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Plan drains Presidential capital – support has rapidly diminished

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

Transportation Infrastructure is unpopular – No GOP support

Taylor 2011 Political analyst at Real Clear Politics (Andrew, Senate GOP Blocks Obama Infrastructure Plan, November 3 2011, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/news/ap/politics/2011/Nov/03/senate_gop_blocks_obama_infrastructure_plan.html)//RAD

Republicans in the Senate Thursday dealt President Barack Obama the third in a string of defeats on his stimulus-style jobs agenda, blocking a $60 billion measure for building and repairing infrastructure like roads and rail lines. Supporters of the failed measure said it would have created tens of thousands of construction jobs and lifted the still-struggling economy. But Republicans unanimously opposed it for its tax surcharge on the wealthy and spending totals they said were too high. The 51-49 vote fell well short of the 60 votes required under Senate procedures to start work on the bill. Every Republican opposed the president, as did Democrat Ben Nelson of Nebraska and former Democrat Joe Lieberman, I-Conn., who still aligns with the party. Obama's loss was anything but a surprise, but the White House and its Democratic allies continue to press popular ideas from Obama's poll-tested jobs package in what Republicans say is nothing more than a bare-knuckle attempt to gain a political edge by invoking the mantra of jobs but doing little to seek compromise. "The truth is, Democrats are more interested in building a campaign message than in rebuilding roads and bridges," said Senate GOP Leader Mitch McConnell of Kentucky. "And frankly, the American people deserve a lot better than that." Obama ripped Republicans in an unusually tough statement issued by the White House. "The American people deserve to know why their Republican representatives in Washington refuse to put some of the workers hit hardest by the economic downturn back on the job rebuilding America," Obama said. "It's time for Republicans in Congress to put country ahead of party and listen to the people they were elected to serve. It's time for them to do their job and focus on Americans' jobs." After Republicans blocked Obama's infrastructure plan, the president's Democratic allies immediately killed a competing GOP infrastructure plan that would have extended existing highway and transit spending programs and paid for the spending with a $40 billion cut in unspent funding for other domestic programs. The White House opposed the measure over its spending cuts and provisions that would block recent clean air rules and make it harder for the administration to issue new rules. Obama unveiled his $447 billion jobs plan in September and has launched a campaign-style effort _ featuring multiple rallies in states crucial to his re-election bid _ to try to get it passed. In votes last month, Republicans blocked the entire $447 billion jobs package and a subsequent attempt by Democrats to pass a $35 billion piece of it aimed at preventing layoffs of teachers and firefighters. Another political flash point is the way Democrats have sought to pay for Obama's jobs measures _ a surcharge on income exceeding $1 million. The idea enjoys wide backing in opinion polls but is stoutly opposed by Republicans, who say it would hit small business owners and therefore threaten job growth. With the demise of Thursday's measure, an announcement could come as early as Friday on what's the next piece of Obama's jobs agenda to break out for a stand-alone vote. 

Spending concerns ensure a link - 

Fox News 7/9/12 (“Conservatives make it rough for business” Fox News http://www.foxnews.com/us/2012/07/09/conservatives-make-it-rough-for-business/)

"They are all in favor of it but nobody wants to fund it. That's the big problem," Hansen said. "It all boils down to money and how are we going to pay for it. With the economy and all the other issues going on, everybody is very reluctant to talk about funding anything with any type of increase, which is ridiculous when infrastructure is one of the few things the federal government should be involved in."
Transportation Infrastructure costs capital – no support on either side ensures gridlock

Freemark December 1st, 2010, Urbanist and journalist who has worked in architecture, planning, and transportation. (Yonah, Growing Conservative Strength Puts Transit Improvements in Doubt, The transport politic, http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:sEsD0Ut2FFEJ:www.thetransportpolitic.com/2010/12/01/growing-conservative-strength-puts-transit-improvements-in-doubt/&hl=en&gl=us&prmd=imvns&strip=1)
But there is little support for increased taxes from any side of the political table and there is a fundamental aversion from the mainstream Republican Party to the investments that have defined the government’s recent transportation strategy. Meanwhile, declining power of the purse resulting from a fuel tax last increased in 1993 means that the existing situation is unacceptable, at least if there is any sense that something must be done to expand investment in transportation infrastructure. Gridlock — and myopic thinking about how to improve mobility in the United States — will ensue.

at: new bill disproves the link**
New Transportation bill is aimed at preserving the status quo and decreasing investment – partisan differences remain

Freemark 7/1 – Yonah, Urbanist and journalist who has worked in architecture, planning, and transportation (Congress Passes Major Transportation Bill, Preserving the Status Quo, The Transport Politic, July 1, 2012,  http://www.thetransportpolitic.com/2012/07/01/congress-passes-major-transportation-bill-preserving-the-status-quo/)
On Friday, the U.S. House and Senate passed MAP-21*, the federal government’s latest ground transportation authorization bill, modeled closely on the bill that passed the Senate in March. The $105-billion piece of legislation will provide funding for essential highway and public transportation programs, most of which are in the form of formula-based allocations that direct money automatically to states and metropolitan areas. The bill will be in effect for 27 months, expiring in September 2014. MAP-21 replaces SAFETEA-LU, the last long-term federal transportation bill, which expired in 2009; in the meantime, we have seen extension after extension of that law and a seemingly never-ending set of grueling disagreements about the future of mobility policy in the U.S. that revealed stark partisan differences about the role of the federal government in directing the construction and maintenance of the nation’s road and transit systems. There have been points in this debate when the chances of a bill passing — any bill other than an extension — seemed close to nil. Democrats have demonstrated a sincere interest in expanding the amount spent on new transportation capital, especially in high-speed rail and transit, as illustrated by President Obama’s proposal in early 2011 for a $556 billion, six-year bill. Republicans, meanwhile, have argued for constraining the amount spent on highways to revenues collected from fuel taxes — and abandoning efforts to expand funding for sustainable mobility. But ultimately the two sides have similar goals: To maintain existing transportation funding without increasing taxes to pay for them; in other words, to preserve the status quo. Indeed, that is the first point to make clear about this transportation bill: It is neither transformational nor a long-term problem-solver. It does not “fail America,” as some have suggested, by failing to make the major reforms that have been suggested by proponents for four years. It does reduce the complication of moving a major project through the federal grant process and it reduces the overall confusion of programs in the U.S. Department of Transportation, two important changes. It is, however, a disappointment that the bill does not do more to equalize decision making between modes, of course: Why do there continue to be separate budgets for highways and for transit? Why can’t rail (which goes unfunded in this legislation) be compared to highway expansion when the latter is being considered? Meanwhile, why do transit expansion projects continue to be subjected to rigorous competitions for funding, while highways do not? The bill continues the decades-long trend of declining investment in transportation at the national level. As the following chart shows, as a share of the federal budget, transportation spending has declined from about 3% in the 1960s to about 2.5% in the 1970s to about 1.5% today. At the national level (including local and state funding), transportation spending has declined from about 2% of U.S. GDP to less than 1.5% (though there was a stimulus-related jump in 2009). There has been a general decline in the perception of the importance of spending public dollars on transportation. That trend will continue under MAP-21, which provides about $50 billion per year in funding, equivalent to spending today adjusted for inflation. It is worth questioning whether we need to significantly increase spending on transportation. The massive federal investments in new highways from 1956 to the mid-1980s encouraged the decentralization of our cities and a decline in our transit systems. Now that our cities are growing again, some might argue that they should simply find the tax revenues to pay for improvements themselves — but that suggestion has its real weak points, specifically because it diminishes the redistributive potential of the federal system. Moreover, as long as national funding continues to pump tens of billions into highways every year, I question how cities will be able to keep up. U.S. ground transportation spending has declined as a percentage of GDP or federal government budget. Dotted line shows projections based on MAP-21 funding. Data from the Congressional Budget Office and the Office of Management and Budget. Preserving the status quo doesn’t mean keeping spending in line with revenues from the fuel tax. Because neither party has demonstrated an interest in working for an increase in the gas tax or establishing a viable alternative, maintaining current spending levels means that funds must be identified from elsewhere.
New bill doesn’t disprove the link – it did nothing and was not a stand-alone bill

PPG 7/8 – (Lost art: A partisan Congress does little on transportation, Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, July 8, 2012, Read more: http://www.post-gazette.com/stories/opinion/editorials/lost-art-a-partisan-congress-does-little-on-transportation-643773/#ixzz20XQDtacy)
Congress finally did what it should have done months before -- passed a federal transportation bill. While this ended wide uncertainty in transportation circles, it was not a great triumph of bipartisanship, just a truce by partisans who wanted the voters to think Congress could do its job.

The transportation component was part of a broad deal that froze federally funded student loan rates for another year and reauthorized the government flood insurance program. But while our federal lawmakers congratulated themselves, voters should not be taken in.

In Pennsylvania, which has a chronic transportation infrastructure problem and mass transit systems running on empty -- witness the Port Authority of Allegheny County -- the lack of real forward thinking by Congress is especially galling.

True, this was this first long-term transportation spending plan agreed to by Congress since 2005, but that only means a two-year extension. The bill replaced one that expired in October 2009 and was extended nine times.

Congress kept the federal gasoline tax at 18.4 cents per gallon. This tax, which hasn't been increased since 1993, is (together with state gasoline taxes) the major source of funding for road and bridge projects. Simply to keep up with current road, bridge and transit funding, the bill tapped nearly $20 billion from non-transportation sources.

As the Post-Gazette's Jon Schmitz reported Monday, the new federal legislation reduces Pennsylvania's transportation funding by $100 million in its first year, to $1.6 billion.

Robert Latham, executive vice president of the Associated Pennsylvania Constructors and a member of Gov. Tom Corbett's commission on transportation funding, characterized the federal bill as "bumping along" for the next two years: "It's kind of another way for Congress to kick the can down the road."

Mr. Latham said this outcome "underscores the need for the governor and legislative leadership to act on transportation funding ... we're looking at the continued deterioration of the transportation system unless we do something in Harrisburg." Unfortunately, Gov. Corbett hasn't acted on the commission's recommendations.

For its part, Congress spent months of wrangling and nearly derailed the effort to restructure federal highway programs and make sure they're paid for. House Republicans tried to include a provision approving construction of the politically charged Keystone XL oil pipeline from Canada to Texas.

That demand was dropped in the end, but Democrats agreed to onerous provisions that provide less money for bike trails, walking paths and other enhancements.

In general, the bill illustrated that Washington is unable to act these days without a gun to its head. Such brinkmanship may appeal to the Democratic and Republican fringes, but most Americans long for the days when politics truly was "the art of the possible." 

New Bill removed all controversial parts – only funds highways

Hanscom 6/28 – Greg, staff writer (Congress passes terrible transportation bill, hits the road, grist, http://grist.org/news/congress-passes-terrible-transportation-bill-hits-the-road/)
After months of partisan gamesmanship, Congress finally coughed up a transportation bill today. Both the House and the Senate voted to okay a compromise of a compromise that is a major letdown for fans of bikes and clean transit. President Obama is expected to sign it into law today or tomorrow. Despite much back-patting and talk of bipartisanship, a semi-decent Senate version of the bill was gutted during the conference-committee process. First House lawmakers loaded it up with “poison pills,” including a provision that would have forced the approval of the Keystone XL tar-sands pipeline. Those pills were dropped from the final bill, but so were measures that would have promoted public transit, walking and biking infrastructure, air quality, accountability, and environmental review. What was left? Highways, highways, and more highways. “The final bill looks a lot like HR7,” a never-passed House version of the bill that would have slashed funds for transit, bike paths, and safe routes to school, says David Goldberg of the nonprofit Transportation for America. “This is the last gasp of a spent, 20th-century transportation program.” When last seen, members of Congress were hightailing it for their Fourth of July recess, kicking up a cloud of exhaust. They were quickly caught in pre-holiday traffic, however, giving them a taste of what we’re all in for in the years ahead. 

xt: spending link

Spending concerns outweigh – guarantees a link

Fox News 7/9/12 (“Conservatives make it rough for business” Fox News http://www.foxnews.com/us/2012/07/09/conservatives-make-it-rough-for-business/)

"They are all in favor of it but nobody wants to fund it. That's the big problem," Hansen said. "It all boils down to money and how are we going to pay for it. With the economy and all the other issues going on, everybody is very reluctant to talk about funding anything with any type of increase, which is ridiculous when infrastructure is one of the few things the federal government should be involved in."
Congress has no appetite - spending concerns

Moskowitz, Eric 7/7/12-Globe staff- Moskowitz covers transportation, writing about news, politics, and everyday life along the Boston area’s roads, rails, and bridges. In 2005, The New England Society of Newspaper Editors named him community newspaper reporter of the year for his work at the Concord Monitor in New Hampshire. (“$2b in aid for Mass. transit projects” Boston.com http://www.boston.com/news/local/massachusetts/articles/2012/07/07/2b_in_aid_for_mass_transit_projects/)

The plan is financed largely by an 18.4-cents-a-gallon federal gas tax last increased in 1993, meaning it has lost buying power because of inflation and more fuel-efficient cars. A bipartisan deficit reduction commission created by the president in 2010 recommended raising the tax to bolster the transportation system, but ­Congress had no appetite for it in an election year.
We have a fair number of people in Congress right now who think that all government spending is inherently evil,” Capuano said, calling it an unfortunate historical departure. “What kind of country would we have if Republicans — Ike Eisenhower — hadn’t built the interstate system with taxpayer dollars?”
Funding battles ensure the link – previous authorizations have only been short-term
Schank 2012 – Joshua, President & CEO Eno Center for Transportation (The Federal Role in Transportation Part II: Four Ideas for Lesser Federal Involvement, Eno Brief Newsletter, June 16, 2012, http://www.enotrans.org/eno-brief/the-federal-role-in-transportation-part-ii-four-ideas-for-lesser-federal-involvement)
In a remarkable display of bipartisanship, Congress has finally passed a new surface transportation authorization bill, which is the first such legislation since SAFETEA-LU expired in 2009. The bill represents a substantial step forward in many respects, and we will provide a full analysis in the next Eno Brief. But while Congress faced many challenges in passing a new bill, perhaps the greatest challenge was the one they still have yet to deal with. This bill lacks a viable proposal for paying for stable or increased transportation expenditures in the long-term. Simultaneously, Congress still seems to be unwilling to cut expenditures to the levels at which they can be maintained within existing revenue streams. The bill that finally emerged from Congress is a short-term authorization financed with an influx of general revenues, and will not resolve the long-term funding issue. While we are still effectively in a policy stalemate with respect to funding for surface transportation, the new bill does specify some national goals and directs the development of specific performance measures to evaluate progress towards those goals. Congress is beginning to recognize that no matter what the eventual size of this program, federal funding should focus on areas of national interest. The challenge is to define exactly what that national interest should be, and this challenge is not limited to surface transportation.

Deficit spending controversial in Congress

Schank 2012 – Joshua, President and CEO Eno Center for Transportation (Is Partisanship the Problem?, Eno Brief Newsletter, April 16, 2012, http://www.enotrans.org/eno-brief/is-partisanship-the-problem)
While neither party is particularly thrilled with the idea of spending general revenues on transportation at the moment, Democrats are more willing to consider it. Witness the strong Democratic support for the Senate bill, as well as the President’s proposal to pay for more transportation spending with “savings” from ending the wars in the Middle East. Republicans seem to prefer using these offsets to trim the deficit instead of investing in transportation, though there is some clear division in the Republican party along these lines, as several Republicans voted for the Senate bill, and the House leadership proposed a bill with a large general fund offset that never went anywhere. The issue of how we deal with our deficit while also making necessary investments is a tricky one that several nations around the globe are currently struggling with. It is no surprise that our political parties are having a difficult time sorting it out, but there is room for compromise with some combination of deficit-reduction and spending increases.

at: spending now
Link is still unique – recent bills did not increase new spending

Snyder, Guy 7/6/12 (“Michigan Construction News” http://michiganconstructionnews.com/Resources/Drag-7-6-12-Acrobat.pdf)

With Congress working up to the wire, and slightly beyond, in adopting its ¶ reauthorization of the federal surface transportation program, only now are ¶ details slowly surfacing. President Barack Obama is expected to sign the ¶ legislation today. Yet, as Pete Ruane, president and chief executive officer ¶ of the American Road & Transportation Builders Association, points out, the ¶ bill offers both good news as well as bad.¶ “The bad news is there is no new money,” he notes. “And even with their ¶ federal funds, we are now in a situation where 28 states have invested less ¶ in highway and bridge projects over the past 12 months than they did in prerecession 2008, even when adjusted for inflation.”¶ The new program, dubbed “Moving Ahead For Progress For The 21¶ st¶ Century ¶ (MAP-21,)” will provide a degree of stability during its short lifetime. It will Michigan Construction News • Dragline, by Guy Snyder • July 6, 2012 • Page 2 of 6¶ also institute reforms for hastening the allocation of federal money for ¶ transportation improvements. But far more work needs to be done

xt: schedule vote = pc

TI is unpopular – even scheduling the vote will be hard

Congressional Documents and Publications Mar 14, 2012 (Congressional Documents and Publications/ContentWorks via COMTEX, http://html5.tmcnet.com/news/2012/03/14/6188794.htm)
But House Republicans--who are more interested in playing politics than protecting America's highways, roads and bridges--refuse to abandon their "My Way or the Highway" transportation bill that destroys jobs. Bipartisanship, investment, job creation: What's not to love about the two-year surface-transportation bill that the Senate is poised to pass on Wednesday? Maybe that it's not going anywhere. Despite threatening, there is no indication that House Speaker John Boehner, R-Ohio, will actually bring the Senate-passed version to the floor when the House returns next week. House GOP leaders are still hammering out a five-year bill akin to the speaker's original plan.

xt: election year politics

Election year politics means TI is uniquely unpopular

Bowen, Robert 6/24/12 (“Obstruction: Things Congress is not doing but should be doing” Do-Nothing Congress http://www.examiner.com/article/obstruction-things-congress-is-not-doing-but-should-be-doing)

Most highway construction in the United States is funded by the federal fuel tax. Bridge repair and construction of new highways is funded on a 90% federal and 10% local basis. The bill that allows the government to collect that tax and allows governments to spend the money in the fund expires July 1. If it expires, work will stop work on highway and bridge projects across the nation. It will also impact the FAA, and mass transit and rail projects.¶ Since the federal highway program began, every Congress, Republican or Democratic, has passed a 5-year re-authorization bill before the act expired--until the current Congress. It has passed a series of 2-6 month temporary extensions for the last 3 years. The current temporary extension expires in 6 days. Negotiations on the bill have fallen apart.¶ If the funding bill expires 1,800,000 Americans will lose their jobs. Passage of a long term bill would save those jobs and add a million or more additional jobs for construction workers. That would reduce unemployment whereas layoffs would hurt the President’s re-election which is the Republicans’ publically stated number one priority.¶ So Congress is doing nothing for highways and transportation.
Zero chance of compromise – election year politics means stark divisions

Matthews, Mark K.3/8/12- Washington Bureau (“Partisan divisions, tea party leave Rep. Mica's highway bill in tatters” http://articles.orlandosentinel.com/2012-03-08/news/os-mica-highway-bill-20120305_1_transportation-bill-transportation-funding-highway-bill)

U.S. Rep. John Mica, R-Winter Park, to become chairman of the powerful House transportation committee.¶ But being chairman doesn't guarantee success — as shown by Mica's inability so far to pass one of his top priorities: a five-year, $260 billion highway bill that would rewrite transit laws and potentially add toll roads to Interstate 4. The bill was to be the capstone of his chairmanship: Congress has failed to pass a long-term transportation bill since the previous one expired in 2009.¶ Transportation bills traditionally had bipartisan support from lawmakers because they send billions of dollars to states and communities to build and repair roads and bridges, as well as help fund mass transit. But this one has foundered in the unique political climate of 2012 Washington.¶ A partisan Congress is divided between Democrats and Republicans, and then subdivided between old-guard Republicans such as Mica and hard-line tea-party freshmen unwilling to tolerate anything that smacks of deficit spending. And earmarks — lawmakers' pet projects that served as the grease for the gears of public policy; there were 6,000 in the previous transportation bill — have been banned.¶ Without that grease — and with more needs than money — the bill is under attack, especially by conservative House members who accuse Mica of running up the deficit.¶ "It's a tough one. I don't want to say it isn't," Mica said. "We are just working our way through it."¶ 

Huge disagreement in TI means no compromise – election year politics

Freemark 2011 - Urbanist and journalist who has worked in architecture, planning, and transportation (Yonah, Understanding The Republican Party’s Reluctance to Invest in Transit Infrastructure, January 25 2011, http://www.thetransportpolitic.com/2011/01/25/understanding-the-republican-partys-reluctance-to-invest-in-transit-infrastructure/)//RAD
What does this mean? When there is a change in political power in Washington, the differences on transportation policy and other urban issues between the parties reveal themselves as very stark. Republicans in the House of Representatives know that very few of their constituents would benefit directly from increased spending on transit, for instance, so they propose gutting the nation’s commitment to new public transportation lines when they enter office. Starting two years ago, Democrats pushed the opposite agenda, devoting billions to urban-level projects that would have been impossible under the Bush Administration. Highway funding, on the other hand, has remained relatively stable throughout, and that’s no surprise, either: The middle 50% of congressional districts, representing about half of the American population, features populations that live in neighborhoods of low to moderate densities, fully reliant on cars to get around. It is only in the densest sections of the country that transit (or affordable housing, for instance) is even an issue — which is why it appears to be mostly of concern to the Democratic Party. Republicans in the House for the most part do not have to answer to voters who are interested in improved public transportation. This situation, of course, should be of significant concern to those who would advocate for better transit. To put matters simply, few House Republicans have any electoral reason to promote such projects, and thus, for the most part they don’t. But that produces a self-reinforcing loop; noting the lack of GOP support for urban needs, city voters push further towards the Democrats. And sensing that the Democratic Party is a collection of urbanites, those from elsewhere push away. It’s hard to know how to reverse this problem.

xt: gop block

Congress is in political gridlock, transportation infrastructure has been pushed aside

Freemark 2012 - Urbanist and journalist who has worked in architecture, planning, and transportation (Yonah, On Infrastructure, Hopes for Progress This Year Look Glum, Jan. 25, 2012, http://www.thetransportpolitic.com/2012/01/25/on-infrastructure-hopes-for-progress-this-year-look-glum/)//RAD

If these suggestions fell flat for the pro-investment audience, they were reflective of the reality of working in the context of a deeply divided political system in which such once-universally supported policies as increased roads funding have become practically impossible to pursue. Mr. Obama pushed hard, we shouldn’t forget, for a huge, transformational transportation bill in early 2011, only to be rebuffed by intransigence in the GOP-led House of Representatives and only wavering support in the Democratic Senate. For the first term at least, the Administration’s transportation initiatives appear to have been pushed aside. Even so, it remains to be seen how the Administration will approach the development of a transportation reauthorization program. Such legislation remains on the Congressional agenda after three years of delays (the law expires on March 31st). There is so far no long-term solution to the continued inability of fuel tax revenues to cover the growing national need for upgraded or expanded mobility infrastructure. But if it were to pass, a new multi-year transportation bill would be the most significant single piece of legislation passed by the Congress in 2012. The prospect of agreement between the two parties on this issue, however, seems far-fetched.
Republicans oppose all government spending for TI

Freemark 2011 - Urbanist and journalist who has worked in architecture, planning, and transportation (Yonah, Understanding The Republican Party’s Reluctance to Invest in Transit Infrastructure, January 25 2011, http://www.thetransportpolitic.com/2011/01/25/understanding-the-republican-partys-reluctance-to-invest-in-transit-infrastructure/)//RAD

Transportation policy is prominent on the group’s list, no matter President Obama’s call for investments in the nation’s transportation infrastructure, expected to be put forward in tonight’s state of the union address. Not only would all funding for Amtrak be cut, representing about $1.5 billion a year, but the Obama Administration’s nascent high-speed rail program would be stopped in its tracks. A $150 million commitment to Washington’s Metro system would evaporate. Even more dramatically, the New Starts program, which funds new rail and bus capital projects at a cost of $2 billion a year, would simply disappear. In other words, the Republican group suggests that all national government aid for the construction of new rail or bus lines, intercity and intra-city, be eliminated.
Transportation spending is highly partisan

Schank 2012 – Joshua, President and CEO Eno Center for Transportation (Is Partisanship the Problem?, Eno Brief Newsletter, April 16, 2012, http://www.enotrans.org/eno-brief/is-partisanship-the-problem)
The partisan differences between the parties on the issue of transportation are likely resolvable. Admittedly, we are not immune from the larger political partisanship infecting the nation at the moment. The general lack of cooperation between both parties and lack of civility that pervades the political discourse also impacts transportation and makes the job more difficult. But there is little we can do about that. We can do something, however, about the definition of the federal role, which so far no one in Congress on either side of the aisle has really tried to address. The definition of the federal role is vital to moving forward because there is currently no agreed-upon purpose for the surface transportation program. We are so challenged by the new rules of bipartisan agreement – no new revenue, no earmarks, and no expanding the constituencies – that we seem to have no idea how to create a new bipartisan majority behind transportation in this new environment. Hence we find ourselves with the best-case scenario of passing an 18-month authorization bill using obscure offsets to maintain current investment levels. We are unlikely to ever secure funding – of any size – for a long-term transportation reauthorization unless we begin this discussion of the federal role and move beyond the discussion of funding. If we can begin the conversation about the federal role, and achieve some bipartisan consensus on that, we may just be able to also achieve consensus on funding. That is not to say this will be easy, but we should not let the appearance of rampant partisanship discourage us. Perhaps under such a compromise, funding levels will not be as high as they have been in the past. But in order to maintain past funding levels, transportation agencies have had to sacrifice any semblance of certainty or long-term planning capability. If we focused less on funding levels, and more on program purpose, we might just find ourselves in a better position.
Tea Party means GOP will oppose any TI investment

Freemark 2011 - Urbanist and journalist who has worked in architecture, planning, and transportation (Yonah, Financing the Nation’s Infrastructure in Our Age of Cutbacks, March 6th 2011, http://www.thetransportpolitic.com/2011/03/06/financing-the-nations-infrastructure-in-our-age-of-cutbacks/)//RAD

Which leaves the federal government. The Obama Administration’s attempts over the past two years to make the argument that government investments in infrastructure have had bipartisan support for more of the past century has arguably backfired in the face of a stridently anti-government-investment Tea Party and its apparent backers in the Congress, many of the increasingly conservative members of the Republican Party. Attempting to differentiate themselves from the Democrats, the GOP has taken a no-compromise approach and will fight any increases in spending.

GOP is obstructionist – positive benefits of the plan mean they are more likely to oppose it

Huffington Post 5/1/12 (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/dave-johnson/transportation-infrastruc_b_1469356.html, It is the freaking Huffington Post they are qualified)
President Obama spoke Monday at the AFL-CIO's Building and Construction Trades Department Legislative Conference in Washington, asking Republicans to stop blocking infrastructure and transportation projects. (See transcript here.) These projects would immediately create jobs, which would immediately start reducing the country's deficit -- which is probably why Republicans are blocking them. There are millions of infrastructure jobs that absolutely need doing. There are millions of people out of work who really, really need jobs. On top of that the cost of financing is the lowest ever. So maintaining and modernizing our infrastructure would immediately put millions of people to work. But wait, there's more! Modernizing our infrastructure would make our economy more efficient and our businesses more competitive, bringing returns for decades. So, of course, with all these points going for it Republicans are blocking it. The Obstruction We have been deferring infrastructure maintenance since the Reagan years, but in recent years Republicans have doubled down on blocking public investment, calling it "just more government spending" and even "socialism." And, they complain, construction projects help union members. So Republicans have blocked bill after bill to repair and modernize the infrastructure, or to maintain and modernize our aging transportation system, build high-speed rail, etc. The president discussed this obstruction in his speech.

Gridlock ensures the link
BBVA June 14, 2012 (Banco Bilbao Vizcaya Argentina, Economic Watch, http://www.bbvaresearch.com/KETD/fbin/mult/120614_EconomicWatchEEUU_170_tcm348-333692.pdf)
However, the CBO predicts that the HTF will run an accumulated deficit between $85bn and $115bn between 2011 and 2021. The solution to this problem relies on spending cuts, tax increases, or both. However, neither of them seems like a reasonable option nowadays considering the increasing severity of the political gridlock in the U.S. Spending cuts would only add to the infrastructure deficit, and tax increases are unpopular among many. Not surprisingly, Congress has not increased the gasoline tax since 1993. In the meantime, the cost of building, maintaining and operating highways continues to increase.
Any transportation legislation drains capital. Angers the GOP

Freemark 2010 – Yonah, Master of Science in Transportation from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (Growing Conservative Strength Puts Transit Improvements in Doubt, Transport Politic, December 1st, 2010 , http://www.thetransportpolitic.com/2010/12/01/growing-conservative-strength-puts-transit-improvements-in-doubt/)

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

Obama makes push for transportation Infrastructure Investment

Pace 11 – staff writer for Associated Press (Julie, “Obama pushes for Transportation Spending” MSNBC, August 31, 2011, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/44340815/ns/politics-white_house/t/obama-pushes-transportation-spending/) ELB
Warning of dire consequences for the nation's workers, President Barack Obama on Wednesday urged Congress to extend bills to fund highways and air travel that he said would protect a million jobs.¶ "For construction workers and their families across the country, it represents the difference between making ends meet or not making ends meet," Obama said during a speech in the RoseGarden.¶ The federal highway spending bill at issue expires Sept. 30. A Senate proposal would last only two years and cost $109 billion, while the House is considering a longer, six-year bill that could cut spending from current levels.¶ The president said 4,000 workers would be immediately furloughed without pay if the bill is not extended, and a significant delay could lead to 1 million workers losing their job over the next year.¶ "All of them will be out of a job just because of politics in Washington," Obama said. "That's just not acceptable. It's inexcusable."¶ Obama also called on lawmakers to pass a clean extension of a bill to fund the FederalAviation Administration before it expires in mid-September. The FAA was already partially shut down for two weeks this summer, because lawmakers couldn't agree to an extension in time.¶ While Congress ultimately reached an agreement, the partial shutdown affected tens of thousands of workers and cost the government about $30 million a day.

