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 – Aff answers can obviously be found in the sections labeled “Aff”, but you should also consult link and internal link sections for additional answers, as those sections are bidirectional.

– Additional arguments can be found in the Pre-Institute Politics File – that file is a supplement to this one.

– The acronym “SKFTA” stands for South Korea Free Trade Agreement
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A. Uniqueness and internal link – South Korean Free Trade Agreement will pass now, political capital key

Kim, Joongang Daily Columnist, 7/6/11

(Sukhan, senior partner at the law firm of Akin Gump Strauss Hauer & Feld LLP in Washington, D.C., 30 June 2011, “[Viwepoint] Endgame for Korus”, http://joongangdaily.joins.com/article/view.asp?aid=2938477, 7.6.11, SWolff)

Four years after striking an initial deal with Korea, and after a number of significant revisions to that deal, President Barack Obama has finally announced a plan for Congressional consideration of the Korea-U.S. FTA (Korus), and he hopes for ratification prior to the Congressional recess in August. Under his plan, the Senate, controlled by Obama’s Democratic Party, will soon begin consideration of the legislation, with subsequent review by the Republican-controlled House. Prospects for the passage of Korus have never been so good, and there are grounds for optimism.  Obama’s plan for Korus’ ratification, however, is a high-stakes political gamble in an enormously complicated political environment.  After trying for months to forge a bipartisan consensus on the ratification, Obama has changed course and opted to try to push Korus through Congress in tandem with other controversial trade legislation. To succeed in this gamble, Obama must overcome a number of immediate challenges under great time pressure.   The principle challenge is the renewal of Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA), a program that provides benefits to U.S. industrial workers laid off due to competition from imports. The renewal of the TAA is a must for Democrats, and Obama is attempting to link its renewal with the Korus bill. This linkage will complicate Congressional consideration of Korus, as many Republicans are opposed to the TAA, particularly in the current climate of fiscal austerity. Indeed, Senate Republicans boycotted a hearing organized by Senate Finance Committee Chairman Max Baucus to discuss an initial draft of the combined TAA-Korus bill. Key Republicans in both chambers, including House Speaker John Boehner, are now seeking any means to separate the TAA renewal from Korus in the hope that they can vote down the former while passing the latter. The White House, however, has declared it will not present Korus legislation to Congress without the TAA renewal.   A second challenge is the linkage of Korus to pending FTAs with Colombia and Panama. Under Obama’s plan, and as a concession to the demands of Congressional Republicans, ratification of the three FTAs will move through Congress at the same time. However, many Democrats, including Sander Levin, the top Democrat on the House Committee on Ways & Means, which oversees trade matters, oppose the Colombia FTA because of concerns about Colombia’s treatment of trade union leaders. Levin’s opposition to the Colombia deal should not derail, but may well complicate, consideration of Korus in the House.   Additional challenges relate to the so-called fast-track rules governing the submission of the trade deals to Congress. These rules provide, first, for informal reviews of draft legislation by both houses of Congress and permit members of Congress to propose amendments. While the president does not need to accept the amendments in the final version of the bill presented to Congress for passage, amendments proposed during the informal process signal Congressional concerns.  The many amendments proposed for Korus, or at least those made public to date, indicate a high level of controversy and are previews of the heated debates to be expected in Congress about the legislation. They will also be used by opponents of the president’s strategy as drags on the process. Furthermore, Republicans insist that the pairing of the TAA renewal with the Korus legislation is inconsistent with fast-track rules.   Timing is also a key concern for the White House. The November 2012 presidential election is coming fast, and the democratic base - already wary of trade deals and disappointed with Obama’s inability to revive the U.S. economy - may hold passage of three trade deals against him. The political cost to Obama of attempting to pass new trade deals will increase rapidly after the summer recess and at some point become unbearable. Hence, the Obama administration is now waging an all-out effort to secure passage under the expedited fast-track process before then.  There is little that Korea can do to influence the outcome of the U.S. ratification process at this point. The Obama administration has decided it has obtained the best deal with Korea that it can get, and has launched a high-stakes domestic process to get the deal passed. Obama is personally invested in the success of this process, and we can expect that he will do his utmost to secure passage quickly. Indeed, Obama has repeatedly lauded Korus as a vital part of America’s exports promotion - and job growth from exports - strategy.   The weeks ahead will show whether he can succeed in his audacious gamble.
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B. Link – Changing NASA policy spends political capital – only a risk of a link

Conley, University of Florida political science professor & Cobb, University of Florida PhD candidate, 10

[Richard S. & Wendy Whitman, APSA 2010 Annual Meeting Paper, “The Perils of Presidential Leadership on Space Policy: The Politics of Congressional Budgeting for NASA, 1958-2008”, p. 10-11, http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1642810, accessed 7-1-11]

Presidential Leadership, Congressional Funding, and the Post-Cold War Era 

It is perhaps understandable why few presidents have been unwilling to put their “political capital” on the line for space policy—a “constituentless” policy area (Light 1999)—since the Apollo era. The international and domestic political context has changed considerably. NASA’s raison d’être has become less clear following the end of the Cold War and with increased multinational cooperation on projects, such as the ISS, involving Russia and the European Union (Murray 1991), not to mention China’s emerging interest in space exploration.

Still, two presidents—George H.W. Bush in 1989 and George W. Bush in 2004—attempted to articulate long-term visions for NASA. Their relative success was contingent not only on congressional action but also their successors’ commitment as party control of the White House changed. George H.W. Bush proposed the Space Exploration Initiative (SEI) in 1989, with the explicit goal of putting mankind on Mars. The large price tag inhibited congressional action in his inaugural year, and the SEI was not taken up by Congress until 1990 for FY 1991, and that year the president’s budget fell apart dramatically in Congress (Eastland 1992). When Bill Clinton won the presidency in 1992, domestic priorities overshadowed plans for space exploration. Still, Clinton did move to bring the Russian Federation into efforts to transform the American space station into the International Space Station. In 2004 George W. Bush proposed the VSE, which called for phasing out the space shuttle program and emphasizing programs designed to use the moon as a launching pad for eventual exploration of Mars. Yet Obama has signaled that such efforts are a low priority on his overall agenda and has attempted to scale back the Constellation project significantly.

If presidential commitment to space exploration has been highly uneven in recent decades, NASA’s ability to influence presidential commitment to space policy has been further hampered by bureaucratic intransigence and a failure to alter its own agenda priorities as political control and priorities of the White House and Capitol Hill have alternated. As Klerkx (2005, 57) contends, “the pace of human spaceflight is whatever pace NASA says it should be,” regardless of congressional skepticism or presidents’ “vision” or lack thereof. NASA programs have been criticized for their “path dependency”—programs taking on a life of their own independent of congressional or presidential calls for change (Roberts 1990, 144; Bruggeman 2002). Path dependency obviously inhibits successful liaison with either Congress or the Office of Management and Budget.
1NC Shell – SKFTA Good (3/4)
C. Impacts

1. SKFTA key to US-South Korea alliance, regional stability, global free trade and hegemony 

Hiatt, Editor of the Washington Post editorial page editor, 10 

[Fred, Washington Post, 4-12-10, “Will the U.S. commit to free trade with South Korea?”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/04/11/AR2010041102508.html, accessed 6-30-11]

In a world of dangerously failed states and willful challengers to American leadership, South Korea is an astoundingly successful democracy that wants to be friends. But will America say yes? That seemed to be the question perplexing President Lee Myung-bak when I interviewed him here last Wednesday, though he described relations at the moment as excellent. (Excerpts from our conversation are available here.) The two nations have signed a free-trade agreement that Lee believes would -- in addition to bringing obvious economic benefit to both sides -- seal a crucial alliance and promote stability throughout Northeast Asia. But President Obama has yet to submit the agreement to Congress for ratification or say when he might do so. Given the neighborhood, you would think the United States would jump at the opportunity. To Korea's east, Japan's rookie ruling party is driving the Obama administration to distraction as Japan tries to figure out, so far without success, whether to distance itself from the United States. In North Korea, an isolated regime is "facing a transformative moment right now," Lee told me. Recently it "failed dismally in its effort to reform its currency; the state of the North Korean economy is worsening by the day." For the first time, he said, leaders have felt the need to explain themselves to their people. A reminder of the flashpoint the border remains came March 26, when a South Korean corvette sank while cruising near North Korean waters, with 46 sailors lost from its crew of 104. While the incident is being investigated, Lee refused to speculate on its cause, but he told me, "I'm very committed to responding in a firm manner if need be." And then there is what Lee called "the China factor." South Korea now trades more with China than with the United States and Japan combined, he said. Korea values its relationship with China highly, and it is "just a matter of time" before Korea and China open negotiations on a free-trade agreement (FTA) of their own. But, the president said, he is "concerned about the growing dependence of not only Korea but other countries in the region toward China." His desire for an American counterweight is shared by leaders throughout East and Southeast Asia, but few will say so as candidly. "For us, the FTA is not just simply a trade agreement or an economic agreement," he said. "It really is much more than that." Obama has expressed general support for increasing trade with South Korea but hasn't committed to the pact that he and Lee inherited from their predecessors. Every analysis shows it would benefit most American consumers and industries, but it faces opposition from Ford Motor, some union leaders and some Democrats in Congress. "When you look at the FTA from a bits-and-parts point of view, of course there will be opposition," Lee said. "We have certain members of our industry, certain members of our national parliament, who are vehemently opposed." "But you really have to look at the whole, entire FTA," he said, "and if it comes out as a plus, then it's the responsibility, I believe, of each country to really go ahead and try to push this through." He added that "it will all hinge upon" how committed the Obama administration is to winning ratification. "If they are, they are going to do all that they can to convince fellow Democrats to get on board," he said. Lee hoisted himself from an impoverished childhood to become a construction tycoon. (As a businessman two decades ago, he oversaw the renovation of the presidential mansion he moved into two years ago; he now regrets the imposing but energy-inefficient high ceilings, aides told me.) Along the way he earned the sobriquet "Bulldozer"; he is slender and soft-spoken but straightforward. If anything, though, Lee is too restrained, too polite, to point out how short-sighted the United States would be to slight Korea. With U.S. protection and support, South Korea has transformed itself from a Third World military dictatorship to a prosperous democracy that wants to cooperate with the United States in Haiti, Afghanistan and beyond. Would the United States really allow narrow-interest politics to limit such an opportunity? Lee told me he is confident that the United States, with its "entrepreneur spirit" and pioneering science, will bounce back from recession (as Korea, with 3.6 percent unemployment, already has). But he worries, he said, that in the process the United States may waver from its commitment to free trade. "And it must remain a beacon of free trade to be able to lead other countries around the world in other aspects as well," he said. "The benefits reaped from protectionism are very short-term, but the leadership role that you have, the status and prestige of the U.S., in that regard, are timeless."
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Asian instability triggers massive impacts – nuclear escalation, climate chaos, global agriculture, the economy, & causes prolif

Hamel-Green, Victory University Executive Dean,  & Hayes, Nautilus Institute Executive Director, 10

[Peter & Michael, 1-5-10, “The Path Not Taken, the Way Still Open: Denuclearizing the Korean Peninsula and Northeast Asia”, 1-5-10, http://www.nautilus.org/publications/essays/napsnet/reports/10001HayesHamalGreen.pdf/view, accessed 7-1-11]
The consequences of failing to address the proliferation threat posed by the North Korea developments, and related political and economic issues, are serious, not only for the Northeast Asian region but for the whole international community. 
At worst, there is the possibility of nuclear attack1, whether by intention, miscalculation, or merely accident, leading to the resumption of Korean War hostilities. On the Korean Peninsula itself, key population centres are well within short or medium range missiles. The whole of Japan is likely to come within North Korean missile range. Pyongyang has a population of over 2 million, Seoul (close to the North Korean border) 11 million, and Tokyo over 20 million. Even a limited nuclear exchange would result in a holocaust of unprecedented proportions. 
But the catastrophe within the region would not be the only outcome. New research indicates that even a limited nuclear war in the region would rearrange our global climate far more quickly than global warming. Westberg draws attention to new studies modelling the effects of even a limited nuclear exchange involving approximately 100 Hiroshima-sized 15 kt bombs2 (by comparison it should be noted that the United States currently deploys warheads in the range 100 to 477 kt, that is, individual warheads equivalent in yield to a range of 6 to 32 Hiroshimas).The studies indicate that the soot from the fires produced would lead to a decrease in global temperature by 1.25 degrees Celsius for a period of 6-8 years.3 In Westberg’s view: 
That is not global winter, but the nuclear darkness will cause a deeper drop in temperature than at any time during the last 1000 years. The temperature over the continents would decrease substantially more than the global average. A decrease in rainfall over the continents would also follow...The period of nuclear darkness will cause much greater decrease in grain production than 5% and it will continue for many years...hundreds of millions of people will die from hunger...To make matters even worse, such amounts of smoke injected into the stratosphere would cause a huge reduction in the Earth’s protective ozone.4 
These, of course, are not the only consequences. Reactors might also be targeted, causing further mayhem and downwind radiation effects, superimposed on a smoking, radiating ruin left by nuclear next-use. Millions of refugees would flee the affected regions. The direct impacts, and the follow-on impacts on the global economy via ecological and food insecurity, could make the present global financial crisis pale by comparison. How the great powers, especially the nuclear weapons states respond to such a crisis, and in particular, whether nuclear weapons are used in response to nuclear first-use, could make or break the global non proliferation and disarmament regimes. There could be many unanticipated impacts on regional and global security relationships5, with subsequent nuclear breakout and geopolitical turbulence, including possible loss-of-control over fissile material or warheads in the chaos of nuclear war, and aftermath chain-reaction affects involving other potential proliferant states. The Korean nuclear proliferation issue is not just a regional threat but a global one that warrants priority consideration from the international community.
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***SKFTA Uniqueness

Uniqueness – SKFTA Will Pass Now

SKFTA is moving forward after the stall

ABC Rural 6/30/11

(No Author, ABC Rural, 30 June 2011, “US close to free trade deal with Korea”, http://www.abc.net.au/rural/news/content/201106/s3257206.htm, 7.6.11, SWolff)

Free trade deals are moving in the US Congress, after months of stalemate. Matt Kaye reports that the deal with Korea is sensitive to the Australian beef industry. Congressional Republicans and Democrats have resolved key differences blocking action on the trade deals, with ratification now possible in July. National Cattlemen's Collin Woodall says the US-Korea deal is key to meeting trade challenges from Australia and others. "We take what are the current 40 per cent tariffs on our product…we take that down to zero, over 15 years." Without the Korea deal, US beef could lose market gains made in the recovery from US mad cow cases in 2003.

Uniqueness – SKFTA Will Pass Now – AT – Trade Adjustment Assistance Prevents (1/2)

SKFTA passing – compromise on TAA now

Hoover, BizJournals Washington Bureau, 6/28/11

(Kent, “A Moment of Truth on Trade”, http://www.portfolio.com/business-news/2011/06/28/trade-deals-move-forward-obama-administration-national-export-strategy-2011, 7.2.11, SWolff)

President Obama got some good news today regarding his goal to double U.S. exports by 2015: A deal has been reached to advance three long-stalled free trade agreements.  The Obama administration agreed to submit trade deals with South Korea, Colombia and Panama to Congress in return for legislation that would extend assistance to workers who lose their jobs as a result of globalization.  “President Obama has fought for an ambitious trade agenda that doubles exports in five years, levels the playing field for American workers and reflects American values,” said White House Press Secretary Jay Carney. “As part of that agenda, he has fought for Trade Adjustment Assistance for those American workers who lose their jobs due to increased imports or outsourcing. As a result of extensive negotiations, we now have an agreement on the underlying terms for a meaningful renewal of a strengthened TAA.” “Now it is time to move forward with TAA and with the Korea, Colombia and Panama trade agreements, which will support tens of thousands of jobs.”  Business groups have been urging quick passage of these trade deals, which will reduce tariffs in these countries on imports from the U.S.  “For members of Congress who care about American jobs, this is a moment of truth,” said Tom Donohue, president and CEO of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. “I urge members of both parties to seize a reasonable compromise and move the trade agenda forward. The time to act is now.”  The trade deal with South Korea alone is expected to increase U.S. exports by $11 billion a year. This agreement will produce more economic growth in the U.S. than all of the nation’s last nine trade agreements combined, according to the U.S. International Trade Commission.  The Colombian trade deal is expected to increase U.S. exports by more than $1 billion a year. Panama, meanwhile, is one of Latin America’s fastest-growing economies.  Some groups, however, contend the trade deals will be bad for American workers.  “For most Americans, what’s newsworthy is not that the administration is pushing Trade Adjustment Assistance, which effectively is a job burial insurance program, but that pushing a deal on TAA is being used as political cover to move more NAFTA-style trade agreements that will kill more American jobs in the first place, especially given our high unemployment rates,” said Lori Wallach, director of Public Citizen’s Global Trade Watch.  The breakthrough on the three trade deals came as the Obama administration released its National Export Strategy for 2011. The trade deals are critical to this effort, but the heart of the effort is to get more U.S. companies, particularly small and medium-sized businesses, to tap markets in the rest of the world. Few businesses are exporting now, and most of those are exporting only to one market.  Interest in export opportunities is increasing, however. Export.gov, a one-stop portal for all the assistance the government can provide potential exporters, got 325,000 hits a month in 2010, up from 200,000 in 2009.  U.S. exports jumped 17 percent in 2010, the largest increase in 20 years. This growth rate has continued in 2011.

Uniqueness – SKFTA Will Pass Now – AT – Trade Adjustment Assistance Prevents (2/2)

Will pass – compromise on TAA coming

Devaney, Washington Times, 7-7-11

Tim, 7-7-11, The Washington Times, “Partisan rift stalling free-trade pacts”,  http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2011/jul/7/partisan-rift-stalling-free-trade-pacts/, accessed 7-7-11]

By the end of the day, the Senate committee had approved a version of the trade bill with the TAA money included, while the House Ways and Means Committee approved a version without the funds.

Senate Finance Committee Chairman Max Baucus, Montana Democrat, defended the TAA program, noting that it had been routinely included as past free-trade deals were negotiated for a half-century.

Under the unique rules for considering trade bills, the congressional committees offer "recommendations" on draft versions of legislation to implement the pacts. The White House, after further negotiations, then will determine the final version it submits to Congress, with no amendments allowed.
The White House recently announced a compromise with Mr. Baucus and House Ways and Means Committee Chairman Dave Camp, Michigan Republican, on a scaled-down version of TAA, reducing the payments to displaced workers from 156 weeks to 117 weeks. The compromise would also cut the health coverage tax credit for affected workers and eliminate it altogether by the end of 2013.

Obama and Republicans reaching compromise on TAA

AFP, 7-8-11

[“US compromise eyed on S.Korea trade deal”, http://www.dawn.com/2011/07/08/us-compromise-eyed-on-s-korea-trade-deal.html, accessed 7-8-11]

WASHINGTON: A top Republican lawmaker on Thursday backed a compromise to push ahead a stalled trade deal with South Korea, but he faced opposition within his own party as a senator threatened to block it.

Leading lawmakers of President Barack Obama’s Democratic Party and the rival Republicans both broadly support the substance of the Korea deal, which would slash 95 per cent of tariffs in the largest US free trade pact in a generation.

But Senate Republicans voiced anger that Obama plans to submit the agreement attached to a renewal of benefits for workers who lost jobs due to foreign competition, saying he is trying to please unions that oppose the Korea deal.

Representative Dave Camp, a Republican from Michigan who heads the powerful House Ways and Means Committee, defended a compromise he reached last week with the White House, saying he secured “significant reforms” to the workers’ aid.
Camp said the aid, known as Trade Adjustment Assistance, or TAA, would be fully offset by spending cuts. While denying an agreement to link the aid and trade agreement, he offered to move ahead on both measures if submitted separately.
“Despite questions about how the House, Senate and administration proceed on TAA, one thing is perfectly clear: we cannot afford to let these trade agreements languish any longer,” Camp told a hearing.

“The rest of the world is fast moving forward, and we risk losing market share and jobs if we fail to act,” he said. A free trade agreement between South Korea and the European Union, negotiated after the US deal, took effect last week.

***SKFTA Internal Links

Internal Link – Obama Political Capital Key to SKFTA

Ball is on Obama’s court to negotiate TAA compromise

Lee, Yonhap News Agency, 7-8-11

[Chi-dong, “Congress passes ball to Obama on FTA with S. Korea”, http://english.yonhapnews.co.kr/national/2011/07/08/78/0301000000AEN20110708000600315F.HTML, accessed 7-8-11]

WASHINGTON, July 7 (Yonhap) -- The U.S. Congress on Thursday took a step forward in the long-overdue process of ratifying a major trade pact with South Korea, as key committees backed draft implementing legislation.
   In a "mock" mark-up, the Democrat-controlled Senate Finance Committee voted for the free trade agreement (FTA), signed in 2007, with the renewal of an expensive pro-workers program, despite Republican members' opposition. Republicans support the FTA itself but disapprove of the Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA) program, aimed at helping workers adversely affected by trade.
   The House Ways and Means Committee had a separate hearing and endorsed the bill on the FTA with South Korea, called KORUS FTA. The TAA issue was excluded in the draft bill of the House committee, dominated by Republicans.
   The agreements at the mock markups are not binding, only intended as a recommendation to President Barack Obama.

   It is uncertain when Obama will submit the bill to Congress. It is also unclear whether he will continue to attach the controversial TAA to the KORUS. His priority is apparently a deal in federal debt-limit talks.

   Republican senators remain critical of the connection between the TAA and KORUS.

   "Placing the TAA spending program in the South Korea bill was not an acceptable outcome," said Sen. Orrin Hatch (R-Utah), the senior member of the committee.

   Sen. Max Baucus (D-Mont), chairman of the committee, emphasized it is Obama's call.

   "It's up to the president what he sends up," he said.

   Obama is pushing to get trade deals with South Korea, Colombia and Panama ratified in a package before Congress enters summer recess on Aug. 5.

   Meanwhile, South Korea's ruling Grand National Party (GNP) is also seeking to pass the country's own bill on KORUS next month, while the main opposition Democratic Party demands more time for further discussions.

   Congress holds such mock markups under the Trade Promotion Authority Act, also known as "fast track" procedures, so that related committees can recommend to the administration the provisions that should be included in the final version of bills.

   But any agreed-upon amendments are nonbinding and may only be sent back to the White House for consideration. Eventually, the president will send a complete agreement to the Senate and the House of Representatives for an "up or down" vote.
Internal Link – Obama Political Capital Key to SKFTA

Political capital is key to SKFTA passage

Knowledge@Wharton, 11

(Wharton Business School, UPenn, 1-12-11, “U.S.-South Korea Trade Pact: A Turning Point for American Exports?,” http://knowledge.wharton.upenn.edu/article.cfm?articleid=2671, accessed 7-1-11]

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

[NOTE – Dittrich = Charles Dittrich, vice president for regional trade initiatives at the Washington-based National Foreign Trade Council (NFTC), Mulligan = Rob Mulligan, who heads the Washington office of the U.S.

Council for International Business (USCIB), which represents U.S. companies at the International

Chamber of Commerce.]

Political maneuvering key to resolving SKFTA

Washington Post 7/2/11

(Washington Post editorial, “As Washington dithers, Europe races ahead on trade”, Published: July 2, http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/as-washington-dithers-europe-races-ahead-on-trade/2011/07/01/AG3hmZvH_print.html, 7.5.11, SWolff)

As far as we can see, the only work they’re creating is for political scientists who study polarization and legislative dysfunction.  The latest kerfuffle revolves around the White House-backed effort by Senate Finance Committee Chairman Max Baucus (D-Mont.) to tie about $900 million in aid over the next three years for trade-displaced workers to the South Korea deal, by far the largest and economically most important of the three. This prompted a walkout from the hearing by Republicans, who protested that the administration was using free trade as a vehicle for more spending.  What’s really going on? Basically, each party is playing some last-minute hardball on behalf of its respective ideological bases. On the Democratic side, labor unions have been unable to prevent Mr. Obama’s belated conversion to the cause of the free-trade agreements. Trade adjustment assistance (TAA) money is the consolation prize labor demands — and the White House is determined to let the unions have it. On the Republican side, the anti-spending Club for Growth and affiliated back-benchers in Congress see TAA as yet another failed, expensive bureaucracy and want to kill it. GOP leaders on the Hill are committed to giving them at least a chance to vote “no” on TAA.

Internal Link – GOP Coop Key to SKFTA

GOP cooperation on Trade Adjustment Assistance key to passage of trade agreements

The Washington Post, editorial, 6-5-11

(“Free the free-trade agreements,” June 5, 2011, http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/free-the-free-trade-agreements/2011/06/03/AGZBlmJH_story.html, accessed June 21, 2011, EJONES)

Determining the merits of this increasingly self-referential quarrel between the two parties would take 100 marriage counselors 100 years. Both sides have played politics with trade and both have inappropriately linked the three foreign countries to more peripheral matters. But the big picture is clear: For two years, Republicans justifiably demanded that Mr. Obama end his opposition to the pacts; he has done that. All he wants in return at this point is a commitment by the GOP to accept trade adjustment assistance — or at least not block it — as it has in the past. If Republicans on Capitol Hill are more concerned about the national interest than placating their own right wing, they’ll meet the president halfway — and get these deals done while they still matter.

Internal Link – Democrats Key to SKFTA

Democrats key – they are pushing TAA linkage

AFP, 7-8-11

[“US compromise eyed on S.Korea trade deal”, http://www.dawn.com/2011/07/08/us-compromise-eyed-on-s-korea-trade-deal.html, accessed 7-8-11]

A Democratic-led Congress in 2009 ramped up the Trade Adjustment Assistance by making hundreds of thousands of workers in the service industry eligible for benefits and retraining if their jobs are threatened by foreign trade.

The program cost dollar 1.1 billion in the last fiscal year but the expansion expired after Republicans won 2010 congressional elections. Under the proposed compromise, the aid would be restored, but with cuts, through 2013.

Senator Max Baucus, the Democratic head of the Senate Finance Committee who negotiated the deal with Camp and the White House, said he was open to new options on process but supported both the aid and the trade deals.

“American workers must have the assurance that a TAA program that meets their needs in today’s economy will be available when Congress votes on these FTAs,” Baucus said.

Democrats key – they are insisting on TAA linkage

Devaney, Washington Times, 7-7-11

Tim, 7-7-11, The Washington Times, “Partisan rift stalling free-trade pacts”,  http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2011/jul/7/partisan-rift-stalling-free-trade-pacts/, accessed 7-7-11]

Democrats on the House Ways and Means Committee warned they would vote against the trade pacts - the first major free-trade deals to move forward under Mr. Obama - unless funds for the controversial Trade Adjustment Assistance program were also included to protect workers who lose their jobs because of increased imports.

***SKFTA Good Impacts

Impact Uniqueness – AT – South Korea Won’t Pass (1/2)

South Korea committed to ratification and implementation

Voice of America 7/1/11

(No Author, an editorial from Voice of America, 1 July 2011, “US-South Korea Relations”, http://www.voanews.com/policy/editorials/US---South-Korea-Relations-124891909.html, 7.2.11, SWolff)

U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton recently met with South Korean Foreign Minister Kim Sung-Hwan to discuss a wide range of bilateral, regional, and global issues.  On North Korea, Secretary Clinton said the United States remains committed to achieving a lasting peace on a denuclearized Korean Peninsula.  "Our position," she said, "has not changed.  While we remain open to direct engagement with North Korea, we remain firm in our resolve and our shared position that Pyongyang must improve its relations with the Republic of Korea."  She also announced that the U.S., South Korea, and Japan plan to hold another trilateral meeting on this issue later this summer.   On the humanitarian front, the United States remains deeply concerned about the well-being of the North Korean people.  The United States is analyzing the results of a recent field team's assessment and is closely monitoring the food situation in North Korea.  Secretary Clinton said no decision has been made about providing food aid at this time.  Such a decision must be based on legitimate humanitarian needs, competing needs elsewhere around the world, and the United States' ability to ensure and monitor that whatever food aid is provided actually reaches the people who are in need.  With regard to trade, the U.S. and South Korea are both committed to passing and implementing the Korea-U.S. Free Trade Agreement.  Secretary Clinton said the trade agreement will boost exports and create tens of thousands of new jobs in both the U.S. and South Korea.  She also said it would "send a powerful message that the United States and the Republic of Korea are strategic partners for the long term, and that America is fully embracing our continuing role as a Pacific power."  The United States applauds South Korea's extraordinary economic success, now the 12th largest economy in the world, and its impressive efforts as an emerging donor country to triple its development budget by 2015. The U.S signed a Memorandum of Understanding with South Korea that will promote efficiency in aid delivery and boost its impact in areas such as global hunger and food security, and maternal and children’s health, as well as help encourage the shift from aid to sustained economic growth and prosperity.  As Secretary Clinton said, "the Republic of Korea is an exemplary country fulfilling its responsibilities at home and abroad, and also an exemplary friend."

Impact Uniqueness – AT – South Korea Won’t Pass (2/2)

SKFTA will pass in South Korea – compromise coming, and US passage will accelerate their ratification

Yonhap News Agency, 7-8-11

[“Rival parties, gov't to discuss S. Korea-U.S. free trade deal”, http://english.yonhapnews.co.kr/national/2011/07/08/64/0301000000AEN20110708002800315F.HTML, accessed 7-8-11]

SEOUL, July 8 (Yonhap) -- A consultative body of rival parties and the government plan to meet on Friday to find a compromise over the long-pending parliamentary approval of the free trade deal with the United States, lawmakers said.

   The FTA deal, first signed in 2007 and supplemented last December, has been awaiting approval from legislatures of both countries.

   South Korea's efforts to ratify the high-profile trade agreement have repeatedly been dashed amid severe resistance by opposition parties calling for the government to renegotiate the deal that they said allowed too much compromise at the cost of local carmakers and farmers.

   As part of bids to assuage such contention, lawmakers agreed to launch early Friday the consultative body composed of lawmakers of the ruling and opposition parties and senior government officials concerned with the deal.

   The Grand National Party (GNP) is seeking to pass the long-pending bill through the National Assembly during an extra session in August as the U.S. is moving to get Congress to approve the pact by early next month.

   The consultation will be followed by a public hearing at the Assembly to examine the pros and cons of the trade deal that, if ratified, will dramatically lower trade barriers between the two countries. College professors and think-tank researchers as well as members of the parliamentary committee on foreign affairs and trade are scheduled to attend the hearing.

   "In the consultation session today, I will request opposition parties set discussion agenda and come up with opinions regarding what is needed to ratify the FTA," Nam Kyung-pil, chairman of the committee, told Yonhap News Agency over the phone.

   "We have no option but to ratify it if the deal is submitted to the U.S. Congress for passage early next month," the GNP lawmaker said.
Impact – SKFTA Good – Regional Power Projection

The deal would cement America’s role as a regional power

US State Department Press Release, The Scoop, 6/29/11 

(Transcription of a speech between Clinton and Foreign Prime Minister Kim Sung-Hwan, 29 June 2011, “Remarks With South Korean Foreign Minister Kim Sung-Hwan”, http://www.scoop.co.nz/stories/WO1106/S00702/remarks-with-south-korean-foreign-minister-kim-sung-hwan.htm, 7.6.11, SWolff)

[…] Today, we spoke about Korea’s plans to host the next Nuclear Security Summit in 2012. We spoke about our cooperation in Afghanistan, where Korea has deployed a Provincial Reconstruction Team and is supporting the training of the Afghan security forces, and so much else.  Because our relationship, which is essential, is more than just the challenges we face. We have opportunities that we are seizing together. First, we are both committed to passing and implementing the Korea-U.S. Free Trade Agreement. The trade agreement will create tens of thousands of new jobs in both our countries, and it will send a powerful message that the United States and the Republic of Korea are strategic partners for the long term, and that America is fully embracing our continuing role as a Pacific power.  Second, as we have just witnessed, the United States and Korea are partners in development as well. It has been inspiring to watch Korea’s rise within my own lifetime. I have commented on that several – on several occasions, including just yesterday. This was a poor, war-torn country that has risen to become the world’s 12th largest economy and a very vibrant, effective democracy.  We applaud Korea’s pledge to triple its development budget by 2015 and its leadership in hosting the fourth High-Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness. Korea approaches development with a unique credibility, as one of the great success stories of the 20th century, and we were delighted to sign the Development Assistance MOU today and to partner with Korea as it has moved from being an aid recipient to an important donor nation.  So this is an exciting moment in one of our most dynamic and important relationships, and the Republic of Korea is an exemplary country fulfilling its responsibilities at home and abroad, and also an exemplary friend. So I thank the foreign minister for this visit, and I look forward to seeing him again next month at the ASEAN Regional Forum.   Thank you, sir. […]
Deal bolsters US regional power
Gerwin, Third Way Senior Fellow for Trade and Global Economic Policy, 10 

(Edward F., 12-16-10, Wall Street Journal, “Guest Contribution: 5 Reasons America Needs Korea Free Trade Deal”, http://blogs.wsj.com/economics/2010/12/16/guest-contribution-5-reasons-america-needs-korea-free-trade-deal/, accessed 7-3-11]

5. China is Not a Fan. The Korea FTA would solidify America’s strategic relationship with South Korea, a key ally. It would bolster stepped-up U.S. efforts to respond to an increasingly assertive China and a belligerent North Korea by building strong trade, diplomatic and security relationships with South Korea and other Pacific allies. The Agreement would also help America compete and win in Korea’s $1.3 trillion economy. In recent years, China has muscled aside the United States, and is Korea’s #1 supplier. The FTA’s advantages would help U.S. companies and workers win back business from China and others in this vital Asian market.

So, while Fords and fillets are certainly important, the Korea FTA also includes other “beefy” benefits for American trade.

