicalticker.blogs.cnn.com/2011/06/18/hoeven-says-free-trade-deals-will-rev-up-economy/?iref=allsearch; Date Accessed: July 18, 2011]

CNN) - North Dakota Sen. John Hoeven said Saturday that free trade agreements can spur major economic growth in America, and called on President Obama to send a number of the treaties to the Senate for ratification. “For the good of our economy – and our country – he needs to send these free trade agreements to the United States Senate for approval now, so that U.S. workers and businesses can begin to realize their benefits,” Hoeven said in the weekly Republican address. “Free and fair trade agreements can help us create the kind of pro-jobs, pro-growth economy that will lift our nation up,” he added. “Good fiscal control and a legal tax, and regulatory environment that promotes private investment and business innovation, can help us to create jobs, grow our economy, and reduce our deficit.” Hoeven was part of a congressional delegation to Asia in April. On Saturday, focused on the agreement signed by the United States and South Korea in December. “The South Korean Free Trade Agreement alone will increase our nation’s exports to that country by more than $10 billion and create 280,000 American jobs,” Hoeven said. Despite being signed by both countries, the agreement has not yet taken effect because neither Congress nor the National Assembly of South Korea has ratified it. Despite originally receiving bipartisan support in Congress, many Democrats now want to tie its ratification to the Trade Adjustment Assistance Program, which provides a number of services to workers who have lost work due to outsourcing. Hoeven said the two items could and should be taken up by Congress separately. 

Jobs

SKFTA good creates jobs

Palmer 7-14, Reuters Writer [Doug, “ Obama said ready to move on South Korea trade bill”; http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/07/15/us-usa-korea-trade-idUSTRE76E0CO20110715; Date Accessed: July 18, 2011]

"We can no longer wait. If there's no agreement on an alternative approach in the very near future, we will move forward to seek passage of the FTA (Free Trade Agreement) with TAA" included, Daley told the audience of U.S. and Korean business officials. Daley said the White House expects the Korea agreement "to create or support 70,000 American jobs" through tariff cuts that will open the South Korean market to more U.S. exports. Congress must act soon because a rival deal struck by the European Union with South Korea went into force on July 1, threatening U.S. market share in the longtime ally, he said. Senate Republican Leader Mitch McConnell has said he would vote against the Korean agreement if TAA is included in the implementing legislation for the deal. AMERICAN JOBS ON THE LINE But most business leaders recognize an extension of TAA has to be part of the mix, and don't believe it is worth holding the agreement up over the issue. "We can't let differences over processes and procedures hold back these agreements any longer. American jobs and American standing in the world are on the line," said U.S. Chamber of Commerce President Thomas Donohue. The deal was originally negotiated during the administration of former President George W. Bush and business groups have been waiting four years for it to become law. "We've seen first hand what these free trade agreements do after implementation," said Mike Ducker, chief operating officer of FedEx Express, a division of FedEx. "Not only does it create new commercial opportunities for our customers and greater demand for our services, it allows us to continue growing our operations and our work force around the world," Ducker told Reuters in an interview. Critics, including the AFL-CIO labor federation and Public Citizen's Global Trade Watch, say trade deals endanger U.S. jobs by cutting U.S. tariffs and encouraging companies to move their operations overseas. A study by the left-leaning Economic Policy Institute says the Korean trade agreement could displace about 159,000 American jobs over seven years. But Harrison Cook, vice president of international government affairs for Eli Lilly and Company, said the rival EU-South Korea agreement puts U.S. pharmaceutical companies at a disadvantage in a major market. "All those tariff preferences are going to go to our Europeans competitors, not to us. That's a significant consideration in this sector, where you do long-term contracting," Cook told Reuters in an interview. 

Soft Power
SKFTA increases U.S. Soft Power
Bandow, 10 (Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow of the CATO institute, October 20, 2010, “A Free Trade Agreement with South Korea Would Promote Both Prosperity and Security,” http://www.cato.org/pubs/tbp/tbp-031.pdf)
Nevertheless, South Koreans still desire to strengthen economic ties with America. Wrote Lee Ho-jin of Myongji University: such an accord would help the South “position itself earlier than other regional competing countries as not only an economic hub but also an FTA hub in the Asia-Pacific region.”64There’s also the geopolitical point. Choong-yong Ahn, of ChungAng University, argued that this would “mean a bridgehead in Asia when China is expanding its influence.”65Thus, the accord would allow “Korea to reduce its excessive dependence on the Chinese economy and for the United States to help offset China’s economic hegemony in East Asia.”66 Yet the KORUS FTA sits unratified in Washington. The primary benefit of the accord is economic. However, expanding trade ties offers geopolitical advantages as well. The Bush administration argued: “By boosting economic ties and broadening and modernizing our longstanding alliance, it promises to become the pillar of our alliance for the next 50 years, as the Mutual Defense Treaty has been for the last 50 years.”67 Seoul evinces a similar view. Wrote Kozo Kiyota and Robert Stern of the University of Michigan: “Korean officials hope that there will be positive spillover effects from an FTA on the broader bilateral relationship.”68 The latter is important since Washington’s influence in East Asia is slowly ebbing. To meet this challenge Washington should employ American “soft power”—or, more accurately, encourage development of private Americans’ soft power through trade, investment, and commerce. Chinese influence will inevitably grow throughout East Asia. But the United States need not yield the playing field; instead, it should actively engage friendly nations. The most profitable and least dangerous means to do so is through private commerce. Evan A. Feigenbaum, a former State Department official now at the Council on Foreign Relations, argued: “What you’ve got is an Asian challenge to Obama in the economic area that his predecessors didn’t face. Whatever good things the administration is doing—and they are doing good things—there is no substitute for economic engagement.”69 

***SKFTA Bad
Economy

SKFTA kills the economy

Rawles 7-17, Writer for the Jackson Sun [Mark J., “Trade agreements with South Korea, Brazil would be disastrous”; http://www.jacksonsun.com/article/20110717/OPINION03/107170311; Date Accessed: July 18, 2011]

The proverbial final straw that will break the camel's back is once again floating in Congress. While the majority of our national leaders, in both businesses and politics, will never admit the catastrophic effects of The North American Free Trade Agreement, those directly affected by the consequences of the agreement, and those of us with common-sense, know it has played an enormous role in creating and maintaining our financial crises. The final straw will be Congress giving final approval to Free Trade Agreements with South Korea, Brazil and Columbia. While these agreements will help American farmers regain lost markets in Brazil and Columbia, they will have a devastating effect on American manufacturing and distribution. Why are Kentucky U.S. Sen. Mitch McConnell and President Barack Obama supporting the agreements? The first, but certainly not the last, American manufacturers to feel the effect will be Caterpillar. Caterpillar presently provides a large quantity of mining equipment to the coalmines of Kentucky, Pennsylvania and West Virginia. Komatsu, a Japanese company, has very large manufacturing operations in South Korea and Brazil, and distribution centers in Columbia. They are direct competitors with Caterpillar. If the trade agreements receive final approval from Congress, any advantage Cat had will be lost. So there goes part of another American manufacturing operation, as well as distributors and vendors. For those who believe opening the markets of South Korea, Brazil and Columbia to American goods will offset losses, let me remind you our trade deficit with Canada has grown from $10.2 billion to $74.4 billion since NAFTA and our $1.7 billion surplus with Mexico turned into $64.2 billion deficit after NAFTA. While our president suggests the agreements will create 70,000 new jobs, he doesn't seem to realize they will destroy many more, and those created will not pay nearly as well as those destroyed. 

SKFTA destroys the econ 

Fletcher 7-17, Writer for Market Oracle [Ian, “ We Don't Need Free Trade Agreements with Panama, Colombia, and Korea”; http://www.marketoracle.co.uk/Article29309.html; Date Accessed: July 18, 2011]

Obama is still pushing for free trade agreements with Panama, Colombia, and Korea, albeit with the thin fig leaf of demanding they be accompanied by money for so-called Trade Adjustment Assistance, a "painkiller" program designed to blunt the harm to laid-off workers. The Republicans don't like TAA, which has held up passage of these agreements momentarily, but both sides are still gunning to pass these agreements some time soon. You think America has learned its lesson from NAFTA, which the Labor Department has estimated cost us 525,000 jobs? Think again. Take the Korea agreement, for example. President Obama and the Republican leadership want it despite the fact that the Economic Policy Institute has estimated it will cost us 159,000 more jobs over the next five years. Yes, you read that correctly. At a time when the president says that his number one economic priority is job creation, and has created an entire commission for that purpose, they're going ahead with it anyway. Even the official U.S. International Trade Commission has admitted that KORUS-FTA will cause significant job losses. And not just in low-end industries: the ITC foresees the electronic equipment manufacturing industry, with average wages of $30.38 in 2008, as a major victim. The supposed logic of America swapping junk jobs for high-end jobs simply isn't the way the economics really works out. Pace free-market mythology, there are actually well-understood reasons for this, if you dig a little into what economists already know. Was this the Obama America voted for in 2008? No. That Obama is at an undisclosed location somewhere. He campaigned against KORUS-FTA during the 2008 campaign. (It was originally negotiated, but not ratified by Congress, by Bush in 2007.) Among other things, that Obama said: I strongly support the inclusion of meaningful, enforceable labor and environmental standards in all trade agreements. As president, I will work to ensure that the U.S. again leads the world in ensuring that consumer products produced across the world are done in a manner that supports workers, not undermines them.Nice words. Unfortunately, none of them are reflected in KORUS-FTA, which contains no serious new provisions on these issues. This agreement is essentially a NAFTA clone. It is, in fact, the biggest trade agreement since NAFTA, and the first since Canada with a developed country. This agreement, like NAFTA and the dozen or so other free trade agreements America has signed since NAFTA, is fundamentally an offshoring agreement. That is, it is about making it easier for U.S.-based multinationals to move production overseas with confidence in the security of their investments in overseas plants. The provisions to protect workers and consumers are unenforceable window dressing. (That's why they're allowed to be in there in the first place.) Don't be fooled by the fact that some unions, like the United Auto Workers (UAW), have endorsed the agreement. This is just a cynical ploy by the White House to split the trade union movement in order to keep the AFL-CIO neutral. The UAW's out-of-touch leadership is so punch-drunk from the 2008 collapse of the U.S. auto industry that it has lost touch not only with what is good for the American economy as a whole, but with what is good for rank-and-file auto workers. (There's a rumor in circulation they did a deal with the White House in exchange for protecting pension and other obligations in the auto industry bailout. I can't prove this, but it would certainly explain a few things.) Don't take my word for it, either: in the words of Al Benchich, retired president of UAW Local 909: The UAW Administration Caucus is the one-party state that controls the UAW at the International level. Every International officer is a member of the Caucus, and they surround themselves with appointed international reps that unquestioningly do their bidding.No wonder other, more democratic and more intelligent, unions, like Leo Gerard's United Steelworkers, are criticizing the UAW for its decision to support KORUS-FTA. Interestingly, the UAW's past record of criticizing KORUS-FTA is more honest than anything they're saying right now. For example, here's what they originally said about this agreement: KORUS-FTA has inadequate protections and enforcement mechanisms to enforce either the spirit or the letter of the law.Precisely. And changes made since then are, as noted, minimal. As an example of how one-sided the treaty is, consider that it now allows -- to great rejoicing -- America to export 75,000 cars a year to Korea. This translates to a measly 800 jobs. Korea's exports of cars to the U.S. in 2009, on the other hand? Try 476,833. Furthermore, even if the U.S. does get to sell more cars in Korea, American companies will mostly not be making the steel, tires, and other components that go into them, because the agreement allows cars with 65 percent foreign content to count as "American." Worse, it allows goods with as much as 65 percent non-South-Korean content to count as "Korean," opening the door not only http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/07/15/us-usa-korea-trade-idUSTRE76E0CO20110715to North Korean slave labor but to the whole of China. Talk about the camel's nose in the tent! This is just one example of how KORUS-FTA isn't even as good as the deal the EU just signed with Korea. (The EU got a 55 percent standard on this item.) And remember that the EU and most of its member states, of course, don't really practice free trade anyway: they practice a covertly managed trade that has kept the EU's trade balance within pocket change of zero over the last two decades, while America has been running deficits around the $500 billion mark. "Free trade agreement," in American English, means "free trade agreement." In other languages, it means "gentleman's agreement for managed trade at a low tariff." The Europeans invented this game -- called mercantilism -- back when trade was conducted with sailing ships. South Korea learned it from Japan, which learned it from Germany. Uncle Sam (and maybe John Bull and a few others) are the only naïfs who still don't get it. Despite what the White House and the U.S. Chamber of Commerce are saying, this agreement makes no sense as a strategy to reduce our horrendous trade deficit. America's trade deficits have a long record of going up, not down, when we sign trade agreements with other nations. Paradoxically, trade agreements even seem to sabotage our own trade with foreign nations: according to an analysis by the group Public Citizen, in recent years our exports to nations we have free-trade agreements with have actually grown at less than half the pace of our exports to nations we don't have these agreements with. So these agreements don't hold water as trade-expanding measures. 

Jobs

SKFTA kills American jobs

Glinton, 10 (Sonari Glinton, December 10, 2010, “South Korea Free Trade Deal Could Be Boon for GM,” http://www.npr.org/2010/12/10/131968047/south-korea-free-trade-deal-could-be-boon-for-gm)
But other unions like the United Steelworkers say they've been left out in the cold. GM is looking to tap foreign markets like South Korea to expand. Thea Lee, with AFL-CIO, the nation's largest labor organization, says this is just the latest in a long string of bad trade deals. "It's an economically significant deal with a very powerful exporting country," she says. "And we didn't do enough to protect American jobs." Lee says while the trade pact may help the auto industry, it will only encourage U.S. manufacturers to move to South Korea in the increasing race to find the cheapest wages. "The companies are mobile; they can move production all around the world," she says. "They can make money wherever they are. American workers have to make a living on American soil. And so we need a different kind of trade agreement than a lot of the multinational corporations — and that's really the dividing point." Recent polls have shown Americans increasingly skeptical of free trade. But, the Obama administration and congressional Republicans say the Korean trade deal is a top priority for the new Congress.

***Politics Internal Links
Obama’s Approval is High

Obama is still popular to the American public

The Hill July 13th- (Christopher Brace-Owner of Democracy Cafeteria, 7/13/11, “The Mystery of Obama’s Approval Rating”, http://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/politics/171229-the-mystery-of-obamas-approval-rating)

A CBS News/New York Times poll that was released at the end of June contained three key ratings, that when looked at together, seem contradictory and have stumped pundits for the past year. Even though 52% of Americans disapprove of how President Obama is handling the economy and a significant 63% feel the country is “on the wrong track,” his approval rating remains in the black. The mystery of course is why is he more popular than unpopular in the midst of a stagnating economy and an unemployment rate over 9%? Whenever this question is posed in the media, some respondents immediately fall back on what Obama did right in 2008. They talk about how successful he was at building a “coalition for change,” how he pulled so many first time voters out of their seats of complacency, and how his inspiring and unifying message of hope captured the hearts and imaginations of Americans. Others simply state that people just like him personally, chalking this up to his charm and charisma. Indeed, these are all valid points, but none of them adequately explain why more Americans approve than disapprove of him. To solve this mystery, we need to probe deeper, past the typical surface explanations of Obama’s behavior and personality. The question is not “what is Obama doing that is working?” but “why is what he’s doing working?” and the answer to this pivotal question lies in the needs of the American people. Americans see something relevant and meaningful in him and this is contributing to his approval rating. Let me draw a parallel with consumer marketing to explain why this point is so critical. I have spent over 20 years working in consumer marketing and advertising and have sat in hundreds of meetings discussing “ad breakthrough:” how well a particular ad is going to breakthrough the clutter of other advertising messages and grab the consumer’s attention. We assumed the funnier, brassier, louder, or crazier we made the ad the more attention grabbing it would be. When in fact it is not about “grabbing” the consumer’s attention but about “earning” it. Only advertising that connects with consumers at a meaningful level can truly earn their attention. So it is not about the ad breaking through the clutter, but the consumer breaking into the ad because it contains something that is relevant and meaningful to them. This same concept applies to political candidates and is exactly what happened between Obama and the American people in 2008 and continues to happen today. There is a need among Americans that President Obama is uniquely fulfilling. Based on consumer marketing research techniques, Democracy Cafeteria conducted an evergreen research study across the political spectrum that allowed us to peel back the onion and uncover the deeper, more personal issues Americans face on a daily basis. We heard in their own words those insights that would potentially pull them into a candidate’s message. In the research, an independent voter, lets call her Mary, told a story that best demonstrates the need Obama is meeting. Mary drives a school bus and works in the elementary school cafeteria. One day there was a big food fight among the kids that left quite a mess, a mess that the kids were not required to cleanup. The school administrators required Mary and the other cafeteria workers to do the cleaning out of fear of getting calls from angry parents at making their kids do physical labor. Instead of holding the kids accountable for their own actions, the buck was passed to someone else, in this case, Mary. Her story is a good example of how the rest of the people in the research viewed Washington in general: full of childish politicians with no more accountability than the kids throwing mashed potatoes and peas at each other. I believe an important piece of the puzzle of what is holding up Obama’s approval rating is that Americans see him as “the grownup in the cafeteria.” Say what you will about his presidency, but as a leader Obama has been willing to hold himself, his party, and Washington as a whole more accountable. A good example happened last January when he admitted that he had lost touch with the American people because he was too focused on policy making in the first part of his Presidency. Other examples are when he acknowledged to a few of our allies that we as a country have made some mistakes in recent history, mistakes that we will learn from in order to better serve our mission as a country. In an era of immense political distrust, citizens need a President who is willing to set this type of example for all Americans; this is one of Obama’s strengths. The ultimate question is whether he can carry this over into the 2012 campaign. With the negative drag of the economy on his re-election bid, he is going to have to be that much more in touch with the deeper needs of the American people. It will be critical for his strategists to accurately identify those insightful, unmet needs Americans have of our elected officials that Obama can uniquely meet.
Obama popular- Voters like closing “tax loopholes”

The Hill July 14th- (Alicia M. Cohn, 7/14/11, “Quinnipiac poll finds more voters would blame GOP on debt”, http://thehill.com/blogs/blog-briefing-room/news/171425-quinnipiac-poll-finds-more-voters-would-blame-gop-on-debt)

Voters would blame congressional Republicans more than the Obama administration if the $14.3 trillion debt ceiling is not raised, according to a new poll released Thursday by Quinnipiac University. Forty-eight percent of those polled said Republicans would be mainly responsible if the debt ceiling is not raised, compared to 34 percent who said the Obama administration. Twenty percent of Republicans would hold their party mainly responsible, and 49 percent of the Independent voters both parties are trying to attract would put more responsible on the GOP. Thirty-three percent of Independents would put more responsibility on the administration. The poll comes after Senate GOP Leader Mitch McConnell (R-Ky.) offered a stern warning to his party on Wednesday, saying the GOP brand would be destroyed if there was a default on the debt. Lawmakers and the White House face an Aug. 2 deadline to reach a deal. After that date, the Treasury Department would no longer be able to pay all of the nation’s bills, and businesses and government officials have warned of stern economic consequences. President Obama on Tuesday said he could not guarantee that Social Security checks would be set out on Aug. 3. The economy has been an anchor on Obama’s approval ratings, and several polls have shown voters unhappy with his handling of the economy. But the Quinnipiac poll shows blame former President George W. Bush much more than the current president for the problems. Fifty-four percent blame Bush more for the economy, compared to 27 percent who say Obama is more to blame. More than twice as many Independents blame Bush than Obama. By a 56-38 percent margin, voters disapprove of the way Obama is handling the economy in the Quinnipiac poll, but they still trust him to handle the economy better than congressional Republicans by a 45-38 percent margin. The majority of voters disapprove of the way both Democrats and Republicans are “handling their job” in Congress, with Democrats’ approval rating just slightly beating Republicans’ at 28 compared to 26 percent. Most voters (67 percent) also aligned with Democrats in wanting tax hikes on “the wealthy and corporations” as part of a deficit-reduction package. Republicans have said they would agree to no tax hikes as part of a deal. Forty-five percent of voters think Obama’s proposals to raise revenues are “closing loopholes” rather than “tax hikes,” compared to 37 percent who think the opposite. But 57 percent of those voters also said the proposals would hurt the middle class. The president’s job approval rating remains unchanged from a June survey at 47 percent, with 38 percent approving of “the way Barack Obama is handling the economy.” The poll surveyed 2,311 registered voters nationwide from July 5 to 11 and has a margin of error of plus-or-minus 2 percentage points. 
Obama’s Approval is Low
Obama unpopular- Independents and Econ

Reuters July 13th- (John Whitesides, 7/13/11,  “Pessimism deepens as economic concerns rise: Reuters/Ipsos poll”, http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/07/13/us-usa-campaign-poll-idUSTRE76C3ZO20110713?feedType=RSS&feedName=topNews&rpc=71”

The number of Americans who believe the country is on the wrong track rose to 63 percent this month, up from 60 percent in June, with stubbornly high unemployment and prolonged gridlock in Washington dashing hopes of a swift economic recovery. But voters do not appear to be holding President Barack Obama responsible for the problems so far. Obama's approval rating held relatively steady at 49 percent, down 1 percentage point from June. His approval rating among independents -- a group Obama needs to win re-election -- fell to 39 percent from 44 percent. Obama's standing could deteriorate quickly if the economy does not begin to generate jobs and if Washington cannot show it is capable of solving problems, Ipsos pollster Julie Clark said. "If those things don't happen, Obama will be in for a real challenge in getting re-elected next year," Clark said. Obama and Republicans have hit an impasse in negotiations to raise America's borrowing limit before the government runs out of money to pay all of its bills on August 2. That could force the government to try to prioritize its payments. Asked what bills the government should stop paying if the debt limit is not raised, 36 percent listed international creditors like banks and 12 percent listed government departments like agriculture and education. The sputtering economy and high unemployment are certain to dominate the race for the White House in 2012, and the Republican candidates for the nomination to challenge Obama repeatedly have criticized his economic leadership. 
Obama losing popularity- Black support dwindling

Fox News July 14th- (Juan Williams, 7/14/11, “ Newt Gingrich Calls Out Obama Over His Failure to Help Black Americans”, http://www.foxnews.com/opinion/2011/07/14/newt-gingrich-puts-obama-on-defensive-over-failure-to-help-black-americans/)

Newt Gingrich’s campaign for the GOP presidential nomination is near death in the polls, staffing and fundraising. But even as he appears on his way out the door the former Speaker is standing tall. He’s the first Republican to put President Obama on the defensive over the White House’s failure to do more to help black Americans. These days Republicans generally ignore black voters. So it comes as no surprise that President Obama captured nearly 97 percent of the black vote in 2008. But Gingrich recently opened the door to a different future in which Republicans take their message to black voters when he said: "No administration in modern times has failed younger blacks more than the Obama administration." That was no one liner. Gingrich knew he was opening himself up to the difficult world of black politics and the GOP. A world with few black Republicans and even fewer black Tea Party members. But Gingrich made a very specific case that the Obama administration is guilty of neglect when it comes to young black Americans. "Think of the social catastrophe of 41% of a community not being able to find a job,” he said bluntly. And then he took responsibility as a Republican for his party’s failure to reach out to black America and say the GOP represents a political alternative to Obama. “But we have to have the courage to walk into that neighborhood, to talk to that preacher, to visit that small business, to talk to that mother,” Gingrich said. “And we have to have a convincing case that we actually know how to create jobs." Republicans are confronting a demographic Armageddon as older, white voters -- the heart of the GOP are dying off -- while there is an inexorable rise younger voters, Hispanic, Black and Asian, who do not see the Republican Party as a welcoming political home. On the health care bill and on immigration reform, two critical issues to all young people but especially young people of color, the firebrands of the Republican Party have played to resentments of older, white voters and demonized young people of color and immigrants as preying on tax-paying, and law-abiding Americans, who are just looking for free health care and “amnesty” after entering the country illegally. The GOP has been so aggressive in its critique of the first president of color that it is hard for young people of color – particularly the Tea Party with its often racially insensitive signs – that it’s hard for young people of color to imagine that Republicans have their interest at heart. But that heavy racial baggage is not stopping Gingrich from speaking his truth in the best spirit of the party of Abe Lincoln, the Great Emancipator. And there is a lot of truth to what Gingrich is saying. While the national unemployment rate is at 9.1 percent, the black unemployment rate has risen to 16.2 percent. Amongst black teens, the unemployment rate stands at a shocking 40 percent. One out of every 4 black people in America lives below the poverty line. "Can you imagine… if 34 percent of white women were out there looking for work and couldn't find it?" asked Rep. Emanuel Cleaver, D-Missouri and chairman of the Congressional Black caucus. "You would see congressional hearings and community gatherings. There would be rallies and protest marches. There is no way that this would be allowed to stand.” President Obama campaigned on the vague but inspirational ideas of hope and change. This meant different things to each of his different constituencies. To black voters, it meant there was cause for hope that he would change their economic fortunes. Despite Obama’s efforts to improve the economy for all Americans, the reality is that life for black Americans has gotten poorer, harder and more hopeless the two and a half years since he was elected president. This disappointment has caused debate amongst black leaders about the limits of their support for the nation’s first black president. "This is an American crisis that demands an American response at the highest echelons of our government," said Michael Eric Dyson, a Georgetown University professor. "And that does include the White House." Princeton University Professor Cornel West has been the most vocal in his break with Obama, calling him “a black mascot of Wall Street oligarchs and a black pupppet of corporate plutocrats.” Professor West said candidly “I don’t think in good conscience I could tell anybody to vote for Obama.” This stance has pitted West against other prominent black leaders such as the Rev. Al Sharpton, the President of the National Action Network. The two men were drawn in to a shouting match on MSNBC earlier this year over the Obama record. A Gallup poll released earlier this month found that Obama’s job approval amongst blacks had fallen to 86 percent. While this is an improvement from April when it was at 83 percent, it is still down 10 points from January of 2009 in the same poll. The Obama political machine anticipated this growing dissatisfaction as early as March of this year. They have been conducting a strategic campaign to shore up support in the black community heading in to the 2012 election. The President spoke at the 20th anniversary convention of Sharpton’s National Action Network and has made use of surrogates like Sharpton in the black community. The White House Office of Public Engagement has launched a new webpage earlier this year: to show how the Obama agenda is helping black people through blogs and videos. It also featured news about black administration officials speaking at black forums. Obama’s goal between now and the election will be to make them aware of these initiatives and that no matter how frustrated they may be, their economic fortunes are beginning to improve – and that they would be considerably worse under a Republican president. Am I suggesting that black voters will abandon the Democrats in favor of the Republicans? Absolutely not. But enough black voters may be frustrated and disheartened that their ears are perking up to critics of the Obama administration. And there is an opportunity there for forward looking Republicans who know that their party has no future unless it reach out to young people, minorities and immigrants as fellow Americans. The 2016 campaign is coming up and President Obama will not be on that ballot. There is not much life left in Gingrich’s campaign for the 2012 nomination but in his role as Republican visionary he continues to be far ahead of the competition. 
Obama’s Political Capital is Low
Political Capital is at lowest during Obama’s term

The Harvard Political View ‘11- (Rajiv Tarigopula, 1/11/11, “President Obama’s Political Capital”, http://hpronline.org/hprgument/president-obamas-political-capital/)

Much hullabaloo has been made in the last two weeks over the state of the 112th Congress and how it can possibly operate without political gridlock. By popular media’s account, a three-way Western-style showdown between Speaker Boehner, Leader Reid, and President Obama is all but imminent. In the words of William A. Galston, a senior fellow at the Brookings Institute, The polarization of American politics will make a tough job even harder. The two parties disagree on economic fundamentals, and because each now enjoys a share of real power, nothing will get done unless they manage to agree…Flash-points will occur early and often in 2012…Many analysts are predicting two years of gridlock, and it’s easy to see why. Indeed, as the 112th Congress kicks off, our President and the Democratic Party he leads is headed down a grim road for passing any major legislation on its short-term and long-term policy agenda. The pause in harsh rhetoric and fierce contention borne of the tragic, horrifying events of Tucson is unfortunately going to be short-lived, by many accounts. Even as legislators’ efforts for unification might bring together the parties for symbolic purposes such as the State of the Union address, House and Senate Republicans are largely seeking to exercise their mandate to check the perceived Democratic excesses of the last two years. The President of Change is going to have to grapple with the ways of the past, if the House GOP intends to keep its promise to implement the Pledge to America. Inherent in all of these impending political firefights is the realization that President Obama’s intelligent utilization of his quickly diminishing political capital is going to play a larger role than ever in our national political process over the next two years, and may very well determine the outcome of the 2012 presidential race. Every move our president takes with respect to advancing his domestic and foreign policy agenda in the halls of the 112th Congress will be heavily scrutinized – even more so than is normally the case – by virtue of the fact that the GOP controls the United States House of Representatives. Given this new status quo, will Obama pass any major Democratic legislation by the end of his first term? The chances are zero to none, even with calculated political moves on the part of the Administration such as the appointment of experienced outsider Bill Daley as the new White House Chief of Staff. In fact, it is apparent that many in the Administration implicitly acknowledge the quickly diminishing political capital Mr. Obama has; after all, campaign promises and pledges have been neglected in the name of political capital stinginess. For instance, as Bernard Aronson of the Washington Post points out today: Latin American free trade agreement advocacy, which President Obama undertook in last year’s State of the Union address, was quickly forgotten by the legislative pragmatists, those political capital Scrooges working in the White House’s West Wing – all in an ostensible effort to preserve what is left of Obama’s waning political capital. In a post 2010-midterm election world, Republicans not only functionally have the numbers to kill President Obama’s policymaking agenda, but American public support for the President and his party continues to diminish each day. Distress and discontent with a stagnant economy, flip-flops on campaign promises, uncontrollable and excessive spending, and incoherent foreign policy decisions have decimated Obama’s political capital amongst the American populace and especially amongst policymakers. With Republican congressmen vowing to obstruct at great cost, the GOP’s confidence and momentum following the midterms, and the surprisingly productive but ultimately ideologically unsatisfactory lame-duck session of Congress have made the situation impossible for President Obama to gain any meaningful political capital through bipartisanship. Quite frankly, through a pragmatic lens, Obama will undoubtedly be unable to yield or generate sufficient political capital to pass his agenda items at least in the next year. As one prominent liberal critic of the President, Roger Hodge, puts it, [President Obama] spent the last two years squandering his political capital on initiatives that did not put Americans back to work. With this waste of his 2008 mandate, and the elimination of said mandate in the 2010 midterms, Mr. Obama’s political capital account is running dangerously close to being overdrawn. Let us wish for the general success of our President, because with his success rests that of our nation. Without a quick, miraculous infusion of political capital, though, it is difficult to see where the specific Democratic policy agenda can possibly succeed in the 112th Congress. And, with the voters having spoken, maybe that’s not such a bad thing after all.
Obama’s popularity and capital is decreasing now- Debt Ceiling proves

Reuters July 6th- (James Pethokoukis, 7/6/11, Does Obama Want to Cut the Deficit?”, http://blogs.reuters.com/james-pethokoukis/2011/07/07/does-obama-want-to-cut-the-deficit/)

Let’s keep in mind that if President Obama had his druthers, the debt ceiling would’ve already been raised some $2 trillion via a “clean vote” in Congress. No spending cuts. Yes, I know Obama said the following this earlier this week: I believe that right now we’ve got a unique opportunity to do something big — to tackle our deficit in a way that forces our government to live within its means, that puts our economy on a stronger footing for the future, and still allows us to invest in that future. But that’s Obama trying to make it sound like it was his goal all along to link a debt-limit bill with deficit reduction. Of course, it was Republicans who forced him to accept such a linkage. This was Team Obama in April (via The Hill): White House press secretary Jay Carney said it is “imperative” that a debt-limit vote not be “held hostage to any other action, because of the consequences of not raising the debt ceiling.” Jack Lew, the director of the Office of Management and Budget, struck a similar tone in an interview airing this weekend. “Our very strong view is that the debt limit should be passed as a clean, standalone bill,” he said in an interview with Bloomberg TV’s “Political Capital With Al Hunt.” Also keep in mind that since the November elections, Obama has a) blown off his own debt reduction commission, b) offered an official budget that added $10 trillion in new debt over 10 years, c) had to be nudged, according to reports, by Treasury Secretary Geithner into giving a debt speech, which turned out to be smoke and mirrors and can’t even be scored by the Congressional Budget Office. The evidence strongly points to Obama not really caring much about debt reduction right now. It also points to him believing – as do many left-of-center economists – that the debt issue is a long-term problem and that any near-term austerity is big risk with such a weak economy. Macroeconomic Advisers, a economic consulting firm respected by the White House, just put out this analysis of the the debt reduction plan put forward by Obama’s commission (bold is mine): Assuming current fiscal policies remain in force, our economic model suggests that interest rates will rise considerably over the next decade, with the yield on the 10-year Treasury note reaching nearly 9% by 2021. We estimated the effects of a fiscal contraction that is patterned after the so-called Bowles-Simpson plan and that averts this dire scenario. The plan would pare more than $4 trillion from the federal debt by 2021 relative to current policy. Roughly two thirds of this contraction is from spending cuts, the rest from tax increases. For a given path of long-dated yields, the macroeconomic effects of the fiscal contraction are sizable. “Fiscal drag” would reduce real GDP growth by 0.4 to 0.5 percentage point per year through 2015, leaving the unemployment rate a percentage point higher by then. This is key: Keynesian models like this assume all spending cuts and taxes increases slow growth by reducing overall demand. (Former Obama economist Christina Romer, however, thinks tax increases are less harmful.) The White House has the same kind of models. Slower growth hurts incomes and jobs, which, in turn, hurts the standing of the guy in the Oval Office. There is a high likelihood that Obama believes spending cuts and tax increases in 2011 and 2012 would hurt his re-election. This is why he would prefer a clean debt ceiling bill – or, since that is not possible, a debt reduction bill that’s as small as possible. (Or, even better, one with a bit more stimulus in it, like a payroll tax cut extension.) Every dollar in spending cuts or tax hikes makes him just a bit more likely to lose in 2012. From his perspective, better to push off austerity to 2013 — 0r beyond.

Obama has no political capital with the GOP- won’t vote for him no matter debt ceiling outcome

CBS July 13th- (Stephanie Condon, 7/13/11, “ McConnell: Not a single Republican will vote to raise debt limit”, http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-20079228-503544.html)

President Obama is still trying to hash out a deficit reduction deal as part of a Congressional vote to raise the debt ceiling, but Senate Republican Leader Mitch McConnell suggested today that the president ultimately won't get any Republicans to work with him. "I bet there won't be a single Republican vote to raise the debt ceiling at the end of the day," McConnell said in an interview with conservative talk radio host Laura Ingraham. The remark was in response to Ingraham's reference to a new Gallup poll showing that the plurality of Americans oppose raising the debt ceiling. Mr. Obama and his economic team have warned of "economic catastrophe" should Congress fail to raise the debt ceiling by Aug. 2. Republicans, calling it irresponsible to raise the debt limit without fiscal reform, have insisted on massive spending cuts in exchange for their votes. McConnell told Ingraham that there's no question the debt ceiling will be raised somehow. "If anybody seriously doubts that the U.S. is going to renig on its credit for the first time in history -- that's just not going to happen," he said. Furthermore, the Senate leader said he's still interested in reaching a deal with the president "that cuts spending and makes a difference for the country." However, McConnell said, Mr. Obama's interest in including revenue increases in the deal has left Republicans with two bad choices: "either sign onto a bad deal that raises taxes or go into default and allow us to have co-ownership of a bad economy." McConnell acknowledged that the "back-up" plan he unveiled yesterday comes down largely to a political move. The plan would allow Mr. Obama to raise the debt limit without any Republican support. "I refuse to help Barack Obama get re-elected by marching Republicans into a position where we have co-ownership of a bad economy," he said. McConnell said Democrats could sign onto his plan even though it would leave them responsible because "They want to raise the debt ceiling." "We know that's going to happen," he added. On the Senate floor today, McConnell said that "Republicans will spend the next two weeks fighting for" significant cuts and spending reforms by voting on a balanced budget amendment. "If these debt negotiations have convinced us of anything, it's that we can't leave it to politicians in Washington to make the difficult decisions they need to get our fiscal house in order," he said. "The balanced budget amendment will do that for them."