Obama hopes that push for investment in transportation infrastructure to help with unemployment
Boyd 11 – Associate Editor at Journal of Commerce (John D., “Obama urges Transportation Spending, Tax Cut Extension, Journal of Commerce, August 8, 2011, http://www.joc.com/infrastructure/obama-urges-transport-spending-tax-cut-extension) ELB
President Obama renewed his call for Congress to quickly approve a new transportation infrastructure investment program next month, and extend a payroll tax cut and jobless benefits to bolster the ailing economic recovery.¶ He made the comments as the stock market was plunging in the first U.S. trading session after the S&P rating agency downgraded U.S. debt. Obama blamed Republican threats to perhaps allow a U.S. debt default for having “roiled the markets . . . and slowed the pace of recovery.” That threat was averted by last week’s debt accord with Congress.¶ However, Obama also said U.S. debt problems are “emminently solvable,” through a combination of tax reform and “modest adjustments” to medical entitlement programs, which he said were not radical steps.¶ The Dow Jones Industrial Average had fallen more than 400 points on Monday before the president began his remarks. That followed a 513-point plunge on Aug. 4 and a number of declines in the past two weeks.¶ Obama said the most pressing issue to most Americans and to the markets is that of jobs and the slow economy. He repeated his plan to ask Congress on its return from August recess to quickly extend this year’s Social Security payroll tax cut and unemployment insurance benefits. Without those measures, he said, there would be 1 million fewer jobs.
Obama calls for Obama to pass transportation funding
Epstein 12 -  a staff writer at POLITICO. She joined POLITICO in 2010 after covering federal higher education policy, for-profit colleges and other issues related to colleges and universities for Inside Higher Ed in Washington, D.C. Before that, she followed the final months of the 2008 presidential campaign through about the 200th day of the Obama administration for Time Magazine's around-the-clock political website, The Page (Jennifer, “Obama urges Action on Student Loans, Transportation”, Politico, June 23, 2012, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0612/77750.html) ELB
President Barack Obama called Saturday on Congress to pass legislation extending subsidized student loan rates and transportation funding before the end of the month.¶ “It’s not lost on any of us that this is an election year. But we’ve got responsibilities that are bigger than an election,” Obama said in his weekly address, released seven days before the current transportation bill expires and eight days before the interest rate on Stafford loans doubles to 6.8 percent. “There’s no excuse for inaction.”¶ Without new legislation, thousands of workers won’t be on the job and almost 7.5 million Americans will see their student loan rate double.¶ Senate leaders indicated at the end of this week that they were approaching an agreement to extend the current 3.4 percent rate, and would likely announce a deal in the next few days.¶ Obama continued to press Congress on the issue, as he has been for months, asking: “If we know that a higher education is the clearest path to the middle class, why would we make it harder to achieve?¶ In a Thursday speech to college students in the White House, Obama joked that he’d been talking about the issue for so long, he’d “lost track” of the time spent on it. During the spring, he traveled to several college campuses to rally students, a key group of supporters that helped him win in 2008.¶ The House is moving toward action on a transportation appropriations bill – House Majority Leader Eric Cantor (R-Va.) has scheduled a vote for Tuesday night – but that didn’t stop Obama from making it part of his to-do list for Congress in the week ahead.¶ The Senate, Obama noted, passed a transportation bill in March with the support of 52 Democrats and 22 Republicans.¶ Republicans used their response to highlight the issue likely to dominate next week: Obama’s health care law.¶ With the Supreme Court expected to release its ruling before the end of the week, Rep. Bill Cassidy (R-La.) said that the GOP is prepared to repeal any piece of the law that stays in place. But Republicans will be cautious in developing a replacement.¶ “Unless the court throws out the entire law, we should repeal what is left and implement common-sense, step-by-step reforms that protect Americans’ access to the care they need, from the doctor they choose, at the lowest cost,” said Cassidy, who has an M.D. “It’s important to know that Republicans will not repeat Democrats’ mistake. We will not rush through a massive bill the American people don’t support or won’t even have time to read to figure out whether they do support it. And we won’t take our focus off jobs and the economy.”

at: link turns
Media spin prevents any link turn – distorted framing
George C. Edwards III 2009 (The Strategic President: persuasion and opportunity in presidential leadership, George C. Edwards III is University Distinguished Professor of Political Science at Texas A&M University. He also holds the Jordan Chair in Presidential Studies and has served as the Olin Professor of American Government at Oxford and the John Adams Fellow at the University of London, and has held senior visiting appointments at Sciences Po-Paris, Peking University, Hebrew University of Jerusalem, and the U.S. Military Academy at West Point. He is an Associate Member of Nuffield College at the University of Oxford and was the founder and from 1991-2001 the director of The Center for Presidential Studies. In 2012-13, he will be Winant Professor of American Government at Oxford.)
Even when the president speaks directly to the people the media present an obstacle to his framing issues in ways that favor his positions. Commentary following presidential speeches and press conferences may influence what viewers remember and may affect their opinions.47 Although the impact of commentary on presidential addresses and press conferences is unclear, it is probably safe to argue that it is a constraint on the president’s ability to lead public opinion.
Renewable Energy Links

American public and congress dislikes renewable energy

Shirach 2012 – Paolo Von (Grim Prospects For Renewable Energy In The US – Subsidies Politically Unpopular – Natural Gas A Much Cheaper Alternative – USG Should Focus On R&D, Schirach Report, http://schirachreport.com/index.php/2012/05/11/grim-prospects-for-renewable-energy-in-the-us-subsidies-politically-unpopular-natural-gas-a-much-cheaper-alternative-usg-should-focus-on-rd/, May 11, 2012)

WASHINGTON – American enthusiasm for renewable energy, not too deep to begin with, has gone away. In part this has to do with loss of interest in “climate change” and its dire consequences. Unfortunately, climate change has been and is mostly an issue of political belief, rather than upholding science. And as the intensity of the political fervor somehow waned, in large part replaced by more immediate economic fears, so did political support for all the renewable energy technologies that were supposed to create, relatively quickly it was thought, workable alternatives to carbon based energy. Unpopular subsidies An additional reason for waning support is that keeping renewable energy alive means also subsidizing it for a few more years. And this is less and less politically palatable at a time of budgetary constraints at every level. Paying more for electricity simply because this kind is clean looks like an unaffordable luxury, whatever the consequences of burning more (cheaper) fossil fuels may be.

AIP Politics Links
Generic 1nc Link
Election politics mean AIP is on the backburner and costs political capital - Congress doesn’t want to touch it

Walker 12 -ATW’s Executive Editor. She had been covering the aerospace industry for almost 30 years. She has specialist knowledge in training, simulation, safety and aeropolitics.( Karen,”Plane Politics” ,Air Transport World, March 2012, www.proquest.com)ELB
While US Congress' long overdue passing of a long-term FAA reauthorization bill was undoubtedly a good thing, this is hardly a moment for celebration.¶ Washington's dismal display of its lack of understanding of, or regard for, the critical importance of the FAA was politicking at its worse. And while Congress puffed and parlayed through more than four years, 23 temporary extensions and a partial shutdown of FAA, it seemed not to care about the dangerous game it was playing with the world's most prestigious aviation agency.¶ With each fumbling step, the FAA was further set back on vitally important technology-improvement programs, including the Airport Improvement Program and the NextGen ATC system.¶ And even when a deal was struck, no one could honestly say it was because Congress had a Eureka! moment about the importance of a healthy and functioning FAA. The sad truth is that reauthorization became a box to check and clear off the agenda once 2012 arrived and lawmakers turned their full-time attention to this year's elections.¶ But the biggest loss of all was to US credibility as a global air transportation system leader. For the record, let's make it clear that Congress was content not to reauthorize FAA for 52 months - longer than the length of the previous authorization, passed back in 2003, and longer also than the just-passed new bill, which expires Sept. 30, 2015. Why should Americans, or the world, believe that things will be any different when 2015 arrives? And if US political leadership seems not to care about ensuring the long-term health of a first-rate air transportation system, then why should the rest of the world continue to respect, follow and emulate America's lead in aviation technology and regulatory matters?¶ 
xt: budget/spending concerns

AIP costs political capital – past delays and impasse prove funding is unsustainable
NCSL 11 – (National Conference of States Legislatures, “State Legislators”, September 2011, www.proquest.com)ELB

America is facing a pivotal moment in aviation history.¶ The nation's economy and citizens have come to rely on a safe and reliable air transportation system. Aviation accounts for more than 5 percent of the total U.S. economy- more than 11 million jobs-and moves millions of people and billions of dollars of goods around the world every year. Forecasts predict even bigger demand in the next decade, with a billion passengers flying on U.S. airlines each year by 2021.¶ Yet for nearly four years, renewal of the longterm legislation that authorizes and sets federal funding for vital aviation programs has faced one congressional delay after another. A political impasse over key provisions has led to reliance on short extensions of the old law-some for only a few weeks-since it expired in 2007.¶ The deadlock reached a new level in late July, when the 20th extension of the law expired without a new extension in place. As a result, nearly 4,000 Federal Aviation Administration employees were furloughed in 35 states, the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico, and airport projects in all the states were put on hold as federal grant programs were shut down. Commercial airlines also lost their authority to collect the ticket taxes that provide most aviation funding, which will cost the government an estimated $1.2 billion before Congress can revisit the issue after its summer recess.¶ Even without the recent shutdown, the last four years of congressional inaction have left states trying to manage large-scale, long-term aviation programs with limited, short-term federal funding, a dichotomy that could have serious effects on the air transportation network for years to come
Spending concerns outweigh any popularity – critics target small airport inefficiency

Kirk 10 – Specialist in Transportation Policy (Richard S., “Airport Improvement Program (AIP): Reauthorization Issues for Congress”, Congress Research Service, January 27, 2010, web.lexis-nexis.com/congcomp)ELB

By statute, the safe operation of airports is the highest aviation priority. Other priorities include¶ increasing capacity to the maximum feasible extent, minimizing noise impacts, and encouraging¶ efficient service to state and local communities (i.e. support for general aviation airports). These¶ priorities along with the assessment of airport capital needs and the availability of budgetary¶ resources for AIP all influence the scope and structure of the program.¶ During the FAA reauthorization debate in the 111th Congress, virtually all of the policy issues and¶ options concerning AIP will be influenced by the broader budget issues of the adequacy of¶ aviation trust fund revenues and the availability of money from the Treasury general fund If AIP¶ funding is increased significantly, the program may well remain basically as it is. If AIP’s funding¶ is reduced, the funding formulas and project eligibility requirements might be altered to assure¶ that the AIP’s statutory priorities can still be met at the lower funding levels.¶ Because this report is about an existing program, the analysis of the program necessarily¶ discusses the existing programmatic structure and the historical funding levels of the periods¶ being discussed. Advocates of AIP view the fully authorized funding of the program as a good¶ thing. Over time, however, there has also been an alternative view, that too much was being spent¶ on AIP, particularly at smaller airports that do not play a significant role in commercial aviation.¶ These critics often view the breadth of AIP spending, decreasing local share requirements, and¶ ever-widening project eligibilities as allowing for spending that is increasingly inefficient,¶ unfocused, and of questionable federal purpose.¶ 71
AIP costs political capital – revenue collection ensures partisan division

Maynard 09 - She is the former Detroit bureau chief and senior business correspondent for The New York Times, She was the Reynolds Distinguished Visitor in Business Journalism at the University of Nevada, Reno in spring 2012. Later this year, she will be a Hoover Fellow at Stanford University, She has written four books, most notably 2003′s acclaimed The End of Detroit: How the Big Three Lost Their Grip on the American Car Market (Micheline, ” U.S. Congress questions whether airlines' extra fees are just a tax dodge; Changing taxable status of additional charges could raise seat prices”, The International Herald News, November 16, 2009, www.lexisnexis.com) ELB
When airlines charge extra fees, are they really just another fare increase in disguise?¶ In the United States, Congress has been puzzling over the practice. An investigation is under way and could lead to changes in this increasingly popular tactic that many airlines use to increase revenue without raising fares.¶ Such fees have helped the industry offset effects of the recession, by charging for things like checking bags, selecting seats and even holiday-season travel.¶ The reason for the congressional interest is money. Fees, for the most part, are not taxed, so the government is concerned that it is missing out on extra revenue that could help airports.¶ Penny-pinching travelers may complain about the fees, but the inquiry could raise the cost of tickets, if airlines decide to pass along to their customers the cost of any additional taxes.¶ The outcome will hinge on the answer to a technical question: Do the fees reflect what it costs the airlines to provide the extra service, or are they just added charges for services the airlines have always provided?¶ The airlines prefer a different metaphor and say these fees are akin to an à la carte restaurant menu, allowing passengers to choose what they want.¶ But to Representative James L. Oberstar, Democrat of Minnesota, who has long followed industry issues, fees mean only one thing: ''They've found a backdoor way to raise ticket prices.''¶ He and Representative Jerry F. Costello, Democrat of Illinois, have asked the Government Accountability Office, an investigative agency of Congress, to investigate the practice. The office's first meetings with airlines began last month and Mr. Oberstar said he expected to hold congressional hearings for airline executives to justify the fees.¶ So far this year, airlines in the United States have taken in more than $3 billion in fees. If all those fees were subject to the same 7.5 percent excise taxes as fares, then the U.S. government would have at least $225 million more to distribute to airports for improvements and expansions.¶ Airline executives said they were cooperating fully with the congressional investigation but were concerned that it might result in even higher prices for consumers, who are already paying an average of $10 each in baggage and other fees.¶ Mr. Oberstar said airlines might be doing themselves long-term harm. The money collected from excise taxes is a primary source of U.S. financing for airports, which ultimately helps the airlines and their customers.¶ ''Maybe we have to teach them a lesson, and make them pay their fair share,'' Mr. Oberstar said of the airlines.¶ The airlines counter that the recession has forced them to think up new revenue streams.¶ ''We have been aggressive and creative,'' John Tague, president of United Airlines, told analysts last month. And it has paid off: United collects about $13 in fees per passenger.¶ 

at: airports = popular
Generic airport links do not apply – past actions prove AIP has no support

Targeted News Service, 12 - Targeted News Service is a newswire focused on meeting the needs of America's news editors and News Websites with edited journalism ready to print. Our supplemental service packages are focused on information related to government activities, particularly at the federal level. In our coverage of federal affairs, we provide specialized news materials that news, business, and political editors would find suitable for publishing or for supplementing their Web presentations (“US Chamber Praises Action on FAA Reauthorization Criticizes Administration’s Aviation Budget Proposals”, February 14, 2012, www.proquest.com)ELB
Janet Kavinoky, executive director of Transportation and Infrastructure at the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, issued the following statement applauding today's signing of the "Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Reauthorization and Reform Act of 2011" into law.¶ "By making this four-year legislation the law of the land, Congress and the administration have instilled a certain level of confidence into the psyche of businesses that are part of America's aviation sector. Many Americans will be working because of the certainty that this law provides.¶ "The law provides a blueprint for the Next Generation Air Traffic Control system (NextGen) with benchmarks and performance goals. The challenge to the administration is to make and stick with decisions around technology, modernize its processes and procedures, and adhere to a timeline for delivering benefits.¶ "NextGen's success also rests on the ability of airports to handle greater capacity, both physically through runways and terminals, and also through procedural enhancements. Because the law failed to increase federal funding for airport investments, we call on the administration to strive for full utilization of the airport privatization pilot program to support infrastructure capacity increases, where feasible.¶ "Unfortunately, the administration's budget proposal released yesterday would cut funding for the Airport Improvement Program. It would simultaneously create a new, onerous per-flight tax on all of the users of the National Airspace System for deficit reduction, and triple aviation security taxes but not use the proceeds for improving aviation security.¶ "The Chamber hopes, as the administration moves forward implementing the FAA Reauthorization and Reform Act of 2011, it will reconsider these budget proposals."
xt: bipart key

Bipart Key to AIP
Burwell, David 2001-STPP Executive Director (“The Time is Right for Getting it Right” transact.com http://www.transact.org/progress/pdfs/dec01.pdf)

Bipartisanship Key to Finalizing Airport Security and Economic Stimulus¶ As Congress heads for the Thanksgiving Day recess, key transportation-related proposals are at various stages of negotiation, each characterized by partisan positioning that departs dramatically from the successful bipartisanship and bicameral¶ legislative efforts immediately after the September 11attacks .

Link turns the Case
Link turns the case – unpopularity affects the funding and success  of the AIP – budgetary climate causes inefficiencies

Kirk 10 - Specialist in Transportation Policy (Richard S., “Airport Improvement Program (AIP): Reauthorization Issues for Congress”, Congress Research Service, January 27, 2010, web.lexis-nexis.com/congcomp)ELB
The AIP is a good example of how broader budget issues can have implications for not only a¶ program’s funding level but also the program’s scope and benefit distribution. Should ample¶ revenues be available, the reauthorization of AIP could likely maintain the programmatic status¶ quo with relatively few changes to the program’s structure, although project eligibility criteria¶ could be broadened. Given, however, the recent decline in the uncommitted balance of the¶ aviation trust fund, for the AIP to grow substantially some observers expect that something will¶ have to change in the budgetary environment. Increased tax revenues (either through new taxes,¶ higher fares, or faster economic growth) or an increase in the general fund share would be needed¶ to provide for an AIP increase on the order of the increases initiated by AIR21and maintained in¶ Vision 100.91 Otherwise, any AIP increase would have to come at the expense of other FAA¶ programs.¶ For a variety reasons, some within the transportation community expect budgetary constraints¶ will restrict the size of the AIP budget. As mentioned earlier, the uncommitted balance in the trust¶ fund is much smaller than it was during the last authorization cycle. More money may be needed¶ to fund the F&E component of the FAA budget to support the modernization of the air traffic¶ control system under the Next Generation Air Transportation System (NGATS) and, in a¶ constrained budgetary environment, this could exert downward pressure on the AIP component of¶ the FAA budget. The enforcement of pay-as-you-go rules and a renewed commitment to reduce¶ the federal budget deficit could also make it difficult to increase AIP funding.92 As was mentioned¶ earlier, the annual obligation limitation for AIP has held steady from FY2006-FY2009. The¶ March 2009 Congressional Budget Office (CBO) analysis of the Airport and Airway Trust Fund¶ projects that the uncommitted balance of the fund will drop to just $386 million in FY2010.93¶ This leaves little room for programmatic expansion for AIP without revenue increases or an¶ expanded general fund contribution to other parts of the FAA budget.¶ Within a constrained-budget scenario, interest would probably increase in such issues as¶ defederalization of the larger airports which, by allowing them to opt out of the AIP program,¶ could reduce AIP spending on large hub airports. Another possibility would be to make the AIP formulas more restrictive. Project eligibility criteria could also be tightened. Perhaps the greatest¶ concern, at the federal level, may be the availability of AIP discretionary funds for major capacity¶ enhancing projects as those set forth in the OEP.

CCS Links

Generic 1nc Link

Plan costs political capital – no political appetite or momentum

Restuccia and Martinson 7/10 7/10/12 Andrew Restuccia is an energy reporter for POLITICO Pro. Prior to joining POLITICO, Restuccia covered energy and environmental politics and policy at The Hill. He also reported on energy policy for The Washington Independent and Inside Washington Publishers. Restuccia graduated from Syracuse University with a degree in journalism. He grew up in Massachusetts, where he got his start as an intern at the Lowell Sun. He enjoys running and eating pulled pork sandwiches. Erica Martinson is an energy reporter for POLITICO Pro, where she covers the EPA. Prior to POLITICO, Erica spent five years following environmental policy and the EPA at Inside Washington Publishers. There she focused on water issues, including hydraulic fracturing, carbon capture and sequestration and utility cooling water issues. Before that, she worked at several daily and weekly news publications in New York, covering public health, food and NIMBY-neighborhood issues. Martinson earned her master’s degree in journalism at New York University. Her NYC endeavors only served as a brief break from Washington, D.C., however. She previously worked at a political Web communications firm after studying politics at the Catholic University of America. At CUA, she did enough internships to set her off opening her personal mail forever, but she can still tell you how to find all the subsidized bars in the U.K. House of Commons. She lives in D.C. with her dog, who knows very little about energy policy but everything about sneakily stealing food. “Clean coal tech is ready, but there’s a catch” http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0712/78361.html

Climate-friendly coal faces a conundrum.

The federal government has funneled billions of dollars over the past two administrations into cutting carbon pollution from coal-fired power plants, but so far the “clean coal” dream is far from reality.

Officials have been chasing a best-of-both-worlds scenario: using abundant, cheap but relatively dirty coal for generating power, and then eliminating the “dirty” part by capturing carbon dioxide and other toxic emissions.

The captured CO2 can either be stored deep underground in geological formations in a process known as carbon capture and storage or piped out to oil and gas fields.

While the technology is there, it’s struggling to make its way into prime time. The reasons: It’s expensive, and there are no limits on carbon emissions.

Without climate legislation or new regulations that mandate the technology, companies don’t really have an incentive to deploy the technology on a commercial scale. And some experts say billions of federal dollars are still needed to make it more mainstream.

The likelihood that these problems can be solved in the near future is small. The days when the federal government greatly boosted funding for energy research, demonstration and deployment are most likely long gone; the Environmental Protection Agency, though it has proposed climate regulations for new power plants, currently has “no plans” to impose the same rules on existing plants; and there is zero political appetite for legislation that puts a price on carbon.

The Congressional Budget Office recently painted a grim picture of CCS’s future, saying the $6.9 billion provided by Congress to the Energy Department to demonstrate and reduce the cost of CCS has so far had little practical effect.

The CBO report, which was released last month, says it’s unlikely utilities will “invest in adding CCS technology to much of their existing capacity for many decades.”

“CBO’s analysis suggests that unless the federal government adopts policies that encourage or require utilities to generate electricity with fewer greenhouse gas emissions, the projected high cost of using CCS technology means that DOE’s current program is unlikely to do much to support widespread use of the technology,” the report says.

The report offers several recommendations for spurring CCS investment, including imposing a carbon tax, a policy that has almost no chance of gaining momentum on Capitol Hill.

The climate bill that went up in flames in 2010 amid opposition from Republicans and some industry groups would have invested heavily in making CCS commercially viable. “With the demise of these bills, the prospects of wide-scale deployment also went away,” said George Peridas, a scientist with the Natural Resources Defense Council’s Climate Center.
Instituting a regulatory driver is unpopular with those in Congress who question climate change or decry the Obama administration’s “war on coal.” But at the same time, advocates of coal — particularly given where the nation’s highest courts and the EPA stand on regulating carbon — can’t afford to let advances in CCS slip through their fingers.

“The technology is ready to go, but it’s not cheap. It doesn’t make economic sense yet,” Peridas said. “Congress is going to have to do something to fix that. If they do, then the technology is good to go, and it can be deployed safely.”

Peridas said the DOE program is “providing critical life support while CCS is in the doldrums.”

xt: gop block

Funding battles ensure capital loss
Global CCS Institute 11 10/17/11 The Global CCS Institute accelerates the adoption of carbon capture and storage (CCS), a key solution in mitigating climate change and providing energy security.¶ The Institute advocates for CCS as one of the options required to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, both from power generation and industrial sources. It shares information from its international Membership, while building capacity to ensure that CCS can become a widely-used technology as quickly as possible.¶ The Institute brings together projects, policy-makers and researchers to overcome challenges facing CCS. From there, it creates channels through which to learn from each other, ensuring a smooth and rapid roll-out of this important technology. “Republicans Question Federal Funding for CCS” http://www.globalccsinstitute.com/institute/news/republicans-question-federal-funding-ccs

US debate over CCS funding. As Congress grapples with an ongoing debt crisis, some House Republicans are questioning how the federal government spends money on advanced coal technology. "Does it make sense for [the Department of Energy] to continue focusing its $400 million coal R&D effort almost exclusively on carbon capture and sequestration?" Rep. Andy Harris (R-Md.), chairman of the Energy and Environment Subcommittee of the House Committee on Science, Space and Technology, asked at a hearing yesterday.

With Republicans as majority of house, plan will be a fight

Wald and Broder 11 7/13/11 Matthew L. Wald is a reporter at The New York Times, where he has been writing about energy topics for 30 years. Matt has been in the paper’s Washington bureau since 1995, and is currently assigned to write about environment and energy.¶ In 2011, Matt was part of a team whose coverage of the tsunami and nuclear disaster in Japan was named a finalist for the Pulitzer Prize for International Reporting.¶ Matt has been particularly interested in civilian nuclear power since the Three Mile Island accident, and he has toured more than two dozen power reactors and research reactors, as well as Yucca Mountain, which until recently was the leading candidate for disposal of nuclear waste.¶ In the 1980s and 1990s he wrote extensively about the production of materials for nuclear weapons, and the resulting environmental problems. He has also written about oil refining, alternative fuels including biofuels, oil and natural gas production, oil spills including the Exxon Valdez and the oil fires set by the Iraqis in Kuwait at the end of the first gulf war. He also writes about batteries, the electric grid, wind energy and solar energy.¶ His previous assignments at The Times include Hartford, Conn., and Boston. He holds a B.A. in urban studies from Brown University, and a certificate in auto mechanics from the Providence Vocational Technical Facility. John Broder is a reporter for the New York Times. “Utility Shelves Ambitious Plan to Limit Carbon” http://www.nytimes.com/2011/07/14/business/energy-environment/utility-shelves-plan-to-capture-carbon-dioxide.html?_r=4&ref=energy-environment”

President Obama spent his first year in office pushing a goal of an 80 percent reduction in climate-altering emissions by 2050, a target that could be met only with widespread adoption of carbon-capture and storage at coal plants around the country. The administration’s stimulus package provided billions of dollars to speed development of the technology; the climate change bill passed by the House in 2009 would have provided tens of billions of dollars in additional incentives for what industry calls “clean coal.” ¶ But all such efforts collapsed last year with the Republican takeover of the House and the continuing softness in the economy, which killed any appetite for far-reaching environmental measures. ¶ A senior Obama administration official said that the A.E.P. decision was a direct result of the political stalemate. ¶ “This is what happens when you don’t get a climate bill,” the official said, insisting on anonymity to discuss a corporate decision that had not yet been publicly announced. ¶ At the Energy Department, Charles McConnell, the acting assistant secretary of energy for fossil energy, said no carbon legislation was near and unless there was a place to sell the carbon dioxide, utilities would have great difficulties in justifying the expense. “You could have the debate all day long about whether people are enlightened about whether carbon dioxide should be sequestered,” he said. But, he added, “it’s not a situation that is going to promote investment.” 
Link turns the Case

Republicans will push for additional coal funding – past negotiations prove

Showstack 11 11/25/11 Randy Showstack is part of the American Geophysical Union, Washington, D. C., USA “Congress examines administration's coal research priorities” http://www.agu.org/pubs/crossref/2011/2011EO430003.shtml
While the Obama administration has proposed a shift in coal research funding to further emphasize carbon capture and sequestration (CCS) programs in its fiscal year (FY) 2012 budget request, Republicans and several witnesses at a 13 October hearing of a subcommittee of the House of Representatives' Committee on Science, Space, and Technology questioned those priorities, called for additional federal funding for coal research, and defended the use of coal as a major part of the U.S. energy sector. The administration's FY 2012 budget requests $291.4 million to fund the Department of Energy's (DOE) CCS and power systems program while zeroing out funding for DOE's fuels and power systems program (which includes funding for coal research) and shifting some of its line items to the CCS program. The FY 2011 continuing resolution has funded the fuels and power systems program at $400.2 million, including $142 million for carbon sequestration, $64.8 million for innovations for existing plants, and funding for other subprograms such as advanced integrated gasification combined cycle ($52.9 million), fuel cells ($49.8 million), and advanced research ($47.6 million).

HSR Links

Generic 1nc Link

HSR costs political capital – GOP obstructionism, Tea Party politics and Demographics
Freemark 2012 – Yonah, Master of Science in Transportation from MIT (Time to Fight, The Transport Politic, February 6, 2012) 

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

xt: budget/spending concerns

High-Speed rail is unpopular – budgetary climate 

Marois 7/9/12 (Michael Marois, Writer for Bloomberg Business “California Bullet-Train Spending Arms Brown’s Opponents” http://www.businessweek.com/news/2012-07-09/california-bullet-train-spending-arms-brown-s-opponents)

Opponents of California Governor Jerry Brown’s proposed tax increase say they were handed more ammunition by the Legislature’s vote to start funding his $68 billion high-speed rail project. The Democratic governor, whose party controls both the Senate and Assembly, received authorization to spend $4.75 billion from bonds to begin construction of a bullet train in the most indebted U.S. state. The vote follows adoption of a budget that will chop three weeks off the school year for 6 million public-school students if voters reject Brown’s tax initiative. At the same time, the 74-year-old governor and fellow Democrats are at an impasse on lowering public-employee pension costs, while polls show waning support for the rail project. “It’s incredibly tone-deaf to reject something voters want, like pension reform, while approving something they don’t want, like high-speed rail,” said Aaron McLear, a spokesman for the anti-tax campaign. “Enacting billions of dollars in unpopular spending while dismissing popular reform is not the way to sell” a tax increase. One in three likely voters, including one in five who back Brown’s initiative, said they’d be less inclined to support the tax increase if lawmakers funded the rail project, according to a Field Poll released July 5. California is the only U.S. state working to lay tracks for trains running as fast as 220 miles an hour (354 kilometers an hour), after Congress cut off 2012 funds for such projects. Construction on the system, to link San Francisco with Los Angeles, is to begin with a 130-mile stretch of rail down California’s Central Valley. Cost, Route - Republicans and some Democrats in the Legislature criticized the plan for its cost, the initial route through the less-populated valley, and the wisdom of spending on high-speed rail when deficits have cut funds for schools and the poor. Democrats said they needed to move forward with the spending to capture $3.3 billion of promised federal funds. Brown and his supporters also said jobs created by the project will lower unemployment, which reached a rate of 10.8 percent in May, above the national rate of 8.2 percent. “In 2008, the voters passed the high-speed rail initiative,” approving bonds for the project, said Senate President Pro Tem Darrell Steinberg, a Democrat from Sacramento. “Now I know that polls wax and wane, but four years after a voter-approved initiative, the people expect us to get going.”