Impact – SKFTA Good – Alliance

SKFTA key to maintaining the alliance

Voice of America 7/1/11

(No Author, an editorial from Voice of America, 1 July 2011, “US-South Korea Relations”, http://www.voanews.com/policy/editorials/US---South-Korea-Relations-124891909.html, 7.2.11, SWolff)

U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton recently met with South Korean Foreign Minister Kim Sung-Hwan to discuss a wide range of bilateral, regional, and global issues.  On North Korea, Secretary Clinton said the United States remains committed to achieving a lasting peace on a denuclearized Korean Peninsula.  "Our position," she said, "has not changed.  While we remain open to direct engagement with North Korea, we remain firm in our resolve and our shared position that Pyongyang must improve its relations with the Republic of Korea."  She also announced that the U.S., South Korea, and Japan plan to hold another trilateral meeting on this issue later this summer.   On the humanitarian front, the United States remains deeply concerned about the well-being of the North Korean people.  The United States is analyzing the results of a recent field team's assessment and is closely monitoring the food situation in North Korea.  Secretary Clinton said no decision has been made about providing food aid at this time.  Such a decision must be based on legitimate humanitarian needs, competing needs elsewhere around the world, and the United States' ability to ensure and monitor that whatever food aid is provided actually reaches the people who are in need.  With regard to trade, the U.S. and South Korea are both committed to passing and implementing the Korea-U.S. Free Trade Agreement.  Secretary Clinton said the trade agreement will boost exports and create tens of thousands of new jobs in both the U.S. and South Korea.  She also said it would "send a powerful message that the United States and the Republic of Korea are strategic partners for the long term, and that America is fully embracing our continuing role as a Pacific power."  The United States applauds South Korea's extraordinary economic success, now the 12th largest economy in the world, and its impressive efforts as an emerging donor country to triple its development budget by 2015. The U.S signed a Memorandum of Understanding with South Korea that will promote efficiency in aid delivery and boost its impact in areas such as global hunger and food security, and maternal and children’s health, as well as help encourage the shift from aid to sustained economic growth and prosperity.  As Secretary Clinton said, "the Republic of Korea is an exemplary country fulfilling its responsibilities at home and abroad, and also an exemplary friend."
SKFTA key to alliance and regional power projection – including containing North Korea
The Star Tribune editorial 6-12-11
[The Star Tribune, “Pass languishing free trade pacts,” June 12 2011 http://www.startribune.com/opinion/editorials/123662409.html, accessed 7-2-11]

Beyond improving America's economic security, the South Korean Free Trade Agreement would strengthen our military security. While much U.S. attention has focused on Afghanistan, Iraq, Syria, Libya and, increasingly, Yemen, the Korean Peninsula remains one of the most dangerous places in the world. Twice last year North Korea, which has nuclear weapons, attacked South Korea. The unstable, inscrutable regime may become even more unpredictable as North Korean leader Kim Jong Il tries to pass leadership on to his son. The United States has more than 28,000 troops in South Korea, according to the State Department, and would be immediately drawn into any broader armed conflict between the two nations. The best way to avoid such a tragedy, and denuclearize North Korea, would be through the so-called six-party peace talks involving North and South Korea, the United States, Japan, China and Russia. North Korea has long sought direct peace talks with the United States, which we have rightly rejected. Now sealing a trade deal that solidifies our stalwart ally would send a message to North Korea that the bond between our two countries will not be broken.

Impact – SKFTA Good – Alliance – Military Doesn’t Solve 
SKFTA is vital to the alliance – Political cooperation on issues outweighs
Korea Times 09 

(No Author, February 18, 2009, “Future of ROK-US Alliance”, LexisNexis, accessed: 7/8/11, SWOLFF) 

Despite critical reviews of the South Korea-U.S. alliance, much has been accomplished over the past decade, but it should be no excuse for apathy. Washington and Seoul should seize the prospects for strategic gains and bold departures in the initial months of President Obama’s administration. Policymakers in Korea and America should also use the momentum of Secretary of State Hillary Clinton's historic visit to South Korea as a means to further enhance dialogue and cooperation on a number of strategic issues. Relevance is perhaps the most important catalyst for the alliance's vitality. Defining the relationship in a forward looking manner will be critical for the new Obama administration and silencing alliance naysayers. It will no longer be sufficient to think of the alliance as solely driven by the peninsula's security concerns - namely, North Korea. In the coming years, the United States and South Korea must begin to embark on a process to broaden the strategic aperture for alliance-based cooperation to focus on global issues. A global U.S.-Korea alliance should focus on the growing intersection between transnational phenomena and state security challenges ranging from climate change and energy security to humanitarian relief operations. The United States and the Republic of Korea (ROK) have one of the most formidable and durable military alliances in the world. It has preserved peace and stability in Northeast Asia and ensured nuclear restraint among Asian powers. It has weathered extreme domestic unpopularity in South Korea and pressures to reduce U.S. overseas defense obligations. 

Impact – Alliance Good – AT – Resiliency (1/2)

The alliance is fragile – needs renewed commitment
Korea Times 09 

(No Author, February 18, 2009, “Future of ROK-US Alliance”, LexisNexis, accessed: 7/8/11, SWOLFF) 

Most American and Korean strategists agree that the value of the alliance goes far beyond security on the Korean Peninsula. Yet the contours of the future of the ROK-U.S. alliance are elusive, and despite high-level attention from U.S. and South Korean officials' alliance, skeptic's views continue to prevail and dominate news stories and discussions in Seoul. These arguments are animated by fears of abandonment and entrapment. Cooperation on the peninsula, according to entrapment naysayers, often brings the partners into conflict, most often with Koreans seeking a more conciliatory stance than the Americans seek with Pyongyang. The abandonment camp continues to suggest that America's changing military footprint on the peninsula - characterized by transfer of operational control for wartime missions and relocation of U.S. forces from the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ) further south - is an indication of America's strategic withdrawal from South Korea. These views raise hard questions that require answers. As a new administration takes control in Washington and faces an unprecedented array of global challenges, America is looking to reset and revitalize its alliances for the 21st century. U.S. power has been sorely tested over seven years of war, and no U.S. alliances have escaped unscathed by demands to support the "global war on terror" and the controversial invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq, with their lengthy and inconclusive stabilization and counterinsurgency requirements. Allies have been asked to do extraordinary things in support of missions that most viewed, at best, with skepticism. Facing a relative decline in its unipolar power, global financial turmoil, and more transnational threats - from climate and energy security and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) to terrorism and extremism - the United States is regaining its appreciation of constructive, mutually beneficial partnerships. Outside of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), the most critical are with America's treaty allies in Asia: Japan, Australia, South Korea, Thailand, and the Philippines. Asia is one foreign policy area in which the United States has scored well over the past eight years. A broad and pragmatic center remains dominant in America's Asia policy community. Likewise, a strong bipartisan commitment to the U.S.-ROK alliance has been and will continue to be critical to strengthening of the relationship and broadening the scope of alliance-based cooperation. But the way forward is not without any controversy or disagreement. In the region, Japan is viewed as the preeminent U.S. partner and China the most worrisome potential adversary. Australia has sacrificed tremendously to support the U.S. in military operations in Iraq and Afghanistan and is often referred to as a top-tier ally - a prominent club. South Korea has also been a key supporter of American combat operations in Iraq, but more often than not, Seoul's strategic utility is overlooked, which is unfortunate, because Korea offers the best potential for a change in focus, from narrow, shared interests to broad, global aims. 
Impact – Alliance Good – AT – Resiliency (2/2)

The alliance would collapse overnight – tension doesn’t unite Korea and America
Cha and Katz, Georgetown Professor of Government and former Director of Asian Affairs, 11 

(Victor D., D. S. Song-Korea Foundation Professor at Georgetown University and Senior Advisor at the Center for Strategic and International Studies. Katrin Katz, Chicago-based  independent consultant on East Asia and former Fulbright Scholar. Both served as directors for Asian Affairs on the White House National Security Council, 2011, “South Korea in 2010”, ProQuest, accessed: 7/8/11, page 54, SWOLFF) 
The past year has brought an auspicious turn of circumstances for the  U.S.-Republic of Korea (ROK) alliance. For the Obama administration, unforeseen regional dynamics—including Beijing’s resistance to deep engagement  with Washington, Japan’s experimentation with a more “independent” policy  vis-à-vis the U.S., and North Korea’s increasingly provocative behavior—have  escalated the importance of the U.S.-ROK alliance to unprecedented levels  for the U.S. Combined with the warm personal relationship President Barack  Obama shares with South Korean President Lee Myung-bak, these dynamics  have resulted in exceptionally close cooperation and coordination between  Washington and Seoul. 

But, as the past 60-plus years of ROK-U.S. ties have shown, this is a relationship that has seen the highest peaks followed by the lowest lows. The  experiences of May and June 2008, when tens of thousands of South Koreans took to the streets to protest a trade deal to import U.S. beef, serve as the  most recent example of the capacity for positive dynamics to come crashing  down almost overnight. Recent public opinion surveys reveal a historically positive feelings among both the U.S. and South Korean publics toward the alliance, presenting a helpful backdrop for alliance managers in implementing ongoing projects and embarking on new initiatives. But the alliance remains vulnerable to external shocks, rendering the continuation of the  current phase of unmitigated harmonious ties far from certain. Policymakers on both sides of the Pacific would do well to identify and delicately manage  potential trouble areas while continuing to maximize benefits the current  bilateral euphoria can bring. 

Impact – SKFTA Good – Alliance – AT – SKFTA Not Key (1/2)

SKFTA has the largest effect on the alliance 
Cha and Katz, Georgetown Professor of Government and former Director of Asian Affairs, 11 

(Victor D., D. S. Song-Korea Foundation Professor at Georgetown University and Senior Advisor at the Center for Strategic and International Studies. Katrin Katz, Chicago-based  independent consultant on East Asia and former Fulbright Scholar. Both served as directors for Asian Affairs on the White House National Security Council, 2011, “South Korea in 2010”, ProQuest, accessed: 7/8/11, page 60, SWOLFF) 

Economically, the current strong state of U.S.-ROK relations contributed to Obama’s about-face on the Korea-U.S. FTA. Obama entered office  with a mission to avoid any discussion of trade. His administration put a  hold on the three outstanding FTAs negotiated by the Bush administration,  the most prominent of which was with Korea. At the Toronto summit,  however, the president indicated that he wanted to have resolved any outstanding issues on the FTA by his visit to Korea in November 2010, with  the goal of presenting it to Congress a few months later. In addition to his  mention of the National Export Initiative during his Union address, this was one of Obama’s first major statements in support  of expanding trade.  Although South Korea and the U.S. were unable to iron out their differences on the FTA (particularly related to autos and beef) in time for President  Obama’s November visit to Seoul, further negotiations in the weeks that followed resulted in a key compromise on auto trade that paved the way for a  final deal in December. Ironically, if Obama and Lee are able to get the FTA  passed, the very issue that the Obama administration initially aimed to avoid,  trade, may ultimately be the one where it leaves the most lasting legacy.

The alliance is inherently fragile and SKFTA is vital to keeping it together
Cha and Katz, Georgetown Professor of Government and former Director of Asian Affairs, 11 

(Victor D., D. S. Song-Korea Foundation Professor at Georgetown University and Senior Advisor at the Center for Strategic and International Studies. And Katrin Katz, Chicago-based  independent consultant on East Asia and former Fulbright Scholar. Both served as directors for Asian Affairs on the White House National Security Council, 2011, “South Korea in 2010”, ProQuest, accessed: 7/8/11, page 62, SWOLFF) 

While the Obama and Lee administrations continue to maximize the benefits of this era of bilateral sanguinity, they should also be wary of the potential for swift downward swings in public opinion to cast a dark cloud over  other dimensions of the alliance. The record of South Korea-U.S. ties over  the past 60-plus years has shown that periods of peak mutual warmth can be  followed by a crash. The beef protests of 2008, during which tens of thousands of South Koreans poured into the streets to protest the Lee government’s agreement to reopen the South Korean market to U.S. beef, provide the most recent example of this phenomenon. Global public opinion polling  conducted by the Pew Research Center in 2008 indicated that in March/ April 2008—one month before the beef protests began—70% of South Koreans had favorable views of the U.S., the highest rating among the 24 countries included in the survey. A certain degree of drama and vacillation in sentiment will always be inherent in ROK-U.S. ties, largely because the stakes of the relationship are so  high. But careful management of hot-button issues can mitigate the intensity of flareups in negative sentiment. In order to maintain the current momentum, the Obama and Lee administrations will need to handle with caution  three areas, in particular, in the coming year: The U.S.-Korea FTA The December 2010 agreement on the U.S.-Korea FTA and the newly Republican controlled House of Representatives are both likely to significantly  increase the chances for the FTA’s passage in Washington. However, Obama  still has to address concerns among individual lawmakers and American  farmers over South Korea’s continued ban on imports of U.S. beef over the age of 30 months, an issue that Seoul successfully managed to keep off the  negotiation table in December. The results of the Chicago Council survey  indicate that, in this era of high unemployment and widespread economic  hardship 
[CARD CONTINUES]
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[CARD CONTINUED, NO TEXT REMOVED]

in the U.S., support among the American public for the KoreaU.S. FTA, and FTAs in general, is tepid at best. As a result, Obama does not feel a great deal of public pressure to pass this  agreement, and pressure from the beef industry may prove too difficult to  resist. On the other hand, any attempts to press Seoul to revise its beef import restrictions risk public outcry in South Korea, particularly if Lee is  perceived as caving to U.S. demands. The passage of the agreement in Seoul  could also be complicated by criticism among opposition parties that South  Korea bowed to U.S. pressure in exchange for U.S. security assurances during the December 2010 round of negotiations, which coincided with the  aftermath of North Korea’s attack on Yeonpyeong Island at a time when  South Korea was feeling particularly vulnerable. Although overcoming  Obama’s reluctance to engage on trade was significant, the year ahead will  require a delicate balancing act in both capitals to move the FTA forward.  The likely path to a return to Six-Party negotiations would entail four steps:  (1) North Korea engages in inter-Korean military talks and acknowledges the  Cheonan sinking and Yeonpyeong Island artillery attack in ways acceptable  to Seoul; (2) the U.S. and North Korea engage informally, perhaps on the  sidelines of Track 2 dialogue, to confirm Pyongyang’s willingness to honor  the 2005 and 2007 denuclearization agreements; (3) an informal Six-Party  meeting (heads of delegations) convenes in Beijing; and (4) formal resumption of the talks follows. At the end of 2010, there does not appear to be  much prospect for a resumption of negotiations. Seoul and Washington remain closely aligned, but another North Korean provocation, such as a third  nuclear test or another attack that kills South Koreans, could potentially  cause fissures. Alternately, North Korea may cycle away from provocation to  negotiation in 2011, in large part driven by the need for food and assistance,  in which case Washington and Seoul would need to make hard choices about returning to incremental negotiations or holding out. On the one hand, the  Obama administration has maintained that it would not “buy the same  horse again” when it came to re-engaging in a nuclear freeze-for-compensation deal, as in 1994 and in 2005. On the other, a refusal to return to the  negotiating table would leave the two allies with a runaway nuclear program  in the North. 
Afghanistan South Korea’s decision to dispatch 350 troops to Parwon Province in Afghanistan in Summer 2010 was warmly welcomed by the Obama administration. This deployment was not without controversy in Seoul, however, where  opposition parties fiercely protested the plan, citing security concerns. was  South  Korea’s original deployment of medical and engineering units in 2002 withdrawn in 2007 after the Taliban kidnapped a group of South Korean  missionaries (eventually killing two of them) and warned of further “bad  consequences” if Korean troops stayed in Afghanistan. If Korea’s new Afghanistan deployment sustains casualties or another hostage incident occurs  involving South Koreans, ROK public sentiment against further involvement in Afghanistan will likely increase, placing pressure on President Lee to  withdraw the troops. Tensions in other areas of the alliance could also affect  South Korean support for the Afghanistan deployment.  In conclusion, absent a significant strengthening of relations with Japan  or China, President Obama is not likely to downgrade South Korea’s linchpin status. But just as unforeseen regional dynamics set the stage for the  ROK linchpin, unforeseen domestic dynamics within South Korea or the  U.S. could threaten its permanence. 

Impact – Alliance Good – Key to Stability

Loss of alliance kills relations on the peninsula, spurs proliferation, and would spark regional warfare.
Kang, Dartmouth Government Professor, 08 

(David C., Professor in the Government department and Adjunct Professor at the Tuck School of Business, Dartmouth College, January 2008, “Inter-Korean Relations in the Absence of a U.S.-ROK Alliance”, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/asia_policy/v005/5.kang.html, p. 28, Accessed 7.6.11, SWolff)
For a cold war to return to the peninsula would require at least three conditions. First, South Korean policymakers and citizens must be unaware of the importance of the U.S. alliance to their country’s security and hence would miss the alliance only when it is gone.5 That is, although South Korean popular and elite sentiment appears to have crystallized around an engagement strategy, this consensus may be possible only because South Korea can take for granted the benefits of the U.S. military and alliance relationship. If the alliance were to dissolve, the South Korean public might realize that the alliance was not such a bad thing after all, and Seoul, fearful of the threat North Korea posed to South Korea, would not only return to high military spending but also reduce or eliminate economic and cultural relations between the two Koreas. Some observers indeed predict that South Korea—and other countries—would even develop nuclear weapons in response to the lost U.S. alliance.6 Second, Pyongyang would need to renew the active destabilization efforts that characterized North Korea’s foreign policy during the Cold War. The North Korean leadership may conclude that confrontation is the best policy, deciding that Pyongyang would be better off in greater isolation—even if from a relatively worse economic and military position than the country experienced during the Cold War. North Korea may feel that the chances for a successful destabilization of South Korea through asymmetric warfare, terrorism, or even outright invasion would be high.7 Furthermore, the North Korean leadership may decide that their halting economic reform efforts were no longer important and that the country could survive in isolation indefinitely. Pyongyang could make such a decision in the event of Kim Jong-il’s death, with the lack of clarity regarding what political structure would arise in North Korea and whether the structure would be comprised of Gorbachevian reformists or Putinesque revanchists drawn from the military. Certainly political chaos in North Korea would render any and all current relations up for renegotiation, depending on how the political situation there is resolved. Finally, Beijing would need to abandon China’s current policy of encouraging North Korea toward economic reform and at least allow, if not actively support, North Korean subversion of South Korea. Although the extent of Chinese influence over North Korea is unclear, the view that China has more influence than any other country over North Korea is widely accepted. Beijing thus would have to conclude that the absence of the U.S. alliance makes South Korea an unimportant country and that turmoil on the peninsula is in China’s interest.
Impact – Alliance Good – Warming (1/2)

Alliance solves warming – key to pushing climate initiatives  

Campbell, John F. Kennedy School of Government public policy and international relations professor, et al. 9 
(Kurt M., associate prof of public policy and IR @ John F. Kennedy School of Gov, now Assistant Secretary of State for E. Asian and Pacific Affairs, February, "Going Global: The Future of the U.S.-South Korea Alliance," February,  www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CampbellPatel_Going%20Global_February09_0.pdf, accessed  6-3-11, jm)
Another potentially fruitful avenue for multilateral energy cooperation involving South Korea  and the United States is the strengthening of the  Asia-Pacific Partnership on Clean Development  and Climate (APP), a seven-nation partnership  that constitutes more than one-half of the world’s  energy consumption and a significant fraction of  its non-oil energy resources. The APP’s emphasis  on the diffusion of energy-efficient technologies and practices is especially appropriate for  Asia given the region’s wide variation in energy  and environmental practices and its especially  pressing need to reconcile economic growth with  increasingly acute concerns over environmental  protection. Through the APP as well as their bilateral relations, the United States and South Korea  should cooperate with each other and with other  advanced industrial nations to provide these technologies to countries that currently lack them. In  addition, they should find ways to transmit knowledge of best environmental practices and standards  to developing economies to help them create the  conditions for long-term sustainable development  and economic growth without imposing a high  environmental and health cost on other countries  in the region. 
Impact – Alliance Good – Warming (2/2)

The alliance solves warming – spurs cooperation on green development
Snyder, Center for US-Korea Policy director, 9 
(Scott, dir of the Center for U.S.-Korea Policy, senior associate of Washington programs in the IR program of The Asia Foundation, April, "Pursuing a Comprehensive Vision for the U.S. - South Korea Alliance," [https://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/090409_snyder_pursuingcompvision_web.pdf, accessed  6-3-11, jm)
An emerging area of cooperation in the U.S.-ROK relationship is climate change. South Korea imports 97 percent of its energy needs42 and is one of the globe’s top ten emitters of carbon dioxide, and therefore shares similar interests with the United States on clean development. South Korea is a member of the Bush administration initiative on climate change, the Asia-Pacific Partnership on Clean Development and Climate (APP), co-founded by Australia and the United States in January of 2006, and including China, India, Japan, and the Republic of Korea, to promote technology co- operation on climate and environment-related issues, including in the areas of clean fossil energy, aluminum, coal mining, renewable energy, power generation, cement, buildings and appliances, and steel.43 The APP has dozens of projects located across the region, including several in Korea devoted to such research areas as the expansion of biodiesel use, cleaner fossil energies, develop- ment of indices for renewable energies and distribution, and solar technologies.44 There is poten- tial for this initiative to gain in profile under the Obama administration. The initiative’s nonbinding framework for cooperation, however, is seen in some quarters as a weak alternative to global legal agreements to limit greenhouse gas emissions. Under the Obama administration, it is likely that the United States will once again seek to play an active role in pro- moting a global understanding of how to respond to the global challenges posed by climate change issues. At the G-8 Summit in Hokkaido in July 2008, Lee Myung Bak pledged to serve as a bridge between the United States and developing countries on future climate change discussions. To the extent that South Korea can define a bridging role and take concrete actions to promote cooperation on climate change issues, such an initiative would likely be appreciated by the new administration. Seoul has recently taken promising steps domestically toward putting the country on a path toward cleaner development: In August 2008, Lee Myung Bak put the issue high on the agenda by declaring a national vision of “low carbon, green growth,” and in early 2009, he sought to include a substantial “green” component in the country’s economic stimulus efforts, which if implemented would likely fund renewable energy research and subsidize eco-friendly businesses. Further, the current popularity of the concept of green growth in Korea, combined with Korea’s appeal as a developmental model for several countries in greater Asia, make Korea an attractive partner for the United States in seeking to promote bilateral or multilateral efforts to combat global warming. To build the foundation for such cooperation, the two governments should use the APP framework to provide strong support to existing and nascent initiatives at the local level, such as the cross-bor- der consortium of eco-cities envisioned by Daejeon Green Growth Forum chairman Yang Ji-won and his collaborators in Palo Alto, California, and elsewhere.45 Such efforts should complement the leadership-level pursuit of a global climate treaty in the lead-up to the UN Climate Summit in Copenhagen in December 2009. 

Brink – Asian Tensions High Now

Tensions with China, Japan and North Korea are high now
Cha and Katz, Georgetown Government Professor & former Director of Asian Affairs, 11 

(Victor D., D. S. Song-Korea Foundation Professor at Georgetown University and Senior Advisor at the Center for Strategic and International Studies. Katrin Katz, Chicago-based  independent consultant on East Asia and former Fulbright Scholar. Both served as directors for Asian Affairs on the White House National Security Council, 2011, “South Korea in 2010”, ProQuest, accessed: 7/8/11, page 56, SWOLFF) 
The second goal was deep engagement with China. The Obama administration wanted to take the Bush administration’s concept of China as a “responsible stakeholder” and build on it, putting China front and center as a  partner on issues like climate change, counterproliferation, and recovering  from the global financial crisis. In this conceptualization, as China rises in power it needs to play a more responsible role in furthering the public good  in the international system. The idea was that a stable U.S.-Japan alliance  combined with deep engagement with China would put the U.S. in a strong  position at the third point of this triangular arrangement.  The third goal was high-level bilateral engagement with North Korea.  Obama’s advisors supported the work of the Six-Party Talks and the 2005  and 2007 denuclearization agreements. But they viewed the Bush administration’s reluctance to engage with North Korea bilaterally at a high level as  slowing the pace of denuclearization. Obama had high hopes that senior level bilateral contact with the North Koreans would push Pyongyang to more quickly implement the September 2005 Joint Statement of the SixParty Talks. Each of these strategic paths was quickly impeded. The U.S.-Japan alliance, which was supposed to be a constant, became the biggest variable in  U.S. Asia policy. Prime Minister Hatoyama’s attempts to change the basic  2006 base agreement on Futenma and Okinawa, which the Obama administration had no intention of revising, set the course for a difficult and unproductive relationship. Hatoyama’s handling of this situation contributed  to his downfall as prime minister, and the U.S. was left with a shaky  South Korea relationship with Japan. Hatoyama’s successor, Kan Naoto, reverted to a  more traditional approach to the alliance, which has improved the situation.  But by the time Kan entered office, Obama’s rocky start with Tokyo had already set the stage for an adjustment of Japan’s historic “linchpin” position.  This was probably the biggest strategic surprise for the Obama administration, something it clearly had not banked on.  Engagement with China was terribly disappointing. Whether Obama was  attempting to engage on climate change, counterproliferation, or North  Korea, the Chinese did not step up in the way the administration had hoped.  Beijing used events like the Copenhagen climate summit to flex its muscles  as an emerging superpower, openly resisting proposals of the U.S. and other  developed nations. The Obama administration even went so far as to postpone certain things that they knew would create friction in U.S.-China relations, including arms sales to Taiwan and a meeting between President  Obama and the Dalai Lama, because U.S. officials hoped they would receive  dividends in other areas. These preemptively offered compromises clearly did  not bear the intended results.  Obama’s plan to engage North Korea reaped similarly frustrating outcomes.  Despite his administration’s extended hand, Pyongyang conducted a ballistic  missile test in April 2009 and carried out its second nuclear test the following  month. In March 2010, North Korea’s sinking of the Cheonan resulted in the  deaths of 46 South Korean sailors and the further escalation of tensions.  Pyongyang engaged in a new string of provocations in November, when it  unveiled a highly sophisticated uranium enrichment facility to visiting U.S.  nuclear scientist Siegfried Hecker and launched an artillery attack on Yeonpyeong Island, killing two South Korean marines and two civilians. These  developments left the Obama team with an array of new North Korea-related  challenges and little hope for speeding up the denuclearization process.
Korea War Impact – Conflict Ensures Escalation
Any aggressive behavior would become global

Rozoff, Global Realm columnist, 11 

(Rick, Free-lance columnist for various organizations like The Global Realm and Liberty News, 5 January 2011, “U.S. Builds Military Alliance With Japan, South Korea For War In The East Posted”, http://theglobalrealm.com/2011/01/05/u-s-builds-military-alliance-with-japan-south-korea-for-war-in-the-east/, Accessed 7.7.11, SWolff)
Last week Secretary of State Hillary Clinton summoned her Japanese and South Korean counterparts, Foreign Ministers Seiji Maehara and Kim Sung-hwan, to Washington for trilateral talks on the Korean crisis in an open affront to China and Russia, which had called for a resumption of six-party discussions with both Koreas, themselves, the U.S. and Japan.  Officiating over the December 6 gathering with her junior partners on her own turf, Clinton – rather than the foreign ministers of the two East Asian nations – stated, “North Korea’s provocative and belligerent behavior jeopardizes peace and stability in Asia.” The imperial metropolis and its would-be global procurator pronounce on what constitutes threats to peace and stability on another continent; the perspective of countries in the region like China and Russia don’t need to be taken into account and their concerns don’t need to be addressed.  Two days later America’s top military officer, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Admiral Michael Mullen, was in the South Korean capital and in that of Japan the day after. In Seoul he met with General Han Min-koo, chairman of the South Korean Joint Chiefs of Staff, and in Tokyo with Defense Minister Toshimi Kitazawa and Japanese Self-Defense Force (JSDF) chief of staff General Ryoichi Oriki. While in Japan, Mullen mentioned “the trilateral meeting on the part of our foreign ministers which occurred earlier this week in Washington” by way of indicating that his efforts paralleled those of Clinton. Soft versus hard power in the Washington vernacular, both serving the same ends.  He also assured his Japanese opposite number General Oriki that “the United States is very much – is very involved in regions all over the world but none so much as this one in terms of its importance and its commitment.” [1]  As the two top military commanders met, their armed forces were completing the eight-day Keen Sword 2011 war games which involved “units from the U.S. Army, Navy, Air Force and Marine Corps, working side-by-side with their JSDF counterparts at military bases throughout mainland Japan, Okinawa and in the waters surrounding Japan.” [2]  The exercise, the largest military undertaking conducted jointly by the two nations, included 44,000 troops, 400 aircraft and over 60 ships, including the USS George Washington nuclear-powered aircraft carrier accompanied by carrier and expeditionary strike groups.  In the words of a BBC correspondent aboard – and much enamoured with – the supercarrier, “The USS George Washington itself is like a floating city, with 5,500 men and women living on board, 60 aircraft and two nuclear reactors which could allow it to stay at sea for 25 years without coming ashore.” [3]  This year’s Keen Sword (maneuvers with that codename have been conducted since 1986) was not only the most ambitious but was highlighted as marking the fiftieth anniversary of the Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security between the United States and Japan, whose Article 5 mandates mutual military assistance should either country become involved in armed hostilities.  The drills were “carried out to practice for guarding against ballistic missile attacks and for defending remote Japanese islands,” [4] The first objective presumably pertains to North Korea, the second to China. [5]  The British journalist quoted earlier reminded his readers that the “joint exercises with Asian allies are…a show of strength, sending a signal that the US still has a lot of sway, not to mention firepower, in this region.  “Competition in the seas of the East Asian region is increasing. Just over the horizon from the war games are a group of islands held by Japan, but claimed by both China and Taiwan.  “The islands have untapped offshore oil and gas reserves, and these waters are a vital trade route for goods being shipped around the world.” [6]  [IRRELEVANT TEXT REMOVED] Shortly after Secretary of State Clinton, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates and chief of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Michael Mullen visited his country last month, Australian Foreign Minister Kevin Rudd, until last summer his nation’s head of state, asserted that “Australia could be drawn in to any military conflict on the Korean peninsula under its alliance with the US.” That is, because of obligations imposed by the Australia, New Zealand, United States (ANZUS) Security Treaty. [21]  North Korea only goes so far in serving as the justification for the expansion of expeditionary military capabilities and deeper integration with the Pentagon’s plans for the region.  The Washington-Tokyo-Seoul military axis is preparing for war. And not only on the Korean Peninsula.
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Trade strengthens the alliance and supports thousands of jobs.

Bangkok News 7/7/11

(No Author (AFP), 7 July 2011, “Republicans nix trade pact deal with Obama”, http://www.bangkokpost.com/news/world/244897/republicans-nix-trade-pact-deal-with-obama, 7/6/11, SWolff)

[…] The South Korea trade agreement now enjoys support of key members of Congress. The Obama administration has predicted it would support 70,000 jobs and bolster an increasingly close alliance with South Korea.  But the AFL-CIO -- the main US labor confederation and key election force for the Democrats -- remains opposed. It doubts the job growth figures and charges that the trade agreement would benefit corporations instead of workers.  Under the 2009 stimulus bill championed by Obama, hundreds of thousands more workers became eligible for benefits and retraining under the Trade Adjustment Assistance program.  But the expansion of the program ran out earlier this year as Republican lawmakers -- who triumphed in 2010 congressional elections -- said it was too expensive. The program's benefits totaled $1.1 billion in the last fiscal year.

South Korea Free Trade Agreement will improve economies and relations

AFP 2011

(6/17/2011, AFP, “US-Korea FTA too important to wait: US ambassador”, http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5jKvBD2oFhHXToV7qIBD6uYAkCMng?docId=CNG.a524926998286f1a68c739cd3a564f2b.a31, 6/21/11) EK

SEOUL — US exporters could lose ground to European competitors unless Congress quickly ratifies a free trade agreement (FTA) with South Korea, according to US ambassador Kathleen Stephens. Answering a question, she expressed concern about the disadvantage US businesses could face when an FTA between South Korea and the European Union -- the most ambitious trade accord the EU has negotiated -- takes effect in July. "Yes, I'm concerned about the disadvantage that American businesses will be at if there is a EU-Korea FTA and we are too slow in ratifying and implementing the Korea-US FTA," she told journalists. A US trade deal with South Korea "will bind our alliance, make us even closer and anchor the US economy to this dynamic region", she said, adding it would also create substantial export opportunities and support tens of thousands of new jobs in both countries. But the biggest boon would be the "dynamic gains" that come from innovation and building linkages between the two economies and from healthy competition, she said. There has to be discussion about the scope and implications of such a major deal, she said, but in the end people would understand "this is too important to fail and too important to wait". "I'm very optimistic about the prospect for the ratification of the US-Korea free trade agreement in a fairly short time period," she said, adding the commitment of both governments is "very very strong." The EU-South Korea pact, the first the EU has signed with an Asian nation, will take effect on July 1. It will axe 98 percent of customs duties within five years, apart from those on a few Korean farm products. But the US-South Korea pact, signed in 2007, has yet to be ratified by the two countries' legislatures. It would remove 95 percent of tariffs between the two economies but has been controversial in both countries. The main US union confederation says big businesses would be the main beneficiary. President Barack Obama's administration made ratification a priority this year, saying the agreement will support 70,000 US jobs and help double US exports to South Korea within five years. But some Republicans want two other lingering free trade pacts -- with Colombia and Panama -- pushed through alongside the South Korea deal
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SKFTA pumps billions into the economy and creates thousands of jobs

Hoover, BizJournals Washington Bureau, 6/28/11

(Kent, “A Moment of Truth on Trade”, http://www.portfolio.com/business-news/2011/06/28/trade-deals-move-forward-obama-administration-national-export-strategy-2011, 7.2.11, SWolff)

President Obama got some good news today regarding his goal to double U.S. exports by 2015: A deal has been reached to advance three long-stalled free trade agreements.  The Obama administration agreed to submit trade deals with South Korea, Colombia and Panama to Congress in return for legislation that would extend assistance to workers who lose their jobs as a result of globalization.  “President Obama has fought for an ambitious trade agenda that doubles exports in five years, levels the playing field for American workers and reflects American values,” said White House Press Secretary Jay Carney. “As part of that agenda, he has fought for Trade Adjustment Assistance for those American workers who lose their jobs due to increased imports or outsourcing. As a result of extensive negotiations, we now have an agreement on the underlying terms for a meaningful renewal of a strengthened TAA.” “Now it is time to move forward with TAA and with the Korea, Colombia and Panama trade agreements, which will support tens of thousands of jobs.”  Business groups have been urging quick passage of these trade deals, which will reduce tariffs in these countries on imports from the U.S.  “For members of Congress who care about American jobs, this is a moment of truth,” said Tom Donohue, president and CEO of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. “I urge members of both parties to seize a reasonable compromise and move the trade agenda forward. The time to act is now.”  The trade deal with South Korea alone is expected to increase U.S. exports by $11 billion a year. This agreement will produce more economic growth in the U.S. than all of the nation’s last nine trade agreements combined, according to the U.S. International Trade Commission.  The Colombian trade deal is expected to increase U.S. exports by more than $1 billion a year. Panama, meanwhile, is one of Latin America’s fastest-growing economies.  Some groups, however, contend the trade deals will be bad for American workers.  “For most Americans, what’s newsworthy is not that the administration is pushing Trade Adjustment Assistance, which effectively is a job burial insurance program, but that pushing a deal on TAA is being used as political cover to move more NAFTA-style trade agreements that will kill more American jobs in the first place, especially given our high unemployment rates,” said Lori Wallach, director of Public Citizen’s Global Trade Watch.  The breakthrough on the three trade deals came as the Obama administration released its National Export Strategy for 2011. The trade deals are critical to this effort, but the heart of the effort is to get more U.S. companies, particularly small and medium-sized businesses, to tap markets in the rest of the world. Few businesses are exporting now, and most of those are exporting only to one market.  Interest in export opportunities is increasing, however. Export.gov, a one-stop portal for all the assistance the government can provide potential exporters, got 325,000 hits a month in 2010, up from 200,000 in 2009.  U.S. exports jumped 17 percent in 2010, the largest increase in 20 years. This growth rate has continued in 2011.