Obama has no capital- Econ and spending issues

The Courier July 14th- (Brian Loutrel, 7/14/11, “Pushed toward an economic Armageddon: It's time to panic”, http://www.phillyburbs.com/news/local/courier_times_news/opinion/guest/pushed-toward-an-economic-armageddon-it-s-time-to-panic/article_6aab02b4-d7f5-5ecc-b118-f592cbae5d17.html)

Leadership is defined as “exercising authority and influence.” Presidents such as Washington, Lincoln, FDR and Reagan exhibited real leadership — facing difficult challenges, they held themselves accountable to lead America in overcoming those challenges. ﻿Not Barack Obama. He fails to lead America, especially on the economy. America has incurred an additional $3.7 trillion in debt while simultaneously losing 2.8 million jobs on Obama’s watch, pushing us to the brink of economic disaster. Obama stubbornly insists that the $830 billion stimulus package worked, that it created or saved 3.5 million jobs. Obama’s number is nothing more than a mirage since no federal, state or independent agency tracks “jobs saved.” Obama also claimed that the stimulus would keep unemployment below 8 percent in 2009 and ultimately drop it to 6.9 percent in 2011. Check the unemployment rate now — it’s 9.1 percent. And because the stimulus was financed by a huge increase in government debt, it removed money available to the private sector — especially small businesses — to hire more employees. And Obama insists that ObamaCare will be a boon to the economy. But the CBO and nonpartisan government watchdog groups now estimate that ObamaCare will add up to $6 trillion over the next 10 years in liabilities on top of those from Social Security, Medicare and Medicaid. And, if ObamaCare is so great, why have almost 1,400 organizations (including unions and AARP who were among ObamaCare’s most ardent supporters) requested and received waivers from its draconian provisions? But in the delusional world of Obama, these are our economy’s salvation. Despite substantial evidence to the contrary, Obama claims that America’s economy is on the right path. He recently insisted that the country is not at risk of slipping into a double-digit recession. But he then conceded that he does not know whether a sudden slowdown in job growth is a blip or a longer, more worrisome trend. He said that the nation is on a solid groudnd but an uneven path to recovery, and that the key is to “not panic.” USA Today recently published that the U.S. government currently has $62 trillion in liabilities it owes. This includes Social Security, Medicare, Medicaid and veterans benefits. It does not include the $6 trillion in liabilities that will result from ObamaCare. But Obama says don’t panic. Standard & Poor’s, Fitch and Moody’s recently threatened to downgrade the top-rated credit of the United States — this has not happened since 1952 — due to the failure of Obama and congressional Democrats to agree to any cuts in government spending. A ratings reduction for the U.S government will produce disastrous economic consequences not only for America but also the whole world. Yet Obama and congressional Democrats have produced no proposals — none — to cut government spending. But Obama says don’t panic. Obama, his advisers and the mainstream media insist that he is fully engaged on improving the economy. But he no longer has daily economic update meetings. And Obama’s plan for improving the economy is to criticize everyone else’s plan on the economy — even his own deficit reduction task force’s plan! But Obama says don’t panic. Obama is doing what he does best — politicize an issue, demagogue anyone who does not agree with his worldview of it, ignore his own considerable contribution to the current state of affairs, and not take any concrete steps to resolve the problem. Obama has failed to show leadership and hold himself accountable for his dismal performance, particularly on the economy. And Obama still wants credit for “cleaning up the mess he inherited.” Credit? What about the blame Obama deserves for the economic mess he created during the last 29 months in office? But this is what America got when it elected Obama as president — an arrogant, demagogic community activist with no real-world experience, no congressional accomplishments, no executive experience and no leadership skills. America, it is time to panic. Americans need to support courageous individuals like Paul Ryan, Chris Christie, Scott Walker and others, including Republican presidential candidates, who know that America has to take painful but necessary steps to address our economic problems and avoid the Greek-like economic Armageddon that Barack Obama and his policies are pushing us toward.
Obama has no capital- Parallels to Carter

Dunn July 14th-  Distinguished Professor of Government at Regent University and author of "The Seven Laws of Presidential Leadership" (Charles Dunn, 7/14/11, “ Charles Dunn: Obama Is Supersized Carter”, http://www.newsmax.com/US/CharlesDunn-JimmyCarter-steroids-EdmundBurke/2011/07/14/id/403592)

Barack Obama looks like Jimmy Carter on steroids. What dominated President Carter’s time and led to his downfall — an intractable and protracted Mid-East crisis and a persistently miserable economy — now dominate Obama’s time. Carter solved neither, and neither is Obama. Philosophers Edmund Burke and George Santayana, respectively, put it well: “Those who don’t know history are destined to repeat it,” and “Those who cannot remember the past are condemned to repeat it.” President Obama verifies that truth. Swept into office with overwhelming support from Jews and Evangelicals, Carter proceeded to jettison that support. And Barack Obama now follows in his footsteps. Jews gave Jimmy Carter 75 percent of their votes in 1976, but only 45 percent in 1980. The reason: Carter never forthrightly supported Israel as America’s foremost ally and only democracy in the Middle East. He argued that Israel had to make territorial concessions (in this case the entire Sinai) before there could be peace. Thus it is with Barack Obama, who argues that Israel must make territorial concessions and freeze construction on land that has been Jewish for 3,500 years. Professing and loudly proclaiming the Evangelical code words of “born again,” Carter waltzed to victory in the South’s Bible Belt in 1976, but four years later he let Ronald Reagan capture a large share of that vote. The reason: Carter never forthrightly held to such Evangelical litmus-test issues as pro-life. As to Barack Obama, he wooed and won a significant share of the Evangelical vote in 2008 by soft-pedaling his views on abortion and homosexuality, proclaiming to be a Christian, and by appearing with prominent Evangelical leaders. But like Carter his policy positions have belied his campaign façade. But it’s more than the issues they face. Their styles mirror one another. Both have speaking styles much like that of a college professor, long on detail and explanation and short on inspiration. Carter, the engineer, liked to delve into the technical details of problems, while Obama, the erstwhile professor, pursues lengthy analysis. In both instances, deciding on a solution and inspirationally presenting it to the public fail them. Ironically Carter and Obama are excellent speakers, but not in the mold of Abraham Lincoln, Franklin Roosevelt, John F. Kennedy, and Ronald Reagan, who inspired Americans to follow a clear course of action. In his classic book, Presidential Power, the late Richard E. Neustadt states that “Presidential power is the power to persuade.” Carter lost that power, which Obama is now losing, because key constituencies, including the general public, policy-making elites, interest groups, and Congress lost confidence in his leadership. Carter increasingly found it difficult to lead even his own party in the Congress, a problem now confronting Obama, who has compounded his problem. Rather than clearly laying out his agenda to the Congress with specific proposals, he has let Congress fill in the blanks as to what he wants. Critics thought that Carter had a Messianic complex, which made it difficult for him to compromise. And his famous campaign statement, “You can trust me,” quickly came back to haunt him when scandal struck his long-time friend and adviser from Georgia, Director of the Office of Management and Budget Bert Lance. Early in his administration, Carter relied on his "Georgia Mafia" as his key advisers and shunned working with key leaders in Washington. The ante has been upped for Barack Obama. Critics tagged him as “the anointed one,” because of his apparent condescending and superior attitude. And he, too, had his "Chicago Mafia" in key White House positions, such as Rahm Emanuel and David Axelrod. Public opinion polling reveals substantial disenchantment with Carter and Obama. For example, Gallup reports that fewer than 50 percent of Americans approve of Barack Obama’s job performance, which puts him in the loser’s bracket along with Jimmy Carter. Read more on Newsmax.com: Charles Dunn: Obama Is Supersized Carter Important: Do You Support Pres. Obama's Re-Election? Vote Here Now! 
Obama’s Political Capital is High
Obama’s political capital will be high regardless of debt ceiling results

The Politico July 12th- (Glenn Thrush and Carrie Burdoff Brown, 7/12/11, “White House Thinks it has High Ground”, http://dyn.politico.com/printstory.cfm?uuid=7FE43DDD-29C1-4017-990D-0BC4ABFD55B1)

President Barack Obama’s deficit strategy is a combination of audacity, hope and — in the eyes of Republicans — chutzpah. Obama, vilified by opponents for ducking the debt debate earlier this year, has seized the opportunity to portray himself as the champion of a $4 trillion “grand bargain” on tax and entitlement reform. This, after Speaker John Boehner (R-Ohio), who spent months pushing the president in that direction, pulled out of any attempt to “go big” over the weekend. “Obama wants $4 trillion in debt reduction,” while GOP wants only $2trillion to $3 trillion, wrote veteran Democratic pollster Geoff Garin. It “seems clear now which one is serious about tackling the debt.” Added a senior Democratic aide, “He’s got the high ground. He’s the adult in the room. He’s looking good right now.” Many Democrats believe Obama’s proposed $4 trillion deficit-cutting deal, panned by lawmakers in both parties as too unpalatable to pass, may be a win-win politically for the president. If it were to go through, he would get credit for tackling an issue that is a priority among independent voters likely to decide next year’s presidential election. But failure would have its own rewards, giving Obama the chance to exploit disagreements among Republican leaders while touting a massive deficit reduction plan without expending the political capital necessary to achieve it. “To me, this feels like a big kabuki theater act on the part of the administration,” said a Republican Hill aide. “It is simply impossible to believe this administration is all in for major entitlement reform when they’ve taken a pass until now but are suddenly willing to take the political heat.” “I think he wants to win the ‘who is most serious about the deficit’ contest among the electorate,” said Jim Kessler, a former Democratic Senate aide and founder of the moderate group Third Way. “His No. 1 goal is to get a big, grand bargain deal. But absent that, he can show the American people that he was willing to put everything on the table” while claiming “Republicans, once again, walked away from the table.” On Monday, Obama called his second news conference in two weeks to flay Republicans for backing out of an ambitious plan at what he believes is the moment of maximum political opportunity before the 2012 campaign. “Let’s step up. Let’s do it,” said Obama, who has yet to publicly endorse the smaller deficit reduction target of $2 trillion to $2.5 trillion now backed by many Republicans. “I’m prepared to take on significant heat from my party to get something done, and I expect the other side should be willing to do the same thing if they mean what they say,” he said. “If not now, when?” At the moment, Obama would seem to have little leverage to force the GOP into increasing taxes on the wealthy, a step he has made a prerequisite for a deal. And his demands that the GOP come up with hundreds of billions in new “revenues” were received with indifference, if not hostility, by Republican leaders who met with the president Monday afternoon. Obama opened the meeting by reiterating he still wants a big deal, telling Republicans that they “have to put a certain amount of sacred cows on the table” to get even a smaller agreement. But the possible advantages he can stake out for 2012 seem more promising for Obama than his stated goal of extracting major concessions on taxes — locking in middle-class tax cuts, phasing out the Bush-era tax cuts for the wealthy and closing special interest loopholes. Aides say this is one of his primary motivating factors in the talks. The debt issue, a potential liability for Obama in an election year, could turn out to be an asset, helping him push back on the perception he’s a liberal hooked on deficit spending. But looking good now and winning the deficit battle are two separate things: West Wing officials have long warned of the unpredictable implications of allowing the debt limit to be breached on Aug. 2. And two GOP presidential candidates who oppose raising the ceiling — Minnesotans Michele Bachmann and Tim Pawlenty — have been igniting conservative crowds in Iowa by trashing the debt vote. Back in Washington, Obama’s conversion from stimulus champion to deficit hawk has infuriated Republicans, who say Obama came to the deficit talks too late. Boehner, not Obama, “has been pushing [the grand bargain for months,” said another GOP aide. “Boehner urged him to do entitlements,” the aide added. “They responded they’d need tax hikes for that. We said can’t do tax hikes, how about tax reform? They entertained the idea, and then there we were, taking a look at a ‘big’ deal.” On ABC’s “This Week” on Sunday, White House Chief of Staff Bill Daley said Obama has been negotiating in good faith, without any political motivations: “This president is committed to bringing economic soundness to this country, and that takes a big deal.” But the politics of deficit cutting are not far from the thoughts of even the most altruistic debt negotiators, especially on the Democratic side. A recent Third Way poll of 2008 Obama voters who sat out last year’s midterms — or voted for a Republican candidate — found two-thirds switched because they were worried about runaway deficits. “That’s why winning the battle of seriousness on the deficit is a critical political goal,” said Kessler. But Republicans cite what they call a dismal, even cynical, track record. Obama didn’t embrace his deficit commission’s recommendations in December. He didn’t say much about deficits in the State of the Union. He didn’t use his budget to tackle entitlement reform, and he spent much of the spring talking about boosting spending for energy, education and infrastructure. When asked this spring why he wasn’t taking the lead in the deficit debate, Obama’s aides said voters cared more about jobs, and that would be the president’s focus. It was Washington that was obsessed with deficits, the aides said. Although the administration insists the president has been serious about the deficit for months, even years, going back to the 2008 campaign, Republicans haven’t bought the argument. And that lack of trust has impeded the president’s push for a global deal, GOP aides said. The second GOP aide dismissed reports that Boehner dropped his bargain over the weekend under pressure from conservatives led by Majority Leader Eric Cantor (R-Va.). On Monday, Boehner called on Obama to give up on tax hikes and showed solidarity with the tea party by invoking freshman Sen. Marco Rubio (R-Fla.). “The American people understand that tax hikes destroy jobs,” Boehner told reporters at the Capitol on Monday. “As Sen. Rubio said last week, we don’t need more [taxes], we need more taxpayers.”

Obama popular- Has portrayed GOP as “irresponsible”

Bell July 13th-  now Senior Director on Economic Policy at the Bipartisan Policy Center in Washington, D.C. (Steve, 7/13/11, “GOP losing Touch with Economic Reality”, http://www.frumforum.com/gop-losing-touch-with-economic-reality)

President Obama’s news conference this morning confirmed the age-old truth: a President has the bully pulpit. More people saw, or will see in some format, the President’s remarks today than will see all of the comments by all Republicans combined over the weekend. As a public relations/political matter, the GOP is getting its clock cleaned. Three major specifics struck us as the President spoke: First, he made explicit the fact that no revenues being discussed among the negotiators would take effect until 2013 at the earliest. Second, he intends to request formally an extension of the present 2 per cent FICA holiday for employees. Third, the approximate ratio of spending restraint to new revenues in the “grand plan” he and Speaker John Boehner discussed would have been 4 to 1. Beyond the new policies revealed, the tone of the President’s opening statement continued the White House effort to show Obama as the patient, calm parent dealing with a beleaguered John Boehner, who cannot control his own unruly brood. Parent Obama acknowledged that the deal he wants to conclude with Boehner would cause pain to his fellow Democrats. That is the price of dealing with the looming fiscal crisis, he said. By implying that he is willing to deal with his own children, Obama implies that no one can control the GOP children. We wrote in this space some time ago that a deal would emerge. It would be trivial. It would be less than required to even start stabilizing the debt trends of the nation. It would occur only after maximum expenditure of time, political capital, and citizens’ patience. More than ever, events of the past two weeks confirm that forecast. Much has been made of the miserable jobs report last Friday. Professional economic forecasters have been so wrong, so often, on their predictions that past two years that we recommend group therapy to help them adjust to reality. Very few analysts who have read how nations emerge from financial meltdowns have ever believed that the recovery would be anything other than , painful, jobless, frustrating, and slow. I don’t believe that the jobs data had as much impact on the debt negotiations as others contend. It does give the President a chance to connect a “deal” with “job creation.” In the short run, of course, the two things exist in parallel universes. Getting the debt limit passed will, in and of itself, create no new jobs anytime soon. But, the ability of the President to show that the “irresponsibility” of the Republican House will not only threaten the nation’s world standing, but will cost jobs, gives him double-barreled communications ammunition. Here are the hard facts: we will get a debt extension, maybe as short as six months, maybe as long as 18 months; the savings from the debt ceiling deal will be small compared to the vast debt accumulation for the United States the next 10 years; Republicans have embarked on perhaps the only political course that could impair their ability to win the Senate, expand their House majority, and win the Presidency in 2012. As an aside, the uncertainties in the global economy (slowing China, moribund Japan, inscrutable Europe, fragile South America) virtually assure a continuing flight to relative safety by world investors. With no growth in the United States to crowd out, I believe that “the best house in a terrible neighborhood” theme that has kept interest rates very low in America will continue. Until it won’t. That will happen and we will have little warning. The GOP should hope for a debt deal as soon as possible, so it can change the subject to national defense, international economics, anything other than the present subject. The longer the nonsense continues, the more Republicans risk looking out of touch with economic reality.

Obama’s expanding base- Started with support for debt ceiling with young voters

NPR ’11- (Robert Seigel, 4/20/11, “ Obama Holds Town Hall On Facebook”, http://www.npr.org/2011/04/20/135584592/obama-holds-town-hall-on-facebook)

ROBERT SIEGEL, host: From NPR News, this ALL THINGS CONSIDERED. I'm Robert Siegel. MICHELE NORRIS, host: And I'm Michele Norris. President Obama headed out west today. He's holding a series of town hall meetings, as well as a series of campaign fundraisers. NPR's Ari Shapiro is traveling with the president. Ari joins us now from Palo Alto, where the president wrapped up a town hall meeting at Facebook headquarters. Ari, what's the thrust of that event? ARI SHAPIRO: Well, it's the latest in the series of events where the president is pitching his plans to reduce the federal deficit by trillions of dollars. Yesterday, he delivered - he had a town hall meeting. Tomorrow, there's another town hall meeting in Reno, Nevada. And today, he was at Facebook speaking to a distinctly younger audience. The conversation was led by Facebook founder Mark Zuckerberg. President Obama jokes that he got Mark to give up his trademark hoodie and put on a jacket and tie for the conversation. And even as President Obama talked about his plan to raise taxes on those who make above a quarter million dollars a year, he acknowledged that this is not the typical political audience. Here's some of what he said. President BARACK OBAMA: Keep in mind, what we're talking about is going back to the rates that existed when Bill Clinton was president. Now, a lot of you were... (Soundbite of laughter) Pres. OBAMA: I'm trying to say this delicately - still in diapers at that time. But for those of you who recall, the economy was booming. NORRIS: Ari, that was the president speaking to, again, an obviously much younger audience where he's been facing, he's been talking about the deficit. But I'm wondering, you know, beyond the hall there, on the swing overall, he's going to be talking to lots of different people. And how are Americans responding to his ideas about cutting the deficit? SHAPIRO: You know, day after day, we see evidence that Americans want to cut the deficit, but they don't want to give up the government services that they have come to depend on. There was just a poll out today from the Washington Post and ABC News that says Americans do want to cut the deficit. They don't want to cut Medicare, Medicaid, defense spending. The only thing that they do support in a majority is cutting - rather raising taxes for the wealthy. But that's a nonstarter with Republicans in Congress. NORRIS: As we said, this is quite a swing for the president. You're literally on the go there. He wrapped up an event there at Facebook headquarters in Palo Alto, he's going to Nevada, he's also going to Hollywood. Is this more than just a trip where he's talking about cutting the deficit? Is this also a bit of a campaign trip? SHAPIRO: Oh, yeah. Absolutely. In fact, even in the speech here at Facebook, which was not a campaign speech, he made clear that he sees himself as in one camp and Republicans in another. I mean, he talked about bipartisanship and compromise, but he also talked about Republicans' plans for cutting the deficit are going to harm American investments that we need to bring the economy back. And he used the analogy of the famous steep hills here in San Francisco in the Bay Area, where if you're driving a stick shift, you don't want to push too hard and you can't let the car roll backwards, either. Pres. OBAMA: We've got to hit the accelerator. But you know, we've got to also make sure that we don't gun it. We can't let the car slip backwards. And so what we're trying to do then is put together a debt and deficit plan that doesn't slash spending so drastically that we can't still make investments and education, that we can't still make investments and infrastructure, all of which would help the economy grow. NORRIS: So the president is covering a lot of ground there, obviously trying to boost support for his deficit cutting plan. But I'm wondering if he's also trying to build his coffers. Is he embracing a lot of money-wise out West? SHAPIRO: Oh, for sure. There are six fundraisers planned on this trip, ranging from a small event tonight at a San Francisco private home, where people are paying more than $38,000 each for dinner with the president, to events in Hollywood tomorrow. There's one at Sony Studios' lot, where Hollywood celebrities are expected. All in all, he's expected to make more than $4 million on this trip. You know, California was a very reliable piggy bank for President Obama during his campaign in 2008. The question is now will he find the same enthusiasm, not only for those huge, wealthy donors, but also for the small five, 10 and $20 contributions that he was so successful at getting online through websites like Facebook where we are right now. NORRIS: And that's NPR's Ari Shapiro, traveling with the president quite literally on the go, on the way to the next stop. Ari, thanks so much. SHAPIRO: Thanks a lot, Michele. 

Obama popular- Setting congress on course

Las Vegas Sun July 14th- (Don E. Henderson, 7/14/11, “ The GOP is the real party of fear-mongering” http://www.lasvegassun.com/news/2011/jul/14/gop-real-party-fear-mongering/)

Arthur A. Ahr, in his Wednesday letter to the editor — headlined “Democrats resort to scare tactics to pass their agenda” — states that President Barack Obama is a fear-monger. But isn’t that what the George W. Bush administration did for eight years while it dictated its extreme and maybe even illegal right-wing policies? If we wish to be truthful about the initial cause of our economic and unemployment crisis, we need not look any further than the invasion of Iraq. Remember this war was funded not through normal budget standards but through fear-mongering tactics of a mushroom cloud. Reliable economists and statesmen believe this war has so severely damaged our economy and our political world standing that we may never fully recover. Additionally, the majority of the GOP presidential candidates are using unfounded, unrealistic, idiotic and at times fear-mongering tactics against President Obama to woo what they believe is their true base. If this is their true base, they have my deepest sympathy. Some of these candidates have signed pledges that have racial overtones, degrade gays and want no tax increases — even for the richest companies. Not all of these policies are fear-mongering, but if you lump them together, it points to both fear- and hate-mongering. I believe it is not President Obama’s job to set our budget, but he has bent over backward to help Congress solve our economic woes. To reference his statements of fact as fear-mongering is wrong; he is only trying to right a wrong-way GOP.
Political Capital Key
Capital is key to agenda- Most policies happen at the beginning of term when capital is high

Pfiffner ’10-  University Professor of Public Policy at George Mason University (James P., 2010, “The Modern Presidency”, 147)

One generalization that seems to nom tor modern presidents is that measures sent to Congress early in their first terms have a better chance of being passed than if they wait until later to send their most important initiatives. Scholar Paul Light has calculated that, from 1961 to 1978, 72 percent of those measures sent to Congress in the first three months of an administration eventually became law. During the second three months the rate of success dropped to 39 percent, and in the third three months it dropped to 25 percent." This reality continues to hold, although a national crisis, such as the attacks of 9/11, can present an opportunity for presidents to accomplish ambitious legislative goals. Several factors account for this predictable decline in legislative effectiveness. A new president usually enjoys a "honeymoon"� with the public at the beginning of an administration, when the country wants to see the new president succeed. This feeling of goodwill is often reflected in Congress, which is willing to be more openminded about presidential proposals than later in the term. Presidential popularity almost inevitably falls after the beginning of an administration, and as the midterm elections approach, members of Congress will begin to get nervous about their reelections and will be less likely to be sympathetic to presidents. According to Lyndon Johnson: "I keep hitting hard because I know this honeymoon won't last. Every day I lose a little more political capital. That's why we have to keep at it, never letting up. One day soon, I don't know when, the critics and the snipers will move in and we will be at stalemate. We have to get all we can, now, before the roof comes down."�33 The beginning of a term is also the best time to take advantage of the "mandate"� of the voters from the election. Any mandate applies more to the person of the president than to any specific policy preferences, but managed skillfully, a claim for a mandate can be used to the president's advantage. 

Political Capital is key- Decline means authority decrease and partisan challenges-Bush proves

Schier ’09-  professor of political science at Carleton College, specialising in American Politics (Steven E., 2009, “ Panorama of a presidency: how George W. Bush acquired and spent his political capital”, 156) 
The central fact of the Bush administration's foreign policy is its involvement in Iraq. The war and occupation greatly exceeded the White House's predicted cost in lives, time, treasure, and attention. Americas Iraq occupation is the major reason for the decline of Bush's informal powers of political capital-his popular support and professional reputation-over the course of his presidency. A 2008 poll sought to examine the sources of widespread popular disapproval of Bush's conduct of office. Fully half of those surveyed who disapproved of Busl1's governance cited the Iraq war as the reason, far more than those naming any other reason (G oeas and Nienaber 2008). Political costs extended beyond Bush to his GOP regime coalition in the 2006 elections. As Bush's political capital and partisan regime declined, his political authority became ever smaller. His energetic assertion of the presidency's formal powers over military and defense policy paradoxically shrank his informal powers. Persistent endogenous problems within his partisan coalition and exogenous challenges from partisan opponents were the inevitable result. 

Political Capital is the most effective way for the executive to influence policy making

Beckmann and McGann ’08- Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of California, Irvine and Associate Professor of Political Science at the University of California, Irvine and Reader in Government at the University of Essex. (Matthew N. and Anthony J, 2008,  “NAVIGATING THE LEGISLATIVE DIVIDE POLARIZATION, PRESIDENTS, AND POLICYMAKING IN THE UNITED STATES”,  http://jtp.sagepub.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/content/20/2/201.full.pdf+html)
Whatever the president’s tactical choice – private persuasion, public pressure, or vote buying – they all fit under the same strategic umbrella; each reflects the president’s allocation of president-controlled resources to alter lawmakers’ positions. As such, we employ the omnibus concept of ‘presidential political capital’ to capture this class of presidential lobbying. More precisely, we define presidents’ political capital as the resources White House officials can allocate to induce changes in lawmakers’ position on roll-call votes.9 This definition of presidential political capital comports well with previous scholarship (e.g. Groseclose and Snyder, 1996) as well as contemporaneous accounts of White House lobbying. For example, after watching the administration’s recent effort before a vote on an important trade bill, the next-day’s Washington Post article described the situation: So many top Bush administration officials were working the Capitol last night that Democrats joked that the hallways looked like a Cabinet meeting . . . The last-minute negotiations for votes resembled the wheeling and dealing on a car lot . . . Members took advantage of the opportunity by requesting such things as fundraising appearances by Cheney and the restoration of money the White House has tried to cut from agriculture programs. (Blustein and Allen, 2005: s. A)

PC and energy are key factors to pass priority legislation

Beckmann ‘8-Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of California, Irvine. (Matthew M., 2008, “The President's Playbook: White House Strategies for Lobbying Congress”)

Of course, that macro-level factors curtail presidents’ legislative potential does not mean presidents cannot exert influence in Congress; rather, it just underscores that micro-level factors like presidential arm-twisting, brow-beating, and horse-trading operate “at the margins” of lawmaking, as George Edwards (1989) put it. So while presidents cannot induce wholesale changes in legislators’ predispositions, evidence shows they do win more support for their “priority” initiatives and when they exert “effort” promoting them.

Political Capital is key to the agenda- Necessary to overcome resistance in bureaucracy 

Edwards ’04- Distinguished Professor of Political Science and the George R. and Julia Blucher Jordan Chair in Presidential Studies at Texas A&M University (George C., 2004, “The Presidency”, http://www.apsanet.org/content_5239.cfm)

More than any office within American government, the presidency has commanded the attention, stirred the imagination, and stimulated the emotions of the American people. The presidency is a many-faceted, dynamic office-with a plethora of responsibilities, a variety of roles, and a wide range of powers. It is the dominant institution in a system designed for balanced government, the prime initiator and coordinator among separate and independent institutions sharing power, the foremost mobilizer among disparate and competing interests, and the principal communications link from, and to, a multitude of groups and individuals. Executive officials look to the office for direction, coordination, and general guidance in the implementation of policy; members of Congress look to it for establishing priorities, exerting influence, and providing services; foreign governments look to it for articulating positions, conducting diplomacy, and flexing muscle; the general public looks to it for enhancing security, solving problems, and exercising symbolic and moral leadership. At the core of the presidency are the chief executive's efforts to lead, especially in performing the key functions of agenda setting, decision making, coalition building, and policy implementation. Sometimes the president can take unilateral action to achieve his goals, and the extent of the president's powers is a continual focus of debate and adjudication. More often, however, the White House must persuade others-members of Congress, the public, the press, the bureaucracy, and foreign leaders-to support his policies. Agenda setting includes establishing national and international priorities and determining the issues to which the president devotes scarce political capital. In a system of shared powers, other officials, especially members of Congress, must attend to issues on the president's agenda if the president is to influence public policy. The essence of the president's job is making decisions, which involves designing policy, selecting personnel, obtaining appropriate advice, and managing crises. Presidents must ensure that they have a full range of options and the appropriate information necessary for evaluating them. They also require a working relationship with subordinates and an organization in the White House that serves their decision-making needs. Presidents' personal decision-making styles and involvement in decision making are also crucial to their success. The president also needs the bureaucracy, because public policies are rarely self-executing. As the title of chief executive implies, the president has responsibility for implementing government policies and requires a staff of experts who have an understanding of the substantive issues, institutional processes, and political implications involved in turning statutes, executive orders, and the like into services and benefits for the nation. To succeed, presidents must communicate their decisions clearly to the bureaucracy, provide it the resources (personnel, funds, authority, and equipment) it requires, motivate members of the bureaucracy and overcome any resistance, organize the White House and the bureaucracy effectively, and follow-up on their orders. 

Political Capital defines legislative success

Light ’99-  Paulette Goddard Professor of Public Service, Robert F. Wagner School of Public Service, New York University, 2003-present (Paul C. 1999, “The President’s Agenda: Domestic Policy Choices From Kennedy to Clinton”, pg. 26)

Though the intemal resources time, information, expertise, and energy all have an impact on the domestic agenda, the President is severely limited without capital. And capital is directly linked to the congressional parties. While there is little question that bargaining skills can affect both the composition and the success of the domestic agenda, without the necessary party support, no amount of expertise or charm can make a difference. Though bargaining is an important tool of presidential power. It does not take place in a neutral environment. Presidents bring certain advantages and disadvantages to the table. Perhaps the best way to illustrate the impact of capital is to compare Kennedy`s early legislative failures with Johnson`s eventual victories. According to the Congressional Quarterly Almanac. Johnson secured passage of 60 percent of his legislative proposals in 1965, while Kennedy secured passage of only 27 percent of his in 1963. Was Johnson`s success due to some change in the President’s prerogatives? Was it due to his abilities as a legislative broker? The answer to both questions is no. Neither institutional prerogatives nor bargaining skills explain Johnson`s dramatic success. Johnson's higher degree of success paralleled the increase in his political resources following the 1964 election. Johnson's greater impact was the result of the massive increase in House Democrats, particularly from Northern liberal districts. Johnson went from 263 Democrats in the Eighty-seventh Congress to 294 in the Eighty-eighth. Moreover. the Northern Democratic bloc. Johnson`s base of support, grew from 152 seats in 1964 to 194 in 1965. Finally, whereas Kennedy wm elected to office by 49.7 percent of the vote, Johnson retumed to office in 1965 following a landslide. The increases in both electoral margin and congressional support assured a greater degree of success for Lyndon Johnson. Hence, Johnson's success stemmed from dramatic shifts in presidential capital. Though Johnson`s skills might have stretched his scarce resources, the basic explanation for the change lies in his increased external resources in his “political capital”. Though power may remain undefined in the presidential literature, among the presidential staffs it is generally understood to be equal to the Presidents party support in Congress. For most White House aides. capital is defined as the number of votes the President can generate in Congress at any one time on any given issue. As such, capital responds to the Presidents public approval and electoral margin. However, the base of presidential capital is always the number of party seats the President has in Congress. Throughout the following discussion, it should be remembered that capital S only a word-some aides used it frequently; others used a variety of other terms. Its attractiveness rests on the image of a fixed amount of influence expended over time. lt should be remembered that this definition is restricted to the domestic agenda-a restriction with heavy legislative content; the definition would certainly change in foreign affairs.
Political Capital is Finite/Low
Political Capital is limited- Greatest ONLY at beginning at term

Edwards ’09- Distinguished Professor of Political Science and the George R. and Julia Blucher Jordan Chair in Presidential Studies at Texas A&M University (George C., 2009, “Presidential Leadership”, 177)

Setting priorities in the early weeks of a new administration is also important because during the first months in office the president has the greatest latitude in focusing on priority legislation. After the transition period, other interests have more influence on the White House agenda. Congress is quite capable of setting its own agenda and is unlikely to defer to the president for long. In addition, ongoing policies continually force decisions to the president's desk. If the president is not able to focus Congress's attention on his priority programs, they may become lost in the complex and overloaded legislative process. Congress needs time to digest what the president sends, to engage in independent analyses, and to schedule hearings and markups. Unless the president clarifies his priorities, Congress may put the White House's proposals in a queue. 

Setting priorities is also important because presidents and their staff can lobby effectively for only a few bills at a time. The president's political capital is inevitably limited, and it is sensible to focus on the issues he cares about most. Setting priorities early also can reduce intra-administration warfare over the essence of the administration. 
Political Capital is low- Foreign Crises and Social Services won’t help

Light ’99-  Paulette Goddard Professor of Public Service, Robert F. Wagner School of Public Service, New York University, 2003-present (Paul C. 1999, “The President’s Agenda: Domestic Policy Choices From Kennedy to Clinton”, pg. 22-33)

Though capital can be refreshed during the term, the pattern remains: capital is expended with choice, and can be replaced only to a limited extent. Even when there is a rally-round-the flag crisis in foreign affairs, it is not clear how long the rise in public support will remain. Within two months of the 1979 Iran crisis, with hostages still in Teheran, Carter's public approval had dropped back from 80 percent to 50 percent. And scarcely two weeks before the 1980 Democratic national convention, a "dump Carter” movement gained momentary strength as many leaders sought a nominee who could win in the November election. Thus, it is difficult to predict just how much capital can be regenerated through national crisis. Furthermore, does public approval in a rally-round crisis affect decisions in the domestic arena? Did the hostage crisis help Carter`s domestic agenda? Did domestic crisis increase capital? If the trends in public approval over the past twenty years serve as an indication of declining capital, declarations of war on energy or poverty create only moderate increases in support that rarely last. Much like time, presidential capital does not keep. A Ford assistant compared it to the dollar: "Unless you spend it fast, it will fall in value." No matter what their performance, Presidents can expect a midterm loss in the party ranks in Congress-it is a pattern across four decades. Thus, the best way to cash in on presidential capital is to present a program as quickly as possible. Presidents must be concerned about moving the domestic agenda immediately following inauguration. Not all Presidents have done this. Nixon spent his first months immersed in foreign affairs; he clearly wanted substantial amounts of already scarce capital by delaying his domestic agenda. Unless the President presents his agenda to Congress early, the congressional calendars will fill with competing business. Congress is willing to wait for the President’s agenda, but only so long. With increased competition for congressional agenda space, the President is well advised to move quickly. Thus, capital is closely related to internal resources. Information and expertise may help the President stretch his capital through wise "investment"; time can give him additional opportunities: energy can sustain the effort. Conversely, capital can lead to more time and greater access to information; capital can also affect the recruitment of more expertise and energy. The greater the President’s capital, the more he can tolerate waste in the commitment of his internal resources. Resources are the key to the President’s domestic agenda. According to the staffs, resources do exist. The presidential staffs tend to separate them into two separate groups: the internal resources time, information, expertise, and energy and the external resources congressional support, public approval, and electoral margin. According to the staffs, these resources are also scarce. Time, energy, and capital begin to decline from the moment of first election. 