Voter Surveys - Voter surveys are on Democrats’ minds because Brown and a teacher’s union have put a measure on the November ballot asking to temporarily raise taxes. The sales levy, already the highest in the U.S., would go to 7.5 percent from 7.25 percent. Income tax rates would rise on earnings over $250,000 a year. Those making $1 million or more, now paying 10.3 percent, would be assessed at 13.3 percent.

If the higher taxes are rejected by voters, $6.1 billion will be automatically cut from state spending -- $5.5 billion coming from schools, enough to pay for 15 days of classes. “We’re cutting the school year, releasing violent felons early, and the governor wants to increase taxes on every Californian while spending billions we don’t have on a project citizens don’t want,” said Senator Doug LaMalfa, a Richvale Republican. “Voters simply aren’t buying the line that we need to cut education and public safety but have ample money for high-speed rail, and they’re right not to.” Democrats respond that funds from bonds sold for the high- speed rail project can’t be put to other uses. While 53 percent of voters approved a bond issue for the project in 2008, a USC Dornsife/Los Angeles Times poll published June 3 found that 59 percent would oppose it if given another chance to decide.

xt: gop block

Past actions prove – GOP won’t budge on HSR

Freemark 2010 - Urbanist and journalist who has worked in architecture, planning, and transportation (Yonah, For Advocates of Alternative Transportation, A Difficult Election Day, November 3 2010, http://www.thetransportpolitic.com/2010/11/03/for-advocates-of-alternative-transportation-a-difficult-election-day/)//RAD

For advocates who hope for the creation of a major high-speed rail system connecting the country’s largest cities, a Republican-led House is not good news: The party’s chosen spokesmen have been criticizing President Obama’s fast train initiative since it was announced in early 2009 and their rhetoric has been mostly unchanged. In general, Republican senators have been unwilling to vote for bills that have aided in the production of alternative infrastructure. The Bush Administration, the most recent example of Republican sentiment, was anti-rail and in favor of decreased funding for agencies like the Federal Transit Administration.
HSR is unpopular – party politics means GOP will never compromise

Robert Cruickshank, Nov. 17th 2011 (http://www.cahsrblog.com/2011/11/massively-unpopular-house-republicans-reject-hsr-funding/, writer for California High Speed Rail Project Blog)

In a move that should surprise nobody, Republicans in the US House of Representatives voted to kill high speed rail funding. According to some reporters, this should be seen as a permanent problem for the California high speed rail project. Here’s Carolyn Lochhead in the San Francisco Chronicle: No surprise: the House has just passed a spending bill that kills high speed rail funding for fiscal year 2012. The Senate is expected to follow suit. That means California should not expect the billions of dollars in federal aid on which its futuristic plan for bullet trains depends. It isn’t a surprise – but that final sentence isn’t true. All this vote means is that between now and January 2013 we should not expect more federal HSR funding. Few if any HSR supporters had any such delusions. We know that Congressional Republicans have an irrational, ideological hatred of passenger rail, driven in part by big donors like the Koch Brothers.

at: public likes

HSR costs political capital – staunch opposition – polls prove. 
Economist 6/4/12 (The Economist, “The death knell for high-speed rail in America?” http://www.economist.com/blogs/gulliver/2012/06/high-speed-rail-california)

AS HIGH-SPEED-RAIL projects across America have run into political trouble or been cancelled, California's—the largest and most ambitious—has continued to move forward. Proponents of fast trains hoped that a successful line in California could spur development elsewhere. But now even California's plan is in jeopardy. Its ambition has been scaled back and its projected costs have increased. Even voters have turned on it. A new survey by USC-Dornsife and the Los Angeles Times found that if given a second chance to vote on the 2008 $9 billion bond issue that is funding the early stages of the project, 59% of survey respondents would vote it down. Part of what's happened here is that high-speed rail, like almost everything promoted by President Barack Obama, has become an intensely partisan issue in America. Republican governors across the country have criticised high-speed projects and rejected federal money to fund rail development. Mr Obama, meanwhile, has redistributed the rejected money to states like California that are run by Democrats and are more receptive to high-speed rail. All this makes sense. Mr Obama made high-speed-rail funding a big part of his 2008 stimulus package, and political scientists generally believe that a president weighing in on an issue polarises people's opinions about it. In California, 76% of Republicans now oppose the high-speed-rail project, compared to just 47% of Democrats. The other problem, of course, is that powerful local and regional interests are threatened by the high-speed-rail plans. Airlines, freight transporters and not-in-my-backyard activists all have problems with the project. High-speed rail's opponents smell blood and are not going to fall in line, and the train plan is many years from completion. Unless California's leaders are truly committed to pushing high-speed rail forward—and spending political capital to do so—this plan is probably doomed. And when it comes to high-speed rail, as goes California, so goes the nation.

High Speed Rail unsupported by Public – prefer our evidence – it’s based on polls
L.A. Times 6/3/12 (Los Angeles Times, “Californians turn against high-speed rail project, poll finds” http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/lanow/2012/06/californians-high-speed-rail-project-poll.html)
A controversial $68-billion high-speed rail project in California has lost support from a majority of Californians, a USC Dornsife/Los Angeles Times poll found. Across the state, 55% of the voters want the bond issue that was approved in 2008 placed back on the ballot, and 59% say they now would vote against it. Since voters approved that $9-billion borrowing plan, the state and national economic outlook has dimmed and some of the promises about the bullet train have been compromised. Its projected cost has roughly doubled, and it will now share track with slower commuter and freight trains in some areas. Powerful agriculture groups and freight railroads have asserted that proposed routes would damage their interests and compromise safety. Churches, schools, businesses and homeowners are fighting the project. The poll shows that concerns about the project extend broadly across regions, ethnic groups, income brackets and even political affiliations. In Southern California, 67% of voters said they would reject issuing bullet train bonds if they could vote again. Although organized labor has been among the biggest proponents of the project, 56% of union households now would reject the state funding plan, the poll found. Even among Democrats, the strongest backers of the project, only 43% would support the bond in a new vote, while 47% would oppose it. And 76% of Republicans would vote it down. The poll found that most voters don't expect to use it. Sixty-nine percent said they would never or hardly ever ride it. Zero percent said they would use it more than once a week. Public opinion surveys cannot predict the revenues and ridership a rail service might generate. The poll results raise questions about whether the system would serve as a robust commuter network, allowing people to live in small towns and work in big cities or vice versa. On the other hand, 33% of respondents said they would prefer a bullet train over an airplane or car on trips between L.A. and the Bay Area. The USC Dornsife/L.A. Times survey contacted 1,002 registered voters in mid-May. Two other polls last year also found shrinking support for the project, which was approved by 52.7% of voters in 2008. A third poll this year also found likely voters opposed the project, though adults in general favor it by a small margin.

California proves

California proves – HSR is partisan and faces many legislative hurdles

Caine 7/9/12 (Julie Caine, Writer for Transportation Nation, “Calif. High-Speed Rail’s One Vote Survival Reveals New Anti-HSR Faultline” http://transportationnation.org/2012/07/09/calif-high-speed-rails-one-vote-survival-reveals-new-anti-hsr-faultline/)

(Oakland, Calif — KALW) California Governor Jerry Brown scored a razor-thin legislative victory on Friday when the California State Legislature voted to release initial funding for high-speed rail—a major infrastructure project that he wholeheartedly supports. The plan got the green light four years after voters first approved a bond measure that would help build a network connecting San Francisco to Los Angeles. The vote to release $8 billion in state and federal funds came at the tail end of sessions on Governor Brown’s latest state budget, which includes potentially drastic cuts to many social, educational, health and public safety programs. The state still has not secured any of the additional money needed to complete the $68 billion project. Plans for the bullet train have become increasingly unpopular among voters in California. Andup until the last minute on Friday, the future of the project remained uncertain. The State Assembly had already approved funding for initial construction by a wide margin the day before, but the sharply divided state senate also had to approve the proposal. Support falls mostly on party lines, with Democrats in favor and Republicans against the plan. If just five Democrats joined Republicans, that would have been the end of bullet train bond money. In the end, four Democratic senators voted against the plan—including Transportation Committee Chair Mark DeSaulnier (Concord), Alan Lowenthal (Long Beach), and Joe Simitian (Palo Alto), all of whom had played key roles in the development and oversight of the plan. Fran Pavely (Agoura Hills) also voted against the plan. Senator Simitian—a long-time supporter of high-speed rail—said that while he staunchly supports the vision of high-speed rail in California, he could not support the current plan, which he said was very different in “scope, content and price,” than what voters approved in 2008. Sen. Simitian said passage of the high-speed rail plan could imperil Brown’s chances of getting voter approval for statewide tax increases in November that could generate as much as $40 billion in badly needed revenue. Not a single Republican senator voted to support the plan, and many invoked the upcoming tax initiative and cuts to education in their statements prior to the vote. The money approved on Friday will combine with $3.3 billion in federal Recovery Act funds, to pay for initial construction of the high-speed rail line in the Central Valley, running between Fresno and Bakersfield.  In addition, money approved on Friday includes $2 billion in “connectivity” funds—that will pay for improvements to existing commuter rail lines in San Francisco and Los Angeles. Approving the funding is just one of many hurdles for the beleaguered plan. The bullet train faces ongoing lawsuits, as well as vocal opposition from Central Valley farmers.

Oil Link Module

Oil lobby doesn’t want HSR in U.S.

Wentzel 2012 – (Dan, High Speed Rail between Las Vegas & Los Angeles is getting closer, June 8, 2012http://ridethepinkline.blogspot.com/2012/06/high-speed-rail-is-getting-closer-to.html)
However, before you do that, ask that politician how much campaign cash he is receiving from the oil lobby, which is desperate to stop ANY high speed rail project from being built in America and also contribute to ideological think tanks that "coincidentally" generate studies to show how we cannot "afford" high speed rail.

Oil Lobbies are extremely powerful

Froomkin 2011 – Dan, Senior Washington Correspondent for the Huffington Post (Huffington Post, April 6, 2011, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/04/06/how-the-oil-lobby-greases_n_845720.html)

Clout in Washington isn't about winning legislative battles -- it's about making sure that they never happen at all. The oil and gas industry has that kind of clout.

Despite astronomical profits during what have been lean years for most everyone else, the oil and gas industry continues to benefit from massive, multi-billion dollar taxpayer subsidies. Opinion polling shows the American public overwhelmingly wants those subsidies eliminated. Meanwhile, both parties are hunting feverishly for ways to reduce the deficit. But when President Obama called on Congress to eliminate about $4 billion a year in tax breaks for Big Oil earlier this year, the response on the Hill was little more than a knowing chuckle. Even Obama's closest congressional allies don't think the president’s proposal has a shot. "I would be surprised if it got a great deal of traction," Senator Jeff Bingaman (D-N.M.), chairman of the Senate energy committee, told reporters at the National Press Club a few days after Obama first announced his plan. Rep. Earl Blumenauer (D-Ore.), co-author of a House bill that closely resembles Obama's proposal, nevertheless acknowledges that it has slim chances of passing. "It will be a challenge to get anything through the House that includes any tax increase for anyone under any circumstance," he told The Huffington Post. The list goes on: "It's not on my radar," said Frank Maisano, a spokesman for Bracewell Giuliani, a lobbying firm with several oil and gas industry clients. "It's old news and it's never going to happen in this Congress. It couldn't even happen in the last Congress." Indeed, the oil and gas industry's stranglehold on Congres is so firm that even when the Democrats controlled both houses, repeal of the subsidies didn't stand a chance. Obama proposed cutting them in his previous two budgets as well, but the Senate -- where Republicans and consistently pro-oil Louisiana Democrat Mary Landrieu had more than enough votes to block any legislation -- never even took a stab at it. Now that the House is controlled by the GOP, Obama's proposal is deader than an oil-soaked pelican. Over the last decade in particular, the Republican Party's anti-tax policies and pro-drilling campaign rhetoric have become nearly indistinguishable from those of Big Oil. "Obama's been proposing to get rid of these subsidies since his first budget in February 2009," said Tyson Slocum, director of the energy program for the consumer watchdog group Public Citizen. "The obstacle has been the petroleum industry. The American Petroleum Institute has dug in their heels and is fighting tooth and nail to retain these subsidies." The American Petroleum Institute (API) is the industry's enormously powerful lobbying and trade association.

Oil Lobbyists Out mans and Out spends you so they get what they want

Christopher Doering, 7/2/2012 (http://www.usatoday.com/money/industries/energy/story/2012-07-02/renewable-fuels-oil-congress/55987052/1, Gannett Washington Bureau)

WASHINGTON – Big oil and natural gas companies may vastly outspend and outman the renewable fuels industry on Capitol Hill but the general gridlock in Washington gives advocates of wind, ethanol and other new-age sources the upper hand in the growing battle to overhaul the country's energy policy. "This Congress…seems unable to make a national energy policy," said Bruce Babcock, an Iowa State University economist. "The renewable fuels have an advantage in that they are part of current law, and it's always easier to maintain current law than it is to change it." Among the factors making a major shift of U.S. energy policy difficult are the upcoming elections, the inability of lawmakers to reach a consensus on how to change it, and the high costs necessary to expand access to fuels such as natural gas for consumers at U.S. filling stations. That hasn't stopped the oil industry from aggressively wooing Congressional lawmakers on hot-button issues, including lobbying against renewable fuels. Last year alone ConocoPhillips, Royal Dutch Shell,Exxon Mobil, Chevron and the American Petroleum Institute, the trade group that represents these energy giants, used $66.2 million for lobbying efforts, nearly 44% of the $150 million total spent by the oil and gas industry, according to data compiled by the Center for Responsive Politics. Collectively, nearly 800 lobbyists worked on behalf of oil and gas interests in 2011.

Inland Waterways

Generic 1nc Link

Congress controversy over the level of funding needed to invest in Inland Waterways ensures PC loss
Stern 12 – Analyst in Natural Resources Policy (Charles V.,  “Inland Waterways: Recent Proposals and Issues for Congress”, Congress Research Service, April 12, 2012, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R41430.pdf) ELB
The aforementioned proposals differ in important ways and bring up a number of issues for ¶ Congress. These proposals claim to resolve ongoing issues associated with the IWTF by ¶ proposing new investment levels and revenue sources that would fundamentally depart from the ¶ current financing system. In addition to new financing sources, some of these proposals would ¶ also alter the balance of cost-sharing between commercial users of the IWUB and general ¶ taxpayers. ¶ An overarching question for Congress is what level of new and ongoing investment is warranted ¶ (or desired) for the inland waterway system. Once such an investment level is defined, Congress ¶ may also need to decide whether changes to the current user fee (either changing the level of the ¶ fuel tax or incorporating a new fee) and cost-share arrangement are warranted to achieve this ¶ investment level. New legislation would be required to address these and other related issues.
xt: unpopular
Competing views in Congress over inland waterways navigation investment
Stern 12 – Analyst in Natural Resources Policy (Charles V.,  “Inland Waterways: Recent Proposals and Issues for Congress”, Congress Research Service, April 12, 2012, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R41430.pdf) ELB
A central issue for Congress is the level and urgency of infrastructure investments on federal ¶ waterways. Commercial users, including shippers and some agricultural interests, have argued ¶ that additional investment is justified because of aging infrastructure, the need for expanded ¶ capacity, and positive environmental externalities associated with inland waterway shipping ¶ compared to other forms of shipping. These users argue that the benefits of inland waterways are ¶ widespread. Their claims are countered by a number of other groups, including taxpayer and ¶ environmental advocacy groups, who argue against increased federal funding for inland ¶ waterways. These groups contend that the shipping industry often misrepresents or overstates the ¶ benefits of these investments and that major funding increases for inland waterway projects are ¶ not warranted.¶ 48¶ ¶ Despite these disagreements, most entities agree that the current system of financing inland ¶ waterways is inadequate to address future needs (regardless of the precise level of those needs). ¶ As a result of the recent funding drawdown, the Corps is expected to have appropriations for just ¶ one ongoing lock replacement project (Olmstead Lock on the Ohio River) through FY2016 under ¶ its current baseline for IWTF revenues.¶ 49¶ Barring a new source of revenue or supplemental ¶ federal appropriations by Congress, new or ongoing IWTF construction projects may be put on ¶ hold by the Corps, regardless of their urgency
Congress unsure if costs on new inland waterway construction exceeds the benefits of reduced waiting times and lock unavailability

Stern 12 – Analyst in Natural Resources Policy (Charles V.,  “Inland Waterways: Recent Proposals and Issues for Congress”, Congress Research Service, April 12, 2012, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R41430.pdf) ELB
The condition of Corps inland waterway facilities has been a primary driver behind the call for ¶ increased investment on inland waterways. The Institute for Water Resources (part of the Corps ¶ of Engineers) notes that the majority of locks in the United States are now past their intended ¶ design age of 50 years.¶ 50¶ The Corps has connected this aging infrastructure to an overall decline ¶ in the efficiency of its assets on inland waterways, noting that overall lock unavailability (both ¶ scheduled and unscheduled) has increased in recent years.¶ 51¶ In some cases, the user industry ¶ favors new lock construction and expanded capacity over ongoing maintenance for a number of ¶ reasons.¶ 52¶ ¶ Other groups argue against significant new investments for inland waterway projects. In arguing ¶ against new locks on the Upper Mississippi River, a coalition of environmental groups noted that ¶ while the design life of new investments is usually only 50 years, regular maintenance can extend ¶ the life of existing locks for an additional 50 years at a considerably lesser cost than that for new construction.¶ 53¶ These groups generally argue that the costs of new lock construction greatly ¶ exceed the benefits of reduced waiting time and lock unavailability, and point out that issues ¶ associated with most aging inland waterways infrastructure can be overcome by improved smallscale and nonstructural improvements.¶ 54
Mass Transit

Generic 1nc Link
Mass Transit gets attached to broader TI debates – ensures partisanship

Babin, Janet 2/18/12- Writer for Transportation Nation (“Transit Tax Break Buried in Partisan Debate” Transportation Nation http://transportationnation.org/2012/02/18/transit-tax-break-buried-in-partisan-debate/)

Commuters had high hopes that Congress would restore the full federal transit tax benefit, cut late last year, as part of the massive payroll tax cut and unemployment benefits bill passed today. But it didn’t happen.¶ U.S. Senator Charles Schumer (D-NY) said all tax extenders were excluded as part of the compromise on the payroll tax cut deal, including the mass transit benefit and others. “The college tuition tax credit, and many other credits” were cut, Schumer said.¶ The credit allows commuters to deduct $125 of their transit costs from their pre-tax pay check. But the credit use to be worth $230. That amount was sunset out at the end of last year. And Congress has been unable to reach agreement on increasing the transit benefit.¶ Dan Neuburger with Wage Works Commuter Services said transit advocates will keep trying to find a way to restore the entire amount of the credit. “We’re hopeful that Congress will do the right thing and increase the benefit cap, so commuters aren’t discouraged from public transit in favor of driving their car to work.”¶ He said the reduction of the benefit is essentially a tax increase. “It’s especially hard on commuters in urban areas, like New York, ” Neuburger said. The monthly pass to ride the Long Island Rail Road, New Jersey Transit or Metro-North Railroad, exceeds the $125 benefit.¶ The next chance Congress will have to restore the full tax break for commuters could come when the U.S. House resumes work on the Transportation Bill after next week’s congressional recess.¶ Senator Schumer is hopeful he the tax credit can be restored. “We successfully attached the commuter mass transit benefit to the Highway Bill and are hopeful we will be able to get it passed,” Schumer said.¶ But that might not be successful either – the transportation bill is currently the subject of a partisan debate.¶ 
xt: gop block

No GOP support – constituents won’t benefit

Jervey, Ben 2/4/11- Contributing Editor, Environment (“This is Why Republicans Hate Mass Transit” Good News http://www.good.is/post/this-is-why-republicans-hate-mass-transit/)
In case you often wonder, as I certainly do, why so many Republicans openly mock mass transit, this chart (click through for a bigger version) tells you pretty much everything you need to know: Republicans represent suburbia, Democrats represent cities.¶ Yonah Freemark at the Transport Politic, who created the chart, breaks it down:¶ The Democratic Party holds most of its power in the nation’s cities, whereas the GOP retains greater strength in the exurbs and rural areas. The two parties generally fight it out over the suburbs. In essence, the base of the two parties is becoming increasingly split in spatial terms: The Democrats’ most vocal constituents live in cities, whereas the Republicans’ power brokers would never agree to what some frame as a nightmare of tenements and light rail.¶ What does this mean? When there is a change in political power in Washington, the differences on transportation policy and other urban issues between the parties reveal themselves as very stark. Republicans in the House of Representatives know that very few of their constituents would benefit directly from increased spending on transit, for instance, so they propose gutting the nation’s commitment to new public transportation lines when they enter office. Starting two years ago, Democrats pushed the opposite agenda, devoting billions to urban-level projects that would have been impossible under the Bush Administration.

Conservatives like their free automobiles and not public transportation

Dunkin, Tim 5/11/11 (“Why Conservatives Don’t Like Public Transportation” CFP Magazine http://www.canadafreepress.com/index.php/article/36362)

Ask most conservatives what they think about public transportation, and they’d probably tell you that they don’t like it. And it’s not just because of the smell and the gum stuck to the seats. Most of us conservatives, deep down inside, at least in some subconscious way, feel that mass public transportation is just a little bit communist.¶ ¶ After all, we conservatives like our freedom. That’s probably a lot of the reason why we’re in love with the automobile. With the wide open spaces and abundant road system we enjoy in America, conservatives would never dream of trying to force everyone to use an archaic, 19th century technology like trains, now that we don’t have to. The automobile is a symbol of freedom. You can go wherever there’s a road, no matter how big or small, when you’re in an automobile. You’re not boxed in with dozens of other people on a line that goes one place only. This is why we generally tend to view air travel as a necessary evil – if somebody invented a car that could get us from Boston to Los Angeles in six hours for a business meeting, we’d probably opt for that, instead of getting groped by your friendly neighborhood TSA agent.

Previous debate proves – Mass Transit funding is partisan

Wronski 2012, Richard 2/15/12- Chicago Tribune Reporters (“Mass transit fund debate splits GOP Congress members” Chicago Tribune http://articles.chicagotribune.com/2012-02-15/news/ct-met-congress-transit-funding-20120214_1_mass-transit-transportation-bill-highway-trust-fund) 

A largely partisan clash in Washington over federal funding for mass transit could jeopardize up to $450 million a year for Chicago-area bus and train projects, transportation officials said Monday.  The funding debate also has caused a rift in the ranks of area Republican members of Congress, who find themselves torn between loyalty to GOP leaders in Washington and pressure from Chicago transit agencies.
National Infrastructure Bank Politics Links
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NIB causes Backlash – political polarization

SCHULZ ‘10, Contributing Editor -- Logistics Management (John D., “Transportation infrastructure: Is a U.S. Infrastructure Bank an idea whose time has come?”. April 2. http://www.logisticsmgmt.com/article/455228-Transportation_infrastructure_Is_a_U_S_Infrastructure_Bank_an_idea_whose_time_has_come_.php)

Can the United States create an infrastructure bank? There are hurdles, Mineta said, but they are not insurmountable. Chief among them is how financially "score" such projects so they are fiscally responsible and paid for without increasing the national debt. First, Congress must maintain the primary role in funding, Mineta said. Transferring large amounts of discretionary funding from Congress to another entity has "very little chance of approval," Mineta said. Mineta said that while he was transportation secretary "I would have loved to have access to a large amount of discretionary funding," but Congress would never go for it. Instead, it must work with private funding sources, which increasingly are being seen as an answer to U.S. infrastructure funding needs. "I believe we can create a national infrastructure bank if its primary purpose is to leverage private investment into projects that are critical to our national infrastructure," he said. Giving states and regions access to such funds "should not threaten" Congress, said Mineta, a former congressman from California and mayor of San Jose. "We should look at it as a bank, not a funding arm of the U.S. government," Mineta said. He favored creating a separate entity, with a board that sets lending policy, but lets the decisions on which projects gets funding to experts. It should not be a profit-making venture, he said. "The bank should not be seen as a ‘Trannie Mae,'" he said, referring to the scandal-ridden Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, which required billions in bailout money to help rescue the federally backed home loan sector. Still, a U.S. transportation infrastructure bank "has the potential to play a powerful role to meet the unmet transportation needs while providing new jobs and economic stimulus," Mineta said. It should provide investment that is not currently available in current capital markets, Mineta said. A U.S. national infrastructure bank must have sufficient reserves to do expensive projects and thus would require the full backing of the U.S. government. A blueprint would be the U.S. Export-Import Bank, which helps facilitate trade among countries. Infrastructure banks are commonplace in other countries, especially in Europe where they are supported by dedicated funding sources. They make low-interest loans directly to localities for infrastructure projects. Supporters say they eliminate time and red tape from the funding process. Their appeal may be catching on in this country. Already, some in Congress are calling for their creation in this country. Infrastructure banks could also be used to expand telecommunications, broadband capacity, wastewater distribution facilities and improving other U.S. projects' needs. President Barack Obama's proposed 2011 budget includes $4 billion to create a national infrastructure bank to provide a source of funding for infrastructure needs. This comes at a time many experts are saying the U.S. must start thinking outside the box of traditional funding. "This is something holding up a major surface transportation bill," Mineta said. "We can't have these two-, three-, five-month extensions. The critical factor in moving that surface transportation bill forward is how is it going to be funded." But as the recent health care debate showed in an increasingly polarized political landscape, change does not come easily in Washington. "Forcing change in the infrastructure community has rarely been successful," Mineta admitted. "It is now time for a collaborative effort. We should look at a comprehensive set of solutions."
xt: unpopular 
NIB costs political capital – it’s “dead on arrival.” 

Mica 11– House representative and Chairman of Transportation and Infrastructure Committee (John L., “National Infrastructure Bank Would Create More Red Tape and Federal Bureaucracy”, Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, October 12, 2011, http://transportation.house.gov/news/PRArticle.aspx?NewsID=1421)ELB

“We must use every responsible mechanism possible to move projects and expand our capacity to finance infrastructure maintenance and improvements, but a National Infrastructure Bank is dead on arrival in Congress,” said U.S. Rep. John L. Mica (R-FL), Chairman of the Transportation and Infrastructure Committee.¶ “There are several reasons for this. One is that we do not need to create more federal bureaucracy. In fact, with over 100 separate federal surface transportation programs, we need less bureaucracy.¶ “The federal government also has existing financing programs that serve the same purpose as a National Infrastructure Bank, such as TIFIA, RRIF and others, that we can improve and strengthen.¶ “Another reason a national bank is DOA is because there is already such a bank structure in place at the state level. Thirty-three state infrastructure banks already exist, and we can ensure financing and build upon this foundation without creating a new level of federal bureaucracy.¶ “If the Administration’s goal is to get people to work immediately, a National Infrastructure Bank that will require more than a year to create and $270 million to run is not the answer. That is funding that should be used for infrastructure, but would instead be used to create more red tape.¶ “Unfortunately, the Administration still hasn’t learned that ‘shovel ready’ has become a national joke. Yesterday, the President announced he would expedite 14 infrastructure projects, but this plan only pushes these projects to the front of the line with current red tape and rules, while it pushes back or stalls hundreds of other projects pending federal approval. We must expedite the review process for all projects, not just a handful.”