Impact – SKFTA Good – Econ
SKFTA is key to the economy

Pore, The Independent columnist, 6/29/11 

(Robert, Columnist for the Independent, 29 June 2011, “Trade key to building economy”, http://www.theindependent.com/articles/2011/06/29/news/local/13568120.txt, 7.6.11, SWolff)

[…]  The event, which featured a variety of speakers, aimed at sharing information about the benefits of international trade for farmers, ranchers, manufacturers and small businesses. (Independent/Crystal LoGiudice)   Christopher Wenk, senior director of International Policy at the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, said one important reason trade is essential to the U.S. is that 95 percent of the world's consumers live outside the U.S.  Wenk said Congress is working to ratify free trade agreements with South Korea, Colombia and Panama. The U.S. already has 17 free trade agreements with countries around the world, including Nebraska's two largest trade partners, Canada and Mexico.  He said more than 40 percent of all U.S. trade is with those 17 countries.  "That shows you that our free trade agreements do work in terms of opening foreign markets to our exports," Wenk said.  And if Congress ratifies free trade agreements with Panama, South Korea and Colombia, the U.S. International Trade Commission in Washington, D.C., has said the agreements would bring $13 billion in trade benefits to the U.S., including $2.5 billion in new agricultural exports. The Obama administration has said the three free trade agreements would create as many as 250,000 jobs.  "Exports are a crucial part of restoring economic growth to this country," Wenk said.  Nationwide in 2010, he said, U.S. exports totaled $1.84 trillion, including $108 billion in agricultural exports, creating 57 million jobs in America. The country's biggest trade partners are Canada, $261 billion, and Mexico, $152 billion.   To demonstrate the value of exports to the U.S. economy, Wenk said the U.S. Chamber of Commerce has started a new website, tradesupportsjobs.com, which will allow website visitors to see statistics on how trade directly benefits Nebraska's economy and job creation.  For example, Wenk said in 2010 trade benefited Nebraska's 3rd Congressional District by $2.1 billion, supporting more than 8,000 jobs, many of which are in Grand Island. Of that $2.1 billion trade benefit, $1.2 billion was from exports to countries with which the U.S. has free trade agreements.  Wenk said agricultural exports from Nebraska's 3rd Congressional District last year totaled more than $100 million.  "But under a free trade agreement, all the tariff and non-tariff barriers we currently face in those markets would be swept away," he said. "We see these agreements as a way to increase our exports. I think you would see job gains at the local level if those agreements are approved."  Also participating in the trade seminar was Cindy Johnson, president of the Grand Island Area Chamber of Commerce.  Johnson said trade has helped Grand Island's economy and has created jobs, especially with many of the community's manufacturing companies, helping to keep Grand Island's unemployment rate low, currently less than 4 percent.  "We have many companies and individuals who have been trading internationally for years," she said. "It supplements and creates a more robust economy."  With Nebraska among the nation's leaders in corn, soybean and livestock production and processing, trade is key to keeping the state's agricultural industry thriving, said Greg Ibach, director of the Nebraska Department of Agriculture.  According to the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Nebraska's 2009 exports were the fourth largest in the nation with a value of $4.83 billion. The No. 1 agricultural trade item in 2009 from Nebraska was soybeans at $1.367 billion, followed by feed grain and products, $1.36 billion; live animals and meats, $1.06 billion; hides and skins, $276.9 million; and feed and fodder, $250 million.  "We have to look for markets outside Nebraska's borders, both domestically and internationally," Ibach said.  He said the international market has been good for Nebraska.  "Our customers in Asia, Europe and other places in the world are willing to pay for our high-quality goods and we are anxious to look for opportunities and to help connect our businesses, as well as our farmers, to those opportunities in export markets," Ibach said.  Smith, who serves on the Committee on Ways and Means and its Subcommittee on Trade, said trade is important to the 3rd District "because our producers are so efficient."  "They produce a great quantity with a great quality and these foreign markets are very important, not only to agriculture, but in other production as well with manufacturers who ship all over the world," Smith said.  Many of those manufacturers are small firms, Smith said. According to the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, 97 percent of all U.S. exports are generated by small to medium companies.  Smith said increased trade opportunities are an important component that will help the U.S. pull itself out of its economic doldrums.  "Even though we are a big economy, we are also a big consumer. Still, 73 percent of the world's purchasing power is outside our borders," he said.  Smith said international markets provide U.S. families more than $10,000 more per year in purchasing power.  "That allows for a better quality of life," he said.
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SKFTA key to the economy – jobs and free trade

The Washington Post, editorial, 6-5-11

(“Free the free-trade agreements,” June 5, 2011, http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/free-the-free-trade-agreements/2011/06/03/AGZBlmJH_story.html, accessed June 21, 2011, EJONES)

What’s especially maddening about all of this is that most Republicans and Democrats claim to agree on the benefits of the trade pacts. First, all three potential partners, especially South Korea and Colombia, are regional allies that both deserve and need the diplomatic backing that free trade with the United States would symbolize. Second, the agreements are likely to prove a net plus for the U.S. economy when jobs are in short supply. And, third, if the United States fails to forge closer trade ties with these countries, competitors in Europe, Asia and the Americas will gladly take up the slack. As for trade adjustment assistance, the ostensible bone of contention, even many Republicans in Congress support it, some because they believe it genuinely ameliorates the localized costs of foreign competition and others because they believe — as we do — that it is an imperfect program whose passage is a tolerable price, politically, for the greater good of expanded trade. A significant number of House and Senate Republicans, however, urged on by anti-spending purists such as the Club for Growth, have decided to make a stand against the billion dollars the program would cost. Party leaders appear unable or unwilling to resist. Unless this impasse breaks, the collateral damage could include previously uncontroversial legislation that has long promoted U.S. trade with other developing countries but has lapsed pending resolution of the dispute over South Korea, Colombia and Panama. It could take months or years to undo the resulting harm to the economy and to the reputation of U.S. trade policy.

***AFF - SKFTA Answers

Uniqueness – Won’t Pass Now – TAA (1/3)

SKFTA stalled – No compromise on TAA

Devaney, Washington Times, 7-7-11

Tim, 7-7-11, The Washington Times, “Partisan rift stalling free-trade pacts”,  http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2011/jul/7/partisan-rift-stalling-free-trade-pacts/, accessed 7-7-11]

Lawmakers on Capitol Hill on Thursday clashed over long-delayed free-trade agreements with South Korea, Colombia and Panama, with Republicans balking at an Obama administration demand to attach money for a program to aid American workers as a part of the package.

Democrats on the House Ways and Means Committee warned they would vote against the trade pacts - the first major free-trade deals to move forward under Mr. Obama - unless funds for the controversial Trade Adjustment Assistance program were also included to protect workers who lose their jobs because of increased imports.

But Republicans on the Senate Finance Committee, who last week boycotted a vote on the issue, stood firm against legislation to move forward the South Korea deal, after the majority Democrats included the TAA funding on a straight 13-11 party-line vote.

"I support the South Korea trade-implementing bill and want it to pass," Sen. Orrin G. Hatch of Utah, the committee's ranking Republican said. "But I cannot condone this abuse of [the president's trade-negotiating authority] or turn a blind eye to dubious domestic spending programs."

Senate GOP still stalling on TAA issue

AFP, 7-8-11

[“US compromise eyed on S.Korea trade deal”, http://www.dawn.com/2011/07/08/us-compromise-eyed-on-s-korea-trade-deal.html, accessed 7-8-11]

But Senate Republicans are strongly against an extension of the trade assistance. After boycotting a committee session last week, the Senate Republicans tried unsuccessfully Thursday to delink the workers’ aid and trade agreement.

“I support the South Korea trade agreement implementing bill and want it to pass. I strongly support it,” said Senator Orrin Hatch of Utah, the top Republican on the Democratic-led Senate Finance Committee.

“But I cannot condone this abuse of Trade Promotion Authority or turn a blind eye to dubious domestic spending programs,” Hatch said, referring to the president’s power to submit trade deals without potential changes by Congress.

No compromise – GOP moving on SKFTA without TAA language

Palmer, Reuters Journalist, 7/5/11

(Doug Palmer, 5 July 2011, “US House eyes action on trade bills after setback”, http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/07/05/usa-trade-congress-idUSWAT01517920110705, 7.5.11, SWolff)

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

Uniqueness – Won’t Pass Now – TAA (2/3)

No TAA-FTA deal – GOP still opposed to linkage

Palmer, Reuters journalist, 6/30/11

(Doug, 30 June 2011, “Republicans block action on Bush trade pacts”, http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/06/30/us-usa-trade-congress-idUSTRE75T1VX20110630?feedType=RSS&feedName=everything&virtualBrandChannel=11563, 7.5.11, SWolff)

Baucus, a Democrat, said U.S. exporters would pay a price for the setback.  "Every day we delay, we lose ground to our competitors. Tomorrow, Korea's trade agreement with the European Union goes into force. In August, Colombia's deal with Canada enters into force," said Baucus.  He said after the aborted meeting that he still hoped for action in July on the pacts.  The House Ways and Means Committee could take up the agreements next week, but Republicans in that chamber also are insisting on a separate vote on TAA.  The three deals were signed during the administration of former Republican President George W. Bush and have been languishing for more than four years.

GOP is blocking SKFTA

Boston Globe 7/2/11

(No Author, The Boston Globe, “Republicans block free-trade pacts”, http://www.boston.com/news/nation/washington/articles/2011/07/02/republicans_block_free_trade_pacts/, 7.2.11, SWolff)

WASHINGTON - The Obama administration’s top trade official said yesterday he was “shell-shocked’’ by Senate Republicans who blocked action on three free-trade agreements the GOP largely supports. Trade representative Ron Kirk said he was surprised when GOP senators did not show up at a hearing Thursday to consider trade pacts with South Korea, Colombia, and Panama. Republicans object to Democrats’ decision to link the deals to the renewal of a program that retrains workers hurt by foreign trade and want to consider the program separately.  “I’m dumbfounded,’’ Kirk said. “The Republicans for the most part said, ‘You get these agreements here, we’ll pass them tomorrow, send them up.’ ’’ The GOP boycott came after the White House heralded a bipartisan agreement between Senate Democrats and House Republicans over extending the retraining program, known as Trade Adjustment Assistance. But Republicans say that was an agreement about the size and scope of the extension of the training details, not the process for getting it through Congress.  A spokeswoman for Senator Orrin Hatch, the top Republican on the Senate Finance Committee, said it should not have come as a surprise to the administration that Republicans had outstanding issues heading into Thursday’s planned hearing.

Uniqueness – Won’t Pass Now – TAA (3/3)

Trade won’t pass- TAA kills it altogether.

Washington Post 7/2/11

(Washington Post editorial, “As Washington dithers, Europe races ahead on trade”, Published: July 2, http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/as-washington-dithers-europe-races-ahead-on-trade/2011/07/01/AG3hmZvH_print.html, 7.5.11, SWolff)

By Editorial, AMERICA DESPERATELY needs jobs. Republicans and many Democrats in Congress, along with President Obama, say that the pending trade promotion agreements between the United States and South Korea, Colombia and Panama will help create employment in this country. All that’s left to do is have the president submit the deals for approval in the House and Senate, stage a signing ceremony in the Rose Garden, and go off for a nice summer barbecue — right?  Actually, no. The trade pacts remain stalled, with Congress’s August recess looming. As far as we can see, the only work they’re creating is for political scientists who study polarization and legislative dysfunction.  The latest kerfuffle revolves around the White House-backed effort by Senate Finance Committee Chairman Max Baucus (D-Mont.) to tie about $900 million in aid over the next three years for trade-displaced workers to the South Korea deal, by far the largest and economically most important of the three. This prompted a walkout from the hearing by Republicans, who protested that the administration was using free trade as a vehicle for more spending.  What’s really going on? Basically, each party is playing some last-minute hardball on behalf of its respective ideological bases. On the Democratic side, labor unions have been unable to prevent Mr. Obama’s belated conversion to the cause of the free-trade agreements. Trade adjustment assistance (TAA) money is the consolation prize labor demands — and the White House is determined to let the unions have it. On the Republican side, the anti-spending Club for Growth and affiliated back-benchers in Congress see TAA as yet another failed, expensive bureaucracy and want to kill it. GOP leaders on the Hill are committed to giving them at least a chance to vote “no” on TAA.  The White House says that tying TAA to the South Korea deal helps guarantee that both the trade deal and TAA make it past Republican opposition. Perhaps, but it’s a risky gambit: What happens if Republicans refuse to vote for free-trade-plus-TAA? We could end up with nothing.  TAA is an expensive program whose practical impact has been questioned by independent audits. But, as Republicans have acknowledged in the past, it is useful as a sop to American workers who are understandably nervous about trade’s impact. In our view, the projected benefits of the trade agreements are so large — $13 billion in additional exports per year, according to the International Trade Commission — that a reauthorization of trade adjustment assistance is a price worth paying to secure them. Indeed, the administration and Rep. Dave Camp (R-Mich.), the chairman of the House Ways and Means Committee, have agreed to reduce its price tag.  The Republicans have a valid complaint when they say that this entire mess could have been avoided if President Obama had long ago embraced the three trade agreements, which were negotiated by the Bush administration in 2007, instead of delaying and rejiggering them to appease labor over the last 21 / 2 years.

Uniqueness – Won’t Pass Now – Political Stalling

Korea won’t pass, there’s too much stalling

Washington Post 7/2/11

(Washington Post editorial, “As Washington dithers, Europe races ahead on trade”, Published: July 2, http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/as-washington-dithers-europe-races-ahead-on-trade/2011/07/01/AG3hmZvH_print.html, 7.5.11, SWolff)

By Editorial, AMERICA DESPERATELY needs jobs. Republicans and many Democrats in Congress, along with President Obama, say that the pending trade promotion agreements between the United States and South Korea, Colombia and Panama will help create employment in this country. All that’s left to do is have the president submit the deals for approval in the House and Senate, stage a signing ceremony in the Rose Garden, and go off for a nice summer barbecue — right?  Actually, no. The trade pacts remain stalled, with Congress’s August recess looming. As far as we can see, the only work they’re creating is for political scientists who study polarization and legislative dysfunction.  The latest kerfuffle revolves around the White House-backed effort by Senate Finance Committee Chairman Max Baucus (D-Mont.) to tie about $900 million in aid over the next three years for trade-displaced workers to the South Korea deal, by far the largest and economically most important of the three. This prompted a walkout from the hearing by Republicans, who protested that the administration was using free trade as a vehicle for more spending.  What’s really going on? Basically, each party is playing some last-minute hardball on behalf of its respective ideological bases. On the Democratic side, labor unions have been unable to prevent Mr. Obama’s belated conversion to the cause of the free-trade agreements. Trade adjustment assistance (TAA) money is the consolation prize labor demands — and the White House is determined to let the unions have it. On the Republican side, the anti-spending Club for Growth and affiliated back-benchers in Congress see TAA as yet another failed, expensive bureaucracy and want to kill it. GOP leaders on the Hill are committed to giving them at least a chance to vote “no” on TAA.

Uniqueness – Won’t Pass Now – Republican Boycott

SKFTA isn’t passing, Republicans refuse future negotiation

Bangkok News 7/7/11

(No Author (AFP), 7 July 2011, “Republicans nix trade pact deal with Obama”, http://www.bangkokpost.com/news/world/244897/republicans-nix-trade-pact-deal-with-obama, 7/6/11, SWolff)

A deal to push long-stalled US free trade agreements with South Korea, Colombia and Panama through Congress crumbled as Republicans, including Orrin Hatch, pictured in January 2011, blocked a key session in a dispute over aid to workers.  The White House had said Tuesday it reached a compromise to move ahead on trade pacts and fund through 2014 a program that offers health care and retraining to workers who lose jobs to overseas markets.  But Republicans boycotted a hearing of the Senate Finance Committee, saying that President Barack Obama's Democratic Party wanted to extend the Trade Adjustment Assistance as a political concession to labor union allies.  Senator Orrin Hatch of Utah, the top Republican on the committee in the Democratic-led Senate, complained that the Obama administration was trying to "jam" the legislation at a late hour ahead of the Independence Day holiday.  "This is beyond irresponsible," Hatch told reporters. "They are prepared to throw years of work on the free trade agreements down the drain for this."  Senator Jon Kyl, a Republican from Arizona, called the workers' aid too expensive and questioned the need for retraining, saying: "I don't think there are any more whale oil manufacturers left, for example."  "Our belief is that as a general proposition," he said, "free trade agreements create jobs, they don't kill jobs."  Democrats went ahead with the session but did not proceed as the chairs of all Republican senators were empty.  Senator Max Baucus, a Democrat from Montana who heads the committee, said that the United States would "lose ground to our competitors," noting that a trade deal between South Korea and the European Union takes effect Friday.  "These bills are so critical to our effort to open new markets, help displaced workers and improve our economy," Baucus said.  Senator John Kerry, a senior Democrat from Massachusetts, noted that Republicans had long accused Obama of inaction on free trade and suspected that the party was looking ahead to next year's presidential election. […]

Impact Uniqueness – South Korea Won’t Pass Now (1/2)

SKFTA is facing opposition in both Congress and South Korea.

Kim, Reuters journalist, 6/24/11

(Jack, 24 June 2011, “Q+A-Where is the S.Korea, US free trade pact headed?”, http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/06/24/korea-usa-trade-idUSL3E7HO0AC20110624, 7.6.11, SWolff)

SEOUL, June 24 | Fri Jun 24,) - A major free trade deal by the United States and South Korea is stuck in a limbo four years after it was signed as both assemblies struggle to reach a political compromise to bring it to a vote.  The 2011 3:00am EDT (Reuters pact could boost the partners' two-way trade by as much as a quarter.  Following are some questions about the bill and where it may be headed.  WHAT IS HOLDING UP THE VOTE?  The U.S. Congress and the White House remain stuck in weeks of negotiations to renew a retraining programme for workers displaced by trade as part of a compromise to bring the trade bills with South Korea, and with Colombia and Panama to a vote.  The White House is demanding a deal to renew the Trade Adjustment Assistance at a level comparable to the now-expired 2009 programme, but many Republicans have balked at the idea, questioning its effectiveness.  South Korea President Lee Myung-bak's government has sent the trade bill to parliament but the assembly has yet to set the date to begin reviewing it.  A majority of the ruling Grand National Party (GNP) support the deal. Some opposition Democratic Party members oppose it, saying a revision to the deal reached in December damaged the interest of South Korean automakers.  The ruling GNP has the number to force it through parliament but does not want to repeat the political embarrassment caused by a previous attempt to do so.  IS THERE ENOUGH SUPPORT ONCE IT COMES TO A VOTE?  The December revision addressed concerns by U.S. car makers and auto unions that the original deal had favoured South Korean automakers too heavily.  U.S. Trade Representative Ron Kirk said those changes meant winning approval in Congress would no longer be "horribly difficult". […]

Upcoming Korean elections block SKFTA passage.

Kim, Reuters journalist, 6/24/11

(Jack, 24 June 2011, “Q+A-Where is the S.Korea, US free trade pact headed?”, http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/06/24/korea-usa-trade-idUSL3E7HO0AC20110624, 7.6.11, SWolff)

[…] But it still faces stiff opposition, including from the AFL-CIO, the main U.S. labour group.  In South Korea, the pact has broad support from the public and from businesses which see it as a chance to enter a greater U.S. market and to buy cheaper imports at home.  In addition to backing from the ruling GNP, some opposition Democratic Party members, who had supported the pact when the former liberal president negotiated it in 2007, are for the deal.  WHAT CAN CAUSE MORE TROUBLE AHEAD?  South Korea holds a parliamentary election in April next year and a surprise defeat by the ruling GNP at by-elections two months ago caused concern that it could lose its majority.  The party has to win many votes in its traditional rural stronghold in the southeast. A small but powerful farm lobby has a grassroots network in the region and could influence voting on the trade bill by mobilising public opinion against it.  Farmers say Seoul has not done enough to ensure they will be compensated for the damage that their livelihood will suffer when the market opens to U.S. farm goods under the deal.  The U.S. Congress is expected to be able to start work on the trade bills as early as July. That means it will be difficult for the House and Senate to vote on them before they recess in August.

Impact Uniqueness – South Korea Won’t Pass Now (2/2)

SKFTA will not be ratified in South Korea – Song Min-soon has political clout and opposes 

Ramstad, Koran Correspondent Wall Street Journal, 6/21/11 

(Evan, “Song’s Change Shows KORUS FTA’s Hurdle”, The Wall Street Journal, http://blogs.wsj.com/korearealtime/2011/06/21/songs-change-shows-korus-ftas-hurdle/, accessed 6/28/11) EK

Song Min-soon, a National Assembly member who is one of the most senior and respected lawmakers in the Democratic Party, was minister of foreign affairs and trade in 2007 when South Korea made its free trade agreement with the United States. As the deal nears a ratification vote in the assembly, Mr. Song says he’s now against it. And his explanation for the change shows the difficulty that President Lee Myung-bak and the ruling Grand National Party will have winning a consensus from the DP and other parties for ratification. Increasingly, it appears that opposition parties want to force the GNP to unilaterally ratify the FTA, meaning passing it without any support from them. Possibly, the opposition parties will resort to the theatrics of boycotting the vote. That happened when the Korea FTA with the European Union was ratified earlier this year and with several other controversial bills in recent years, such as media-industry reform measures in 2009. Song Min-soon, National Assembly member, former foreign minister Mr. Song says his opposition to the U.S. FTA isn’t rooted in such tactics and that he’s not trying to back the Lee government and the GNP up against the wall. “I’m trying to push them through a very small opening,” he said in an interview at his office Monday afternoon. Mr. Song says he’s upset that South Korea agreed to additional negotiations sought by the U.S. last year to change some of the provisions related to the automobile industry. The problem isn’t the changes themselves, since they’ll do little to affect South Korea’s trade surplus of autos, but the perception that the changes tilted the deal towards the U.S. “We made a deal. The deal should be served,” Mr. Song says. “But this was not served by the U.S. side. Now, we have to make a proportionate change.” “My present view is while the Seoul government accommodated the need of the U.S. administration’s protection of the American automobile industry, the United States should have accommodated South Korea’s not present need but futuristic need for practical leverage to invoke some [capital] safeguards,” Mr. Song says. “There are some people who are traditionally opposed to FTAs. I do not agree with this traditional opposition,” Mr. Song says. “On balance, I’m a supporter of the Korea-U.S. FTA, but now I oppose these details.” Mr. Song remains one of South Korea’s most recognizable figures on the international scene. On Tuesday, Mr. Song left Seoul for London where he’ll participate in this week’s Global Zero Summit. The annual meeting brings together several hundred political and civic leaders of all political stripes who are trying to top the spread of nuclear weapons, secure all nuclear materials and eventually eliminate nuclear weapons, a goal called global zero.

Impact Answer – No Conflict (1/2)
Loss of alliance wouldn’t spur conflict- South Korea has become too powerful.

Kang, Dartmouth Government Professor, 08 

(David C., Professor in the Government department and Adjunct Professor at the Tuck School of Business, Dartmouth College, January 2008, “Inter-Korean Relations in the Absence of a U.S.-ROK Alliance”, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/asia_policy/v005/5.kang.html, p. 37, Accessed 7.6.11, SWolff)

The only measure by which North Korea has outspent South Korea is per capita GNP—an indicator of North Korean weakness, not strength. The quality of North Korea’s military, including training and equipment, has steadily deteriorated relative to South Korea, especially in the past three decades. The South Korean military not only is better equipped, better trained, and more versatile than its northern counterpart but also has better logistics and support.28 The bulk of North Korea’s main battle tanks are of 1950s vintage, and most of the country’s combat aircraft were introduced before 1956. Evaluations after the first Gulf War concluded that Western weaponry is at least twice—or even four times—as effective as older Soviet-vintage systems.29 By contrast, South Korea’s military modernization is actually increasing. President Roh Moo-hyun has repeatedly said that it is unacceptable for the world’s twelfth largest economy not to “assume the role of main actor” in its own defense. Indeed, South Korea has increased defense spending 10% annually since 2004 and plans to continue this expansion until 2012. The country also expects expenditures on military research and development to increase 18% until 2012, combined with a reduction in armed forces by 6% (approximately 45,000 personnel). Such military modernization will include new surface-to-air missile capabilities (the SAM-X project), as well as air-to-air refueling capability, Aegis-equipped destroyers, attack helicopters, and advanced command and control capabilities.30 South Korea is also beginning to take a more active role in the planning and operation of defense along the DMZ, with the United States already taking the role of a supporting military.31 A further reduction in U.S. commitment to South Korea would be consistent with the general trend over the past few decades. Although North Korea may no longer have a serious invasive capability Pyongyang certainly continues to hold Seoul hostage. Indeed, North Korea’s most likely aggression against South Korea would involve not a full-scale invasion but rather asymmetric attempts to destabilize or disrupt the South Korean economy and political life. These attempts could include small-scale incursions by special forces and terrorist bombings, among other possibilities. The priorities of the North Korean leadership may be assessed by answering the following questions: Does Pyongyang favor regime survival first? Does Pyongyang above all favor unification or destabilization of South Korea? The decision to pursue an “aggressive” or “expansionist” goal is actually composed of three separate calculations: the value of the prize, the costs that will be paid for that prize, and the probability of success. Although North Korea might quite highly value the goal of pursuing asymmetric attacks against South Korea, in order to argue that North Korea actually poses a threat to South Korea requires convincing proof that North Korea positively evaluates all three conditions. As the South Korean government has become more legitimate and stable over the past two decades, North Korea has not attempted political destabilization through terrorism. The most likely reason for this lack of asymmetric warfare, and for the improbability that such warfare would develop even without a U.S.-ROK alliance, is the North Korean leadership’s realization that such actions could backfire and unify the South Korean public in opposition to North Korea. As long as North Korea remains weaker both militarily and economically than South Korea and continues to fall farther behind, most standard international relations theories would predict that North Korea can be deterred.32 The South Korean military is modernizing and outspending North Korea’s military by every measure, and the gap between the two militaries in terms of capability, quality, and training continues to widen. Based on material capabilities, South Korea, even without the United States, should be able to deter North Korean aggression. Even though Pyongyang’s threat perception would likely decrease, North Korea would not be in a position to contemplate offensive actions against South Korea. 
Impact Answer – No Conflict (2/2)
South Korea and China wouldn’t consider war- they both strongly encourage peace.

Kang, Dartmouth Government Professor, 08 

(David C., Professor in the Government department and Adjunct Professor at the Tuck School of Business, Dartmouth College, January 2008, “Inter-Korean Relations in the Absence of a U.S.-ROK Alliance”, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/asia_policy/v005/5.kang.html, p. 37, Accessed 7.6.11, SWolff)

Beijing appears to desire, first and foremost, stability on China’s borders and, secondly, North Korean economic reform that follows a Chinese model.38 Millions of refugees flooding northern China would present major social and political problems for China as well as potentially derail China’s economic development. Furthermore, war—or even turmoil on China’s northern border—would also distract Beijing from China’s other international issues. Also unclear is what benefit China would gain from allowing or supporting North Korean isolation and destabilization of South Korea. With an overall foreign policy of emphasizing stability on China’s borders while focusing on the problems of rapid economic growth, Beijing would not likely look favorably upon a return to the Cold War on the Korean Peninsula. China and South Korea share similar foreign policy orientations toward North Korea. Chinese officials have made public pronouncements both urging a conciliatory line to North Korea and arguing that North Korea is on the path to reform. In January 2005 Chinese Ambassador to South Korea Li Bin argued that “To think that North Korea will collapse is far-fetched speculation. The fundamental problem is the North’s ailing economy. If the economic situation improves, I think we can resolve the defector problem. The support of the South Korean government will greatly help North Korea in this respect.”39 The extent of China’s trade with and investment into North Korea far exceeds that of even South Korea: in 2005 over half of total North Korean trade was with China, almost double the total amount of inter-Korean trade.40 Piao Jianyi of the Institute of Asia-Pacific Studies in Beijing made the following statement: Although many of our friends see it as a failing state, potentially one with nuclear weapons, China has a different view. North Korea has a reforming economy that is very weak, but every year is getting better, and the regime is taking measures to reform its economy, so perhaps the U.S. should reconsider its approach.41 Kim Jong-il’s nine-day visit to Chinese industrial zones in January 2006 is evidence that China continues to have stable relations with North Korea and, furthermore, that China intends to continue the current engagement policy, showing few signs of taking a more coercive stance toward North Korea. In fact, Chinese trade and investment into North Korea outstrip that into even South Korea; for example, 70% of North Korean imports in 2005 were from China.42 Former U.S. assistant secretary of state James Kelly recently compared China-DPRK relations to gravitational pull: The Northern banks of the Tumen and Yalu Rivers are enormously more prosperous than they have been in the past. They are visibly and figuratively prosperous. There are bright lights and active cities… The Chinese economy is exercising a Jupiter-like influence on areas that are relatively close to the country, even to…the Korean peninsula and the relatively impoverished areas of North Korea on the south side of those bordering rivers… If we’re not able to resolve the denuclearization soon, these realities may lead to some developments that could surprise us.43 China is the most likely country to have increased influence on the peninsula in the absence of a U.S.-ROK alliance. For the time being, South Korean and Chinese interests appear to be fairly consistent: increasing the economic and cultural opening of North Korea, focusing on stability rather than regime change in North Korea, and avoiding a costly collapse of the regime. 

Impact Answer – AT – SKFTA Key to Econ

KORUS has a far less predicted impact on the economy, their claims are hyperbolic

Eun-joo, The Hankyoreh columnist, 7/4/11

(Jung, 4 July 2011, “U.S. KORUS FTA export estimates far exceeds S.Korea’s”, http://english.hani.co.kr/arti/english_edition/e_business/485711.html, 7.6.11, SWolff)

U.S. analysts are predicting an average annual rise of $1.9 billion (approximately 2.1 trillion won) in exports of U.S. agricultural products to South Korea after the South Korea-U.S. Free Trade Agreement (KORUS FTA) takes effect. This marks a full 5.2 times the $370 million predicted by South Korean analysts. Questions are now being raised about whether the government conducted an accurate analysis of the economic effects of the FTA and its damages to the agricultural and livestock sector.  According to analysis Sunday of a U.S. Department of Agriculture report published in April on the effects of trade agreement on the U.S. agriculture industry, the U.S. predicted an average annual increase of $1.9 billion in exports of U.S. agricultural and livestock products to South Korea as South Korean tariffs disappear and tariff-rate quota (TRQ) quantities increase when the KORUS FTA takes effect. This is 5.2 times the $370 million resulting increase estimated by the Korea Rural Economic Institute in April 2007, as well as 3.1 times the estimated 669.8 billion won in reduced agricultural production.  The South Korean government has been using the KREI analysis of economic effects as a basis in formulating measures to address damages.  The USDA report predicted a major increase in exports of U.S. beef, pork, and dairy product exports to South Korea after the FTA takes effect. An average increase of roughly $563 million per year was predicted for U.S. beef with the uniform elimination of the 40 percent tariff over a fifteen-year period, far exceeding the $518 million in 2010 U.S. beef imports.  An annual increase of $276 million in U.S. pork exports was predicted with the elimination of the 22.5 to 25 percent tariff. The analysis also predicted an average annual increase of $93 million in imports of dairy products such as raw milk and cheese, principally through TRQ imports.  Observers say the 2 trillion won increase in exports predicted by the United States, which amounts to 7.4 percent of the 27 trillion won gross domestic product of the South Korean agriculture, seafood, and livestock industry in 2010, appears likely to have a significant negative impact on the domestic agricultural industry. Democratic Labor Party Lawmaker Kang Ki-kab said, “The South Korean and U.S. governments are making entirely different predictions about the scale of damages from the KORUS FTA.”   “There are questions as to whether the government’s analysis of economic effects was properly conducted,” Kang added.

Impact Answer – AT – SKFTA Key to Alliance

Failure to ratify SKFTA wouldn’t kill the alliance, we’re cooperating on too many levels.

US State Department Press Release, The Scoop, 6/29/11 

(Transcription of a speech between Clinton and Foreign Prime Minister Kim Sung-Hwan, 29 June 2011, “Remarks With South Korean Foreign Minister Kim Sung-Hwan”, http://www.scoop.co.nz/stories/WO1106/S00702/remarks-with-south-korean-foreign-minister-kim-sung-hwan.htm, 7.6.11, SWolff)

[…] FOREIGN MINISTER KIM: (Via interpreter) I would like to first express my gratitude to Madam Secretary of State for her kind words and warm welcome. We had just had an extremely valuable meeting on the full range of issues of common interest. The Republic of Korea and the United States share common values and mutual trust, and our two countries are maintaining the strongest alliance relationship ever. Despite a series of North Korea’s provocation last year, we were able to respond jointly with robust combined defense capabilities based on close consultation.  With regards to North Korea, ROK and U.S. agreed to pursue dialogue with North Korea despite North Korea’s recent provocative statements. We concurred that as the essential first step there needs to be a sincere and constructive inter-Korean dialogue on denuclearization. In addition, Secretary Clinton and I reaffirmed that the Six-Party Talks, once resumed, should yield substantive progress in denuclearization. To this end, we reaffirmed that North Korea must demonstrate its sincerity towards denuclearization through concrete actions.  We also share the view that at this juncture, close Korea-United States coordination is more important than ever in dealing with North Korea and its nuclear issues. We will continue to communicate closely through various channels at each level and cooperate with other participants of the Six-Party Talks based on our common position.  Republic of Korea and the United States are implementing alliance readjustment projects, including the wartime operational control transfer and relocation of U.S. Forces Korea bases. We also share the view that the issue of Agent Orange in Camp Carroll is a grave concern to the health and safety of both the Korean people and the U.S. forces in Korea and have conducted the joint investigation in a thorough and transparent manner.  Secretary Clinton and I have agreed to continue our efforts to complete the ratification of the Korea-U.S. FTA within this summer both in Korea and the United States. Two countries – in our countries, the understanding on the economic and strategic benefits of the FTA is widely shared. We hope that this ratification of Korea-U.S. FTA will enter into force in the near future so that it brings economic benefits, including more jobs and more trade to both countries.  Two countries, based on a comprehensive strategic alliance of the 21st century have cooperated on global issues, including Afghanistan, Middle East, nonproliferation, and development, and is making contribution to international peace and stability. The two countries are closely cooperating for the successful hosting of the 2011 Forum on Aid Effectiveness, 2012 Nuclear Security Summit, and 2012 Yeosu Expo.  We have just signed the statement of intent to cooperate on global development, and this we believe will further strengthen our bilateral cooperation in the development area. I look forward to meeting Secretary Clinton once again during the ASEAN Regional Forum. Thank you very much.  MODERATOR: We will now have one question from the American side and one question from the Korean side. From the American side, Jill Dougherty, CNN.  QUESTION: Okay. Thank you very much. Madam Secretary, you were talking about the Libya vote, but I have another issue which is out there. That is this flotilla that says that it will be moving toward Israel.  The Americans who are in that say that the State Department actually should not be condemning them, that it should be supporting them and protecting them because they are American citizens. What is your message to them, and potentially how serious could this be if there were violence?  And then just one on North Korea. Sorry, this is not very loud. On North Korea, the – is there any discernible movement on talks with North Korea? How concerned are you that the longer this goes on, the more destabilizing it becomes?   Thank you.  […]

SKFTA Bad – Economy (1/2)
SKFTA bad – crushes jobs and expands trade deficit by billions

Beifus, Washington Fair Trade Coalition director & Sorscher, Society of Professional Engineering Employees in Aerospace labor representative, 11

[Kristen Beifus and Stan Sorscher, 1-24-11, Seattle Times, “The U.S.-Korea Free Trade Agreement is bad for both countries”, http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/opinion/2014027477_guest25beifus.html, accessed 7-2-11]

EARLIER this month, Kim Kyung-Ran from the Korean Confederation of Trade Unions came to Seattle to explain why working families in South Korea oppose the Korea-U.S. trade agreement. 