Political Capital is finite- Must be spent carefully

Light ’99- Paulette Goddard Professor of Public Service, Robert F. Wagner School of Public Service, New York University, 2003-present (Paul C. 1999, “The President’s Agenda: Domestic Policy Choices From Kennedy to Clinton”, pg. 377)

Resources and the Need for Priorities. Priorities are central to the conservation of both internal and external resources. For the liaison staffs, the critical resource was presidential capital. “The President cannot expect Congress to act on every proposal,” one Nixon assistant argued. “He must give them a lead on the top items. Otherwise, he will spread his momentum over too many issues.” A second Nixon assistant agreed: “When you look at the situation we faced, the need for priority-setting was even more important. We had a very slim electoral margin; we faced a hostile Democratic Congress; the executive branch was not particularly interested in our ideas. Without a firm statement of priorities, we could not focus our energy. That was the primary reason for the repeated reference to the Six Great Goals in 1971. It was an attempt to concentrate our political strength.” It is to the President’s advantage to provide some statement of priorities. With increased competition for agenda space, the President must focus his scarce political support on the most valuable proposals – at least that is what the liaison staffs believe. As on Carter assistant apologized, “I don’t mean to simplify a very complex process, but Congress no longer offers that many opportunities for the President to set the agenda. Unless the President gives Congress a firm list of priorities, the Congress will drift to other business. That was a lesson we learned quite early.”

Capital is finite- Agenda requires capital from the start

Light ’99- Paulette Goddard Professor of Public Service, Robert F. Wagner School of Public Service, New York University, 2003-present (Paul C. 1999, “The President’s Agenda: Domestic Policy Choices From Kennedy to Clinton”, pg. 378)

The impact of resources on opportunities can be best described as a problem of policy cycles. Certain resources decline over the term, while others grow. “The more we seemed to learn about the domestic system,” one Nixon aide complained, “the less we could do. We had our best shot at the start of the term but didn’t have the organization to cash in. By the time we had the organization, the opportunity was closed.” This ebb and flow of presidential resources creates two basic cycles within the domestic policy process. The first pattern might be called the cycle of decreasing influence. It is based on declines in presidential capital time, and energy. Presidents can usually anticipate a midterm loss of party seats in Congress and a streaky erosion of public approval. At least for the past fifty years, all Presidents, whether Democratic or Republican, have faced a drop in House party seats at the midterm election. Johnson lost forty-seven Democrats in the House in 1966; Nizon lost twelve Republicans in 1970. And at least since George Gallup first began measuring public approval, all President have experienced some decline in their public support over the term. In the last twenty years, however the declines have been more severe. Today the President can expect a near-linear drop in his approval rating in the first three years of office, with a slight rebound at the end of the term As one Ford aide remarked, “Each decision is bound to hurt somebody; each appointment is going to cut into support. There’s really now way that the President can win. If he doesn’t make choices, he will be attacked for being indecisive. If he does, he will satisfy one group but anger three others. Declines in capital eventually bring the domestic process to a halt. Toward the end of each term, the President must spend increasing capital just trying to unclog the legislative calendar. Unless the President is highly successful with early requests, the agenda becomes dominated by the “old” business. Of the five most recent Presidents, excluding Reagan, only Lyndon Johnson was able to sustain a consistently high level of agenda activity into the second an third year’s. The other four President were force to begin repeating their domestic requests by the end of the first year in office. Even Johnson recognized the problem. As one aide remarked, “You have to start backtracking almost from the first day. Unless the programs move off the agenda, you have to start investing your time trying to bump them off. You have to devote your energies to the old items before replacing them with your new ideas. 

Political Capital Fails
Obama can’t use PC to influence legislation-PC’s power only goes so far

Beckmann and Kumar ‚11 - Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of California, Irvine. (Beckmann, M., & Kumar , 2011, “How presidents push, when presidents win: A model of positive presidential power in US lawmaking”)
Of course, presidential political capital is a scarce commodity with a floating value. Even a favorably situated president enjoys only a finite supply of political capital; he can only promise or pressure so much. What is more, this capital ebbs and flows as realities and/or perceptions change. So, similarly to Edwards (1989), we believe presidents’ bargaining resources cannot fundamentally alter legislators’ predispositions, but rather operate ‘at the margins’ of US lawmaking, however important those margins may be (see also Bond and Fleisher (1990), Peterson (1990), Kingdon (1989), Jones (1994), and Rudalevige (2002)). Indeed, our aim is to explicate those margins and show how presidents may systematically influence them. 

Public Support is key to Capital
Popularity is key to congress-empirics

Pfiffner ’10-  University Professor of Public Policy at George Mason University (James P., 2010, “The Modern Presidency”, 146)

Popularity with the public is one factor that may help a president in dealing with Congress, and presidents follow their public opinion polls carefully. The link between presidential popularity and success with Congress, however, is tenuous. It may be a necessary, but not sufficient, condition for congressional victories for the president. Public popularity certainly helped make possible FDR's 100 Days, Lyndon ]ohnson's huge victories in 1965, and Ronald Reagan's 1981 budget victories. Falling public popularity hurt President Truman from 1949 to 1952, and President Nixon in 1973 and 1974. But relatively high sustained public approval did not guarantee legislative success to presidents Eisenhower or Reagan in their second terms or George H. W. Bush in his first two-and-one-half years in office. 
Obama’s approval rating low

Gallup Polls July 11th-(Peyton M. Craighill, 7/11/11, “Poll Watchers: Obama approval, Iowa GOP poll, smartphones, space shuttle”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/behind-the-numbers/post/poll-watchers-obama-approval-iowa-gop-poll-smartphones-space-shuttle/2011/05/11/gIQAO9C28H_blog.html) 

Obama approval – President Obama takes to the bully pulpit with middling approval ratings. In the latest Gallup tracking data released Friday, Obama’s approve/disapprove ratings are split 46 to 45 percent. A common comparison point for Obama has been to President Reagan, the last president to face such a troubled economy. Reagan’s approval ratings were 42 percent at roughly this same time in his presidency in Gallup polling. Political independents give Obama a 46 percent approval rating, slightly below Reagan’s 50 percent approval at a similar time. 

Popularity is key to congress- White House Advisors agree

Edwards ’09- Distinguished Professor of Political Science and the George R. and Julia Blucher Jordan Chair in Presidential Studies at Texas A&M University (George C., 2009, “The Oxford Handbook of the American Presidency”, 341)

In early 1993, President Clinton's pollster, Stanley Greenberg, argued that at the beginning of Clinton's tenure "popular support is the key to congressional support" (quoted in Barnes 1993, 712). Similarly, Mandy Grunwald, another of Clinton's closest political advisers, maintained, "The President's popularity first had to be improved, then Congress could be moved by a popular president."� "It`s a bank shot, what you say to the American people bounces back to Congress"� (quoted in Woodward 1994, 248, 141). George Stephanopoulos, at the core of the early Clinton presidency, found the president's low approval ratings were hurting his chances in Congress (1999, 294, 316). Representative Lee Hamilton agreed: "when a President is riding high, his influence goes up, and when a President is in the dumps…his influence declines"� (quoted in Apple 1994). Similarly, a senior legislative strategist on the staff of a senior Democratic senator argued, "It's an absolute rule up here: popular Presidents get what they want; unpopular ones don't"� (quoted in Rosenbaum 1993). In the president's second term, a presidential aide found that "Clinton has come to believe that if he keeps his approval ratings up and sells his message as he did during the campaign, there will be greater acceptability for his program"� (quoted in Mitchell 1997). Presidential strategist Dick Morris agreed. Noting that when Clinton was down in the polls, members of Congress began to desert him, Morris concluded, "A President doesn't just need a majority on Election Day. The President needs a majority every day of the week behind every bill that he has."� Thus, it is not surprising that the president was convinced that he could not govern unless his poll numbers were high (Morris 1997, 33, 324; Mitchell 1997; Cannon 1998, 2934-5). White House officials also concluded that when the president's approval ratings were up, interest groups were afraid and wanted to cut a deal; when his ratings were down, groups were less willing to deal (Iacobs and Shapiro zooo, 104-S). 
Public Support is key to capital

 Edwards ’09- Distinguished Professor of Political Science and the George R. and Julia Blucher Jordan Chair in Presidential Studies at Texas A&M University (George C., 2009, “Presidential Leadership”, 101-102)

Presidents need public support and understanding public opinion can be a considerable advantage to them in gaining and maintaining it. At the very least, presidents want to avoid needlessly antagonizing the public. Thus, they need reliable estimates of public reactions to the actions they are contemplating. They also need to know what actions and policies, either symbolic or substantive, the public wants. By knowing what the public desires, presidents may use their discretion to gain public favor whenever they reel the relevant actions or policies are justified. In addition, presidents often want to lead public opinion to increase support for themselves and their policies. To do so, they need to know the views of various segments of the public, whom they need to influence and on issues and on what issues, and how far people can be moved. Presidents usually want to avoid expending their limited resources on hopeless ventures. Nor do they want to be too far ahead of the public, lest they risk losing their followers and alienating segments of the population. These motivations encourage contemporary presidents to poll the public on a regular basis as well as to have their aides organize groups to test sonic of their ideas and the rhetoric they use to explain them. 

High public opinion is key to convince congress

Edwards ’09- Distinguished Professor of Political Science and the George R. and Julia Blucher Jordan Chair in Presidential Studies at Texas A&M University (George C., 2009, “Presidential Leadership”, pg. 386) 

Members of Congress may also use the president’s standing in the polls as an indicator of his ability to mobilize public opinion against his opponents. As Richard Nixon put it," An even greater incentive for members [of Congress to support the president] is the fear that a popular president may oppose them in the next election." Public approval operates mostly in the background and sets the limits of what Congress will do for, or to, the president. Widespread support gives a president leeway and weakens resistance to the administration’s policies. Moreover, it provides a cover for members of Congress to cast votes to which their constituents might otherwise object, as they can defend their votes as support for the president rather than on substantive policy grounds alone. Lack of public support strengthens the resolve of those who are inclined to oppose the president and narrows the range in which he receives the benefit of the doubt, as Bill Clinton discovered when his approval ratings dipped into the 35 percent range in inid-1993. In addition, low ratings in the polls may create incentives to attack the president, further eroding an already weakened position. For example, alter the arms sales to Iran and the diversion of funds to the Contras became a cause célèbre in late 1986, it became more acceptable in Congress and in the press to raise questions about Ronald Reagan’s capacities as president. Disillusionment is a dangerous phenomenon for the White House. As chief of the White House Congressional Relations Office put it," When the president’s approval is low, it’s advantageous and even fun to kick him around." The impact of presidential approval on presidential support occurs at the margins of coalition building, within the confines of other influences. No matter how low a president’s standing in public polls falls or how close it is to the next election, he or she will still receive support from a substantial number of senators and representatives. Similarly, no matter how high approval levels climb or how large a presidents winning, percentage of the vote, a significant portion of the Congress may still oppose his policies. Members of Congress are unlikely to vote against the clear interests of their constituents or the firm tenets of their ideology, even out of deference to a widely supported chief executive. George W. Bush’s very high approval levels in the months following the 9/11 attacks did not engender similarly high support among Democrats in Congress for his domestic policy proposals. Thus, widespread supports should give presidents leeway and weaken resistance to their policies, giving them, at best, leverage but not control. In contrast, when the presidents lack popular support, their options are reduced, their opportunities are diminished, and their room for maneuver is checked. 

Prez popularity is key to agenda

Wilson and Dulilio ’08- professors and senior fellows at the Clough Center for the Study of Constitutional Democracy at Boston College (James Q., John J., 2008, “American Government: Institutions and Policies”, pg. 384-384) 
Careful studies of voter attitudes and of how presidential and congressional candidates fare in the same districts suggest that, whatever may once have been the influence of coattails, their effect has declined in recent years and is quite small today. The weakening of party loyalty and of party organizations, combined with the enhanced ability of members of Congress to build secure relations with their constituents, has tended to insulate congressional elections from presidential ones. When voters choose as members of Congress people of the same party as an incoming President, they probably do so out of desire for a general change and as an adverse judgment about the outgoing party's performance as at whole, not because they want to supply the new president with members of Congress favorable to him." The big increase in Republican senators and representatives that accompanied the election of Ronald Reagan in 1980 was probably as much a result of the unpopularity of the outgoing president and the circumstances of various local races as it was of Reagan's coattails. Nonetheless, a president’s personal popularity may have a significant effect on how much of his program Congress passes, even if it does not affect the reelection chances of those members of Congress. Though they do not fear a president who threatens to campaign against them (or cherish one who promises to support them), members of Congress do have a sense that it is risky to oppose too adamantly the policies of a popular president. Politicians share a sense of a common fate: they tend to rise or fall together. Statistically a president’s popularity, as measured by the Gallup poll (see Figure l4.1 ), is associated with the proportion of his legislative proposals that are approved by Congress (sec Figure l4.2). Other things being equal, the more popular the president, the higher the proportion of his bills that Congress will pass. But use these figures with caution. How successful a president is with Congress depends not just on the numbers reported here, but on a lot of other factors as well. First, he can be "successful" on a big bill or on a trivial one. If he is successful on a lot of small matters and never on a big one, the measure of presidential victories does not tell us much. Second, a president can keep his victory score high by not taking a position on any controversial measure. (President Carter made his views known on only 22 percent of the House votes, while President Eisenhower made his views known on 56 percent of those votes.) Third,a president can appear successful if a few bills he likes are passed, but most of his legislative program is bottled up in Congress and never comes to a vote. Given these problems, "presidential victories" are hard to measure accurately. 

Prez Popularity key to agenda- Congress likes siding with Popular Presidents

Foley and Owens ’96-   Professors of United States Government and Politics in the Centre for the Study of Democracy at the University of Westminster (Michael, John E., 1996, “C ongress and the presidency: institutional politics in a separated system”, pg. 308)

A second factor which is widely regarded as influencing presidential-congressional relations is the president's popularity. Once elected, presidents are watched carefully. Their performance in office is assessed frequently by opinion pollsters who regularly ask voters whether or not they approve or disapprove of the president's handling of his job. As Figure 9.1 shows, presidents' approval and disapproval ratings have fluctuated considerably from president to president and from month to month within the term of office of any one president. President Reagan's quarterly average approval ratings, for example, ranged from 63 per cent down to 38 per cent; President Bush's from 78 per cent to 37 per cent; and President Clinton's from 55 per cent to 42. per cent. If a president's approval ratings are high, it is assumed that he is powerful and as a consequence members of Congress will support the president's proposals; if they are low, it is assumed he is politically weak and members of Congress will not be concerned about opposing his proposals. This popularity-compliance connection rests on two principles: first, most members of Congress want to be reelected next time and look for cues which will tell them what they need to do and say to win re-election from their constituents; and second, most members believe that they should represent their constituents' opinions. Legislators have few means of measuring and evaluating current opinions on issues and politics among folks back home. If they consider their re-election constituencies to coincide with or be a part of the president's constituency, they may use public evaluations of the president as surrogate measures of public opinion in their constituencies. If the president is popular with the public, so the theory goes," members of Congress (who often feel electorally vulnerable) will reason that their prospects for re-election will be enhanced if they support a popular president. Alternatively, if the president's popularity is low - as Bill Clinton's was in 1994 - legislators may choose to distance themselves from him in order to protect themselves. When, for example, the crime bill supported by the president was refused a rule in the House in August 1994, one administration official offered the president's low popularity as an explanation: 

Public Support is Key to Agenda
Obama’s popularity will help him pass his comparatively minor legislation

Eshbaugh-Soha, ‘10.Matthew.  Is a professor of political science at texas a&m university (Matthew, 2010, “The Importance of Policy Scope to Presidential Success in Congress. Presidential Studies Quarterly”)

One of the most intriguing findings of this paper is that success on minor policies is affected by presidential approval ratings, whereas other policies are not. This contrasts with research showing that approval ratings increase the president's legislative success on only salient and complex policies (Canes-Wrone and De Marchi 2002); minor policies likely are not salient. Although I have asserted that legislators may require additional information and that approval ratings may provide legislators with a vital voting cue when making a decision on low-conflict minor policies, Canes-Wrone and De Marchi (2002) make a similar argument concerning salient and complex policies. Given the pervasive acceptance by those in and out of Washington, D. C, that approval ratings are vital to the president's legislative success, these apparently divergent findings should be the motivation for additional theorizing on the relationship between approval ratings, public policy, and the president's legislative success. 
________is both complex and salient, Obama’s popularity will help agenda

Canes-Wrone and de Marchi ’02-Brandice Canes-Wrone is assistant professor of political science, Massachu-setts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, MA 02139 and Visiting Assistant Pro-fessor of Political Science, California Institute of Technology, Pasadena, CA 91125. Scott de Marchi is assistant professor of political science, Duke University, Durham, NC (Brandice and Scott, 2002, “Presidential Approval and Legislative Successs”)

 Ever since Neustadt (1960) characterized public prestige as a keystone of presidential power, political scientists have been interested in whether approval ratings facilitate presidential success in Congress. Our main contribution has been to establish the necessary conditions for this relationship. In particular, we find that only for legislation that is both complex and salient will popularity translate into policy influence. That different researchers have found varying results when considering bills in the aggregate is thus not surprising. It is only when these attributes are taken into account jointly that the role of presidential approval is explained. This finding resurrects approval as a significant resource for presidents in the legislative arena. Furthermore, our explanation is useful not only for post hoc analysis but also for predicting a president's chance of capitalizing upon approval for a given legislative item.

__________is both salient and complex, Obama can cash in on his overwhelming popularity
Canes-Wrone and de Marchi ’02- Canes-Wrone is assistant professor of political science, Massachu-setts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, MA 02139 and Visiting Assistant Pro-fessor of Political Science, California Institute of Technology, Pasadena, CA 91125. Scott de Marchi is assistant professor of political science, Duke University, Durham, NC (Brandice and Scott, 2002, “Presidential Approval and Legislative Successs”)

Finally, although presidents cannot alter issue complexity, they have some degree of choice over the legislation that they promote. In the example with which we began this paper, Bush was not forced to expend his historic approval ratings on the simple issue of crime. Our results indicate that a president can capitalize on such popularity if he champions legislation that is salient and complex. Thus, our analysis not only has implications for the relationship between a president's approval and legislative success, but also for the type of policy agenda that a popular president should adopt. 

Popular presidents can get their legislation passed- Legislators will acquiesce

Canes-Wrone and de Marchi ’02-Brandice Canes-Wrone is assistant professor of political science, Massachu-setts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, MA 02139 and Visiting Assistant Pro-fessor of Political Science, California Institute of Technology, Pasadena, CA 91125. Scott de Marchi is assistant professor of political science, Duke University, Durham, NC (Brandice and Scott, 2002, “Presidential Approval and Legislative Successs”)
The literature suggests two types of mechanisms by which presidential approval advances legislative inﬂuence; in this section, we outline these mechanisms and argue that they apply primarily to salient and complex legislation. The first mechanism, described by Rivers and Rose (1985), argues that congressional members regard presidential approval as a signal of public preferences on the president’s policy agenda. Members are assumed to be seeking reelection and therefore interested in enacting policies that voters desire.‘ Since approval is an indication of these policy preferences, members are more likely to acquiesce to a president’s legislative requests the higher is his popularity. 

Public Support is Not Key

Presidential popularity irrelevant, it doesn’t affect votes in Congress

Bond et. Al ’03 Jon R. Bond is a professor of Political Science at Texas A&M University.  Richard Fleisher is a professor of Political Science at Fordham University.  B. Dan Wood is a professor of Political Science at Texas A&M University (Jon, Richard, Dan, 2003, “The Marginal and Time-Varying Effect of Public Approval on Presidential Success in Congress”)

Although electoral self-interest provides a theoretical connection between public approval and roll-call voting in Congress, the primary cues—party, ideology, and constituency—have the strongest and most direct effects. The president’s approval rating is not likely to cause members of Congress to systematically alter their behavior, because presidential popularity has only a marginal effect on their electoral fortunes. With frequent split-ticket voting and the decline of presidential coattails (Jacobson 2001), members of Congress have less incentive to pay much attention to the president’s popularity. The public’s evaluation of the president plays only a small role in deciding the outcome of most congressional races. Few voters have sufficient knowledge of their representative’s level of presidential support to make a connection between their evaluation of the president and their decision of which congressional candidate to support. If presidential popularity influences voters’ decisions in congressional elections, it most likely works indirectly through the parties’ candidate recruitment process, helping or hurting members of the president’s party without regard to their specific levels of presidential support (Jacobson 1990; Jacobson and Kernell 1983). Furthermore, because presidential popularity is fluid, using it as a guide in casting roll-call votes is risky. The president’s popularity on election day is more important than his popularity months or even years earlier when members must cast votes supporting or opposing the president. Members cannot predict with any certainty presidential popularity on election day. For these reasons, the effect of public approval on members’ electoral selfinterest is limited and uncertain. Since public approval has only a limited effect on members’ electoral self-interest, its effect on their roll-call voting decisions will also be marginal. While public approval of the president may influence the behavior of some individuals and alter the outcome of votes on some occasions, it is not likely to systematically alter the behavior of those already in Congress. 
Bipartisanship is Key to Agenda
Bipartisanship is key to congress- Builds momentum

Edwards ’11- Distinguished Professor of Political Science and the George R. and Julia Blucher Jordan Chair in Presidential Studies at Texas A&M University (George C., 2011, “The Presidency in the 21st Century”, 121)
Every president requires a strategy for governing, for bringing about changes in public policy. One approach, which is popular with the public, is to try to create opportunities for change by reaching across the congressional aisle and attracting bipartisan support. Such support can be critical in overcoming a Senate filibuster or effectively appealing to Independents in the public, who find bipartisanship reassuring. The Washington Post reported that the Obama legislative agenda was built around what some termed an "advancing tide"� theory: "Democrats would start with bills that targeted relatively narrow problems, such as expanding health care hir low-income children, rehmrming Pentagon contracting practices, and curbing abuses by credit-card companies. Republicans would see the victories stack up and would want to take credit alongside a popular president. As momentum built, larger bipartisan coalitions would form to tackle more ambitious initiatives." 
Obama needs respect of GOP to get legislation passed- it is critical for policy negotiations

Bachtinger and Hangartner ’09- Senior Researcher at the University of Bern. His research focuses on deliberation, democratisation in the less developed world, and global constitutionalism and a PhD student at the University of Bern and a pre-doctoral fellow at the Center for Applied Statistics ( Andre and Dominik , 5/21/09, “When Deliberative Theory Meets Empirical Political Science: Theoretical and Methodological Challenges in Political Deliberation”)
Coalition arrangements produce, first of all, a logic of joint decision making. Put simply, the consent of coalition partners is needed in order to pass legislation, leading to policy negotiations among the parties involved. In these policy negotiations, deliberation can be necessary for the ‘production’ or ‘problem solving’ of policy negotiations in order to cope successfully with different situation definitions, cognitive problems and factual disagreements, as well as standards of appropriateness, fairness and justice (Holzinger, 2004). In addition, deliberative components such as respect may be crucial to spark a constructive spirit during policy negotiations. Second, a coalition arrangement creates collective agency and shared responsibility, with parties being judged at least in part by their government record (Goodin, 1996). Put differently, voters expect them to ‘get things done’, requiring that coalition parties take a (minimally) constructive attitude towards other coalition partners. This may provide incentives for participants to engage in problem-solving activities involving deliberative elements, especially in situations where simple bargaining has not solved impasses over policy disagreements (Müller, 2007, p. 205). Third, coalition arrangements also open up spaces for deliberative action 

Bipartisanship is key to agenda- Especially controversial issues

Edwards ’09- Distinguished Professor of Political Science and the George R. and Julia Blucher Jordan Chair in Presidential Studies at Texas A&M University (George C., 2009, “Presidential Leadership”, 359-360) 

On July 27, 1981, President Reagan delivered an exceptionally important and effective televised address to the nation seeking the public’s support for his tax-cut bill and going to great lengths to present his plan as “bipartisan”. It was crucial that he convince the public that this controversial legislation was supported by members of both parties and was therefore, by implication, fair. Thus, he described it as “bipartisan” a full 11 times in the span of a few minutes. No one was to miss the point. The president required the votes of Democrats in the House to pass his bill, and he wanted their constituents to apply pressure to them to support it. Despite the advantage that presidents have in dealing with members of their party in Congress, they are often forced to solicit bipartisan support. The opposition party may control one or both houses of Congress, so even if all members of the president’s party supported the administration on its key initiatives that would not be sufficient. Between 1953 and 1992, Republican presidents faced a Democratic House of Representatives for 26 years and a Democratic Senate for 20. George W. Bush enjoyed Republican Party control of both houses of congress for less than five months in 2001 before the Democrats gained a majority in the senate, and the Democrats had majorities in each house for his last 2 years in office. President Clinton faced a Republican house and senate from 1995 to 2000. Without Republican support, he would not have obtained passage of NAFTA and the GATT or the line-item veto. A second reason for bipartisanship is that presidents cannot depend on all the members of their party to support them on all issues. Table 10.1 showed clearly that members of the president’s own party frequently oppose the president. Jimmy Carter may have been exaggerating when he wrote, “I learned the hard way that there was no party loyalty or discipline when a complicated or controversial issue was at stake-none.” Nevertheless, presidents cannot take party support for granted. Not only do partisan strategies often fail but they also may provoke the other party into a more unified posture of opposition. When there is confrontation, there can be no consensus, and consensus is often required to legislate changes on important issues. Presidents are also inhibited in their partisanship by pressures to be “president of all the people” rather than a highly partisan figure. This role expectation of being somewhat above the political fray may constrain presidents in their role as party leader. 

Bipartisanship is key to congress

Shapiro 2k- former chair of the Department of Political Science at Columbia University (Robert Y., 2000, “ Politicians don't pander: political manipulation and the loss of democratic responsiveness”, 32)
The "vital center"that had bridged the congressional parties and encouraged bipartisan coalitions had eroded by the 1980s (Schlesinger 1949; Cameron 2000a). The implications are significant: the combination of fewer legislators outside their party's ideological mainstream and growing policy differences between the parties on social and economic issues increased the costs of compromising the policy goals of partisans Responsiveness to centrist opinion becomes less likely if it means suffering great policy costs. 
Bipartisanship Fails
Obama is seen as too ideologically different by the GOP, cooperation on agenda will suffer

Bachtinger and Hangartner ’09- Senior Researcher at the University of Bern. His research focuses on deliberation, democratisation in the less developed world, and global constitutionalism and a PhD student at the University of Bern and a pre-doctoral fellow at the Center for Applied Statistics ( Andre and Dominik , 5/21/09, “When Deliberative Theory Meets Empirical Political Science: Theoretical and Methodological Challenges in Political Deliberation”)
There is increasing recognition in deliberative research that not all issues are equally adept at deliberative action. As cheap talk theorists have demonstrated formally, debate can matter only when the distribution of preferences over consequences is not ‘too’ dispersed (Austen- Smith, 1992). This would mean that a large ideological distance in the policy preferences of actors is hardly conducive to high-quality deliberation. Such reasoning also harks back to the ‘republican’ or ‘communitarian’ conception of democracy in which democratic virtues mainly appear when people share common values and goals as well as a common conception of the common good (Sandel, 1996).
Controversial Issues drain Capital
Controversial issues require massive capital

Seidenfeld ’94- Associate Professor, Florida State University College of Law (Mark, 1994, Iowa Law Review, JSTOR)

In addition, the propensity of congressional committees to engage in special-interest-oriented oversight might seriously undercut presidential efforts to implement regulatory reform through legislation. n198 On any proposed regulatory measure, the President could face opposition from powerful committee members whose ability to modify and kill legislation is well-documented. n199 This is not meant to deny that the President has significant power that he can use to bring aspects of his legislative agenda to fruition.  The President's ability to focus media attention on an issue, his power to bestow benefits on the constituents of members of Congress who support his agenda, and his potential to deliver votes in congressional elections increase the likelihood of legislative success for particular programs. n200 Repeated use of such tactics, however, will impose economic costs on society and concomitantly consume the President's political capital. n201 At some point the price to the President for pushing legislation through Congress exceeds the benefit he derives from doing so.  Thus, a President would be unwise to rely too heavily on legislative changes to implement his policy vision. 

Winners Win
Winners win- Builds Capital

Shapiro 2k- former chair of the Department of Political Science at Columbia University (Robert Y., 2000, “Presidential Powers: Forging the powers for the 21st century”, pg. 283)
This perspective differs considerably from that taken in more recent works on organizational theory, which often emphasize the need for a more systematic process for decision-making to achieve efficiency and effectiveness in large organizations. For example, Terry Moe suggests that in the area of advisory relations, presidents should ultimately be concerned with developing a "united, coordinated, centrally directed bureaucratic system" which can be controlled from the top." A president's success in accomplishing this task will determine, to a large degree, the level of autonomy he has from other institutions with which he must share power. In essence, it gives him greater latitude to act and make choices which will build his political capital and increase his chances of being viewed as a "successful" president. 

Concessions Key to Agenda
Obama needs to make concessions- GOP won’t budge

The National Post July 11th- (Kelly McParland, 7/11/11, “ Washington continues giant game of chicken over national debt”, http://fullcomment.nationalpost.com/2011/07/11/kelly-mcparland-washington-continues-giant-game-of-chicken-over-national-debt/)

It may be no coincidence that the Republican party’s willingness to consider a “grand bargain” over the national debt changed suddenly over the weekend, just about the time a poll showed Michele Bachmann had taken the lead as the most popular candidate for the party’s presidential nomination. Bachmann is the Tea Party’s favourite candidate, a social conservative married to the owner of a Christian counselling centre that specializes in “curing” gays. She has eclipsed Sarah Palin by entering the race first, and gave her campaign an enormous boost by performing better than expected at the first GOP debate this spring. The first of many crucial steps along the road to the nomination takes place in Iowa, where a straw poll of candidates takes place on Aug. 13, two days after another debate. A poll by the Iowa Republican shows Bachmann, who was born in the state, leads Mitt Romney by four points, 25-21, among eight declared candidates. Romney is viewed as the favourite of the Republican establishment and the presumed front-runner to win the nomination, but is skipping the straw poll after the state was blamed for blowing a hole in his campaign to capture the 2008 nomination. Bachmann is far more popular with conservative Republicans than Romney, who they view as too middle-of-the-road and unreliable on keys issues like abortion and health care. The Republican noted: While Bachmann’s lead over Romney is just within the margin of error, the poll’s cross tabs show how much momentum her campaign has generated in Iowa. Her favorability is ten points higher than Romney’s, who had the second highest number in that category. Her unfavorable figure is 14 points lower than Romney’s, giving her a stellar plus 65 favorability margin. Her numbers suggest that Bachmann has found a very effective way to appeal to caucus goers. The poll was released at the same time Republican Speaker John Boehner was in heated talks with President Barack Obama over a looming debt crisis. Washington needs an agreement to raise the debt ceiling by Aug. 2, allowing it to continue borrowing to pay debts. Last week Obama suggested a “grand bargain”to get the budget under control, in which Democrats would make concessions on social programs like Medicare and Social Security if the Republicans would make similar concessions on tax increases. Boehner seemed amenable on Friday, but evidently got an earful from Tea Partiers and switched his position on Saturday. The Tea partiers want Democrats to agree to sweeping spending cuts, but won’t agree to tax increases under any circumstances, according to the latest reports. Which pretty much means no bargain, since Democrats aren’t likely to commit political suicide by giving Republicans everything they want while alienating their own core supporters. The sudden change in the Republican position shows how deeply the talks are entwined in partisan politics and positioning for the 2012 presidential vote. The Washington Post reports that the White House respects Boehner and feels it can work with him, but that he’s outflanked by harder-line members of the party, who are afraid that a deal with Obama will make him look good in the run-up to the election. They’re pressing for a short-term deal that would expire in 2012, forcing Obama into new talks over the debt just as the election approaches. Obama, not surprisingly, isn’t biting on that one. In the absence of a deal by Aug. 2, both parties are hoping the uproar that ensures will hurt the other guys more than them. Republicans hope voters will blame Obama for failing to clean up the economy and borrowing too much to fight the recession; Democrats are betting voters will blame the Republicans for making the mess in the first place and then blocking efforts to cut the debt and reform tax laws. The last time the parties played this game of chicken, 15 years ago between Newt Gingrich and Bill Clinton, the Democrats won. But down bet on that having much impact this time: the Tea Partiers didn’t get to Washington by paying attention to lessons from Bill Clinton.
Obama needs to make concessions- Key to bipartisanship

The Bloomberg July 14th- (Ezra Klein, 7/14/11, “What Debt Talks Teach Us About Obama and Republicans”, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-07-14/what-debt-talks-teach-us-about-obama-and-republicans-ezra-klein.html)