Fight in Congress over usefulness of NIB and having the funds

Laing 11 – staff writer for The Hill’s – Transportation (Keith, “House Republicans: White House Plan for Infrastructure Bank ‘Dead on Arrival’”, The Hill’s Transportation, October 12, 2011, http://thehill.com/blogs/transportation-report/highways-bridges-and-roads/187049-gop-infrastructure-bank-dead-on-arrival-in-the-house-)ELB
President Obama’s national infrastructure bank is dead on arrival, the Republican chairman of the House Transportation Committee said Wednesday.¶ At a hearing ostensibly held to discuss the merits of the bank, Rep. John Mica (R-Fla.) ridiculed the proposal as something that would cost more jobs than it would create. ¶ “A national infrastructure bank, as proposed … is dead on arrival in the House of Representatives,” Mica said. “If you want a recipe to not get people to work, adopt that proposal.” ¶ Democrats fired back by questioning why Mica was holding a subcommittee hearing on the proposal when it appeared he had already decided against the plan. ¶ “The majority seems to have already made up its mind about this proposal,” said Rep. Eddie Bernice Johnson (D-Texas). ¶ The evidence, Johnson said, was in the very name of the hearing: “National Infrastructure Bank: More Bureaucracy and More Red Tape.” ¶ The infrastructure bank is a key component of Obama’s jobs package, which Senate Democrats are now breaking into smaller parts after the measure failed to move forward in the upper chamber on Tuesday night. ¶ Obama would invest $10 billion to create the bank and a national fund for transportation projects. Advocates say the money could be used to lure investment in public-private partnerships that are increasingly popular in the transportation sector. ¶ Obama has tried to sell the proposal, which was introduced in the upper chamber this spring by Sens. John Kerry (D-Mass.) and Kay Bailey Hutchison (R-Texas), as a bipartisan idea that would create jobs quickly. ¶ But Mica said Wednesday that 33 states already have infrastructure banks of their own. The problem, he said, is keeping them adequately funded. ¶ “You’ll hear from the Oklahoma transportation secretary in a minute … he’ll tell you they have the bank, they don’t have the money,” Mica told members of the subcommittee. States are “up against the wall,” he said. ¶ “They don’t have the money to finance a national infrastructure bank,” Mica argued. ¶ For his part, Oklahoma Secretary of Transportation Gary Ridley called the proposal for a national infrastructure bank “untimely and unnecessary.” ¶ “For financing transportation projects, the states only require clear federal guidance in the law and the continued and enhanced utilization of existing financing opportunities,” he said in written testimony submitted to the subcommittee. “A bold, new vision will be necessary to meet the increasing transportation challenges ahead, and it is unlikely that such a vision will be defined by an easy payment plan.” ¶ Ridley said his state has had an infrastructure bank since the 1990s, “but it’s not capitalized.” ¶ “We haven’t had a use for it,” he said. ¶ Making the case for including the infrastructure bank in his $447 billion American Jobs Act, Obama has tried to argue that not only is the plan backed by lawmakers from both parties, but also by normally adversarial advocacy groups. ¶ “The idea for a big boost in construction is supported by America’s largest business organization and America’s largest labor organization,” he said in a September speech to Congress. “It’s the kind of proposal that’s been supported in the past by Democrats and Republicans alike. You should pass it right away.” ¶ But Republicans on the House subcommittee weren’t buying it Wednesday. ¶ “ ‘Shovel-ready’ has become a national joke, because we don’t have projects that are shovel-ready,” Mica said. ¶ The infrastructure bank is joined by $50 billion in infrastructure spending in Obama’s jobs act proposal. The complete jobs act bill was voted down Tuesday night in the Senate on a mostly party-line vote.
xt: new bureaucracy 

Creation of a new bureaucracy triggers backlash – Congress supports improving upon existing programs

Duncan 11 – Chairman of the Highways and Transit Subcommittee (John J.,  “National Infrastructure Bank Would Create More Red Tape and Federal Bureaucracy”, Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, October 12, 2011, http://transportation.house.gov/news/PRArticle.aspx?NewsID=1421)ELB

“I, for one, do not support setting up a new bureaucracy in Washington where political appointees would decide which transportation projects are the most worthy to receive a Federal loan,” said U.S. Rep. John J. Duncan, Jr. (R-TN), Chairman of the Highways and Transit Subcommittee. “That is why Congress already established the State Infrastructure Bank program. Current law allows a state to use their Federal-aid funding to capitalize a State Infrastructure Bank and provide loans and loan guarantees to appropriate transportation projects that the state deems most important.¶ “The Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act program, or TIFIA, was established in 1998 to provide loans and loan guarantees to surface transportation projects. In fact, the TIFIA program is so popular it received 14 times the amount of project funding requests in FY11 than the program has available to distribute.¶ “Why not give these established programs more funding in order for them to reach their full potential?¶ “This proposal is simply just another distraction as Congress pushes for a long-term surface transportation reauthorization bill. The Administration should be focused on helping Congress pass this much overdue legislation and give the states some long-term funding certainty that a National Infrastructure Bank would most certainly not accomplish.”¶ 

at: link turns

Congress not on board with NIB - concern over new and excess federal bureaucracy and it not being an effective “job generator”

Orski 11 -  has worked professionally in the field of transportation for over 30 years. He served as Associate Administrator of the Urban Mass Transportation Administration under President Nixon and President Ford (1974-78), and prior to that was a senior officer in the United States Foreign Service with assignments to the European Communities in Brussels and the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) in Paris, where he directed a program of inter-governmental cooperation in transportation. From 1978 to 1981 he served as Vice President of the German Marshall Fund of the United States, a private foundation supporting transatlantic cooperation on issues of common concern to industrialized nations. Mr. Orski is a magna cum laude graduate of Harvard College and Harvard Law School. And he counseled more than 30 state and local jurisdictions on issues relating to transportation planning, travel demand management, traffic mitigation, transit operations and deployment of intelligent transportation systems. For nearly ten of those years (1985-94) he also served as a technical adviser to the Federal Transit Administration on policies and program dealing with private sector involvement in urban transportation. In other transportation-related activities, he directed MIT's International Mobility Observatory, served on President George W. Bush's Transportation Policy Task Force and was a member of the Bush-Cheney transportation transition team (Ken, “Infrastructure Bank: Losing Favor with the White House”, New Geography, August 30, 2011, http://www.newgeography.com/content/002408-infrastructure-bank-losing-favor-with-white-house)ELB
Eighteen months ago, on January 20, 2010, a group of influential politicians, accompanied by a large coterie of representatives of the Washington transportation community, gathered at the Capitol to urge Congress and the Obama Administration to create a "National Infrastructure Bank" to help finance infrastructure investments. The speakers included all the well-known advocates of the Bank: Pennsylvania’s Governor Ed Rendell, Senator Chris Dodd (D-CT), Rep. Rosa DeLauro (D-CT), author of an Infrastructure Bank bill (H.R. 2521), former House Majority Leader Dick Gephardt (D-MO) and Felix Rohatyn, the spiritual godfather of the movement. Standing beside them, in a gesture of support and solidarity, was a large group of executives representing the transportation industry, labor unions and advocacy groups.¶ For a while, it seemed like their plea would be answered. A proposal for a $30 billion infrastructure bank focused on transportation-related investments was included in the President’s FY 2011 budget proposal unveiled last September. As recently as last month, Mr. Obama was mentioning the Infrastructure Bank as part of his job stimulus plan to be unveiled after Labor Day.¶ But today, the idea is on life support. Neither the Senate nor the House have seen fit to include the Bank in their proposed transportation bills. Congressional Democrats and Republicans alike are in agreement that decisionmaking control over major federal investments should not be ceded to a group of "unelected bureaucrats." Rather than creating a new federal bureaucracy, they think the focus should be placed on expanding federal credit assistance tools already in place, such as the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) and the Railroad Rehabilitation & Improvement Financing Program (RRIF).¶ There are other reasons for congressional skepticism. House Republicans are suspicious that the Obama-proposed Bank is nothing more than a vehicle for more stimulus spending, disguised as "capital investment." They want the Administration to be more specific about its proposal: how the Bank would be funded, what kind of investments it would fund and how the $30 billion capital would be repaid. "If this is more of the same stimulus spending, we won’t support it," Kevin Smith, spokesman for House Speaker John Boehner (R-OH) has been quoted as saying.¶ House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee chairman John Mica (R-FL) thinks state-level infrastructure banks would be a more appropriate means of financing major transportation projects at the state and local level. Decentralized infrastructure financing would "keep the federal financing bureaucracy at a minimum and maximize states’ financial capabilities," according to the House transportation reauthorization proposal.¶ Senate Democrats, while not necessarily opposed to another fiscal stimulus, want quick results. They fear that a centralized Infrastructure Bank, with its complex governance structure and layers of bureaucratic conditions, requirements and approvals would be far too slow and cumbersome to be an effective job generator. One or two years could pass before large-scale projects appropriate for Bank financing would get evaluated, selected, approved and under construction, one Senate aide told us.¶ 
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Plan costs PC – GOP opposition

Rosen, 12 – (Reporter for the McClatchy newspaper, “Obama Seeks Funds to Deepen Charleston Port,” McClatchy, Newspaper, James Rosen, February 13, 2012, http://www.mcclatchydc.com/2012 /02/13/138778/obama-seeks-funds-to-deepen-charleston.html)

Graham and other GOP lawmakers also criticized Obama's spending plan for the 2013 fiscal year, which starts Oct. 1, saying it would raises taxes and produce more than $1 trillion in new debt. Obama's proposal includes $15.5 million for dredging of the Charleston harbor, but it has no maintenance money for the Georgetown harbor and little for other South Carolina waterways. Riley, the Charleston mayor since 1975 who has deep Democratic ties, spoke directly with Obama about the project, Graham said." Joe Riley, Clyburn, all of us working together — I just think it's a result of not taking no for an answer," Graham said. "I threatened to shut the Senate down."
It’s a fight – history proves
Hasan 11– (Has an MD in nuclear medicine, “Government Official Put Pressure on Congress to Release Funds for Port Maintenance, ” Oakland North, Amna Hasan, October 11, 2011, http://oaklandnorth.net/2011/10/03/government-officials-put-pressure-on-congress-to-release-funds-for-port-maintenance/)

Public officials and maritime industry leaders met on Friday to urge Congress to release funds collected from the Harbor Maintenance Tax in order to improve California’s port infrastructure and help stimulate economic growth. The federal tax is essentially a user fee, levied in 1986 and collected from port customers. In 1990, it was increased with the promise that the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund would pay for 100 percent of port maintenance, including channel dredging. However, the vast majority of this revenue still sits idle in the trust fund, according to speakers at the press conference. “What they’ve done is they’ve allowed a surplus to grow just shy of $6 billion. That makes the deficit small,” said California Lt. Governor Gavin Newsom. “They need it there because it looks better sitting there. What looks worse is our economic competitiveness.” Jim Haussener, executive director of California Marine Affairs and Navigation Conference, said that the cost of the dredging required would continue to rise if it was delayed. “In 1997, dredging cost $2.2 million. Now we need $25 million for the Port of Oakland. It’s appalling,” he said. “Everyone says, ‘We don’t have money for this, we don’t have money for that.’ Now we actually have the resources to do this but there’s an absence of leadership,” said Newsom.
xt: funding link

Funding concerns ensure PC loss 

Leach 12 –Senior Editor at the Journal of Commerce (Peter T., “Congress Hears Call for New Approach on Ports Funding”, Journal of Commerce, June 22, 2012, http://www.joc.com/infrastructure/congress-hears-calls-new-approach-port-funding)
Ports in the U.S. Southeast and the Gulf, the regions that will be most heavily impacted by the expansion of the Panama Canal, lack the capacity to handle post-Panamax ships, the Army Corps of Engineers said Thursday in a report to Congress.¶ The report, “U.S. Port and Inland Waterways Modernization: Preparing for Post-Panamax Vessels,” said the U.S. will have to find a way to fund the deepening of harbors at some Southeast and Gulf ports to remain competitive in global trade.¶ But it raised concerns about finding the funds necessary for the dredging projects “due to overall economic and fiscal conditions and concerns about the deficit.” It called for a new approach to the public and private financing of such strategically critical maritime infrastructure projects.
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Political Capital Key

Political Capital is key to getting votes and its finite. 

Beckmann and Kumar 2011 – Department of Political Science, University of California, Irvine, CA, USA (Matthew and Vimal, How presidents push, when presidents win: A model of positive presidential power in US lawmaking, Journal of Theoretical Politics 2011 23: 3, Online)

As with all lobbyists, presidents looking to push legislation must do so indirectly by pushing the lawmakers whom they need to pass it. Or, as Richard Nesustadt artfully explained:

The essence of a President’s persuasive task, with congressmen and everybody else, is to induce them to believe that what he wants of them is what their own appraisal of their own responsibil- ities requires them to do in their interest, not his...Persuasion deals in the coin of self-interest with men who have some freedom to reject what they find counterfeit. (Neustadt, 1990: 40)

Fortunately for contemporary presidents, today’s White House affords its occupants an unrivaled supply of persuasive carrots and sticks. Beyond the office’s unique visibility and prestige, among both citizens and their representatives in Congress, presidents may also sway lawmakers by using their discretion in budgeting and/or rulemaking, unique fundraising and campaigning capacity, control over executive and judicial nominations, veto power, or numerous other options under the chief executive’s control. Plainly, when it comes to the arm-twisting, brow-beating, and horse-trading that so often characterizes legislative battles, modern presidents are uniquely well equipped for the fight.

In the following we employ the omnibus concept of ‘presidential political capital’ to capture this conception of presidents’ positive power as persuasive bargaining.1 Specifi- cally, we define presidents’ political capital as the class of tactics White House officials employ to induce changes in lawmakers’ behavior.2 Importantly, this conception of presi- dents’ positive power as persuasive bargaining not only meshes with previous scholarship on lobbying (see, e.g., Austen-Smith and Wright (1994), Groseclose and Snyder (1996), Krehbiel (1998: ch. 7), and Snyder (1991)), but also presidential practice.3 For exam- ple, Goodwin recounts how President Lyndon Johnson routinely allocated ‘rewards’ to ‘cooperative’ members:

The rewards themselves (and the withholding of rewards) . . . might be something as unob- trusive as receiving an invitation to join the President in a walk around the White House grounds, knowing that pictures of the event would be sent to hometown newspapers ... [or something as pointed as] public works projects, military bases, educational research grants, poverty projects, appointments of local men to national commissions, the granting of pardons, and more. (Goodwin, 1991: 237)

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 presi- dents’ 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.
Despite declining capital – it is still key to prevent obstructionism
Schier 2011 – PhD, Dorothy H. and Edward C. Congdon Professor of Political Science at Carleton College (12/1, Steven, Presidential Studies Quarterly, 41.4, “The contemporary presidency: the presidential authority problem and the political power trap”, WEA)

Additional traits of the political systems have complicated presidential governance in recent decades. Since the 1960s, a large decline in public trust caused public support for a wide variety of federal policies to shrink (Hetherington 2006). The rise of divided government--with Congress and the presidency in rival partisan hands--has grown much more frequent since 1952, requiring new forms of executive-legislative bargaining(Mayhew 2005). The last two decades have witnessed a sharp increase in partisan polarization in the electorate, particularly among politically active citizens, complicating the job of creating widely persuasive presidential public appeals(Abramowitz 2010). All of this has contributed to theonset of a "political authority cycle" that vexes contemporary presidents. The fate of regime authority for presidents is at best uncertain and usually ominousin this cycle. The two parties can call on some reliable regime components--interest groups and party activists--but these elements hardly produce consistent mass endorsement of a regime and its president's political authority. Rather, the volatile mass components consistently threaten and usually diminish presidential authority over time. Frequently accompanying mass disaffection is a decline of presidential support in Congress.

The concept of political capital captures manyof the aspectsof a president's political authority. Paul Light defines several components of political capital: party support of the president in Congress, public approval of the president's conduct of his job, the president's electoral margin, and patronage appointments (Light 1999, 15). Light derived this list from the observations of 126 White House staff members he interviewed (1999, 14). His indicators have two central uses. First, Light's research reveals that they are central to the "players' perspective" in Washington. That is, those "in the game" view these items as crucial for presidential effectiveness. Second, they relate to many central aspects of political authority as defined by Skowronek. So on both theoretical and practical levels, the components of political capital are central to the fate of presidencies. The data here will reveal that presidents over the last 70 years have suffered from a trend of declining levels of political capital, a trendthat is at the heart of theirpolitical authority problem.

Many scholars have examined particular aspects of presidential political capital, from congressional support (for example, Bond and Fleisher 1992, 2000; Mayhew 2005; Peterson 1993) to job approval (Brace and Hinckley 1991; Kernell 1978; Nicholson Segura and Woods 2002). From these, we know that presidential job approval is influenced by economic performance, tends to drop over time, and that divided government can boost job approval. Also, job approval and control of Congressby fellow partisans boostspresidential successin floor votes but does not produce more important legislation than does periods of divided government. These "micro" findings, however, comport with a "macrotrend" of declining presidential political capital over time. This analysis explores that macro trend and relates it to previous micro findings
PC Key – Klein and Edwards overlook presidential successes

Drum 2012 – Kevin, Political Blogger at Mother Jones (Presidents and the Bully Pulpit, March 12, 2012, Mother Jones, http://www.motherjones.com/kevin-drum/2012/03/presidents-and-bully-pulpit)
....The question, [Paul] Begala says, is: What is the alternative to Presidential persuasion? “If you don’t try it at all, it guarantees you won’t persuade anybody,” he says. “And, to put it simply, your people in Congress and in the country will hate you if you don’t.” That’s the real dilemma for the modern White House. Aggressive, public leadership is typically ineffective and, during periods of divided government, can actually make matters worse. But passivity is even more dangerous. In that case, you’re not getting anything done and you look like you’re not even trying. The entire essay is worth a read. It's surprisingly persuasive. And yet, that bolded passage makes a key point: even if presidential speeches don't accomplish much, we really don't know if shutting up would be any better. After all, we've never had a modern president who specialized in shutting up. And since it's not a trait likely to lead to the Oval Office, we probably never will. I also think that Ezra doesn't really grapple with the strongest arguments on the other side. For one thing, although there are examples of presidential offensives that failed (George Bush on Social Security privatization), there are also example of presidential offensives that succeeded (George Bush on going to war with Iraq). The same is true for broader themes. For example, Edwards found that "surveys of public opinion have found that support for regulatory programs and spending on health care, welfare, urban problems, education, environmental protection and aid to minorities increased rather than decreased during Reagan’s tenure." OK. But what about the notion that tax cuts are good for the economy? The public may have already been primed to believe this by the tax revolts of the late '70s, but I'll bet Reagan did a lot to cement public opinion on the subject. And the Republican tax jihad has been one of the most influential political movements of the past three decades. More generally, I think it's a mistake to focus narrowly on presidential speeches about specific pieces of legislation. Maybe those really don't do any good. But presidents do have the ability to rally their own troops, and that matters. That's largely what Obama has done in the contraception debate. Presidents also have the ability to set agendas. Nobody was talking about invading Iraq until George Bush revved up his marketing campaign in 2002, and after that it suddenly seemed like the most natural thing in the world to a lot of people. Beyond that, it's too cramped to think of the bully pulpit as just the president, just giving a few speeches. It's more than that. It's a president mobilizing his party and his supporters and doing it over the course of years. That's harder to measure, and I can't prove that presidents have as much influence there as I think they do. But I confess that I think they do. Truman made containment national policy for 40 years, JFK made the moon program a bipartisan national aspiration, Nixon made working-class resentment the driving spirit of the Republican Party, Reagan channeled the rising tide of the Christian right and turned that resentment into the modern-day culture wars, and George Bush forged a bipartisan consensus that the threat of terrorism justifies nearly any defense. It's true that in all of these cases presidents were working with public opinion, not against it, but I think it's also true that different presidents might have shaped different consensuses. Maybe I'm protesting too much. I actually think Ezra has the better of the argument here. But even if public opinion can rarely be directly challenged and turned around, it can be molded and channeled. Presidents and their party machines can influence which latent issues stay dormant and which ones become national obsessions. They can take advantage of events in ways that others can't. After all, talking is what human beings do. It's hard to credit the idea that it never really accomplishes anything.
Political capital is key – determines success of legislative agenda

Beckmann and Kumar 2011 – Department of Political Science, University of California, Irvine, CA, USA (Matthew and Vimal, How presidents push, when presidents win: A model of positive presidential power in US lawmaking, Journal of Theoretical Politics 2011 23: 3, Online)

Agreeing that presidents’ strategic options in Congress do indeed depend heavily on factors beyond their control, our model’s first insight is explicating the two systematic strategies presidents have available for exerting influence in Congress: they can target marginal voters to shift the preference distribution on roll-call votes and they can tar- get congressional leaders to censor the policy alternatives making it that far. While the first of these is widely recognized and studied, the second is not. By detailing the actual mechanisms of president-led coalition building on Capitol Hill, ours is a theory that puts positive presidential power on a firmer conceptual footing; legislative opportuni- ties are predictable (if not controllable) and capitalizing on them depends on nothing more heroic than the normal grist of legislative politics: arm-twisting, brow-beating, and horse-trading. In this way, we subscribe to President Eisenhower’s observation: ‘I’ll tell you what leadership is: it’s persuasion, and conciliation, and education, and patience. It’s long, slow, tough work’ (Hughes, 1963: 124).

Presidents Needs Political Capital to Pass Bills

Marshall and Prins 2011 – *Miami University, **University of Tennessee & Howard H. Baker, Jr. Center for Public Policy (Bryan and Brandon, Presidential Studies Quarterly, 41.3, “Power or Posturing? Policy Availability and Congressional Influence on U.S. Presidential Decisions to Use Force”)

Based on this line of argument, our policy availability theory predicts that the president’s legislative relationship with Congress is a critical factor in affecting the president’s calculus to use military force. Because the president’s goals are intimately tied to legislating with Congress, the more productive the relationship is, the less likely the president will use force. Presidents will tend to be risk averse toward the prospect of losing a favorable legislative relationship with Congress. The president’s ability to build congressional coalitions is a vital resource necessary for securing their legislative agenda, and so presidents are hesitant to risk such valuable political capital. In this way, presidents consider how the decision to use force may inﬂuence their ability to successfully promote their other policy objectives.
Political capital definitely helps – based on historical evidence
Schier 2011 – Steven, Professor of Political Science at Carleton College(The contemporary presidency: the presidential authority problem and the political power trap, Presidential Studies Quarterly, 41.4.)

In sum, we have clear evidence of consistent intercorrelations among the political capital variables, indicating they do represent a large phenomenon of presidential politics and leadership. The consistent positive associations show that presidential job approval, party identification with the president's party, and presidential party membership and presidential voting support in Congress do tend to vary together across years and even more so across presidencies. Any trends we next spot over time are trends in related phenomena.
xt: prefer our studies

Prefer our evidence – its based on empirical studies

Beckmann and McGann 2008 – Matthew and Anthony, 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 (NAVIGATING THE LEGISLATIVE DIVIDE - POLARIZATION, PRESIDENTS, AND POLICYMAKING IN THE UNITED STATES, Journal of Theoretical Politics 20(2): 201–220 Copyright Ó 2008 Sage Publications, Online)

A second question focuses on presidents’ role in polarized politics. Even as empiricists have cited presidents as key legislative players – in agenda setting as well as coalition building (Rossiter, 1956; Neustadt, 1960; Covington, 1987, 1988; Sullivan, 1988, 1990; Edwards, 1989; Bond and Fleisher, 1990; Peterson, 1990; Covington et al., 1995; Cameron, 2000; Edwards and Barrett, 2000) – to date the theoretical models have largely conﬁned presidents to a reactive role, that of a veto player.7 Below we incorporate presidents as strategic players into the theoretical models of lawmaking when proactively promoting preferred policies. In doing so, we not only specify elements of this strategy but also examine the conditions under which they will be effective. Finally, what does this mean for the policies that the president ultimately signs into law? The foremost implication of the preference-based models is that all congressional paths funnel toward the center of congressional members’ preferences. But listening to the Capitol’s so called ‘centrists’ suggests federal laws frequently deviate from their preferences. Seemingly pivotal lawmakers regularly pronounce a bittersweet assessment of their chamber’s products – better than nothing but far from ideal. Our ﬁnal question, therefore, examines whether all lawmaking involves moves toward the center of the ideological spectrum or whether some conditions enable presidents to pull outcomes away from the philosophical middle and toward the ideological extreme. 

Overcoming the Ideological Divide 

To this point it has been argued that polarization tends to promote gridlock. Partisan polarization does so inasmuch as it encourages lawmakers to put posturing ahead of negotiating, and ideological polarization does so inasmuch as it reduces the range of issues where pivotal voters can agree to pass any new law over the status quo. Here we build from this theoretical baseline to examine the effect of incorporating two important stylistic features: presidents and polarization. 

The Wellsprings of Presidential Power 

In his seminal work on the presidency, Richard Neustadt (1960) cited the ofﬁce’s informal levers of power – not its constitutional levers of power – as central to understanding presidents’ role in American politics generally, and federal lawmaking in particular. For Neustadt, these informal powers were rooted in the presidency’s unrivaled perspective and prestige; for Sam Kernell (1993), they stem from presidents’ unique capacity to rally public pressure against otherwise recalcitrant lawmakers (see also Canes-Wrone, 2005). And beyond personal persuasion and ‘going public’, presidents and their aides also enjoy a distinct ability to engage in what political scientists call vote-buying and Washington insiders call ‘horse-trading’.8 Whatever the president’s tactical choice – private persuasion, public pressure, or vote buying – they all ﬁt under the same strategic umbrella; each reﬂects the president’s allocation of president-controlled resources to alter lawmakers’ positions. As such, we employ the omnibus concept of ‘presidential political capital’ to capture this class of presidential lobbying. More precisely, we deﬁne presidents’ political capital as the resources White House ofﬁcials can allocate to induce changes in lawmakers’ position on roll-call votes.9 This deﬁnition of presidential political capital comports well with previous scholarship (e.g. Groseclose and Snyder, 1996) as well as contemporaneous accounts of White House lobbying. For example, after watching the administration’s recent effort before a vote on an important trade bill, the next-day’s Washington Post article described the situation: So many top Bush administration ofﬁcials were working the Capitol last night that Democrats joked that the hallways looked like a Cabinet meeting . . . The last-minute negotiations for votes resembled the wheeling and dealing on a car lot . . . Members took advantage of the opportunity by requesting such things as fundraising appear- ances by Cheney and the restoration of money the White House has tried to cut from agriculture programs. (Blustein and Allen, 2005: s. A) Nearly 20 years earlier, Ronald Reagan’s OMB 251), described a similar scene: ‘The last 10 percent or 20 percent of the votes needed for a majority of both houses on the 1981 tax cut had to be bought, period’. Applying the well-known vote-buying models (see Snyder, 1991; Groseclose, 1996; Groseclose and Snyder, 1996) to this setup, we show how presidents can strategically target their political capital to legislators to the end of inﬂuencing lawmakers and the policies they pass. From there we incorporate polarization into the model to show how it conditions the president’s inﬂuence. 

The Basic Model 

To start, let us consider a simple vote-buying game. There are two types of players: a president who seeks to buy votes such that the Senate passes legisla- tion more to his liking than it otherwise would, and senators, who must balance the utility they derive from voting in line with their default ideal with the beneﬁts that the president offers. Hence we assume that the legislative outcome can be described as a point on the Real number line. The president’s utility function is: Up = Aðo, pÞ − B where o is the outcome, p is the president’s ideal point and B is the sum of poli- tical capital the president spends. Let us assume that p ≥ o ≥ status quo (i.e., that the president wishes to move the outcome to ‘the right’.) Furthermore, assume that A (o, p) is a function of the distance between the outcome and presi- dent’s ideal – increasing as the outcome (o) approaches his ideal (p). The utility function of a senator is a function of whether they vote yea or nay, and whether they support the proposal sufﬁciently to vote for it absent any presi- dential pressure or bribe: If si ≤ o: Yea: Ui = Ci ðo, si Þ + bi Nay: Ui = 0 If si ≥ o Yea: 0 Nay: −Ci ðo, si Þ + bi where bi is the political capital offered to each individual senator, si is the sena- tor’s ideal point and C (o, si Þ is a function of the distance between o and s i – with senators’ utility increasing as the distance between the outcome and their ideal decreases. One interpretation of senators’ ideal points is the most extreme outcome a senator will support without a bribe. Senators for whom si ≥ o will support proposal o without being lobbied, and indeed would have to be lobbied not to support it, whereas senators for whom si < o will not vote for proposal o unless the president expends some political capital on them. Like Groseclose and Snyder (1996), we assume senators derive utility from their revealed prefer- ence over policies, not just the outcome. As a ﬁrst point, it is worth stating the obvious: the greater the president’s political capital, the greater his ability to inﬂuence legislators’ votes. If bi = 0 – either because the president chose not to get involved or because he lacks political capital to spend – then the White House is limited to the familiar role of veto bargaining (see Cameron, 2000). Indeed, when unwilling or unable to spend the political capital that presidential lobbying demands, the president and his team cannot push a proactive legislative agenda. By contrast, as bi increases, the administration’s ability to ply any particular member increases, thereby granting presidents a positive role in the policymaking process.

xt: builds coalitions

PC Key to legislative success – builds coalitions 

Hacker and Pierson 2012 - Jacob S. Hacker is the Stanley B. Resor Professor of Political Science at Yale University and the Director of Yale’s Institution for Social and Policy Studies. He is the author or coauthor of five books, most recently, Winner-Take-All Politics with Paul Pierson.

Paul Pierson is John D. Gross Professor of Political Science at the University of California at Berkeley. His work focuses on political economy and public policy, both in the United States and in other affluent democracies. (Presidents and the Political Economy: The Coalitional Foundations of Presidential Power, Presidential Studies Quarterly 42, no. 1 (March) © 2012 Center for the Study of the Presidency, Online)

Agenda-Setting and Party-Building. On nearly all important matters of economic policy, presidents share power with other institutional actors—notably Congress. This is the basis for Neustadt’s (1960) famous observation that presidential power rests not on authority but persuasion. Yet in this persuasive role, the president has some formidable institutional advantages. First, the occupant of the oval office has the biggest megaphone in American politics—Teddy Roosevelt’s “bully pulpit.” Second, presidents play a central role in organizing and shaping the activities of their parties, both within and outside government. If the power of the president is the power to persuade, presidents have a powerful platform for persuasion. They also have a special position relative to a large cadre of already-persuaded politicians, activists, interest groups, and voters.

Certainly, the agenda-setting power of presidents is substantial. A large literature (see, e.g., Edwards 2003; Hill 1998) indicates that presidents can move issues already in play higher up the legislative agenda and sometimes even bring relatively neglected issues to the fore. A Democrat wins the presidency and the subject is health care. A Republican wins and the subject is tax cuts. In particular, as Matthew Beckmann (2010) convincingly argues, presidents’ greatest source of influence is their ability to work with leaders of their party to advance issues and alternatives that are congruent with their policy agenda, while keeping unfavorable issues and alternatives off the agenda.

Presidents have generally been far less successful, however, in determining how citizens or legislators respond to these issues. George C. Edwards III (2003) has compiled an impressive amount of polling suggesting that presidential public statements have modest effects on public opinion. President Obama, for example, proved consistently unable to shift public opinion on health care reform in 2009 and 2010, despite success in raising health care to the top of the legislative agenda.

Of course, public opinion is not the only target of presidential persuasion. Indeed, given the increased polarization of Congress and the president’s central role as a party builder, it may not even be the most important. As Edwards suggests, much of what presidents do amounts to preaching to the converted, or more accurately, helping the converted figure out how exactly to get to the promised land—as President Obama eventually did in unifying Democrats behind a health care bill despite bitter internal disagreements. Moreover, while the ranks of the converted may be relatively fixed over the short term, presidents can build party-based alliances in Congress and the electorate over the longer term. As Daniel Galvin has argued, Republican presidents, in particular, have invested in long-term party-building in ways that have conduced to the benefit of their successors (2010).