Since 2006, when this agreement was negotiated under President George W. Bush, the confederation's external-affairs director said hundreds of thousands of people have shut down the streets of Seoul, denouncing a trade policy that compromises their environmental standards, takes away living-wage jobs and exempts foreign corporations from regulation when they do business in Korea. 
South Korea has a terrific story of economic success. In the early '60s, Korea's living standard was well below that of Ghana. In a few decades, Korea made an impressive leap to first-world living standards. This accomplishment had nothing to do with free trade. Instead, South Korea developed national industrial policies, which built the country's industrial base, educated its children, invested in transportation and telecommunications, built housing and maintained important cultural values. In Korea, social and cultural values are built into the national policies. 
South Koreans have seen the effects of the North American and Central American free-trade agreements in other countries. They want to avoid that kind of job loss, environmental degradation and dislocation in their communities. They are saying no to this agreement! 
Many Americans feel the same way. In a recent Wall Street Journal/NBC poll, 83 percent of blue-collar workers said our economy is struggling because of outsourcing of jobs to low-wage countries.
The Economic Policy Institute estimates that the Korea-U.S. agreement would worsen our trade deficit with Korea by $13.9 billion over the next seven years. Rising Korean imports would displace approximately 888,000 U.S. jobs over this same time. Taking into account all the products we trade with South Korea — exports and imports — the proposed trade agreement would result in a net loss of 159,000 jobs. 
Similarly, the U.S. International Trade Commission predicts that jobs would be lost in high-wage industries, such as electronic equipment, motor vehicles and parts, and other transportation equipment, with deficits for these sectors totaling up to $1.8 billion. 
Trade is part of our prosperity in Washington state. Workers, environmentalists, social-justice groups, family farmers and human-rights advocates fully support a trade policy that raises our standard of living and builds stronger communities in America and in the countries where we trade.
We have decades of experience with our failed "free trade" model. We know it works very well for multinational companies, but works against the public interest in America and in South Korea. 
Congress is expected to consider the recently renegotiated Korea-U.S. trade agreement within the next few weeks. The first step in the right direction is to reject this agreement.
We need a new trade policy.  

SKFTA Bad – Economy (2/2)
SKFTA Bad – kills jobs and increases trade deficit – trade history is on our side
National Farmers Union, ‘11

[3-17-11, Southwest Farm Press, “NFU delegates oppose South Korea Trade Agreement”, 3-17-11, http://southwestfarmpress.com/markets/nfu-delegates-oppose-south-korea-trade-agreement, accessed 6-24-11]

Delegates at National Farmers Union’s (NFU) 109th annual convention in San Antonio, Texas, have adopted a special order of business opposing recent free trade agreements, particularly the Korea-U.S. Free Trade Agreement (KORUS). “Past free trade agreements such as the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and Central American Free Trade Agreement (CAFTA) have not performed as promised for U.S. agriculture,” said Roger Johnson, NFU President, on March 15. “KORUS replicates many of the most troubling provisions of NAFTA and CAFTA. Even more troubling is the fact that KORUS has no provisions to counter Korean currency manipulations.” KORUS also projects to increase the U.S. trade deficit and cost tens of thousands of jobs. “The U.S. International Trade Commission predicts that the KORUS agreement would increase the U.S. trade deficit of $308 - $416 million,” said Johnson. “Further, the Economic Policy Institute forecasts that the agreement would cost 159,000 U.S. jobs in its first seven years. This would be a terrible deal for the U.S., one that NFU cannot support as it is currently written.”
***Links – NASA Generic
NASA Policy – Triggers Congressional Debate (1/2)
NASA proposals trigger extensive series of issues Congress has to resolve

Morgan, Congressional Research Service specialist in science and technology policy, 7-8-10

[Daniel, Congressional Research Service, “The Future of NASA: Space Policy Issues Facing Congress”, p. i ,

opencrs.com/document/R41016/, accessed 6-20-11, AFB]

Committees in the House and Senate have held hearings to consider both the Augustine report and the Administration proposals. As Congress considers appropriations and authorization bills addressing these broad space policy challenges, it faces choices about

• whether NASA’s human exploration program is affordable and sufficiently safe, and if so, what destination or destinations it should explore;

• whether the space shuttle program should continue past its currently planned termination in early 2011; if so, how to ensure the continued safety of shuttle crews; if not, how the transition of the shuttle workforce and facilities should be managed;

• whether U.S. use of the International Space Station should continue past its currently planned termination at the end of 2015;

• whether the currently planned Orion crew capsule and Ares rockets, being developed as successors to the space shuttle, are the best choices for delivering astronauts and cargo into space, or whether other proposed rockets or commercial services should take their place; and

• how NASA’s multiple objectives in human spaceflight, science, aeronautics, and education should be prioritized.

NASA issues trigger debate over major issues in Congress – including mission, priorities, and methods

Morgan, Congressional Research Service specialist in science and technology policy, 7-8-10

[Daniel, Congressional Research Service, “The Future of NASA: Space Policy Issues Facing Congress”, p.2,

opencrs.com/document/R41016/, accessed 6-20-11, AFB]

As Congress considers these broad space policy challenges, the major issues it faces can be summarized as three broad questions:

• What is NASA for? Different analysts and policy makers give different answers to this question: making scientific discoveries, developing technologies with economic benefits, enhancing national security, enhancing international prestige, even fulfilling human destiny in space. How should these competing goals be prioritized?

• What should NASA do? In order to accomplish its broad goals, how should NASA balance its major programs in human spaceflight, robotic spaceflight, aeronautics research, and education? In the human spaceflight program, which is larger than all the others put together, should the agency’s goal be exploration of the Moon, or some other destination? What should the top priorities be for NASA’s science and aeronautics programs?

• How? Once these questions are decided, how should their answers be implemented? What new space vehicles are needed? What should be done with existing programs, such as the space shuttle and the International Space Station?

NASA Policy – Triggers Congressional Debate (2/2)

Formulation of NASA policy requires prioritization and balancing of competing interests

NASA issues trigger debate over major issues in Congress – including mission, priorities, and methods

Morgan, Congressional Research Service specialist in science and technology policy, 7-8-10

[Daniel, Congressional Research Service, “The Future of NASA: Space Policy Issues Facing Congress”, p.2-3,

opencrs.com/document/R41016/, accessed 6-20-11, AFB]

What Is NASA For?

During the Eisenhower Administration, after the Soviet Union’s launch of the first artificial satellite, Sputnik, but before the establishment of NASA, the President’s Science and Advisory Committee identified four “principal reasons for undertaking a national space program”:

• “the compelling urge of man to explore and to discover”;

• “defense ... to be sure that space is not used to endanger our security ... [and to] be prepared to use space to defend ourselves”;

• to “enhance the prestige of the United States ... and create added confidence in our scientific, technological, industrial, and military strength”; and

• “scientific observation and experiment which will add to our knowledge and understanding of the Earth, the solar system, and the universe.”6

To these objectives, analysts today add

• the potential for technologies developed for the space program to have direct and indirect (“spinoff”) economic benefits;

• the opportunity to use space activities as a tool of international relations, through collaboration on projects such as the International Space Station; and

• the ability of the space program to inspire students and promote education in science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM).

These goals form a foundation for U.S. space policies, but policy makers differ in how they should be balanced against each other. Is the urge to discover a sufficient reason to explore space, or must exploration also meet needs here on Earth? Should economic benefits be an explicit focus for NASA or just a positive side effect? To what extent should improving STEM education be a NASA function, as opposed to a consequence of its other functions? Should the emphasis of international space programs be competition or cooperation?

The priorities that Congress assigns to these objectives may determine how it balances the competing demands of NASA’s programs. For example, if Congress believes that national prestige is a high priority, it could choose to emphasize NASA’s high-profile human exploration activities, such as establishing a Moon base or exploring Mars. If scientific knowledge is a high priority, Congress could emphasize unmanned missions such as the Hubble telescope and the Mars rovers. If international relations are a high priority, Congress could encourage joint space activities with other nations. If economic benefits are of interest, Congress could focus on technological development, linking NASA programs to the needs of business and industry.

NASA Policy  – Triggers Debate

Scope and purpose of space exploration programs controversial

Morgan, Congressional Research Service specialist in science and technology policy, 7-8-10

[Daniel, Congressional Research Service, “The Future of NASA: Space Policy Issues Facing Congress”, p.4,

opencrs.com/document/R41016/, accessed 6-20-11, AFB]

What Should NASA Do?

Based on this wide variety of objectives, NASA has established programs in human spaceflight, science, aeronautics, and education. The largest and most visible effort, in human spaceflight, faces considerable uncertainty about its proper scope and aims. The content of the science, aeronautics, and education programs is less controversial but still faces questions about scope, balance, and other issues.

NASA Policy – Unpopular – Senate – Rockefeller (D-WV) and Hutchinson (R-TX)

Senators Rockefeller (D-WV) and Hutchinson (R-TX) will issue a subpoena to NASA.
Foust, Aerospace analyst, 6/24/11 

(Jim, “Senators push NASA for Documents”, Space Politics, http://www.spacepolitics.com/2011/06/24/senators-push-nasa-for-documents/, accessed 6/25/11, EK)

Members of the Senate Commerce Committee, and their staff, have made it clear for months that they have been frustrated with the lack of information they have received from NASA about its plans to implement provisions of the 2010 NASA authorization act, particularly regarding the Space Launch System (SLS) heavy-lift rocket. Last month they formally requested a comprehensive set of documents from NASA on various programs, including SLS, the Multi-Purpose Crew Vehicle, and commercial crew initiatives. The committee’s patience may have finally run out. In a letter Wednesday to NASA administration Charles Bolden, Sens. Jay Rockefeller (D-WV) and Kay Bailey Hutchison (R-TX), the chair and ranking member of the full committee, warned NASA that if it did not provide specific documents to the committee by the end of the day Monday it would issue a subpoena for them. “While NASA has provided a partial response to our May 18 letter, you have thwarted our oversight activities by withholding key documents that describe NASA’s compliance with the 2010 Act,” the letter states. It adds that in one case “NASA was withholding at least 19 separate drafts of a report it is required to submit to Congress under Section 309 of the 2010 Act.” That section of the 2010 authorization act requires NASA to provide a “detailed report” on the agency’s plans to implement the SLS and MPCV. NASA released a draft report in January but has yet to provide the final report. So, will this subpoena compel NASA to release the documents? Or, perhaps, encourage NASA to accelerate release of the final report and make a formal decision on its SLS plans, which recent reports indicate are all but a done deal?

NASA Funding – Budget Debate (1/2)

NASA funding will trigger budget battle

Space Politics 6-30-11 

(6-30-11 , Space Politics, “Briefly: Budget turmoil, 2012 lobbying”, http://www.spacepolitics.com/2011/06/30/briefly-budget-turmoil-2012-lobbying/, accessed 7-2-11)

The least surprising headline of the day is from Aerospace Daily: “NASA Funding Mired In Budget Politics”. While politics has always played a major role, the article suggests that the situation this year is even more complicated and uncertain than usual. Sen. Barbara Mikulski (D-MD), who chairs the Senate appropriations subcommittee whose jurisdiction includes NASA, told Aerospace Daily that the Senate has barely started work on the FY2012 appropriations bills, as it sorts through the consequences of the final FY11 continuing resolution as well as the ongoing debate about raising the debt limit. Mikulski and other appropriations subcommittee chairs have yet to receive their budget allocations, which means that they can’t start work on marking up appropriations bills. The path is a little clearer in the House, at least from a procedural standpoint. According to the schedule published in May by the House Appropriations Committee, the Commerce, Justice, Science, and Related Agencies subcommittee (which includes NASA and NOAA) will mark up its appropriations bill a week from today, July 7 (which by coincidence is the day before the last shuttle launch); the full committee will take up the bill on July 13. But the committee is otherwise keeping its plans close to its vest, beyond a budget allocation that suggests the potential for significant across-the-board budget cuts. “I don’t know what’s going to happen,” Rep. Mo Brooks (R-AL), who does not serve on the appropriations committee, told the Huntsville Times earlier this week. “Hopefully, NASA can survive. But that’s going to be up to the public to decide what they want… That’s going to be a battle.” In the same interview, Brooks also addressed comments made in a debate earlier this month by Republican presidential candidates about funding NASA. Dismissing perceptions by some who watched the debate that the candidates were not supportive of NASA, Brooks said that any of the candidates would back NASA more than President Obama, and that specifically “you’ve got Mitt Romney and you’ve got [Tim] Pawlenty” as “likely” supporters of the agency. Romney, as previously noted here, does have a modest track record on space policy from his 2008 campaign, but Pawlenty, the former governor of Minnesota, does not. Those Republican presidential candidates may be getting a visit in the coming months from someone who freely speaks his mind on space policy: Buzz Aldrin. “I’m going to be talking to the people” running for the GOP presidential nomination, he said in a speech this week in Ann Arbor, Michigan. Aldrin, who according to the report “expressed disappointment” that the president made no public speech or other acknowledgement of the 50th anniversary of President Kennedy’s speech calling for a manned lunar landing by the end of the 1960s, said space exploration needs a “specific public objective”.
NASA funding will cost political capital in current budget climate

Pallante, writer, 11

[Mike, 2/17/2011, Questional, “NASA in Jeopardy: Has Presidential Policy Killed NASA?” http://questional.com/blog/157-nasa-in-jeopardy-has-presidential-policy-killed-nasa/, accessed 7-2-11]

Currently limited use of space shuttles will continue; however, for Discovery the end is near. The Discovery is coming apart at the seams and NASA's future is uncertain. Unanswered questions still remain regarding private sector space travel. Will private industry succeed in manned space flight? When? President Obama's plan extends the orbit of the International Space Station until 2020 but potentially leaves us without a means to get there. During the Constellation Program days NASA canceled many contracts for replacement shuttle parts. The wisdom and expense of continual repair on shuttles like Discovery is in question. If President Obama is serious about the future of NASA he will have to do what President Bush did not: Follow through with his vision and create the infrastructure needed to accomplish his goals. That will require allocation of funds, a potentially unpopular move in a budget-heavy political climate. The next year will be an important one for NASA and space travel in general. How it will end remains to be seen.
NASA Funding – Budget Debate (2/2)

Anti-spending climate in Congress ensures opposition to increase NASA funding

Powell, Houston Chronicle Washington Bureau, 9

[Stuart, 9-13-9, Houston Chronicle, “Potential Battle for NASA” http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/nation/6615751.html, accessed 7-5-11]

WASHINGTON — NASA supporters are bracing for an uphill battle to get the extra funding needed to take on missions more ambitious than visits to the international space station.

A high-level panel told President Barack Obama last week that the space program needs an infusion of about $3 billion more a year by 2014.

That may be a tough sell, even though the amount could be considered spare change in a fast-spending capital where the White House and Congress are on track to dole out nearly $4 trillion this year to finance federal operations, including bailouts for Wall Street firms, banks and automakers.

“The congressional agenda over the next year is going to be focused on cutting programs, not adding to them,” said Scott Lilly, a scholar at the Center for American Progress. Adding resources to the nation's $18.7 billion-a-year space program would require cuts in other areas, said Lilly, who doesn't think lawmakers are willing to make those trades.

Rep. Pete Olson, R-Sugar Land, the ranking Republican on the House subcommittee that has jurisdiction over NASA, said wrangling the additional $3 billion a year would be “an enormous challenge — but one I am prepared to win.” Added Olson, whose district includes Johnson Space Center: “NASA doesn't require bailout funds — it needs the promised level of investment that previous Congresses have endorsed.”

The 10-member panel of space experts led by retired aerospace executive Norman Augustine suggested extending U.S. participation in the $100 billion space station for five years, extending budgeting for the retiring shuttle fleet by six months, delaying plans for a 2020 return to the moon and extending the timeline for the next generation of manned spacecraft by two years at least until 2017.

But the experts warned in their 12-page preliminary report to Obama on Tuesday that “meaningful human exploration” would be possible only under “a less constrained budget ramping (up) to approximately $3 billion per year” in additional spending by 2014. Former astronaut Sally Ride, a member of the committee, forecast $27.1 billion in additional funds would be needed over the next decade — a 27 percent increase over the $99.1 billion currently planned.

Even before Obama publicly reacts to Augustine's report to map the next steps in the nation's manned space exploration, members of Congress are scrambling.

“The immediate challenge goes beyond money to just getting NASA on the radar screen when everyone is focused on health care reform,” said a key congressional staffer involved in NASA issues.

Finding support

NASA supporters initially are targeting the Democratic leadership of appropriations subcommittees in the House and Senate with jurisdiction over NASA. Space advocates have an ally in Sen. Barbara Mikulski, D-Md., chairwoman of the Senate Appropriations Committee panel that handles space agency spending.

But in the House, pro-NASA lawmakers expect a fight with Rep. Alan Mollohan, D-W.Va., chairman of the House Appropriations Committee panel that cut next year's NASA spending nearly $500 million below what Obama requested. Lawmakers are looking for a House-Senate conference committee to restore the funds that Mollohan cut before the Augustine panel completed its work.

NASA Funding – Triggers Debate – Public 

Americans are evenly divided over funding space exploration.

Rasmussen Reports, 10/5/10 

(Biggest public opinion poll conductor in the United States, “52% Say Space Shuttle Program Has Been Worth The Cost”, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/lifestyle/general_lifestyle/october_2010/52_say_space_shuttle_program_has_been_worth_the_cost, accessed 6/27/11) EK

When it comes to cutting back on space exploration, Americans are evenly divided. Forty-one percent (41%) believe the United States should cut back on space exploration, down nine points from January, but an equal number (41%) disagree. Seventeen percent (17%) are not sure.

NASA Funding – Unpopular – GOP (1/3)

GOP leaders are against NASA

Perna, International Business Times 6/14/11 

(Gabriel - Editor/Reporter at International Business Times, Gingrich Rips NASA, Lexis) AC

In a debate of possible Republican candidates for presidency, former Speaker of the House Newt Gingrinch tore into NASA. The debate was the first for the 2012 Presidential Election and featured seven Republican candidates, some unofficial and some official. Gingrinch, who has formerly made a bid for Presidency, was asked a question about the role government should play in future space exploration. Gingrich made it clear he wasn't a fan of the space agency. "Well, sadly - and I say this sadly, because I'm a big fan of going into space and I actually worked to get the shuttle program to survive at one point - NASA has become an absolute case study in why bureaucracy can't innovate," Gingrich said. "If you take all the money we've spent at NASA since we landed on the moon and you had applied that money for incentives to the private sector, we would today probably have a permanent station on the moon, three or four permanent stations in space, a new generation of lift vehicles. And instead what we've had is bureaucracy after bureaucracy after bureaucracy, and failure after failure." Gingrich went onto say NASA has stood in the way of scientific opportunities. He said NASA should be getting out of the way and encouraging the private sector. Interestingly enough, NASA is doing just that when it launches the next generation of space exploration in a few years. After the space shuttle program ends in July, NASA will use Russian Soyuz spacecraft for future years until it facilitates a program with private sector partners for space exploration. The agency has a goal of getting a manned spacecraft to Mars by the 2030s and to an asteroid by the 2020s. NASA has already invested millions into companies like Space Exploration Technologies, which have created their own space shuttles and have plans to launch private sector space missions. Two other Republican candidates, former Minnesota Governor Tim Pawlenty and former Massachusetts Governor Mitt Romney also suggested NASA may be better off under the private sector.
NASA is unpopular with GOP – spending, bureaucracy, and better alternatives

Roop, writer on NASA and the HudsonAlpha Institute for Biotechnology, 6-19-11

(Lee, “NASA supporters find no white knight in GOP presidential field” The Huntsville Times, http://blog.al.com/breaking/2011/06/nasa_supporters_find_no_white.html, accessed June 21, 2011, EJONES)

NASA supporters have strongly criticized President Barack Obama for killing the agency's manned space program after taking office in 2009, but no Republican challenger seems ready to ride to the rescue in 2012. To the contrary, space enthusiasts in Huntsville and other NASA cities were swapping emails last week about the cold shoulder shown the space program by the GOP presidential candidates in a debate in New Hampshire last Monday night. A collective newspaper headline might have read: "NASA, they're just not that into you." For example, reporter Richard Dunham of the Houston Chronicle opened his report by writing, "The Republican presidential field sent a clear message to NASA workers in Texas and Florida: They don't see a federal role in funding human space flight." The critical moment came when CNN moderator John King asked if any GOP candidate would raise a hand to show support for continued federal funding for NASA. On the stage were Texas Rep. Ron Paul, former Massachusetts Gov. Mitt Romney, former Minnesota Gov. Tim Pawlenty, Minnesota Rep. Michele Bachmann, former Pennsylvania Sen. Rick Santorum, former House Speaker Newt Gingrich and former Godfather's Pizza CEO Herman Cain. "Nobody," King commented as the field stood silently with hands down. Pawlenty did step to the microphone after King's "nobody" remark to say NASA had "played a vital role" in American history. "I don't think we should be eliminating the space program," Pawlenty said. But Pawlenty followed up with his idea of a space program, and the word NASA wasn't in it. "We can partner with private providers to get more economies of scale," Pawlenty said, "and scale it back, but I don't think we should eliminate the space 

[CARD CONTINUES]
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[CARD CONTINUED, NO TEXT REMOVED]

program." Gingrich started the discussion when he responded to a debate question by calling NASA a "case study in why a bureaucracy can't innovate." But Gingrich said later that moderator King was mischaracterizing his position. "I didn't say end the space program," Gingrich said. "We built the transcontinental railroads without a National Department of Railroads. You could get into space faster, better, more effectively, more creatively if you decentralized it, got it out of Washington and cut out the bureaucracy." So, for those keeping score, the only Republican candidates talking about space Monday night did so while using phrases such as "scale it back," "get it out of Washington" and "cut out the bureaucracy." Dr. Jess Brown, a political science professor at Athens State University, said he watched the debate and saw little indication of support for NASA. "The best you can say is we're going to do more with the private sector, and the public sector - NASA - is going to have a shrinking role and shrinking scope of responsibilities," Brown said Friday. "And in general policy terms, that's exactly what people here locally criticized Obama for."
The GOP sees NASA as high quality pork that they would love to cut

Simberg, Competitive Enterprise Institute adjunct scholar and aerospace engineer, 2010

(Rand, aerospace engineer and a consultant in space commercialization, space tourism, and Internet security “In Search of a Conservative Space Policy” The New Atlantis Fall 2010 #29 pp 97 http://www.thenewatlantis.com/publications/in-search-of-a-conservative-space-policy accessed: 6-21-11) TJL

Also, the U.S. space program very quickly became high-quality pork. As vice president and later president, Lyndon Johnson was determined to use the program to help industrialize the South, not unlike what the Tennessee Valley Authority had done during the Great Depression. NASA opened centers of high-technology jobs in Florida, Alabama, Virginia, Mississippi, Louisiana, and, of course, Johnson’s home state of Texas. (Historian James C. Bennett has pithily described the space program as a “Marshall Plan for the Confederacy.”) There is no “natural” location, for instance, for a mission control center — but when Rice University offered up the land for such a facility in Johnson’s home state, it became a done deal, and soon Houston’s Johnson Space Center (as it is now known) was born.

Republicans will backlash against the plan – they distrust Obama space policy

Whittington, Yahoo News, 11

(Mark, 5/8/11, Yahoo News, “White House and Congress Clash Over NASA Funding, Space Cooperation with China” http://news.yahoo.com/s/ac/20110508/pl_ac/8438927_white_house_and_congress_clash_over_nasa_funding_space_cooperation_with_china , accessed 6-29-11)

The distrust Congress holds toward the administration where it comes to space policy is palatable. Members of Congress have expressed the view that NASA is slow walking the heavy lift launcher. Many are also pretty sure that the White House is trying to circumnavigate the law and is trying to find ways to cooperate with China despite the law.

All of this points to the very real possibility that congress will use the power of the purse to restrict White House space policy options and to impose its own will on the future direction of NASA and space exploration. That this clash is happening at all is a direct result of a series of political blunders made by the administration dating back to the cancellation of the Constellation space exploration program and a lack of leadership on the part of the president. 

NASA Funding – Unpopular – GOP (3/3)

NASA funding not popular – GOP wants cuts

Roop, Hunstville Times, 11

[Lee, 2-15-11, Huntsville Times, “NASA gets level funding in President Obama’s budget, but Congress gets last word”, http://blog.al.com/space-news/2011/02/nasa_gets_level_funding_in_pre.html, accessed 6-27-11]

With lawmakers in Washington revving up to cut federal spending next year, President Barack Obama showed his support for NASA Monday by proposing an $18.7 billion 2012 budget for the space agency, the same as this year. "It is a good budget for NASA and for Marshall Space Flight Center," Marshall Director Robert Lightfoot said in Huntsville. But it might not be good enough for Republicans in the House determined to cut government spending to 2008 levels to lower a ballooning federal deficit. That would mean $17.3 billion for NASA next year. 

NASA Funding – Unpopular – Congress

NASA is facing bipartisan pressure to cut its budget

Roop, Huntsville Times 2/20/11 

(Lee – Staff Writer, NASA has goal, needs new budget, Lexis) AC

NASA's budget is like the rest of the federal government these days - under pressure to drop - but this year supporters say there is at least broad agreement on what NASA should be doing. "That gives us a mission, a reason to move forward," Huntsville Mayor Tommy Battle said Thursday of President Barack Obama's proposed budget for fiscal 2012. It wasn't that way last year when the White House sent a budget to Capitol Hill that proposed killing Constellation, NASA's rocket program of record at the time. It was being developed here, and Huntsville has a key role in NASA's new mission, too. The president wanted to replace Constellation with long-term research by NASA on a new deep-space rocket and a government-stimulated commercial fleet to carry astronauts and cargo to the International Space Station. With the space shuttle winding down, Congress rebelled at the idea of no NASA-manned rocket coming behind it. In one of its few bipartisan acts last year, Congress passed and President Obama agreed to sign the NASA Authorization Act of 2010. It ordered NASA to build - not just design - a new heavy-lift rocket for deep-space missions by 2016, but it also supported the president's push for commercial rockets. "Bottom line, after months of negotiation, the White House and Congress agreed to a plan for exploring space in law," Steve Cook, a Huntsville aerospace executive and former NASA Constellation manager, summed up Friday. This year, the alliance faces a two-front budget battle. The first front is spending for 2011. Congress is still fighting over 2011 spending because it never passed a budget for the year. Instead, a short-term spending agreement called a Continuing Resolution that expires March 4 is keeping all government entities, including NASA, going at 2010 spending levels. On Saturday, the House gave final approval to its version of a 2010 budget, and it moves $298 million from NASA to community policing in America's cities. The NASA cut was led by Democrats in what is supposed to be a House ruled by Republican budget-cutters, and it shows the threat to NASA on both sides of the aisle. "We have to help people (in Congress) understand the difference between what the federal government's duties and responsibilities are (versus) the duties and responsibilities of state and local government," U.S. Rep. Mo Brooks, R-Huntsville, said after a preliminary vote on the cut. The House "got it backwards," Brooks said. The second budget front is next year's 2012 budget, and here's where cracks are showing in the united front. The White House budget proposes level funding for NASA next year. It gives $1.8 billion to the new heavy-lift rocket. But it cuts another $850 million from the amount Congress authorized last year for heavy-lift in 2012 and gives the same amount to commercial space companies. That would be $350 million more for commercial space flight than Congress authorized. Congress didn't like a big move toward as-yet unproved commercial rockets last year, and it probably won't this year, either. But NASA supporters say privately they feared White House support for heavy-lift would be even lower, given the budget situation and the administration's continued infatuation with commercial companies.

NASA Funding – Unpopular – House – GOP

Republicans need to cut NASA spending to keep their promises

Roop, Huntsville Times 1/23/11 

(Lee – Staff Writer, House GOP proposal would cost NASA Spending cut would be $1.4B, Lexis) AC

NASA's share of the federal budget is threatened by a furious Washington debate about government spending that is causing headaches for one Alabama lawmaker and could cause headaches for another. Republicans controlling the U.S. House of Representatives have promised to try to cut non-defense and non-entitlement spending this year to at least 2008 levels. Such cuts would likely face Senate opposition, meaning some sort of compromise. But if the House prevails, the result would be a $1.4 billion loss for NASA, which had an $18.7 billion 2010 budget and a $17.3 billion budget in 2008. NASA is still less than 1 percent of the total federal budget. NASA has no approved budget for fiscal 2011 right now - neither does any other federal agency four months into the fiscal year - but is operating under a continuing resolution at the 2010 spending level. A $1.4 billion cut would approach the $1.8 billion NASA hoped to spend this year on the new heavy-lift rocket Con-gress ordered last year in the NASA Authorization Act of 2010.

NASA Funding – Unpopular – Senate – Rockefeller (D-WV) 

Senator Rockefeller thinks NASA is not effective at maintaining U.S. space leadership

Rockefeller, U.S. West Virginia Senator, 2011

(Jay, 5/19/11, NASA Statement, “Sen. Rockefeller Statement: Hearing on Contributions of Space to National Imperatives”, http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewsr.rss.html?pid=37099, 6/21/11) EK

The list goes on and on--and that's just technologies derived from the Space Shuttle Program. Our space exploration has led to countless discoveries which save and improve lives here on Earth. For all those reasons, and more, it is critical that we maintain our space leadership. That's what members of this Committee have fought to do. Last year, we drafted and passed legislation that laid out a carefully considered bipartisan vision of the best path forward for NASA. It was a vision that enabled ambitious investments in science, aeronautics, education and human space flight exploration, while also recognizing current budgetary constraints. It laid out a new way for NASA. More than seven months after President Obama signed this bill into law, I am concerned NASA is not moving forward with implementing it with the urgency it requires. I'm worried that NASA's inaction and indecision in making this transition could hurt America's space leadership--something that would cost us billions of dollars and years to repair. It is for this reason that I'm prepared to step up the Committee's oversight today. This morning I, along with members of this Committee, sent a letter to Administrator Bolden. The letter outlines steps NASA should to take to help this Committee determine whether it is fully implementing the law. As I've said before, implementation of the law is a priority for me, and for this Committee. We simply can't afford to get it wrong.

Senator Rockefeller thinks NASA is not effective at maintaining U.S. space leadership

Rockefeller, U.S. West Virginia Senator, 2011

(Jay, 5/19/11, NASA Statement, “Sen. Rockefeller Statement: Hearing on Contributions of Space to National Imperatives”, http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewsr.rss.html?pid=37099, 6/21/11) EK

A major focus, not surprisingly, is the agency’s plans for developing a heavy-lift vehicle as authorized in last year’s act. Senators, including subcommittee chairman Bill Nelson (D-FL) and full committee ranking member Kay Bailey Hutchison (R-TX), made it clear they were not satisfied with the report NASA delivered in January outlining their initial plans for development of the Space Launch System (SLS) and Multi Purpose Crew Vehicle (MPCV) for the ISS. They pressed agency officials for more details about those efforts, and were told that an updated study on development of the SLS and MPCV, including their estimated schedule given projected funding, would be completed by late spring or early summer. (Nelson went so far as to ask Doug Cooke, the associate administrator for exploration, to “step on some toes” at OMB and OSTP if necessary to expedite their approval of those studies, since Cooke will be retiring later this year and thus didn’t have anything to lose.)

[NOTE: OMB = Office of Management and Budget, OSTP = Office of Science and Technology Policy]

NASA Funding – Unpopular – Tea Party (1/3)

Tea Party in Space is dedicated to deficit reduction

Gasser, President of the Tea Party in Space, 6/23/11 

(Andres – President of the Tea party in Space, Press Release: TEA Party Launches Space Platform, Press Release: TEA Party Launches Space Platform, Access: 6/28/11) AC

TEA Party in Space (TPIS), a non-partisan organization, today publicly released the TEA Party Space Platform. œThis is our response to the vacuum of leadership in Washington, D.C., for Americas national space enterprise, said Andrew Gasshttp://www.blogger.com/img/blank.gifer, President of TPIS. œWhether its timidity from the White House or Congress earmark-laden ˜compromises, our space dreams will be stuck on this planet unless someone articulates a vision based on economic and technical reality, so thats what weve done. This platform, and its specific planks, are grounded in sound science, technology, and the TEA Partys core values. The TEA Party in Space Platform promotes fiscal responsibility, limited government, and stimulation of the free market. œThe status quo of crony capitalism, earmarking billions of NASAs budget to a few companies, districts and states, has got to stop. We already tried this approach with Constellation and all we have to show for it are stacks of power point presentations, some pretty CGI videos, and a half-billion-dollar practice rocket, said Gasser. œIts time to return NASA to its roots as an R&D agency instead of serving as a slush fund for a few influential members of congress. This platform provides that plan. This platform gives the Administration, Congress, and federal candidates guidance on economic policy, technology development, and legislative priorities to help advance Americas leadership in space. Specific issues covered in the platform include reform of the International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR), tax incentives for space investment, and changes to how NASA does business. One example of government waste the platform corrects is the U.S. Senates mandating of a wasteful Space Launch System in last years NASA Authorization Act. Instead of embracing new technology and opportunities to leverage private investment, Congress chose to waste over $11 billion in a few districts and states to keep a few contractors in business for a few more years. Instead, the TPIS platform calls for moving NASA away from the œApollo crash program model of designing, building, and operating its own unique and ultra-expensive launch vehicles. œThe same NASA centers and contractors who failed to complete the Constellation program are getting a bailout courtesy of the taxpayers. Billions of dollars continue to be directed to Ares contractors, just under a different name, SLS, Everett Wilkinson, head of the South Florida Tea Party, stated. œThe TEA Partys core values are just what Americas space endeavors need right now in this volatile economy. NASA is being forced to fund programs that are behind schedule and ridiculously over budget. Its time to ask: ˜how much is enough? Both NASA, and the American taxpayer deserve a better plan and thats what our platform provides.