We have learned a lot about American politics in recent days. We learned, for example, that Republicans are more committed to keeping taxes low than to reducing the deficit. We learned that the party is led more by House Majority Leader Eric Cantor than by his nominal boss, Speaker John Boehner. We learned that its current composition renders it seemingly incapable of making concessions to close a bipartisan deal, even if the concessions are minor and the benefits to the Republican policy agenda -- $3 trillion in spending cuts -- are massive. But we’ve also learned a lot about President Barack Obama. Take taxes. The prevailing theory has been that the Obama administration would seek the largest tax increases it could plausibly pass. Liberals are now dismayed to learn that that notion is false. Instead, the Obama administration wants to take the tax issue off the table as soon as possible; the president is willing to take much less in revenue in exchange for spending less time arguing about taxes. There have been signs of this disposition all along. In the 2008 campaign, Obama swore never to raise taxes on families making less than $250,000 (a pledge that he has technically broken several times -- the excise tax on high-value health insurance plans is one instance -- while continuing to repeat it). Then there was the December 2010 tax deal, when the White House extended all the Bush tax cuts in return for additional fiscal stimulus. The economy was weak, White House aides said, so stimulus was more important than revenue. Besides, they argued, it was only a two-year extension. In 2012, the economy would be stronger, and they’d be in a better position to let some of the cuts expire. Wanting a Deal But the debt deal that the president just offered the Republicans showed that’s not a fight he wants. That deal would have preempted the expiration of the Bush tax cuts next year, eliminating the White House’s leverage on that issue while raising less than half the revenue that the Simpson-Bowles report recommended -- and about one-fifth as much as letting the tax cuts expire in full. To the White House, that was part of the deal’s appeal. If he wins a second term, Obama doesn’t want to begin it with a bruising partisan fight over Bush’s tax cuts. He would prefer to focus on infrastructure, education, trade. Rather than exploit his political leverage to raise taxes, Obama is eager to give it away, if only the Republicans would let him. Boosting Economy Another mistaken view of Obama is that he considered a deficit-reduction deal good politics, and perhaps inevitable policy, but that it’s a discussion he’d prefer not to be having. In recent weeks, it’s become clear that key members of the White House seem to believe a deficit-reduction deal would improve the economy. Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner said as much at a recent congressional hearing on small-business lending. “If Congress can find a way to reach a bipartisan, comprehensive, balanced agreement to bring down long-term deficits, that would help,” he said. “It would be a sign that Washington works, is able to come together to solve some problems. That would improve overall confidence across the country.” His boss made much the same argument in his July 2 radio address. “Government has to start living within its means, just like families do,” Obama said. “We have to cut the spending we can’t afford so we can put the economy on sounder footing, and give our businesses the confidence they need to grow and create jobs.” Political Interest White House aides also think they might be able to add a bit of stimulus -- mainly unemployment insurance and an extension of the payroll-tax cut -- to the deal, and that a grand bargain would open up more political space for further efforts on job creation. Without a deal, there’s no more stimulus: not now, and not later, either. So yes, part of the administrations’ interest in a deal is political. They see a grand bargain on the deficit as a way to resuscitate Obama’s battered brand as a post-partisan change candidate who can break out of stale partisan categories and transcend gridlock. But the White House could’ve made that point with theatrics and a few mostly symbolic concessions. Instead, Obama offered Republicans a two-year increase in the Medicare eligibility age, to 67, along with tens of billions in cuts to food stamps and hundreds of billions in cuts to Social Security. They don’t just want credit for being willing to make a deal. They want the deal, too. No Compromise In this, we’ve learned Republicans and Democrats are polar opposites, at least right now. Republicans are dead set against any deal that includes compromise with Democrats, no matter its effect on the deficit. Obama is interested in almost any deal that proves he can compromise with the Republicans, in large part because it will cut the deficit. And so the negotiations come down to this: The Republicans are willing to resist the most seductive policy details in order to avoid a deal, while the president is willing to extend those enticements precisely because he wants one so badly. 
Concessions key to agenda

Reisner ’11- (Hiram, 4/10/11, “ Sessions: Obama Needs to Make Concessions”, http://www.newsmax.com/InsideCover/JeffSessions-BarackObama-Congress/2011/04/10/id/392385)

Alabama GOP Sen. Jeff Sessions says President Barack Obama will have to make significant fiscal concessions before he asks GOP legislators to agree on raising the debt limit, according to Politico. “The president just can’t waltz in and say, 'We’re going to have a debt crisis if we don’t raise the debt limit, Congress,'” Sessions, the ranking Republican of the Senate Budget Committee, said Sunday on CBS’ “Face the Nation. "And we’re not going to have any changes and I’m not going to support any changes.” “He’s going to have to meet Congress halfway -- really the American people halfway,” Sessions said. “There will not be an increase in the debt limit without something really, really big attached to it,” he continued in a clip of his remarks at a fundraiser that was played during “Face the Nation.” Read more on Newsmax.com: Sessions: Obama Needs to Make Concessions Important: Do You Support Pres. Obama's Re-Election? Vote Here Now! 
Obama needs to make concessions to appeal to the GOP- Debt ceiling proves

Morris and McGann ’11-  former political adviser to Sen. Trent Lott (R-Miss.) and President Bill Clinton,  an attorney and former public interest lobbyist. She serves as the CEO of Vote.com (Dick and Eileen, 1/25/11, “ Tea Party Won’t Stand for Debt Limit Expansion Without Concessions”, http://picklyman.wordpress.com/2011/01/25/tea-party-wont-stand-for-debt-limit-expansion-without-concessions/)

Unless House Republicans want to trigger a civil war within their party, they must accompany any expansion of the debt limit with serious cuts in spending. While the old, complacent GOP establishment would have gone along with a clean debt-limit bill, the new, fiery tea party folks won’t have it. Nor will America. Most Americans do not want to see the debt limit raised at all. If it must be increased, they will insist that it be preceded by major cuts in government spending. Voters see the need to borrow more money as a symptom of a disease of overspending. They are unwilling to sanction ongoing pain relievers to mitigate the impact of the illness without major progress toward a cure in the form of spending reductions. And a few minor cuts won’t do. House Republicans should demand that discretionary, non-defense spending be rolled back to 2008, pre-Obama levels and be frozen there for the next three budget cycles. Since Obama has taken office, non-defense discretionary spending has risen by 41 percent. In just two years, it has soared! Only if this overspending is reined in and rolled back can the Republican House vote for a debt-limit increase. Americans for Tax Reform (atr.org) is pushing a pledge for members of Congress to sign promising not to raise the debt limit without first effecting "significant" cuts in federal spending. A majority — an overwhelming majority — of the House Republican Conference is sure to sign the pledge, forcing the leadership’s hand. Speaker John Boehner, R-Ohio, sent the wrong signal when he called for Republicans to act like "adults" when it comes to dealing with the debt limit. If by that he means that they should go along with an expansion of the debt without big spending cuts, he is going to face reversal in his own caucus. And the debt-limit extension the GOP approves should be a very limited one. President Obama needs to be kept on a short fiscal leash. The House should raise the limit by $500 billion — enough for three months — and then demand more concessions for a further increase. The next step should be to freeze Medicaid spending and block-grant it to the states. The debt-limit increase is the first real confrontation between Obama and the new Republican House majority. It is a game of chicken the House must win. In any such contest, the key, of course, is where public opinion is on the issue. Americans are so enamored of spending cuts that the Rasmussen Poll says that they even regard them as more important than balancing the federal budget by a margin of 57-34. The longer Obama tries to hold the line against cuts in spending as he seeks a debt-limit increase, the more political damage he will suffer. The longer the crisis lasts, the more Republicans will gain. When Obama’s economic advisers — a greater group of schlemiels would be hard to find — warn that failure to raise the limit will trigger default and horrific consequences for the global economy, Republicans should reply that if this is so, tell it to your president and get him to approve the spending cuts along with the debt-limit increase. Voters will clearly understand that the debt has been caused by overspending and that we must cut the outlays for our financial survival. The more Obama fights over this issue, the more he will lose, and the harder Republicans fight, the more they will gain. But if Republican leaders turn squishy on the issue and "compromise" with Obama, abandoning real spending cuts, they will lose their mandate from the American people. The entire future of the Republican Party’s 2012 effort to change America hangs in the balance.
Federal Agencies Unpopular
Agencies Drain capital- require massive organization and overview- Costs capital

Lewis ’03-  Professor of Political Science and Law at Vanderbilt University (David E., 2003, “ Presidents and the politics of agency design: political insulation in the United States government bureaucracy”, 19-20)

In Chapter 4, I examine the agencies created by executive action: executive orders, departmental orders, and reorganization plans. I show that agencies created by administrative action are much less likely to be insulated than other agencies. Through a case study of the National Biological Service and quantitative analysis of count data from 1946 to 1997, I show that presidents have more discretion when Congress cannot act. Not only are agencies created by executive action less likely to be insulated, but more are created during periods when the congressional majority is weak, implying that presidents use the weakness of Congress to get the types of agencies they prefer. In Chapter 5 I revisit the analysis in Chapter 2 to show that presidents have tremendous influence in the design of administrative agencies. I present a case study of the creation of the National Nuclear Security Agency a case in which the president arguably lost out in his struggle with Congress, to illustrate just how much influence presidents have. I then revisit the quantitative analysis from Chapter 2 with an eye toward testing for the influence of presidents. The chapter shows that agencies created under strong presidents are less likely to be insulated than other agencies. Chapter 6 addresses the question of whether or not agency insulation matters. It seeks to determine whether agencies that are insulated are more durable than other agencies. Since organizational change usually accompa likely to Want insulated agencies during periods of divided government and uninsulated agencies during periods of unified govemment. This implies that the larger the majority in divided government, the higher the probability that a new agency is insulated. In unified government, however, a larger majority should lower the probability that a new agency is insulated. 
NASA requires capital- Under governmental control and administration policy

Lewis ’03-  Professor of Political Science and Law at Vanderbilt University (David E., 2003, “ Presidents and the politics of agency design: political insulation in the United States government bureaucracy”, 44)
The bureaucracy can loosely be divided into administrative agencies inside the cabinet and those placed outside of it. Since the executive power is vested in the president by Article 2 of the U.S. Constitution, the first administrative agencies were created as cabinet departments under presidential control. Today; most of the administrative apparatus of the United States is part of this cabinet structure and ostensibly under presidential direction. This is reinforced by the president's ability to nominate and remove appointees at the top levels of the cabinet. The remainder of executive functions are dispersed throughout the other branches or placed outside the cabinet in independent establishments or government corporations. Some executive-type functions, for example, are lodged in the legislative or judicial branch. The Government Printing Office is located in the legislative branch, as is the Botanic Garden. Most administrative activities in the legislative branch, however, have some nominal relation to congressional activity The Architect of the Capitol, for example, operates and maintains the capitol buildings and grounds. The Congressional Budget Office provides Congress with basic budget data and analyses. Other executive-type agencies like the U.S. Sentencing Commission and the Federal Judicial Center reside in the judicial branch. Although these agencies, again, seem naturally located within the judicial branch, their location is not necessarily assured by their function.5 The rest have been placed outside the executive branch in independent agencies or government corporations. Agencies like the National Aeronautics and Space Administration and the Environmental Protection Agency are examples. So, too, are the independent regulatory commissions like the Federal Trade Commission, Federal Communications Commission, and Consumer Product Safety Commission, or government corporations like the Reconstruction Finance Corporation or Amtrak. Politicians who insulate want to decrease presidential influence and the impact of changing administrations on agency policies. 

Agencies drain capital- Need administrative overview

Croley ’03- lawyer and professor of law at the University of Michigan Law School (Steven P., 2003, “ White House Review of Agency Rulemaking: An Empirical Investigation”, JSTOR)
Among the many important developments in administrative law over the past two decades-indeed among developments in domestic policymaking generally-efforts by recent presidents to exert greater control over regulatory agencies rank near the very top. As many have observedf recent presidential administrations, beginning most significantly with the administration of President Ronald Reagan, have sought to exercise increased influence over agency decision-making in both procedural and substantive ways Procedurally, presidents have required agencies to inform the White House of important pending regulatory actions and, far beyond that, to seek some form of White House approval for those actions Substantively, recent presidents have required agencies to demonstrate to the White House, in the course of getting approval for their pending regulatory decisions, that major regulatory actions are justified by one form or another of cost-benefit analysis, and that those actions otherwise conform to the president's own regulatory priorities.
Agency Policies drain Political Capital- Need overviews

Seidenfeld ’94- Associate Professor, Florida State University College of Law (Mark, 1994, Iowa Law Review, JSTOR)

This article is part of the ongoing debate about the proper extent of presidential influence on agency policy-making. Rather than take sides, however, about whether the President should have more or less influence, it posits that the influence should be exercised by defining and holding administrative agencies to the President's overarching policy objectives for the nation. The article begins by analyzing the need for presidential influence and concludes that there is such a need. It proceeds to argue that micromanagement of agency policy decisions by the White House is problematic because the regulatory analysis arm of the President, the Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs in the OMB, does not have the resources to review adequately, the details of agency policy decisions and because the President does not have the resources to monitor closely the work of OIRA analysts to ensure that they reflect the President's desired outcomes on policy details. It also notes the potential for special interests to have disproportionate influence on OMB oversight of regulation. The article proposes instead that the President set out a big picture of his regulatory objectives and to require that agencies explain how their decisions take into account these objectives. The big picture approach, the article contends, will both reduce the President's monitoring costs to ensure that agencies act consistently with his priorities and will increase accountability to the general public and thereby reduce the influence of special interest groups on regulation. Finally, the article gives some suggestions for how a President might go about establishing and implementing this big picture approach to influence.

Federal Agencies Popular
Department of Energy popular in congress- Hoover policy proves

Bulletin of atomic Scientists ’85-(David C. Morrison, April, 1985, Vol 4. Issue 4.)

WE ARE BEFORE you with what represents something unique in the U.S. Government-that is, a totally Government-owned, integrated industry? said William Hoover, the Department of Energy's deputy assistant secretary for military applications, introducing his spring 1982 budget appeal to Congress. "A corporation, if you will, for which we are responsible. l would like the committee to consider themselves as the board of directors of that corporation. My remarks are in essence a prospectus of our corporation, and the record of this hearing will serve as our stockholder’s report.""˜ This government-owned industry is unique indeed. Among what Hoover describes as "generic products"� of his "corporation"� is the B-61 tactical and strategic nuclear bomb: 1,800 parts, 570 suppliers and nine primary contractors. The nuclear weapons complex managed by the Department of Energy is a far-[lung archipelago, occupying a land area "equal to the size of Delaware plus 1% times the size of Rhode lslandf with 52,500 employees and $25.4 billion in assets! If nuclear weapons were traded on the stock exchange, Energy would rank ninth in the Fortune 500, after Standard Oil of Indiana. Energy enjoys a monopoly more absolute than that once held by American Telephone and Telegraph. Its only major competitor is the Ministry of Medium Machine Building, which turns out nuclear weapons for the Soviet military. But because its products are not as popular as they might be, the Department of Energy, like its predecessors the Atomic Energy Commission and the Energy Research and Development Administration, uses a hard sell to peddle its more-is-better philosophy of nuclear national security to presidents, the Congress, and the public. Federal agencies have long used inflated rhetoric and colorful graphics to sell their budgets to a harried Congress, and none plays the briefing game quite as well as the Department of Energy. In 1983, for instance, Hoover wielded a "Fulda Gap Brand Swiss Cheese"� cartoon to drill home his point that Congress had to authorize the W-82 neutron warhead for the 155-millimeter artillery shell lest the Soviets roll right through "a swiss cheese kind of defense"� in the Fulda Gap, a main invasion route into West Germany. Much more than sales gimmicks is involved, however. The Department and its nuclear brain trust at the three national nuclear weapons labs-Lawrence Livermore, Los Alamos, and Sandia-skillfully parlay promises of tantalizing new nuclear weapons designs and dire predictions of emerging Soviet nuclear design superiority into a political consensus that keeps their production lines running at full capacity. Over the last two decades this carrot-and-stick campaign has succeeded in dissuading presidents and Congresses from pursuing the comprehensive test ban, a goal to which the United States formally committed itself in signing the 1963 Limited Test Ban Treaty. With the rise of the nuclear freeze movement, the Energy weapons establishment has strongly renewed its campaign of nuclear promotion. Seldom do Energy and weapons laboratory officials appear before Congress without decrying the evils of a freeze. Thanks to the cloak of national-security secrecy over nuclear weapons programs, the technical community has been able to inject itself to an unparalleled degree into what should be a predominantly political decision-making process. "The people who design weapons can hold the nation hostage to testing by designing things that require more testsf' Livennore physicist Ray Kidder has charged. "l don't think there's the right kind of control over these guys." 

Department of Commerce Unpopular
Department of Commerce programs empirically take up tons of PC- 5ghz wi-fi proves

RCR Wireless News ’10- (Jeffrey Silva, 1/10/05, “GHz Wi-Fi spectrum on hold amid fear of interference to radar”)
Nearly two years after the Bush administration announced an agreement to free 5 GHz frequencies for Wi-Fi technology without causing interference to military radar systems, government and industry officials have yet to settle on a solution that fully resolves technical and national security issues. Industry and government officials plan to huddle again this week to try to fix a problem they believed they had put behind them in early 2003. ''Government and industry engineers have been working together for months to find an acceptable way for 5 GHz devices to detect and avoid extraordinarily advanced radar signals. They've made enormous progress, and the key elements of a technical solution are already in place,'' said Scott Harris, a lawyer representing a collection of major high-tech firms known as the Wi-Fi Alliance. Harris said all the issues could be resolved in the next two months or so. Meantime, the would-be injection of an additional 255 megahertz into the booming Wi-Fi business is still on hold. The delay has created an embarrassment for an administration that expended considerable political capital on the matter at the 2003 World Radiocommunication Conference in Geneva. In January 2003, the National Telecommunications and Information Administration-an arm of the Commerce Department-boasted it had reached a consensus on 5 GHz Wi-Fi that it would present to other countries at WRC-03.  The agreement-formalized in FCC rules in 2003-requires wireless devices in the 5.250 to 5.350 GHz and the 5.470 to 5.725 GHz bands to employ dynamic frequency selection, or DFS. DFS is designed to identify military radar so Wi-Fi transmissions can avoid disrupting them.  Subsequent testing revealed 5 GHz Wi-Fi devices with DFS capability were mistakenly identifying other radio signals-including Wi-Fi-for military radar. As a result, Wi-Fi devices avoided using radio channels that were otherwise legitimate, resulting in inefficient use of the spectrum.  The trick became how to distinguish military radar from other radio signals. But that requires knowing characteristics of Pentagon radar, which is generally classified information.  Stakeholders suddenly realized what they were up against. The much-ballyhooed 5 GHz Wi-Fi policy had deteriorated into one big fire drill.

Commerce Department programs are unpopular-seen as not worth the money spent on them

WSJ ’05- (Holman W. Jenkins Jr., 3/30/05, “Business World: Don't Pshaw the Shaw Plan”)

Gary Becker, Milton Friedman, Kent Smetters and other smart economists have long observed that the deficit is a key political talisman, putting excessive spending on the agenda for the media and voters to criticize. Nominate your own unnecessary outlays: farm programs, homeland security, certain defense programs, the commerce department, the energy department, HUD. The idea that we can't do without some of these programs is the equivalent of saying a family accustomed to living on $100,000 a year can't learn to adjust to $90,000. It's absurd.  If honest Democrats and Republicans can agree about anything, it ought to be about the urgency of reclaiming the excess Social Security taxes for true savings. The $70 billion that today's workers are already scheduled to pay this year would likely be enough to finance the Shaw plan, which would grant every worker a 4% tax credit, up to $1,000 a year, to create a personal retirement account. Bingo, fake retirement savings would become real retirement savings.  We hasten to add the goal here isn't to free up enough federal budget resources to keep the Ponzi scheme going for another generation. The goal is to put the cost on all taxpayers of repairing the damage by creating a retirement system that really saves, while dealing fairly with those workers who've already spent most or all their working lives paying into the system.  Much better than sharing the pain with massive tax hikes, however, is sharing it with spending cuts. Let's face it: Many of the most invitingly cuttable federal programs are already not worth the money spent on them.

Dept. of Commerce legislation empirically hurts PC-Exelon energy bill proves

Chicago Business ’03- (Paul Merrion, 11/03/03, “Monday Pols treading lightly around Exelon push; Legislators wary of appearing to favor rate increases”)

Despite pockets of opposition in the Senate, most observers expect the bill to squeak by this week with the supermajority of 36 votes needed to pass in a veto session.  Minority Leader Frank Watson, R-Greenville, is actively lining up backing, and Senate President Emil Jones Jr., D-Chicago, is said to be quietly supportive. Even opponents privately acknowledge that the bill is likely to clear the upper chamber.  However, it won't have any chance of passing until another officially neutral observer, Gov. Blagojevich, endorses it.  Despite the opposition of Lt. Gov. Pat Quinn and concerns raised by Illinois Attorney General Lisa Madigan, Mr. Madigan's daughter, there are signs that the bill is gaining the governor's tacit approval. A new version released last Thursday calls for Exelon to work closely with the state's Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity to promote renewable-energy projects across the state.  The question is whether the governor-who also took political heat for quickly signing the SBC bill-will need to risk some political capital by publicly supporting the Exelon bill.  ''I'm hard-pressed to think legislators will do much'' without the governor's support, says a spokesman for Speaker Madigan. ''People are not going to walk out and vote for something that the governor is going to veto.''

Department of Commerce legislation consumes immense amounts of PC, SAFE act empirically proves

National Journal ’99- (9/30/99, “Eastern Time Cunningham Urges Hastert To Hold Vote On 'SAFE Act'” National Journal's CongressDaily) 
The Republican leadership has yet to decide if it will move the SAFE bill to the floor.  Internal debate has centered on whether there is enough Democratic support for SAFE since the administration announced its policy shift, and whether it is worth the political capital trying to push through the legislation now that some of the momentum has been taken out of the bill.  Some within the high tech community have said Congress should just wait to see how the regulations are drafted, and if they fail to live up to promises, then move ahead again with the bill.  At an Internet Caucus lunch Tuesday, William Reinsch, the Commerce Department's undersecretary for export administration, said the administration will get the regulations written by Dec. 15 and that any fears that the administration will not fulfill its promises are baseless.  "This is what it is, there isn't any catch and there isn't any hidden agenda," Reinsch said.
NASA Policy Popular
NASA policy funding increases Political Capital

Vernikos and Connell ’09-PhD was Director of Life Sciences at NASA Headquarters from 1993 until September 2000 and  an accomplished strategic innovator, dedicated to achieving constructive, large-scale social and economic change (Joan and Kathleen M., 1/12/09, “License to change: will NASA?”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1284/1)
Another legacy of the outgoing administration is the removal of “understand and protect the home planet” from the NASA mission. Restoring this mission is a top priority. Scientists at the recent American Geophysical Union meeting in San Francisco reported that arctic ice is in a “death spiral” and that climate change does account for stronger, more frequent hurricanes. NASA must be a part of the global warming solution. NASA’s share of the global monitoring flotilla is a resource to humanity. Underfunded climate instruments need to be made operational soon. In addition, NASA has niche capabilities in clean technology engineering, wireless solar power terrestrial transmission research, and in extreme weather habitat enhancement. All of these kinds of innovative efforts should be encouraged. This Earth-centric strategic priority not only preserves life on the only life-bearing planet we know, it is a tactical choice which creates political capital and allows NASA the credibility to do what it does best: scientific missions exploring the universe, returning lessons about the lifecycles of planets (including our own), developing advanced methods of monitoring the Earth’s environmental changes, transferring proven methodologies to operational agencies like NOAA, and following the Hubble telescope model sharing the excitement and benefits of these discoveries with young minds and the young at heart public.
NASA programs key to Political Capital

Aviation Week & Space Technology ’05- (Staff Section, 11/04/05, “Lunar Exploration Vision Obscures Successes on Mars”, Pg. 66 Vol. 163 No. 19)
The nearly $1.5-billion Mars Science Laboratory (MSL) rover, set for launch in 2009, will be twice the size of the current 400-lb. vehicles. It will be preceded by the Mars Reconnaissance Orbiter that was launched in July and the Phoenix north polar stationary lander, which is scheduled for launch in 2007 to search for subsurface water.   MSL must be large enough to process samples for possibly life-related organics and travel up to 20 mi. on nuclear power. The larger rover precludes the use of landing airbags. The vehicle's Skycrane precision landing mother ship would instead lower MSL to the surface like a Jeep from a helicopter (AW&ST Apr. 5, 2004, p. 30).  All this means a major increase in technological challenge beyond the existing rovers, and that success with Spirit and Opportunity will not equate to an easier development for MSL.  The Mars project argued hard for twin MSL rovers for hardware and scientific redundancy--just as was done for the current rovers. But that has been ruled out, and the emphasis now needs to be on maintaining an unwavering focus on MSL funding, technology and testing.  To deemphasize the robotic Mars program now, in a tradeoff with the manned lunar vision, would be a terrible mistake.  Washington needs to be reawakened to the quantifiable payoff the robotic Mars program brings now, in terms of NASA political capital in Congress and scientific, educational and technological benefits to the U.S. as a whole. Accompanying these factors is exploration as a positive symbol of America's contributions to all mankind. 

NASA Policy Unpopular
Space is unpopular-Congressional support is local only
Friedman ’11- as Director of the Society's LightSail Program and remains involved in space programs and policy (Lou, 1/31/11, “ All space politics is local”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1769/1)
“All politics is local,” said former US House of Representatives Speaker Tip O’Neill. But it seems that space politics is becoming excessively so. The lineup of congressional leadership in space illustrates that well. The new chair for the House Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics is a freshman congressman from Mississippi, Steven Palazzo. Obviously this was not a highly sought job for Republicans positioning themselves for 2012 leadership. The dominant consideration seems to have been to give it to somebody with a local interest—in this case, NASA’s Stennis Space Center. The first sentence of his announcement to the position read begins, “Representing the home of NASA’s largest rocket engine testing facility in the country…” Other major issues are considered national issues. But when I go to speak to someone in Congress about space issues, I am most frequently told that I should find someone with a local interest who wants to champion that issue. On the Senate side the leaders on the committees concerned with space issues are Bill Nelson (D-FL), Barbara Mikulski (D-MD), Richard Shelby (R-AL) and Kay Bailey Hutchison (R-TX). They have dominated the debate about the future of human space flight and it is their local interest views that led to the extraordinary over-specification of rocket design in legislation last year. Very little attention was paid to the goals and objectives of human space flight, let alone what the requirements might be to meet them. Very little was said about mission requirements in the discussion about using the Atlas, Delta, and Falcon for human access to low Earth orbit and developing a deep-space rocket that actually goes to deep space. Instead, attention was focused on how such projects might clash with or protect the status quo of existing contracts. Congress ended the deep-space rocket debate last year by mandating a specific design for a so-called heavy-lift rocket that (i) could not go to deep space, (ii) would extend the gap in US access to the space station, and (iii) had no mission specification for its requirements. But it did satisfy the legislators from Alabama, Florida, Texas, and Utah by specifying a design that preserved their constituents’ vested interests. The rub is that the rest of Congress does not seem interested. They have left the decision to representatives with local interests. Other major issues—health care, social security, education, immigration, national security, environment, energy, human rights, and agriculture—are considered national issues. But when I go to speak to someone in Congress about space issues, I am most frequently told that I should find someone with a local interest who wants to champion that issue. I don’t bring this up to wring my hands or naively say that I wish the world was different. It’s my view that this dominance of local thinking is finally turning counter-productive to space interests. It is beneficial to have local interests advocate for space when the economy’s rising tide was lifting all boats. The bigger space budget is great. But when that tide is ebbing and choices need to be made, having those choices depend on local contract protection will almost certainly not be in the national interest or even the narrower interests of the space science and technology communities. That occurred a few years ago when the NASA budgets for science and technology were cut to try to fund Constellation. It turned out that both human spaceflight and science programs suffered. It doesn’t take much political acumen to predict that NASA’s budget will be constrained and likely cut. Cuts lead to choices, and we need to ask now on what basis those choices will be made. The debate in the space community, in my view, has to move both up a notch and out a notch, to higher and broader public interest. Certainly we will not want to stop support from local interests, but we need popular support that extends to Congressional representatives who do not represent local space interests, and to opinion leaders in all parts of society. That actually shouldn’t be hard because space exploration still stands as one of most important symbols in the world for inspiring greatness and achievement. The debate in the space community, in my view, has to move both up a notch and out a notch, to higher and broader public interest. Its symbolism was evident in the president’s recent State of the Union address. President Obama harkened back to Apollo and Sputnik in making the case for “investments in biomedicine, information technology, and clean-energy technology.” True, he didn’t advocate space spending: it will be up to us to make the case that the Apollo and Sputnik analogies were not just products of a past-time, but derived from the intrinsic value of space exploration. Its breadth, inspiration, science and technology, and its far-reaching international attraction serve US national interests. Such national and international interests can serve as a political plus for congressional representatives without local space interests to advocate, just as they serve the president and his administration in advancing US interests with other countries. The congressional wrangle on budgets and policy is tying NASA up in knots. My Gordian solution is to make a sword of the truly broad popular themes of achievement, adventure, scientific discovery, and exploration of the unknown and use it to cut through the special interests to reveal the true value of America’s space program.

OBamaSpace Policies unpopular- Angered key Space advocates in Senate

The Space Review ’10- (Taylor Dinerman, 2/10/10, “ Space policy versus space politics: lessons for the future”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1568/1)

The biggest lesson from history is that to be effective, a new administration’s space policy must to be done quickly. The Clinton, George W. Bush, and Obama administrations all took their time and either formulated weak policies that more or less continued the programs of their predecessors, or, in the case of the current administration, wasted a year continuing to spend money on the existing program while formulating a policy that is now facing major resistance inside NASA and on Capitol Hill. In contrast, JFK came up with a historic and successful initiative within months of his inauguration. The reality of Washington’s power politics is that NASA’s budget is controlled by a small number of senior politicians who sit on the appropriations committees. Any government policy that starts out by turning powerful senators and congressmen into bitter enemies is going to be exceptionally hard to carry out. For cosmically important issues involving national survival or economic doom, this might be acceptable if done personally by the president himself. Reagan’s March 1983 SDI (Star Wars) speech is a good example. NASA administrator Bolden’s February 1 budget announcement may go down in history as a textbook case of the wrong way to begin a dramatic and painful change in a government program. The reality of Washington’s power politics is that NASA’s budget is controlled by a small number of senior politicians who sit on the appropriations committees and only occasionally listen to what their colleagues on the science committees have to say. Traditionally, critical decisions regarding NASA centers have been made by, or in cooperation with, the senior senator from the state involved. Killing Constellation, or attempting to do so, against the wishes of a senator such as Richard Shelby (R-AL) who not only sits on the appropriations committee, but may very well end up chairing it either in 2013 or maybe even 2011, is foolish in the extreme. To make things worse Bolden and his team are proposing their changes in a way that directly challenges congressional prerogatives across the board, including its endorsement in previous authorization bills. To make matter worse they are ignoring the appropriations legislation signed last year by President Obama that forbids NASA from changing the Constellation program without congressional permission. It might be a good idea for the reformers at NASA to consider a few lessons from the administration of Franklin Roosevelt, the most successful Democratic president in history. He did manage to make more than a few great changes, but he only moved when he had overwhelming popular and congressional support. In the months leading up to the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor, he played his political cards masterfully, and never moved an inch further than the American people were ready to tolerate. When the crisis came he was able to rally the nation in a way that no recent president has done. The next administration should have a civil space policy ready to go on the first day. This means that during the election the opposition candidate and his or her team should make an issue of the negative impacts that the Obama space policy has inflicted on this nation and should promise to reverse it on January 21st of 2013 or 2017. A drive to get America back to the Moon should be the political centerpiece of this aspect of the campaign. Trying to sell the Flexible Path idea of missions to the Lagrange points or asteroids as a substitute can be easily made to look ridiculous compared to the simple lunar landing objective. If the president or his supporters try to explain by saying, “Been there, done that,” the reply is easy: “We have said to the world, can’t go there, can’t do that.” The technology involved in the Constellation program was unexciting, but it was robust and reliable. Mike Griffin may have been a Hyman Rickover-type character, but he was getting the job done within the limits of the funds available. He concentrated on the Ares 1 and the Orion because they were what was needed first, also he knew that if NASA got the design of those two systems right, they rest of the systems, most notably the Ares 5, would be based on solid foundations. It remains to be seen if agency’s current leaders can come up with a better base on which to build their heavy-lift vehicle. In 2004 the Aldridge Commission proposed that the US exploration program be based on the principle “Go as you pay.” Today we are facing the danger of years—maybe decades—of “Pay and go nowhere.”

NASA programs wildly unpopular-sap PC

St. Petersburg Times, ’10- (“Obama's NASA plan agitates Florida”, http://www.tampabay.com/news/politics/stateroundup/ar ticle1079871.ece)

Obama's plan would increase NASA funding $6 billion over five years, including funding to modernize Kennedy Space Center. But the proposal calls for more emphasis on science research and less on space travel.  Most notable, the president would cancel the effort to return astronauts to the moon by 2020, which includes the Ares rocket program and the development of the Orion crew capsule. More than $9 billion has been spent on the programs, and it will cost $2.5 billion to shut them down.  Obama wants to put more money into designing vehicles that would go beyond the moon and spend more on assisting commercial ventures. The ideas have followers, who desire greater emphasis on research and design.  NASA has not been helped by public relations problems. The agency is viewed by some as a bloated bureaucracy fraught with cost overruns and delays. (Still, the $18.7 billion in funding is less than 1 percent of the entire federal budget.) And the public grew less interested as the magic of space exploration wore off and the 2003 Columbia disaster renewed the debate over safety.  "It's hard to overcome the notion that you can do without," said Rep. Alcee Hastings, D-Miramar. "And there is great sentiment out there that the space program is wasteful."

Obama does poorly on space policy-will need massive PC to push NASA programs through

NYT ’10- (Kenneth Chang, 4/16/10, “Final in Call to NASA, Obama Vos Renewed Space Program”)
But the plan Mr. Obama laid out for now through the 2030s was unlike the Kennedy vision: It was a call for private industry to innovate its way to Mars, rather than a call for a national effort to demonstrate American predominance.  Mr. Obama's budget request to Congress in February proposed a major shift for NASA: canceling the Constellation program, started five years ago to send astronauts back to the Moon, and turning to private companies for carrying astronauts to the International Space Station.    Strikingly, Mr. Obama  used the speech to blame his predecessors for lacking leadership on space policy and the critics of his own plan for failing to recognize that times have changed. NASA's budgets, he noted, have ''risen and fallen with the political winds.'' That appeared to be a shot at President George W. Bush, who announced a new plan for NASA after the Columbia disaster and barely mentioned space policy again for the rest of his presidency. And he argued that turning to private entrepreneurs would result in more space flights and more astronauts in orbit than the space plan he inherited.  Some members of Congress, particularly those in states that are home to NASA centers working on Constellation, have objected to the change, and the speech did not sway those who have been most vociferously opposed.  ''There's no concrete plan, no deadlines to make it happen,'' said Representative Pete Olson, Republican of Texas, whose district includes the Johnson Space Center. ''It didn't change my opinion at all.'  'Mr. Obama's speech contained few surprises as White House officials previewed it to reporters two days ago.  Among the small concessions to critics, Mr. Obama  is now proposing to revive the Constellation's Orion crew capsule as a stripped-down version to use as a lifeboat for the space station. ''This Orion effort will be part of the technological foundation for advanced spacecraft to be use in future deep space missions,'' Mr. Obama  promised $40 million to help retrain workers in and around the Kennedy Space Center who will lose their jobs when the space shuttles are retired. He also stated that NASA would start developing a heavy-lift rocket by 2015, a promise that presumes the president's re-election in 2012.  