Yet in both these roles—agenda setter and party leader—presidents are most influential when they are allied with regnant congressional factions whose leader- ship shares overlapping goals with the White House. And as with other aspects of the president’s political environment, these deeper partnerships cannot be forged by presi- dents on the day they come into office. They depend heavily on the formation and endurance of coalitions that predate the president’s inauguration.

This is the essential insight of Stephen Skowronek’s notion of “political time”— presidents’ fortunes hinge in crucial part on whether they are opposed to or aligned with the existing “regime” and the legitimacy of this reigning order (Skowronek 1993). Presidents who stand in opposition to a discredited set of ideas and leadership commit- ments have the greatest leeway to innovate and remake politics and policy. Yet this process is hardly automatic. Historically, presidents could innovate at these moments because the discrediting of the losing coalition gave rise to large legislative majorities aligned with the president. This was less true under Reagan and even more so under Obama—despite these presidents’ ability to capitalize on the weakness of the opposition and of prior governing principles.

In addition, political time may be less relevant in the era of activist government and, more recently, institutionalized supermajority requirements (Skowronek 1993). With many governing commitments deeply embedded, the opportunity for decisive breaks with prior policy requires more than an oppositional stance and a weakened set of adversaries. Instead, opportunities for reform are dependent on the place of presidents within durable coalitions of activists, interest groups, and congressional partisans that can push back relentlessly against established policies over the long term.

at: gridlock/polarization takes out pc

Divided government yields significant policies – history and studies prove

Beckmann and McGann 2008 – Matthew and Anthony, 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 (NAVIGATING THE LEGISLATIVE DIVIDE - POLARIZATION, PRESIDENTS, AND POLICYMAKING IN THE UNITED STATES, Journal of Theoretical Politics 20(2): 201–220 Copyright Ó 2008 Sage Publications, Online)

Divided Government (The Partisan Theory of Gridlock)

Divided government – defined as one party in the White House and another party having a majority in one or both houses of Congress – has prevailed for more than 70 per cent of the Congresses since President Richard Nixon took office (i.e. from the 91st Congress to the 110th, or 1969 to 2008). By failing to provide a coherent governing coalition with traceable lines of accountability, divided government’s occurrence has long been thought to inhibit lawmaking by undermining Washington officials’ incentives to govern effectively and responsibly (Schattschneider, 1942; APSA Committee on Political Parties, 1950; Fiorina, 1980; Sundquist, 1988).

Testing the claim that divided government impedes federal policymaking, David Mayhew (1991) executed the first systematic study of divided govern- ment’s impact on congressional productivity. His central finding was surprising: the number of ‘significant’ policies enacted during divided and unified periods of government was basically the same. Divided government, it seemed, did not thwart officials’ capacity to reach accord on the day’s most important issues. The inference Mayhew drew was plain: ‘Evidently, some ... mix of factors keeps the legislative process moving along rather evenly regardless of patterns of party control or other transient circumstances’ (p. 179).

In light of Mayhew’s unexpected findings, further research sought out more fine-grained tests of the basic gridlock thesis. Kelly (1993) redefined what com- prised a ‘significant’ law and reran Mayhew’s analysis, which led him to the conclusion they were less common under divided government. Howell et al. (2000) parsed laws into four categories – ‘landmark’, ‘major’, ‘ordinary’, and ‘minor’ – and reinvestigated the impact of divided government to find it did reduce passage of landmark bills, but not major ones. Edwards et al. (1997) showed an asymmetric influence of divided government; policy failures were more likely under divided government, but only for bills that the president opposed. Binder (1999) remeasured productivity to account for the range of sig- nificant policy issues that could have been addressed versus those that actually were. Her results showed that intra-branch disagreement tended to diminish pro- ductivity more than divided government (see also Jones, 2001). And Coleman (1999) demonstrated that, controlling for the size and heterogeneity of partisan coalitions in Congress, divided government’s suppressive impact on lawmaking could again be seen.
Passage of legislation is possible even in gridlock- empirics prove

Bond and Fleisher 2000, political science professor at Texas A & M and Fordham University/ political scientists for Division of Congressional Quarterly Inc. (Jon and Richard, Polarized Politics, CQ press)//RAD
Still, it is clear from this research that the U.S. government can and does legislate whether party control is unified or divided. Terms such as gridlock and stalemate, suggesting a lack of movement toward solving the nation’s problems, do not accurately describe the operation of the American political system. Looking back at the budget battles of the 1990s, we see that even with partisan conflict between Prsedient Clinton and Republicans in Congress at a maximum and the mutual trust and respect necessary to promote compromise at a minimum, the system eventually produced a budget. But saying that gridlock is not an apt metaphor does not suggest that divided government presents no problems; those who argue that party control of the government matters little may be equally wrong in their conclusion. The evidence presented in this book clearly show that party does matter in American national government.

Elevated partisanship doesn’t mean more influence and legislation passage.

Bond and Fleisher 2000, political science professor at Texas A & M and Fordham University/ political scientists for Division of Congressional Quarterly Inc. (Jon and Richard, Polarized Politics, CQ press)//RAD
We began this chapter with the observation that party leaders in the 105th Congress faced considerable uncertainty as they tried to anticipate members’ votes on articles of impeachment against President Clinton. Although all of the impeachment votes turned out to be highly partisan, leaders had difficulty predicting how many of their co-partisan would defect from the party’s preferred position. Our view is that the uncertainty on the impeachment votes was not unusual. By analyzing a large number of votes, we found that the president’s quest for support in Congress remains uncertain even in this era of elevated partisanship. The continued uncertainty results because defections from members’ partisan and ideological predispositions are still quit common. The American system is indeed one of separate institutions sharing power. This institutional separation means that even highly partisan members of Congress can and do act in ways independent of the president and party because frequently their political and institutional interests conflict with their partisan and ideo-logical predispositions

Political Capital key – determines whether gridlock occurs

Beckmann and McGann 2008 – Matthew and Anthony, 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 (NAVIGATING THE LEGISLATIVE DIVIDE - POLARIZATION, PRESIDENTS, AND POLICYMAKING IN THE UNITED STATES, Journal of Theoretical Politics 20(2): 201–220 Copyright Ó 2008 Sage Publications, Online)

Here we propose a theory that casts some early rays of light onto the policy consequences of polarization in Congress. Building from a simple theoretical model in which the president seeks to promote his preferred policies in the Senate (see Snyder, 1991; Groseclose, 1996), we assess differences in the chamber’s pre- ference distribution – from normal to unanimous to bimodal – as well as the ‘poli- tical capital’ at the president’s disposal.2 Results show that absent the president, ideological polarization makes amassing the votes needed to beat the status quo difficult, so gridlock frequently prevails. The same is true when the president lacks political capital to spend. However, when endowed with abundant capital, facing a polarized legislature enables presidents to pass policies closer to their ideal than would have been possible in an assembly characterized by greater ideological homogeneity. Hence the familiar prediction of blanket ‘gridlock’ is overblown. Instead, comparative statics show that the consequences of ideologi- cal polarization in Congress are conditional: they depend on the nature of the preference distribution, the involvement of the president, and the political capi- tal at his disposal.
Only PC can break gridlock – it’s the key factor to legislative success

Beckmann and McGann 2008 – Matthew and Anthony, 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 (NAVIGATING THE LEGISLATIVE DIVIDE - POLARIZATION, PRESIDENTS, AND POLICYMAKING IN THE UNITED STATES, Journal of Theoretical Politics 20(2): 201–220 Copyright Ó 2008 Sage Publications, Online)

By all indications, the partisan and ideological polarization that has come to characterize officials in Washington shows no signs of abating. If anything, it appears that the schism between liberals and conservatives, Democrats and Republicans, will only continue to grow. The simple but important question that many have asked is, so what? How does polarization affect the policymaking process and the outcomes that result? While Mayhew’s initial study proved important laws continue to prevail even in the face of divided government and polarization, subsequent research has indicated that partisan and ideological polarization does encourage legislative gridlock, which, in turn, privileges the status quo. This happens partly by germinating partisanship and posturing over negotiation and compromise, and partly by leaving ideologically distant pivotal voters unable to find an alternative they prefer even when they seek compromise and negotiate sincerely.

By contrast, we theorize that polarization’s impact on US lawmaking is con- ditional. Instead of hypothesizing gridlock monotonically increases with polari- zation, our model predicts polarization’s policymaking impact depends on three elements: the default preference of the pivotal voter, the extent of polarization around the pivotal voter, and the president’s willingness (and ability) to spend his capital to win. Depending on the particular constellation of these factors, predictions range from the familiar one of gridlock on through to a president who not only avoids stalemate, but actually signs into law bills that are closer to his preference than we would otherwise expect.

Drawing from this model, then, a more nuanced view of presidential influ- ence emerges. Assuming today’s White House officials are eager to promote the president’s legislative agenda, we can now see when those efforts are likely to pay off – namely, when the president enjoys ample political capital and con- fronts a polarized legislature (i.e. one where there are few legislators sitting between the pivotal voter and some point much closer to the president). Con- versely, when the president does not get involved or lacks political capital when he does, all the conventional wisdom about pivotal voters and gridlock holds. Also, any president promoting his agenda before a homogenous Senate (say, one characterized by a normal distribution of preferences) is highly constrained by its predispositions. Therefore, as future researchers revisit presidents’ potential influence in Congress, accounting for its conditional nature should provide more discriminating results and permit more judicious inferences.

at: Dickinson

Their evidence is about court nominations – Dickinson concludes neg
Dickinson 09 - professor of political science at Middlebury College. He is the author of Bitter Harvest: FDR, Presidential Power and the Growth of the Presidential Branch. (Matthew J., “We All Want a Revolution: Neustadt, New Institutionalism, and the Future of Presidency Research”, Presidential Studies Quarterly 39, no. 4 (December))ELB 
Small wonder, then, that initial efforts to find evidence of presidential power centered on explaining legislative outcomes in Congress. Because scholars found it difficult to directly and systematically measure presidential influence or "skill," however, they often tried to estimate it indirectly, after first establishing a baseline model that explained these outcomes on other factors, including party strength in Congress, members of Congress's ideology, the president's electoral support and/or popular approval, and various control variables related to time in office and political and economic context. With the baseline established, one could then presumably see how much of the unexplained variance might be attributed to presidents, and whether individual presidents did better or worse than the model predicted. Despite differences in modeling assumptions and measurements, however, these studies came to remarkably similar conclusions: individual presidents did not seem to matter very much in explaining legislators' voting behavior or lawmaking outcomes (but see Lockerbie and Borrelli 1989, 97-106). As Richard Fleisher, Jon Bond, and B. Dan Wood summarized, "[S]tudies that compare presidential success to some baseline fail to find evidence that perceptions of skill have systematic effects" (2008, 197; see also Bond, Fleisher, and Krutz 1996, 127; Edwards 1989, 212). To some scholars, these results indicate that Neustadt's "president-centered" perspective is incorrect (Bond and Fleisher 1990, 221-23). In fact, the aggregate results reinforce Neustadt's recurring refrain that presidents are weak and that, when dealing with Congress, a president's power is "comparably limited" (Neustadt 1990, 184). The misinterpretation of the findings as they relate to PP stems in part from scholars' difficulty in defining and operationalizing presidential influence (Cameron 2000b; Dietz 2002, 105-6; Edwards 2000, 12; Shull and Shaw 1999). But it is also that case that scholars often misconstrue Neustadt's analytic perspective; his description of what presidents must do to influence policy making does not mean that he believes presidents are the dominant influence on that process. Neustadt writes from the president's perspective, but without adopting a president-centered explanation of power. Nonetheless, if Neustadt clearly recognizes that a president's influence in Congress is exercised mostly, as George Edwards (1989) puts it, "at the margins," his case studies in PP also suggest that, within this limited bound, presidents do strive to influence legislative outcomes. But how? Scholars often argue that a president's most direct means of influence is to directly lobby certain members of Congress, often through quid pro quo exchanges, at critical junctures during the lawmaking sequence. Spatial models of legislative voting suggest that these lobbying efforts are most effective when presidents target the median, veto, and filibuster "pivots" within Congress. This logic finds empirical support in vote-switching studies that indicate that presidents do direct lobbying efforts at these pivotal voters, and with positive legislative results. Keith Krehbiel analyzes successive votes by legislators in the context of a presidential veto and finds "modest support for the sometimes doubted stylized fact of presidential power as persuasion" (1998,153-54). Similarly, David Bradyand Craig Volden look at vote switching by members of Congress in successive Congresses on nearly identical legislation and also conclude that presidents do influence the votes of at least some legislators (1998, 125-36). In his study of presidential lobbying on key votes on important domestic legislation during the 83rd (1953-54) through 108th (2003-04) Congresses, Matthew Beckman shows that in addition to these pivotal voters, presidents also lobby leaders in both congressional parties in order to control what legislative alternatives make it onto the congressional agenda (more on this later). These lobbying efforts are correlated with a greater likelihood that a president's legislative preferences will come to a vote (Beckmann 2008, n.d.). In one of the most concerted efforts to model how bargaining takes place at the individual level, Terry Sullivan examines presidential archives containing administrative headcounts to identify instances in which members of Congress switched positions during legislative debate, from initially opposing the president to supporting him in the final roll call (Sullivan 1988,1990,1991). Sullivan shows that in a bargaining game with incomplete information regarding the preferences of the president and members of Congress, there are a number of possible bargaining outcomes for a given distribution of legislative and presidential policy preferences. These outcomes depend in part on legislators' success in bartering their potential support for the president's policy for additional concessions from the president. In threatening to withhold support, however, members of Congress run the risk that the president will call their bluff and turn elsewhere for the necessary votes. By capitalizing on members' uncertainty regarding whether their support is necessary to form a winning coalition, Sullivan theorizes that presidents can reduce members of Congress's penchant for strategic bluffing and increase the likelihood of a legislative outcome closer to the president's preference. "Hence, the skill to bargain successfully becomes a foundation for presidential power even within the context of electorally determined opportunities," Sullivan concludes (1991, 1188). Most of these studies infer presidential influence, rather than measuring it directly (Bond, Fleisher, and Krutz 1996,128-29; see also Edwards 1991). Interestingly, however, although the vote "buying" approach is certainly consistent with Neustadt's bargaining model, none of his case studies in PP show presidents employing this tactic. The reason may be that Neustadt concentrates his analysis on the strategic level: "Strategically the question is not how he masters Congress in a peculiar instance, but what he does to boost his mastery in any instance" (Neustadt 1990, 4). For Neustadt, whether a president's lobbying efforts bear fruit in any particular circumstance depends in large part on the broader pattern created by a president's prior actions when dealing with members of Congress (and "Washingtonians" more generally). These previous interactions determine a president's professional reputation--the "residual impressions of [a president's] tenacity and skill" that accumulate in Washingtonians' minds, helping to "heighten or diminish" a president's bargaining advantages. "Reputation, of itself, does not persuade, but it can make persuasions easier, or harder, or impossible" (Neustadt 1990, 54).
Dickinson doesn’t support their application

Dickinson 09 - professor of political science at Middlebury College. He is the author of Bitter Harvest: FDR, Presidential Power and the Growth of the Presidential Branch. (Matthew J., “We All Want a Revolution: Neustadt, New Institutionalism, and the Future of Presidency Research”, Presidential Studies Quarterly 39, no. 4 (December))ELB

Small wonder, then, that initial efforts to find evidence of presidential power centered on explaining legislative outcomes in Congress. Because scholars found it difficult to directly and systematically measure presidential influence or "skill," however, they often tried to estimate it indirectly, after first establishing a baseline model that explained these outcomes on other factors, including party strength in Congress, members of Congress's ideology, the president's electoral support and/or popular approval, and various control variables related to time in office and political and economic context. With the baseline established, one could then presumably see how much of the unexplained variance might be attributed to presidents, and whether individual presidents did better or worse than the model predicted. Despite differences in modeling assumptions and measurements, however, these studies came to remarkably similar conclusions: individual presidents did not seem to matter very much in explaining legislators' voting behavior or lawmaking outcomes (but see Lockerbie and Borrelli 1989, 97-106). As Richard Fleisher, Jon Bond, and B. Dan Wood summarized, "[S]tudies that compare presidential success to some baseline fail to find evidence that perceptions of skill have systematic effects" (2008, 197; see also Bond, Fleisher, and Krutz 1996, 127; Edwards 1989, 212). To some scholars, these results indicate that Neustadt's "president-centered" perspective is incorrect (Bond and Fleisher 1990, 221-23). In fact, the aggregate results reinforce Neustadt's recurring refrain that presidents are weak and that, when dealing with Congress, a president's power is "comparably limited" (Neustadt 1990, 184). The misinterpretation of the findings as they relate to PP stems in part from scholars' difficulty in defining and operationalizing presidential influence (Cameron 2000b; Dietz 2002, 105-6; Edwards 2000, 12; Shull and Shaw 1999). But it is also that case that scholars often misconstrue Neustadt's analytic perspective; his description of what presidents must do to influence policy making does not mean that he believes presidents are the dominant influence on that process. Neustadt writes from the president's perspective, but without adopting a president-centered explanation of power. Nonetheless, if Neustadt clearly recognizes that a president's influence in Congress is exercised mostly, as George Edwards (1989) puts it, "at the margins," his case studies in PP also suggest that, within this limited bound, presidents do strive to influence legislative outcomes. But how? Scholars often argue that a president's most direct means of influence is to directly lobby certain members of Congress, often through quid pro quo exchanges, at critical junctures during the lawmaking sequence. Spatial models of legislative voting suggest that these lobbying efforts are most effective when presidents target the median, veto, and filibuster "pivots" within Congress. This logic finds empirical support in vote-switching studies that indicate that presidents do direct lobbying efforts at these pivotal voters, and with positive legislative results. Keith Krehbiel analyzes successive votes by legislators in the context of a presidential veto and finds "modest support for the sometimes doubted stylized fact of presidential power as persuasion" (1998, 153-54). Similarly, David Brady and Craig Volden look at vote switching by members of Congress in successive Congresses on nearly identical legislation and also conclude that presidents do influence the votes of at least some legislators (1998, 125-36). In his study of presidential lobbying on key votes on important domestic legislation during the 83rd (1953-54) through 108th (2003-04) Congresses, Matthew Beckman shows that in addition to these pivotal voters, presidents also lobby leaders in both congressional parties in order to control what legislative alternatives make it onto the congressional agenda (more on this later). These lobbying efforts are correlated with a greater likelihood that a president's legislative preferences will come to a vote (Beckmann 2008, n.d.). 

Political Capital Not Key

Systematic research proves capital is irrelevant

Edwards, 9 – Distinguished Professor of Political Science at Texas A&M University, holds the George and Julia Blucher Jordan Chair in Presidential Studies and has served as the Olin Professor of American Government at Oxford [George, “The Strategic President”, Printed by the Princeton University Press, pg. 149-150]

Even presidents who appeared to dominate Congress were actually facilitators rather than directors of change. They understood their own limitations and explicitly took advantage of opportunities in their environments. Working at the margins, they successfully guided legislation through Congress. When their resources diminished, they reverted to the stalemate that usually characterizes presidential-congressional relations. As legendary management expert Peter Drucker put it about Ronald Reagan, "His great strength was not charisma, as is commonly thought, but his awareness and acceptance of exactly what he could and what he could not do."134 These conclusions are consistent with systematic research by Jon Bond, Richard Fleisher, and B. Dan Wood. They have focused on determining whether the presidents to whom we attribute the greatest skills in dealing with Congress were more successful in obtaining legislative support for their policies than were other presidents. After carefully controlling for other influences on congressional voting, they found no evidence that those presidents who supposedly were the most proficient in persuading Congress were more successful than chief executives with less aptitude at influencing legislators.135 Scholars studying leadership within Congress have reached similar conclusions about the limits on personal leadership. Cooper and Brady found that institutional context is more important than personal leadership skills or traits in determining the influence of leaders and that there is no relationship between leadership style and effectiveness.136 Presidential legislative leadership operates in an environment largely beyond the president's control and must compete with other, more stable factors that affect voting in Congress in addition to party. These include ideology, personal views and commitments on specific policies, and the interests of constituencies. By the time a president tries to exercise influence on a vote, most members of Congress have made up their minds on the basis of these other factors. Thus, a president's legislative leadership is likely to be critical only for those members of Congress who remain open to conversion after other influences have had their impact. Although the size and composition of this group varies from issue to issue, it will almost always be a minority in each chamber
Capital doesn’t influence the agenda – issues are compartmentalized 

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

As for Sotomayor, from here the path toward almost certain confirmation goes as follows: the Senate Judiciary Committee is slated to hold hearings sometime this summer (this involves both written depositions and of course open hearings), which should lead to formal Senate approval before Congress adjourns for its summer recess in early August.  So Sotomayor will likely take her seat in time for the start of the new Court session on October 5.  (I talk briefly about the likely politics of the nomination process below).

What is of more interest to me, however, is what her selection reveals about the basis of presidential power.  Political scientists, like baseball writers evaluating hitters, have devised numerous means of measuring a president’s influence in Congress.  I will devote a separate post to discussing these, but in brief, they often center on the creation of legislative “box scores” designed to measure how many times a president’s preferred piece of legislation, or nominee to the executive branch or the courts, is approved by Congress.  That is, how many pieces of legislation that the president supports actually pass Congress? How often do members of Congress vote with the president’s preferences?  How often is a president’s policy position supported by roll call outcomes?  These measures, however, are a misleading gauge of presidential power – they are a better indicator of congressional power.  This is because how members of Congress vote on a nominee or legislative item is rarely influenced by anything a president does.  Although journalists (and political scientists) often focus on the legislative “endgame” to gauge presidential influence – will the President swing enough votes to get his preferred legislation enacted? – this mistakes an outcome with actual evidence of presidential influence.  Once we control for other factors – a member of Congress’ ideological and partisan leanings, the political leanings of her constituency, whether she’s up for reelection or not – we can usually predict how she will vote without needing to know much of anything about what the president wants.  (I am ignoring the importance of a president’s veto power for the moment.)

Despite the much publicized and celebrated instances of presidential arm-twisting during the legislative endgame, then, most legislative outcomes don’t depend on presidential lobbying.  But this is not to say that presidents lack influence.  Instead, the primary means by which presidents influence what Congress does is through their ability to determine the alternatives from which Congress must choose.  That is, presidential power is largely an exercise in agenda-setting – not arm-twisting.   And we see this in the Sotomayer nomination.  Barring a major scandal, she will almost certainly be confirmed to the Supreme Court whether Obama spends the confirmation hearings calling every Senator or instead spends the next few weeks ignoring the Senate debate in order to play Halo III on his Xbox.  That is, how senators decide to vote on Sotomayor will have almost nothing to do with Obama’s lobbying from here on in (or lack thereof).  His real influence has already occurred, in the decision to present Sotomayor as his nominee.

Political capital is a joke- Congressional voting is determined by ideology

Richard Fleisher Fordham University Professor Department of Political Science Jon R. Bond Texas A&M University Professor Department of Political Science and B. Dan Wood Texas A&M University Professor Department of Political Science “Which Presidents Are Uncommonly Successful in Congress?” 2008. In Bert A. Rockman and Richard W. Waterman (eds.), Presidential Leadership: The Vortex of Power. Oxford University Press, pp. 191-213 http://webdoc.sub.gwdg.de/ebook/p/2005/american_congress/congress.wustl.edu/fleisher.pdf
Presidency scholars claim that presidential success is a function of both skill and political conditions. Although students of presidential-congressional relations have been unable to demonstrate convincingly that presidential activities systematically affect success, the literature provides substantial theory and evidence regarding the political conditions that determine presidential success in Congress. Our analysis contributes additional evidence that presidential success on the floor of Congress is determined primarily by whether political conditions are favorable or unfavorable. Although our model leaves some variance unexplained, few of the residuals would be considered outliers. That is, none of the ten presidents analyzed here were uncommonly successful or unsuccessful relative to the conditions they faced. The few instances of uncommon success could occur by random chance. Presidential skill, nonetheless, continues to occupy a central, if not dominant, position in the literature. This analysis cannot refute skill as an explanation. Previous research has found a number of interesting and important cases on which a skilled performance (or lack of it) made the difference between success and failure. But the debate over the relative importance of skills cannot be resolved simply by agreeing that skills matter some of the time on some issues. If presidential skill is to provide a theoretical understanding of presidential success on par with that provided by political conditions, then we should be able to observe more than idiosyncratic effects on a small number of issues. The burden of providing systematic evidence rests on proponents of the skill part of the explanation. The persistent failure to find systematic evidence should raise doubts about skill as scientific theory. We should also continue to work to improve our understanding of the conditions that affect presidential success, and how they operate. Our finding of significant interactions of party polarization with public approval and majority control is noteworthy. Party control sets the basic condition for presidential success, and presidents do somewhat better in their honeymoon year. The marginal effect of public opinion on success is conditioned by the level of partisanship in Congress. At low levels of partisanship, the president’s standing with the public has a modest positive effect on success. But at high levels of partisanship, which have characterized Congress in recent decades, the marginal effect of public approval diminishes (and even turns negative in the House). Party polarization also interacts with party control, enhancing the benefit of majority status. Thus, polarized parties further reduce the ability of presidential activities to affect success even at the margins. In polarized periods, electoral processes reduce the number of moderate and cross-pressured members, the very members who are most inclined to search beyond the primary cues of party and ideology for guidance in making decisions. Fewer members who look beyond party and ideology, means fewer members subject to presidential persuasion. This condition places a high premium on having majorities in the House and Senate. Unless the level of partisanship in Congress declines, a rational strategy for a president who seeks to improve his legislative success is to focus on maintaining or winning partisan majorities in the House and Senate. President Bush seems to have successfully followed this strategy in the 2002 midterm elections. Ironically, electoral activities aimed at electing sympathetic majorities in Congress are likely to contribute to more party polarization.
PC not key- prefer our evidence, it is specific to Obama

Klein 2012  - Ezra, Editor of WorkBlog and Columnist for the Washington Post (THE UNPERSUADED, The New Yorker, March 19, 2012, http://www.newyorker.com/reporting/2012/03/19/120319fa_fact_klein?currentPage=all)

This, Edwards says, is the reality facing modern Presidents, and one they would do well to accommodate. “In a rational world, strategies for governing should match the opportunities to be exploited,” he writes. “Barack Obama is only the latest in a long line of presidents who have not been able to transform the political landscape through their efforts at persuasion. When he succeeded in achieving major change, it was by mobilizing those predisposed to support him and driving legislation through Congress on a party-line vote.”

That’s easier said than done. We don’t have a system of government set up for Presidents to drive legislation through Congress. Rather, we have a system that was designed to encourage division between the branches but to resist the formation of political parties. The parties formed anyway, and they now use the branches to compete with one another. Add in minority protections like the filibuster, and you have a system in which the job of the President is to persuade an opposition party that has both the incentive and the power to resist him. 
PC not key – doesn’t buy votes. Party polarization prevents

Klein 2012  - Ezra, Editor of WorkBlog and Columnist for the Washington Post (THE UNPERSUADED, The New Yorker, March 19, 2012, http://www.newyorker.com/reporting/2012/03/19/120319fa_fact_klein?currentPage=all)

After three years in Washington, David Axelrod, who served as the chief strategist for President Obama’s 2008 campaign, agrees. “Some folks in politics believe this is all just a rhetorical game, but when you’re governing it’s not,” he says. “People are viewing their lives through the lens of their own experience, not waiting for you to describe to them what they’re seeing or feeling.” Paul Begala, who helped set the message in the Clinton White House, puts it more piquantly: “The Titanic had an iceberg problem. It did not have a communications problem. Right now, the President has a jobs problem. If Obama had four-per-cent unemployment, he would be on Mt. Rushmore already and people would look at Nancy Pelosi like Lady Gaga.”

The question, Begala says, is: What is the alternative to Presidential persuasion? “If you don’t try it at all, it guarantees you won’t persuade anybody,” he says. “And, to put it simply, your people in Congress and in the country will hate you if you don’t.” That’s the real dilemma for the modern White House. Aggressive, public leadership is typically ineffective and, during periods of divided government, can actually make matters worse. But passivity is even more dangerous. In that case, you’re not getting anything done and you look like you’re not even trying.

One option is to exert private leadership. The Obama Administration has had some success with this approach. Late in 2010, some observers wondered why the White House, which clearly believed that there was a need for further stimulus, wasn’t pushing Republicans on a payroll-tax cut, one of the few stimulus measures they had seemed somewhat open to. Then, suddenly, after the midterm election, it appeared in the tax deal. Axelrod says, “We didn’t put the payroll-tax cut into our speeches in the fall because we didn’t think we could pass it, and we worried that if we included it in our rhetoric it might pollute the issue and impair our chances of getting it done after the election.”