NASA Funding – Unpopular – Tea Party (2/3)

The Tea Party in Space wants to cancel expensive projects and curb Space Exploration

Nelson, Daily Caller, 6/24/11 

(Steven – Daily Caller Staff Writer, Tea Party group launches into space policy debate, http://dailycaller.com/2011/06/24/tea-party-group-launches-into-space-policy-debate/, Access: 6/28/11) AC

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

NASA Funding – Unpopular – Tea Party (3/3)

NASA spending is unpopular with TEA Party

TEA Party Patriots, 6/23/11 

(“TEA Party Space Platform”, http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewpr.html?pid=33929, accessed 6/25/11, EK)

(Washington DC) -- TEA Party in Space (TPIS), a non-partisan organization, today publicly released the TEA Party Space Platform (link to platform). "This is our response to the vacuum of leadership in Washington, D.C., for America's national space enterprise," said Andrew Gasser, President of TPIS. "Whether it's timidity from the White House or Congress' earmark-laden 'compromises', our space dreams will be stuck on this planet unless someone articulates a vision based on economic and technical reality, so that's what we've done." This platform, and its specific planks, are grounded in sound science, technology, and the TEA Party's core values. The TEA Party in Space Platform promotes fiscal responsibility, limited government, and stimulation of the free market. "The status quo of crony capitalism, earmarking billions of NASA's budget to a few companies, districts and states, has got to stop. We already tried this approach with Constellation and all we have to show for it are stacks of power point presentations, some pretty CGI videos, and a half-billion-dollar practice rocket" said Gasser. "It's time to return NASA to its roots as an R&D agency instead of serving as a slush fund for a few influential members of congress. This platform provides that plan." This platform gives the Administration, Congress, and federal candidates guidance on economic policy, technology development, and legislative priorities to help advance America's leadership in space. Specific issues covered in the platform include reform of the International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR), tax incentives for space investment, and changes to how NASA does business. One example of government waste the platform corrects is the U.S. Senate's mandating of a wasteful Space Launch System in last year's NASA Authorization Act. Instead of embracing new technology and opportunities to leverage private investment, Congress chose to waste over $11 billion in a few districts and states to keep a few contractors in business for a few more years. Instead, the TPIS platform calls for moving NASA away from the 'Apollo crash program model' of designing, building, and operating its own unique and ultra-expensive launch vehicles. "The same NASA centers and contractors who failed to complete the Constellation program are getting a bailout courtesy of the taxpayers. Billions of dollars continue to be directed to Ares contractors, just under a different name, SLS" Everett Wilkinson stated. "The TEA Party's core values are just what America's space endeavors need right now in this volatile economy. NASA is being forced to fund programs that are behind schedule and ridiculously over budget. It's time to ask: 'how much is enough?' Both NASA, and the American taxpayer deserve a better plan and that's what our platform provides." "Our goal is make space policy a national issue. We want to educate Americans and our elected officials that we have a space economy and not just a space program, and every district and state can participate. We need to move away from calling a state a 'space state' or a district a 'space district'" stated Isaac Mooers, TPIS Director of Operations. "We have a platform that will grow all of America's potential in space. We ask each elected official, and those running for office, to review the TEA Party Space Platform and pledge to vote in line with this platform." TPIS and its volunteer network will be reaching out nationwide to candidates and elected officials of all parties.

Defense Spending – Unpopular – Tea Party

Nothing is off the table for Tea Party cuts – this includes the defense budget

AP 1-24-11

(Associated Press, “Tea Party: Defense Spending Not Exempt From Cuts” http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2011/01/23/politics/main7274710.shtml, accessed June 28, 2011, EJONES)

Back home, supporters of the conservative tea party movement clamoring for the debt-ridden federal government to slash spending say nothing should be off limits. Tea party-backed lawmakers echo that argument, and they are not exempting the military's multibillion-dollar budget in a time of war. That demand is creating hard choices for the newest members of Congress, especially Republicans who owe their elections and solid House majority to the influential grass-roots movement. Cutting defense and canceling weapons could mean deep spending reductions and high marks from tea partiers as the U.S. wrestles with a $1.3 trillion deficit. Yet it also could jeopardize thousands of jobs when unemployment is running high. Proponents of the cuts could also face criticism that they're trying to weaken national security in a post-Sept. 11 world. House Republican leaders specifically exempted defense, homeland security and veterans' programs from spending cuts in their party's "Pledge to America" campaign manifesto last fall. But the House's new majority leader, Rep. Eric Cantor of Virginia, has said defense programs could join others on the cutting board. The defense budget is about $700 billion annually. Few in Congress have been willing to make cuts as U.S. troops fight in Afghanistan and wind up the operation in Iraq. Defense Secretary Robert Gates, in a recent pre-emptive move, proposed $78 billion in spending cuts and an additional $100 billion in cost-saving moves. While that amounts to $13 billion less than the Pentagon wanted to spend in the coming year, it still stands as 3 percent growth after inflation is taken into account. That's why tea party groups say if the government is going to cut spending, the military's budget needs to be part of the mix. "The widely held sentiment among Tea Party Patriot members is that every item in the budget, including military spending and foreign aid, must be on the table," said Mark Meckler, co-founder of the Tea Party Patriots. "It is time to get serious about preserving the country for our posterity. The mentality that certain programs are 'off the table' must be taken off the table." Former House Majority Leader Dick Armey and Matt Kibbe, leaders of the group FreedomWorks, which has backed the tea partiers, recently wrote in a Wall Street Journal editorial that "defense spending should not be exempt from scrutiny." On Gates' proposed savings of $145 billion over five years, they said, "That's a start."

Spending – Unpopular – Tea Party (1/4)

The Tea Party hates spending and is key to any progress in the House

PrairiePundit, 4-19-11

(“S&P joins the Tea Party in criticizing debt and spending”, Prairepundit byline: Merv Lexis, Accessed June 27, 2011, EJONES)

The powerful yet often criticized Tea Party movement found its fiscal conservatism strengthened on Monday when Standard & Poor's (NYSE:MHP) threatened to downgrade the U.S. credit rating. S&P's move changing its outlook on the U.S. rating to negative from stable comes as Republicans and Democrats spar over how to slash the deficit and debate whether to raise the limits on U.S. credit. The influential Wall Street rating agency changed its credit outlook for the United States citing a "material risk" that Washington may not agree on how to trim the massive U.S. deficit, projected to reach $1.4 trillion this year. "It (the S&P report) is a vindication of the Tea Party and its stance that we're spending too much," said Republican Blake Farenthold, one of more than 50 members of the House of Representatives' Tea Party Caucus. "The Tea Party isn't a bunch of radical crazies. They are everyday folks who have enough common sense to realize that we are on an unsustainable path of 'spend, spend, spend,'" Farenthold told Reuters. The Tea Party helped make deficit reduction a top issue in last year's election, and, in doing so, helped Republicans win control of the House of Representatives from President Barack Obama's Democrats. Under pressure from the Tea Party, Congress last week approved what was billed as a historic deal to cut U.S. spending this fiscal year by $38 billion. But Tea Partiers, who favored at least $100 billion in cuts, complained it wasn't nearly enough. House Republican Leader Eric Cantor, who along with other high-ranking members of his party have drawn Tea Party fire, reiterated his call for any increase in the $14.3 trillion debt limit to be accompanied by significant spending cuts. "Today S&P sent a wake-up call to those in Washington asking Congress to blindly increase the debt limit," he said. "As S&P made clear, getting spending and our deficit under control can no longer be put off for another day, which is why House Republicans will only move forward on the President's request to increase the debt limit if it is accompanied by serious reforms that immediately reduce federal spending." ...The S&P report tends to validate Tea Party positions on the debt and it will add to their argument going into the 2012 campaign. Obama ignores it at his peril. His message of raising taxes is one that voters already reject by about 65 percent. His speeches are just going to remind voters just how out of touch Obama is.
The Tea Party hates spending – debt debate proves

Chaddock, Christian Science Monitor, 3-31-11

(Gail Russell, Christian Science Monitor staff writer, “Tea party rally to Congress: Spending cuts aren't deep enough” Christian Science Monitor, http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Politics/2011/0331/Tea-party-rally-to-Congress-Spending-cuts-aren-t-deep-enough accessed June 28, 2011, EJONES)

Amid reports that House and Senate negotiators are close to a deal to avert a government shutdown, tea party activists are converging on the Capitol for a midday rally to press for deeper spending cuts and for defunding President Obama’s health-care reform. “I think we’ll see a high level of excitement,” says Rep. Steve King (R) of Iowa, a featured speaker at Thursday’s rally. “It helps our leadership to have a strong showing so that Republicans and [Senate majority leader] Harry Reid sees that this is real.” A key target for the rally is the ongoing negotiations over spending for the balance of the 2011 fiscal year. The latest continuing resolution will expire on April 8. Activists are also calling on Congress to defund Planned Parenthood and to remove some $105 billion in automatic funding for health-care reform that was written into the 2010 legislation – moves that Democrats strongly oppose. Republicans campaigned to win back the House last year on a pledge to cut spending $100 billion below Mr. Obama’s 2011 budget request. That’s comparable to the $61.5 billion cut below current spending levels that the House passed on Feb. 19 and the Senate subsequently rejected. After a meeting with Senate Democrats on Wednesday evening, Vice President 
[CARD CONTINUES]
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Biden told reporters that both sides are now working off the same number: $73 billion in cuts off the president’s budget request, or $33 billion below current spending levels. “There’s no reason why, with all that’s going on in the world and with the state of the economy, we can’t reach an agreement to avoid a government shutdown, because the bottom line is we’re working off the same number,” he said in a statement. The challenge now is to identify cuts that will not “eviscerate the ability of the economy to grow,” he added. House Republican leaders initially proposed $32 billion in cuts for FY 2011, but yielded to conservative pressure to increase proposed cuts to $62 billion. Reverting to the lower level will be a tough sell for many House conservatives. “We made a promise of $100 billion in our Pledge to America, and it’s going to be difficult to come off that,” says freshman Rep. Blake Farenthold (R) of Texas, who won a tough election with tea party support. Commenting on today’s tea party rally, he added: “I think they need to be here – [to] have our backs.” For weeks, Senate Democratic leaders have called on Speaker John Boehner (R) of Ohio to break with the tea party wing of the Republican Party in these budget negotiations or risk a shutdown. “Let me reiterate my hope that the Republican leadership recognizes that they can't continue to be pulled to the right by a radical, unrealistic, unreasonable and unpopular faction,” said Senator Reid in a floor speech on Wednesday. “If they want to move the country forward, they can't let the tea party call the shots.” A new CNN/Opinion Research Corporation poll, released Wednesday, signals that public support for the tea party movement is slipping. Only 32 percent have a favorable opinion of the movement, down from 37 percent in December. At the same time, 47 percent of Americans now view the tea party movement unfavorably. That compares with 48 percent who view the Republican and Democratic parties unfavorably. (The margin of error is plus or minus 3 percentage points.) But the tea party is still a powerful presence on Capitol Hill, especially within the House Republican conference. While only 57 of 241 Republicans formally joined the House Tea Party Caucus, most conservatives share the movement’s focus on cutting spending and reining in the size of government. Moreover, Republicans, including tea party Republicans, are wary that appearing to cave to Democrats on spending could leave them vulnerable to primary challenges from the right in 2012. “Democrats know that if main street Republicans and tea party Republicans split, it’s all over,” says 10-term Rep. Jack Kingston (R) of Georgia. In a nod to today’s rally, Senate Republicans Thursday afternoon will launch a “consensus balanced budget amendment to the Constitution,” a move they say will “dramatically cut the nation’s $14 trillion debt.”
Tea Party hates spending and has enough clout to get other Republicans to go along with them

LA Times, 2-11-11

(“At 'tea party' urging, Republicans deepen spending cuts” http://articles.latimes.com/2011/feb/11/nation/la-na-gop-budget-20110212, accessed June 28, 2011, EJONES)

House Republicans called for cuts in hundreds of government programs Friday night in a $61-billion savings package they toughened at the demand of "tea party"-backed conservatives. From education to job training, the environment and nutrition, few domestic programs were would be left untouched — and some were would be eliminated — in the measure, which is expected to reach the floor for a vote next week. Among the programs targeted for elimination are Americorps and the Corporation for Public Broadcasting. In contrast, spending on defense and veterans' programs were protected. The measure marks an initial down payment by newly empowered Republicans on their promise to rein in federal deficits and reduce the size of government. In a statement, House Majority Leader Eric Cantor (R-Va.) called the measure "a historic effort to get our fiscal house in order and restore certainty to the economy. This legislation will mark the largest spending cut in modern history and will help restore confidence so that people can get back to work." Democrats harshly criticized the bill, signaling the onset of weeks of 
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partisan struggle over spending priorities. House Democratic minority leader Nancy Pelosi (D-San Francisco) issued a statement calling the bill irresponsible, adding that it would "target critical education programs like Head Start, halt innovation and disease research, end construction projects to rebuild America and take cops off the beat." But first-term Republican conservatives claimed victory after forcing their own leadership to expand the measure. "$100 billion is $100 billion is $100 billion," said Rep. Tim Scott (R-S.C.), referring to the amount the revised package would cut from President Obama's budget request of a year ago. That was the amount contained in the Republican "Pledge to America" in last fall's campaign, and when party leaders initially suggested a smaller package of cuts this week, many of the 87-member freshman class who have links to the tea party rebelled. But Obama's budget was never enacted, so the GOP proposal isn't as far-reaching when compared to with actual spending. Even some Republicans acknowledged privately that the legislation would cut about $61 billion, not $100 billion. Some of the largest cuts would be borne by WIC, which provides nutritional support for women and infants, cut by $747 million, and training and employment grants to the states, ticketed for a $1.4-billion reduction. In addition, Republicans proposed a 43% cut in border security fencing and a 53% reduction in an account used to fund cleanup of the Great Lakes. The measure also asserts Republican priorities in several contentious areas. It prohibits the Nuclear Regulatory Commission from terminating plans for a nuclear waste site at Yucca Mountain in Nevada — a direct challenge to Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.).
The Tea Party hates spending and they have enough clout to pressure the rest of the GOP

Strand, CBN News Washington Senior Correspondent, 4-1-11

(Paul, “Tea Party to GOP: Budget Cuts Not Deep Enough” http://www.cbn.com/cbnnews/politics/2011/March/Tea-Party-Pushes-for-More-Spending-Cuts/, accessed June 28, 2011, EJONES)

With Washington facing a massive budget deficit, Congress is looking to cuts even more spending. The negotiations between the two parties haven't been easy. Ever mindful of the growing $14 trillion national debt, Tea Party members continue to put pressure on Republicans to keep their campaign promises to rectify the situation. "The national debt went up $75 billion in a day on March 15," Seton Motley, president of the group Less Government, said. "So if you think you're cutting a $104 billion for the year and it went up $75 billion in one day, you're not making a lot of headway," he said. But that $104 billion in cuts was only intended to be a Republican goal for this year. Apparently, they may be willing to settle for as little as $33 billion - an amount that is far from satisfactory to the Tea Party. "Stop spending money you don't have!" Rep., Michele, R-Minn., exclaimed at Thursday's Tea Party rally. Republican leaders have defended themselves, saying they can only do so much with the Democrats in charge of most of the government. "We control one-half of one-third of the government here in Washington," House Speaker John Boehner, R-Ohio, told reporters at a weekly briefing. "We can't impose our will on the Senate. All we can do is to fight for all of the spending cuts that we can get an agreement to." But the Tea Party has made it clear they want to see more than congressional leaders agreeing with them in word - they want actual deeds "When you set the bar low, you jump low," Rep. Allen West, R-Fla., said. "You all have some high standards and high expectations, and we have to start living up to them," he added. "One of the problems we have is a lack of visionary leadership and have to bring that forward." Republicans are concerned that some Democrats will only offer lowball cuts that aren't acceptable in hopes of forcing a government shutdown, making the GOP look bad in the eyes of the public. Still, some conservative lawmakers say they're willing to pay that price to secure real spending cuts. "You know, nobody wants a government shutdown," Rep. Mike Pence, R-Ind., said. "But if we don't take a stand, we're going to shut down the future for our children and grandchildren." "We as Republicans need to not be so afraid of a shutdown that we're afraid 
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to stand on principle," Sen. Jim DeMint, R-S.C., said. There's no doubt the Tea Party will continue to press the GOP to hold on to that principle. "With a deficit this year of $1.65 trillion and a national debt of $14 trillion and a defiant liberal majority in the Senate, it's time to pick a fight," Pence said. Meanwhile, the Tea Party will be looking forward to next year's elections, when they hope to elect more candidates who mean business when it comes to taking on the nation's debt crisis.

NASA Funding – Popular – Congress (1/3)
NASA is untouchable even in an atmosphere of cuts

Raju and Breshnahan, Congressional Reporters for Politico 4/20/11
(Manu – Award winning reporter and John – Ex-Editor of Roll Call and senior reporter, Shooting for the moon amid budget cuts, Lexis) AC

For all the rhetoric about cutting government spending, NASA's space mission remains sacred in Congress. A handful of powerful lawmakers are so eager to see an American on the moon - or even Mars - that they effectively mandated NASA to spend "not less than" $3 billion for a new rocket project and space capsule in the 2011 budget bill signed by the president last week. NASA has repeatedly raised concerns about the timeframe for building a smaller rocket - but the new law expresses Congress's will for the space agency to make a massive "heavy-lift" rocket that can haul 130 metric tons, like the ones from the days of the Apollo. Congressional approval of the plan - all while $38 billion is being cut elsewhere in the federal government - reflects not only the power of key lawmakers from NASA-friendly states, but the enduring influence of major contractors like Lockheed Martin and Boeing in those states. For instance, a series of stop-gap spending laws had kept money flowing to the man-to-moon Constellation program because Sen. Richard Shelby (R-Ala.) initially tucked a provision into a 2010 budget bill - even though President Barack Obama and Congress agreed last fall to end that Bush-era initiative. An internal NASA audit pegged the cost of that move at $215 million over five months. While some praise Congress for pushing the United States to remain a world leader in space science, critics say the national space program is effectively run by lawmakers protecting jobs in their home states. "Manned spaceflight is prohibitively expensive, especially considering our budgetary woes," said Steve Ellis, vice president of Taxpayers for Common Sense, a budget watchdog group. "At one point, the administration was trying to lead NASA out of that, but congressional politics protecting parochial interests have forced the agency to waste money in the recent short-term continuing resolutions and are forcing a specific approach down NASA's throat in the yearlong spending bill." The latest $3 billion will likely be awarded to the same major companies that had contracts under the Bush-era Constellation program, most notably Boeing, Lockheed Martin and Alliant Techsystems - firms with extensive operations in Alabama, Maryland, Texas and Utah. As a whole, NASA is facing its own budget crunch, with its $18.5 billion budget recently trimmed by about $275 million. A top space expert, Scott Pace of The George Washington University, testified last month that NASA spent at least $21 billion over the past two decades for various programs, including manned space flight, that were later canceled. But Congress has no desire to let the agency slow down its work to return to the moon and beyond, even if that potentially could take decades to accomplish. Lawmakers from those states say their push is not parochial - that it's rooted in the national interest to ensure the U.S. remains the base for an industry that supports thousands of highly skilled jobs. Moreover, they say it makes sense to give money to contractors with proven track records in this technical field, especially ones who have already begun work on the next generation of rockets. "Dismissing [the 130-ton rocket], or the capsule work, as constituent concerns misses the point that these are unique, national capabilities necessary to remain a leader in space exploration," said Rep. Robert Aderholt (R-Ala.). "The Chinese are building a 130-ton rocket to go to the moon. We are dependent on the Russians for access to the International Space Station. The greatest nation on Earth, the one who stunned the world and inspired a generation by sending a man to walk on the moon, cannot afford to be eclipsed by Russia or China." One of Obama's central promises in his February 2010 budget was to end the Constellation program, which called for sending humans back to the moon for the first time since 1972, transitioning instead to private companies that could carry astronauts to the International Space Station. Under heavy criticism from Congress, Obama later insisted he wasn't abandoning the manned space mission. Last October, he signed the NASA authorization law in which Congress laid out its vision for future space travel, including the initial development of a smaller rocket that could enter the Earth's lower orbit, before upgrading to the massive heavy-lift rocket to go to the moon and beyond.
NASA Funding – Popular – Congress (2/3)

NASA allies want to secure future funding in Congress

Space & Missile Defense Report, 11
(2-28-11, Vol 12 No. 5, NASA Supporters: New Spending Plan Does Not Jibe With Law, Lexis) AC

President Barack Obama proposed an $18.7 billion NASA budget for fiscal year 2012 recently that some supporters of the space agency said does not jibe with Congress' wishes. The FY '12 measure, which freezes NASA spending at FY '10 levels, supports President Barack Obama's plan to dismantle President George W. Bush's Constellation space-exploration program and support the development of a commercial space industry. Yet the request to Congress does not completely jibe with the NASA Authorization Act of 2010, which Obama signed into law last October and authorizes $58.4 billion for the agency from FY '11 through FY '13, NASA supporters said. "We are disappointed with the proposed fiscal year 2012 budget for NASA of $18.7 billion, which represents a cut of $750 million from the authorized level and a major drop of more than $6.2 billion from the fiscal year 2011 request over the next four years," Aerospace Industries Association (AIA) President and Chief Executive Officer Marion Blakey said recently. One difference between the NASA authorization measure and the FY '12 appropriations measure unveiled recently is the level of funding for bolstering commercial space companies that could carry crew and cargo to low-Earth orbit. The appropriations bill would spend $850 million, while the authorization law calls for $612 million. The newly proposed FY '12 appropriations bill also contains approximately $1 billion less in funding for a new heavy-lift rocket than in the authorization measure, observers said. Sen. Bill Nelson (D-Fla.), chairman of the Senate Commerce Space and Science subcommittee, signaled recently he will try to change Obama's FY '12 NASA proposal. "In this time of necessary budget cuts, NASA does well compared to most other agencies," Nelson, a one-time astronaut, said in a statement. "But the president's budget does not follow the bi-partisan NASA law Congress passed late last year. The Congress will assert its priorities in the next six months." NASA said in a statement recently that its FY '12 budget proposal "supports all elements of NASA's 2010 Authorization Act."

NASA Funding – Popular – Congress (3/3)

Congress wants more NASA funding

Foust, Senior Analyst with the Futron Corporation, 11

(Jeff, 3/16/11, Spacepolitics.com blog, “Senate hearing emphasizes uncertainty”, http://www.spacepolitics.com/2011/03/16/senate-hearing-emphasizes-uncertainty/, 6/21/11) EK

Complicating matters is the current budget environment, with another three-week continuing resolution (CR) set to be enacted later this week. That CR keeps in place language that keeps NASA from terminating Constellation programs. Pressed on how much money NASA has “wasted”, in the words of Sen. Nelson, on Constellation programs as a result of that provision, Cooke would only say a “small amount” had been wasted, without giving a specific amount, saying that work was being phased on existing contracts so that it can be used to support SLS and MPCV work. Still, he said, “Certainly we would be happy and less constrained without the restrictions.” Hutchison did indicate that the continuing series of CRs may finally be reaching its end. “I believe that the sentiment on the Hill now is that this would be the last temporary continuing resolution that we will pass,” she said, “and that we must go to the long-term continuing resolution that takes us through the end of the fiscal year.” The new CR would extend funding to April 8, giving Congress just over three weeks to figure out what the final FY11 funding levels should be. Senators also expressed concerns that the FY12 budget request does not match up with the authorization act levels, particularly for the SLS and MPCV; some asked, given the January report that indicated that fielding the SLS by the end of 2016 is not feasible at authorized spending levels, why the administration would then go and request less money for those programs, while requesting additional funding for commercial crew. “I do hope that you can help us see that perhaps we’re mistaken, that perhaps you are not going back to just focusing on the commercial side and leaving our basic NASA missions without the priority that Congress has put on the agency,” Hutchison said in her opening statement.
[NOTE: Sen. Nelson = U.S. Senator (D – FL), Cooke = Douglas R. Cooke, Associate Administrator for Exploration Systems Mission Directorate, SLS = Space Launch System, MPCV = Multi Purpose Crew Vehicle, Hutchison = Kay Bailey Hutchinson (R-TX)]

NASA Funding – Popular – Senate – Shelby (R-AL)

Beltway Senators want a continuation of Space jobs

Busdeker – Huntsville Times 10

(Jon, Preserving space jobs big focus for Shelby, 3/8/10, Lexis) AC

U.S. Sen. Richard Shelby is concerned. As NASA's Constellation space exploration program hangs in the balance, Shelby told The Times editorial board on Sunday afternoon he's concerned about private companies getting into the business of space. He's worried that China and India will "fill the vacuum" if U.S. manned space flight goes away. But most of all, Shelby, R-Tuscaloosa, is troubled about the loss of jobs if Constellation is killed. "The jobs are important," Shelby said. "You lose the critical mass of scientists and engineers, it's hard to bring it back. ... We're going to do everything we can to retain this program." This morning, Shelby will speak to the Huntsville/Madison County Chamber of Commerce at the Davidson Center for Space Exploration. Shelby's visit to North Alabama comes on the heels of last week's meeting with NASA Administrator Charles Bolden, who is trying to sell President Barack Obama's $19 billion NASA budget request on Capitol Hill. If approved, the budget request will kill the Constellation space exploration program introduced in 2005 by President George W. Bush. Shelby has accused the Obama administration of beginning "the death march for NASA" and has told Bolden he is "out of step with Congress." Shelby described last Thursday's meeting with Bolden as "to the point." "I believe some of us have fundamental disagreements on how the administration wants to go," Shelby said. Shelby has vowed to fight the changes, he said. "I don't call this a bump in the road. It's bigger than that," he said.

NASA Funding – Popular – House – U.S. Rep. Terri Sewell (D-AL)

U.S. Representative Sewell supports NASA spending – opposes cuts

Roop, Huntsville Time Columnist, 6/10/11
(Lee, “U.S. Rep. Terri Sewell, D-Birmingham, tours Huntsville, promises support for NASA, defense”, The Huntsville Times, http://blog.al.com/breaking/2011/06/us_rep_terri_sewell_d-birmingh.html, accessed 6/25/11, EK)

HUNTSVILLE, Alabama - One of Alabama's new congressional representatives spelled out in Huntsville Friday an emerging argument for protecting NASA and defense spending from the budget bloodbath looming in Washington. Freshman U.S. Rep. Terri Sewell, D-Birmingham, is the only Democrat in the Alabama delegation to the Republican-led Congress. But she sits on the House committee overseeing NASA, and Mayor Tommy Battle called Sewell "our new best friend" in their joint press conference. "There is no more urgent issue than the debt limit," Sewell said at the Huntsville-Madison County Chamber of Commerce. "And we know we have to figure out a way to cut spending." But NASA and defense work done in Huntsville "is a critical investment in our future, a strategic investment," Sewell said. Battle said this was the same message he took to New York last week for conversations with the national media. "You can cut spending or raise revenue, taxes," Battle said, "or you can expand the business base. NASA is an investment in the future. We have to sell that technology." Continuing the argument that NASA and defense aren't just spending, Sewell called them a three-part investment in "people, technology, the future." "We have to invest in those," she said. Sewell was in Huntsville for a briefing by Battle's "Second to None" task force, which lobbies for NASA and defense spending in Washington. She sits on the House Committee on Science, Space, and Technology.

NASA Funding – Popular – Tea Party 

Tea Party loyalties don’t extend to space missions – Tea Party politicians support projects that help their communities

Fleischauer, Decatur Daily Business Writer, 11

(Eric, Column in The Decatur Daily, 4/17/11, Lexis) AC

April 17--THE TEA PARTY -- untainted by power -- was purist in its message before the 2010 federal elections. The tea party promoted not just an end to the politics of pork, but a return to the U.S. Constitution. If that document did not enumerate the power to make an expenditure, tea party members said consistently, Congress was barred from using tax dollars. The anti-pork, enumerated-powers mantra was refreshingly antithetical to the tried and true method of retaining power in Washington: Bring federal dollars to your constituents, and push the limits of the Constitution to find justification for projects that are of local importance. NASA's Marshall Space Flight Center caused a problem for local tea party candidates. On the one hand, conventional political wisdom was that no elected official could hope for support in the 5th District absent strong support for Marshall. On the other hand, NASA -- which merits funding on practical and patriotic grounds -- did not exist when the founding fathers enumerated the powers of Congress. The power to protect national security certainly includes the space programs coordinated by the Air Force and National Reconnaissance Organization, but no strict interpretation could include expenditures on NASA. Budget vote The fiscal 2011 budget vote made clear that tea party favorites ignore tea party principles once in power. U.S. Sen. Richard Shelby, R-Tuscaloosa, who rarely misses an opportunity to court the tea party, shot out a press release moments after the Senate passed the budget. Shelby "announced that he has successfully added language to the final Continuing Resolution for 2011 that requires NASA to fully develop its heavy lift capability. Through this addition, Sen. Shelby has saved hundreds of jobs at Marshall Space Flight Center." The budget language he added specifies that Marshall should spend $1.8 billion to build a rocket with a 130-ton lift capacity. The mission for which this rocket will be used remains unknown, and of course that's not the point. In a separate release the same day, Shelby announced his conservative voting record won him the "Taxpayers' Friend Award." A clue to his award may be that he voted against the same 2011 budget that he amended for Marshall's benefit. Rep. Brooks U.S. Rep. Mo Brooks, R-Huntsville, who rode tea party support into Congress in 2010, also made sure constituents knew of his support for a budget bill "guaranteeing that Marshall Space Flight Center will continue to be pivotal in human spaceflight.

NASA – Popular – Public

NASA is highly popular with the public – 81% of voters have a favorable opinion of NASA and only 3% have a very unfavorable opinion.

Rasmussen Reports, 5/20/2009 

(Biggest public opinion poll conductor in the United States, “47% Say Hubble Space Telescope Worth The Cost”, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/lifestyle/general_lifestyle/may_2009/47_say_hubble_space_telescope_worth_the_cost, accessed 6/27/11) EK

As for NASA itself, 81% of voters have a favorable opinion of the space agency, with 24% who say their view is Very Favorable. Just three percent (3%) have a Very Unfavorable opinion of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration. This is a 23-point rebound for the space agency from July 2007 when just 58% had a favorable opinion. But, at that time, NASA was suffering some bad publicity, including reports about drunken astronauts. Seventy-six percent (76%) say it is at least somewhat important for the United States to have a manned space program, with 34% who believe it is Very Important. Nineteen percent (19%) say it’s not important. This level of support is largely unchanged from a survey two years ago. Again, men (39%) are more inclined to regard manned space exploration as Very Important than women (28%).

64% of Americans support NASA

Rasmussen Reports, 1/15/10 

(Biggest public opinion poll conductor in the United States, “50% Favor Cutting Back on Space Exploration”, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/lifestyle/general_lifestyle/january_2010/50_favor_cutting_back_on_space_exploration, accessed 6/27/11) EK

Sixty-four percent (64%) of adults have at least a somewhat favorable view of NASA, including 18% with a very favorable opinion of the government’s chief space agency. Just 20% have a somewhat or very unfavorable opinion of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration, which celebrated its 50th anniversary in 2008.

***Links – Space Exploration

Space Exploration – Unpopular – Public

Half of Americans want to cut back on space exploration

Rasmussen Reports, 1/15/10 

(Biggest public opinion poll conductor in the United States, “50% Favor Cutting Back on Space Exploration”, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/lifestyle/general_lifestyle/january_2010/50_favor_cutting_back_on_space_exploration, accessed 6/27/11) EK

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

Space Exploration – Unpopular – Women

Women strongly support cutting back space exploration and support privatization

Rasmussen Reports, 1/15/10 

(Biggest public opinion poll conductor in the United States, “50% Favor Cutting Back on Space Exploration”, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/lifestyle/general_lifestyle/january_2010/50_favor_cutting_back_on_space_exploration, accessed 6/27/11) EK

Women and Americans ages 18 to 29 are more strongly in support of cutting back on space exploration than are men and older adults. Democrats are more likely to agree than are Republicans and adults not affiliated with either party. Women also feel more strongly that the space program should be funded by the private sector. But unaffiliated adults and those in both political parties are narrowly divided over whether the space program is a government or private business responsibility.

Space Exploration – Unpopular – Younger Voters

Voters 18 to 29 are more likely to support cutting back on space programs.

Rasmussen Reports, 1/15/10 

(Biggest public opinion poll conductor in the United States, “50% Favor Cutting Back on Space Exploration”, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/lifestyle/general_lifestyle/january_2010/50_favor_cutting_back_on_space_exploration, accessed 6/27/11) EK

Women and Americans ages 18 to 29 are more strongly in support of cutting back on space exploration than are men and older adults. Democrats are more likely to agree than are Republicans and adults not affiliated with either party. Women also feel more strongly that the space program should be funded by the private sector. But unaffiliated adults and those in both political parties are narrowly divided over whether the space program is a government or private business responsibility.

Space Exploration – Unpopular – Democrats

Democrats want to cut space programs.

Rasmussen Reports, 1/15/10

(Biggest public opinion poll conductor in the United States, “50% Favor Cutting Back on Space Exploration”, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/lifestyle/general_lifestyle/january_2010/50_favor_cutting_back_on_space_exploration, accessed 6/27/11) EK

Women and Americans ages 18 to 29 are more strongly in support of cutting back on space exploration than are men and older adults. Democrats are more likely to agree than are Republicans and adults not affiliated with either party. Women also feel more strongly that the space program should be funded by the private sector. But unaffiliated adults and those in both political parties are narrowly divided over whether the space program is a government or private business responsibility.

Space Apathy – Congress & Public (1/2)
Unless an asteroid is imminent, everyone is too busy on Facebook to care about space
Canberra Times, 3-6-11

[“SHUTTLE INTEREST FAILS TO TAKE OFF”, Lexis]

D O YOU think our growing apathy toward space flight and all things astronautical is evidence our society is losing its collective imagination? The space shuttle Discovery is above us as you read, on a journey to the International Space Station. It's on its last mission No39 since 1984, and has covered more than 230 million kilometres. That'll get you to the moon and back almost 300 times.

NASA's shuttle program ends this year. It's being replaced by, well, something probably. I've admitted before I'm a space nerd. I've been lucky enough to go to the Kennedy Space Center twice for film shoots. I've been to the launch pad, I've watched a launch (amazing), I've spoken to astronauts, and I've been in the Shuttle's ''garage'' and stood underneath the Atlantis. I'm the biggest fan NASA could possibly have. But even I'm bored with NASA's efforts. I know the space station is worthy, and a truly international effort. But scientists figuring out how to grow bacteria in zero gravity isn't exactly as exciting as the United States racing to beat the evil Russians to the moon. And now that a couple of shuttles have exploded, watching launches is a little nerve-racking. NASA lost the American public's interest at least a decade ago. It can take some blame no visionary came up with some new, totally ridiculous challenge. Then government money dwindled, and NASA became a political football. It still is. Blame can also go to the American public, and the education system. Somewhere along the way, aspiring to be a rocket scientist became ''uncool'', replaced the desire to be punched in the face on a reality TV show. I don't think there's much hope for NASA. We can't live on Mars, visit the Sun, or leave the solar system to fight other life forms until some genius invents warp speed. And I'm not sensing that America's youth are turning away from posting pics of themselves on Facebook or tweeting about lunch for a life in science instead.

NASA's only real hope of a return to the spotlight is the discovery of an asteroid that's going to crash into earth and kill some or all of us. That'll get the public interested in space flight. Meanwhile, take a moment to look at the sky tonight. A truly remarkable piece of technology with humans on board will roar by every 90 minutes on one last mission.