DoD Policies Popular
DoD policies popular-Oversight by GAO key

The Washington Post July 11th- (Partnership for Public Service, 7/11/11, “ Federal Player: A congressional watchdog over DOD”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/federal-player-a-congressional-watchdog-over-dod/2011/07/11/gIQAb6RB9H_print.html) 

Serving as a management and financial watchdog for the Department of Defense (DOD) is an enormous task, one made all the more daunting in recent years by the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan and the huge growth in military spending. As the managing director for defense capabilities and management at the Government Accountability Office (GAO), Janet St. Laurent has been more than up to the job. As the head of a diverse, multidisciplinary GAO staff of 250 analysts, St. Laurent is engaged in providing extensive oversight for the largest and most complex organization in the world. Her work has ranged from identifying problems with DOD’s ability to supply troops, repair equipment and handle the drawdown of military forces from Iraq, to uncovering mismanagement of contractors in Iraq and Afghanistan, finding gaps in language training programs and urging improvements in personnel and information technology practices. “As a result of her team’s work highlighting potential challenges in managing the Iraq drawdown, DOD took several actions to improve its planning, such as clarifying roles and responsibilities of military units involved with logistics management and improving its visibility over equipment and containers,” said Comptroller General Gene Dodaro, the head of GAO. “In addition to DOD business operations, Janet’s work has directly affected and benefited soldiers on the ground.” Under her leadership, GAO uncovered problems with the Army’s testing of body armor and helped ensure that no armor was used in the field until it had undergone additional review by an independent expert. Her team’s work also has led to numerous improvements in DOD’s approach to managing more than $3 billion in annual funding used to develop new capabilities and for training to counter improvised-explosive devices. “I work across the whole department, and it is a challenge from inside DOD. It would be even more of a challenge for someone from GAO to come in and be constructive,” said Beth McGrath, the Pentagon’s deputy chief management officer. “Janet has been able, through her and her team’s experience and expertise, to navigate to a place that is beneficial for the Department of Defense and for the taxpayer.” McGrath described the relationship between the GAO, the investigative and watchdog agency for Congress, and DOD as a “partnership” thanks to St. Laurent. “DOD does not always agree with exactly what GAO says and that is par for the course,” said McGrath. “The difference is that we are able to talk through things and understand one another’s perspectives.” The GAO estimates that the work of St. Laurent’s team has saved taxpayers some $20 billion. At any given time, St. Laurent supervises 80 GAO studies and meets with her teams on a regular basis to formulate their approach, monitor progress and synthesize the findings. She has developed a solid working relationship with the Pentagon and gained the trust of Congress, where she has testified on many occasions. “She has been a key player in bringing a comprehensive perspective to the issues,” said Patricia Dalton, the GAO’s chief operating officer. “She has been able to illuminate and influence key decisions related to defense capabilities and has provided timely information to Congress to make those decisions.” Dalton said St. Laurent has “great strategic thinking skills, great analytical thinking skills, but she also has outstanding people skills.” St. Laurent said the key to her work is not only pointing out mismanagement and financial irregularities, but coming up with solutions and working with the Pentagon to make sure they are taken seriously. She said many GAO contacts in the past were with middle management, making it hard to ensure there would follow through. St. Laurent said she has worked to cultivate relationships with senior leaders and to speak directly with them about GAO’s finding and recommendations. “This has heightened the visibility of our recommendations and increased the actions taken to apply those recommendations,” said St. Laurent. Dodaro said St. Laurent is successful because she is “a very effective listener and an astute observer of government organizations.” “She has the ability to understand what the most critical issues are,” said Dodaro. “She is a role model for other people in our organization. I could not give Janet any higher praise.” 

DoD Policies Unpopular
DoD policies unpopular in congress- Especially energy policies
National Defense Magazine July 17th- (Sandra Erwin, 7/17/11, “Beltway Insiders Cast Doubts on Defense Energy Strategy”, http://www.nationaldefensemagazine.org/blog/Lists/Posts/Post.aspx?ID=469)

The Pentagon’s ambitious plans to make the U.S. military less dependent on fossil fuels are being met with skepticism from energy experts and analysts. Following the June release of the Defense Department’s first-ever “operational energy strategy,” industry and government officials praised the Defense Department for setting bold goals to increase use of renewable-energy and for trying to promote a culture of fuel efficiency. But Washington insiders are casting doubts on the Pentagon’s ability to turn glossy rhetoric into ironclad policies that will reduce the military’s daily consumption of 300,000 barrels of oil. Three-fourths of that fuel supports deployed forces around the world. An immediate concern for the Pentagon is to avert more casualties. Thousands of U.S. troops and contractors have been killed and wounded in war zones while moving and guarding fuel supplies. A longer-term objective is to increase use of renewable fuels to power weapon systems, and to design future ships, airplanes and ground vehicles to be more energy efficient. The toughest obstacle for the Pentagon is that, despite its enormous budget and clout as the largest U.S. government agency, its influence in the energy market is negligible, making up just over 1 percent of the nation’s fuel demand. The Air Force and Navy operate hundreds of airplanes, but their fuel use is still a “drop in the bucket compared to American Airlines,” said retired Navy Adm. John Nathman, former vice chief of naval operations. The Defense Department cannot on its own move an energy market in the United States that is far from ready to transition into renewable fuels, Nathman said July 15 at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, in Washington, D.C. An even more discouraging reality for Pentagon green-energy efforts is that the United States has no overarching policy that creates incentives to buy less oil and invest in alternatives. “It’s great that they [the Department of Defense] have a plan and money, but we don’t see any policy guidance or indication” of how the defense energy strategy plays in the bigger scheme of things, said Nathman. Defense is “operating in a vacuum in how they are going to move ahead.” The Navy and Air Force are stepping up efforts to increase use of “drop-in” alternative fuels that are mixed with conventional jet fuel. If these projects gain traction, perhaps U.S. airlines and others will follow, Nathman said. For the foreseeable future, however, “I don’t think you’re going to see the global market change by what DoD or the Energy Department does.” “Industry is waiting to figure out whether this [alternative fuels] is a hobby or a reality for the DoD. … Only time will tell on that,” said David Morrison, a former senior House staff member who worked on defense committees, and is now corporate vice president for government operations at The Boeing Co. “We have to see if there is institutional and resource commitments,” he said. “That is what all major defense firms are looking at: What are the adjacent markets going to be? But they won’t begin to develop products in a serious way or commit significant resources until they figure out where this is going.” The energy goals sought by the military are unlikely to be met until the United States adopts policies that recognize energy as a “national strategic need,” said Nathman. “We need policy and legislation.” The military services, he said, “have a lot of smart people working this problem,” but their efforts would be more wisely used if they were supporting a larger American goal to become less dependent on oil. “That’s why we need a policy,” he said. “I think this void is the real challenge” for Defense. Congress today has no appetite for big-energy policies, and despite widespread support for most military programs, legislators don’t put energy efficiency at the top of their list, said Morrison. "Congressional committees look at the DoD strategy and say ‘Huh?’” Morrison said at CSIS during a panel discussion. The perception is that there is a “lack of strategic cohesion behind the department’s program.” A bold vision of the future is appreciated, but on Capitol Hill, defense officials face an audience that only has a “superficial understanding of the issues,” Morrison said. He said he never witnessed during defense budget deliberations any panel member ask questions about Pentagon fuel costs, or for that matter, show interest in the department's total petroleum budget request. “There is no incentive or imperative [for lawmakers] to do so,” he said. Members of Congress typically will only become involved in energy programs if their constituents have a stake, Morrison said. His former boss, the late congressman from Pennsylvania John Murtha, worked with the Air Force for years on alternative fuels because the project — coal-to-liquids — would have been an economic boost for his district. That program later was terminated because coal was deemed too dirty a fuel source. Such parochialism is seen “across the spectrum” on Capitol Hill, Morrison said. The operational energy strategy just introduced by the Pentagon, he said, is “welcome,” but it is only the first step on a long road. His advice to defense officials is to make a stronger case that energy dependence costs lives. “People being killed would matter to folks on Capitol Hill, it will resonate,” said Morrison. “Cost savings also matter, he said. If clean energy sources also can save money, Congress will listen, he said. “Every issue now is seen through the prism of debt reduction.” The Pentagon, for the time being, is in a tough spot, Morrison said. To execute the energy strategy, he said, “DoD will have to commit resources upfront. … And it is hard to do on issues like this that don’t fly.” Within the Defense Department, there also has to be an “institutional commitment” and advocacy from the top, he said. “The department for many a year has been singing off many different song sheets. You need to sing from one song sheet, and you need four stars to do it.” Sarah O. Ladislaw, a senior fellow at CSIS who works on energy issues, agreed that the Pentagon’s initiatives could be fruitless if they are not part of a larger national effort. “Everyone who works on energy policy in the U.S. is very concerned because we don’t really have one,” she said. Institutions such as the Defense and Energy departments are taking the initiative, but their power in this area is limited. Without policies and laws that provide incentives for every industry to invest in green industry, the Pentagon is left in this “never-never land, having to be upfront defending something that folks on the Hill recognize as a waiting priority,” Ladislaw said. Nathman suggested that the Pentagon, even in the absence of national-level guidance, could be taking a leadership role if it can tie its own interests to the country’s, as a whole. The military, for instance, takes the position that its bases should have their own electric grid to ensure supplies during crises. “They worry about the instability of the U.S. [civilian] grid,” Nathman said. Those concerns seem unfounded when the U.S. grid is the “best thing we have going … with 750,000 megawatts of power,” he said. Defense resources would be better spent if they helped strengthen the entire grid. “If we can make it more reliable, we’re all better off as a country.” The military’s preference for being “off the grid” is an example of working backwards,” said Nathman. David J. Berteau, senior adviser and director of defense industrial Initiatives at CSIS, gives the Defense Department credit for stepping out in front of a tough issue. But for now, its best hope is to buy time until after the 2012 presidential elections, said Berteau. “DoD efforts should be aligned in the direction that would support [a national] policy,” he said. “Then, in January 2013, whoever is inaugurated can start moving forward.” The Pentagon plans to soon unveil an “implementation plan” for how it will produce tangible results from the defense energy strategy, said Sharon Burke, assistant secretary of defense for operational energy plans and programs. By January 2012, Burke will have to certify that the military services’ budgets provide sufficient resources for fuel-efficiency and renewable energy programs. Her office also is working on renegotiating contracts with suppliers that would offer financial incentives to reduce energy consumption, she said. Burke noted that the big money in military energy is not in research-and-development programs but in the cost savings that could materialize if all future contracts — both for new weapon systems and for services — emphasized energy efficiency. The payoff for the military will come from changes in the “requirements in the acquisition process,” Burke said. “DoD has to pay closer attention to the energy performance of what it’s buying. That’s where the big money is, not in the individual energy projects. Berteau agreed. If Burke found a way to change the appreciation of the “time value” of money, she could go a long way toward making the military less dependent on fuel. In the Defense Department, short-term thinking drives spending choices: A dollar today is worth a dollar, but a dollar in five years is worthless, he said. For energy efficiency to become institutionalized, the key is to change the mindset that money should not be spent today even if it saves huge amounts downstream, Berteau said. “Burke has an opportunity to change the time-value of money” and to make the Pentagon less penny-wise and pound-foolish.

DoD unpopular with congress- JPAC Spending dips

Conners July 15th-  chairman of the Assembly Military and Veterans’ Affairs Committee (John, 7/15/11,  “DOD’s commitment to unaccounted soldiers is MIA”, http://www.newjerseynewsroom.com/commentary/dods-commitment-to-unaccounted-soldiers-is-mia)

88,000. That is the number of United States service members still missing and unaccounted for dating back to World War II. For the families of these soldiers, closure has never come. And with the latest move by the U.S. Department of Defense (DOD), closure may never come. As a former U.S. Army reservist, I know, first hand, the toll this can exact on grieving loved ones. This makes the DOD’s actions all the more unnerving. For nearly 20 years the U.S. has been part of a Presidential Commission, created jointly by President George H.W. Bush and Russian President Boris Yeltsin, to help ascertain the fates of countless Americans who disappeared behind the Iron Curtain. This commission has been supported by every President since, including President Obama. Even Russia’s current President Dmitry Medvedev has demonstrated his support by appointing a slate of new commissioners to the Russian side of this delegation. However, ranking officials within the DOD are attempting to abandon this commission and divert funding to other missions. Additionally, valuable resources like researchers and linguists, are being transferred to other missions, further eroding the chance of any success in locating our missing brothers and sisters. The Joint POW/MIA Accounting Command, also known as JPAC, has been tasked with a worldwide mission of recovering and identifying America’s fallen soldiers – almost 78,000 still unaccounted for from World War II, 8,000 from Korea, 1,680 from Vietnam and two more from Iraq and Afghanistan. But the DOD continues to raid JPAC’s budget and resources, despite the fact that Congress has mandated that JPAC double their recovery and identification rate by the year 2015. Without the proper resources, this goal will be all but impossible, forcing countless families to continue indefinitely without answers as to their loved one’s fate. I know we are dealing with extraordinary fiscal times, but this mission, if abandoned now, would essentially render years of work meaningless and force us to start from scratch should we attempt to reconvene these efforts at a later date. Over the last 19 years, steady progress has enabled U.S. investigators to build valuable relationships with potential eyewitnesses and gain access to Russia’s central military archives. To abandon these efforts now would be the equivalent of erecting the foundation and frame of a house and letting the hands of time lay waste to this progress. There is a reason our military is considered perhaps the finest history has ever seen. It is because of the men and women who faced unknown, harrowing circumstances and refused to renege on their commitment to this country. For this commitment, they likely paid with their life. During the Memorial Day services at Arlington National Cemetery this year, President Obama reinforced his commitment to the legions of Americans still searching for the whereabouts of their son, daughter, brother, sister, father or mother. As the President said, “Our nation owes a debt to its fallen heroes that we can never fully repay. But we can honor their sacrifice, and we must…And we must honor it as a nation by keeping our sacred trust with all who wear America's uniform, and the families who love them; by never giving up the search for those who've gone missing under our country's flag or are held as prisoners of war…” The President needs to make good on this promise by forcing his administration to do what is right. Anyone reading this who agrees with this sentiment should contact the President and their members of Congress to demand that the United States follow through on this commitment. Our service men and women deserve it. They did not abandon their country, even until what was likely their last breath. We should show our gratitude by doing the same.

DoD policies unpopular with congress- Require massive funding

Corrin ’11- Defense and national security specialist at defensesystems.com (Amber, 3/11/11, “ Fight brewing over DOD budget cuts”, http://defensesystems.com/Articles/2011/03/14/HOMEPAGE-Defense-fiscal-2012-budget-cuts.aspx?p=1)

Recent polls have shown that the U.S. public overwhelmingly favors cutting defense spending as a means of reducing the federal budget deficit. But top defense officials warn of an impending crisis if the Defense Department's budget suffers overly drastic reductions. Now, a budgetary battle royale looms on Capitol Hill as politics, national security and a lingering financial crisis collide. High-level Pentagon officials, including Defense Secretary Robert Gates and Undersecretary of Defense and Comptroller Robert Hale, caution that national security would be jeopardized if Congress goes too far in swinging the budget ax. Recently, Gates illustrated that point with historical examples. “Retrenchment brought about by short-sighted cuts could well lead to costlier and more tragic consequences later — indeed, as they always have in the past,” Gates said Feb. 17 in testimony before the Senate Armed Services Committee. “Surely, we should learn from our national experience since World War I. ... Drastic reductions in the size and strength of the U.S. military make armed conflict all the more likely, with an unacceptably high cost in American blood and treasure.” Here in the present, defense experts are predicting a nasty showdown between DOD and Congress, fueled by a public tired of funding two long and costly wars. Gates has indicated that the $553 billion requested for fiscal 2012 is nearly bare-bones for the Defense Department — a sentiment shared by at least one Capitol Hill player. Rep. Buck McKeon (R-Calif.), chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, said he has significant concerns about that budget. He noted the $13 billion decrease from last year’s projected figure and the zero-growth rate built in for future years. However, that premise conflicts with the general mood in Washington and the rest of the country. Several recent public opinion polls clearly illustrate the public’s disillusionment with paying for war. A New York Times/CBS News poll conducted in January showed that when faced with a choice of cutting three big government programs, 55 percent of respondents chose defense spending, while 21 percent chose Medicare and 13 percent chose Social Security. Similarly, in a study by the Program for Public Consultation, people were presented with the federal budget and asked to propose changes. Those surveyed chose to reduce defense-related spending by an average of $109 billion out of about $146 billion in federal budget cuts overall. Although the public isn't in charge of making budget cuts, Americans' opinions are being heard on Capitol Hill, where they will shape the fight for major spending reductions. “Congress will have to have the courage to take the steps the Pentagon has avoided,” wrote Larry Korb, Laura Conley and Alex Rothman of the Center for American Progress in a Feb. 15 article titled "Defense Cuts Are Mandatory." ‘Budgetary trench warfare’ Nevertheless, contrary to the doomsday picture painted by Gates and Hale, some experts say that although cuts to the defense budget might be painful, they won’t incite a failure of national security. “To suggest that this is an unmanageable and difficult process or one that puts the department at the edge of crisis, I think simply overstates the problem,” said Gordon Adams, a professor of U.S. foreign policy at American University and previously a senior White House budget official for national security. “We have been in this kind of situation before with deficit reduction at the end of the Cold War from 1985 to 1998, when the force came down substantially,” Adams said. "Procurement went down 50 percent, [and] the whole budget went down 30 percent. And we still wound up with a force that, while some thought it was stressed, was still capable of using Saddam Hussein as a speed bump in 2003." The arguments are the basis for what Adams called the iron triangle — a power struggle among DOD, appropriations committees and the rest of Congress. And he said the fight is heating up. “We’re going to see a tug of war on Capitol Hill that we haven’t seen in a long time,” Adams said. “This is budgetary trench warfare.”

Alternative Energy Popular
Alternative Energy popular
Yacobucci ’06- Specialist in Energy and Environmental Policy for the Congressional Report (Brent D., 2006, “CRS Issue Brief for Congress”, 129)
Legislative Background. A combination of concerns — the oil crises of the 1970s, the rise in awareness of environmental issues, energy security, vehicle emissions, and fuel conservation goals — have increased interest in moving the United States away from petroleum fuels for transportation and toward alternative fuels and advanced technologies. Most notably, the 102nd Congress passed the Energy Policy Act of 1992 (EPAct, P.L. 102486). Among other provisions, this law requires the purchase of alternative fuel vehicles by federal agencies, state governments, and alternative fuel providers. Under EPAct, a certain percentage — which varies by the type of fleet — of new passenger vehicles purchased for an agency’s or company’s fleet must be capable of operating on alternative fuels, including ethanol, methanol, natural gas, or propane. In addition, EPAct established a tax credit for the purchase of electric vehicles, as well as tax deductions for the purchase of alternative fuel and hybrid vehicles. (For background on alternative fuels, including legislative history, see CRS Report RL30758, Alternative Transportation Fuels and Vehicles: Energy, Environment, and Development Issues, by Brent D. Yacobucci. For background on advanced vehicle technologies, see CRS Report RL30484, Advanced Vehicle Technologies: Energy, Environment, and Development Issues, Brent D. Yacobucci.) Other laws affecting alternative fuel and advanced technology vehicles include the Energy Policy and Conservation Act (P.L. 94-163), which established fuel economy IB10128 05-08-06 CRS-2 standards for passenger cars and light trucks; the 1990 Amendments to the Clean Air Act (P.L. 101-549), which require cities with significant air quality problems to promote low emission vehicles; highway authorization bills, including TEA-21, (P.L. 105-178) which established and reaffirmed tax incentives for ethanol and other fuels; and numerous laws that authorize federal research and development on alternative fuels, advanced technologies, and enabling infrastructure.
Alternative Energy Policies popular-High Crude Policies 

Alternative Energy popular

Yacobucci ’06- Specialist in Energy and Environmental Policy for the Congressional Report (Brent D., 2006, “CRS Issue Brief for Congress”, 129)
In light of these and other energy policy concerns, Congress has been working on comprehensive energy legislation since 2001. In the 107th Congress, an energy bill stalled in conference. The 108th Congress continued the debate over energy legislation. The conference report (H.Rept. 108-375) included provisions on vehicle tax credits, amendments to vehicle purchase requirements under EPAct, a requirement that gasoline contain ethanol or other renewable fuels, and tax credits for ethanol and biodiesel fuels. However, this bill also stalled. Many of these topics were addressed in the 109th Congress by the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (P.L. 109-58, H.R. 6), which was signed by President Bush on August 8, 2005. Hurricanes along the Gulf Coast in the fall of 2005 led to fuel supply disruptions and high pump prices, raising congressional interest in alternatives to petroleum. In addition, in spring 2006, high crude prices, issues with refining capacity, and concerns about ethanol supply led to high pump prices, further raising concerns about the United States’ ability to supply fuel to the transportation sector.
***Unpopular Links
GOP
GOP doesn’t want new spending – Obama and Democrats take the hit for the plan

Bloomberg News ‘11 (Bloomberg News Outlet, 9 May 2011, Boehner Must Reassure Markets that Debt Ceiling will be raised, www.moneynews.com/StreetTalk/BoehnerMustReassureMarketsThatDebtCeilingWillBeRaised/2011/05/09)

Boehner said the political realities dictated that the Medicare plan was unlikely to pass Congress with Democrats in control of the Senate. He made the comment when asked why Dave Camp, the Republican chairman of the House Ways and Means Committee had said he didn’t plan to push the Medicare plan because it would likely die in the Senate. Still, Boehner, who is represented at the talks by House Majority Leader Eric Cantor of Virginia, told reporters at his May 5 press conference that “nothing is off the table except raising taxes.” The speaker vowed that Republicans “will not increase the debt limit without real spending cuts and budget reform.” Cantor blamed Obama for refusing to consider the Medicare plan as part of the debt-ceiling discussions. “The reality is this president has excoriated our budget plan and the Medicare proposal,” Cantor said. The Republican leader said the Medicare plan, as well as other elements of the House-passed budget plan to cut $6 trillion over 10 years, “will be the subject of future meetings.” So far, the markets have shown few, if any, signs of investor anxiety. The yield on the benchmark 10-year note was 3.15 percent on May 6, down from an average of 4.33 percent from 2000 through 2010 on a weekly basis. Zandi said investors understand the negotiations in Washington are complicated and contentious. They wouldn’t be “too upset there is a fair amount of negotiations and debate, he said. More important than the content of Boehner’s message is “how he says it and his demeanor and his level of confidence,” Zandi said. It’s “very, very important” that Boehner “convinces people that policy makers really understand what the stakes are.”
Bipartisan/Generic Congress
Both parties agreed on space cuts – plan would break agreement

Reuters ’11 (Reuters, 23 May 2011, Factbox: Can budget players find common ground?, http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/05/23/us-usa-debt-talks-idUSTRE74M24F20110523)

(Reuters) - Top U.S. lawmakers meeting with Vice President Joe Biden hope to reduce deficits by $4 trillion over the coming 10 years in order to give Congress political cover to back an increase in the country's $14.3 trillion debt ceiling. Republican Senator Jon Kyl said on Tuesday the seven-member group has agreed so far on about $150 billion in savings. Kyl and other panel members have not given specifics on the cuts, but there are areas of overlap between the budget offered by President Barack Obama in February and the one passed by the Republican-led House of Representatives in April. According to an analysis by the Committee for a Responsible Budget, the two sides could easily find hundreds of billions dollars more in savings. But the Biden group could have a hard time reaching its goal without addressing the two main stumbling blocks in the debate -- taxes and health care. Following are deficit-reduction measures on which Republicans and Democrats could agree, as well as other areas where they disagree, along with the amount they would save over the next 10 years. AREAS OF AGREEMENT These steps were proposed in both Obama's budget and the House Republican budget, which was drafted by House Budget Committee Chairman Paul Ryan. * CAP ANNUAL SPENDING. Limit the growth of discretionary programs, such as law enforcement, space exploration and the military, that Congress approves each year. Savings: $580 billion to $1.589 trillion.

Obama must use political capital to get funding for space programs

Houston Chronicle ’09 (Houston Chronicle, 13 September 2009, Potential uphill battle for NASA, http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/nation/6615751.html)
A high-level panel told President Barack Obama last week that the space program needs an infusion of about $3 billion more a year by 2014. That may be a tough sell, even though the amount could be considered spare change in a fast-spending capital where the White House and Congress are on track to dole out nearly $4 trillion this year to finance federal operations, including bailouts for Wall Street firms, banks and automakers. “The congressional agenda over the next year is going to be focused on cutting programs, not adding to them,” said Scott Lilly, a scholar at the Center for American Progress. Adding resources to the nation's $18.7 billion-a-year space program would require cuts in other areas, said Lilly, who doesn't think lawmakers are willing to make those trades. Rep. Pete Olson, R-Sugar Land, the ranking Republican on the House subcommittee that has jurisdiction over NASA, said wrangling the additional $3 billion a year would be “an enormous challenge — but one I am prepared to win.” Added Olson, whose district includes Johnson Space Center: “NASA doesn't require bailout funds — it needs the promised level of investment that previous Congresses have endorsed.” The 10-member panel of space experts led by retired aerospace executive Norman Augustine suggested extending U.S. participation in the $100 billion space station for five years, extending budgeting for the retiring shuttle fleet by six months, delaying plans for a 2020 return to the moon and extending the timeline for the next generation of manned spacecraft by two years at least until 2017. But the experts warned in their 12-page preliminary report to Obama on Tuesday that “meaningful human exploration” would be possible only under “a less constrained budget ramping (up) to approximately $3 billion per year” in additional spending by 2014. Former astronaut Sally Ride, a member of the committee, forecast $27.1 billion in additional funds would be needed over the next decade — a 27 percent increase over the $99.1 billion currently planned. Even before Obama publicly reacts to Augustine's report to map the next steps in the nation's manned space exploration, members of Congress are scrambling. “The immediate challenge goes beyond money to just getting NASA on the radar screen when everyone is focused on health care reform,” said a key congressional staffer involved in NASA issues. NASA supporters initially are targeting the Democratic leadership of appropriations subcommittees in the House and Senate with jurisdiction over NASA. Space advocates have an ally in Sen. Barbara Mikulski, D-Md., chairwoman of the Senate Appropriations Committee panel that handles space agency spending. But in the House, pro-NASA lawmakers expect a fight with Rep. Alan Mollohan, D-W.Va., chairman of the House Appropriations Committee panel that cut next year's NASA spending nearly $500 million below what Obama requested. Lawmakers are looking for a House-Senate conference committee to restore the funds that Mollohan cut before the Augustine panel completed its work. Aides to Sen. Bill Nelson, D-Fla., chairman of a Senate subcommittee that oversees NASA, said they have already identified six potential sources of additional NASA funding within the federal budget, including some of the $8 billion promised over the next decade to private energy firms to research fossil fuels and deep drilling for oil and gas. Lawmakers also are exploring the possibility of redirecting some of the two-year, $787 billion economic stimulus package from shovel-ready transportation construction projects and other federally subsidized programs into the NASA budget. The administration so far has only paid out $160 billion of the total, according to Vice President Joe Biden. “A lot of stimulus money has not been spent,” said Sen. John Cornyn, R-San Antonio. “We should redirect some of those stimulus funds to pay for enhancements to the NASA budget because I believe human space flight is so important.” Aerospace executives and veteran space experts are hoping for reliable year-to-year funding. “These are challenging economic times, but this is not the moment to turn away from leading a global space exploration effort,” said Dean Acosta, head of the Houston-based Coalition for Space Exploration. Presidential leadership will be essential to gaining an increase, emphasized John Logsdon, a space policy expert who served on the Shuttle Columbia Accident Investigation Board. “The president has to use some portion of his political capital to put forward an Obama space program.” Congressional staffers are looking to Tuesday's hearing by the House Committee on Science and Technology with testimony by Augustine to gauge the breadth of potential support for additional NASA spending. NASA administrator Charles Bolden was supposed to testify, but he withdrew because Obama hasn't yet indicated his plans for the future of the space program. “If we see a lot of questions about additional spending at that hearing, we'll know we have trouble,” said one congressional staffer, speaking on condition of anonymity.
No prior consultation with congress causes backlash against white house

Simberg ’10 (Rand Simberg, aerospace engineer, 27 July 2010, Is NASA Being set up to Fail (Again)?, http://www.popularmechanics.com/science/space/nasa/nasa-senate-appropriations-constellation)
In all of the furor over the president's new space policy, announced in February with the release of its planned NASA budget, and with all of the hyperbolic commentary about how commercial space isn't ready to take on the tasks of delivering astronauts to orbit, one stark fact has received far too little attention. Simply put, NASA has not successfully developed a new launch system in three decades. The last one was the Space Shuttle, and it was successful only by the minimal criteria that it eventually flew. It has not been for lack of trying. The history of the agency over the past quarter of a century is littered with failed attempts to build a new system to replace it. This extends from the X-30 Orient Express of the late eighties and the X-33/VentureStar program of the late nineties, through the Space Launch Initiative early in this decade, to the recently canceled Ares program. Last fall, the Augustine panel had declared that Constellation (which consisted primarily at that point of the Ares I launcher and the Orion crew capsule) was on an "unsustainable trajectory." Part of the intent of the new space policy was to recognize that building cost-effective space transportation is not now and has never been the agency's strong suit, and to refocus it on those things (such as exploration beyond low earth orbit) that it does well. Unfortunately, the White House and the space agency didn't adequately coordinate with Congress before it rolled out its new plan, and it ran into a buzz saw on the Hill, because for most of those overseeing the NASA budget there, the primary purpose of the agency is not to accomplish useful things in space, but to ensure continued jobs in the states and congressional districts of its overseers.
Mars Mission
Mission to mars would be expensive – plan would exacerbate congressional budget problems

Christianson ‘11 (J. Scott Christianson, Columbia Daily Tribune columnist and IT consultant, 11 May 2011, http://thefreerangetechnologist.com/2011/03/manned-mission-to-mars/)

[image: image1.png]


Now, 28 years after the first space shuttle took off, NASA officials are in the process of retiring the remaining shuttles and replacing them with two more conventionally designed rockets, the Ares I and Ares V. NASA has more ambitious plans for these rockets, however, than just replacing the shuttle’s orbital hauling capabilities. Namely, it plans to return humans to the surface of the moon, establish a base there and then use it to launch a manned mission to Mars — an extremely expensive, dangerous and misguided plan given the challenges currently facing our planet. A manned mission to Mars will cost tens of billions of dollars. According to a recent report, NASA immediately needs an extra $3 billion per year to keep its plans on track. It is almost guaranteed the costs for this project will expand greatly. Costs cannot be correctly estimated for large projects so unique and untried. And a major risk associated with a manned Mars mission is that, after sinking billions into this project, Congress or a future administration will pull the plug because of cost overruns and delays. This is exactly what happened to the superconducting super collider project in Texas, which Congress canceled after its estimated costs at completion ballooned from $4 billion to $12 billion. Political and public support of such large science projects wanes quickly as time and costs increase. By pouring the majority of their efforts into this one mission, NASA is betting on the success — and continued funding — of a manned mission to Mars. The known risks for human space flight on this scale are huge and have to be mitigated with a variety of not-yet-invented technologies. And in any such complex project, all the risks can’t be known. The space shuttles have surely proved that — two of them were destroyed by an “O” ring and a piece of foam. Mars is not days away like the moon; it is months away, with lots of time for things to go horribly wrong. A manned mission to Mars will tie up most of NASA’s intellectual resources for a decade or more as they toil on an incredibly expensive project whose success and scientific value is uncertain. The American public should have a better chance of receiving a decent return on its investment in NASA.
Mars unpopular – drastic cuts and broken promises from the White House and Congress
Plait 2008
(Phil, writer for “Discovery Magazine”, February 13 2008, “Mars exploration in trouble?” http://blogs.discovermagazine.com/badastronomy/2008/02/13/mars-exploration-in-trouble/) 

While the new budget is a boon to many missions, it may be a disaster for Mars exploration. As The Planetary Society points out, the budget for Mars exploration over the next few years has been cut dramatically. And I mean dramatically: the total expenditure in the Fiscal year 2009 Presidential request is $386 million, which sounds like a lot, until you find out the Mars funding for FY 08 was $626 million.
Robert Braun, from the Georgia Institute of Technology, has some choice words on this topic. Future Mars missions look to be in trouble. No mission is planned for 2011, and the probe planned for 2013 may be delayed. Getting to Mars from Earth relies on the orbital dance of the two planets, so delays in building spacecraft literally translates into adding years of postponement to each mission. Both the Bush Administration, Congress, and NASA have made pledges to continue exploring Mars, but now it looks like the White House is backing out of its promise.
However, Congress must approve the President’s budget request, and historically they always wind up fiddling with it. Congress made it clear that Mars funding has a lower limit to it, a limit that is nowhere near met by this budget proposal. Hopefully they will rectify this situation.

Moon/ Lunar Mining
Moon missions/asteroid missions are unpopular – too much fiscal stress

Thompson ’11 (Loren Thompson, P.h.D. in government and professor at Georgetown and Harvard, April 2011, Human Spaceflight: Mars is the only destination that matters, http://www.lexingtoninstitute.org/library/resources/documents/Defense/HumanSpaceflight-Mars.pdf)
This all makes sense from a budgetary and scientific perspective. What’s missing is a grasp of the rationale required to sustain political support across multiple administrations. While exploration of the Moon’s far side or nearby asteroids may have major scientific benefits, those benefits are unlikely to be appreciated by politicians struggling to reconcile record deficits. NASA’s current research plans do not connect well with the policy agendas of either major political party, and the flexible path will not change that. To justify investments of hundreds of billions of dollars in human spaceflight over the next 20 years while entitlements are being pared and taxes are increasing, NASA must offer a justification for its efforts commensurate with the sacrifices required. Mars is the only objective of sufficient interest or importance that can fill that role. Thus, the framework of missions undertaken pursuant to the flexible-path approach must always be linked to the ultimate goal of putting human beings on the Martian surface, and the investments made must be justified mainly on that basis. The American public can be convinced to support a costly series of steps leading to a worthwhile objective, but trips to the Moon and near-Earth objects aren’t likely to generate sustained political support during a period of severe fiscal stress

Congress empirically hates moon basing

Congress Project ’07 (Congress Project, 14 May 2007, Congress and America’s Future in Space: Pie in the Sky or National Imperative?, http://www.wilsoncenter.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=topics.event_summary&event_id=201072&topic_id=1412)
America must continue with its scientific exploration of outer space, though the costs of building a space station on the Moon as a launch pad for sending astronauts to Mars and beyond—-estimated by some at over $400 billion--may be too much for Congress and the public to swallow. That was the consensus of a panel of experts at the Congress Project Seminar on Congress and America’s Future in Space. Professor Howard E. McCurdy of American University traced the history of America’s space program while exploding “the myth of presidential leadership in space.” According to that myth, says McCurdy, all the President has to do is move his lips and say the words, and it will be done. But that ignores both the independence of Congress and the ways of the NASA bureaucracy. Congress sometimes says “no” and sometimes, “go slow.” While Congress did largely defer to the President during the 1960s when John F. Kennedy called for putting a man on the moon within the decade, that began to change with the next stages of our space program. When President George W. Bush announced in 2004 his “Vision for Space Exploration,” which included building a Moon station for manned flights to Mars, he was recycling an idea that’s been kicked around for the last 50 years, says McCurdy. In fact, in 1989 Bush’s father called for the exact same thing, calling it the “Space Exploration Initiative.” But it died a natural death in Congress.
Nuclear Propulsion (Public)
Public Hates nuclear propulsion – cold war urgency is gone

Downey 4 (James, Lieutenant Colonel – United States Air Force, “Flying Reactors: The Political Feasibility of Nuclear Power in Space”, et al., April, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA425874)

The political context of SNP has changed fundamentally from that of the Cold War era. The Cold War focus of the United States and its allies on a monolithic, nuclear capable external threat is today diffused. As a consequence, the tacit and carte blanche public permission that was granted to government during the Cold War to pursue nuclear programs as a matter for executive decision is today revoked. That is especially true for programs that are perceived to pose significant environmental problems, such as SNP programs. As well, people today are far more questioning of authority than they were in the Cold War era; they trust government less than their forebears. All of this directly affects the political feasibility of SNP and poses a challenge to those proposing programs where SNP is either preferred or necessary for space vehicle propulsion or electrical power. As alluded to in the opening quotation, SNP program proponents no longer operate in a context where they can conduct the relatively simple technical assessments of risk they are most familiar with and use the conclusions to satisfy the government that their program 

Public hates nuclear propulsion – perceived as militarization

Downey 4 (James, Lieutenant Colonel – United States Air Force, “Flying Reactors: The Political Feasibility of Nuclear Power in Space”, et al., April, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA425874)

The political context of SNP has changed fundamentally from that of the Cold War era. The Cold War focus of the United States and its allies on a monolithic, nuclear capable external threat is today diffused. As a consequence, the tacit and carte blanche public permission that was granted to government during the Cold War to pursue nuclear programs as a matter for executive decision is today revoked. That is especially true for programs that are perceived to pose significant environmental problems, such as SNP programs. As well, people today are far more questioning of authority than they were in the Cold War era; they trust government less than their forebears. All of this directly affects the political feasibility of SNP and poses a challenge to those proposing programs where SNP is either preferred or necessary for space vehicle propulsion or electrical power. As alluded to in the opening quotation, SNP program proponents no longer operate in a context where they can conduct the relatively simple technical assessments of risk they are most familiar with and use the conclusions to satisfy the government that their program necessary and that risk is acceptably low. The new demand is that they justify their programs in the public arena. This means that programs must be politically and socially justifiable and supported, in addition to satisfying the normal internal programmatics. The audience to which such justification must be presented and the approvals that must be garnered has broadened to the point where public interest groups of various stripes are already influential in the decision process, but are not formally part of it. In the case of NASA, it is plausible that the implications of the contemporary state of affairs are only just being recognized with respect to SNP space science programs. This is highlighted by NASA’s problematic public engagement strategy relating to Cassini. In the case of DOD, the need for a national security imperative and the perceived risk of linkage to space weaponization make SNP an issue of great public concern and a conduit for political activism. 