Back-room bargains and quiet negotiations do not, however, present an inspiring vision of the Presidency. And they fail, too. Boehner and Obama spent much of last summer sitting in a room together, but, ultimately, the Speaker didn’t make a private deal with the President for the same reason that Republican legislators don’t swoon over a public speech by him: he is the leader of the Democratic Party, and if he wins they lose. This suggests that, as the two parties become more sharply divided, it may become increasingly difficult for a President to govern—and there’s little that he can do about it.
xt: ideology/party commitments

PC not key -Presidential Influence has Little way with Congress

Richard Fleisher Fordham University Professor Department of Political Science Jon R. Bond Texas A&M University Professor Department of Political Science and B. Dan Wood Texas A&M University Professor Department of Political Science “Which Presidents Are Uncommonly Successful in Congress?” 2008. In Bert A. Rockman and Richard W. Waterman (eds.), Presidential Leadership: The Vortex of Power. Oxford University Press, pp. 191-213 http://webdoc.sub.gwdg.de/ebook/p/2005/american_congress/congress.wustl.edu/fleisher.pdf
If these primary cues are not in conflict, then members vote with the consensus. Only when there is conflict do members expand their search to other cues both in and out of government (Kingdon 1981).  This expanded search may include inputs from staff, interest groups, bureaucrats, experts, the news media,  and mass public opinion, as well as the president. But note that the president is only one of many competing outside influences, and seldom is he dominant in members’ calculus. Cues from the president must always compete with the stronger influences of party, ideology, and constituency. Because the primary cues are strong and rarely in conflict, presidential influence on members’ voting behavior is marginal, and most likely to occur when the primary cues are in conflict.
PC not key – few members look beyond ideology and party commitments
Richard Fleisher Fordham University Professor Department of Political Science Jon R. Bond Texas A&M University Professor Department of Political Science and B. Dan Wood Texas A&M University Professor Department of Political Science “Which Presidents Are Uncommonly Successful in Congress?” 2008. In Bert A. Rockman and Richard W. Waterman (eds.), Presidential Leadership: The Vortex of Power. Oxford University Press, pp. 191-213 http://webdoc.sub.gwdg.de/ebook/p/2005/american_congress/congress.wustl.edu/fleisher.pdf
Thus, polarized parties further reduce the ability of presidential activities to affect success even at the margins. In polarized periods, electoral processes reduce the number of moderate and cross-pressured members, the very members who are most inclined to search beyond the primary cues of party and ideology for guidance in making decisions. Fewer members who look beyond party and ideology, means fewer members subject to presidential persuasion. This condition places a high premium on having majorities in the House and Senate. Unless the level of partisanship in Congress declines, a rational strategy for a president who seeks to improve his legislative success is to focus on maintaining or winning partisan majorities in the House and Senate. President Bush seems to have successfully followed this strategy in the 2002 midterm elections. Ironically, electoral activities aimed at electing sympathetic majorities in Congress are likely to contribute to more party polarization
xt: pc can’t buy votes

Political capital is ineffective – recent A&M study shows persuasion has little effect on vote switching
Marshall, 12 (Giles, “The Presidency and the Power To Persuade”, Tutor2u, 3/18/12, http://tutor2u.net/blog/index.php/politics/comments/the-presidency-and-the-power-to-persuade)

There is no “power to persuade” for a US president.  That is the conclusion in Ezra Klein’s fascinating recent New Yorker article, drawing heavily upon data-heavy research by George Edwards of Texas A and M University. It can come as a bit of a shock. You read it in all the textbooks; a key element in the arsenal of an American president is his power to persuade. He has a bully pulpit second to none, can command television audiences most candidates barely dream about and has probably come to the presidency in the first place because of his powers of oratorical persuasiveness. Every successful president from Theodore Roosevelt, through his distant cousin Franklin, via JFK, Ronald Reagan and Bill Clinton, to Barack Obama, have been hailed as great speakers, articulators of their vision and persuaders of the American people. Well, not quite. Klein describes how George Edwards, no specialist in presidential rhetoric, was nonetheless suspicious at the lack of specific evidence to back up the oft repeated claim that presidents persuade. Asked to organise a symposium on the issue, he undertook some research of his own, focusing on the “Great Communicator” himself, Ronald Reagan. Using the polling data, he discovered that Reagan consistently failed to convince the public of the need for programmes he himself favoured, whilst public support for programmes he opposed in fact increased. Not much persuasion going on there then. Only after he left office did Reagan’s reputation as the great persuader start to take hold, in defiance of the evidence. Edwards eventually extended his research, which is admirably reviewed by Klein, and saw that Reagan was not alone. Bill Clinton, his modern rival in presidential communications, fared no better in actually persuading the American public, for all his skills as a politician. And the power to persuade doesn’t just fail to produce a resonance from the American public. In Congress, too, a president’s speechifying can harden the attitudes of the opposing party, as presidents come to be seen more and more as simply party leaders who need to be opposed. Klein takes these arguments and looks at what it means for the presidential system of government, as well as considering what it is that really effects a president’s standing. On the former, the hardening party stances in Congress seem to effectively be ensuring a more parliamentary system, but one which is inhibited from much forward motion by the checks of separately elected power sources. Whether this is a new development is one that he also considers, looking back, for example, to FDR’s difficult mid-terms. On the issue of what affects a president’s standing – well, it may not be quite “the economy, stupid”, but it is certainly the general level of well-being that can sometimes be personified in the image of the man governing at the time. In the end, presidents may not be able to persuade very much, but that is surely not going to precipitate a rush to emulate the famously silent Calvin Coolidge and stop them continuing to exercise their vocal chords on their own behalf for the duration of their presidency. After all, the one thing worse than speaking is not speaking. Even if it isn’t very persuasive.

xt: pc bad/backfires

PC backfires – increases partisan divisions
Klein 2012  - Ezra, Editor of WorkBlog and Columnist for the Washington Post (THE UNPERSUADED, The New Yorker, March 19, 2012, http://www.newyorker.com/reporting/2012/03/19/120319fa_fact_klein?currentPage=all)

The experience helped to crystallize something that Lee had been thinking about. “Most of the work on the relationship between the President and Congress was about the President as the agenda setter,” she says. “I was coming at it from the perspective of the increase in partisanship, and so I looked at Presidents not as legislative leaders but as party leaders.” That changes things dramatically. As Lee writes in her book “Beyond Ideology” (2009), there are “inherent zero-sum conflicts between the two parties’ political interests as they seek to win elections.” Put more simply, the President’s party can’t win unless the other party loses. And both parties know it. This, Lee decided, is the true nature of our political system. 

To test her theory, she created a database of eighty-six hundred Senate votes between 1981 and 2004. She found that a President’s powers of persuasion were strong, but only within his own party. Nearly four thousand of the votes were of the mission-to-Mars variety—they should have found support among both Democrats and Republicans. Absent a President’s involvement, these votes fell along party lines just a third of the time, but when a President took a stand that number rose to more than half. The same thing happened with votes on more partisan issues, such as bills that raised taxes; they typically split along party lines, but when a President intervened the divide was even sharper. 

One way of interpreting this is that party members let their opinion of the President influence their evaluation of the issues. That’s not entirely unreasonable. A Democrat might have supported an intervention in Iraq but questioned George W. Bush’s ability to manage it effectively. Another interpretation is that party members let their political incentives influence how they evaluate policy. “Whatever people think about raw policy issues, they’re aware that Presidential successes will help the President’s party and hurt the opposing party,” Lee says. “It’s not to say they’re entirely cynical, but the fact that success is useful to the President’s party is going to have an effect on how members respond.” Or, to paraphrase Upton Sinclair, it’s difficult to get a man to support something if his reelection depends on his not supporting it.

Both parties are guilty of this practice. Karl Rove, President Bush’s deputy chief of staff, recalls discussing the Social Security privatization plan with a sympathetic Democrat on the House Ways and Means Committee. He says that the representative told him, “You wouldn’t get everything you want and I wouldn’t get everything I want, but we could solve the problem. But I can’t do it because my leadership won’t let me.” Rove says, “It was less about Social Security than it was about George W. Bush.” At various times during the nineteen-nineties, Clinton and other Democrats had been open to adding some form of private accounts to Social Security, and in 1997 there were, reportedly, quiet discussions between Democrats and Republicans about doing exactly that. In theory, this background might have led to a compromise in 2005, but Bush’s aggressive sales pitch had polarized the issue. 

The Obama Administration was taken by surprise when congressional Republicans turned against the individual mandate in health-care reform; it was the Republicans, after all, who had championed the idea, in 1993, as an alternative to the Clinton initiative. During the next decade, dozens of Senate Republicans co-sponsored health-care plans that included a mandate. Mitt Romney, of course, passed one when he was governor of Massachusetts. In 2007, when Senator Jim DeMint, of South Carolina—now a favorite of the Tea Party—endorsed Romney for President, he cited his health-care plan as a reason for doing so.

Senator Orrin Hatch, of Utah, who supported the mandate before he opposed it, shrugs off his party’s change of heart. “We were fighting Hillarycare,” he has said, of the Republicans’ original position. In other words, Clinton polarized Republicans against one health-care proposal, and then Obama turned them against another.

Representative Jim Cooper, a Democrat from Tennessee, takes Lee’s thesis even further. “The more high-profile the communication effort, the less likely it is to succeed,” he says. “In education reform, I think Obama has done brilliantly, largely because it’s out of the press. But on higher-profile things, like deficit reduction, he’s had a much tougher time.” 

Edwards’s work suggests that Presidential persuasion isn’t effective with the public. Lee’s work suggests that Presidential persuasion might actually have an anti-persuasive effect on the opposing party in Congress. And, because our system of government usually requires at least some members of the opposition to work with the President if anything is to get done, that suggests that the President’s attempts at persuasion might have the perverse effect of making it harder for him to govern. 

xt: pc doesn’t determine success

PC isn’t key – despite high PC, no one can predict legislative outcomes
Burke 2009 – John, professor of political science at the University of Vermont. He is the author of numerous articles and two books on presidential transitions (The Contemporary Presidency - The Obama Presidential Transition: An Early Assessment, Presidential Studies Quarterly 39, no. 3 (September), © 2009 Center for the Study of the Presidency, Online)

President Obama signaled his intention to make a clean break from the unpopular Bush presidency with his executive orders and early policy and budget proposals. At the same time, he also sought to tamp down public expectations for quick results on the economy. Early—and ambitious—actions were taken, but as he cautioned in his inau- gural address, “the challenges we face are real” and they “will not be met easily or in a short span of time.” His initial political capital seemed high.
But was the right course of action chosen? The decision was made to embrace a broad range of policy reforms, not just to focus on the economy. Moreover, it was a controversial agenda. His early efforts to gain bipartisan support in Congress—much like those of his predecessors—seem largely for naught and forced the administration to rely on narrow partisan majorities. The question that remains is whether his political capital, both in Congress and with the public, will bring him legislative—and ultimately policy—success. Good transition planning is propitious, but it offers no guarantees. Still, without it, political and policy disaster likely awaits. So far, President Obama seems to reside largely on the positive side of the equation. But what the future might portend remains another matter.

Political Capital Finite/Not Finite

Political Capital Finite

Political Capital is Finite – They Only can Push Congress Around so Much

Marshall and Prins 2011 – *Miami University, **University of Tennessee & Howard H. Baker, Jr. Center for Public Policy (Bryan and Brandon, Presidential Studies Quarterly, 41.3, “Power or Posturing? Policy Availability and Congressional Influence on U.S. Presidential Decisions to Use Force”)

We argue that the more important effect of Congress occurs because presidents anticipate how the use of force may affect the larger congressional environment in which they inevitably have to operate (Brulé, Marshall, and Prins 2010). It may be true that presidents consider the chances that Congress will react to a speciﬁc use of force with countervailing tools, but even more importantly they anticipate the likelihood that a foreign conﬂict may damage (or advantage) their political fortunes elsewhere—in essence, the presidential calculus to use force factors in how such actions might shape their ability to achieve legislative priorities. To be clear, presidents can and do choose to use force and press for legislative initiatives in Congress. Taking unilateral actions in foreign policy does not preclude the president from working the legislative process on Capitol Hill. However, political capital is ﬁnite so spending resources in one area lessens what the president can bring to bear in other areas. That is, presidents consider the congressional environment in their decision to use force because their success at promoting policy change in either foreign or domestic affairs is largely determined by their relationship with Congress. Presidents do not make such decisions devoid of calculations regarding congressional preferences and behavior or how such decisions may inﬂuence their ability to achieve legislative objectives. This is true in large part because presidential behavior is motivated by multiple goals that are intimately tied to Congress. Presidents place a premium on passing legislative initiatives. The passage of policy is integral to their goals of reelection and enhancing their place in history (Canes-Wrone 2001; Moe 1985). Therefore, presidents seek to build and protect their relationship with Congress.
PC can’t be regenerated – each policy diminishes the supply
Weinstein, Jamie 6/24/12- Senior Editor of The Daily Caller. His work has appeared in The Weekly Standard, the New York Daily News (“TheDC’s Jamie Weintein: Obama can’t win politically with health care ruling” Yahoo News http://news.yahoo.com/thedc-jamie-weintein-obama-t-win-politically-health-013604278.html)//BB

What a great pitch to run on! Barack Obama 2012: Elect me and I’ll spend the political capital of my second term fixing the unpopular, unconstitutional health care law that I wasted the political capital of my first term pushing through. Then I’ll get to the issues that you care about with whatever diminished political capital I have left.
Political Capital Not Finite

Political Capital is Not Finite

Casey 2008 – Kimberly, PhD Candidate at the University of Missouri-St. Louis (Defining Political Capital: A Reconsideration of Bourdieu’s Interconvertibility Theory, Spring 2008, in Critique: A Worldwide Student Journal of Politics)

The formation of political capital is similar to that in all other capital processes. Capital resources (the returns, assumedly from previous transactions or  those created from a new source) are aggregated through labor (or production) by  an actor into a product. The term  production must be conceptualized loosely.  Production  can be identified as either an active aggregation process. Assuming the  actor is actively pursuing a political outcome, once the various capital resources  from a variety of markets are aggregated by an actor, they become political  resources. They cease maintaining their individual  capital form in exchange for  ends-based purpose associated with market.  

Political capital-not a finite commodity – can be regenerated

Mann, Thomas 4/21/09-Senior Fellow of The Brookings Institution (“From Campaigning to Governing: Politics and Policymaking in the New Obama Administration” miegunyah public lecture  - university of melbourne law school http://www.astrid-online.it/rassegna/Rassegna-27/12-05-2009/MANN_New-Obama-Admin_Melbourne_21_04_09.pdf)

In reality, each presidency has its own political dynamic, shaped by the size of the initial ¶ election victory, the contours of the economy, conditions of war or peace, public impressions, and ¶ legislative victories and defeats. Political capital is not a finite commodity generated in the election ¶ and then quickly depleted in battles to enact a policy agenda. It can be replenished through early ¶ legislative victories, reassuring leadership, and improving conditions at home and abroad. ¶ Presidents have often garnered significant policy victories well after their first year in office. The ¶ challenge is to begin one’s presidency in a way that banks some initial achievable goals, avoids ¶ personal missteps and legislative defeats, and lays the political groundwork for sustained leadership ¶ throughout the life of his administration.

Winners Win/Lose

Winners Lose*

Winners lose – takes too long to generate success – prefer our evidence, it is specific to Obama

Jacobson 2011 - Gary C. Jacobson is distinguished professor of political science at the University of California, San Diego. He specializes in the study of U.S. elections, parties, Congress, and public opinion (Legislative Success and Political Failure: The Public’s Reaction to Barack Obama’s Early Presidency, Presidential Studies Quarterly 41, no. 2 (June) © 2011 Center for the Study of the Presidency, Online)

During his first two years in office, in fulfillment of prominent campaign promises, Barack Obama pushed through landmark legislation attacking the recession and its causes, initiated sweeping reforms in the health care system, and shifted U.S. forces from Iraq to Afghanistan. The public’s response was to hand his party a decisive defeat in the 2010 midterm election, leaving him to face a hostile Republican majority in the House and sharply diminished Democratic majority in the Senate for the final two year of his term. The political failure of Obama’s legislative and policy successes had multiple sources. The most important was that the economy did not rebound strongly enough to make a significant dent in the unemployment rate. The main benefits of TARP and the stimulus legislation lay in keeping the economy from getting much worse, but the counterfactual (how much more severe the recession would have been without these actions) did not carry much force against the reality of a painfully slow recovery, and most Americans came to see these policies as ineffective or even harmful. The survey respon- dents identifying the beneficiaries of “the government’s economic policies since the recession began in 2002” who placed large banks and financial institutions (74%) and large corporations (70%) far ahead of poor people (31%), middle-class people (27%), and small businesses (23%) could hardly be faulted34; stock prices and corporate profits rebounded (arguably, a necessary step toward more general prosperity), but the benefits have been slow to trickle down to middle- and working-class Americans. Similarly, health care reform may someday be celebrated like other major New Deal-type programs, such as Social Security and Medicare, but its immediate political effect was to polarize the public and inspire the upsurge of populist conservatism and intense hostility to Obama manifest in the Tea Party movement. His foreign policy decisions were less controversial and divisive, but they were not central to the public’s evaluation of this president.

Could Obama and his allies have done anything to produce a more positive response from the public to his initiatives? Perhaps at the margins, but realities beyond his control place severe constraints on any president’s ability to move the public (Edwards 2009), and Obama is no exception. It was not for want of his “going public” that his health care reforms were not more popular. Aside from the straitened times that curb generosity, there was also the problem that, even if they care about the uninsured and worry about rising costs, most Americans are satisfied with their own medical arrangements and skeptical that changes will improve them. Obama could hardly have avoided addressing the issue, given its prominence in his campaign; and had he tried to do so, his own partisans would have felt betrayed. The administration might have managed congres- sional action on the legislation more effectively, but there would have been no tidy way to get around the implacable Tea Party-infused Republican opposition in the Senate.

The recession Obama inherited was probably more severe than he and his advisors anticipated, and a larger and better-focused stimulus bill might have been more effective. But it is doubtful he could have got one through the Congress, and public fears about the mounting deficit limited subsequent options for boosting consumer demand and job formation. In any case, it is difficult to imagine any feasible government action that would have significantly accelerated the recovery during Obama’s first two years, if only because the devastated housing market admitted to no quick fix, and the international economy was also plagued by the legacy of the banking and housing crises.

Winners win doesn’t apply – Republicans won’t give Obama a win in an election year

Szakonyi Mark March 20,2012 political analyst, writer for Journal of Commerce(Mark, House Republicans Consider Short term estension surface transportation bill, joc.com, http://www.joc.com/washington/house-republicans-consider-short-term-extension-surface-transportation-bill)

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

Winners Lose – 2010 Midterm Election

Winners lose – Obama’s 2010 Midterm Election loss proves

Jacobson 2011 - Gary C. Jacobson is distinguished professor of political science at the University of California, San Diego. He specializes in the study of U.S. elections, parties, Congress, and public opinion (Legislative Success and Political Failure: The Public’s Reaction to Barack Obama’s Early Presidency, Presidential Studies Quarterly 41, no. 2 (June) © 2011 Center for the Study of the Presidency, Online)

The idea that a president’s legislative and political success go hand in hand is starkly contradicted by the first two years of Barack Obama’s presidency. With the help of Democratic majorities in the House and Senate, Obama pushed through a huge economic stimulus package targeting the deep recession he had inherited, initiated comprehensive reforms of the nation’s health care system, and signed a major redesign of financial regulation aimed at preventing a repeat of the financial meltdown that had made the recession so severe. These legislative achievements made the 111th Congress among the most productive in many years, and they were fully consistent with promises Obama made during his successful campaign for the White House. Obama also kept his cam- paign pledge to wind down the United States’ involvement in Iraq and to reallocate American forces to confront the resurgent Taliban in Afghanistan.

In short, Obama had done what he might reasonably believe he was elected to do. His reward was to see his Democratic Party suffer a crushing defeat in the 2010 midterm elections, with Republicans gaining 64 House seats to win their largest majority (242- 193) since 1946, and six Senate seats, putting them within easy striking distance of a majority in that chamber in 2012.1 Not only did the president and his party reap no political benefit from their legislative accomplishments, they were evidently punished for them. The congressional Republicans’ strategy of all-out opposition, adopted not long after Obama took office, turned out to be remarkably successful, delivering a stunning setback to a majority party that had won a sweeping victory just two years earlier.

Winners Lose – Health Care

Winners don’t win – health care decision proves

NY Times 10 – (New York Times, “Health Vote is Done, but Partisan Debate Rages on”,  March 22. 2010, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/03/23/health/policy/23health.html) ELB

As jubilant Democrats prepared for President Obama to sign their landmark health care legislation in a big ceremony at the White House, Republicans opened a campaign on Monday to repeal the legislation and to use it as a weapon in this year’s hotly contested midterm elections.¶ “We will not allow this to stand,” Representative Michele Bachmann, Republican of Minnesota, promised Monday afternoon as the House reconvened, a day after the bitterly partisan vote.¶ Democratic leaders hailed the passage of the bill as a towering achievement.¶ “Last night, we made history,” Speaker Nancy Pelosi said as she prepared to sign the legislation and send it to the White House. “We honored the vows of our founders who in the Declaration of Independence talked about life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness. We believe the legislation that we have gives all people in our country the liberty to have healthier lives.”¶ Democrats said they would focus on explaining the measure to their constituents and on highlighting some immediate benefits, and they called on Republicans to ease off on their attacks now that the legislation had passed.¶ “It is time to chill out, Republicans,” said Representative Bob Filner, Democrat of California. “Let this bill work. Let our constituents finally get health care.”¶ But there were no signs of a cease-fire. Senate Democrats said they would take up a budget reconciliation containing the final revisions to the health care measure shortly after Mr. Obama signs the main bill on Tuesday.¶ Far from sounding a conciliatory note, Senate Republicans said they would employ every procedural maneuver available to derail the reconciliation bill, or at least knock out main provisions. At the top of their list of targets are changes to a proposed tax on high-cost employer-sponsored insurance policies.¶ The White House negotiated changes to the tax with leaders of organized labor, who worried that it would hit too many middle-class workers who have robust union-sponsored benefits plans. House Democrats also disliked the tax, and if Senate Republicans succeed in blocking the changes, it could create a major political headache for Mr. Obama.¶ The proposed changes to the tax were among the topics when Republicans and Democrats met on Monday afternoon with the Senate parliamentarian, who will rule on the procedural challenges Republicans are planning to raise in debate this week.

Winners Lose – Obama Got Obama Care Passed and it’s hurt him more

ED MORRISSEY MARCH 23, 2012 (Ed Morrissey is an American conservative blogger, columnist, motivational speaker, and talk show host He wrote his original blog, "Captain's Quarters", from October 2003 to February 2008. He now works full-time as a blogger for Hot Air and writes a column for The Week. His opinion articles have appeared in the New York Sun, the New York Post, and the Daily Standard     http://hotair.com/archives/2012/03/23/politico-those-assumptions-by-democrats-on-obamacare-were-way-off-huh/)
President Barack Obama and his Democratic allies thought their political assumptions were airtight during the yearlong battle to overhaul the health care system.

Voters would reward them, they thought, even if Democrats muscled a bill through without Republican support. It was just a matter of getting out of Washington and selling the law. Obama would lead the charge, and rank-and-file Democrats would proudly campaign on the achievement. None of it worked out that way. At the two-year mark Friday, nearly everything that Democrats believed about the politics of health care has turned out to be false. And the cost of those miscalculations has been huge. They have haunted Obama’s presidency, soured business as usual at the Capitol and upended the conventional wisdom peddled by political strategists, who have rarely been so wrong about something so big.

Winners Lose – Stimulus 
Winners lose – Stimulus proves

Jacobson 2011 - Gary C. Jacobson is distinguished professor of political science at the University of California, San Diego. He specializes in the study of U.S. elections, parties, Congress, and public opinion (Legislative Success and Political Failure: The Public’s Reaction to Barack Obama’s Early Presidency, Presidential Studies Quarterly 41, no. 2 (June) © 2011 Center for the Study of the Presidency, Online)

Obama’s own initiative for addressing the recession was the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, a $787 billion package (later grown to $814 billion) combining tax cuts and incentives, expanded unemployment and other social welfare beneﬁts, and spending on infrastructure, energy development, education, and health care. The bill passed in February, 2009, with no Republican votes in the House and only three in the Senate. As with the bank bailout, the beneﬁts of the stimulus package for ordinary Americans were at best ambiguous. It may have increased economic growth by as much as 4.5% and saved as many as 3.3 million jobs, as the Congressional Budget Ofﬁce (CBO) concluded, 8 but the unemployment rate was higher in December 2010 (9.8%) than it had been when the bill was passed (8.2%). Partisan divisions on the efﬁcacy of the stimulus bill mirror its partisan origins (Table 1), but only half the Democrats thought it had helped and majorities of independents joined Republicans in deeming it more hurtful than helpful.
Winners Lose – Bush Proves

Winners Lose-Bush Proves

George C. Edwards III 2009 (The Strategic President: persuasion and opportunity in presidential leadership, George C. Edwards III is University Distinguished Professor of Political Science at Texas A&M University. He also holds the Jordan Chair in Presidential Studies and has served as the Olin Professor of American Government at Oxford and the John Adams Fellow at the University of London, and has held senior visiting appointments at Sciences Po-Paris, Peking University, Hebrew University of Jerusalem, and the U.S. Military Academy at West Point. He is an Associate Member of Nuffield College at the University of Oxford and was the founder and from 1991-2001 the director of The Center for Presidential Studies. In 2012-13, he will be Winant Professor of American Government at Oxford.)
By recognizing and effectively exploiting the opportunities in his environment, George w. Bush won major changes in public policy, including substantial tax cuts, the No Child Left Behind Act, and the addition of prescription drug coverage to Medicare. The budget surplus (and then projected surpluses) in 2001 created the perception among members of both parties of resources available for tax cuts. Democrats as well as Republicans supported at least the general goals of improving education and adding prescription drug coverage to Medicare. The president also obtained several important pieces of legislation related to the war on terrorism, including the USA Patriot Act, the new Department of Homeland Security, and congressional support for the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq. The shock of the September 11 attacks and widespread agreement that Saddam Hussein possessed weapons of mass destruction and was poised to use them against the United States undermine the potential of an effective opposition to the war in Iraq. Despite its sensitivity to its strategic position and its disci-pline in exploiting it in Bush’s first term, the administration faced the familiar frustration of contemporary presidents. It was not able to increase its political capital through persuasion, as the public was unresponsive to the president’s pleas for support and polarized Congress provided little potential for con-version. Even Republicans abandoned the president when it was no longer to their advantage to support him. When the president misread the opportunities for change in his environ-ment, he overreached and met with embarrassing failure. Ulti-mately, the public awarded Democrats majorities in both houses of Congress in a dramatic rejection of the president’s performance.
Winners lose – Bush’s social security failure proves
George C. Edwards III 2009 (The Strategic President: persuasion and opportunity in presidential leadership, George C. Edwards III is University Distinguished Professor of Political Science at Texas A&M University. He also holds the Jordan Chair in Presidential Studies and has served as the Olin Professor of American Government at Oxford and the John Adams Fellow at the University of London, and has held senior visiting appointments at Sciences Po-Paris, Peking University, Hebrew University of Jerusalem, and the U.S. Military Academy at West Point. He is an Associate Member of Nuffield College at the University of Oxford and was the founder and from 1991-2001 the director of The Center for Presidential Studies. In 2012-13, he will be Winant Professor of American Government at Oxford.)
On November 4, 2004, two days after the presidential election, George W. Bush painted his second-term vision in bold, aggressive strokes during a press conference at the White House. One central thrust of his second term would be to spend the political capital he felt he had earned in the election to reform Social Security. Rather than winding down its 2004 campaign effort the administration launched an extensive public relations effort to convince the public, and thus Congress, to support the president’s reform proposal. Even before the inauguration, the White House announced plans to reactivate Bush’s reelection campaign’s network of donors and activists to build pressure on lawmakers to allow workers to invest part of their Social Security taxes in the stock market. As Treasury Secretary John W. Snow put it, the “scope and scale goes way beyond anything we have done.” The same architects of Bush’s political victories, principally political strategists Karl Rove at the White House and Ken Mehlman, who was the Bush-Cheney campaign manager, at the Republican National Committee (RNC), would be masterminding the new campaign. Mehlman declared that he would use the campaign apparatus—from a national database of 7.5 million e-mail activists, 1.6 million volunteers, and hundreds of thousands of neighborhood precinct captains—to build congressional support for Bush’s plans starting with social Security. “There are a lot of tools we used in the ’04 campaign, from regional media to research to rapid response to having surrogates on television,” he said. “That whole effort will be focused on the legislative agenda.” In addition to their own efforts, White House and RNC officials worked closely with the same outside groups that helped Bush win reelection in 2004, especially Progress for America. Thus, corporations, the financial services industry, conservative think tanks, much of the Washington Tread association community, and GOP lobbyists and consultants prepared to spend $200 million or more on lobbying, television advertising, grassroots campaigning, letter-writing, and phone calls to help the president obtain passage of his priority domestic policy proposals, the most important of which was personal accounts under Social Security. White House allies also launched a market-research project to figure out how to sell the plan in the most comprehensible and appealing way, and Republican marketing and public relations gurus were building teams of consultants to promote it. The campaign intended to use Bush’s campaign-honed techniques of mass repetition, sticking closely to the script, and the politics of fear to build support—contending that a Social Security financial crisis was imminent. There would be campaign style events to win support and precision targeting of districts where lawmakers could face reelection difficulties. The White House would also use hard-hitting television ads to discredit its opponents and build support for the president’s plan. At the end of President Bush’s “60 Stops in 60 Days” campaign to promote his Social Security proposals, the Treasury Department reported on its Web site that 31 administration officials had made 166 stops outside the beltway, visiting 40 states and 127 cities, and had given more than 500 radio interviews in 50 states. Administration officials also placed opinion columns in newspapers with circulation totaling 7.94 million during this period, and they participated in 61 town hall meetings with 30 members of congress in their constituencies. All this effort did not succeed in convincing the public to support the president or his Social Security proposal. So the president kept on stumping in an effort to reverse the dwindling public support for his plan. The continuation of the campaign style trips underscored the challenge facing Bush, and they did not advance the president’s cause.

xt: election year means capital decreases

Election year politics means capital can only decrease

Jacobson 2011 - Gary C. Jacobson is distinguished professor of political science at the University of California, San Diego. He specializes in the study of U.S. elections, parties, Congress, and public opinion (Legislative Success and Political Failure: The Public’s Reaction to Barack Obama’s Early Presidency, Presidential Studies Quarterly 41, no. 2 (June) © 2011 Center for the Study of the Presidency, Online)

Opinions of Obama were sharply divided along partisan and ideological lines even before he took office, reinforcing congressional Republicans’ reflexive instincts to oppose and obstruct. The Tea Party view of the president also preceded his election, so almost any domestic action consistent with his position as a moderately liberal Democratic president was likely to provoke the wrath of the McCain voters and other populist conservatives who considered him a radical leftist. And Fox News, Rush Limbaugh, and company were in business to make sure that it did.