Space Apathy – Congress & Public (2/2)
The public doesn’t care about space – No challenge and view it as bureaucratic

Space Daily 10

(“The Fading Final Frontier” November 4, Lexis, accessed June 27, 2011, EJONES)

We have all heard the expression "space, the final frontier." Over the past several decades the space age has matured, and the general public and the government have been pressed to address many other areas of interest and concern. There is now a question on our minds: "Is space still an important frontier?" In other words, has a new final frontier appeared on the horizon? To answer these let's consider the history of the space age from its beginnings. On that October day in 1957, when the USSR launched Sputnik I, the western world was hit by shock and awe. This was definitely a wake up call and it certainly got our attention. The next response was determination. The U.S. had the will and public support for an unlimited-budget, all-out space race. Apollo was the result and the race was over by 1969. The pressure was off and no one was in a space race anymore. NASA was 12 years old and still lean and mean, but had no mandate to continue to wow the world. Bureaucratic creep slowly took over, and soon programs were being designed by political committees and bean counters. The public lost interest in human space flight and NASA lost congressional support for exploration, except when jobs in districts were at stake. NASA has now become a mature and politically driven government agency. Human space exploration programs are essentially jobs programs. For example, Constellation has been cancelled, but congress is yelling for a new large booster, an example of a solution looking for a problem. Frankly, there is nothing wrong with a jobs program. Let's just not call it something that it is not. For example, call NASA's human space exploration activities a research program that will assure the availability of top technical talent for future programs. Everyone knows that PowerPoint engineering is not rocket science. Let's tell it like it is and maybe we can move beyond "ho-hum" space.

Space Apathy – Public

Space program not resonating with the public – public doesn’t want to pay for space

Powell, Houston Chronicle Washington Bureau, 8
[Stewart, 6-17-8, Houston Chronicle “NASA popular, but tax hike for funding isn't, poll finds” Lexis, Accessed 6/23/11, LGK]

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

Only 12% of Americans care greatly about space missions – Space Shuttle Discovery proves

Rasmussen Reports, 12/19/2006 

(Biggest public opinion poll conductor in the United States, “Few Following Progress of Discovery Space Shuttle”, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/current_events/other_current_events/few_following_progress_of_discovery_space_shuttle, accessed 6/27/11) EK

The Space Shuttle Discovery has routinely done what once seemed amazing—a night launch, docking with an International Space Station, completing four walks in space, and more. But, few Americans find it amazing any more. Just 12% of Americans say they’re following news of the mission very closely. Seventeen percent (17%) say they’re not paying any attention. In between are 31% who say they’re following the Shuttle news somewhat closely and 33% who say not very closely.

Space Exploration – Popular – Congress (1/2)
Space exploration will be spun as popular – political support and bolsters jobs

SpacePolitics.com, 11

[5/25/2011, “Congressional support for NASA’s MPCV decision” http://www.spacepolitics.com/category/congress/page/2/, accessed 7-2-11]

The “key decision” that NASA announced Tuesday regarding the agency’s space exploration plans was not too surprising, and perhaps a bit underwhelming: NASA is transitioning its existing work on the Orion spacecraft to the Multi-Purpose Crew Vehicle (MPCV). In the NASA statement and media teleconference later that day, NASA indicated there would be effectively no major modifications to Orion to become MPCV, but offered little in the way of specifics on the cost of the MPCV or when it would be ready to begin flights. The MPCV was included in the NASA authorization act last year with a specific requirement to “continue to advance development of the human safety features, designs, and systems in the Orion project.” There was, then, an expectation that NASA would do what it announced yesterday, and transition its existing Orion contract to the MPCV; there was also some frustration in Congress that NASA was taking a long time to make that decision. Now, though, that NASA has done just that, members of Congress are expressing their support for that move, while pressing NASA to also make a decision soon on the Space Launch System (SLS) heavy-lifter. “This is a good thing,” Sen. Bill Nelson (D-FL) said in a statement. The decision “shows real progress towards the goal of exploring deep space” and also helps Florida, he added, since hundreds will be employed at the Kennedy Space Center to process the MPCV for launch. The release also notes that NASA administrator Charles Bolden called Nelson personally to inform him of the decision. In that call, Bolden told the senator that soon “NASA will be making further decisions with regard to the ‘transportation architecture’ of a big deep space rocket.” Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchison (R-TX) also supported the decision. “After more than a year of uncertainty and delay, NASA has come to the same conclusion that it reached years ago — Orion is the vehicle that will advance our human exploration in space,” she said in a statement (not yet posted online.) She reminded NASA, though, that it “must continue to follow law” and announce plans for the SLS. “NASA needs to follow this important step by quickly finalizing and announcing the heavy lift launch vehicle configuration so that work can accelerate and the requirements of the law can be met.” “This was the only fiscally and technologically prudent decision that NASA could make,” Rep. Pete Olson (R-TX) said in a statement. “With this decision NASA can continue to build on current projects and investments rather than further delay with unnecessary procurements.” NASA’s decision means that Lockheed Martin’s contract to work on Orion/MPCV will continue, and that’s a relief for people in Colorado, where much of that work is taking place. In a joint statement, Sen. Mark Udall (D-CO) and Michael Bennet (D-CO) and Rep. Ed Perlmutter (D-CO) noted the decision protects over 1,000 aerospace jobs, and nearly 4,000 total jobs, in the state, which to them appeared to be just as important as the MPCV’s role in future human space exploration. “With the Space Shuttle Endeavor’s [sic] final launch, Orion represents the next frontier in human space exploration and has the potential to stir the imagination of a new generation of young scientists while giving our economy a much needed boost,” Bennet said. 

Space Exploration – Popular – Congress (2/2)

Space exploration politically popular – it is a sacred cow

Raju and Bresnahan, Politico, 11 

[Manu and John, 4-20-11, Politico, “Shooting for the moon amid cuts”, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0411/53495.html, accessed 7-6-11]

For all the rhetoric about cutting government spending, NASA’s space mission remains sacred in Congress. A handful of powerful lawmakers are so eager to see an American on the moon — or even Mars — that they effectively mandated NASA to spend “not less than” $3 billion for a new rocket project and space capsule in the 2011 budget bill signed by the president last week. NASA has repeatedly raised concerns about the timeframe for building a smaller rocket — but the new law expresses Congress’s will for the space agency to make a massive “heavy-lift” rocket that can haul 130 metric tons, like the ones from the days of the Apollo. Congressional approval of the plan — all while $38 billion is being cut elsewhere in the federal government — reflects not only the power of key lawmakers from NASA-friendly states, but the enduring influence of major contractors like Lockheed Martin and Boeing in those states. For instance, a series of stop-gap spending laws had kept money flowing to the man-to-moon Constellation program because Sen. Richard Shelby (R-Ala.) initially tucked a provision into a 2010 budget bill — even though President Barack Obama and Congress agreed last fall to end that Bush-era initiative. An internal NASA audit pegged the cost of that move at $215 million over five months. While some praise Congress for pushing the United States to remain a world leader in space science, critics say the national space program is effectively run by lawmakers protecting jobs in their home states. “Manned spaceflight is prohibitively expensive, especially considering our budgetary woes,” said Steve Ellis, vice president of Taxpayers for Common Sense, a budget watchdog group. “At one point, the administration was trying to lead NASA out of that, but congressional politics protecting parochial interests have forced the agency to waste money in the recent short-term continuing resolutions and are forcing a specific approach down NASA’s throat in the yearlong spending bill. 

Congress supports space exploration

Rash, eWeek Washington Bureau, 10 

[Wayne, 6-30-11, eWeek, “NASA Space Flight Funding Plan Stymies Congress, Obama Administration” http://www.eweek.com/c/a/IT-Infrastructure/NASA-Space-Flight-Funding-Plan-Embroils-Congress-Obama-Administration-503112/, accessed 7-2-11]

The White House's plans for NASA's manned space program have been encountering strong objections from both Democrats and Republicans. Members of Congress have repeatedly said the White House and Congress need to find a way to pay for continued space exploration by NASA. The current plans would effectively gut NASA's manned space program, eliminate planned manned-rated heavy-lift boosters and only direct long-term funding for manned space flight to private industry. In addition, the administration has delayed any decision on government-funded heavy-lift booster development programs for at least five years. In the meantime, NASA's current space shuttle fleet would be retired and any travel to the International Space Station would be either outsourced to startup space launch companies or to the Russian space program, or would simply be eliminated. The opposition in Congress has been partly driven by high-profile testimony from experts and astronauts, including Neil Armstrong and Buzz Aldrin, the first two humans to land on the moon. In addition, members of Congress, especially in the economically hard-hit Gulf states, fear that the elimination of an effective manned space program by NASA would be a serious blow to their economies, already reeling from the BP oil leak that is throwing thousands of people out of work and shutting down a wide range of businesses along the coast. 

Link – Space Enthusiasm – Public Interested in Space
Public is interested in NASA, social media campaigns prove

Montalbano, Information Week, 10
(Elizabeth – Freelance writer 13 years, Informationweek, NASA Launches Social Media Campaign, 10/27/10, http://www.informationweek.com/news/government/enterprise-apps/228000176?cid=RSSfeed_IWK_Government, Access: 6/27/11) AC

(click image for larger view)Best Government Websites NASA has ramped up its use of social networks to underscore its latest activities in space, including the final launch of the Space Shuttle Discovery. A new partnership with Foursquare, tweets from Space Shuttle Discovery and a tweetup to celebrate the shuttle's scheduled launch next week are all ways in which the space agency is fostering engagement with the public about the space program. Because of the nature of its work and the public's interest in it, NASA more than any other federal agency has leveraged social media to engage with the public. An online catalog of NASA social-networking activity and celebrating its history are just two of the new ways the agency has begun interacting with the public in the last several months. Last week, a partnership with Foursquare allowed NASA astronaut and International Space Station Commander Doug Wheelock to "check in" from space. Foursquare is a mobile networking application that lets people note their locations at various business establishments or landmarks by "checking in" virtually. It also connects to Facebook and other social-networking sites. Foursquare now features a NASA-customized web page. On it, the agency provides official tips and information about the nation's space program in its U.S. locations. Foursquare users who check into a NASA-related venue also will get information about that location. In other social-media activities, NASA plans to mark the final voyage of the Space Shuttle Discovery with a tweetup on Nov. 9 at the Johnson Space Center. The space shuttle is scheduled for launch Nov. 1 for an 11-day trip to deliver components to the International Space Station. The tweetup is open to 50 NASA Twitter followers, who will get a tour of the center and view various space-center facilities, such as mission control and astronaut-training facilities. They also will get a chance to speak to managers, flight directors, trainers and astronauts. Registration for the tweetup opened on Oct. 26 and will close at 10 a.m. on Oct. 28. NASA will select participants randomly from those who register. One of Discovery's astronauts also will use Twitter to keep people informed about the mission, which is scheduled to embark for the International Space Station on Nov. 1. Astronaut Nicole Stott, one of the crew on the mission, will be posting tweets from space on her Twitter page .

***Links – Privatization

Privatization – Unpopular – Conservatives

No one is pleased with Obama’s focus on privatization

Simberg, Competitive Enterprise Institute adjunct scholar and aerospace engineer, 2010

(Rand, aerospace engineer and a consultant in space commercialization, space tourism, and Internet security “In Search of a Conservative Space Policy” The New Atlantis Fall 2010 #29 pp 95 http://www.thenewatlantis.com/publications/in-search-of-a-conservative-space-policy accessed: 6-21-11) TJL

The political reaction has been, to put it mildly, bizarre. Some conservative members of Congress, who would normally be expected to defend private industry against a large government bureaucracy, have instead attacked it. For example, Senator Richard Shelby (R.-Ala.) denigrated private space companies as mere “commercial hobbyists” — even though that category includes multibillion-dollar firms with decades of space-launch experience, like Boeing. Meanwhile, the Obama administration, which has hardly been shy about intervening in and remaking entire sectors of the economy, has in this one instance declared its intention to outsource a longtime government function to the private sector. As one space policy analyst put it, “Democrats don’t think that capitalism works within the atmosphere, and Republicans apparently don’t think it works above it.”

[NOTE: Space policy analyst = a former staffer for both Newt Gingrich (R-GA) and Rep. Dana Rohrabacher (R-CA]

Privatization – Unpopular – Senators (1/2)

Senator Richard Shelby (R-AL) opposes commercialized space

Pasztor, WSJ journalist, 10

(Andy, 2/1/10, Wall Street Journal, “Sen. Shelby Launches Rocket at Plan to Cut NASA Program”, http://blogs.wsj.com/washwire/2010/02/01/sen-shelby-launches-rocket-at-plan-to-cut-nasa-program/, 6/21/11) EK

For Republican Richard Shelby, the answer lies in his home state: the Obama administration’s proposal to kill NASA’s current top-priority manned space exploration program and partly replace it with an array of commercially developed and operated spacecraft would mean significant job losses in Alabama. President Barack Obama’s budget potentially could eliminate thousands of jobs among contractors working on the Constellation program, as well as reducing the number of employees at local NASA facilities. Shelby, the top Republican on the appropriations committee that oversees NASA, signaled how serious he was about gutting the White House’s proposal in a statement that started by emphasizing his success in shielding Constellation’s budget from previously proposed cuts. “The President’s proposed NASA budget begins the death march for the future of U.S. human space flight,” he declared. Canceling the Constellation program “does represent change,” Shelby said, “but it is certainly not the change I believe in.” Congress “cannot and will not sit back and watch the reckless abandonment of” NASA’s current plans intended to return astronauts to the moon, added the four-term senator who is up for re-election this year.

Obama’s plan to privatize is unpopular with Senator Bill Nelson (D-FL)

Kremer, Universe Today, 2010 (3/20/11, Universe Today, “Obama Made Mistake Cancelling NASAs Constellation; Sen. Bill Nelson”, http://www.universetoday.com/60294/obama-made-mistake-cancelling-nasas-constellation-sen-bill-nelson/, 6/21/11) EK

“The President made a mistake,” said Sen. Bill Nelson (D) of Florida in referring to President Barack Obama’s recent decision to completely terminate Project Constellation from the 2011 NASA Budget. “Because that is the perception. That he killed the space program.” “I know him [Obama] to be a vigorous supporter of the manned space program”, Nelson added. “But he certainly has not given that impression. The President is going to have to prove that when he comes here on April 15,” said Nelson. He was referring to the upcoming “Space Summit” scheduled to take place at or near the Kennedy Space Center on April 15. Constellation was the designated human spaceflight successor program to the Space Shuttle program which is currently planned to shut down by the end of 2010. Comprised of the Ares 1 and Ares 5 booster rockets and Orion manned capsules, Constellation would have sent humans flying to exciting destinations of exploration beyond low earth orbit for the first time since the Apollo lunar landings ended in 1972. The ambitious targets included the Moon, Mars, Asteroids and Beyond. Sen. Nelson made his remarks on March 19 at a public space forum co-hosted by Brevard Community College in Cocoa, Florida ,which is the local college located only a few miles distant from KSC and also by the local newspaper Florida Today. Nelson was joined by KSC Director Bob Cabana, a former astronaut who flew 4 space shuttle missions. Over 100 residents attended the space forum. Up to 9000 workers at the Kennedy Space Center (KSC) are fearful of swiftly losing their jobs and livelihoods in the aftermath of the imminent dual cancellation of the Shuttle and Constellation programs. Tens of thousands more jobs will be extinguished as well in other states across the US. “By saying they were cancelling the Constellation program, the perception is that the President is killing the manned space program”. “The President made a mistake. He made a mistake because he did not stand up and lay out his budget for the space program and outline what his goal is, which is Mars, and how we should go about getting there for the space program. The President should have used the word restructure not cancel with regard to Constellation”. President Obama’s cancellation of Project Constellation has been vigorously criticized by key members of both houses of the US Congress, 
[CARD CONTINUES]

Privatization – Unpopular – Senators (2/2)

[CARD CONTINUED, NO TEXT REMOVED]

including Democrats and Republicans, since the moment that word first leaked of the Presidents decision to kill the moon program announced by President George Bush in 2004. Many political and industry leaders have harshly labeled this decision as an “Abdication of US Leadership in Space”, which amounts to nothing less than a “US Space Surrender” that will begin the “Death March of US Human Spaceflight”. They also fear that the massive job cuts will result in catastrophic devastation to the local effected economies as well as a swift erosion of the science and technology base across America. “This is a tough time for our people because they are facing dislocation and the loss of jobs in a terrible time which is an economic recession”, explains Nelson. Nelson and others members of Congress are pushing a compromise with the Obama Administration that would accelerate development of a new Heavy Lift booster rocket that would adapt certain technologies from Constellation. The Obama plan does not include any specific program to develop a Heavy Lift booster. Instead, the plan vaguely mentions the pursuit of “game changing technologies” that would one day enable faster voyages beyond Earth says NASA Administrator Charles Bolden. The fact that the Obama plan has not set any goals, timelines or destinations for NASA is the cause of what has lead to the vociferous denunciations. $9 Billion has already been spent on Constellation and a minimum of another $2.5 Billion would be required to terminate the project according to existing contracts. The Obama plan relies on privately developed manned “space taxis” to fly US astronauts to space. But no one knows when these vehicles will be ready to launch. Many experts also question the safety of such vehicles. And a turf battle has even broken out between NASA and the FAA over who should

be responsible for setting safety standards for human rated spacecraft. “We’re going to keep a vigorous R&D program going for a Heavy Lift rocket and [manned] spacecraft if what we do in the Senate is finally adopted.” Nelson hopes that this new program will offset some of the job loses coming soon to Florida. “It is my hope that we’re going to get additional work that is going to cushion the blow after the last space shuttle mission is flown. It’s time we get out of low Earth orbit. And that’s what we intend to do. But it hasn’t been managed the right way.” “I hope the President will embrace this in his comments when he comes here on April 15,” Nelson stated. Nelson believes that the president’s Budget office and or Science Policy office decided to kill Constellation. Better advice would have been to restructure the program, he said.

Privatization – Public – Divided

Americans are evenly divided over private or public funding for space programs.

Rasmussen Reports, 1/15/10 

(Biggest public opinion poll conductor in the United States, “50% Favor Cutting Back on Space Exploration”, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/lifestyle/general_lifestyle/january_2010/50_favor_cutting_back_on_space_exploration, accessed 6/27/11) EK

Still, Americans are almost evenly divided when asked if the space program should be funded by the government or by the private sector. Thirty-five percent (35%) believe the government should pay for space research, while 38% think private interests should pick up the tab. Twenty-six percent (26%) aren’t sure which is best.

Government Space Funding – Popular – Public

More Americans believe in government funding, rather than private funding, of NASA.

Rasmussen Reports, 10/5/10 

(Biggest public opinion poll conductor in the United States, “52% Say Space Shuttle Program Has Been Worth The Cost”, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/lifestyle/general_lifestyle/october_2010/52_say_space_shuttle_program_has_been_worth_the_cost, accessed 6/27/11) EK

Forty percent (40%) of Americans feel the space program should be funded by the government, up slightly from April. Thirty-two percent (32%) say funding for the program should come from the private sector. Twenty-eight percent (28%) are undecided.

Interestingly, most entrepreneurs and private company employees feel the space program should be government-funded, while the plurality of government workers feel the private sector should handle the expense.

Privatization – Popular – GOP

Privatization is popular – Republicans perceive it as more efficient

Doyle, defense and homeland security writer in Washington, 8

(John, “Newt-ering NASA” Aviation Week & space Technology, June 23, Lexis, EJONES)

The veteran Republican wants a large portion of NASA’s budget redirected to incentives and huge tax-free prizes to spur private-sector innovation. What remained would be converted into a research organization similar to the National Science Foundation, he told the National Space Foundation’s Space Business Forum in New York last week. Gingrich says a senior Bush administration official—whom he won’t name—privately estimates that such an approach could enable humans to land on Mars within a decade for just $20 billion. Gingrich argues that NASA is one of many federal agencies requiring dramatic overhauls if the U.S. is to keep pace with China, India and Japan over the next 25 years. NASA supporters counter that the agency devotes 85% of its budget to procurement, the bulk of which goes to outside contractors.

Privatization – Popular – TEA Party

Privatization is popular with the TEA Party

TEA Party Patriots, 6/23/11
(“TEA Party Space Platform”, http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewpr.html?pid=33929, accessed 6/25/11, EK)

Congress must implement new policies and reform old space laws to promote the greatest possible private-sector engagement in profitable free-market space activities. Therefore: Plank - Congress must reform International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR), easing restrictions on U.S. private enterprise from engaging in commerce with friendly countries in the sale of goods and services. Specifically, and among other things, satellites should be removed from the munitions list. Plank - The Federal Aviation Administration Office of Commercial Space Transportation (FAA/AST) shall continue to be the regulatory agency for private spaceflight, including spaceflight carried out by the private sector for the public sector. NASA shall only have jurisdiction over missions which are exclusively carried out by and for the government. For American values to spread throughout the solar system, the United States government must strongly support and utilize free-market principles in how it promotes the settlement of space. Government agencies including FAA/AST, DOD (including DARPA), and NASA must become a partner of commercial entities and facilitator of market emergence and growth. These government agencies must also develop sound economic policies for commissioning new missions, project management, and technology development. Robust free-market competition has been objectively shown to be the most cost-effective means of producing and procuring goods and services. Therefore: Plank - Congress shall allow NASA to cancel all existing Shuttle, Ares, and Space Launch System contracts terminating the $11 billion dollar earmark in 2010 NASA Authorization Law (Public Law 111-267). In addition, NASA shall competitively bid the development of any and all human exploration transportation capabilities. Plank - NASA shall use competitions and prizes whenever feasible to stimulate the private sector, including individual American inventors, to achieve innovative and affordable solutions to technological challenges.

[NOTE: DARPA = Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency, DOD = Department of Defense]

Privatization – Popular – Public

Almost half of Americans support privatization of space travel

Rasmussen Reports, 9/16/2007 

(Biggest public opinion poll conductor in the United States, “Google Challenge: 75% Expect Private Company Will Land Vehicle on Moon Within Five Years”, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/lifestyle/general_lifestyle/september_2007/google_challenge_75_expect_private_company_will_land_vehicle_on_moon_within_five_years, accessed 6/27/11) EK

The survey also found that 44% of Americans say its’ a good idea for private companies to develop the capacity for traveling to the moon. Twenty-four percent (24%) disagree while 32% are not sure. Men, by a 54% to 19% margin, believe it’s a good idea. Women are more evenly divided.

***Links – Aeronautics

Aeronautics – Triggers Debate (1/2)

NASA’s role in aeronautics triggers debate

Morgan, Congressional Research Service specialist in science and technology policy, 7-8-10

[Daniel, Congressional Research Service, “The Future of NASA: Space Policy Issues Facing Congress”, p. 14,

opencrs.com/document/R41016/, accessed 6-20-11, AFB]

After human spaceflight and science, NASA’s largest activity is research on aeronautics, the science and technology of flight within Earth’s atmosphere. There is a history of disagreement in Congress about the appropriate role of this program. Supporters argue that the aviation industry is vital to the economy, especially because aircraft are a major component of U.S. exports. They claim that government funding for aeronautics research can contribute to U.S. competitiveness and is necessary in light of similar programs in Europe and elsewhere.50 Opponents counter that the aviation industry itself should pay for the R&D it needs. Against the background of this debate, NASA aeronautics programs have focused increasingly on long-term fundamental R&D and on research topics with clear public purposes, such as reducing noise and emissions, improving safety, and improving air traffic control.

Congress has directed NASA to keep its aeronautics programs within national policy stipulations

Morgan, Congressional Research Service specialist in science and technology policy, 7-8-10

[Daniel, Congressional Research Service, “The Future of NASA: Space Policy Issues Facing Congress”, p. 14-5,

opencrs.com/document/R41016/, accessed 6-20-11, AFB]

In 2005, Congress directed the President to develop a national policy for aeronautics R&D.51 The National Science and Technology Council (NSTC), part of the Executive Office of the President, issued this policy in December 2006.52 The policy established general principles and goals for federal aeronautics activities, laid out the roles and responsibilities of NASA and other agencies, and directed the NSTC to issue a national aeronautics R&D plan at least every two years. The NSTC released the first national aeronautics R&D plan in December 2007 and the second in February 2010.53 The NASA Authorization Act of 2008 stated that NASA’s aeronautics research program should be “guided by and consistent with” the national aeronautics R&D policy.54

In June 2006, in response to a congressional mandate, the National Research Council of the National Academies released a decadal strategy for federal civil aeronautics activities, with a particular emphasis on NASA’s aeronautics research program.55 Along with other recommendations, the report identified 51 technology challenges to serve as the foundation for aeronautics research at NASA for the next decade. In the 2008 authorization act, Congress directed NASA to align its fundamental aeronautics research program with these technology challenges “to the maximum extent practicable within available funding” and to increase the involvement of universities and other external organizations in that program.56 It also mandated periodic Academy reviews of the NASA aeronautics program and directed that they include independent estimates of the cost and technical readiness of each mission assessed.57 As noted above with respect to its decadal surveys of NASA science, while the National Academies are widely respected for their scientific expertise, it is unclear whether their analysis of cost and technical readiness will be considered equally authoritative.

Aeronautics – Triggers Debate (2/2)

Congress employs significant oversight over NASA aeronautics expenditures

Morgan, Congressional Research Service specialist in science and technology policy, 7-8-10

[Daniel, Congressional Research Service, “The Future of NASA: Space Policy Issues Facing Congress”, p. 15,

opencrs.com/document/R41016/, accessed 6-20-11, AFB]

The aeronautics program’s heavy use of shared facilities and capabilities, such as wind tunnels and supercomputers, has sometimes created challenges. For example, when NASA introduced full-cost accounting in the FY2004 budget request, the stated cost of the aeronautics program increased significantly because facility costs had previously been budgeted in another account. At least partly in response to these concerns, NASA subsequently established a separate Aeronautics Test Program in the aeronautics directorate and a Strategic Capabilities Assets Program outside the directorate. It has also sometimes been difficult for NASA to balance its stewardship of unique aeronautics facilities, often used by other agencies and by industry as well as by NASA itself, against the cost of maintaining those facilities. In 2005, Congress directed NASA to establish a separate account to fund aeronautics test facilities, to charge users of NASA test facilities at a rate competitive with alternative facilities, and not to implement a policy seeking full cost recovery for a facility without giving 30 days’ notice to Congress.58 To accompany the national aeronautics R&D plan, the Aeronautics Science and Technology Subcommittee of the NSTC is developing a national aeronautics research, development, test, and evaluation infrastructure plan. This infrastructure plan is scheduled for completion by the end of 2010 and will be updated on a two-year cycle between the biennial updates from the aeronautics R&D plan.59

***Links – Human & Robotic Exploration
Human Exploration – Unpopular – No Political Consensus (1/2)

NASA Spaceflight programs generate huge controversy, saps capital

Spotts, Christian Science Monitor, 10 

(Pete – Staff Writer, Congressional tug-of-war holds NASA's new direction in the balance, Christian Science Monitor, Lexis) AC

Not since the end of the Apollo program has the country's human-spaceflight program faced such a profound turning point, this time with little consensus on a new direction. That accounts for the unusual, highly public tug-of-war over a new direction for NASA in Congress and within the broader spaceflight community that has marked the past several months. "It really is pretty unprecedented," says Roger Launius, a spaceflight historian and curator of the Smithsonian Institution's National Air and Space Museum in Washington. "Most of the time, people lock arms and agree that they're going to pursue a particular path," he says. When disagreements have arisen, they've tended to be modest and around the edges. "That's not true anymore," Dr. Launius says. The debate essentially pits so-called "new space" advocates and entrepreneurs against some long-established aerospace interests. Ironically, the situation finds some key Republican lawmakers supporting a (relatively) large government-only approach to human spaceflight instead of supporting a budding and increasingly competent private-sector approach, as the Democratic president has proposed. In February, President Obama proposed a significant change in direction for the agency, based largely on the counsel of an advisory panel the White House appointed last summer to present options for the human spaceflight program's future. In essence, the White House argued that its plan would place NASA's human-spaceflight emphasis on exploration beyond low-Earth orbit instead of on building a rocket as part of what had become a fiscally unsustainable program to provide regular cargo and crew service to the International Space Station. To accomplish that, the president's proposed budget aimed to beef-up efforts to nurture the commercial launch sector, for instance, and strengthen research into new technologies, including rocket motors, that would reduce the launch costs of a new heavy-lift rocket and support direct human exploration of the solar system. Both houses of Congress have had little trouble agreeing to meet the president's overall request to authorize $19 billion for the agency for fiscal 2011. Not so with the direction for NASA's human-spaceflight portfolio. In early August, the Senate passed an authorization bill that bears some resemblance to the President's original blueprint - but with scaled back support for the commercial-launch sector and an accelerated timetable for building a rocket powerful enough to loft people and hardware beyond low-Earth orbit. That rocket, the Senate said, should be based on space-shuttle-derived components. The House has yet to pass its NASA authorization bill, but it looks significantly different - much more like the Constellation program the president's plan aimed to replace. Constellation included two rockets - one for astronauts, one for cargo - a manned capsule, and a development program for hardware that would be used for an outpost on the moon. The House plan spends less on technology development than even the Senate's reduced amount for R&D, and it cuts out money for robotic "scout" missions to the objects astronauts would eventually explore. Fourteen Nobel laureates in the sciences signed a letter in late August critical of the House measure for its impact on R&D, efforts to nurture the commercial sector, and other elements of the bill. The cuts were a way to keep NASA's budget to $19 billion while continuing a Constellation-like program, offers Louis Friedman, co-founder of the Planetary Society in Pasadena, Calif., which also has opposed the House version.

Human Exploration – Unpopular – No Political Consensus (2/2)

Human spaceflight doesn’t have support it needs - Lukewarm commitments

Dorr, Aerospace Analyst, 9 

(Robert F. – Senior US Diplomat and Aerospace and Military Author, Looking to new leaders, Washington Watch Pg. 12, July 2009-August 2009, Lexis) AC

NASA has been without a leader since Michael Griffin stepped down in January. The new administrator will face fundamental decisions about U.S. space policy but also could be preempted: An independent panel commissioned by the Obama administration in May, and led by former aerospace executive Norman Augustine, is looking at the Constellation program that will develop the next-generation Ares and Orion manned space boosters and vehicles. It is unclear whether the new administrator can shape key decisions (or even spend appropriated funds) before late summer, when the commission issues its findings. Most observers in the capital feel, however, that the White House, the new NASA administrator, and Capitol Hill lawmakers must take an even broader look--going far beyond Augustine's mandate to study Constellation--at what the nation wants to do in space and whether the public will support it. Obama inherited President Bush's "vision" for a new generation of manned spacecraft under the Constellation program, to be preceded by retirement of the shuttle fleet next year. As a candidate, Obama reversed an early position and supported the vision, which would take astronauts to the Moon by 2020 and eventually to Mars. As president, he has seemed lukewarm on human spaceflight and has made no significant statement about space policy. The editorial board of USA Today, citing NASA's "diminished stature," urged a focus "not on fixing NASA's failures"--a reference to a string of unfulfilled human spaceflight programs under several presidents--"but on building on its successes." Those include probes to Mars, the Chandra X-Ray Observatory, and other robot platforms, the newspaper opined, but not space vehicles that carry astronauts. Calling Constellation a costly program with "modest support," the newspaper implied that human spaceflight is not viable and that "NASA's real stars are its machines." On the day of this pro-robot editorial, it was reported that the NASA Mars rover Opportunity had discovered new evidence of water in a Martian crater called Victoria. However, the second of two Mars rovers, Spirit, has been foiled by technical glitches. The administration's budget proposals for NASA do not respond to the view of some that space exploration ought to be conducted by robots. Many argue, however, that the proposals do not sufficiently support human spaceflight either. The administration endorses shuttle retirement in 2010 and a return to the Moon by 2020. But while the Obama team's proposals boost near-term NASA funding, they cut spending by $3.1 billion between 2011 and 2013. If that money is not restored, the Constellation program may be stalled, and expeditions to the Moon will be delayed or called off. And some who strongly support a robust human spaceflight effort argue that, instead of Constellation, alternative boosters and vehicles can be developed faster and more economically. There is speculation that the commission could recommend scrapping Constellation. NASA is struggling to complete the international space station with the final eight shuttle missions before the shuttle is put to pasture. After that, the agency will be able to put humans into orbit and aboard the ISS only by purchasing seats on the Russian Soyuz--until the Constellation effort produces a new vehicle, no earlier than 2015. Sen. Richard Shelby (R-Ala.) is one of the lawmakers unhappy with the confluence of budget and technical issues confronting NASA, and with the question of who is in charge. "The proposed budget has welcomed increases in the areas of science and exploration, and maintains aeronautics funding at an acceptable level," Shelby said in a statement. "However, more than 21% of NASA's budget, nearly $4 billion, is being set aside as a placeholder while NASA turns its manned space program over to [the Augustine commission]." Shelby also accused the White House of making Augustine "the de facto interim administrator" and of "delaying any plan for over $4 billion of NASA's budget until weeks before the start of the fiscal year."

Human Exploration – Unpopular – Women

Only 28% of women support human space exploration

Rasmussen Reports, 5/20/2009 

(Biggest public opinion poll conductor in the United States, “47% Say Hubble Space Telescope Worth The Cost”, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/lifestyle/general_lifestyle/may_2009/47_say_hubble_space_telescope_worth_the_cost, accessed 6/27/11) EK

As for NASA itself, 81% of voters have a favorable opinion of the space agency, with 24% who say their view is Very Favorable. Just three percent (3%) have a Very Unfavorable opinion of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration. This is a 23-point rebound for the space agency from July 2007 when just 58% had a favorable opinion. But, at that time, NASA was suffering some bad publicity, including reports about drunken astronauts. Seventy-six percent (76%) say it is at least somewhat important for the United States to have a manned space program, with 34% who believe it is Very Important. Nineteen percent (19%) say it’s not important. This level of support is largely unchanged from a survey two years ago. Again, men (39%) are more inclined to regard manned space exploration as Very Important than women (28%).

Robotic Exploration – Popular – Public

76% of Americans support non-human research programs.

Rasmussen Reports, 10/5/10 

(Biggest public opinion poll conductor in the United States, “52% Say Space Shuttle Program Has Been Worth The Cost”, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/lifestyle/general_lifestyle/october_2010/52_say_space_shuttle_program_has_been_worth_the_cost, accessed 6/27/11) EK

Once NASA ends its manned space shuttles, it will rely on unmanned missions for research purposes. Seventy-six percent (76%) say it’s important for the country to have a space program that relies on unmanned research spaceships, including 29% who say it's Very Important. Sixteen percent (16%) don’t feel these types of space missions are important.