Public approval is key to the agenda

Eshbaugh-Soha ‘04 (Matthew, Ph.D., Professor of Political Science at Texas A and M, 12 January 2004, “The Politics of Presidential Agenda”, Political Science Quarterly, 58, http://www.psci.unt.edu/EshbaughSoha/jun05prq.pdf)

Public Approval. Presidential approval may also influence the content of the president’s agenda. Despite evidence to the contrary (Bond and Fleisher 1990; Collier and Sullivan 1995), presidents, Washington insiders, and some researchers perceive public approval to be an important means of achieving legislative success (Edwards 1997; Neustadt 1990; Rivers and Rose 1985). Given the pervasiveness of public opinion polling in the White House (Edwards 1983) and high public expectations (Waterman, Jenkins-Smith, and Silva 1999), presidents are bound to be aware of their public standing. More popular presidents should be inclined to offer more long-term and important policies than less popular presidents, if only because they think that a stronger public standing gives them greater leeway to pursue such policies. In other words, H3 : Higher approval ratings will lead to a larger legislative agenda, including more major and incremental policies.
SPS

Space-based solar power costs political capital

The Pentagon ’08 (The Pentagon.  Yeah, that Pentagon, 15 May 2008, Spaced-Based Solar Power – Harvesting Energy from Space, http://www.azocleantech.com/article.aspx?ArticleID=69)

Overall, pushing forward on SBSP "is a complex problem and one that lends itself to a wide variety of competing solutions," said John Mankins, President of Artemis Innovation Management Solutions, LLC, in Ashburn, Virginia. "There's a whole range of science and technology challenges to be pursued. New knowledge and new systems concepts are needed in order to enable space based solar power. But there does not appear, at least at present, that there are any fundamental physical barriers," Mankins explained. Peter Teets, Distinguished Chair of the Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense Studies, said that SBSP must be economically viable with those economics probably not there today. "But if we can find a way with continued technology development ... and smart moves in terms of development cycles to bring clean energy from space to the Earth, it's a home run kind of situation," he told attendees of the meeting. "It's a noble effort," Teets told Space News. There remain uncertainties in SBSP, including closure on a business case for the idea, he added. "I think the Air Force has a legitimate stake in starting it. But the scale of this project is going to be enormous. This could create a new agency ... who knows? It's going to take the President and a lot of political will to go forward with this," Teets said.

Solar power funding is being slashed this year; cost with lack of results guarantees congress wouldn’t approve of the plan
Kelly 2011
(Erin, reporter for the Arizona Times, June 26 2011, “Solar power funding threatened by Congress”, http://www.azcentral.com/business/articles/2011/06/26/20110626solar-power-congress-funding-cuts.html#)
WASHINGTON - Congress is threatening to turn off power to the solar-energy industry, sending companies scrambling to save federal programs that have helped finance the creation of a massive solar plant in Gila Bend and other projects throughout the nation. A conservative House bent on slashing federal spending and philosophically opposed to subsidizing solar power and clean energy is trying to reduce or eliminate federal programs that offer grants and loans to the solar industry. And the potential for a national clean-energy standard, advocated by President Barack Obama, that could boost the use of solar power also is fading in a Congress that takes a dim view of government mandates about what kind of energy Americans should use. On the endangered list is a U.S. Treasury grant program, set to expire in December, that solar companies say has kept them alive through the economic downturn. Also threatened: an Energy Department loan-guarantee program that provided a $1.45billion guarantee for the Solana project in Gila Bend, which will be one of the world's largest solar plants, and a conditional guarantee of nearly $1 billion to build the Agua Caliente power plant in Yuma County, which has solar panels made from Tempe-based First Solar Inc. Part of that loan program is slated to end. If Congress does not renew the programs, all of the recent progress made by the solar industry could be derailed. The industry grew 67 percent last year - faster than any other U.S. industry - and employs about 100,000 people nationwide, according to the Solar Energy Industries Association, a national trade group with about 1,000 solar companies as members. "Is the solar industry going to die if we lose these programs? No, but we're going to stall," said Roger Efird, managing director of Suntech America Inc., which added 30 jobs in May at its manufacturing plant in Goodyear. "We'll certainly lose a lot of jobs, there's no doubt about that." Solana would not have been possible without the loan-guarantee program, said Fred Morse, senior adviser for U.S. operations for Abengoa Solar of Spain, which is building the plant and will operate it for APS. Since Solana is under way, it will not be affected if Congress ends or cuts the two sections of the Department of Energy's Loan Guarantee Program, but future Abengoa projects could be. "The commercial banks today cannot lend money long-term at acceptable rates," Morse said. "The loan has to be at a rate that will leave us with enough revenue to pay off the debt. The federal loan-guarantee program is essential. Without it, Solana would not be built." But critics say it's time for the solar industry to stand on its own and to compete in the free market without any help from struggling American taxpayers. "If you take a gun and force taxpayers to hand over their earnings to a solar company, that solar company is going to do very well, but the taxpayers end up getting screwed with nothing to show for it at the end of the day," said Rep. Tom McClintock, R-Calif., who has led efforts by House conservatives to end loan guarantees and grants for the solar industry and other renewable-energy industries. "We've spent billions on technology and research and subsidies, and it's still the most expensive way of generating electricity."Solar power and offshore wind power are the most expensive ways to generate electricity, according to the U.S. Energy Information Administration.
Solar Power Unpopular – no political will and a lack of capital to do so

Boswell 2004
(David, was a speaker at the 1991 International Space Development Conference, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/214/1 ) 
Another barrier is that launching anything into space costs a lot of money. A substantial investment would be needed to get a solar power satellite into orbit; then the launch costs would make the electricity that was produced more expensive than other alternatives. In the long term, launch costs will need to come down before generating solar power in space makes economic sense. But is the expense of launching enough to explain why so little progress has been made?There were over 60 launches in 2003, so last year there was enough money spent to put something into orbit about every week on average. Funding was found to launch science satellites to study gravity waves and to explore other planets. There are also dozens of GPS satellites in orbit that help people find out where they are on the ground. Is there enough money available for these purposes, but not enough to launch even one solar power satellite that would help the world develop a new source of energy?In the 2004 budget the Department of Energy has over $260 million allocated for fusion research. Obviously the government has some interest in funding renewable energy research and they realize that private companies would not be able to fund the development of a sustainable fusion industry on their own. From this perspective, the barrier holding back solar power satellites is not purely financial, but rather the problem is that there is not enough political will to make the money available for further development.There is a very interesting discussion on the economics of large space projects that makes the point that “the fundamental problem in opening any contemporary frontier, whether geographic or technological, is not lack of imagination or will, but lack of capital to finance initial construction which makes the subsequent and typically more profitable economic development possible. Solving this fundamental problem involves using one or more forms of direct or indirect government intervention in the capital market.”

Space Mil/ ASATs
Space militarization causes massive political backlash

Mitchell 1 (Gordon, Associate Professor and Director of Debate – University of Pittsburgh, et al., ISIS Briefing on Ballistic Missile Defense, July, http://www.isisuk.demon.co.uk/0811/isis/uk/bmd/no6.html)

Since any US attempt to overtly seize military control of outer space would likely stir up massive political opposition both home and abroad, defence analyst James Oberg anticipates that 'the means by which the placement of space-based weapons will likely occur is under a second US space policy directive — that of ballistic missile defense… This could preempt any political umbrage from most of the world's influential nations while positioning the US as a guarantor of defense from a universally acclaimed threat'. 32 In this scenario, ABM Treaty breakout, conducted under the guise of missile defence, functions as a tripwire for unilateal US military domination of the heavens .
No popular support for ASATs
Tannenwald 2003 

(Nina, Research Professor at Brown University's Watson Institute for International Studies, “Law Versus Power on the High Frontier:

The Case for a Rule-Based Regime for Outer Space” pg. 5, Yale Journal of International Law. April. http://www.cissm.umd.edu/papers/files/tannenwald.pdf)

Although SPACECOM and its supporters aggressively assert their views, advocates of weapons in space may be in the minority, even in the Pentagon. As many observers recognize, the interests of the United States in space are much broader than SPACECOM presents. U.S. testing and deployment of orbital weapons could make using space for other military and commercial purposes more difficult. Many in the military, especially those involved in crucial military support activities, are quietly aware of this, as are officials at NASA and the international space station, and their supporters in Congress. Congressional support for antisatellite (ASAT) programs does not appear to be deep or widespread. Serious questions remain as to whether the threats to U.S. assets in space are really as great as SPACECOM argues, and whether, even if the threats were real, expensive and difficult space-based weapons would really be the most effective way to deal with them. In many cases, those wishing to hurt the United States will likely find it much easier, and more effective, to attack terrestrial targets. 
ASATs unpopular – no enthusiasm, ineffective, and high cost
Day 2005
(Dwayne, June 6 2005, “Blunt arrows: the limited utility of ASATs”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/388/1)

Despite the lack of ASAT arms control, the United States has not demonstrated much enthusiasm or interest in developing an ASAT weapon since the beginning of the space age. This was because ASAT weapons were expensive, limited in military utility, and provocative. In fact, it appears that the decisive factor in developing or not developing an American ASAT has often been the existence of an enemy ASAT capability. Given the high cost and limited utility of the weapon, multiple justifications were needed to make it possible, and the one that tipped the balance in favor of development was the existence of an enemy that needed to be deterred.
The international situation has changed significantly since the Cold War. However, many of the conditions that make ASAT weapons not very attractive remain in effect, and some of the conditions that led to their approval in the past do not exist today.
Space weaponization unpopular – Congress has conceded it’s costly and ineffective
Grego 2011
(Laura, staff scientist at the Union of Concerned Scientists, 6/2/11, http://allthingsnuclear.org/post/6105337195/space-based-missile-defense-still-a-bad-idea) 

The House Strategic Forces Subcommittee considered the defense budget authorization in late May. In the bill passed up for the full House to consider was an amendment (HR 1540, Sec. 235) sponsored by Trent Franks (R-AZ) to add $8 million, unrequested by the defense department, for a study of space-based ballistic missile defense.
Meanwhile, Congress still awaits the results of a study of space-based missile defense by the Institute for Defense Analysis for which $5 million was appropriated in 2008. Rep Sanchez (D-CA) noted that study “has not been finalized, nor have the findings been reported to Congress.”
While $8 million is small money in this context, as Rep. Sanchez rebutted, space-based interceptors are big money. This has been established repeatedly in studies by, for example, the American Physics Society and the Congressional Budget Office, both in 2004, which show that hundreds to thousands of orbiting interceptors would be needed to provide global coverage against one or two ballistic missiles.  For the foreseeable future, each of these hundreds to thousands of orbiting interceptors would require a mass of many hundreds of kilograms, larger than an Iridium communications satellite at launch. A deployed system would be enormously expensive and challenge the U.S. launch capability.  It is unlikely to ever be deployed, and in today’s constrained budgetary environment, it is exceedingly unlikely to even be considered seriously.
Aside from the cost, a deployed system would raise significant issues for low-earth orbit crowding and space traffic management. Currently, fewer than 500 active satellites are in low earth orbits (less than about 1700 km at perigee), yet the current system managing traffic in space was unable to predict or prevent a collision between two intact satellites in 2009. (The US Air Force has stepped up its game in this respect, but tripling the number of satellites that need to be closely monitored is not a trivial upgrade.) 
Why not just put up a few interceptors? A little protection is better than none, right?  The answer is a resounding no. A space-based interceptor would only be in the right place to be able to intercept a given ICBM intermittently: space-based interceptors need to keep circling Earth to stay in orbit. Because space-based interceptors (like all satellites) orbit predictably and are readily observable from the ground, a single interceptor is like a single police officer who is charged with protecting a neighborhood from mischief but required never to deviate from the precise timing of her route. She would be only a minor nuisance to determined troublemakers, who would find it easy to do what they pleased without getting caught.   
In the same way that the neighborhood wouldn’t be protected until a full coterie of officers could cover the territory, space-based missile defense would be completely ineffective until a full system was deployed. Until then, the attacker could always choose her time and place to coincide with the absence of a usable interceptor. 
Space-based missile defense is worse off than that, actually. In fact, even if a full system were deployed and the technology worked perfectly, an attacker could easily create such an absence by using a cheaper short- or medium-range missile either to draw out the space-based interceptor or to destroy it. Increasing the missile defense’s robustness by doubling the number of ground-based missiles such a defense could engage? This would require doubling the size of the entire interceptor constellation. Thus, this defense based on deploying hundreds to thousands of space-based interceptors can always be defeated by a handful of enemy missiles. 
Rep. Franks supported his request with the statement that technology continues to change and that we should keep looking at space-based missile defense. While it’s true that interceptor technology will mature, satellite technology can be made lighter and more robust, and launch costs may eventually decrease, these gradual changes are not going to overcome the essential fact that space-based missile defense is highly vulnerable and would not be effective.
Space weaponization unpopular – alternative defense systems that work better
Dinerman 2010 
(Taylor, journalist and writer on space and military matters 11/23. Hudson New York. http://www.hudson-ny.org/1668/us-navy-china-theater-of-war)
The program, though, is controversial: as its foes point out, it would involve the "weaponization of space." In response, it should be pointed out that space is already a theater of war: satellites are constantly being attacked by jamming and by being "painted" with lasers. Additionally, the Chinese Anti Satellite(ASAT) weapon test that occurred in January 2007 is often considered to have Missile Defense applications as well as ASAT ones.
Arms Control advocates have long tried to prevent the US from deploying anti ballistic missile weapons. They have been particularly ferocious in their opposition to space-based missile defense systems. They seem to believe that the US must negotiate agreements or treaties that either maintain the balance of nuclear terror or replace it with some sort of universal disarmament.
Today, the US carriers and the rest of the US fleet are as safe from attack as they has ever been. There are a few new types of high-speed cruise missiles that might be dangerous to us, but new versions of the Navy's defensive missiles seem to be able to defeat them. In any event, the Navy is working hard to come up with an effective array of countermeasures.
The US Navy now needs to develop new ways to protect its ships against these weapons. Some of the countermeasures will simply involve improvements to existing defensive systems and procedures, including those of concealment and deception. America's admirals have long studied ways to hide their fleets from satellite and long-range radar observation. The new threat simply means that keeping US ships hidden, or at least difficult to detect, is an urgent task.
The Navy also has a number of Missile Defense options it can use to defend its ships. The sea-based anti-ballistic missiles, the SM-3, development of which began during the Reagan administration and is now in use by both the US and Japan, could be modified to intercept China's ASBM. The difficulty is that there are not many of these SM-3 missiles. The Chinese could build hundreds of ASBMs weapons and overwhelm the Navy's defenses

Space Railroads
Space railroad would cost billions

Zubrin ’10 (Robert Zubrin, aerospace engineer, the president of Pioneer Astronautics, president of the mars society, and the guy who created the aff, Fall 2010, New Atlantis pg 91-95, Opening Space with a “Transorbital Railroad”)

First, we could set up a small transorbital railroad office in NASA, and fund it to buy six heavy-lift launches (100 tonnes to low-Earth orbit) and six medium-lift launches (20 tonnes to low-Earth orbit) per year from the private launch industry, with heavy- and medium-lift launches occurring on alternating months. (A tonne is a metric ton -- 1,000 kilograms, or about 2,200 pounds.) The transorbital railroad office would pay the launch companies $500 million for each heavy launch and $100 million for each medium launch, thus requiring a total program expenditure of $3.6 billion per year -- roughly 70 percent of the cost of the space shuttle program. NASA would then sell standardized compartments on these launches to both government and private customers at subsidized rates based on the weight of the cargo being shipped. For example, on the heavy-lift vehicle, the entire 100-tonne-capacity launch could be offered for sale at $10 million, or divided into 10-tonne compartments for $1 million, 1-tonne subcompartments for $100,000, and 100-kilogram slots for $10,000 each. The same kind of pricing could be offered on the medium-lift launcher. While recovering only a tiny fraction of thetransorbital railroad's costs, such low fees (levied primarily to discourage spurious use) would make spaceflight readily affordable.
Space Debris 
The cleaning of space debris is unpopular in Congress right now

Space Ref (press release) 7/1 (7/1/11, " Letter From Astronauts and Apollo Veterans Regarding Space Shuttle Retirement ... ", http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewsr.html?pid=37583) 

For more than 10 years, space crews from the United States, Russia and other countries have successfully lived and worked year round, in six-month shifts, on the International Space Station, where they have conducted scientific research. In the coming years, that work will continue - but with a crucial safeguard missing: the space shuttle fleet that gives human beings a unique capability to fix the space station's guidance system and rocket thrusters in the event of a terrible failure. The shuttles are now about to retire - all of them, with no true replacements. This is an extremely dangerous development. Loss of control of the space station would mean a catastrophic reentry into the Earth's atmosphere of the massive structure - the largest object ever placed in orbit around the Earth, measuring over three football fields long and weighing more than 400 tons. The tons of falling debris that would survive reentry would pose an unprecedented threat to populated areas around the world. Such an international catastrophe would have significant ramifications for foreign relations and liability for the United States, Russia and the other countries who participate as partners on the space station. To be sure, the space station has numerous, triple-redundant life support and control systems that makes such a total technical failure unlikely. However, to say that it is so redundant that it could never happen ignores the tragic lessons learned due to the overconfidence in fail-safe technology in disasters throughout history, from the sinking of the Titanic to the nuclear reactor crisis in Japan. In fact, the numerous space station backup systems offer little margin of safety in the event of damage from a fire, space junk impact or a potential collision from the more frequent docking of manned and unmanned commercial spacecraft resupply missions. If the life support, guidance systems or rocket thrusters are damaged, the station could need a rapid rescue mission to stay in orbit. And as repair vehicles, the space shuttles have unique capabilities. It's true that pallets on the space station are packed with spare parts needed for critical repairs, but none of them could be installed to repair and regain control and use of the $100 billion space station if it is deemed uninhabitable for repair crews. In that case, an independent repair spacecraft will be needed. And the Russian Soyuz space capsules and other commercial space capsules that are intended to replace the space shuttles lack the life support systems needed for the multiple six-hour repair spacewalks. Only the space shuttles have the vital airlocks and life-support supplies - as well as the robotic arm that is needed to move the hardware necessary for the required two-person spacewalking repair crews. Before the last scheduled shuttle flight lifts off early next month, an urgent discussion needs to take place between the United States and its International Space Station partners to keep the shuttle fleet in service to provide a vital safety margin for repairing the space station in the event of a critical systems failure. In fact, to prevent any gap in this crucial repair capability, we urge NASA to delay the last shuttle launch so that additional external fuel tanks and other parts can be built to support additional shuttle flights in 2012. We also request that Congress hold hearings on this matter. The space shuttle fleet provides the only insurance against a catastrophic reentry of the space station. With such valuable equipment in orbit - and the dangers should that equipment fall to Earth - it is never wise to play Russian roulette in space.
Constellation 
Constellation Program over budget and behind schedule, no chance of being approved

Discover Magazine (blog) 7/14 (7/14/11, " Congress threatens America's future in space ", http://blogs.discovermagazine.com/badastronomy/2011/07/14/congress-threatens-americas-future-in-space/)

One of the most aggravating things about having a representative government is dealing with the consequences of the choices they make. We don’t get a direct vote on how money is spent, but we vote for the people who do. And sometimes they don’t make the best choices. Shocking I know, but just how bad these choices can be sometimes doesn’t hit home until those consequences come home to roost. In a week, one of those choices is literally coming home: on July 21st, Atlantis will land for the last time, and the choices made for us over the past few years mean that we have no rocket system to take its place. I’ll iterate once again that the Shuttle was canceled by Bush, and the followup rocket system, Constellation, was canceled by Obama when it was clearly over budget and behind schedule, and given the circumstances it was also very unclear it would perform as promised. I think both these decision were correct. Right now, the House of Representatives is making decisions about the future of NASA, and it’s looking like a 9% cut is in the works. That’s not written in stone; the Senate has to put together their version of the budget and then work with the House on compromises. That’ll be fun, given the Democratic-controlled Senate and the Republican House. In the meantime, the House subcommittee in charge of NASA’s funds recommended totally cutting the budget for Hubble’s successor, the James Webb Space Telescope. The House committee above them approved it on Wednesday. So that decision to axe JWST will go into the House budget bill. Fantastic. Starving NASA of funds is a really bad idea. NASA money goes toward our future in space, toward the advancement of technology, toward breakthroughs in science, toward supporting smart people who literally are designing our future. NASA also pays off, with our investment of money coming back multiplied many times over in new technology and business opportunities (like private space companies). Investing in space is investing in our future. Steve D at Mad Art Lab points out that we spend $70 billion dollars a year on lottery tickets, with the overwhelming statistical likelihood that all you’ll win is a piece of paper to recycle. I like to point out that we as Americans spend five times as much on tobacco products every year as we do on NASA. That’s a fact, and it’s meant to point out the bad decisions we make – we spend 20% as much money on exploring the final frontier as we do on an addictive compound that causes cancer. Now, I’ve had some people say that that’s an individual choice, not one imposed on us by Congress. OK, that’s fair enough. But what does the government spend money on? I’ll let the one of my favorite satirical web comics, "The Pain – When Will It End", make that point for me: Click to see the whole thing. I’m not saying we shouldn’t fight terrorists… but I suspect the money we spent doing it wasn’t used with 100% efficiency. We as individuals make a lot of dumb choices, but Congress makes choices by our proxy. If we don’t tell them these are not the choices we want them to make, they will continue to make bad ones. We can tell them through mail, through phone calls, and, most importantly, at the voting booth. And we have an election year coming up. On July 21st, when Atlantis sets wheels down on Earth, it will be the anniversary to the very day that Neil Armstrong set foot on another world. I’m hoping that the short sightedness of Congress won’t trip up our next giant leap.
NASA is currently working on other programs instead of the Constellation Program 

 Topeka Capital Journal 7/13 (7/13/11, " Letter: Space exploration ", http://cjonline.com/opinion/2011-07-13/letter-space-exploration) 

In 2004, the Constellation Project to return astronauts to the moon and eventually to Mars was ordered by President Bush. President Obama, however, wants to cancel the Constellation Project and his administration says it is too expensive — $9.1 billion. In its place, NASA would concentrate on developing new technologies for future exploration, giving some of its existing functions to private industry. People who work at such places as ATK defense systems might have their jobs cut if this happens. ATK makes the motors for spacecraft to the moon. There are many individuals who rely on full funding for NASA and the changes put forth by the Obama administration are threatening to thousands of jobs. Space exploration doesn’t need to be surpassed by the Russians or others. As Americans, we need to be concerned about the future of our efforts to the moon and Mars, etc. America is only as strong as its people and their voices, and I hope many voices will rise in unity to support funding for space exploration and to keep it strong as it has been in the past. There is much to discover, and the sky is the limit. REBECCA LYN PHILLIPS, Topeka
Asteroid Tracking
Asteroid tracking unpopular – lack of funding and unreasonable deadlines
Johnston 2009
(Casey, Columbia University in Applied Physics, August 13 2009, “NASA asteroid-tracking program stalled due to lack of funds”, http://arstechnica.com/science/news/2009/08/nasa-asteroid-tracking-program-stalled-due-to-lack-of-funds.ars)

The risk of an asteroid rending civilization into bits is a favorite scenario in disaster movies, but it has been none too popular with the United States government. Eleven years ago, Congress tasked NASA with detecting, tracking, and classifying large asteroids and comets that pose a threat to Earth; these are generically termed near earth objects, or NEOs. Since then, save for a small grant, NASA has funded the project on its own. Now Congress has created new goals for the program and requested that they be achieved by 2020. The National Research Committee has put out an interim report on the NEO project, and it indicates that very little progress has been made since 2005, primarily due to a lack of funding. Congress kicked off the NEO-tracking project in 1998, requiring that NASA's equipment be able to locate and identify at least 90 percent of all NEOs one kilometer in diameter or larger. Congress selected this size as the lower bound because it is the smallest size that might be globally catastrophic if it ran into Earth. To guarantee a catastrophe, an asteroid would have to be even larger, perhaps 1.5 to 2 kilometers. On impact, an asteroid of this size would create a fireball the size of a continent and a crater fifteen times the asteroid's diameter; if it hits the ocean, there would be an enormous tsunami. Congress awarded NASA a $1.6 million grant in 1999 to put towards the NEO discovery program. Unfortunately, this was the only funding Congress gave to NASA to pursue this goal; nonetheless, NASA continued the project on its own, and has since successfully achieved the objective of a 90 percent track rate for 1km NEOs. The problem now, the NRC report asserts, is that we shouldn't be satisfied with this. What NASA has accomplished so far will largely enable us to at least attempt to prevent any impacts that would ultimately cause the majority of humans that survive the initial blow to die of starvation. However, asteroids smaller than 1km in diameter are not sufficiently less disastrous than their larger counterparts that we can happily ignore them. For example, the NRC report states that the body that caused the 1908 Tunguska explosion and destroyed 2,000 square kilometers of Siberian forest was only 30-40 meters in diameter. This realization is what led Congress to change its mind and decide that NASA should track even smaller asteroids. The new goal: track 90 percent of NEOs 140 meters or larger in diameter by 2020. The NRC report primarily takes issue with the lack of action on this goal from anyone involved: Congress has not volunteered funding for their mandate, and NASA has not allotted any of their budget to it, either. The equipment currently in use to track NEOs can easily see the 1km monsters, but it's not sensitive enough to track the 140m asteroids. As a result, if a Tunguska-sized body were headed for Earth today, its arrival would probably be a complete surprise. Of course, the Tunguska explosion is the only collision of this sort in recorded history, suggesting that threatening bodies that cross Earth's path are fortunately rare. Considering this, and the fact that the most disastrous varieties of asteroids are fairly well covered, danger is probably not imminent. However, Congress is not doing its own deadline any favors by squaring off with NASA over funding. The committee that produced the interim report has been asked to focus in particular with evaluating whether the established NEO discovery goals should be modified. The report is decidedly in favor of tracking the smallest asteroids possible, given that even small NEOs have significant potential for destruction. But for the NEO program to move forward toward any goal, Congress will have to pay up

China Co-op
Congress hates China co-op; inaccurate information, controversy, unawareness, and bias plague lawmakers
Foust 2006
(Jeff, Editor and Publisher of “The Space Review”, “US-China Space Cooperation: The Congressional View”, July 17 2006, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/661/1)

China’s space program, and its potential to be an adversary or ally to American space efforts, has been the subject in recent months of considerable debate, informed or otherwise. It’s the “otherwise” that has been the problem: much of the debate has been based on limited or inaccurate information about Chinese space efforts, onto which people apply their own perceptions—and misconceptions—about China in general. Such an approach can be a hazardous way to set policy. Stepping into this debate are two key members of the Congress, Reps. Mark Kirk and Rick Larsen. The two serve as co-chairs of the US-China Working Group in the House of Representatives and visited China earlier this year, including making a rare visit to the Jiuquan Satellite Launch Center, the remote spaceport from which China conducts its manned launches. At a forum last week organized by the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS), Kirk and Larsen shared their assessments of both China’s space program and their colleagues’ attitudes towards it. Kirk, a Republican from the northern suburbs of Chicago, said that US-China Working Group, comprised of about 50 members of the House, both Republicans and Democrats, was formed in June 2005 to raise awareness among their colleagues about China and how to work with the country. The group “doesn’t take a position on issues, but we try not to be dragon slayers in this and not be panda huggers, but instead to develop a more nuanced view towards China,” he explained. The formation of the US-China Working Group was linked to Congressional debate about the proposed acquisition of oil company Unocal by a Chinese state-owned company, CNOOC. That debate, Kirk said, was laced with inaccurate information about CNOOC and China, creating enough controversy that CNOOC was eventually forced to withdraw its bid. “It is perfectly acceptable to criticize China when you have a correct means,” Kirk said. “What we are against is uninformed criticism, which is largely what I regard as dominant on the House floor today.” That “uninformed criticism”, Kirk said, causes the House to stand apart from both the Senate and the White House. “I’ve characterized the White House view towards China as nuanced and complex. The Senate view towards China is at least multifaceted, with some ups and some downs. And the House view towards China is relentlessly negative and highly misinformed.” One way the working group is trying to improve overall perceptions about China in the House is through better understanding, and potentially cooperating with, China’s space program. However, this is an area that Kirk believes requires a lot of outreach to his colleagues. “My take on the House of Representatives floor right now,” Kirk said, “is if I said that China had a very active manned space program, that would still be news to a lot of my colleagues… I think this entire field is one in which the Congress is largely unaware.”
GOP dislikes cooperation with China

Pennington 7-15, AP Writer, [Matthew, “ US lawmaker wields budget ax over China space ties”;http://www.ajc.com/news/nation-world/us-lawmaker-wields-budget-1019535.html; Date Accessed: July 16, 2011]

WASHINGTON — A Republican lawmaker is looking to make the Obama administration pay a price for what he sees as its defiance of Congress in pursuing cooperation with China in science and space technology. A proposal by Rep. Frank Wolf, a fierce critic of Beijing, would slash by 55 percent the $6.6 million budget of the White House's science policy office. The measure was endorsed by a congressional committee this week, but faces more legislative hurdles, and its prospects are unclear. President Barack Obama has sought to deepen ties with China, which underwrites a major chunk of the vast U.S. national debt and is emerging a challenge to American military dominance in the Asia-Pacific region. Among the seemingly benign forms of cooperation he has supported is in science and technology. Last year NASA's administrator visited China, and during a high-profile state visit to Washington by China's President Hu Jintao in January, the U.S. and China resolved to "deepen dialogue and exchanges in the field of space." Wolf, R-Va., argues that cooperation in space would give technological assistance to a country that steals U.S. industrial secrets and launches cyberattacks against the United States. He says Obama's chief science adviser, John Holdren, violated a clause tucked into budget legislation passed this year that bars the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy and NASA from technological cooperation with China. He says Holdren did so by meeting twice with China's science minister in Washington during May. "I believe the Office of Science and Technology Policy is in violation of the law," Wolf told The Associated Press, adding that cutting its budget is the only response available to him. Wolf chairs a House subcommittee that oversees the office's budget. The punishment he proposes reflects his deep antipathy toward China, which he accuses of persecuting religious minorities, plundering Tibet and supporting genocide in the Darfur region of Sudan by backing Sudanese President Omar al-Bashir. He described the Obama administration's policy toward the Asian power as a failure and railed against the president for hosting Hu at the White House. Caught at the sharp end is Holdren's office, whose mandate is to develop sound science and technology policies by the U.S. government and pursue them with the public and private sectors and other nations. Holdren told a Congressional hearing chaired by Wolf days before his May meetings with Chinese Science Minister Wan Gang that he would abide by the prohibition on such cooperation with China, but then spelled out a rather large loophole: that it did not apply in instances where it affected the president's ability to conduct foreign policy. At another Congressional hearing shortly afterward, Wolf's annoyance was clear. He threatened to "zero out" Holdren's office. Space cooperation between the two world powers like the U.S. and the Soviet Union pursued in the Cold War still seems a long way off. NASA Administrator Charles Bolden Jr. visited China in a little-publicized trip in October and discussed "underlying principles of any future interaction between our two nations in the area of human space flight," but no specific proposals. China sent an astronaut into space in 2003, and plans to send the first building block of a space station into orbit this year, but it still has comparatively limited experience. Another constraint on cooperation is that its manned space program is dominated by its military, whose other capabilities — most clearly demonstrated by a 2007 test that destroyed an orbiting satellite — have alarmed American officials. But one benefit of basic forms of cooperation, such as sharing data and basic design criteria, could be to learn a little more about China's opaque space program. Since 1999, the U.S. effectively banned use of its space technology by China. That also has a commercial downside for American producers in an increasingly globalized marketplace. "Renewing civil and commercial space cooperation with China ... is not a blank check and need not provide China with sensitive technologies," wrote James Clay Moltz of the Naval Postgraduate School in testimony at a congressional hearing on China's civilian and military space programs in May. Wolf has included the prohibition on cooperation with China by NASA and the White House science policy office in the bill approved Wednesday by the House Appropriations Committee. The bill budgets $50.2 billion for a raft of federal agencies involved in law enforcement, trade promotion, space and science for the fiscal year starting in October. The 55 percent reduction faced by the science policy's office far exceeds the overall 6 percent cut in spending across all government agencies covered by the bill. Holdren's office could not be reached for comment Friday. The bill now goes to the Republican-led House of Representatives for approval. A version also must pass the Democrat-led Senate, and the two bills would have to be reconciled before legislation can be sent to Obama to be signed into law. 

Extraterrestrials
Congress hates extraterrestrial searches; empirical funding cuts, lack of results, and disinterest in the process
Issues and Controversies 2009
(SETI: A waste of time? (2009, April 13). Issues & Controversies On File. Retrieved July 13, 2011, from Issues & Controversies database.)