In short, even if Obama had been a more astute politician and effective advocate for his policies, conditions prevailing during his early presidency suggest that he would still have faced a jobless recovery and intractable opponents and that he and, by extension, his party would still have suffered a serious erosion of public support. Conditions may or may not improve for Obama during the remainder of his term (even if the economy picks up steam, the problem of Afghanistan looms), but his ability to recover popular support and revive his party’s fortunes will continue to be constrained by circumstances he cannot control.

xt: wins are long-term

Wins only pay off in the long-term
Purdum 10 10/20/10 Todd Stanley Purdum is a national editor and political correspondent for Vanity Fair magazine. “Obama Is Suffering Because of His Achievements, Not Despite Them” http://www.vanityfair.com/online/daily/2010/12/obama-is-suffering-because-of-his-achievements-not-despite-them
With this weekend’s decisive Senate repeal of the military’s “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” policy for gay service members, can anyone seriously doubt Barack Obama’s patient willingness to play the long game? Or his remarkable success in doing so? In less than two years in office—often against the odds and the smart money’s predictions at any given moment—Obama has managed to achieve a landmark overhaul of the nation’s health insurance system; the most sweeping change in the financial regulatory system since the Great Depression; the stabilization of the domestic auto industry; and the repeal of a once well-intended policy that even the military itself had come to see as unnecessary and unfair. So why isn’t his political standing higher? Precisely because of the raft of legislative victories he’s achieved. Obama has pushed through large and complicated new government initiatives at a time of record-low public trust in government (and in institutions of any sort, for that matter), and he has suffered not because he hasn’t “done” anything but because he’s done so much—way, way too much in the eyes of his most conservative critics. With each victory, Obama’s opponents grow more frustrated, filling the airwaves and what passes for political discourse with fulminations about some supposed sin or another. Is it any wonder the guy is bleeding a bit? For his part, Obama resists the pugilistic impulse. To him, the merit of all these programs has been self-evident, and he has been the first to acknowledge that he has not always done all he could to explain them, sensibly and simply, to the American public. But Obama is nowhere near so politically maladroit as his frustrated liberal supporters—or implacable right-wing opponents—like to claim. He proved as much, if nothing else, with his embrace of the one policy choice he surely loathed: his agreement to extend the Bush-era income tax cuts for wealthy people who don’t need and don’t deserve them. That broke one of the president’s signature campaign promises and enraged the Democratic base and many members of his own party in Congress. But it was a cool-eyed reflection of political reality: The midterm election results guaranteed that negotiations would only get tougher next month, and a delay in resolving the issue would have forced tax increases for virtually everyone on January 1—creating nothing but uncertainty for taxpayers and accountants alike. Obama saw no point in trying to score political debating points in an argument he knew he had no chance of winning. Moreover, as The Washington Post’s conservative columnist Charles Krauthammer bitterly noted, Obama’s agreement to the tax deal amounted to a second economic stimulus measure—one that he could never otherwise have persuaded Congressional Republicans to support. Krauthammer denounced it as the “swindle of the year,” and suggested that only Democrats could possibly be self-defeating enough to reject it. In the end, of course, they did not. Obama knows better than most people that politics is the art of the possible (it’s no accident that he became the first black president after less than a single term in the Senate), and an endless cycle of two steps forward, one step back. So he just keeps putting one foot in front of the other, confident that he can get where he wants to go, eventually. The short-term results are often messy and confusing. Just months ago, gay rights advocates were distraught because Obama wasn’t pressing harder to repeal “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell.” Now he is apparently paying a price for his victory because some Republican Senators who’d promised to support ratification of the START arms-reduction treaty—identified by Obama as a signal priority for this lame-duck session of Congress—are balking because Obama pressed ahead with repealing DADT against their wishes. There is a price for everything in politics, and Obama knows that, too.

Winners don’t win – PC is finite and Congress takes too long – any potential benefit would be long-term
Rove, Karl 11/20/08-American political consultant and policy advisor. He was Senior Advisor and Deputy Chief of Staff during the George W. Bush administration(“Now Obama Has to Govern” The Wall Street Journal http://online.wsj.com/article/SB122714421493443077.html)//BB

One challenge the president-elect faces is setting a starting agenda that's too ambitious. Even a popular new president has finite political capital and time. The congressional pipeline moves more slowly than any White House wishes, especially a new administration. Mr. Obama has pledged quick action on tax cuts (and increases), education, energy and the environment. There have been few details on some of these issues and too little groundwork to fast track them on the Hill. Expectations are too high.

Winners Win

Winners Win – short term strategies regenerates support
Schier 2011 – Steven, Professor of Political Science at Carleton College(The contemporary presidency: the presidential authority problem and the political power trap, Presidential Studies Quarterly, 41.4.)

Because of the uncertainties of political authority, recent presidents have adopted a governing style that is personalized, preemptive, and, at times, isolated. Given the entrenched autonomy of other elite actors and the impermanence of public opinion, presidents have had to "sell themselves" in order to sell their governance. Samuel Kernell (1997) first highlighted the presidential proclivity to "go public" in the 1980s as a response to these conditions. Through leveraging public support, presidents have at times been able to overcome institutional resistance to their policy agendas. Brandice Canes-Wrone (2001) discovered that presidents tend to help themselves with public opinion by highlighting issues the public supports and that boosts their congressional success--an effective strategy when political capital is questionable.

Despite shrinking political capital, presidents at times have effectively pursued such strategies, particularly since 1995. Clinton's centrist "triangulation" and George W. Bush's careful issue selection early in his presidency allowed them to secure important policychanges--in Clinton's case, welfare reform and budget balance, in Bush's tax cuts and education reform--that at the time received popular approval. This may explain the slight recovery in some presidential political capital measures since 1993. Clinton accomplished much with a GOPCongress, and Bush's first term included strong support from a Congress ruled by friendly Republican majorities. David Mayhew finds that from 1995 to 2004, both highly important and important policy changeswere passed by Congress into law at higher rates than during the 1947-1994 period. (2) A trend of declining political capital thus does not preclude significant policy change, but a record of major policy accomplishment has not reversed the decline in presidential political capital in recent years, either. Short-term legislative strategies can win policy success for a president but do not serve as an antidote to declining political capital over time, as the final years of both the Clinton and George W. Bush presidencies demonstrate.

Short-term strategies are likely to work if the president receives high job approval, but eroding approval, usually the norm for recent presidents, enhances exogenous and endogenous limits on regime formation. Political scientists have long identified economic performance as an important exogenous influence on job approval (Brace and Hinckley 1991; Kernell 1978; Nicholson, Segura, and Woods 2002). The economic difficulties of the 1970s and early 1990s pushed job approval down, but the evidence here indicates lower approval after 1965 regardless of the economic performance of presidencies (Frendreis and Tatalovich 2009). Isolation can result when both economic and political circumstances become adverse, as fellow partisans object to presidential leadership and autonomous DC institutions offer stiff resistance, once a president becomes unpopular. The evidence here finds this a more frequent occurrence for presidents since 1965.

The frustrations of popular and Washington leadership thus encourage presidents to exercise their formal powers to get results. As Sidney Milkis and Jesse Rhodes put it, this leads a president "to impose his will through the bureaucracy in pursuit of politics that substantially outstrip congressional and public support" (2009, 3). Presidential appointments remain a resource for such assertions (see note 1). Recent presidents have employed executive orders as a way around important policy difficulties. Though the total number of executive orders per year has not increased greatly since the 1940s, the number of important executive orders has risen since 1960 and particularly since1985 (Howell 2003, 81-82) as has, over the last 20 years, presidential use of signing statements to shape policy (Congressional Research Service 2007; Savage 2009).
Political Capital is gained through fighting the good fight
Daily Kos 2011 - On Done Deals, Or, Sometimes Losing Is How You Win, January 26, 2011, http://www.dailykos.com/story/2011/01/26/938952/-On-Done-Deals-Or-Sometimes-Losing-Is-How-You-Win
Ironically, another good reason to "fight the good fight", even in an environment where you might not see victory as possible, is one that is very familiar to the most fervent of Obama’s ’08 supporters: the very fight, in and of itself, is often a way to create political capital—even if you lose.   How many of us have wished this very President would have stood up and fought for things that he might not have thought he would get? Would you support this President more if he had demanded that Congress pass a single-payer plan, or if he was pushing harder to end renditions and close Guantanamo, even if Congress was blocking him? I bet you would. And it makes sense: if you support single-payer, and you see someone out there fighting hard for the idea...that’s a good thing, and that’s someone you’re likely to come back and support later. It worked for three Congressional Democrats who lost elections this fall: Feingold, Grayson, and Patrick Murphy are all in a great position to seek support from the very people who are the most frustrated with pretty much all the other Democrats today. Some of those supporters aren’t even waiting for the future candidates; the "Draft Feingold for President" movement goes back to at least 2004, Grayson and Murphy also have supporters ready and willing to go. So...if it’s true that if this President would fight like Bernie Sanders, even in a losing cause, then we would treat him with the same degree of affection and respect we feel toward Bernie Sanders...is it also true that we should, maybe, apply that lesson to ourselves? There is an argument to be made that trying to move your opponent when you don’t think you can, and in the process showing how they appear to be either intransigent, or ignorant, or corrupt by comparison...or just plain wrong about something...can regularly end up moving voters, instead—and that the result of that movement is that your opponent sometimes has to move your way as well. I would submit that the 2005 effort to "reform" Social Security, when we had a Republican President, House, and Senate, went exactly nowhere fast because being wrong did move a bunch of voters to say...well, to say that all those Republicans were wrong. So there you go, folks: I’m here today to suggest that, even when we might not feel we have a good chance of winning a political fight—or even a fair chance—you still have to get out and fight the fight, if only to advance the cause for another day. It’s also a great way to accrue political capital that can be used to your advantage later—and if the resistance from the other side is perceived as being too heavy-handed, they can suffer from a sort of "attrition", as their own political capital is diminished.

Presidential wins determine collective party rep, which controls ideology

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

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

Marshall and Prins 2011 – *Miami University, **University of Tennessee & Howard H. Baker, Jr. Center for Public Policy (Bryan and Brandon, Presidential Studies Quarterly, 41.3, “Power or Posturing? Policy Availability and Congressional Influence on U.S. Presidential Decisions to Use Force”)

Presidents rely heavily on Congress in converting their political capital into real policy success. Policy success not only shapes the reelection prospects of presidents, but it also builds the president's reputation for political effectiveness and fuels the prospect for subsequent gains in political capital (Light 1982). Moreover, the president's legislative success in foreign policy is correlated with success on the domestic front. On this point, some have largely disavowed the two-presidencies distinction while others have even argued that foreign policy has become a mere extension of domestic policy (Fleisher et al. 2000; Oldfield and Wildavsky 1989) Presidents implicitly understand that there exists a linkage between their actions in one policy area and their ability to affect another. The use of force is no exception; in promoting and protecting U.S. interests abroad, presidential decisions are made with an eye toward managing political capital at home (Fordham 2002).

Winners Win – pendulum effect

Drum 2012 – Kevin, Political Blogger for Mother Jones (Presidential Persuasion, Take 2, Mother Jones, March 13, 2012, http://www.motherjones.com/kevin-drum/2012/03/presidential-persuasion-take-2)

Second: it's not just broad public opinion that matters. Persuading the base matters. Ramping up intensity matters, even among a minority. Raising money matters. And persuading the chattering classes matters. Those are all things that presidential persuasion can affect, even if they don't get picked up in the latest Gallup poll. Third, there's always a pendulum effect. If your campaign to lower taxes succeeds in lowering taxes, it's natural that even the tax fighters will start to relax some and become more open to the idea that existing tax rates are OK. That doesn't mean persuasion on taxes has failed. Just the opposite: it means it worked! But no amount of persuasion will keep people heated up no matter how low taxes go. That's just not a realistic bar.

Winners win – Obama proves

Jonathan Singer, Tue Mar 03, 2009 (Jonathan Singer is an editor of the progressive blog MyDD.com, a position he has held since November 2005. A graduate of Pomona College in Claremont, CA and a Juris Doctorate candidate at Boalt Hall at the University of California, Berkeley, Singer has been active in politics since 2000 and has blogged since 2004.http://mydd.com/2009/3/3/by-expending-capital-obama-grows-his-capital)

Peter Hart gets at a key point. Some believe that political capital is finite, that it can be used up. To an extent that's true. But it's important to note, too, that political capital can be regenerated -- and, specifically, that when a President expends a great deal of capital on a measure that was difficult to enact and then succeeds, he can build up more capital. Indeed, that appears to be what is happening with Barack Obama, who went to the mat to pass the stimulus package out of the gate, got it passed despite near-unanimous opposition of the Republicans on Capitol Hill, and is being rewarded by the American public as a result. Take a look at the numbers. President Obama now has a 68 percent favorable rating in the NBC-WSJ poll, his highest ever showing in the survey. Nearly half of those surveyed (47 percent) view him very positively. Obama's Democratic Party earns a respectable 49 percent favorable rating. The Republican Party, however, is in the toilet, with its worst ever showing in the history of the NBC-WSJ poll, 26 percent favorable. On the question of blame for the partisanship in Washington, 56 percent place the onus on the Bush administration and another 41 percent place it on Congressional Republicans. Yet just 24 percent blame Congressional Democrats, and a mere 11 percent blame the Obama administration. So at this point, with President Obama seemingly benefiting from his ambitious actions and the Republicans sinking further and further as a result of their knee-jerked opposition to that agenda, there appears to be no reason not to push forward on anything from universal healthcare to energy reform to ending the war in Iraq.

Winners Win – pc can be regenerated

Casey 2008 – Kimberly, PhD Candidate at the University of Missouri-St. Louis (Defining Political Capital: A Reconsideration of Bourdieu’s Interconvertibility Theory, Spring 2008, in Critique: A Worldwide Student Journal of Politics)

Assuming that the political capital is marketed correctly in a stable, legitimate market, there will be a return when the political capital is exchanged. The  returns on the investment of political capital are  also potential political capital resources; however, the composition of such resources, having been through the  exchange process, may take on a different guise then when the product entered a political market for use or exchange. Such returns assumedly may be disaggregated into more individual capital resources as well.

Winners Win – Stimulus

Winners Win Obama Won Stimulus increased Political Capital

Stanek 2009 – Steven, Journa at the National, Obama Stands to Gain Massive Political Capital, June 3, 2009)

WASHINGTON // Last winter, the threat of a massive economic collapse in the United States seemed all too real. The country was at the edge of an economic abyss, legislators warned, often invoking the Great Depression. Credit markets shut down, the stock market plunged and panic was palpable across the country, from big-city coffee shops to small-town diners. "The situation we face could not be more serious," cautioned President Barack Obama in February, during one of his many sobering assessments of the country's fiscal health. "If we don't act immediately … our nation will sink into a crisis that, at some point, we may be unable to reverse." But six months later, at the onset of summer, much of that crisis atmosphere seems to have evaporated. Timothy Geithner, the treasury secretary, declared last month that the country has stepped back from the ledge and is now at the "beginning" of a recovery. "The national economy is showing some initial signs of stability," he said in a rare bout of optimism during a press conference near Boston. No one is ready to uncork the champagne just yet. Legislators and economists continue to point out that the economy is still contracting, only at a slower rate. But while at least some of the panic subsides, the result could be a huge gain in political capital for an already popular president. If Mr Obama is perceived by the American public as having steered the economy away from disaster - regardless of whether or not economists agree that his policies were ultimately the tool that fixed the problem - the goodwill could bolster his ability to take on other key issues such as healthcare and immigration reform while improving the Democratic Party's chances in upcoming elections. "If he pulls it off - and he's pulling it off right now - it's huge political capital for him and it will give him great latitude on a range of political issues," said Larry Berman, a political science professor at the University of California, Davis. "If Barack Obama's economic programme succeeds, it is inconceivable to think of the Republican Party becoming a majority for a really long time." Of course, the scenario works both ways. If the economy is slow to recover, that could harm Mr Obama's political fortunes. "This is the poker game he's playing," Mr Berman said. The president's recovery plan has included a stimulus plan of $787 billion (Dh2.9 trillion), which at one point he likened to a "blood infusion" to stabilise a dying patient. Mr Obama also has overseen an unprecedented intervention by the federal government into the private sector, giving Washington the authority to fire corporate executives whose companies received bailout money and set executive pay limits. So far, the "patient" is showing signs of improvement. The 700-point drops that panicked investors last autumn have given way to the ebb and flow of a more stable market. While the unemployment rate rose to 8.9 per cent in April - the highest level since 1983 - the pace of job loss slowed considerably over the previous month. Meanwhile, consumer confidence improved dramatically in April and new figures show that the gross domestic product shrank at a slower rate than was expected. US home sales figures for April, released yesterday, showed the biggest monthly jump in nearly eight years. "The consumer panic phase of the recession has largely ended," said Michael Englund, the chief economist at Action Economics in Boulder, Colorado. But Mr Englund and others caution that there are still more phases to go before anyone can claim victory. Ordinary citizens, he said, are unlikely to believe the recession is over as long as employment opportunities and investments by businesses continue to decline. "Even if the rate of collapse is diminishing, I think we are actually going to have to be two years or more into this before mom and pop say we fixed the economy," he said. They may not say it, but Republicans stand to gain the most from a slow economic recovery. They have described Mr Obama's policies with some of their sharpest rhetoric, calling his stimulus plan an example of "runaway spending" and decrying his "big government mentality". The Republican National Committee last month passed a resolution calling on Democrats to "stop pushing our country towards socialism and government control". For the time being, however, most Americans seem to disagree. Mr Obama's approval rating hovers at about 60 per cent, according to most polls. About two-thirds of the public also approve of Mr Obama's handling of the economy.  

xt: pc evaporates/spend quickly key

Political capital slips quickly – spending it quickly is key
Rajiv Tarigopula  January 14, 2011 (http://hpronline.org/online-only/hprgument-blog/president-obamas-political-capital/, Harvard Poitical Review, Rajiv Tarigopula '14 is a Staff Writer for the Harvard Political Review)
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 todiminish 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.
PC must be spent quickly – has a shell life
Mitchell 9 6/18/09 Lincoln Mitchell is Assistant Professor in the Practice of International Politics, Columbia University 

Throughout his presidential campaign, but more notably, during his presidency, President Obama has shown himself to have an impressive ability to accumulate political capital. During his tenure in the White House, Obama has done this by reaching out to a range of constituencies, moderating some of his programs, pursuing middle of the road approaches on key foreign policy questions and, not insignificantly, working to ensure that his approval rating remains quite high.¶ Political capital is not, however, like money, it cannot be saved up interminably while its owner waits for the right moment to spend it. Political capital has a shelf life, and often not a very long one. If it is not used relatively quickly, it dissipates and becomes useless to its owner. This is the moment in which Obama, who has spent the first few months of his presidency diligently accumulating political capital, now finds himself. The next few months will be a key time for Obama. If Obama does not spend this political capital during the next months, it will likely be gone by the New Year anyway.

Political Capital evaporates – only by fighting and winning can the prez get more

Lee 2005 - The Rose Institute of State & Local Government – Claremont McKenna College – Presented at the Georgia Political Science Association 2005 Conference [Andrew, “Invest or Spend?:Political capital and Statements of Administration Policy in the First Term of the George W. Bush Presidency,” http://a-s.clayton.edu/trachtenberg/2005%20Proceedings%20Lee.pdf]

The prevalent theory of political capital focuses on its three uses: giving and receiving political capital, investing political capital, and spending political capital. Most presidents constantly engage in one or more of these three uses because unused political capital diminishes (Edwards 2002; Lindberg 2004). In particular, a president’s political capital usually decreases in the second term, usually through the standard measure of favorability and job approval polling numbers. To accrue political capital, the president may support a particular lawmaker’s legislation by issuing an SAP urging support, thereby giving that legislator more pull in the Congress and at home. The president may also receive capital from Congress by winning larger legislative majorities. For example, the president’s successful efforts at increasing Republican representation in the Senate and House would constitute an increase in political capital. The president may also receive political capital from increased job favorability numbers, following through with purported policy agendas, and defeating opposing party leaders (Lindberg 2004). Because political capital diminishes, a president can invest in policy and legislative victories to maintain or increase it. For example, President George W. Bush invests his political capital in tax cuts which he hopes will yield returns to the economy and his favorability numbers. By investing political capital, the president assumes a return on investment.

Bipart Key/Not Key

Bipart Key

Without Bipartisanship common ground would not be reached

Winters, Virginia 6/20/12- (“Bipartisanship and its Role in Politics” Helium http://www.helium.com/items/2339266-bipartisanship-and-its-role-in-us-politics)
The United States has a Constitutional Republican form of government, and among its theoretical balances is bipartisanship. Bipartisanship is when both parties of a two-party system reach across the aisle to compromise on legislation to reach goals. Without bipartisanship, common ground would not be reached. With bipartisanship, legislators can use it as a reason to go against their constituencies. Bipartisanship plays a role in a two-party system.¶ ¶ To fully understand bipartisanship, partisanship should first be understood. Partisanship is when one party works on its own to implement policy and pass legislation. This is easy to accomplish when one party controls both houses of the legislator, with a veto-proof majority or control of the executive. For those who support the political party in charge, and want their political desires pushed through government, this is ideal.
Popularity Key/Not Key

Popularity Key

Obama’s popularity key to his policy gains

Hayden 11 - is an assistant professor in the International Communication Program at American University’s School of International Service, PhD, communication, Annenberg School for Communication, University of Southern California; MA, International relations, University of Southern California; BA, politics and economics, University of California, Santa Cruz (Craig, “Beyond the ‘Obama Effect’: Refining the Instruments of Engagement Through U.S. Public Diplomacy”, American Behavioral Scientist, June 2011, web.ebscohost.com) ELB
The election of President Barack Obama in 2008 was hailed by many as a positive development for the image of the United States abroad. Yet the Obama presidency, by itself, does not constitute a public diplomacy strategy. This article addresses the state of U.S. public diplomacy at the start of the Obama administration and references how media reaction to Obama’s election provides insight into the role of the presidency in U.S. public diplomacy and its ability to translate popularity into tangible policy gains. Public diplomacy is considered in this article as both a communication strategy and foreign policy imperative that has been neglected as an institutional means to amplify the global popularity of the president and U.S. foreign policy objectives. The article argues that the confluence of Obama’s personal communication efforts and policy strategy and the global context of ubiquitous social media technologies indicates a productive moment for U.S. public diplomacy planners and policy advocates to capitalize on the president’s popularity through a reinvigorated strategy of engagement.
Popularity and media attention determines capital and legislative success – models prove

Eshbaugh-Soha and Peake 2004 – Matthew, Texas Tech University and Jeffrey, Bowling Green State University(Presidential Influence Over the Systemic Agenda, CONGRESS & THE PRESIDENCY VOLUME 31 NUMBER 2 AUTUMN 2004
, http://personal.bgsu.edu/~jpeake/CandP_2004.pdf)

Presidential attention is our primary independent variable. Theoretically speaking, the president may have influence over others’ attention to policy issues because the president is the central figure in American politics. On the other hand, presidents have much difficulty competing with the many actors who can command the attention of the public or Congress. Even though the weight of the quantitative evidence holds that presidential attention to issues only marginally affects the systemic agenda, we leave open the possibility that the president is an adept agenda setter, that congressional attention or media attention to a policy may affect presidential attention, that the relationships between the institutions are reciprocal, or that no relationships exist at all. Media attention to a policy issue is our primary dependent variable. Being able to influence the systemic agenda and then “expand the scope of conflict” is an enormous asset for presidents. Influencing what the public thinks about arguably increases the president’s likelihood of success in Congress, according to the “going public” model. If he is successful influencing the public, the president must first affect media attention to a policy issue. Of course, media attention to an issue may itself attract attention from either the president or Congress. The media may also report on events that require a presidential or congressional response. We account for these reciprocal relationships in our analysis.

Public Opinion Key – Garners Support among Democrats

Sinclair, 9 - UCLA Professor, Pol. Sci. (Barbara, “Barack Obama and the 111th Congress: Politics as Usual?”, Extensions, Spring 2009, http://www.ou.edu/carlalbertcenter/extensions/spring2009/Sinclair.pdf)
Whether the stimulus bill was even in danger of losing significant public support is unclear; but Obama's efforts meant he got the credit when the bill passed to strong public acclaim. A February 10 Gallup poll found that 59 percent of the public favored the stimulus bill while 33 percent opposed it; furthermore, support had increased after Obama went on the road to sell the program. Obama himself maintained his high approval ratings with the American people and the proportion approving of Congress increased significantly. Voters approved of the job congressional Democrats are doing by 46 percent to 45 percent and disapproved of the GOP’s performance by 56 percent to 34 percent, according to a February 17-18 poll conducted by Fox News/Opinion Dynamics. 8 By using the bully pulpit effectively, Obama makes it easier for congressional Democrats to support his initiatives and for the congressional leaders to deliver for him legislatively. 9 When the president attempts to build public support for his agenda by “going to the people,” it is sometimes interpreted as “going over the heads” of members of Congress to pressure them via their constituents and is thought to breed resentment.  However, when the president's efforts allow members to do what they would like to do anyway, their response is likely to be quite different. And if a few Republicans do, in fact, feel constituency pressure, any resentment is likely to be considered a reasonable price to pay for their occasional votes.

Popularity key to Political Capital – multiple administrations prove
George C. Edwards III 2009 (The Strategic President: persuasion and opportunity in presidential leadership, George C. Edwards III is University Distinguished Professor of Political Science at Texas A&M University. He also holds the Jordan Chair in Presidential Studies and has served as the Olin Professor of American Government at Oxford and the John Adams Fellow at the University of London, and has held senior visiting appointments at Sciences Po-Paris, Peking University, Hebrew University of Jerusalem, and the U.S. Military Academy at West Point. He is an Associate Member of Nuffield College at the University of Oxford and was the founder and from 1991-2001 the director of The Center for Presidential Studies. In 2012-13, he will be Winant Professor of American Government at Oxford.)
Equally important, those in the white House share the premise of the potential of residential leadership of the public. David Gergen, and experienced White House communications adviser, favorably cites Churchill’s assertion that “Of all the talents bestowed upon men, none is so precious as the gift of oratory. He who enjoys it wields a power more durable than that of a great king. He is an independent force in the world.” He goes on to add that Ronald Reagan turned television “into a powerful weapon to achieve his legislative goals.” Blumenthal agreed, declaring that Reagan had “stunning success in shaping public opinion,” which in turn was central to transforming his ideas into law. Similarly, in interviews in the 1990s, Jacobs and Shapiro found among both White House and congressional staff wide-spread confidence in the president’s ability to lead the public. Evidently President Clinton shared this view, as people close to him reported that he exhibited an “unbelievable arrogance” regarding his ability to change public opinion and felt he could “create new political capital all the time” through going public-a hubris echoed by his aides.8
Popularity is key to passing bills

Christine Gibbs 2009 – Indiana Wesleyan University (Presidential Success in Congress: Factors that Determine the President's Ability to Influcence Congressional Voting," Res Publica - Journal of Undergraduate Research: Vol. 14 Available at: http://digitalcommons.iwu.edu/respublica/vol14/iss1/12
A bad popularity rating, on the other hand, could have more widespread consequences,  according to Neustadt and his followers.  According to Neustadt, public disapproval increases resistance from members of Congress and leaves the president with “his opportunities diminished  [and] his freedom for maneuver checked” (Neustadt 1962, 90).     The theory that popularity influences presidential success, while debated by some, has gained  wide support.  Past research designs have analyzed the “extent to which the president’s leadership  skills and popularity with the public influence Congress to do something it otherwise would not  have done” (Bond, Fleisher and Wood 2003, 105).  It has been found by some that popularity has no significant impact on legislative success  but that it may influence other factors, which may in turn influence success in Congress (Marshall  and Prins 2007).  For example, some scholars have found that greater popularity may encourage a  president to pursue complex and salient legislation as well as increase their willingness to take  positions on more difficult issues (Marshall and Prins 2007).  Less popular presidents, on the other  hand, may attempt to champion only the more popular bills.  Others, such as Bond, Fleisher, and  Wood, have acknowledged that popularity is an accepted influence on presidential success, although  they believe that it “has only a marginal effect” (Bond, Fleisher and Wood 2003, 95).

Public Approval key to pass legislature

Feldmann, 09 – Staff Writer at Christian Science Monitor (Linda, “Is Obama Talking Too Much?”, Christian Science Monitor, http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Politics/2009/0311/is-obama-taking-on-too-much)
All the while, the nation remains gripped by its worst economic crisis in decades, and with no end in sight, the topic du jour has become: Is Obama trying to do too much? The Obama administration itself has not hidden the fact that it sees a limited window to enact its agenda, almost like a game of “beat the clock.” As long as Obama’s job approval ratings are comfortably high – currently in the 60s in major polls – he has the political capital to address the pent-up demand for change that is inevitable when the opposition party takes over from an unpopular previous administration. But, there’s only so much a White House and Congress can accomplish, given the deliberative nature of the process, and even members of Obama’s own party are raising warning flags about the magnitude of the new president’s agenda. “It is time for President Obama to focus his considerable leadership and communication skills on the financial crisis – to speak candidly with the people about the magnitude of the problem, to embrace a solution commensurate with the problem, and to do whatever it takes to persuade Congress and the people to accept it,” wrote William Galston, a former senior adviser to President Clinton, in The New Republic.