Human Exploration – Popular – Senate – Nelson (D-FL) (1/2)
Senator Bill Nelson advocates Orion continuation and Mars exploration

Berger, Chron.com science columnist, 2011 
(Eric, 5/24/11, “NASA announces plan to continue development of Orion space capsule, http://blog.chron.com/sciguy/2011/05/nasa-announces-plan-to-continue-development-of-orion-space-capsule/, 6/21/11) EK

UPDATED: For the first time in awhile, it seems, Congressional leaders are happy with NASA as a result of this announcement: “This is a good thing,” said U.S. Sen. Bill Nelson, D-Florida. “It shows real progress towards the goal of exploring deep space and eventually getting to Mars. And it’s good for Florida, too, because hundreds of Kennedy Space Center employees will have jobs assembling the new crew capsule at the center’s Operations and Checkout building.” And this: “After more than a year of uncertainty and delay, NASA has come to the same conclusion that it reached years ago – Orion is the vehicle that will advance our human exploration in space,” said U.S. Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchison, R-Texas. “The bipartisan law that I helped pass in Congress and was signed by the President last year reiterated support for Orion. Congress recently enacted a full year appropriation for NASA that clearly directed the agency to continue Orion. I am pleased this decision has finally been announced. In order to avoid the needless loss of additional skills and infrastructure, NASA needs to follow this important step by quickly finalizing and announcing the heavy lift launch vehicle configuration so that work can accelerate and the requirements of the law can be met.”
Human Exploration – Popular – Senate – Nelson (D-FL) (2/2)

Senator Bill Nelson supports space exploration for technology improvement and U.S. space leadership

Nelson, U.S. Florida Senator, 2011
(Bill, 5/10/09, Florida Today, “The journey must go on: Despite costs, U.S. should continue human space exploration”, http://billnelson.senate.gov/news/details.cfm?id=312881&, 6/21/11) EK

The United States was born because human beings are driven to explore the world around them. Christopher Columbus’ expedition discovered the Americas. President Jefferson dispatched Lewis and Clark on a dangerous expedition to search for a northwest passage to the Pacific. And 40 years ago this July, an American named Neil Armstrong became the first human to set foot on another celestial body. Each of these grand voyages came at great public expense — and grave risk. But nations undertook them. In his 1962 speech at Rice University, President Kennedy reaffirmed America’s commitment to human exploration and discovery. He spoke eloquently of our need to solve the mysteries of the universe, while he also defended the expense of the new space program. “The exploration of space will go ahead,” Kennedy said, “whether we join in it or not; and, it is one of the great adventures of all time; and, no nation which expects to be the leader of other nations can expect to stay behind in this race for space.” Let’s not forget those words. Back then, we had to decide whether to fall behind Russia. Today, we must decide whether to relinquish leadership not just to Russia, but also to China, which put a probe on the moon in March and expects to launch a rover by 2012. Besides leadership, President Kennedy knew that fulfilling the human desire to venture out in new directions would bring us amazing new advancements —and change for the better here on Earth. Indeed, our space voyages have given us the scientific, technological, medical and communications advancements Kennedy envisioned. To name just a few of the more mundane: shock-absorbing athletic shoes; fire-resistant material; weather-forecasting equipment; and scratch-resistant lenses. Our modern-day expeditions also have given us iconic heroes: men and women who put their lives on the line for the benefit of all of us. I’m sure President Obama understands all this. He knows why we, as a people, must continue to explore our universe; why it is worth the cost. I believe that’s why the president has committed to finishing all nine space shuttle missions, regardless of how long it takes; and, to make full use of the International Space Station. This is a step in the right direction. But down the road, the administration’s proposed budget does not match what candidate Obama said about the future of our space program when he visited Florida during his campaign last year. Still, the White House assures me his budget numbers are subject to change, pending a review the president has ordered of NASA — a review that I’ve insisted must include jobs in Central Florida. Given the realities of these hard economic times, Brevard County, our state and nation cannot afford to lose several thousand more jobs. The NASA review, which should be finished in a few months, is an opportunity to nail down support for human spaceflight. We cannot deny who and what we are. We always have been, and always will be, explorers and discoverers. Our great nation would not exist if it weren’t so. Nelson is a Democrat and Florida’s senior U.S. senator.
Human Exploration – Popular – Senate – Hutchinson (R-TX)

Senator Kay Bailey Hutchinson supports manned space exploration through the Orion

Berger, Chron.com science columnist, 2011
(Eric, 5/24/11, “NASA announces plan to continue development of Orion space capsule, http://blog.chron.com/sciguy/2011/05/nasa-announces-plan-to-continue-development-of-orion-space-capsule/, 6/21/11) EK

UPDATED: For the first time in awhile, it seems, Congressional leaders are happy with NASA as a result of this announcement: “This is a good thing,” said U.S. Sen. Bill Nelson, D-Florida. “It shows real progress towards the goal of exploring deep space and eventually getting to Mars. And it’s good for Florida, too, because hundreds of Kennedy Space Center employees will have jobs assembling the new crew capsule at the center’s Operations and Checkout building.” And this: “After more than a year of uncertainty and delay, NASA has come to the same conclusion that it reached years ago – Orion is the vehicle that will advance our human exploration in space,” said U.S. Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchison, R-Texas. “The bipartisan law that I helped pass in Congress and was signed by the President last year reiterated support for Orion. Congress recently enacted a full year appropriation for NASA that clearly directed the agency to continue Orion. I am pleased this decision has finally been announced. In order to avoid the needless loss of additional skills and infrastructure, NASA needs to follow this important step by quickly finalizing and announcing the heavy lift launch vehicle configuration so that work can accelerate and the requirements of the law can be met.”
Human Exploration – Popular – Public

72% of Americans support human space programs.

Rasmussen Reports, 10/5/10 

(Biggest public opinion poll conductor in the United States, “52% Say Space Shuttle Program Has Been Worth The Cost”, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/lifestyle/general_lifestyle/october_2010/52_say_space_shuttle_program_has_been_worth_the_cost, accessed 6/27/11) EK

An overwhelming 72% say it’s at least somewhat important for the United States to have a manned space program, including 35% who say it’s Very Important. Only 21% say it’s not very or not at all important for the country to send humans into space.

Human exploration popular – majority of Americans support human space flights and only 26% think the U.S. should give up leadership

AP News, 6-17-11
(6/7/11, AP News, “Poll: Americans Want Space Program to Continue”, http://www.wctv.tv/APNews/headlines/Poll_Americans_Want_Space_Program_to_Continue_123358308.html, 6/21/11) EK

In a dramatic new Sachs/Mason-Dixon poll, an overwhelming majority of Americans say they don’t want America’s manned space program to end and they believe the United States should continue to be a global leader in space. The results of the poll follow the recent return of the Space Shuttle Endeavour – the penultimate NASA Space shuttle mission. Among the poll’s key findings: 57 percent of those surveyed support the United States maintaining its edge as a global leader in manned space exploration Support for continuing the United State’s role as a space leader consists of 59 percent of Republicans, 57 percent of Independents and 54 percent of Democrats Only 26 percent of respondents indicated they do not believe the United States should cede its leadership in space to another country The Sachs/Mason-Dixon Poll has a margin of error of plus or minus 4 percent. A total of 625 adults were interviewed between May 23 and 24 nationwide by telephone. The poll was commissioned by Tallahassee-based Ron Sachs Communications and conducted by Mason-Dixon Polling and Research, Inc

***Links – Shuttle

Shuttle – Extension – Popular – Congress

Congressional support exists for extending shuttle – NASA Authorization Act proves

Morgan, Congressional Research Service specialist in science and technology policy, 7-8-10

[Daniel, Congressional Research Service, “The Future of NASA: Space Policy Issues Facing Congress”, p. 18,

opencrs.com/document/R41016/, accessed 6-20-11, AFB]

Possible Extension of the Shuttle Program

Despite the safety risks identified by the Columbia Accident Investigation Board and the need to

reallocate the shuttle’s funding stream to other purposes, some policy makers and advocates

remain eager to extend the program. For example, the American Space Access Act (H.R. 1962)

would extend the program to 2015, and the NASA Authorization Act of 2008, passed shortly

before the 2008 presidential election, directed NASA not to take any action that would preclude

the new President from deciding to extend the shuttle program past 2010.72 One of the options put

forward by the Augustine committee (Variant 4B) would include extending the shuttle program to 2015.

Shuttle Repurposing – Popular – Congress

Uniqueness and turn – Cancellation of shuttle and Constellation put personnel and tech in jeopardy – Congress supports re-purposing

Morgan, Congressional Research Service specialist in science and technology policy, 7-8-10 [Daniel, Congressional Research Service, “The Future of NASA: Space Policy Issues Facing Congress”, p. 19-20, opencrs.com/document/R41016/, accessed 6-20-11, AFB]
Transition of Shuttle Workforce and Facilities

The transition of assets and personnel at the end of the shuttle program is of great interest to many in Congress and represents a major challenge for NASA. The shuttle workforce is a reservoir of unique expertise and experience that would be difficult for NASA and its contractors to reassemble once dispersed. NASA managers are particularly concerned to maintain key human spaceflight expertise and capabilities through the expected gap period before the first flight of the shuttle’s successor. In certain communities, the loss of the shuttle workforce will have a significant economic impact. For individuals, the loss of specialized, well-paid employment that has been relatively stable for many years can be especially disruptive at a time when the job market is already unusually difficult. Finding the best alternative use of facilities and equipment is important for getting the best value for the taxpayer. NASA’s transition management plan, issued in August 2008, establishes a timeline for the postshuttle transition, defines organizational responsibilities for various aspects of the transition, establishes goals and objectives, and outlines planning and management challenges such as management of human capital and disposition of infrastructure.76 As it notes, the scope of the transition is huge: The SSP [space shuttle program] has an extensive array of assets; the program occupies over 654 facilities, uses over 1.2 million line items of hardware and equipment, and employs over 2,000 civil servants, with more than 15,000 work year equivalent personnel employed by the contractors. In addition, the SSP employs over 3,000 additional indirect workers through Center Management and Operations and service accounts. The total equipment acquisition value is over $12 billion, spread across hundreds of locations. The total facilities replacement cost is approximately $5.7 billion, which accounts for approximately one-fourth of the value of the Agency’s total facility inventory. There are over 1,200 active suppliers and 3,000 to 4,000 qualified suppliers geographically located throughout the country.77 Congress has addressed a number of these issues through legislation: • In the NASA Authorization Act of 2005, Congress directed NASA to use the personnel, capabilities, assets, and infrastructure of the shuttle program “to the fullest extent possible consistent with a successful development program” in developing the vehicles now known as Orion, Ares I, and Ares V. It also required the development of a transition plan for personnel affected by the termination of the shuttle program.78 • In the Commerce, Justice, Science, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 2008, Congress directed NASA to prepare a strategy, to be updated at least every six months, for minimizing job losses as a result of the transition from the shuttle to its successor.79 The strategy report was first issued in March 2008 and was updated in October 2008 and July 2009.80 As well as strategic information, it provides annual workforce projections for each NASA center and a summary of recent relevant actions by NASA and its contractors. • In the NASA Authorization Act of 2008, Congress directed NASA to submit a plan for the disposition of the shuttles and associated hardware and to establish a Space Shuttle Transition Liaison Office to assist affected communities.81 It provided for temporary continuation of health benefits for personnel whose jobs are eliminated as a result of the termination of the program.82 It directed NASA to analyze the facilities and personnel that will be made available by the termination of the shuttle program and to report on other current and future federal programs that could use them.83 The resulting report summarized the “mapping” process that NASA is using to align the civil servant and contractor shuttle workforce and the  [CARD CONTINUES] shuttle facilities at each NASA center with the needs of other programs.84 • In the Commerce, Justice, Science, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 2010, and in previous NASA appropriations acts for several years, Congress prohibited NASA from using appropriated funds to implement reductions in force (RIFs) or other involuntary separations, except for cause.85 Before the release of the Administration’s FY2011 budget, many of the personnel currently employed in the shuttle program were expected to transition to the Constellation program. The proposed cancellation of Constellation introduces new uncertainty into these plans.
Shuttle – Popular – Public

Over half of Americans support space shuttle missions.

Rasmussen Reports, 10/5/10 

(Biggest public opinion poll conductor in the United States, “52% Say Space Shuttle Program Has Been Worth The Cost”, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/lifestyle/general_lifestyle/october_2010/52_say_space_shuttle_program_has_been_worth_the_cost, accessed 6/27/11) EK

NASA just received the budget go-ahead for one last manned shuttle launch, but most Americans think the historic shuttle program has been well worth the money. A new Rasmussen Reports national telephone survey shows that 52% of Adults say the space shuttle program has been worth the expense to taxpayers. Twenty-eight percent (28%) disagree and feel the program has not been worth the expense. Twenty percent (20%) are not sure. (To see survey question wording, click here.) The number of Americans who feel the program has been worth what it cost is up 12 points from early January, when just 40% felt that way.

***Links – Launch Systems

Space Launch System – Unpopular - Senators

Senators Dianne Feinstein (D-CA) and Barbara Boxer (D-CA) oppose the current plan for the new Space Launch System

Feinstein and Boxer, U.S. California Senators, 2011

(Dianne and Barbara, 5/27/11, Letter to Charles Bolden NASA Administrator, “Letter to Charles Bolden from Senators Feinstein and Boxer Re: Sole Source for the Space Launch System”, http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewsr.html?pid=37310, 6/21/11) EK

Dear Administrator Bolden: We write to ask that NASA quickly open a competitive bidding process on the propulsion component of the new Space Launch System (SLS). A competitive process will allow NASA to procure better technology at lower initial and lifecycle costs. In this time of constrained budgets, it would be inexcusible to funnel billions of taxpayer dollars into a non-competitive sole-source contract for the new Space Launch System. By allowing a competitive process, NASA could realize hundreds of millions of dollars in annual savings, and billions in savings over the life of the program. Furthermore, a competitive process will build capacity and enhance the critical skills and capabilities at a wide range of aerospace technology companies. We believe a competitive process is consistent with the NASA Reauthorization Act of 2010. As you know, this legislation directed the agency to construct a new human rated spacecraft by 2016 while utilizing existing contracts where "practicable." However, NASA itself has already concluded that such a plan is not practicable. The January 2011 report issued by your agency entitled the "Preliminary Report Regarding NASA's Space Launch System and Multi-Purpose Crew Vehicle" concluded that "NASA does not believe this goal is achievable based on a combination of the current funding profile estimate, traditional approaches to acquisition, and currently considered vehicle architectures." Based on this conclusion, we believe that it is not "practicable" to continue the existing contracts. Instead, we believe that NASA should open a competitive bidding process for the SLS to ensure that the agency obtains the best technology at the lowest possible cost. Our national space program is already under public scrutiny as a result of delays and cost overruns; new non-competitive billion dollar contracts will only further inflame those who question the need to make these investments. We recognize that this is a controversial issue, and we hope to work with you to ensure that the final decision is in the best interest of the American taxpayer, not parochial special interest groups. We appreciate your consideration of our request and we look forward to your prompt response. Sincerely, Dianne Feinstein United States Senator Barbara Boxer United States Senator

Senator Richard Shelby (R-AL) opposes current Space Launch System plans and technology

Leone, NASA Staff Writer at Space News, 2011

(Dan, 6/16/11, Space News, “Shelby to NASA: Hold Competition for SLS Boosters”, http://www.spacenews.com/policy/110616-shelby-nasa-hold-competition-sls.html, 6/21/11) EK

WASHINGTON — U.S. Sen. Richard Shelby (R-Ala.) has joined two Democratic colleagues in calling for NASA to solicit bids for work on propulsion elements of the Space Launch System (SLS), the heavy-lift rocket Congress ordered the agency to build last year. “I strongly encourage you to initiate a competition for the Space Launch System booster,” Shelby wrote in a June 10 letter to NASA Administrator Charles Bolden. Shelby said he had “seen no evidence that foregoing competition for the booster system will speed development of SLS or, conversely, that introducing competition will slow the program down.” Shelby also bluntly critiqued some of the technology NASA is considering for the SLS. He said he was “particularly concerned” that NASA is considering space shuttle-style boosters fueled by solid-rocket propellant.
Solving Gap – Popular - Congress

Congress concerned about filling gap in space transit

Morgan, Congressional Research Service specialist in science and technology policy, 7-8-10

[Daniel, Congressional Research Service, “The Future of NASA: Space Policy Issues Facing Congress”, p. 7-8,

opencrs.com/document/R41016/, accessed 6-20-11, AFB]

Issue for Congress: “The Gap” and Utilization of the Space Station

In order to fund the cost of the Vision and because of safety concerns following the Columbia disaster in 2003, NASA intends to end the space shuttle program once construction of the ISS is complete in 2010. The shuttle’s successors, Orion and Ares I, are not expected to be ready for crewed flight until at least 2015. The difference between these dates is generally referred to as “the gap.” Congressional policy makers and others have expressed concerns about U.S. access to space during the gap. The NASA Authorization Act of 2005 declared it to be U.S. policy “to possess the capability for human access to space on a continuous basis.”28 Former NASA Administrator Michael Griffin, a strong advocate of the Vision, has referred to the gap as “unseemly in the extreme.”29

Under current plans, Russian spacecraft will be the only means of access to the ISS for humans during the gap. A variety of alternatives are being considered for cargo. These points are discussed further below in the section “Post-Shuttle Access to the ISS.”

The prospect of the gap has intensified congressional concerns about whether the capabilities of the ISS will be fully utilized. In addition to the uncertainty about U.S. access to the ISS during the gap period, it appears possible that U.S. use of the station will end at about the same time as the shuttle’s successors first become available, or even before.

Low Earth Orbit Systems – Popular – Congress

Low Earth orbit and transportation is popular – bipartisan support

The Washington Times, editorial, 5-3-11

(“House members question NASA's budget priorities” May 3, 2011, Lexis, EJONES)

NASA chief Charles Bolden Jr. told a skeptical House panel Wednesday that President Obama's budget provides enough funds to maintain the agency's mission and stay on the cutting edge of innovation and space exploration. But several members on the House Committee on Science, Space and Technology told Mr. Bolden, a former space shuttle commander, that Mr. Obama's blueprint and budget for the nation's space program did not meet the challenges NASA faces. "I am concerned that the future of our space program is in serious jeopardy," said Chairman Ralph M. Hall, Texas Republican. "As everyone knows, we are in a challenging budget environment. In times like these, it is more important than ever for NASA to have credible, realistic plans that can be understood and defended." The president's fiscal 2012 budget request of $18.7 billion represents no increase over 2011 spending, and is $300 million below what Mr. Obama requested in his previous budget. But Mr. Bolden contended the agency could still pursue its mission and expressed confidence that private businesses could fill the void with the pending retirement of the space shuttle program. "We have got to develop commercial capability to get into low-Earth orbit," he said. "The nation needs to become unafraid of exploration. We need to become unafraid of risks." But even Democrats on the panel said Mr. Obama's new budget request leans more toward the commercial activities, with less money going to NASA's own next-generation spacecraft. They complained the budget upset a carefully crafted compromise worked out last year in the debate over the space agency's authorization bill. "While last year's [bill] was by no means a perfect bill, it did clearly articulate Congress' intention: That NASA pursue a means of transportation that builds on all the work that's been done over the past five years," said Texas Rep. Eddie Bernice Johnson, the ranking Democrat on the science committee. "I do not see it reflected in the proposed NASA budget request," she said. According to Mr. Bolden, the majority of Mr. Obama's budget will go to the International Space Station. About 83 percent of that is paid to "commercial entities on a contract basis." On NASA's agenda for the coming years is the Mars Science Laboratory, set to launch later in 2011 and arrive by August 2012; progress on developing a new "evolvable heavy-lift rocket" in 2012; and continued work on building a Multi Purpose Crew Vehicle focusing on human safety features. The safety of crew members is "the number-one priority," Mr. Bolden said. However, NASA's efforts in education outreach face a 5.1 percent decrease compared with the space program's education budget for 2011. "These are tough fiscal times, calling for tough choices," he told lawmakers.

***Links – Moon

Moon Mission – Human – Unpopular – Public

Only 26% of Americans support human lunar missions.

Rasmussen Reports, 1/15/10 

(Biggest public opinion poll conductor in the United States, “50% Favor Cutting Back on Space Exploration”, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/lifestyle/general_lifestyle/january_2010/50_favor_cutting_back_on_space_exploration, accessed 6/27/11) EK

The feelings are virtually identical about sending someone to the moon. Twenty-six percent (26%) like the idea, but twice as money (52%) are opposed to sending someone to the moon as one of the current goals of the space program.

Moon Mission – Popular – Congress

Moon Mission popular with Congress – space leadership rationale 

Morgan Congressional Research Service Specialist in Science and Technology Policy 7-8-10

(Daniel“The Future of NASA: Space Policy Issues Facing Congress” 7-8-10 pg 7 Congressional Research Service www.fas.org/sgp/crs/space/R41016.pdf accessed: 6-21-11) TJL

Supporters counter that the Moon is the closest destination beyond Earth orbit and could serve as a stepping stone for subsequent destinations. As Earth’s nearest neighbor, the Moon is of great scientific interest. Missions to the Moon would provide an opportunity to develop and test technologies and gain experience working in space. According to some advocates, the Moon might literally be a staging point for future missions. For some in Congress, concerned about national security or national prestige, the prospect of a manned Chinese mission to the Moon is a strong motivation to reestablish a U.S. presence. For many who have supported the Vision up to this point, completing it may have become important in itself; part of the Vision’s original purpose was to set a goal for NASA that would give the agency direction and enhance its public support, and supporters may fear that changing plans at this point would weaken NASA, whether or not a better plan could be devised.

Moon Mission – Human – Popular – Congress (1/2)

Congress supports moon mission as stepping stone

Morgan, Congressional Research Service specialist in science and technology policy, 7-8-10

[Daniel, Congressional Research Service, “The Future of NASA: Space Policy Issues Facing Congress”, p.5,

opencrs.com/document/R41016/, accessed 6-20-11, AFB]

The NASA Authorization Act of 2008 (P.L. 110-422) reaffirmed the Vision’s broad goals, including the “eventual” return to the Moon and missions to other destinations in the solar system.14 It expressed the sense of Congress that “America’s friends and allies” should be invited to participate.15 It directed NASA to take a “stepping stone approach” in which lunar exploration activities are designed and implemented with strong consideration to their future contribution to exploration beyond the Moon.16 It directed that plans for a lunar outpost should not require its continuous occupation and that NASA should use commercial services for its lunar outpost activities “to the maximum extent practicable.”17

Experts and politicians support moon trip for multiple reasons, including science and heg

Morgan, Congressional Research Service specialist in science and technology policy, 7-8-10

[Daniel, Congressional Research Service, “The Future of NASA: Space Policy Issues Facing Congress”, p. 7,

opencrs.com/document/R41016/, accessed 6-20-11, AFB]

Supporters counter that the Moon is the closest destination beyond Earth orbit and could serve as a stepping stone for subsequent destinations. As Earth’s nearest neighbor, the Moon is of great scientific interest. Missions to the Moon would provide an opportunity to develop and test technologies and gain experience working in space. According to some advocates, the Moon might literally be a staging point for future missions. For some in Congress, concerned about national security or national prestige, the prospect of a manned Chinese mission to the Moon is a strong motivation to reestablish a U.S. presence. For many who have supported the Vision up to this point, completing it may have become important in itself; part of the Vision’s original purpose was to set a goal for NASA that would give the agency direction and enhance its public support, and supporters may fear that changing plans at this point would weaken NASA, whether or not a better plan could be devised.

Moon Mission – Human – Popular – Congress (2/2)
Congress and public oppose cutting Constellation and Moon programs – multiple reasons

Morgan, Congressional Research Service specialist in science and technology policy, 7-8-10

[Daniel, Congressional Research Service, “The Future of NASA: Space Policy Issues Facing Congress”, p. 11,

opencrs.com/document/R41016/, accessed 6-20-11, AFB]

Human Spaceflight: Administration Proposals

In its FY2011 budget request, the Obama Administration proposed cancelling the Constellation program and eliminating the return of humans to the Moon as NASA’s primary goal.36 Instead, NASA would encourage the private sector to develop commercial space transportation services to carry astronauts to and from the International Space Station. For spaceflight beyond Earth orbit, NASA would emphasize long-term technology development rather than near-term development of specific flight systems. Operation of the International Space Station would continue until at least 2020. When asked about destinations for future human exploration of space, NASA officials stated that Mars would be the ultimate goal, but that other intermediate destinations would come first. They described these proposals as consistent with the “Flexible Path” option identified by the Augustine committee.

Congressional and Public Reaction

Congress and the public at large reacted mostly negatively to the Administration’s proposals. Their concerns included the potential negative impact of Constellation’s cancellation on employment in the aerospace industry, the lack of a specific destination and schedule to replace the goal of returning humans to the Moon, and the risk that the private sector might not in fact develop commercial space transportation services that meet NASA’s needs. In the media, attention focused on the proposed cancellation of Constellation, with less notice of the programs that would replace it, such as increased technology development and stimulation of commercial space transportation services. Press accounts often reported the Administration’s proposals as cutting NASA’s budget, or eliminating its human spaceflight program, even though the proposed FY2011 budget for NASA was actually an increase over previous plans and included other human spaceflight activities to replace Constellation.

Moon Mission – Commercial Services – Popular – Congress

Congress wants maximization of commercial services in moon mission

Morgan, Congressional Research Service specialist in science and technology policy, 7-8-10

[Daniel, Congressional Research Service, “The Future of NASA: Space Policy Issues Facing Congress”, p.5,

opencrs.com/document/R41016/, accessed 6-20-11, AFB]

The NASA Authorization Act of 2008 (P.L. 110-422) reaffirmed the Vision’s broad goals, including the “eventual” return to the Moon and missions to other destinations in the solar system.14 It expressed the sense of Congress that “America’s friends and allies” should be invited to participate.15 It directed NASA to take a “stepping stone approach” in which lunar exploration activities are designed and implemented with strong consideration to their future contribution to exploration beyond the Moon.16 It directed that plans for a lunar outpost should not require its continuous occupation and that NASA should use commercial services for its lunar outpost activities “to the maximum extent practicable.”17

***Links – Mars Mission

Mars – One Way Mission – Unpopular

One way mission is a political disaster

Flatow, NPR host & Krauss, Arizona State University School of Earth and Space Exploration Department of Physics professor, 9

[Ira & Dr. Lawrence, 9-11-9, National Public Radio (NPR), SHOW: Talk of the Nation: Science Friday 3:00 PM EST NPR, “Traveling To Mars On A One-Way Ticket”, Lexis]

FLATOW: Thanks for calling. And, of course, as you say, it is - it's such a political football to suggest that we're going to send people on a one-way trip, that no prospect of NASA funding something like this.
Dr. KRAUSS: Well, I think it's unlikely. I mean, someone was pointing out to me, you remember when John Kennedy said, you know, our mission is to send men to the moon and bring them back safely again, and the mission isn't over until they're back on Earth. And I think - and that mentality, I think, persists.

Mars Mission – Human – Unpopular – Public

Only 27% of Americans support personned Mars mission.

Rasmussen Reports, 1/15/10 

(Biggest public opinion poll conductor in the United States, “50% Favor Cutting Back on Space Exploration”, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/lifestyle/general_lifestyle/january_2010/50_favor_cutting_back_on_space_exploration, accessed 6/27/11) EK

Only 27% of Americans believe the current goals of the space program should include sending someone to Mars. Fifty percent (50%) oppose such a mission, with 24% undecided. The findings on this question are unchanged from last July.

Mars Mission – Human – Unpopular – Women

Women strongly oppose human missions to Mars

Rasmussen Reports, 7/21/2009 

(Biggest public opinion poll conductor in the United States, “51% Oppose U.S. Manned Mission to Mars”, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/lifestyle/general_lifestyle/july_2009/51_oppose_u_s_manned_mission_to_mars, accessed 6/27/11) EK

Buzz Aldrin, one of the three U.S. astronauts who first walked on the moon in 1969, says America’s next goal should be sending a manned mission to Mars, but just 29% of Americans agree. Fifty-one percent (51%) of adults are opposed to sending someone to Mars as one of the current goals of the U.S. space program, according to a new Rasmussen Reports national telephone survey. Twenty-one percent (21%) are not sure. Women strongly oppose sending a manned mission to Mars while men are almost evenly divided.

Mars Mission – Popular – Political Support

Mars is the only mission that can generate political support

Thompson, Lexington Institute Chief Financial Officer, 11 

[Loren, April, Lexington Institute, “Human Spaceflight”, p. 1, http://www.lexingtoninstitute.org/library/resources/documents/Defense/HumanSpaceflight-Mars.pdf, accessed 6-27-11]

The National Aeronautics and Space Administration’s human spaceflight program is one of the greatest scientific achievements in history.  However, the program has been slowly dying since the Challenger Space Shuttle disaster 25 years ago.  Faltering political support, failed technologies and competing claims on an under-funded federal budget have made it difficult to sustain a coherent program from administration to administration.  The Obama Administration has offered a bold plan for nudging human spaceflight out of its decaying orbit, but the plan received only mixed support in Congress and looks unlikely to sustain political momentum over the long term. 
Although NASA consumes less than one-percent of the federal budget, it does not connect well with the current economic or social agendas of either major political party.  The broad support for the human spaceflight program early in its history was traceable largely to the ideological rivalry between America and Russia that produced the Moon race.  Today, no such external driver exists to sustain support of human spaceflight across the political spectrum.  The program therefore must generate some intrinsic rationale -- some combination of high purpose and tangible benefit -- to secure funding.  Recent efforts at generating a compelling rationale, such as the “flexible path” and “capabilities driven” approaches currently favored by the space agency, are inadequate. They do not resonate with the political culture. 

In the current fiscal and cultural environment, there is only one goal for the human spaceflight program that has a chance of capturing the popular imagination: Mars.  The Red Planet is by far the most Earth-like object in the known universe beyond the Earth itself, with water, seasons, atmosphere and other features that potentially make it habitable one day by humans.  In addition, its geological characteristics make it a potential treasure trove of insights into the nature of the solar system -- insights directly relevant to what the future may hold for our own world.  And Mars has one other key attraction: it is reachable.  Unlike the hundreds of planets now being discovered orbiting distant stars,  astronauts could actually reach Mars within the lifetime of a person living today, perhaps as soon as  20 years from now. 

This report makes the case for reorienting NASA’s human spaceflight program to focus on an early manned mission to Mars.  It begins by briefly reviewing the history of the human spaceflight program and explaining why current visions of the program’s future are unlikely to attract sustained political support.  It then describes the appeal of Mars as an ultimate destination, and the range of tangible benefits that human missions there could produce.  It concludes by describing the budgetary resources and scientific tools needed to carry out such missions.  The basic thesis of the report is that human missions to Mars can be accomplished within NASA’s currently projected budgets; that proposed missions to other destinations such as near-Earth asteroids should be reconfigured as stepping-stones to the ultimate goal of the Red Planet; and that if Mars does not become the official goal of the human spaceflight program, then the program will effectively be dead by the end of the current decade.

Colonization – Popular – TEA Party

Colonization is popular with the TEA Party.

TEA Party Patriots, 6/23/11 

(“TEA Party Space Platform”, http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewpr.html?pid=33929, accessed 6/25/11, EK)

Our goal is nothing less than the expansion of American civilization into the solar system. Fifty years ago, the United States was in a Space Race with the Soviet Union. Our nation applied the strategy we had developed in World War II - a "crash" federal research and development program that spared no expense to accomplish the short-term goal of landing an American on the moon and returning him safely to the Earth. America can no longer afford the big government "crash" model. We must return to traditional American free-market principles to expand permanently into space. It was American individuals and businesses who pioneered the wilderness, built a continent-spanning nation, and created the most prosperous economy in the history of humanity. We must therefore advance the goal of permanently settling the space frontier by fostering private as well as appropriate government activities in space. We can do so by: 1.Creating a legal, tax and regulatory framework, that fosters free and competitive markets that increasing private investment in space activities. 2.Pursuing all federal space activities, especially civilian projects, in such a way as to utilize and strengthen the U.S. commercial space industry, and realigning projects wherever necessary to reinforce, rather than distort, normal market forces. Only through fiscally responsible policy, which limits government bureaucracy and stimulates the free market, will the United States expand on its leadership in space. By removing barriers of entry to the utilization of the solar system, new business models become viable. This sound free-market-based approach will create new sectors of the economy and strengthen America as the vanguard of freedom and opportunity as we spread throughout the solar system. We will carry forth the American values that made our nation great. The United States will settle space as it settled the American continent. The days of Lewis and Clark, and Apollo, are over. This is the Oregon Trail space policy.

***Links – Hubble
Hubble Telescope – Unpopular – Public

Less than half of Americans support the expense for the Hubble Telescope

Rasmussen Reports, 5/20/2009 

(Biggest public opinion poll conductor in the United States, “47% Say Hubble Space Telescope Worth The Cost”, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/lifestyle/general_lifestyle/may_2009/47_say_hubble_space_telescope_worth_the_cost, accessed 6/27/11) EK

Voters continue to be big supporters of NASA and the manned space program, but they’re a little less sure about the value of the Hubble Space Telescope, the subject of a high-profile astronaut repair job completed on Tuesday. Forty-seven percent (47%) of U.S. voters say the scientific value of the Hubble telescope has been worth the cost of building and repairing it, according to a new Rasmussen Reports national telephone survey. Twenty-one percent (21%) disagree and nearly one-third (32%) are not sure. Sixty percent (60%) of men think the Hubble is worth the investment, compared to 35% of women. The New York Times, citing NASA figures, says the telescope, since it was first launched into space in 1990, has been repaired five times “by 16 astronauts performing 23 spacewalks, at a cost of $9.6 billion.”

Hubble Telescope – Unpopular – Women

Only 35% of American women support the Hubble Telescope

Rasmussen Reports, 5/20/2009 

(Biggest public opinion poll conductor in the United States, “47% Say Hubble Space Telescope Worth The Cost”, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/lifestyle/general_lifestyle/may_2009/47_say_hubble_space_telescope_worth_the_cost, accessed 6/27/11) EK

Voters continue to be big supporters of NASA and the manned space program, but they’re a little less sure about the value of the Hubble Space Telescope, the subject of a high-profile astronaut repair job completed on Tuesday. Forty-seven percent (47%) of U.S. voters say the scientific value of the Hubble telescope has been worth the cost of building and repairing it, according to a new Rasmussen Reports national telephone survey. Twenty-one percent (21%) disagree and nearly one-third (32%) are not sure. Sixty percent (60%) of men think the Hubble is worth the investment, compared to 35% of women. The New York Times, citing NASA figures, says the telescope, since it was first launched into space in 1990, has been repaired five times “by 16 astronauts performing 23 spacewalks, at a cost of $9.6 billion.”

Hubble – Popular – Senate – Mikulski (D-MD)

Senator Mikulski supports Hubble telescope.

Space Daily, ’06 

(Space Daily, “Mikulski Applauds Hubble Announcement, Says Decision Is Right For America”, 11/2/06, http://www.spacedaily.com/reports/Mikulski_Applauds_Hubble_Announcement_Says_Decision_Is_Right_For_America_999.html, accessed 6/25/11, EK)

Senator Barbara A. Mikulski (D-Md.) joined the staff at NASA's Goddard Space Flight Center in Greenbelt, Md. in celebrating NASA Administrator Michael Griffin's announcement that there will be a critical space shuttle mission to service the Hubble Space Telescope. "This is a great day for Maryland, for America, but most of all, for science. Hubble is a national asset and a national priority," said Senator Mikulski. "Without question, Hubble has been the most successful NASA program since Apollo. And like Apollo, Hubble has helped America lead the way in discovery and exploration." "This servicing mission will give Hubble new scientific instruments, new batteries and new gyroscopes, making Hubble far more powerful than it is today. Hubble's best and most productive period is ahead of it, not behind it," continued Senator Mikulski. "It is Hubble that started this 'Golden Age' of exploration and discovery, and it is Hubble that has become America's icon for exploration and discovery." Senator Mikulski has a long record of standing up for the Hubble Telescope, tracing back its entire 15 year life. After NASA announced it was terminating the servicing mission that was needed to extend the life of the Hubble, Senator Mikulski requested a second opinion and a National Academy of Sciences study. As the senior Democrat on the Senate's Commerce, Justice, Science (CJS) Appropriations subcommittee, Senator Mikulski has consistently fought to provide funding in the federal budget for a Hubble servicing mission - adding $350 million over the past two years to the 2005 and 2006 CJS spending bills, respectively. During these two fiscal years, President Bush's budget did not include funding for a Hubble servicing mission. "While experts were working on a second opinion, I was fighting for Hubble's budget. I knew that if the NASA Administrator said a shuttle mission was safe - because the safety of our astronauts must be our number one priority - NASA would need money in the federal checkbook for a Hubble servicing mission," said Senator Mikulski. "I promised to move heaven and earth to make sure the resources would be there. Hubble is too important to the world and to our country.”