SETI research has many skeptics, including Congress. When Congress voted to defund SETI research in 1993, Sen. Bryan noted that despite years of efforts, no one had found any evidence of extraterrestrials. "Millions have been spent and we have yet to bag a single little green fellow," Bryan satirically pointed out. "Not a single Martian has said 'take me to your leader.'" Six years later, the same criticism of SETI research applies. Nearly 40 years have passed since Drake began the first SETI project, yet not a single extraterrestrial message has been confirmed. Even with increased technological power to detect such signals, scientists have uncovered no alien signal. SERENDIP, for instance, has analyzed more than 500 trillion signals since 1992, yet not one of them has turned out to be a signal from alien life. The main argument against SETI is sometimes referred to as Fermi's Paradox, after the renowned physicist Enrico Fermi. When asked whether extraterrestrials exist, Fermi responded by asking: Where is everybody? If there were thousands or millions of intelligent alien civilizations in the galaxy, he wondered, then why have they not made contact yet? Fermi pointed out that there are many stars older than the Sun, so intelligent life could have evolved on planets near those stars billions of years before life arose on Earth. Why, then, have advanced alien civilizations not contacted--or colonized--Earth by now? A number of scientists, including Robert Rood and James Trefil in their book Are We Alone? (1983), argue that if there are many alien civilizations that have technology, then at least a few would have developed interstellar travel by now. Yet there is absolutely no trace of alien colonists either here or anywhere else where astronomers peer into the galaxy. "The time needed to explore the galaxy is hugely less than the age of the Galaxy, which is around 10 billion years," argues Frank Tipler, a professor of mathematics at Tulane University in New Orleans, La. "So, if extraterrestrials exist, they should be here in the Solar System today. Since they're obviously not, they don't exist." Tipler, author of The Anthropic Cosmological Principle (1988), argues that even if primitive life exists elsewhere in the universe, the development of intelligent life "is highly improbable." Zoologist and SETI critic Ernest Mayr agrees. Mayr, a professor of biology at Harvard University, notes that of the 50 billion different species of life that have arisen on Earth, only one--homo sapiens--has developed enough intelligence to figure out how to transmit radio signals. That suggests that intelligence is a fairly rare occurrence, even where life is abundant, he says. According to Mayr, the evolutionary steps necessary to develop intelligence are so complicated, unnecessary for survival and rare that it is highly likely that intelligence has arisen only once in the galaxy. Mayr calls SETI research a "hopeless" task and "a waste of time." Others argue that SETI projects are an extravagant use of scientific resources. It is wasteful, they say, to devote some of the world's most powerful radio telescopes to "passive" SETI projects that involve waiting for alien messages. The telescopes could be more effectively used to solve other riddles of the universe, such as the nature of black holes or the formation of stars, that scientists have a realistic chance of answering, they argue. Advocates of SETI, however, argue that their lack of success at finding extraterrestrial messages does not mean that humans are therefore the only intelligent creatures in the universe. A common refrain from defenders of SETI research is that "the absence of evidence is not evidence of absence." If there are intelligent extraterrestrials, they maintain, there may be a host of reasons why such beings cannot or choose not to communicate. Perhaps alien messages are too weak to be picked up with current technology or perhaps researchers are listening to the wrong portion of the electromagnetic spectrum, they say.
Missile Defense/ BMD
Missile Defense Unpopular – horrendous record of failure, wasted funds, and Chinese backlash
Yousaf 2011
(Butt, fellow in the Committee on International Security and Arms Control at the National Academy of Sciences in Washington DC, 11/4/2010, “Missile defense is a dangerous, expensive and flawed system”, http://www.hurriyetdailynews.com/n.php?n=nato-missile-defense-a-dangerous-expensive-and-flawed-system-2010-11-04 )

The Obama administration’s missile defense plan would ramp up – over the next decade or so – the deployment of a mix of sea- and land-based interceptors around Europe to guard against nuclear missiles launched from Iran. (Of course, at the moment Iran has neither ICBMs nor nuclear weapons). But neither type of interceptor has been tested in real-world conditions. Land-based missile defense has had a particularly bad test record, having regularly failed, even in highly scripted tests, and even when defense contractors were holding military test operators’ hands. In fact, the test record shows that only about 50 percent of tests were successful – and these were all tests where no simple countermeasures (like decoy warheads) were used. Had such countermeasures been used it is conceivable that the test success rate would be less than 5 percent. As for sea-based missile defense, Professor Postol at Massacheusetts Institute of Technology and Professor Lewis at Cornell University have shown the test success rate has been less than 20 percent – again, these tests did not use decoys or other countermeasures that would have made the interceptions more challenging and realistic. And if future tests do prove missile defense to be a technical failure, will the U.S. administration and NATO really roll it back? Unlikely. The long-range deployment plans appear to be unencumbered by any strict, realistic testing requirements. Although the U.S. administration certainly pays lip service to the “fly before you buy” idea, in reality it is buying before flying. J. Michael Gilmore, the director of the Pentagon’s operational test and evaluation office, has said, “It will take as many as five to seven years to collect,” just the necessary data to determine whether the administration’s planned missile defense architecture is sensible. Another major downside to fielding the untested interceptors is that other nations may feel their nuclear deterrent is being partially undermined – even if those interceptors are largely ineffective, and theoretically aimed only at Iran and North Korea. For instance, Yao Yunzhu, a senior colonel in China’s People’s Liberation Army and currently a fellow at Harvard, recently said she believes China’s response to U.S. and NATO missile defense plans would be to increase its nuclear stockpile and field missile defenses of its own. That would lead to a vicious circle of further nuclear stockpile increases by Russia, India, Pakistan and, possibly, also the U.S. Such “collateral damage” of missile defense is hard to square with Mr. Obama’s vision of a nuclear-free world.
Missile defense unpopular – fear of weaponization and Chinese backlash

Dinerman 2010
(Taylor, journalist and writer on space and military matters, November 23 201o, http://www.hudson-ny.org/1668/us-navy-china-theater-of-war)


The program, though, is controversial: as its foes point out, it would involve the "weaponization of space." In response, it should be pointed out that space is already a theater of war: satellites are constantly being attacked by jamming and by being "painted" with lasers. Additionally, the Chinese Anti Satellite(ASAT) weapon test that occurred in January 2007 is often considered to have Missile Defense applications as well as ASAT ones. Arms Control advocates have long tried to prevent the US from deploying anti ballistic missile weapons. They have been particularly ferocious in their opposition to space-based missile defense systems. They seem to believe that the US must negotiate agreements or treaties that either maintain the balance of nuclear terror or replace it with some sort of universal disarmament. 

Missile defense unpopular with congress
Pifer 5/20/11 
(Steven Pifer, Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Center on the United States and Europe The Brookings Institution, 20 May 2011, Obama, Medvedev, and Missile Defense, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2011/0521_arms_control_pifer.aspx?rssid=missile+defense&utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+BrookingsRSS%2Ftopics%2Fmissiledefense+%28Brookings%3A+Topics+-+Missile+Defense%29)
The Russian demand for legally-binding guarantees reflects a desire for certainty in an uncertain world.  The Bush 43 administration altered the Clinton administration’s missile defense plans and accelerated deployment of ground-based interceptors in Alaska and California.  In turn, the Obama administration significantly reconfigured its predecessor’s plans for deploying missile defenses in Europe.  Russians ask what they might expect from a new administration on missile defense.
But legally-binding guarantees would require Senate ratification.  Last year’s debate on New START ratification made clear that finding 67 Senate votes for a treaty on missile defense would be a mission impossible.  What Washington can offer are political assurances:  it has been U.S. policy for some 20 years to develop a defense against a limited ballistic missile attack.  The United States is not trying to defend against the large, sophisticated Russian strategic ballistic missile force.  U.S. officials doubt the missile defense system planned over the next decade would have much capability, if any, against Russian missiles … and some nongovernmental experts question whether the system will be all that effective against even rudimentary long-range missiles. 
Space Shuttle
Congress wouldn’t support reinstating the shuttle; far too expensive, controversial, and lack of political will
Wall 2011
(Mike, July 5 2011, senior writer for space.com, “NASA’s Shuttle Program: Was it Worth it?” http://www.space.com/12166-space-shuttle-program-cost-promises-209-billion.html)

When NASA's space shuttle program was announced back in 1972, it was billed as a major advance — a key step in humanity's quest to exploit and explore space. The shuttle would enable safe, frequent and affordable access to space, the argument went, with flights occurring as often as once per week and costing as little as $20 million each. But much of that original vision didn't come to pass. Two of the program's 134 flights have ended in tragedy, killing 14 astronauts in all. Recent NASA estimates peg the shuttle program's cost through the end of last year at $209 billion (in 2010 dollars), yielding a per-flight cost of nearly $1.6 billion. And the orbiter fleet never flew more than nine missions in a single year. The shuttle program is drawing to a close, with its last-ever mission — the STS-135 flight of Atlantis— slated to launch Friday (July 8). So now is as good a time as any to ask: Was it worth it? Or, put another way: Could NASA have found a better use for that $209 billion? "People endlessly debate this stuff," said Roger Launius, space history curator at the Smithsonian's National Air and Space Museum. "You can make a case on both sides. It's not open-and-shut." A chief criticism of the shuttle program is that it prevented more ambitious manned exploration missions. There is merit to that argument, experts say. After all, NASA's Apollo programput boots on the moon in 1969, just 12 years after the space age began. But it's been four decades since the last manned lunar landing, and in that time, NASA has made little discernible progress toward the next logical giant leap: getting people to Mars. Instead, since 1981, the shuttle has kept zipping around the planet over and over again, just a few hundred miles above Earth's surface. [Infographic: Evolution of the Space Plane] "It kept us limited to low-Earth orbit," said space policy expert John Logsdon, professor emeritus at George Washington Universtity and author of "John F. Kennedy and the Race to the Moon" (Palgrave Macmillan, 2010). Indeed, some NASA officials have voiced dissatisfaction with the agency's post-Apollo focus on the shuttle and the International Space Station, which shuttle missions have helped build since 1998. "It is now commonly accepted that was not the right path," then-NASA chief Michael Griffin told USA Today in 2005. "We are now trying to change the path while doing as little damage as we can." The new path Griffin referred to was laid out by President George W. Bush's moon-oriented Constellation program, which President Barack Obama cancelled last year. It's not as if NASA dreamed up the shuttle as part of a plan to restrict astronauts to low-Earth orbit for 30 years. Rather, the vehicle was viewed as a piece of infrastructure to enable more ambitious exploration down the road, Launius said. Back in 1969, the space agency presented President Richard Nixon with several proposals for its post-Apollo direction. All of them advocated an integrated program aimed at getting astronauts to Mars in a series of steps. Those steps involved building a shuttle and a space station, then using the station as a jumping-off point for return trips to the moon and, eventually, manned missions to Mars. But Nixon thought all of the proposals were too expensive, so he green-lighted just one aspect of them: the shuttle. "There was no political will to continue flights to the moon, or to go off to Mars," Logsdon told SPACE.com. [Giant Leaps: Top Milestones of Human Spaceflight] As a result, there was not enough money to do these things, either. In 1966, NASA's budget was $5.9 billion (4.4 percent of the federal budget). By 1972, Nixon had cut it to $3.4 billion (1.6 percent of the budget). And in the four decades since, NASA's budget has continued to decrease as a proportion of national spending. The agency got $18.45 billion in fiscal year 2011, less than 0.5 percent of the federal budget. "It wasn't the space shuttle that was preventing us from exploring further," said space history expert Robert Pearlman, editor of the website collectSPACE.com and a SPACE.com contributor. "It was the lack of political will to give NASA more money.” The space shuttle Discovery launched on its STS-31 mission on April 24, 1990 at 8:33 a.m. EDT. The mission featured the deployment of the Hubble Space Telescope, the first of NASA's Great Observatories to reach orbit. While the shuttle program hasn't lived up to the great — and, in hindsight, unrealistic — expectations NASA laid out for it in the early 1970s, it has delivered significant returns over the years, many experts say. For example, the shuttle has lofted many important pieces of hardware into space, such as the Hubble Space Telescope. And shuttle missions repaired and upgraded Hubble multiple times, enabling scientists to see the universe as never before. Further, the $100 billion International Space Station, which could provide big research dividends down the road, has taken shape largely as a result of the shuttle's efforts. And hundreds of experiments performed aboard the shuttles themselves have provided scientists with new insights in a range of fields, from biology and medicine to physics and materials science. In addition to those achievements, the shuttle program has helped humanity establish a foothold beyond our home planet for the first time — a major milestone, some analysts contend. "We've gone from where we went to space, and we touched space and we came back," NASA space operations chief Bill Gerstenmaier told reporters in a June 28 press conference. "We now are really in the posture where we're learning to live in space and operate in space." "It did create an environment in which spaceflight was an essentially normal activity," he told SPACE.com. "That was a stunning achievement." For these reasons and more, some argue, the shuttle program should be viewed as a success in many ways. "On balance, I think it has been a remarkable era for human accomplishments in space," Valerie Neal, curator for contemporary human spaceflight at the Smithsonian, told SPACE.com. "We set out with ambitions to make spaceflight routine, and we pretty much succeeded in doing that."So was the shuttle program worth the 40 years (10 years of development and 30 years of flight) and $209 billion that NASA and the nation poured into it? That probably depends on your priorities and your point of view. Some people may always view the shuttle as a costly distraction, a diversion from more ambitious goals that the nation is just now starting to work toward once again. Others will regard it as a ringing success, a triumph of American technological know-how that opened space up and fostered international cooperation like nothing ever had before. As for history's verdict? It will likely fall somewhere in between, experts say. "It's not all one way or all the other, in terms of success or failure," Launius said. "The nuances associated with this are going to be signficant in trying to assess the legacy of the shuttle." Logsdon voiced similar sentiments. People "will view it with mixed feelings," he said. "It did some remarkable things. But we flew it for too long, and it cost too much."

NASA - GOP
NASA unpopular - GOP

Zimmerman ’10 (Robert, Democratic strategist and Democratic National Committeeman, 9 November 2010, The Space Program is Dead, Long Live the Space Industry!, http://behindtheblack.com/behind-the-black/essays-and-commentaries/the-space-program-is-dead-long-live-the-space-industry)

While Republicans have, since the 1970s, generally been more enthusiastic than Democrats about NASA and manned space exploration, the new Republican Congress has a tone that seems decidedly different from past years. Above all, it appears the public is finally becoming aware of the recent explosion in the federal debt, as illustrated by the graph below. (hat tip to Gateway Pundit and The Captain’s Comments.) The public’s growing concern about these numbers was clearly reflected in the election results. First, there was the success of many tea party candidates advocating fiscal responsibility and a radical shrinking of government. Even in cases where conservatives lost, the closeness of the election in districts or states where liberals have rarely in the past been challenged suggests the mood of the electorate is decidedly shifting in a direction against federal spending.Second, the electorate seemed surprisingly hostile to pork, expressing little interest in being brought off with baubles for their home districts. Thus, candidates who ran against pork seemed to get far more enthusiastic attention and positive publicity than those elected officials famous for “bringing home the bacon.” In such an atmosphere, the priorities of Congress will be forced to change. The outlook therefore does not look good for the type of pork funding represented by the NASA authorization bill passed on September 29, with its billions of subsidies for the aerospace industry. We can see an indication of this new tone by some of the initial plans announced by the Republican leadership. As a first step, the Republicans have proposed cutting the federal budget back 2008 levels. This change alone would reduce NASA’s annual budget by about $2 billion, or 10%. This solution, however, will not close the budget gap, only shrink it slightly. The Republicans will still be faced with massive amounts of red ink and a public demanding that they deal with it. To prove they mean what they say, the new House leadership will be forced to propose some additional draconian cuts. Unfortunately, the circumstances at this moment has made NASA a prime budget-cutting target. 

GOP Candidates hate NASA funding – prefer privatization

Political Transcript Wire ‘11 (Political Transcript Wire from recent GOP presidential nominee debate, 14 June 2011, REPUBLICAN PRESIDENTIAL CANDIDATES PARTICIPATE IN A DEBATE SPONSORED BY CNN, WMUR-TV AND THE NEW HAMPSHIRE UNION LEADER)

MACKIN: Thanks, John. This question goes out to Speaker Gingrich. Next month, the space shuttle program is scheduled to retire after 30 years, and last year, President Obama effectively killed government-run space flight to the International Space Station and wants to turn it over to private companies. In the meantime, U.S. astronauts would ride Russian spacecraft at a cost of $50 million to $63 million a seat. What role should the government play in future space exploration? GINGRICH: Well, sadly -- and I say this, sadly, because I'm a big fan of going into space and I actually worked to get the shuttle program to survive at one point -- NASA has become an absolute case study in why bureaucracy can't innovate. If you take all the money we've spent at NASA since we landed on the moon and you had applied that money for incentives to the private sector, we would today probably have a permanent station on the moon, three or four permanent stations in space, a new generation of lift vehicles. And instead, what we've had is bureaucracy after bureaucracy after bureaucracy and failure after failure. I think it's a tragedy, because younger Americans ought to have the excitement of thinking that they, too, could be part of reaching out to a new frontier. You know, you'd asked earlier, John, about this idea of limits because we're a developed country. We're not a developed country. The scientific future is going to open up, and we're at the beginning of a whole new cycle of extraordinary opportunities. And, unfortunately, NASA is standing in the way of it, when NASA ought to be getting out of the way and encouraging the private sector. KING: Is there any candidate who would step in and say, no, this is vital to America's identity, this is vital to America's innovation, I want the government to stay in the lead here when it comes to manned space flight? Nobody? PAWLENTY: Yeah, I think the space program has played a vital role for the United States of America. I think in the context... KING: But can we afford it going forward? PAWLENTY: In the context of our budget challenges, it can be refocused and reprioritized, but I don't think we should be eliminating the space program. We can partner with private providers to get more economies of scale and scale it back, but I don't think we should eliminate the space program. KING: In a sentence -- in a sentence or two? (CROSSTALK) GINGRICH: John, you mischaracterized me. I didn't say end the space program. We built the transcontinental railroads without a national department of railroads. I said you could get into space faster, better, more effectively, more creatively if you decentralized it, got it out of Washington, and cut out the bureaucracy. It's not about getting rid of the space program; it's about getting to a real space program that works. ROMNEY: I think fundamentally there are some people -- and most of them are Democrats, but not all -- who really believe that the government knows how to do things better than the private sector. KING: All right, let's go down to the... ROMNEY: And they happen to be wrong. And... 

NASA - Congress
Congress cutting funds for NASA right now

Florida Today 7/13/11 (Florida Today, 13 July 2011, Lawmakers Upset as NASA’s Bolden Refuses to Detail Heavy-Lift Rocket Plans, http://www.floridatoday.com/article/20110713/NEWS02/107130329/Lawmakers-upset-NASA-s-Bolden-refuses-detail-heavy-lift-rocket-plans)

Funding disputes may get in the way of the plans. On Wednesday, the House Appropriations Committee will consider a spending bill that would cut NASA's budget by $1.6 billion to $16.8 billion in the fiscal year that begins Oct. 1. The bill would spend more than $3 billion on the heavy-lift rocket program, more than the $2.6 billion Obama had proposed but less than the $4 billion in the policy law. The bill also would eliminate the James Webb Space Telescope, which aims to find out how the first galaxies formed by scanning space with infrared sensors. Bolden said he was "painfully aware" of the proposed House cuts but will continue to plan for the larger budget Obama proposed until Congress decides the question. "We are making progress," he told members of the House space committee. "I share your sense of urgency about moving forward, but ask for your continued patience as we together build an affordable, sustainable and realistic space-launch system."
Congress doesn’t like NASA – frustration over rocket plans

Florida Today 7/13/11 (Florida Today, 13 July 2011, Lawmakers Upset as NASA’s Bolden Refuses to Detail Heavy-Lift Rocket Plans, http://www.floridatoday.com/article/20110713/NEWS02/107130329/Lawmakers-upset-NASA-s-Bolden-refuses-detail-heavy-lift-rocket-plans)

WASHINGTON — NASA's chief warned Tuesday that it may be fall before the space agency is ready to announce detailed plans for its big post-shuttle project -- building a heavy-lift rocket that someday can carry crews beyond low-Earth orbit. "We cannot rush a critical decision that will drive NASA's activity for decades," Charles Bolden told members of the House space committee. Lawmakers had hoped to see those plans by this summer at the latest -- and they responded with frustration. "We have pleaded for answers that have not come," said Rep. Ralph Hall, R-Texas, chairman of the space committee. "We have run out of patience."

Democrats and GOP don’t want to fund NASA – inefficient and indecisive

Morring ’11 (Frank Morring Jr, Senior Space Technology Editor of Aviation Week & Space Technology magazine, 4 April 2011, Bipartisan Bellwether)

Frustration with NASA at the slow start of work on a new heavy-lift launch vehicle ordered in last year’s three-year authorization act for the agency has united Democrats and Republicans who are otherwise at loggerheads over future federal spending. Engineers reviewing options for the heavy-lift Space Launch System (SLS) that would replace the canceled Ares V will make their final selection no sooner than «late June»—a slip from as early as «late spring»—and NASA has cut the amount already authorized for the work in Fiscal 2012 by $850 million in its budget request for that year. «The debate is over,» says Rep. Ralph Hall (R-Texas), chairman of the House Science, Space and Technology Committee. «This act is the law. NASA has its direction. The administration needs to acknowledge this and act accordingly.» «Through the 111th and 112th Congresses, this committee has held several hearings to discuss the future of NASA?s exploration program as it faced budget challenges and considered serious changes to its mission,» says Rep. Jerry Costello (D-Ill.), acting ranking minority member of the science panel’s space and aeronautics subcommittee. (Costello is filling in for Rep. Gabrielle Giffords [D-Ariz.], who is recovering from a Jan. 8 assassination attempt.) «Despite these ongoing discussions, we still have not received concrete answers on how NASA plans to transition away from the Constellation program and achieve the goals outlined by Congress in the 2010 authorization act.» Senators who helped draft that compromise between the Capitol and White House suspected even before the new budget request for Fiscal 2012 came out that NASA would not move fast enough to suit them toward flying a big new rocket capable of sending humans beyond low Earth orbit (AW&ST Dec. 6, 2010, p. 41). Since the budget came out, senior agency managers have argued that they do not have enough money to go faster—given their other commitments—and say they do not have a requirement to do so, anyway.

Congress doesn’t like human exploration – prefers r and d spending

Chemical and Engineering News ’10 (Chemical and Engineering News Volume 88 Number 22 Pg 49, 31 May 2010, Space Exploration Plan Under Fire)

Congress had already expressed concerns about this new plan (C&EN, March 15, page 42), but the senators at the May 12 hearing made a clear point that whatever happens on the human exploration front, they want to see NASA continue to focus on research in science and technology. “I do not want anyone to forget the agency’s broader priorities, including exploration but also science, aeronautics, education, and technology,” said Sen. Jay D. Rockefeller IV (D-W.Va.), chairman of the Senate Commerce Committee. Other committee members went further, pointing out that Obama’s plan will have a direct impact on scientific research at NASA. Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchison (R-Texas), the ranking member of the committee, noted that the President’s plan would prevent the U.S. from entering low-Earth orbit on its own for a number of years because the space shuttle fleet is set to be retired next year and commercial replacements have yet to be developed. This would effectively halt scientific projects that are already under way or waiting to be done on the International Space Station (ISS), she added. “We should utilize space for science and research that cannot be done as well in the gravity conditions of Earth,” Hutchison said. She named National Institutes of Health-funded projects such as determining the causes of and treating cancer, developing new biomedical imaging, and reducing the burden of arthritis as examples of activities that she saw in jeopardy.
NASA - Tea Party
The Daily Caller ’11 (The Daily Caller, 24 June 2011, Tea Party group launches into space policy debate, http://dailycaller.com/2011/06/24/tea-party-group-launches-into-space-policy-debate/)

Some members of the Tea Party movement have zeroed in on a multi-billion dollar area of government spending. This time, it isn’t health care or the public debt -– but outer space. On Thursday, TEA Party in Space (TPIS) unveiled its “TEA Party Space Platform.” The group, which is affiliated with the Tea Party Patriots, hopes NASA will return “to its roots as [a research and development] agency instead of serving as a slush fund for a few influential members of Congress,” TPIS President Andrew Gasser said in a Thursday press release. Just like a political party’s platform, this agenda is made up of specific issues. Among the fourteen calls to action is for Congress to pass legislation to cap liability for commercial human spaceflight. Another of the tenets calls for a “Zero-G means Zero-Tax” arrangement, which would establish tax exemptions for business activities related to human spaceflight. Additionally, the group wants for Congress to allow NASA to cancel all existing Shuttle, Ares and Space Launch System contracts in order to force the termination of an $11 billion earmark included in the 2010 NASA Authorization Law and for NASA to “competitively bid the development of human exploration transportation capabilities.” said in the Thursday press release, “Whether it’s timidity from the White House or Congress’ earmark-laden ‘compromises,’ our space dreams will be stuck on this planet unless someone articulates a vision based on economic and technical reality, so that’s what we’ve done.” “The status quo of crony capitalism, earmarking billions of NASA’s budget to a few companies, districts and states, has got to stop,” he said. “We already tried this approach with Constellation and all we have to show for it are stacks of power point presentations, some pretty CGI videos, and a half-billion-dollar practice rocket.”

NASA - Public
Public dislikes NASA funding – prefers spending on other programs

Library Index ’11 (Library Index Encyclopedia, 2011, Public Opinion About Space Exploration - Should Space Travel Be A National Priority?, http://www.libraryindex.com/pages/1048/Public-Opinion-About-Space-Exploration-SHOULD-SPACE-TRAVEL-BE-NATIONAL-PRIORITY.html)

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.

Public doesn’t want increased funding for NASA

Library Index ’11 (Library Index Encyclopedia, 2011, Public Opinion About Space Exploration - Should Space Travel Be A National Priority?, http://www.libraryindex.com/pages/1048/Public-Opinion-About-Space-Exploration-SHOULD-SPACE-TRAVEL-BE-NATIONAL-PRIORITY.html)

History shows that space travel was a national priority during the 1960s. President John F. Kennedy and Vice President Lyndon Johnson were convinced that putting a man on the Moon was vital to America's political interests during the Cold War. They convinced Congress to devote billions of dollars to the effort. At the time, the public was not very enthusiastic about the idea. According to the Gallup organization, most polls they conducted during the 1960s showed that less than 50 percent of Americans considered the endeavor worth the cost. In 1967 civil rights leader Martin Luther King, Jr., said "Without denying the value of scientific endeavor, there is a striking absurdity in committing billions to reach the moon where no people live, while only a fraction of that amount is appropriated to service the densely populated slums." King's sentiment sums up very well a moral question that has always plagued the space program. Is it right for a nation to spend its money on space travel while there are people suffering on Earth? NASA would argue that its budget comprises only a tiny fraction of the nation's total spending. Figure 2.1 in chapter 2 shows that in 2003 NASA received less than 1 percent of the federal budget and has been near this level since the end of the Apollo program in 1972. In August 2003 Gallup asked 1,003 adults their thoughts about government spending on NASA. The results are shown in Figure 9.4. About 48 percent said that NASA's budget should remain at its current level, while 23 percent thought it should be increased. Another 21 percent thought NASA's budget should be decreased, and 5 percent wanted to end NASA completely. Support for increasing NASA's funding was strongest among men, younger people, and those with advanced degrees.

Public disagrees with increased NASA funding – no immediate threat

Houston Chronicle ’08 (Houston Chronicle, 14 June 2008, NASA popular, but tax hike for funding isn't, poll finds, http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/metropolitan/5843539.html)

WASHINGTON — Key arguments being made by supporters of increased NASA funding are not resonating with the American public, a new Gallup Poll released Tuesday found. The poll conducted for a business group called the Coalition for Space Exploration found that voters strongly approve of the venerable space agency's work but are reluctant to pay more taxes to finance new initiatives. The Gallup survey — released just a day before the House is scheduled to vote on adding $2.9 billion to the NASA budget — undercut a key argument being used by Texas lawmakers in their bid to persuade Congress to boost spending: that more money is needed to compete in space against China and to close a five-year gap in manned U.S. space operations between retirement of the shuttle fleet in 2010 and launch of the Constellation program in 2015. The Gallup survey of 1,002 adults found that two of three Americans were not alarmed by the prospect that China plans to send astronauts to the moon by 2017 — at least one year ahead of the first scheduled U.S. lunar mission since 1972.

Space funding unpopular with public

Foust ’07 (Jeff Foust, Ph.D in planetary sciences from MIT, 17 April 2007, 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…

NASA - Democrats
Democrats empirically cut NASA spending – No need for human space exploration

Weldon ’07 (Dave Weldon, US Representative (R-FL), 2 May 2007, Weldon: Democrats Set to Cripple Manned Space Program- Democrats Kill Chance to Protect NASA From Budget Raid, http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewpr.html?pid=22546)

Washington, DC...U.S. Rep. Dave Weldon, M.D. (R-FL) today excoriated the Democratic leadership for failing to allow a vote on an amendment he proposed that would have kept Congress from raiding NASA's budget to fund a 40% increase for the National Science Foundation (NSF). "It's increasingly clear that Democratic leaders have our manned space program in their crosshairs," said Weldon. Weldon noted that at the hearing to introduce his proposal Rep. Dennis Cardoza (D-CA), who sits on the powerful Rules Committee, said he opposed the amendment because he was 'not convinced' of the need for human space exploration. Weldon originally introduced the amendment after the Democrats proposed an astounding 40% percent ($2 billion) funding increase for NSF this year alone. The proposed increase was made possible earlier this year when Democrats cut a half-a-billion dollars from NASA funding. NASA and NSF are funded through the same budget account and compete for the same pot of money. "Democrats are on a glide path to cripple our manned Space program. It's time the space community saw this for what it is: an assault on our commitment to build the Shuttle replacement, return to the moon, and maintain our strategic advantage in space. It's also an assault on the civilian workers and contractors who are about to have their lives disrupted because Democrats can't divert NASA funding fast enough to their other priorities."
Military Spending - Congress
Military spending unpopular - Bipartisan support for defense cuts

Moore 7/8/11 (Gwen Moore, U.S. Representative (D-WI), 8 July 2011, Bipartisan Lawmakers Fought to Cut $8.5 Billion of Defense Spending :Rep. Gwen Moore (D-WI) News Release. " Congressional Documents and Publications
Washington, DC - Last night, the House of Representatives rejected a bipartisan amendment, which would have cut a $17 billion defense spending increase in half. The bipartisan amendment offered by Congresswoman Gwen Moore (D-WI) and Representatives Barney Frank (D-MA), John Campbell (R-CA), Rush Holt (D-NJ), Walter Jones (R-NC) and Ron Paul (R-TX) would have saved $8.5 billion. It specifically protected military personnel and would have prohibited reductions in military pay, health, and emergency war costs. Congresswoman Moore said, "Defense spending accounts for as much as Medicare and Medicaid combined. With many of my colleagues slashing those programs, we must also take a strong look at cutting defense spending. I'm disappointed that this amendment failed and that we now may be forced to make deeper and more painful cuts elsewhere." Congressman Frank, the amendment's lead sponsor said, "While many of us believe that no increase at all is justified at a time of fiscal austerity, my colleagues and I have put forward a more moderate amount which only cuts in half the increase proposed. We believe that it is essential that the House of Representatives show that it is prepared to put restraints on military spending and this amendment was drafted to maximize our chances of having that made clear." The same representatives have also written a letter to President Obama and congressional leaders to demand cuts to the defense budget be part of meaningful deficit reduction. The Defense Department budget will make up almost 60 percent of discretionary spending that Congress will approve this year, and it is the only area with a funding increase under the Republican budget plan. Under their amendment, which was defeated by a vote of 244 to 181, next year's non-war budget for the Defense Department would have been reduced to about $522 billion. The House approved the overall bill maintaining the $17 billion increase today. The legislation now heads to the Senate for consideration.

Citizens and Congress support cutting defense spending

Preble 7/8/11 (Christopher Preble, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute and ph.d in History, The Cato Institute, Gauging the Mood of Congress on Military Spending, http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/gauging-the-mood-of-congress-on-military-spending/)

Amidst the wrangling over a debt deal between the White House and Congress, the most interesting movement pertains to military spending. Several reports today suggest that up to $700 billion in military spending cuts is under consideration, which would amount to a bit more than 10 percent less than current projections over the next 10 years. A more realistic bottom line might be $300 billion, which could be achieved by allowing the budget to grow at the rate of inflation (in other words, no real cuts in spending). As always, the devil is in the details. From what baseline? Over what time period? Would the cuts apply only to the base DoD budget, or all national security spending, including the costs of the wars, as well as the budgets for the Departments of Homeland Security and Veterans Affairs? Most important is timing. If the savings are all backloaded in the out years, they may never materialize. Today’s budgets project spending out five or 10 years, and the “savings” really just amount to a new set of projections against that baseline. Plus, these agreements are rarely binding on future congresses; a different cast of characters will be responsible for passing DoD appropriations bills in 2018 or 2020. One thing is clear, however. People here in Washington are now considering military spending cuts that they thought strategically unwise and politically impossible just a few years ago. And conservatives are joining in. South Carolina Republican Mick Mulvaney offered an amendment to the DoD budget appropriation bill that would have frozen spending at 2011 levels, a $17 billion cut below the amount voted out of committee. Meanwhile, three Democrats and three Republicans co-sponsored an amendment to cut the proposed increase in the FY 2012 budget in half, generating savings of $8.5 billion. The bad news for taxpayers is that both amendments failed. The good news is that some in the GOP are starting to match their rhetorical zeal for spending cuts with actual votes that do so; 43 Republicans voted for both measures. (h/t DSM) It is no longer credible to declare military spending off limits in the search for savings, and most Americans understand that we can make significant cuts without undermining U.S. security (William Kristolbeing one of the predictable outliers
Military Spending - GOP

GOP supports military spending cuts – prevents tax increases

The Hill 7/7/11 (The Hill, 7 July 2011, Defense spending faces $700 billion cut, http://thehill.com/news-by-subject/defense-homeland-security/170057-defense-faces-700b-spending-cut)

National security spending could be cut by as much as $700 billion in a deal to raise the debt limit, defense sources said. That’s almost twice the amount President Obama originally proposed. Obama directed the Defense Department and other national-security agencies to slash $400 billion by 2023. But in the closed-door talks to raise the debt ceiling, larger Pentagon funding cuts have been seriously discussed, several sources said, putting the number between $600 billion and $700 billion over a decade. A final decision has yet to be made, but the sources said negotiators have not ruled out making deeper cuts than Obama planned. As the Aug. 2 deadline for defaulting on the debt approaches, GOP members have dug in and said any accord cannot include tax hikes. Sources told The Hill recently that GOP negotiators are ready to break with recent Republican ideology by trading large defense cuts for not raising taxes as part of a debt-ceiling deal. “Robust defense spending and lower taxes have been two hallmarks of the Republican Party for years,” one former GOP House staffer said. “And those two things are going to be in direct competition with one another” in the debt talks. Cuts larger than $400 billion over a decade would serve two purposes for the Republicans: helping stave off tax increases and giving them campaign-trail fodder for the 2012 election cycle.

GOP likes military spending cuts – tea party influence and public opinion

The Epoch Times ’11 (The Epoch Times, 28 June 2011, Congressional Republicans Open to Defense Cuts, http://www.theepochtimes.com/n2/united-states/congressional-republicans-open-to-defense-cuts-58382.html)

This new willingness to cut defense spending is also an indicator of the Tea Party influence in the House of Representatives, exemplified by Representative Adam Kinzinger (R-Ill.), currently a reservist captain with prior active duty service in the U.S. Air Force. Elected to the House of Representatives on a Tea Party platform of smaller government and spending cuts, Kinzinger represents a new brand of Republican legislator no longer willing to treat the defense budget as a sacred cow. Testifying before the House Armed Services Committee in April, Kinzinger recommended as a cost-cutting measure shelving the development of a new Air Force flight suit known as the Integrated Aircrew Ensemble, a program that has thus far cost $99.4 million over six years. “I am a strong supporter of the military and ensuring that our military is the best equipped in the world,” Kinzinger said in his testimony. “However, we must make tough decisions with regard to military needs and military wants. Given the difficult budget environment we are in, we must make difficult decisions on how to best prioritize spending the taxpayer’s money.” Diminishing public support for the U.S.’s military operations abroad also plays a role in the willingness to deal with the defense budget. 