Popularity is Key to President’s Agenda
Gibb, 09 – Illinois Wesleyan University Under-Grad. Research (Christine, “Presidential Success in Congress: Factors that Determine the President's Ability to Influence Congressional Voting”, Res Publica, 2009, http://digitalcommons.iwu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1145&context=respublica&sei-redir=1#search=%22presidential%20popularity%20agenda%20success%22)
Out of Neustadt’s theory of president-centered power of persuasion emerged the widely upheld theory of presidential success in Congress being attributed to president-centered reasons. This theory claims that¶ “the president’s public approval provides leverage with Congress¶ ” (Bond, Fleisher and Wood 2003, 92). Neustadt states that¶ good popularity among the electorate¶ does not necessarily guarantee victory for the president, but that it¶ would provide a “leeway¶ ”(Neustadt 1962). Although leeway does not guarantee government action, it does encourage it. Other times,¶ a president’s high popularity is seen as a confirmation of his mandate¶ . Members of Congress that take their representative role very literally may see his popularity as validation of the policies that he is trying to pursue. Along with this idea, scholars propose¶ that members of Congress “fear electoral retribution if they oppose a popular president or support an unpopular one”¶ (Bond, Fleisher and Wood 2003, 95¶ ). A bad popularity rating, on the other hand, could have more widespread consequences,¶ according to Neustadt and his followers.¶ According to Neustadt, public disapproval increases resistance from members of Congress and leaves the president with “his opportunities diminished [and] his freedom for maneuver checked”¶ (Neustadt1962, 90).¶ The theory that popularity influences presidential success¶ , while debated by some,¶ has gained wide support.¶ Past research designs have analyzed the “extent to which¶ the president’s leadership skills and popularity with the public influence Congress to do something it otherwise would not have done”¶ (Bond, Fleisher and Wood 2003, 105). It has been found by some that popularity has no significant impact on legislative success but that it may influence other factors, which may in turn influence success in Congress (Marshall and Prins 2007). For example, some scholars have found that¶ greater popularity may encourage a president to pursue complex and salient legislation as well as increase their willingness to take positions on more difficult issues¶ (Marshall and Prins 2007). Less popular presidents, on the other hand, may attempt to champion only the more popular bills. Others, such as Bond, Fleisher, and Wood, have acknowledged that¶ popularity is an accepted influence on presidential success¶ ¶ , although they believe that it “has only a marginal effect” (Bond, Fleisher and Wood 2003, 95).

Popularity is Key to Pass Bills
Canes-Wrone and Marchi, 02 – MIT & Duke (Brandice and Scott, “Presidential Approval and Legislative Success”, The Journal of Politics, https://journals.cambridge.org/action/displayAbstract;jsessionid=242C1BE10AB988B02F2A8FE81912517F.journals?fromPage=online&aid=1886892)
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. Moreover, while highly popular presidents may bemoan the finding that approval does not facilitate influence over all types of legislation, a good deal of reassurance can be offered. First, the class of legislation over which approval does facilitate influence is not at all trivial. Even focusing exclusively upon the complex and highly salient sample, it comprises one-third of our data, and we have excluded foreign policy issues, which are generally complex. Second, presidents can increase the salience of issues through plebiscitary activities such as speechmaking (Canes-Wrone 2001; Cohen 1995). Given that even marginal increases in salience augment the impact of approval for complex issues, this capacity offers a valuable means by which presidents can translate popularity into legislative influence. 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.
Popularity key to the agenda – most focus on what is the most salient
Perez 11 12/27/11 MARTIN BENEDICT S. PEREZ is currently a teacher at the Philippine Science High School, Main Campus. He teaches Philippine Politics, Constitution, and Government. He also serves as the school's Discipline Officer and chairs the Humanities Week committee. He has founded AKSIS, the school's social science club in 2007, which he moderates to this day. “Simplified: What is ‘political capital’?” http://mbsperez.wordpress.com/2011/12/27/simplified-what-is-political-capital/

So how does political capital rise or fall?

A lot of it has to do popularity. Popular leaders have very high political capital. Logically therefore, leaders will do everything to remain popular in order to retain high levels of political capital. So the question to ask is: How does a politician become popular? I’m sure you can write some down. Go on, I’ll wait.

And as money, this capital can be spent. It can be lost. The most logical way is to adopt a stance that is unpopular. But note that unpopular here doesn’t necessarily mean wrong. It can be as simple as being ‘not the most popular’.
Here is an example: When Obama took office, the highest concern was the economy. Reforming health care was also a concern, but it wasn’t the highest. Obama devoted his entire first year to health care, expending a lot of political capital to drum up support for it, however ending up with very modest results. In the process he lost a lot of political capital in convincing people to support health care over the economy, and lost even more because of its ultimate result.

Popularity not Key

Popularity doesn’t translate into political capital 

Bouie 2011 Knobler Fellow at the Nation Institute, political analyst and journalist in Washington D.C (Jamelle, Political Capital, Prospect.org, may 5 2011, http://prospect.org/article/political-capital)//RAD

Unfortunately, political capital isn't that straightforward. As we saw at the beginning of Obama's presidency, the mere fact of popularity (or a large congressional majority) doesn't guarantee support from key members of Congress. For Obama to actually sign legislation to reform the immigration system, provide money for jobs, or reform corporate taxes, he needs unified support from his party and support from a non-trivial number of Republicans. Unfortunately, Republicans (and plenty of Democrats) aren't interested in better immigration laws, fiscal stimulus, or liberal tax reform. Absent substantive leverage -- and not just high approval ratings -- there isn't much Obama can do to pressure these members (Democrats and Republicans) into supporting his agenda.

Popularity Does Not Effect Agenda – Empirics Prove

Light, 99 - PhD (Paul, “The President’s Agenda: Domestic Policy Choice from Kennedy to Clinton”, p. 280)
Although party seats remain the gold standard of a President’s political capital, the Bush/Clinton years suggest that public approval may be increasingly irrelevant to agenda influence . Twenty years ago, the trends in public approval seemed mostly immutable. Presidents started their terms at the peak of their approval and slid steadily downward. But for an occasional bump due to a foreign policy crisis, approval seemed to be governed by a coalition of-minorities phenomenon. Each decision angered some small number of presidential enthusiasts, slowly eroding approval in each successive poll. Having held for every President since 1960, the trend changed direction under both Bush and Clinton. Bush had the roughest ride. His approval ratings started out at barely 50 percent, rose steadily for the next two years to the 70 percent range, fell twenty points in the wake of the 1990 midterm elections, rose again to unprecedented heights after the Gulf War, and fell again by nearly fifty points as the economy slowed prior to the 1992 election. His approval was so volatile that it is not clear how he could have harnessed it as a source of legislative advantage, nor is it clear how such instability could have helped the President convince Congress of either the inevitability of his success or the rightness of his cause . Clinton's ratings followed a more orderly course, but again in the opposite direction from previous Presidents. Having won the Presidency by a plurality of just 43 percent, his approval started out in the mid 50 percent range, fell by roughly twenty points, then began a slow but steady saw-tooth rise back into the mid 50 percent range by 1996. His approval continued upward through 1997 and early 1998, rising even despite allegations regarding his relationship with White House intern Monica Lewinsky. By February 1998, Clinton's approval stood at 71 percent, a gain of nine points over a single month. According to a panel survey by The Pew Research Center for the People & The Press, one fifth of the President's new supporters were drawn to his side by his State of the Union address and another sixth by his ability to do his job despite the sex scandal. Among all respondents, roughly half said they did not like the President personally, but 70 percent liked his policies (Pew Research Center, 1998a, p. 1).

Even if popularity is key – lack of attention prevents increased influence
George C. Edwards III 2009 (The Strategic President: persuasion and opportunity in presidential leadership, George C. Edwards III is University Distinguished Professor of Political Science at Texas A&M University. He also holds the Jordan Chair in Presidential Studies and has served as the Olin Professor of American Government at Oxford and the John Adams Fellow at the University of London, and has held senior visiting appointments at Sciences Po-Paris, Peking University, Hebrew University of Jerusalem, and the U.S. Military Academy at West Point. He is an Associate Member of Nuffield College at the University of Oxford and was the founder and from 1991-2001 the director of The Center for Presidential Studies. In 2012-13, he will be Winant Professor of American Government at Oxford.)
A fundamental limitation on presidential priming is the public’s lack of attention to politics, which restricts its susceptibility to taking cues from political elites. Russell Neuman estimates that in the United States there is a politically sophisticated elite of less than 5 percent of the public. Another 75 percent are marginally attentive and 20 percent apolitical. Even the marginally attentive lack the background information and rich vocabulary for quick and convenient processing of large amounts of political information. The apolitical 20 percent do not respond to political stimuli in political terms. Even in the middle, he argues, people frequently interpret political stimuli in nonpolitical terms. If attempts to set the terms of debate fall on deaf ears, they are unlikely to be successful. Among Americans, there are widely varying levels of interest in and information about politics and public policy. From one perspective, those citizens with less interest and knowledge present the most potential for presidential persuasion. Such people cannot resist arguments if they do not possess information about the implications of those arguments for their values, interest, and other predispositions. However, these people are also less likely to be aware of the president’s messages, limiting the president’s influence. To the extent that they do receive the messages, they will also hear from the opposition how the president’s views are inconsistent with their predispositions. In addition, even if their predispositions make them sympathetic to the president’s arguments, they may lack the understanding to make the connection between the president’s arguments and their own underlying values. Moreover, the more abstract the link between message and value, the fewer people who will make the connection.

Agenda Success Unrelated to Public Support 

Leloup and Shull, 99 - Prof and Chair of the Department of Political Science at Washington State and Research Professor of Political Science at University of New Orleans (Lance and Steven, “President and Congress”, p. 21)
Using public opinion data and a congressional roll call voting patterns, a number of studies have concluded that presidential popularity correlates with increased voting support from members of Congress. During war, the public tends to “rally around the flag,” boosting approval of the president and enhancing his influence. The president’s popularity tends to increase when the United states is involved in some military action nor national security crisis. Following the decisive victory over Iraq, President Bush’s public approval ratings were the highest ever recorded.¶ Research has shown, however, that the boost to popularity is often short-lived and does not necessarily translate into increased domestic success.¶ More enduring is the link between the state of the economy and public approval of the president. Inflation, unemployment, and poor economic performance damages public approval ratings. Eisenhower, Reagan and Bush – all popular presidents – saw their approval ratings bottom out around the time unemployment peaked¶ . How much presidential popularity affects success in Congress has been increasingly challenged by empirical research that suggests the impact is marginal at best.

Popularity is not Essential to Political Agenda

Boulie, 11 – Writing Fellow of The American Prospect (Jamelle, “Political Capital”, The American Prospect, 5/5/11, http://prospect.org/article/political-capital)
Unfortunately, political capital isn't that straightforward. As we saw at the beginning of Obama's presidency, the mere fact of popularity (or a large congressional majority) doesn't guarantee support from key members of Congress. For Obama to actually sign legislation to reform the immigration system, provide money for jobs, or reform corporate taxes, he needs unified support from his party and support from a non-trivial number of Republicans. Unfortunately, Republicans (and plenty of Democrats) aren't interested in better immigration laws, fiscal stimulus, or liberal tax reform. Absent substantive leverage -- and not just high approval ratings -- there isn't much Obama can do to pressure these members (Democrats and Republicans) into supporting his agenda.¶ Indeed, for liberals who want to see Obama use his political capital, it's worth noting that approval-spikes aren't necessarily related to policy success. George H.W. Bush's major domestic initiatives came before his massive post-Gulf War approval bump, and his final year in office saw little policy success. George W. Bush was able to secure No Child Left Behind, the Homeland Security Act, and the Authorization to Use Military Force in the year following 9/11, but the former two either came with pre-9/11 Democratic support or were Democratic initiatives to begin with.¶ To repeat an oft-made point, when it comes to domestic policy, the presidency is a limited office with limited resources. Popularity with the public is a necessary part of presidential success in Congress, but it's far from sufficient.

Misc Answers

Charisma Key to Capital
Charisma provides capital – loss due to the plan is not substantial

Masko 12 (Dave, Obama still has the power of charisma to win in 2012 say student voters, 2012-03-01, http://www.huliq.com/10282/obama-still-has-power-charisma-win-2012-say-student-voters, Dave Masko is an Air Force News veteran who's filed stories from Washington, D.C., the Middle East, the Balkans and Europe. These days, he's a freelance writer based in Florence, Oregon. Masko's articles have appeared in European Stars and Stripes, The Washington Post, Rolling Stone and other publications. )//RAD

When asked about Mitt Romney for president, students here in this working class coastal town of Coos Bay don’t get too excited. Instead, they point to a youthful photo of the president in his twenties smoking a cigarette as “cool;” while also sharing how the president’s birth, background and eloquence “appeals to us because we know you can’t hang all the country’s problems on the president,” explained a Japanese exchange student who added: “I wish I could vote for Obama.” In turn, other students describe the president’s “charisma” – or what the dictionary states as that “quality of an individual personality, by virtue of which he is set apart from ordinary people” – as what his true blue supporters like about Obama. In fact, Time magazine stated in a Jan. 5, 2009 report on “the new U.S. president,” that “there’s no doubt that Obama is intensely charismatic and that it provides him with unusual political capital.”

Economic Stability key to Political Capital

Economic stability affects legislative success – only a risk the plan helps decrease gridlock
George C. Edwards III 2009 (The Strategic President: persuasion and opportunity in presidential leadership, George C. Edwards III is University Distinguished Professor of Political Science at Texas A&M University. He also holds the Jordan Chair in Presidential Studies and has served as the Olin Professor of American Government at Oxford and the John Adams Fellow at the University of London, and has held senior visiting appointments at Sciences Po-Paris, Peking University, Hebrew University of Jerusalem, and the U.S. Military Academy at West Point. He is an Associate Member of Nuffield College at the University of Oxford and was the founder and from 1991-2001 the director of The Center for Presidential Studies. In 2012-13, he will be Winant Professor of American Government at Oxford.)
Perhaps the most obvious difference between the Democratic administrations of the 1960’s and Jimmy Carter’s in the late 1970s is that Carter served during the period of congressional assertiveness that followed Vietnam and Watergate the diminished deference to the president by individual members of Congress and by the institution as a whole naturally made residential influence more problematic. As one Democratic member of Congress said in 1977, “We got such fun out of poppi9ng Nixon and Ford. We don’t want to give it up and be good boys any more.” Vietnam, Watergate, and a sagging economy also combined to make the public more skeptical of government policies. Anxiety over nuclear weapons, energy, and inflation replaced the optimism of the race to the moon and the idealism that fueled the war on poverty in the 1960s. For a president who desired to establish new programs, the outlook was not promising. Carter also had the misfortune to preside during a period of substantial inflation and unemployment, whereas stable prices, sustained economic growth, and general prosperity characterized Kenney’s and Johnson’s tenures. The prosperity of the 1960s provided the federal government with the funds for new policies, with little political risk. The president did not have to seek to raise taxes or ask the country to sacrifice to help the underprivileged. In the late 1970s, resources were more limited, making the passage of new welfare or health programs, for example, more difficult. When resources are scarce, presidents face internal competition for resources and must choose between policies rather than build coalition for several policies through logrolling.

Empathy key to Political Capital

Empathy regenerates political capital- key to pass legislation

Shogan 2009- Assistant Director of the Congressional Research Service, Government and Finance Division (Colleen, The Political Utility of Empathy in Presidential Leadership, December 4 2009, Center for the Study of the Presidency, https://mail-attachment.googleusercontent.com/attachment/?ui=2&ik=0feca78e6b&view=att&th=138810e3ee3663a9&attid=0.2&disp=inline&realattid=f_h4lg849d1&safe=1&zw&saduie=AG9B_P9r1HQpXt184t4N0hs_gXC3&sadet=1342201007698&sads=1q_mhBUPOGVBXVH43w6f2i_7pwU)//RAD

Empathy is an important governing and political resource for presidents. There are at least three ways in which empathy can affect executive governance. First, empathy enables presidents to “see the whole” in a large republic. Presidents cannot maintain ﬁrsthand knowledge of the hardships endured by citizens. The more accurately a president can perceive the emotions of another, the better he can make informed decisions. In this sense, empathy can serve as a source of information for political leaders. This information can inﬂuence presidential decisions, including the selections made for executive branch positions and seats on the federal bench. Second, a developed sense of empathy can improve communication between the president and the nation. Heightened empathetic awareness can enable presidents to formulate effective rhetorical arguments. Perhaps no better example is Lincoln’s second inaugural address, in which Lincoln’s rhetorical formulations encouraged listeners, particularly Northerners, to embrace empathy. Finally, empathy can enhance leadership during national tragedies or times of crisis. The American president serves as the country’s political leader and head of state; the requirements of the latter should not be forgotten. The “empathizer in chief” expectations are real, and failure to understand the sadness and misery of the citizenry can lead to serious miscalculations, as George W. Bush can attest. There is also a political value to presidential empathy. As Abraham Lincoln and Bill Clinton demonstrated, the ability to understand the situation of others, particularly political adversaries, can prove quite beneﬁcial. Lincoln is the true hero of this examination because he displayed an almost uncanny ability to master empathy. Instead of allowing his emotions to control him, Lincoln utilized empathy to help him predict the behavior of his opponents. His willingness to see the world from another’s viewpoint also enabled him to ﬁgure out ways in which he could convert enemies into allies. Lincoln’s capacity for empathy was probably innate, yet the political beneﬁts he culled from it are worthy of attention and analysis.

Obama has the empathy edge

Washington Post 4/10/12 (“Barack Obama’s empathy edge”, Washington Post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/the-fix/post/barack-obamas-empathy-edge/2012/04/10/gIQAFBSr7S_blog.html)//RAD 

Presidential elections are rarely won and lost on policy. Voters instead tend to choose the person they most want to be president based on who they like. And that feeling is heavily influenced by which of the candidates they believe best understands their hopes and dreams. Call it the empathy factor. And it matters. A lot. New national polling done by the Washington Post and ABC News shows that President Obama has a significant edge over former Massachusetts governor Mitt Romney on the empathy question — although the gap between the two men has narrowed slightly since February. Asked which man “better understands the economic problems people in this country are having”, 49 percent of people said Obama while 37 percent named Romney. Nine percent said neither man understood the economic problems of regular people while two percent said both men did. A look inside the numbers tells a similar story. Among electorally critical independents, Obama enjoys a 47 percent to 35 percent edge over Romney. Women favor Obama over Romney by 20 points on the empathy question. Republicans in search of a silver lining in the numbers will note that as recently as an early February Post-ABC survey, Obama held a 17-point edge on the empathy question.
Vetos Key to Capital

Veto threat creates political capital

Bond and Fleisher 2000, political science professor at Texas A & M and Fordham University/ political scientists for Division of Congressional Quarterly Inc. (Jon and Richard, Polarized Politics, CQ press)//RAD
Finally, how do veto threats affect the president’s likelihood of legislative success? Because presidents threaten to veto legislation with which they have serious problems, one might expect the outcome on such legislation to be worse for the president than legislation that is more to his liking. This is, in fact, the case for Nixon in the 91st Congress, although the relationship is weak. The president may, however, threaten to veto in order to strengthen his bargaining position. Is there evidence that a veto threat has effect? When the bills in the other divided control Congresses are considered, the president does slightly better when he issues a veto threat than when he does not. And often the president’s threat results in changes to the legislation, not in its demise. Thus, threatening a veto seems to strengthen the president’s hand and results in an outcome more to his liking, explaining why presidents in the 90s used veto threat often.

at: elections da

Health Care polls are the best indicator of election-year voting – our statistical method is superior

Jacobson 2011 - Gary C. Jacobson is distinguished professor of political science at the University of California, San Diego. He specializes in the study of U.S. elections, parties, Congress, and public opinion (Legislative Success and Political Failure: The Public’s Reaction to Barack Obama’s Early Presidency, Presidential Studies Quarterly 41, no. 2 (June) © 2011 Center for the Study of the Presidency, Online)

The extent to which health care became a touchstone issue for assessments of Obama’s presidency is evident in the extraordinarily strong cross-sectional relationship between opinions of Obama’s job performance and his health care reforms. On average during 2010, 89% of respondents offered consistent opinions of Obama and the legislation, approving of both or disapproving of both.25 To put these numbers in perspective, opinions of Obama and his health care proposals were even more tightly linked than were opinions of Bush and the Iraq War (an average consistency rate of 83%; see Jacobson 2008, 80). Opinions on Obama’s handling of the issue were also more closely related to his overall job performance rating than were his ratings on the handling of any other issue.26

The pivotal role of the health care issue in comparison with other major sources of assessments of Obama is confirmed by the equations in Table 2. The May, 2010, an NBC News/Wall Street Journal poll asked respondents to rate their feelings toward various public figures and institutions, including Barack Obama and the Tea Party movement, as very positive, somewhat positive, neutral, somewhat negative, or very negative. It also asked opinions on the health care bill and the efficacy of the stimulus bill, how the respondent voted in the 2008 presidential election, and the standard party identification, ideology, and demographic questions. Opinion on the health care bill is the strongest predictor of feelings about Obama of any of these variables (Equation 1). This is not surprising, for the simple correlation between feelings about Obama and health care reform, .79, is noticeably higher than for any other pairing, including party identification (.65) and the two 2008 vote variables (.66 each). The same result appears when approval of Obama’s job performance is the (now dichotomous) dependent variable and the model is estimated using logistic regression (Equation 2); views on the health care bill have by far the largest estimated effect on the respondent’s probability of approving. The equa- tions show that opinions of Obama in 2010 were also strongly related to the reported 2008 presidential vote,27 opinions of the Tea Party movement, and assessments of the efficacy of Obama’s stimulus bill.

The causal arrows here clearly run in both directions, so these equations are intended to assess the relative strength of relationships rather than to provide struc- tural estimates of a causal process. They do, however, demonstrate that attitudes toward Obama reflect far more than mere partisanship and ideology, and they point to some of the underlying sources of the highly polarized responses to the Obama presi- dency. For example, among the approximately one-quarter of respondents who viewed the health care legislation positively and the Tea Party movement negatively, 98% approved of Obama’s job performance and 96% viewed him positively. Among the similarly sized faction who expressed negative opinions of health care reform and posi- tive opinions of the Tea Party, 96% disapprove of Obama’s job performance and 90% viewed him negatively.

at: Obama got nothing done

False – he has employed the best strategy 
Drum 2012 – Kevin, Political Blogger at Mother Jones (Barack Obama's Had a Pretty Damn Good Presidency, March 11, 2012, http://www.motherjones.com/kevin-drum/2012/03/barack-obamas-had-pretty-damn-good-presidency)
In the upcoming issue of the Washington Monthly, Paul Glastris has a cover story called "The Incomplete Greatness of Barack Obama," a headline almost guaranteed to set your teeth on edge. Normally I'd just blame the copy desk and move on, but since Glastris is both writer and editor, there's no way to let him off the hook for this. What were you thinking, Paul? But let's move on anyway. Glastris' argument, obviously, is that Obama has been a pretty good progressive president. So why doesn't he get more credit from us lefties? There are plenty of possible explanations. The most obvious is the economy. People are measuring Obama's actions against the actual conditions of their lives and livelihoods, which, over the past three years, have not gotten materially better. He failed miserably at his grandiose promise to change the culture of Washington...In negotiations, he came off to Democrats as naïvely trusting, and to Republicans as obstinately partisan, leaving the impression that he could have achieved more if only he had been less conciliatory—or more so, depending on your point of view. And for such an obviously gifted orator, he has been surprisingly inept at explaining to average Americans what he's fighting for or trumpeting what he's achieved. As long as we're piling on, I'd add a few other items to that list. First, Obama seems to despise the progressive base. He and his associates have made that clear over and over again. Second, he allowed Congress to take the lead on most of his domestic agenda. Whether this was smart or not doesn't really matter. What matters is that it makes him seem almost like an observer of events over the past three years, not a commander-in-chief. Third, from a progressive point of view, his record on national security is pretty bad. No, we're not torturing prisoners anymore, but the NSA surveillance program is still in place, American citizens are being targeted for assassination, the Afghanistan war has been escalated, drone attacks have skyrocketed, the state secrets privilege is still being used with abandon, Guantánamo is still open, and Patriot Act abuse seems to be as robust as ever. And yet, there's still...the entire rest of his record. After all, Obama deserves to be judged by ordinary human standards, not by standards of perfection. A sidebar to Glastris' piece lists Obama's top 50 accomplishments, and I think it was a mistake to create a list so long. It ends up looking like the usual boring laundry list that any president can trumpet. Better to pare it down to 10 really top achievements in order to highlight how many truly major accomplishments Obama has been responsible for. So I did. Except I couldn't get there. I cut it down to 13 and got stuck. Here they are, in the same order as the original Washington Monthly list: 1. Passed Health Care Reform 2. Passed the Stimulus 3. Passed Wall Street Reform 4. Ended the War in Iraq 6. Eliminated Osama bin Laden 7. Turned Around US Auto Industry 9. Repealed "Don't Ask, Don't Tell" 12. Reversed Bush Torture Policies 14. Kicked Banks Out of Federal Student Loan Program 16. Boosted Fuel Efficiency Standards 18. Passed Mini Stimuli (July 22, 2010; December 17, 2010; December 23, 2011) 22. Created Conditions to Begin Closing Dirtiest Power Plants 27. Achieved New START Treaty These are all big deals. Big fucking deals, to quote our vice president. Unless you're just bound and determined to sulk in your tent while insisting that health care was a sellout and the stimulus was too small and Dodd-Frank was feeble and the mini stimuli were more like micro stimuli, there's just no way around the fact that this is a historically colossal set of progressive accomplishments, especially in the face of a historically hostile political environment. Now, it's true that any serious accounting also has to include Obama's domestic failures—most notably his feckless housing policy and his inability to pass cap-and-trade—but both of those were very heavy political lifts. (On cap-and-trade in particular, I think in retrospect that it was just flatly never going to happen no matter what Obama did.) There's also his weak record on judicial appointments. So could Obama have done better? Was there a more effective way to deal with an unprecedentedly obstructive Republican Party? On reflection, I doubt it. During Obama's first two years, Democrats had a filibuster-proof majority in the Senate for only 14 weeks. This means that Obama needed two or three Republican votes for every bill, and if he had taken the blustering, partisan attitude that a lot of liberals wanted, he never would had gotten them. Republican obstructionism would have been even more hardened than it was with his more conciliatory attitude. So as annoying as Obama's "most reasonable man in the room" act was to the progressive base, it was probably his best strategy. I was never an Obamamaniac. Actual politicians are never as good as the versions that star in the reality TV shows that we laughingly call presidential campaigns these days, and Obama was bound to be hemmed in by all the same dynamics that hem in every president. So I don't judge Obama against a standard that expected him to single-handedly lead a progressive revolution. His national security policy has been disappointing but hardly a disgrace. It's just a continuation of the mainstream national security policy that both parties have endorsed for decades with only mino129r differences. His economic policy since late 2009 has been, perhaps, too concerned with long-term deficits at the expense of short-term job creation, but that's been due more to political realities than to bad instincts. Likewise, his general willingness to compromise has been evidence of a pragmatic desire to get things done, not a sign of insufficient dedication to the cause. He's a president, not the Sun King.
Lobbies Key to the Agenda
.
Lobbyist determine what congress does- if they find the plan good they will vote for it

James Thurber 2011 political scientist, American University, political analyst Presidential studies quarterly (James, Changing the way Washington works? Assessing president Obama’s battle with lobbyists, Presidential studies quarterly, june 2 2011, https://mail-attachment.googleusercontent.com/attachment/?ui=2&ik=0feca78e6b&view=att&th=138810e3ee3663a9&attid=0.4&disp=inline&realattid=f_h4lg849f3&safe=1&zw&saduie=AG9B_P9r1HQpXt184t4N0hs_gXC3&sadet=1342205765961&sads=m86VBfKa3Fqlwitflio3-VU2HD8)//RAD

President Obama is ﬁghting an integral part of pluralist representative democracy in the United States. Lobbyists, interest groups, and advocates of all kinds are increasingly inﬂuential and controversial both in American elections and governing, impacting the quality of campaigns and elections and later governing and policy making. Lobbyists inﬂuence the way issues and problems are framed and ultimately the way policy is made in Washington. They promote candidates and policies, raise money, sway voters, and continue their inﬂuence through major lobbying campaigns after an election. They provide services, such as general strategic advice; issue advocacy advertising, polling, and advice about media strategy; and organize get-out-the-vote (GOTV) strategies, general tactical guidance for candidates, and many volunteers (Thurber and Nelson 2000; Medvic 2001). Ultimately Obama is trying to limit the continuation of these identical tools and tactics after elections for major policy battles

Lobbyists want transportation infrastructure- means plan can pass

Levinthal 2011 (Dave, 9-27-11, Transportation lobby hopes for new stimulus, Dave Levinthal reports on political influence issues for POLITICO. Before joining POLITICO, Dave worked for two years as editor of OpenSecrets.org at the Center for Responsive Politics, where he oversaw the Center's original journalism and provided analysis to hundreds of television, radio and print news outlets. Between 2003 and 2009, Dave reported on Dallas City Hall for The Dallas Morning News, and from 2000 to 2002, covered the New Hampshire Statehouse for the Lawrence (Mass.) Eagle-Tribune. He graduated from Syracuse University with degrees in newspaper journalism and political philosophy and edited The Daily Orange.http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0911/64578.html)//RAD

The transportation construction lobby — not exactly the sexiest special interest in Washington — is nonetheless primed to pave Capitol Hill with an aggressive campaign aimed at scoring what could be a massive stimulus for the struggling industry. And it is spurred by two multibillion-dollar proposals, backed by Republicans and Democrats, that suggest their blitz might work, despite Congress’s zeal this year for spending cuts. President Barack Obama is calling for monumental infrastructure investments in the name of job creation, using much of his address earlier this month before a joint session of Congress to tout as much. Key congressional members, meanwhile, are pushing for a long-term transportation reauthorization bill that could include billions of dollars above initial expectations. Such a bill, in turn, could translate into lucrative, job-creating projects. “The opportunity is now, front and center, for us to make our case,” said Andy O’Hare, vice president of regulatory affairs for the Portland Cement Association. “We certainly welcome and are working for a lifeline for all of these hard-hit markets.” “Our efforts so far have borne fruit, and we’re going to be just as active in the next six months, which will be a critical time,” said Pamela Whitted, vice president of government affairs for the National Stone, Sand & Gravel Association. Efforts range from traditional inside-the-Beltway lobbying fare of lawmaker meetings and staffer briefings to more circuitous outreach efforts that seek out politicians on their home turf, such as meeting them while they’re back in their districts and inviting them to tour production facilities
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