GOP doesn’t want more defense spending – no more sacred cows

Washington Post 6/27/11 (Washington Post, 27 June 2011, Republicans Consider Defense Cuts, http://seekingalpha.com/news-article/1339051-republicans-consider-defense-cuts)

Republicans in Washington are saying there are no sacred cows when it comes to budget cuts, including defense spending. "When we say everything is on the table, that's what we mean," said House Majority Whip Kevin McCarthy, R-Calif., The Washington Post reported Monday. House Majority Leader Eric Cantor said, "Everything is on the table," but said how defense spending cuts would be implemented "belongs in the appropriations process." In an interview Rep. Adam Kinzinger, R-Ill., said defense was "a pillar of Republican strength. It's a pillar of national strength." He added, however: "I know there are sacred cows. But we cannot afford them anymore." The Republican leadership is scheduled to meet with President Barack Obama to try to get past a stalemate in budget talks. Last week, Republicans abandoned a bi-partisan committee led by Vice President Joseph Biden, complaining that Democrats had were insisting on tax hike.

Military Spending - Tea Party
Tea Party wants lower defense spending 

CBS News ’11 (CBS News, 28 January 2011, Tea Party: Defense Spending not Exempt from Cuts, http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2011/01/23/politics/main7274710.shtml)

That's why tea party groups say if the government is going to cut spending, the military's budget needs to be part of the mix. "The widely held sentiment among Tea Party Patriot members is that every item in the budget, including military spending and foreign aid, must be on the table," said Mark Meckler, co-founder of the Tea Party Patriots. "It is time to get serious about preserving the country for our posterity. The mentality that certain programs are 'off the table' must be taken off the table." Former House Majority Leader Dick Armey and Matt Kibbe, leaders of the group FreedomWorks, which has backed the tea partiers, recently wrote in a Wall Street Journal editorial that "defense spending should not be exempt from scrutiny." On Gates' proposed savings of $145 billion over five years, they said, "That's a start."
***Popular Links
Generic

Both parties want to continue space exploration

Houston Chronicle 7-13 [“In bipartisan display, Texas lawmakers roast NASA administrator Charles Bolden”; http://blog.chron.com/txpotomac/2011/07/in-bipartisan-display-texas-lawmakers-roast-nasa-administrator-charles-bolden/ Date Accessed: July 16, 2011] 

Less than a week after liftoff for NASA’s final shuttle mission, House lawmakers on Tuesday criticized the head of the space agency for failing to provide Congress with a detailed plan for the future of space exploration. Rep. Sheila Jackson Lee, D-Houston, also raised questions about the future role NASA will play in Houston, site of the Johnson Space Center. Sheila Jackson Lee came to Tuesday's hearing to ask how NASA's new plans could affect Houston. (AP photo) Rep. Ralph Hall, R-Rockwall, chairman of the House Committee on Science, Space and Technology and Rep. Eddie Bernice Johnson, D-Dallas, asked NASA administrator Charles F. Bolden why his agency has yet to unveil a cost-estimated plan for future space transport. Bolden conceded that his agency has missed a January deadline and a more recent spring deadline to submit a detailed plan outlining NASA’s future after the Space Shuttle program is retired this month. But he explained that his agency needed more time to make good decisions about equipment and design. Bolden also said it was difficult for NASA to make spending plans when Congress and the Obama administration are still negotiating future federal budgets. Rep. Sheila Jackson Lee, D-Houston who no longer is a member of the panel that she sat on for 12 years, joined in the hearing to ask Bolden how Houston will play into NASA’s new plan. “I am continuing to press for Houston’s historic position in space to be rewarded and respected,’’ Jackson Lee said. She said NASA contractors are looking at thousands of layoffs as the shuttle era comes to an end. In January, Bolden told Congress that the agency wanted to send humans to an asteroid by 2025 and into Mars orbit by 2030. Bolden said he hopes those programs will pair with commercial shuttle ventures to create jobs in “space communities” like Houston. Hall rebuked Bolden for the lack of a detailed plan going forward. NASA head Charles Bolden (AP photo) “The fact that we do not have a final decision. . . represents almost an insult to this committee and to Congress,’’ Hall told the hearing. But Bolden said that, as the head of NASA, he must take the blame for the delay. He said he believes it would be irresponsible to set forth a plan complete with cost estimates before he is confident that they are accurate. He also said the agency must be sure it is headed in the correct direction. “I understand the interest in seeing that we move quickly,’’ Bolden said. “I share that interest and urgency. We cannot rush a critical decision that will drive NASA’s activities for several decades. We must be respectful stewards of taxpayer dollars.” Bolden cited the fate of NASA’s back-to-the-moon Constellation program as a warning against premature commitments. That program was abandoned after the Obama administration cut NASA’s budget. “A space program will only be successful if multiple congresses and multiple administrations provide adequate funding,’’ Bolden said. 

Lunar Mining
We are going through an educational boom right now, similar to what the Apollo program brought. Lunar mining is being embraced by people already.

International Business Times 6/29 (6/29/11, " Mining Moon for Helium-3: Future Perfect Power Source? ", http://www.ibtimes.com/articles/171239/20110629/lunar-reconnaissance-orbiter-nasa-moon-apollo-mission-surface.htm)

Recently NASA has announced Lunabotics mining competition where 36 teams of undergraduate and graduate students from around the globe tested their robot designs in a challenge at the Kennedy Space Center Visitor Complex in Florida. During the competition, teams were asked to design remotely controlled excavators, called lunabots, to determine which could collect the most simulated lunar soil during a specified timeframe. More than the competition, the context of such event makes news, especially after NASA's mission success for the Lunar Reconnaissance Orbiter (LRO) a robotic space craft which was orbiting the Moon and changed the view of the moon and brought forth some unknown details into focus. "Exploration will be well served by the LRO science mission, just as the LRO exploration mission has benefited lunar science,” Douglas Cooke, associate administrator of ESMD at NASA said. LRO's Lunar Orbiter Laser Altimeter (LOLA) has taken many measurements than all the lunar instruments of its kind in the past. In the last century, several discoveries have been made of the moon, a large chunk of them due to the Apollo mission. From the discovery of Lunar regolith which basically covers the surface of the moon, it has become evident that it contains unique Helium-3 that can prove to be a bonanza for energy-starving Earth. The lifeless moon has helium-3 in abundance that might change the face of Earth if properly mined and brought back. The Lunabotics competition held in the last week of May was a pointer that NASA is moving in that direction. The isotope is rarely found on Earth and can only be obtained as a by-product of Tritium. The moon's three-meter upper surface has about 10,000 metric tonnes of the titanium-rich soils of Mare Tranquillitatis. This was the region where Neil Armstrong and Apollo 11 landed in 1969. If mined and brought back to Earth, helium-3 can help produce about $4 billion per tonne worth energy. Considering the shortage of power on Earth and the dire need for an alternate source of power, helium-3 fits the bill perfectly. “There is 10 times more energy in Helium-3 on the moon as compared to the natural resources on Earth,” adds G.L. Kulcinski, Professor of Fusion Technology Institute. It also stands as a great source of fusion power because of its unique atomic structure. But extracting it from the moon is going to be a gigantic task. Nevertheless, this rare isotope of helium has many applications in homeland security, national security, medicine and science. Moreover, it comes without any radioactive effects and it is non-toxic.
People are moving towards a Lunar-based energy source in the future

Grist Magazine 7/11 (Sarah Laskow, 7/11/11, " Strip-mining the Moon: Bad idea, or the worst idea? ", http://www.grist.org/list/2011-07-11-strip-mining-the-moon-bad-idea-or-the-worst-idea) 

As a millennial, I don't share boomers' enthusiasm for the power of science to solve all problems. So when someone says that strip-mining the Moon for rocks rich in helium-3, heating the rocks to harvest the helium, and using that helium for nuclear fusion will solve the world's energy problems, I am inclined to say, “Ha! You power-mad old person, you are living in a science fiction story.” But that, in fact, may be the direction humanity is heading in, Moon-wise. Strip-mining the Moon won't be profitable until scientists perfect nuclear fusion. So far they've only gotten that process going for a few seconds, but real non-made-up scientists contacted for this post said that "It's totally possible. We're totally going to do it. It's going to be awesome." Helium-3 would produce a clean fusion process, leaving little of the radioactive waste that plagues nuclear fission, the process that nuclear plants use now. But Helium-3 is found rarely on Earth and is therefore worth $16 million dollars per kilo. With prices like that, resource extraction on the Moon all of a sudden becomes a fairly reasonable economic activity to pursue. EVEN THOUGH IT IS INSANE. Seriously, does this sound like a bad idea to anyone else? I, for one, am worried that pursuing the so-called "golden dream of nuclear fusion" will have some unintended consequences. But at least we’ll know what to tell the monkey when it asks why we’re blowing up the Moon: straight to the source Plans to strip-mine the moon may soon be more than just science-fiction, The Ecologist 

Asteroid Tracking
Mandated goals and budget increases means Congress approves of asteroid tracking
Space.com Staff 2010
(August 30 2010, “Potentially Dangerous Asteroid Spotted Passing Earth”, http://www.space.com/8312-potentially-dangerous-asteroid-spotted-passing-earth.html)

Only 5 percent of asteroids 164-feet (50-meters) across have been found, the report found. More funding is needed if NASA hopes to reach a Congress-mandated goal of tracking all potentially dangerous space rocks. President Barack Obama has proposed a budget increase in NASA's asteroid-tracking program that would boost its resources from $3.7 million in 2009 to $20.3 million in 2011. The program received a $2 million increase in 2010 to support the Arecibo telescope. Obama has also proposed sending astronauts to visit an asteroid by 2025 to study it and gather data that could help astronomers find ways to deflect space rocks before they threaten all life on Earth. The Arecibo Observatory is part of the National Astronomy and Ionosphere Center which is managed by Cornell University under a deal with the National Science Foundation. Astronomers with Cornell, NASA's Jet Propulsion Laboratory, California Institute of Technology and the University of Maine participated in the observing of asteroid 2005 YU55.

Asteroid Mining

Congress wants to get on an Asteroid

Leavitt 7-14, Writer on TG Daily [Lydia; “ Congress demands answers from NASA”; http://www.tgdaily.com/space-features/57211-congress-demands-answers-from-nasa; Date Accessed: July 16, 2011]

NASA is feeling the pressure as Congress demands a finalized design for a heavy-lift rocket that will be used to launch future manned space missions. During a recent congressional panel, House reps grilled NASA chief Charlie Bolden on details of the rockets design. Legislators originally gave NASA a deadline of mid-January 2011 to come up with a heavy-lift rocket blueprint, which the space agency has failed to meet. "We've waited for answers that have not come. We've pleaded for answers that have not come," committee chairman Ralph Hall (R-Texas) said to Bolden. "We've run out of patience." However, Bolden maintains NASA has submitted a design to the federal Office of Management and Budget and consulting firm Booz Allen Hamilton and is waiting on cost estimates. In May, NASA announced the future Multi-Purpose Crew Vehicle spaceship would be modeled after the Orion spacecraft, which was commissioned under President George W. Bush's Constellation program. The Obama administration canceled the Constellation program last year. Last year President Obama announced America's space goals, hoping NASA can get an astronaut to an asteroid by 2025 and to Mars by the mid-2030s. Of course the Space Launch System heavy-lift rocket is integral to Obama's goals and a space shuttle launch. Some members of Congress worry that if NASA can't produce solid plans of the spacecraft, the U.S. might fall behind as the global leader in spaceflight, especially after recently shutting down the (manned) space shuttle program after a 30 year run. The pressure is intensifying as other nations like China amp up their own space exploration initiatives. The loss of leadership may also prompt many of NASA's most prominent thinkers will move on to other space agencies. "I firmly believe that if we lose this talent, it won't be just to another state or another agency," said Rep. Eddie Bernice Johnson (D-Texas). "It'll be to another country." Bolden heard the congressmen's critisism but testified, "I share that interest and urgency. But we cannot rush a critical decision that will drive NASA's activities for decades." Bolden remains confident that NASA is indeed on track to achieve America's space goals as laid out by President Obama. He hopes the rocket and the crew can begin tests by 2017 with a manned launch around 2020. "We are not abandoning human spaceflight," Bolden said. "American leadership in space will continue for at least the next half century because we have laid the foundation for success." 

China Co-op
Prior commitment and recent outreach attempt means Congress would support cooperation on space issues
Foust 2011 (Jeff, senior editor and publisher of spacepolitics.com,  January 20 2011, “Resetting US-China Space Cooperation”, http://www.spacepolitics.com/2011/01/20/resetting-us-china-space-cooperation/)

In November NASA administration Charles Bolden suggested any US-China space cooperation would proceed at a slow pace after his visit to China in October. That meeting, set up after a meeting of Presidents Hu and Obama in China in 2009, was also to feature a visit to the US by “the appropriate Chinese counterpart” to Bolden in 2010. That visit didn’t come, though, as Aviation Week suggested that Bolden was trying not to “alienate” Rep. Frank Wolf (R-VA), a leading critic of China and the new chairman of the appropriations subcommittee whose jurisdiction includes NASA. In a joint statement yesterday during Hu’s visit to Washington, the issue of space again appeared, with a new offer by the US for hosting a Chinese space meeting: The United States and China agreed to take specific actions to deepen dialogue and exchanges in the field of space. The United States invited a Chinese delegation to visit NASA headquarters and other appropriate NASA facilities in 2011 to reciprocate for the productive visit of the U.S. NASA Administrator to China in 2010. The two sides agreed to continue discussions on opportunities for practical future cooperation in the space arena, based on principles of transparency, reciprocity, and mutual benefit. The statement this time refers to a “Chinese delegation” instead of the “appropriate Chinese counterpart” to the NASA administrator, perhaps getting around one issue Chinese space experts like Dean Cheng have observed: China has apparently never designated who the counterpart to the NASA administrator is in the Chinese space program.
Extraterrestrials 
Global support towards search for extraterrestrial life means congress would approve of the plan – they already increased funding in 2004

Washington Post 09 
(Kaufman, Mark, writer for the Washington Post, December 22, 2009, 
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/12/18/AR2009121803605.html)


HAT CREEK, CALIF. -- The wide dishes, 20 feet across and raised high on their pedestals, creaked and groaned as the winds from an approaching snowstorm pushed into this highland valley. Forty-two in all, the radio telescopes laid out in view of some of California's tallest mountains look otherworldly, and now their sounds conjured up visions of deep-space denizens as well. The instruments, the initial phase of the planned 350-dish Allen Telescope Array, are designed to systematically scan the skies for radio signals sent by advanced civilizations from distant star systems and planets. Fifty years after it began -- and 18 years since Congress voted to strip taxpayer money from the effort -- the nation's search for extraterrestrial intelligence is alive and growing. "I think there's been a real sea change in how the public views life in the universe and the search for intelligent life," said Jill Tarter, a founder of the nonprofit SETI Institute and the person on whom Carl Sagan's book "Contact," and the movie that followed, were loosely based. "We're finding new extra-solar planets every week," she said. "We now know microbes can live in extreme environments on Earth thought to be impossible for life not very long ago, and so many more things seem possible in terms of life beyond Earth." The Hat Creek array, which began operation two years ago, is a joint project of the SETI Institute and the nearby radio astronomy laboratory of the University of California at Berkeley. Made possible by an almost $25 million donation from Microsoft co-founder Paul Allen, the array is unique and on the cutting edge of radio astronomy. SETI and Berkeley share both the facility, 290 miles northeast of San Francisco, and all the data it collects. The dishes also represent a coming-of-age for SETI Institute enthusiasts and its sometimes hailed, sometimes ridiculed mission. While their effort was long associated with UFOs, over-excited researchers and little green men, it is now broadly embraced as important and rigorous science, and astronomers and astrobiologists in an increasing number of nations have become involved in parallel efforts. "This is legitimate science, and there's a great deal of public interest in it," said Alan Stern, a former assistant administrator at NASA who, in 2007, decided that proposals for extraterrestrial search programs should not be banned from the agency, as they had been since the early 1990s. The National Science Foundation had come to a similar decision a few years before. "It was not a big or difficult decision to change the policy," said Stern, who invited Tarter in to describe her program to NASA officials. "The technology and science had advanced, and so it made no sense to block applications." Limited search programs for intelligent extraterrestrials in the 1970s and 1980s abruptly lost their federal funding in 1992, after NASA proposed a greater effort. Former Sen. Richard Bryan (D-Nev.) led the charge in Congress, telling the Senate at one point: "The Great Martian Chase may finally come to an end. As of today, millions have been spent and we have yet to bag a single little green fellow. Not a single Martian has said, 'Take me to your leader,' and not a single flying saucer has applied for FAA approval." The funding was eliminated, even though SETI listens for radio signals from distant planets and has nothing to do with Mars or with a supposed search for flying saucers or other space oddities. But when NASA informed Congress that it was going to allow SETI to once again compete for funds, there were no objections, Stern said. Rita Colwell, who was director of the National Science Foundation when it approved a small-scale SETI Institute proposal in 2004, said several prominent astronomers endorsed the group, saying that the institute had become an important player in the field of radio astronomy. Still, search activity by the institute and others is often criticized for its lack of results. It has been 50 years since astronomer Frank Drake first used a radio antenna at the Green Bank National Radio Astronomy Observatory in West Virginia to listen for extraterrestrial signals, and so far no messages have been detected and confirmed. UCLA physicist and astronomer Ben Zuckerman often lectures on what he considers the overly optimistic predictions of search advocates, and he argues that if the Milky Way were home to technologically advanced civilizations we would know it by now. "I think very strong arguments can be brought to bear that the number of technological civilizations in the galaxy is one -- us," he said. Although disappointing to scientists searching for intelligent life beyond Earth, the absence of contact is something they consider far from surprising. As Tarter described the effort, the number of star systems studied so far for possible communications is minuscule compared with the number of stars in the sky -- on the same scale as if a person searched for a fish in the Earth's combined oceans by drawing out a single cup of water. "The chances of finding a fish in that one cup are obviously very small," she said. As she and others often point out, astronomers think the universe contains something on the order of 1,000,000,000,000,000,000,000,000 stars and, given the discovery so far of more than 400 extra-solar planets, it is generally assumed that billions or trillions more are orbiting in distant systems. What's more, it remains far from certain that listening for radio signals is the right approach. Radio is a relatively primitive form of communication, and advanced civilizations could be sending signals in many different ways. Given that possibility, astronomers have begun using optical telescopes to search for nanosecond laser blips and beeps that might be coming our way. A Harvard-Princeton University collaboration has resulted in some of the most sophisticated optical searches, and the effort now has worldwide appeal. In November, for instance, a group of 30 optical and radio observatories and amateur astronomers dedicated two nights to simultaneously viewing one particular star system in search of radio signals or laser pulses. The effort, led by Shin-ya Narusawa of the Nishi-Harima Observatory in southern Japan, targeted a system described in 1993 by Sagan and Paul Horowitz (leader of the optical search team at Harvard) as potentially habitable. "In Japan, our telescopes are all open to the regular people, and when they come in we want to know what are their big interests in astronomy," Narusawa said during the nighttime observation. "The top two are these: Is there an end, a border, to the universe? And is there life, especially intelligent life, anywhere other than Earth?" Narusawa said he hoped to cooperate with the SETI Institute in the future, as well as with more fledgling SETI programs in South Korea and Australia. Drake, the man who first began listening for intergalactic signals in 1960 and chairman emeritus of the SETI Institute's board, remains engaged in the search. When different channels, sensitivities and computing power are factored in, the technology now being brought to the effort is 100 trillion times more powerful than what he started with, Drake said. The explosion of radio "noise" from high-definition television, cellphones and military satellite communication makes it more difficult to identify a true signal from elsewhere, but ever more powerful computers are being used to read the data coming in. In addition to his work in institutionalizing the search effort and broadening the SETI Institute's mission to include more traditional astronomy, Drake is known for the "Drake Equation," an effort to quantify how likely it is that intelligent life exists elsewhere in the universe. The equation has been firmed up somewhat in recent years as a scientific consensus has grown that extra-solar planets are commonplace in other solar systems, but it remains essentially speculative since it relies on estimates of the likelihood of life's beginning and evolving on seemingly habitable planets. However, the equation could become more precise in the years ahead if NASA's Kepler mission, launched last year, finds the Earth-size planets it is designed to detect (and which many astronomers believe are prevalent in the Milky Way and other galaxies). Based on the Drake Equation, there should be an intelligent civilization orbiting one in 10 million stars. Although that is a tiny fraction, it is nonetheless a lot of potential intelligent extraterrestrials given the vastness of the universe; the Milky Way alone is believed to have more than 100 billion stars. That fraction also explains why SETI pioneers such as Drake are not surprised that no signals have been detected so far. "We've looked at far, far fewer than 10 million stars since 1960, and so we really can't say anything worthwhile yet about whether or not intelligent life is out there," Drake said. "Given our capabilities now, we might have something useful to say one way or another in 25 years." That's not the kind of time scale generally used in science programs, but SETI is hardly a typical scientific effort. Drake, who is nearly 80 years old, says he doubts he will be around when a signal is detected, but he is more than pleased with what his initial two-month effort in 1960 (named Project Ozma) has spawned. Finding private money to expand the Allen array has proven difficult, but he said SETI now has an application in with the National Science Foundation to help with the construction and operation. "At the beginning, there were maybe four or five people in the room when we'd call a meeting to discuss SETI," Drake said. "It was definitely on the fringe." "Now SETI and the field of astrobiology are mainstream, and a meeting might bring in 1,000 people," he said. "I never, never could have imagined that when I started."

Missile Defense/ BMD
Missile Defense popular now – massive budget increases for 2012
Press Release: Congressman Brooks, 2011 
(“Issue: Defense and National Security”, May 23 2011, http://brooks.house.gov/press-release/5122011-congressman-brooks-announces-boost-missile-defense-more-jobs-tennessee-valley)

Washington, D.C. – Congressman Mo Brooks (R-AL) announced today the passage of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012 (HR 1540), including several key amendments offered by Mr. Brooks. “The National Defense Authorization Act makes critical improvements to the 2012 budget, thereby enhancing our national defense,” said Congressman Brooks. “In particular, Redstone Arsenal benefits from this budget. Ballistic missile defense is increased by $109.7 million above the President’s requested $10.1 billion,” said Brooks. “Other local projects also fared well. The Armed Services Committee increased expenditures for Terminal High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) by $50 million, Ground-based Midcourse Defense (GMD) by $100 million, and Standard Missile 3 (SM-3) development and production by $90 million, all of which are managed out of Redstone Arsenal. These are important projects that will significantly strengthen our national missile defense capability through the support of the highly-skilled workforce here in North Alabama.” Congressman Brooks proposed an amendment to the bill, which was accepted by the Committee, that bars sharing sensitive missile defense technologies with Russia. “I proposed this amendment because I believe it is imperative to our national security that our weapons technologies be protected, not used as bargaining chips in negotiations with the Russians,” Brooks said. “This amendment restricts Russian access to missile defense technologies, including many technologies that were developed at Redstone, and protects our nation by preventing other countries from reverse engineering ways to defeat our missile defense systems.” Brooks continued, “I am thankful that the Committee approved my amendments to add $40 million to the Defense Access Roads program, which will fund road construction and improve roads in and around BRAC military bases like Redstone Arsenal, and to add $2.5 million to advanced aviation technology funding to develop unmanned aerial vehicle helicopter technology.” “Overall,” said Brooks, “the Defense Authorization Act is good for our country and for North Alabama. By protecting our technologies and funding critical missile defense projects, Congress today ensured that America will continue to be a world leader in technological advances, and a safe and free place to live.” Congressman Brooks’ contributions to the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012 also included an amendment to grant waivers to Prototype Integration Facilities (PIFs). PIFs are Department of Defense owned and operated fabrication facilities which design, construct, and produce solutions to meet the warfighters’ needs in limited quantities. The amendment would allow waivers for national security reasons and for rapid acquisition of equipment needed for emergency combat needs, thereby allowing Tennessee Valley contractors to perform greater workloads.
Congress has bipartisan support for missiles
Pasztor 7-15, WSJ Writer [Andy, “ Senators Push NASA to Set Rocket Plans”; http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702304521304576446271785497958.html?mod=googlenews_wsj#”; Date Accessed: July 16, 2011]

A bipartisan group of senators is ratcheting up pressure on NASA and White House budget officials to make a final decision on the design of a new heavy-lift rocket and announce the details within a few days. But this is unlikely to happen so quickly, and might not until the fall, National Aeronautics and Space Administration officials have suggested. The effort to get NASA to disclose specifics of its plans has been led in the past few days by Democratic Sen. Bill Nelson of Florida and Republican Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchison of Texas. 

SPS

Multiple tax credits, rebates, cash grants, and bonus depreciation means Congress loves supporting Solar Energy
Solarpowernews.org 2011 (February 3 2011, “30 Percent Federal Tax Credit and Other Solar Energy Incentives in 2011”, http://solarpowernews.org/30-percent-federal-tax-credit-and-other-solar-energy-incentives-in-2011/)

Good news for homeowners and businesses that plan to go solar in 2011. There are several federal tax credits that are still in effect or have been extended for the year. There’s the uncapped 30 percent federal tax credit on solar hot water and residential solar electric systems that are in effect until 2016. The Residential Renewable Energy Tax Cut was established by the federal government through the Energy Policy Act of 2005. At first the credit has a maximum of $2,000 for solar energy systems but this is ratified by The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, which states that an uncapped rebate is given to the cost of renewable energy system. Qualified systems include small wind and geothermal heat pumps, photovoltaic, and solar thermal systems. In 2010, Congress extended the 1603 Program: Payments for Specified Energy Property in Lieu of Tax Credits. This gives businesses a cash grant from the US Treasury until they file their taxes to receive the 30 percent federal tax credit, which is called the Business Energy Investment Tax Credit. Then there’s the Modified Accelerated Cost-Recovery System for renewable energy systems. A business that installs qualified solar energy systems in 2011 is entitled 100 percent bonus depreciation for the first year the system is used.
Space Shuttle
The shuttle program was wildly popular; statements from multiple lawmakers
Foust, 11 (Jeff, July 8 2011, “Congress/NASA”, http://www.spacepolitics.com/2011/07/08/members-of-congress-on-the-end-of-the-space-shuttle/)

I’m at the Kennedy Space Center this morning, where in a couple of hours, if weather permits (a big if right now!) and there are no technical issues, the shuttle Atlantis will lift off on STS-135, the final shuttle mission. In the last few days several members of Congress have spoken about the shuttle’s end and what the future holds. Rep. Ralph Hall (R-TX), chairman of the House Science, Space, and Technology Committee, notes in a statement he’s been in Congress since the shuttle’s first flight in 1981. He heaps praise on NASA and all involved with the shuttle program: “The talented men and women of NASA’s Space Shuttle team have done an extraordinary job, continually pushing the boundaries of science and engineering. They deserve tremendous credit for their accomplishments and their continuing commitment to the success of our nation’s endeavors in space.” He also looks to the future: With the retirement of the Space Shuttle, NASA will face a critical period and will need Congress’s support and direction to focus its limited resources on sustaining America’s leadership in space. We are in a challenging budget environment, but I believe that ensuring U.S. access to space is vital to our national interests. I believe human space exploration should be a national priority. In order for the U.S. to remain a leader in space exploration Congress has given NASA a blueprint in last year’s authorization bill, which is now law. The Space Launch System and Multi Purpose Crew Vehicle are important priorities that can also ensure the U.S. achieves assured access for American crews, in case commercial ventures do not materialize or our international partners become unable to provide access to the Space Station. As Chairman of the Science, Space, and Technology Committee, I will continue to make sure that NASA follows this path, so that America will remain the preeminent leader in space exploration. By contrast, Rep. Steven Palazzo (R-MS), chair of the space subcommittee of the House Science Committee, has only been in Congress since the beginning of this year. But he offers a similar take on NASA’s post-Shuttle future as Hall: With the retired Shuttle Program, America’s legacy as the unrivaled world leader in space exploration enters a new and uncertain era. NASA faces many new challenges to sustain America’s leadership in space, especially during this difficult budgetary time. As chairman of the Space and Aeronautics Subcommittee, I will work with Congress, NASA, and the Administration to clarify our goals and strategies, monitor the agency’s progress, and help address the needs and challenges ahead. I believe Congress should prioritize human spaceflight and continue developing the Space Launch System and Multi-Purpose Crew Vehicle in order to achieve assured access for American crews to the International Space Station, in the event commercial ventures are not successful. Congress has given NASA a clear direction to follow in last year’s authorization bill. I will do my part to assist Chairman Ralph Hall (R-TX) in ensuring NASA follows the law and maintains America’s space exploration legacy Sen. Marco Rubio (R-FL) released a statement he gave on the Senate floor Thursday on NASA and the future. “And so today on the eve of the final space shuttle launch, we celebrate the shuttle program’s remarkable feats, which exhibited many of the qualities that make America exceptional — courage, ingenuity, risk taking and an ability to accomplish what once seemed unthinkable,” he stated. He then took on the administration about NASA’s future:This brings me to the other reason for speaking today. You see, when this final shuttle mission draws to a close, many Americans will be startled by the realization that we don’t have an answer to the question: What’s next for NASA? NASA has no answer, the administration has no answer, and as we transition to the next generation of space exploration, Florida’s aerospace workers are left with only questions about their future. Rubio added later that while commercial crew efforts “is a promising development that we should encourage”, “NASA should lead.” Just not with any more money than it’s currently getting: “It will not be about spending more. It will be about spending wisely.” A different point of view about NASA’s future comes from Sen. Claire McCaskill (D-MO), which is interesting since she doesn’t speak out on space issues generally. She told Missouri News Horizon that she sees a bright future for the nation’s space program because of public-private partnerships like commercial cargo and crew. “I think you’re still going to see a very aggressive space program, it’s just going to be fashioned differently in terms of a public-private partnership,” she said. Houston radio station KUHF-FM also got a very brief comment from Sen. John Cornyn on life after the shuttle: “The last shuttle launch means that we are now going to be dependent on the tender mercies of Russia and other countries, to buy room on a shuttle or rocket that will actually get us to the International Space Station.”

Space Mil
Pentagon pushing for space militarization now

Tehran Times 7/1 (Stephen Lendman, 7/1/11, " The United States' New Military Industrial Complex ", http://www.tehrantimes.com/index_View.asp?code=243363)

In his 1990 address to a joint session of Congress, GHW Bush called it a “New World Order,” preparing the public for Operation Desert Storm and years of war and occupation of Iraq, perhaps knowing Serbia/Kosovo, Afghanistan, and other targeted states would follow. Obama is America's latest warrior president, succeeding numerous past ones, including Washington, Madison, Jackson, Lincoln, T. Roosevelt, Wilson, F. Roosevelt, Truman, Johnson, Nixon, Reagan, GHW Bush, Clinton, and GW Bush preceding him. Today's stakes, however are far greater and riskier because of Pentagon grand plans, including militarizing space as a platform for future wars. A previous article explained, accessed through the following link: http://sjlendman.blogspot.com/2010/09/americas-gra nd-strategy-militarizing.html It discussed plans to position nuclear, other state-of-the-art weapons, and delivery systems to wage multiple wars from space anywhere on short notice. Under Obama, the policy remains in place. His May 2010 National Security Strategy: “reserve(s) the right to act unilaterally if necessary to defend our nation and our interests.” In other words, to wage preemptive wars, using first-strike nuclear and other destructive weapons “to keep the American people safe (and advance the nation's) values and ideals,” pursuing unchallengeable global/space dominance, ruling by intimidation and war, making the world safe for capital. During the Cold War, MAD (mutually assured destruction) held both sides at bay. Today's strategy includes “more flexible options (for) a wider range of contingencies (with weapons) to optimize performance.” It means destroy an adversary's capabilities preemptively, then target others to eliminate all challenges to U.S. dominance. With America on a nuclear hair-trigger, it reinvented MAD in new form, threatening potential global nuclear winter, defined as “a long period of darkness and extreme cold that scientists predict would follow a full-scale nuclear war, a layer of dust and smoke in the atmosphere cover(ing) the earth and block(ing) the rays of the sun, (causing) most living organisms (to) perish.” Anti-nuclear expert Helen Caldicott says “one single failure of nuclear deterrence could end human history (quickly). Once initiated, it would take one hour to trigger a swift, sudden end to life on this planet.” Only nuclear disarmament and abolition of nuclear weapons can stop it, what's never discussed or considered. On January 17, 1961, Dwight Eisenhower coined the phrase “military industrial complex” in his farewell address, saying: “....we must guard against the acquisition of unwarranted influence, whether sought or unsought, by the military industrial complex. The potential for the disastrous rise of misplaced power exists and will persist.” As he prepared to leave office, he could hardly imagine the difference 50 years would make, transforming fortress America into a colossus, waging permanent global wars, spending unconscionable amounts on militarism and threatening planetary survival in the process. On April 17, 2010, Independent Institute analyst Robert Higgs said annual “defense-related spending greatly exceeds the amounts budgeted by the Department of Defense,” presenting FY 2009 data, the most recent figures available. The official $636.5 billion spent way understated a growing annual total even Higgs can't fully identify, given enormous black budgets and hidden add-ons, likely totaling hundreds of billions of dollars. 
Pentagon says that space defenses are vital to future US defenses

 Milford Daily News 7/11 (Clifford May, 7/11/11, " May: MAD not a 21st Century answer ", http://www.milforddailynews.com/opinion/x1498054363/May-MAD-not-a-21st-Century-answer)

The regime that rules Iran appears to view nuclear weapons and missile development as its highest priority, worth the pain being inflicted by a growing catalogue of international sanctions. It proclaims that "a world without American ...is attainable." More than a few of Iran's rulers hold the theological conviction that the return of the Mahdi, the savior, can be brought about only by an apocalypse. As scholar Bernard Lewis has phrased it, for those share the views of Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, "mutually assured destruction is not a deterrent. It's an inducement." Two years ago, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said that the U.S. should create a missile defense "umbrella" that would protect not only American citizens at home and American forces abroad but also America's allies. But such a project is not in development. And some say, given the state of the economy, we can't afford it now. Three reasons I disagree: U1. If just one American city should be hit by just one missile, the cost - not merely in dollars - will be far greater than that any missile defense system being contemplated. U2. The rationale for building nuclear-armed ballistic missiles disappears if it is clear the U.S. has both the will and a way to prevent those weapons from reaching their targets. U3. The cost need not be exorbitant. Our missile defense architecture is made up of various systems. Some can be cut. My top candidate is MEADS, the Medium Extended Air Defense System, now a decade behind schedule and more than a billion dollars over budget. The Pentagon recently concluded that MEADS "will not meet U.S. requirements or address the current and emerging threat without extensive and costly modifications." MEADS is being built in cooperation with the Germans and the Italians - neither still sees it as good value. But count me among those who strongly support developing a layer of missile defense in space utilizing "brilliant pebbles," space-based interceptors the size of watermelons that would be fired into the orbital path of a long-range missile causing a collision that would destroy the missile. The President's advisers oppose space-based missile defense. They charge that deploying such a system would "militarize" space. I think they have it backwards: Such a system would prevent missiles from passing through space on their way to their intended victims. Shouldn't that be the definition of de-militarizing space?