***Links – Earth Sciences

Congress Oversees NASA-NOAA Relationship

Congress oversees policy and resources exchanges and cooperation between NASA & NOAA

Morgan, Congressional Research Service specialist in science and technology policy, 7-8-10

[Daniel, Congressional Research Service, “The Future of NASA: Space Policy Issues Facing Congress”, p. 36,

opencrs.com/document/R41016/, accessed 6-20-11, AFB]

NASA’s Relationship with NOAA

Congressional policy makers have taken a long-standing interest in NASA’s relationship with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), which operates Earth observing satellites for weather forecasting and other purposes. The NASA Authorization Act of 2005 mandated the establishment of a joint NASA-NOAA working group; required NASA and NOAA to submit a joint annual report on coordination each February; directed NASA and NOAA to evaluate NASA science missions for their operational capabilities and prepare transition plans for those with operational potential; and directed NASA not to transfer any Earth science mission or Earth observing system to NOAA until a transition plan has been approved and funds have been included in the NOAA budget request.162 In the NASA Authorization Act of 2008, Congress directed OSTP to develop a process for transitions of experimental Earth science and space weather NASA missions to operational status under NOAA, including the coordination of agency budget requests;163 mandated a National Academies study of the governance structure for U.S. Earth observation programs at NASA, NOAA, and other agencies, to be transmitted to Congress by April 2010;164 and mandated a National Academies assessment of impediments to interagency cooperation on space and Earth science missions, to be submitted to Congress by January 2010.165

Earth Sciences – Unpopular – GOP

Republicans hate the plan – earth science programs crowd out popular NASA parts, overlap, and are perceived as climate change research

Powell, Texas on the Potomac, 3-17-11

(Stewart, “Rep. Pete Olson joins Florida ally in bid to protect NASA spending on human space flight” March 17, Lexis, EJONES)

"To be clear, we believe NASA's budget can be reduced," the GOP lawmakers told their colleague in a letter released today. "Within the NASA budget specifically we believe there is an opportunity to cut funding within the earth science account where an overabundance of climate change research is being conducted." President Obama's proposed budget for NASA for the fiscal year beginning Oct. 1 calls for $18.7 billion to be provided the space agency. That's $300 million less than last year and the same as fiscal 2010. Obama has put a premium on space-based research into global warming. "The National Aeronautic and Space Administration's primary mission has always been human space flight," Olson said. "In this time of limited resources, we must take a common sense approach to federal spending by cutting duplicative programs. Climate research is currently conducted in 16 different federal agencies." Olson said by streamlining federal priorities Congress "can cut spending in NASA's budget for climate research and maintain a stable human space flight program."
More evidence –

Whittington, Space analyst, 3-20-11

(Mark R., Has written for the Houston Chronicle, The Washington Post, USA Today, the L.A. Times, and The Weekly Standard, “GOP Lawmakers: Cut NASA Earth Science, Fund Human Space Exploration”, Yahoo News, http://news.yahoo.com/s/ac/20110320/sc_ac/8103220_gop_lawmakers_cut_nasa_earth_science_fund_human_space_exploration, accessed June 21, 2011, EJONES)

One aspect of a drive for an austerity budget is that programs begin to compete against one another for support and attention. Thus a fight has broken out over which NASA program gets cut, space exploration or climate research. According to Space News, in a recent letter to Rep. Paul Ryan, chairman of the House Budget Committee, Rep. Sandy Adams of Florida and Rep. Pete Olson of Texas made the plea to focus on the $1.6 billion in NASA devoted to Earth science and climate research as area to suffer budget cuts. While some cynics may suggest that Adams and Olson are just protecting their state's turfs, there is an actual case to be made that goes beyond pork politics. Climate research at NASA has become very politicized, being seen as more an attempt to amass evidence for global warming and thus support for draconian energy policies rather than as disinterested science. There have also been a couple of launch failures in the Earth science program, one just recently of the Glory satellite. Some have even posited strange, almost-conspiracy theories concerning those launch failures. On the other hand, while Earth observation science is an enumerated mission of NASA dating to its beginning, human space exploration is its crown jewel. When one thinks of NASA, one thinks of Apollo, the space shuttle and the International Space Station first. Planetary probes such as the Mars Rovers and the Cassini, now orbiting Saturn, come in for mention as well. But Earth Science is rather down on the list of priorities. Couple that with lingering anger over President Barack Obama's cancellation of the Constellation space exploration program, one can see that an attempt to strike at one of his priorities in an attempt to preserve was is left of the space exploration program would follow as night follows day. Leaving aside the merits of an Earth Science program, at least if it is conducted in a non political manner, tight budgets mean having to pick and choose priorities. Politically and substantially human space exploration over Earth Science is a no-brainer. Sending human explorers beyond Low Earth orbit has more implications for the future course of human civilization than a politicized Earth Science program. Plus, it gives Republican lawmakers the opportunity to punish Obama for blowing up Constellation and throwing NASA into chaos. This should serve as a warning. In a democracy, even if one has the power to roll over the opposition and do what one wants, one should think about the long term consequences. Power shifts with every election. And the people who have been rolled over tend to have long memories.
Environmental Programs – Unpopular – GOP (1/2)

Plan is unpopular – Republicans see it as wasteful overlap

Vastag, science reporter at the Washington Post, 2-16-11

(Brian, “Science gets a boost in budget” The Washington Post, February 16, 2011, lexis, EJONES)

With Republicans eager to cut spending, the likelihood of Suresh getting his wish remains uncertain."I don't like to cut science," said Rep. Frank R. Wolf (R-Va.), chairman of the House Appropriations commerce-justice-science subcommittee. "But as long as the president fails to address the recommendations of his deficit-reduction commission and doesn't deal with [Medicare and Social Security] entitlements, there is going to be tremendous pressure on these programs." Norman Augustine, the former chief executive of Lockheed Martin and a promoter of science and technology, said Republican lawmakers need to distinguish vital long-term programs from short-term ones. "A meat ax across the board is abdicating their responsibility," he said.John Holdren, the president's science adviser, positioned the science boost as vital for the nation's future.The president sees "science, technology and innovation as absolutely essential to reaching the goals we need to reach," Holdren said. "That's why this [science] budget contains more than many would have thought possible under the extraordinary fiscal challenges we face."Holdren noted that federal dollars account for just 30 percent of all research-and-development funding in the United States; private companies and, to a much lesser extent, nonprofit groups, fund the other 70 percent. That is why Obama is seeking to permanently extend a tax credit for business-funded research and development, Holdren said. Wolf said he supports the permanent tax credit. The president's science initiatives also include establishing a $90 million education research agency, ARPA-ED, that is modeled on the Defense Department's Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA); a doubling of the Department of Energy's "energy innovation" research facilities from three to six; and a boost of 20 percent, or $446 million, for cross-agency "global change" research focused on climate and the environment. Wolf said he believes climate-change research is important, but he noted "areas of overlap" across federal agencies - particularly with NASA and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration - that his subcommittee is looking to cut. Holdren sought to head off criticism by touting cuts to "lower priority" research programs at the Department of Veterans Affairs, the Environmental Protection Agency and especially the Defense Department, which would receive $4 billion less for research in 2012 than it did in 2010. Predictably, scientific leaders lauded the extra funding that Obama's budget would send to national laboratories and universities. "We need to be competitive in a world that is changing rapidly," said Martin Apple, president of the Council of Scientific Society Presidents."The [president's] 2012 proposal does more to get us back in the game than does" the Republican proposal.

Environmental Programs – Unpopular – GOP (2/2)
Republicans hate the plan – Undermines NASA’s true purpose and overlap

SpaceRef 2-8-11

(“Reps Posey, Adams and Bishop Join Colleagues in Calling on House Leaders to Reprioritize NASA for Human Space Flight Missions, Drop Climate Change”, February 8, 2011, http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewpr.html?pid=32693, accessed June 21, 2011, EJONES)

As House leaders examine ways to cut spending and address the ever growing budget deficits that have plagued Washington for years, U.S. Representatives Bill Posey (R-FL), Sandy Adams (R-FL) and Rob Bishop (R-UT) were joined by several other of their colleagues in calling for a reprioritization of NASA so human space flight remains the primary focus of the nation's space agency as budget cuts are considered. In their recent letter to House Appropriations Committee Chairman Harold Rogers (R-KY) and Commerce, Justice, and Science Subcommittee Chairman Frank Wolf (R-VA), Posey, Adams and Bishop state that while "moving forward under a constrained budget, it will be critical for the Appropriations Committee to produce legislation that is precise in its budget cuts. For years, Presidents and Congress have charged NASA with completing tasks that fall outside the scope of NASA's primary mission. "Our space program attracts and inspires the world's greatest minds and gives our young people inspiration to excel in math and science. Human spaceflight, however, is not simply a matter of national prestige. Our nation's ability to access space is a critical national security asset and plays an important role in our future economic competitiveness. Space is the ultimate high ground and nations such as China, Russia, and India are anxious to seize the mantle of space supremacy should we decide to cede it." "Limited resources force us to make important decisions with regard to the objectives of all federal departments and agencies, including NASA," said Representative Bill Posey (R-FL). "NASA's primary purpose is human space exploration and directing NASA funds to study global warming undermines our ability to maintain our competitive edge in human space flight." "As NASA's human spaceflight program hangs in the balance, it is imperative that we ask ourselves: What is the future of NASA? With the current administration unable or unwilling to outline a plan or stick to their original promises, it is time to refocus NASA's mission towards space exploration," said Representative Sandy Adams (R-FL). "That is why I am encouraging Chairmen Rogers and Wolf to reduce funding for climate change research, which undercuts one of NASA's primary and most important objectives of human spaceflight." "It is counterintuitive to direct millions of dollars to NASA for duplicative climate change programs and at the same time cancel its manned space flight program- the purpose for which the agency was originally created. Far too many forget that at one time in our nation's history we were losing the space race. With the creation of NASA, we emerged as leaders and have remained so ever since. If NASA's manned space program disappears, our nation will once again experience a 'Sputnik Moment.' Our country will again watch from the sidelines as countries like Russia, China and India charge ahead as leaders in space exploration and missile defense," said Representative Rob Bishop (R-UT). In Fiscal Year 2010, NASA spent over 7.5% --over a billion dollars-- of its budget on studying global warming/climate change. The bulk of the funds NASA received in the stimulus went toward climate change studies. Excessive growth of climate change research has not been limited to NASA. Overall, the government spent over $8.7 billion across 16 Agencies and Departments throughout the federal government on these efforts in FY 2010 alone. Global warming funding presents an opportunity to reduce spending without unduly impacting NASA's core human spaceflight mission.

Climate Study – Unpopular – GOP

Lawmakers want to cut NASA climate studies, low political support

Fahys, The Salt Lake Tribune, 2/14/11
(Judy – Staff Writer and Member at Society of Environmental Journalists, The Salt Lake Tibrune, “Lawmakers push to cut NASA climate funding, boost manned space flight”, Lexis, 6/22/11) AC

U.S. Reps. Rob Bishop and Jason Chaffetz of Utah want House budgetmakers to cut funding the National Aeronautics and Space Administration spends on climate science and shift it to manned space programs. The Utah Republicans joined four House colleagues last week in a letter that said the $1.4 billion used for climate satellites and related NASA research should be spent instead on the manned space flight program, which Bishop said in a news release was "the purpose for which the agency was originally created." "If NASA's manned space program disappears, our nation will once again experience a 'Sputnik Moment,' " said Bishop, whose district includes ATK, an aerospace and defense company with a big presence in northern Utah. "Our country will again watch from the sidelines as countries like Russia, China and India charge ahead as leaders in space exploration and missile defense." The letter signed by Bishop, Chaffetz and four colleagues went last week to House Appropriations Committee Chairman Hal Rogers, R-Ky., and Commerce, Justice, Science Subcommittee Chairman Frank Wolf, R-Va. Under the Obama administration's 2012 budget, NASA's budget would be frozen at last year's levels, about $18.7 billion, for five years. Roughly $1.4 billion of the spending is for understanding how the planet works, including the satellites that monitor climate. The lawmakers called that spending part of the "excessive growth of climate change research" spanning several agencies. The federal government spent $8.7 billion on climate change programs in 2010. "Limited resources force us to make important decisions with regard to the objectives of all federal departments and agencies, including NASA," said Rep. Bill Posey of Florida. "NASA's primary purpose is human space exploration, and directing NASA funds to study global warming undermines our ability to maintain our competitive edge in human space flight." Alt Heads:

Climate Satellites – Unpopular – GOP 

Republicans hate the plan – recent cuts prove

Conathan, Director of Ocean Policy at American Progress, 3-17-11

(Michael, “House GOP Still Says Accurate Weather Forecasting and Hurricane Tracking are Luxuries America Can’t Afford”, Science Progress, http://www.scienceprogress.org/2011/03/house-gop-doubles-down-on-cuts-to-weather-hurricane-and-climate-tracking/, accessed June 21, 2011, EJONES)

Last month, CAP and Climate Progress reported on House Republicans’ shortsighted attempt to obliterate funding for new environmental monitoring satellites—the sole source of some data for weather and climate forecasters. On Tuesday, in its latest three-week extension of government spending, the GOP, apparently not content with the depth of its evisceration, upped the ante by voting to cut an additional $115 million from NOAA’s Acquisition account. As we wrote in February after the initial cuts passed the House: At least an 18-month gap in coverage will be unavoidable without adequate funding for new polar-orbiting satellites this year. More troubling, taking an acquisition program offline and then restarting the process at a later date would lead to cost increases of as much as three to five times the amount the government would have to spend for the same product today. So here’s the choice: Spend $700 million this year for continuous service or $2 billion to $3.5 billion at some point in the future for the same equipment and a guaranteed service interruption. The tragic events in Japan serve as the most recent reminder that betting against Mother Nature is a losing proposition, yet House Republicans seem intent on insisting they can protect Americans without adequate information. They know the hurricanes, tornadoes, and floods are coming. Apparently we simply can’t afford to know when.

Tornado Detection – Unpopular – House

Plan unpopular – budget debate proves

Dudzik, Fox News, 2-19-11

(Kelly, “National Weather Service faces big cuts” Fox News, http://www.fox16.com/news/local/story/National-Weather-Service-faces-big-cuts/t7Ydr_Jwp0241SUwvM-J7Q.cspx, accessed June 21, 2011, EJONES)

The National Weather Service faces a severe budget cut and rolling blackouts. Offices across the country, including ours in North Little Rock, would close for 27 days in a row if proposed federal cuts go through. Right now, the U.S. House wants the National Weather Service to cut $126 million, or thirty-percent, of its budget by the end of June. Each office would shut down for 27 days and furlough employees who now worry people could lose their lives if they can't warn you before severe weather strikes. "During severe weather and tornadoes, seconds save lives," says National Weather Service union steward Dan Koch. But, this year, 22 National Weather Service offices at a time could shut down for 27 days in a row in the middle of severe weather season. "There's not going to be anyone here whatsoever," says Koch. Koch, and the National Weather Service, send out the warnings before severe weather hits. Now, Koch fears a furlough could be deadly. "Of course we're concerned about our own checks, but the public safety is huge. That's what we're all here for," he says. Memphis would cover North Little Rock during the blackout. "We really don't know what is going to happen. Is the phone going to ring and ring and ring? Are they going to get a busy signal? Are they going to get a recording to call Memphis?" he says. And, if anything breaks? "If the radar were to go down, someone from Memphis would have to get in the car, drive three hours over here to make a repair, and during that whole time frame, if we had a tornado outbreak, we'd be out of luck. There would be no radar coverage out of central Arkansas," says Koch. The cuts would also impact daily data collection. The staff launches weather balloons twice a day. That would drop to once a day if budget cuts go through. "Reducing the amount of data that we're putting into our computer models, and, the frequency at which our models are running, is going to set us back probably one or two decades in forecasting ability," he says. Koch told FOX16 Friday that he thinks maybe, if enough people speak out against the cuts, Congress will rethink the idea. The U.S. Senate votes on its version of the bill by March 4. The blackouts could start across the country as early as the end of March. The fear of the NWS is that permanent job cuts could come in 2012.

Tsunami Detection – Unpopular – GOP

Tsunami Detection is unpopular – Republican cuts prove

Khimm, reporter in the Washington bureau of Mother Jones, 3-11-11

(Suzy, “GOP Budget Cuts Target Tsunami Warning Center” Mother Jones, http://motherjones.com/mojo/2011/03/gop-budget-cuts-target-tsunami-warning-center, accessed June 21, 2011, EJONES)

A killer tsunami has devastated Japan and is now threatening Hawaii and the Pacific Coast of the US. But just last month, Republicans voted to gut funding for the Pacific Tsunami Warning Center—a cut that would cripple the National Weather Service's ability to issue warnings about such disasters. In February, the union representing the National Weather Service warned that the Republican cuts could place the residents of Hawaii in mortal danger. "People could die... It could be serious," Barry Hirshorn, Pacific region chairman of the National Weather Service Employees Organization, told Hawaii's Star Advertiser. The House budget includes a 28 percent cut to the National Weather Service that would result in staffing cutbacks to Hawaii's Pacific Tsunami Warning Center, which monitors potential tsunamis in the Indian Ocean. The Obama administration is threatening to veto the cut, and Congressional Democrats have called the reduction a "reckless" means of forwarding a political agenda. "Those who claim that global warming is a myth find the hard data produced by such monitoring inconvenient," Rep. Mazie Hirono (D-Hawaii) told the Star Advertiser. The cutback to the tsunami warning center also recalls Gov. Bobby Jindal's mockery of federal money for volcano monitoring back in 2009—just months before a volcano eruption in Iceland wreaked havoc on Europe. Similarly, Japan's tsunami may serve as a wake-up call to Congress' budget-slashing legislators. As the National Weather Service's union president Dan Sobien warned last month: "In the next hurricane, flood, tornado or wildfire, lives will be lost and people will ask what went wrong. Congress' cuts and the devastation to the well-being of our nation's citizens are dangerously wrong."

Earth Sciences – Popular – Congress

Earth Sciences are popular – congress mandated NASA focus on climate research

UPI 10

(“NASA: More Earth science missions coming” December 30, Lexis, accessed June 25, 2011, EJONES)

NASA says strong support from the White House and Congress will allow it to plan extensive Earth science programs with 16 major missions between 2011 and 2021. In contrast to late 2009 when NASA's Earth Science Division faced constrained funding, the current five-year spending plan calls for an additional $2.4 billion over the previous budget, SPACE.com reported this week. "What a difference a year makes," Michael Freilich, director of NASA's Earth Science Division, said at a recent meeting of the American Geophysical Union. "Last year things were a little bit dicey. This year we are moving forward rather dramatically." NASA says it plans to launch three Earth science satellites in 2011 -- a climate monitoring satellite in February; a joint U.S.-Argentina sea-surface salinity mission in June; and a polar-orbiting environmental research satellite in October. NASA is also expanding its Earth science emphasis on providing long-term climate data records. "The administration for the first time gave NASA the mandate to examine how we might contribute to climate continuity," Freilich said.

Weather Satellites – Popular - Senate

14 Senators support polar-orbiting weather satellites

Brinton, Space News, 2011

(Turner, 6/20/11, Space News, “Fourteen U.S. Senators Call for JPSS Funding”, http://www.spacenews.com/policy/110620-fourteen-senators-call-jpss-funding.html, 6/21/11) EK

WASHINGTON — A group of 14 U.S. senators — many from states hard hit by a rash of tornadoes and ongoing flooding — are warning of potentially grave consequences if Congress continues to short change an overdue effort to replace the nation’s polar-orbiting weather satellites. In a June 17 letter to Sens. Daniel Inouye (D-Hawaii) and Thad Cochran (R-Miss.), the chairman and vice chairman, respectively, of the Senate Appropriations Committee, 13 Democrats and one Republican — Sen. Richard Shelby (Ala.) — warn that a projected looming gap in weather satellite coverage will worsen without more support for the U.S. National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)’s Joint Polar Satellite System (JPSS). “As you know, a harmful loss of satellite coverage is already slated to occur in coming years, and we are deeply concerned that without adequate funding to swiftly implement JPSS, American lives, property, and prosperity will be needlessly endangered,” the senators wrote. They did not call for a specific amount of funding. The JPSS program is an offshoot of the National Polar-orbiting Operational Environmental Satellite System, a joint military-civilian program that the White House dismantled in 2010. NOAA sought just over $1 billion for JPSS for 2011 but a long-delayed government spending package that finally passed in April provided only $382 million for the program. NOAA’s 2012 budget request, submitted to Congress in February, included $1.06 billion for JPSS. Agency officials, however, have said even if the full amount is provided, the nation still risks a minimum one-year gap in weather satellite coverage Neither the House nor Senate has yet to take up a 2012 spending bill for NOAA. In May, the House Appropriations commerce, justice, science subcommittee — a 12-member panel drafting legislation to fund NOAA and NASA, among other agencies, for the year ahead — received a top-line budget allocation of $50.2 billion, an amount $3 billion below what it appropriated for 2011 and some $7 billion below the amount the White House is requesting. The Senate Appropriations Committee, which is expected to oppose many of the steep budget cuts advocated in the Republican-controlled House, has not released its top-line spending allocations. The letter notes the United States has seen a series of devastating weather events in 2011, including 1,300 tornadoes across multiple states that have killed more than 500 people and caused more than $10 billion in property damage. The results of these storms would have been far worse without early warnings from polar-orbiting weather satellites, the letter said. “As we enter a predicted above-average hurricane season, we hope that the early warnings these satellites provide will continue to save lives, but we are concerned that lack of funding now will bring about unnecessary death and destruction in the future, when there are no accurate multi-day forecasts of severe weather,” they wrote. Polar-orbiting weather satellites also played a role in the planning of the May 1 raid that killed Osama Bin Laden in Pakistan, the letter says. Among those signing the June 17 letter were Sens. Mark Begich (D-Alaska); John Kerry (D-Mass.); Mark Udall (D-Colo.); John D. Rockefeller IV (D-W.Va.); Carl Levin (D-Mich.); Sheldon Whitehouse (D-R.I.); Jeanne Shaheen (D-N.H.); Benjamin L. Cardin (D-Md.); Michael Bennet (D-Colo.); Daniel Akaka (D-Hawaii), Frank R. Lautenberg (D-N.J.); Maria Cantwell (D-Wash.); and Jeff Merkley (D-Ore.).

***Links – EPA Regulation

Regulation – Unpopular – GOP (1/2)

House Republicans hate anything that gives the EPA regulatory power

The Pilot, editorial, 6/19-11

(http://www.thepilot.com/news/2011/jun/19/gutting-regulation-environment/ 6-18-11 “Gutting Regulation of the Environment” accessed: 6-21-11 TJL)

The Republicans who now control the U.S. House of Representatives often tend to view any such initiatives as some kind of leftist conspiracies. Four times in May, for instance, the U.S. Senate had to block efforts by the House majority to stop the Environmental Protection Agency from regulating greenhouse gases. Let EPA Do Its Job At this point, the weapon of choice is something called the TRAIN (Transparency in Regulatory Analysis of Impacts on the Nation) Act. It would submit various EPA regulations to time-consuming new cost-benefit analyses, though such calculations are already required — and though the benefits of environmental regulations obviously go beyond financial considerations alone.

The GOP has gladly cut the EPA already- they would love to strike down another program

Eilperin, Washington Post writer covering the House of Representatives since 1998 6-20-11

(Juliet graduated in 1992 magna cum laude from Princeton University, where she received a bachelor’s in Politics. “EPA budget cuts put states in bind” 6-20-11 http://www.washingtonpost.com/national/environment/epa-budget-cuts-put-states-in-bind/2011/06/08/AGbVpYdH_story.html?sub=AR accessed: 6-21-11 TJL)

When congressional Republicans cut the Environmental Protection Agency’s budget 16 percent as part of a deal with President Obama in April to keep the government running, they hailed it as a blow to a federal bureaucracy that had overreached in its size and ambition.

Any type of new environmental regulation is unpopular- GOP support of TRAIN Act proves

McGowan, DC correspondent for Solve Climate News 6-7-11

(“Rep. John Sullivan's TRAIN Act Takes Aim at EPA” 6-07-11 http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/06/07/idUS337544950220110607 accessed: 6-21-11 TJL)

Those perceiving the Clean Air Act as a lumbering locomotive intent on flattening U.S. jobs, economic competitiveness and energy reliability hope the "TRAIN Act" makes more than a whistle-stop tour through Capitol Hill. Conservationists, however, have an opposite take. For them, the wheels can't come off soon enough from House legislation that is saddled with a cumbersome name — Transparency in Regulatory Analysis of Impacts on the Nation Act of 2011 — to create a cutesy but memorable acronym that lends itself to ridicule. Listen to Clean Air Watch's Frank O'Donnell. "It ought to be called the 'Train Wreck Act' because it's such a thoroughly bad idea," the president of the Washington-based advocacy organization told SolveClimate News in an interview. "This just shows you that the spirit of George Orwell is alive and well in Washington." But Oklahoma Rep. John Sullivan evidently thinks the name reflects the serious legislating the House must undertake now that the GOP wields power once again. The Republican says he is sponsoring such a measure because Congress desperately needs "an honest accounting of how much the Environmental Protection Agency's regulatory train wreck is costing our economy and American consumers."

Regulation – Unpopular – GOP (2/2)

The EPA is a central target for cuts- any increase in spending polarizes the right

Eilperin, Washington Post writer covering the House of Representatives since 1998 6-20-11

(Juliet graduated in 1992 magna cum laude from Princeton University, where she received a bachelor’s in Politics. “EPA budget cuts put states in bind” 6-20-11 http://www.washingtonpost.com/national/environment/epa-budget-cuts-put-states-in-bind/2011/06/08/AGbVpYdH_story.html?sub=AR accessed: 6-21-11 TJL)

The EPA was a central target for Republicans during the spring budget battle, as they tried to curtail its authority to curb greenhouse gases, mercury and other pollutants. Although lawmakers failed to secure those provisions, they limited the agency’s activities through budget cuts.

The GOP is unsatisfied with current cuts- they want to eliminate the entire EPA

Eilperin Washington Post writer covering the House of Representatives since 1998 6-20-11

(Juliet graduated in 1992 magna cum laude from Princeton University, where she received a bachelor’s in Politics. “EPA budget cuts put states in bind” 6-20-11 http://www.washingtonpost.com/national/environment/epa-budget-cuts-put-states-in-bind/2011/06/08/AGbVpYdH_story.html?sub=AR accessed: 6-21-11 TJL)

The EPA was a central target for Republicans during the spring budget battle, as they tried to curtail its authority to curb greenhouse gases, mercury and other pollutants. Although lawmakers failed to secure those provisions, they limited the agency’s activities through budget cuts. But as lawmakers and local officials assess the impact of those cuts, few seem pleased with the outcome. “We made some tough choices in there,” EPA Deputy Administrator Robert Perciasepe said in an interview. “We’re very close to the edge where you start to erode the capacity of the agency.” S. William Becker, executive director of the National Association of Clean Air Agencies, said lawmakers didn’t realize that targeting EPA’s budget meant “that they’re cutting jobs at the state and local level. If they knew that, maybe Congress might have acted differently.” Key Republicans say the cuts have failed to reshape the agency the way they had envisioned. “By stepping into the process in the middle of the year, we weren’t able to provide the kind of details you can when you’re doing an appropriations bill from the outset,” said Rep. Bob Goodlatte (Va.), vice chairman of the House Agriculture Committee and a frequent EPA critic. “The EPA made a lot more decisions in how they made the cut, and I certainly don’t agree with how they made the cut or spent the money.” In fact, many of the funding decisions the EPA made this year were based on a mandatory formula, since $1 billion of the overall reduction affected just two programs helping underwrite clean-water and drinking-water projects. “This is one of the problems with cutting EPA’s budget. You look at a lot of their programs and they are pass-through programs,” said House Interior and Environment Appropriations Subcommittee Chairman Mike Simpson (R-Idaho), referring to programs whose funds flow directly from the agency to the states. “When you’re reducing the budget, those programs are going to go down substantially.”

***Links – Space Solar Power
Solar Sails – Unpopular - Congress

No political support – solar sails cancelled

Energy Business Daily, 11 

[2-16-11, “Solar Sails Pick up Speed”, http://energybusinessdaily.com/renewables/solar-power/solar-sails-pick-up-speed/, accessed 7-3-11]

A solar-sail satellite situated in orbit over the Moon’s south pole could be used to relay communication to Earth from a lunar base. NASA’s Constellation programme, which planned a manned mission to the Moon and Mars, was considering such a proposal, says West, but the mission was cancelled along with the rest of the programme in February 2010. Still, the agency’s Advanced Technology Development Center in Atlanta, Georgia, remains interested in solar sails and was expected to release a call for proposals during the autumn of 2010, he says. When Congress voted in September to fund NASA under a continuing resolution, thereby preventing the agency from starting new projects, the proposal was delayed. But if future solar-sail demonstrations succeed and electronic technology shrinks, allowing for even smaller and lighter probes, the propulsion method is certain to see some action, says West. “There’s a niche for solar sails and it’s there for the taking.” 

Space Solar Power – Political Capital (1/2)
Space-based solar requires significant political capital

National Security Space Office, 7

[National Security Space Office Interim Assessment, Report to the Director, 10-10-7, “Space‐Based Solar Power As an Opportunity for Strategic Security”, p. 24, http://www.nss.org/settlement/ssp/library/final-sbsp-interim-assessment-release-01.pdf, accessed 7-2-11] 

Space‐Based Solar Power is not a small project, but might be considered comparable in scale to the national railroads, highway system, or electrification project than the Manhattan or Apollo endeavors. However, unlike such purely national projects, this project also has components that are analogous to the development of the high‐volume international civil aviation system. Such a large endeavor carries with it significant international and environmental implications and so would require a corresponding amount of political will to realize its benefits.

Plan not popular – Massive political, logistical, and financial hurdles

Mahan, Citizens for Space Based Solar Power, 7 

[Rob, creator of citizens for Space Based Solar Power, C-SBSP, http://c-sbsp.org/sbsp-faq/, accessed 6-30-11]

The financial solution will admittedly be very expensive at first, so there must be an early adopter, like the Defense Department, to provide a market and rewards for those willing to invest in space based solar power and the supporting technologies. Engineering and scientific advancements and the commercialization of supporting technologies will soon lead to ubiquitous and low cost access to space and more widespread use of wireless power transmision. Economies of scale will eventually make space-based solar power affordable, but probably never cheap again, like energy was fifty years ago. Eventual Moon based operations will reduce costs significantly, since it takes twenty-two times less energy to launch from Moon than from Earth’s gravity well and the use of lunar materials will allow heavier, more robust structures.

The political solution will most likely be the biggest hurdle to the development of space-based solar power because so many areas have to be negotiated and agreed upon, not only within the United States, but with our allies around the world, too. Strong energy independence legislation is the first step that needs to be taken immediately. Treaties and agreements for the military and commercial use of space must be negotiated and put into place. Universal safety measures must be agreed upon and integrated into related legislation and treaties. Getting widespread voter (i.e. tax-payer) support to prompt Congress to take action may be the highest hurdle of all. 
Space Solar Power – Political Capital (2/2)
Space Based Solar Power lacks political and budgetary support
Boswell, speaker at the 1991 International Space Development Conference, 4 
(David, The Space review, “Whatever happened to solar power satellites,” 8/30/2004, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/214/1, Access: 7/6/11) AC

At the end of June, a conference about space based solar power generation was held in Granada, Spain. The conference provided progress reports from groups in Europe, the US, and Japan who are working on concepts and plans for building solar power plants in orbit that would beam electricity down for use on Earth.  It sounds like the perfect solution for our future energy needs. The Sun is constantly sending energy to the Earth and all we need to do is catch it and then use it. Unlike current energy sources, we are not going to run out of sunlight anytime soon, it wouldn’t contribute to global warming, and it is available everywhere (or to put it another way, we don’t need to get most of our sunlight from a politically unstable region).  The idea of generating power in space has been around for a while, but has never really gotten off the ground. Concepts for solar power satellites were being discussed in the 1960s and they have received varying amounts of interest since then. If solar power satellites are such a great thing, why haven’t more people been more excited about them? The theory of the concept is sound, but there are a number of hurdles that are holding development back.  Earth based solar power Why bother putting solar panels on a satellite when you could generate electricity by putting them on the ground or on rooftops here on Earth? The obvious problem is that any point on land is in the dark half of the time, so solar panels are useless during the night. During the day clouds can also block sunlight and stop power production.  The idea of generating power in space has been around for a while, but has never really gotten off the ground. In orbit, a solar power satellite would be above the atmosphere and could be positioned so that it received constant direct sunlight. Some energy would be lost in the process of transmitting power to stations on the Earth, but this would not offset the advantage that an orbiting solar power station would have over ground based solar collectors.  There are also opportunity costs associated with both options. On Earth, land used for generating solar power is not being used for other things. Rooftop space may not be valuable, but acres of farmland are. There is also only a limited number of available slots in geosynchronous orbit where a satellite could be placed to continuously beam power to a specific receiver. Where land is at a premium, a satellite would have an advantage over a ground-based system.  For places with plenty of sun and available land, satellites couldn’t compete with generating solar power locally. It would be difficult to argue for the need of an orbital system if every place had San Diego’s weather and climate, but since this isn’t the case there would be demand for beaming solar power to locations that couldn’t generate it otherwise. Using solar panels here on Earth though is far easier and less expensive, so much of the focus on renewable energy solutions is not on satellite systems.  High cost of launching Another barrier is that launching anything into space costs a lot of money. A substantial investment would be needed to get a solar power satellite into orbit; then the launch costs would make the electricity that was produced more expensive than other alternatives. In the long term, launch costs will need to come down before generating solar power in space makes economic sense. But is the expense of launching enough to explain why so little progress has been made?  There were over 60 launches in 2003, so last year there was enough money spent to put something into orbit about every week on average. Funding was found to launch science satellites to study gravity waves and to explore other planets. There are also dozens of GPS satellites in orbit that help people find out where they are on the ground. Is there enough money available for these purposes, but not enough to launch even one solar power satellite that would help the world develop a new source of energy?  In the 2004 budget the Department of Energy has over $260 million allocated for fusion research. Obviously the government has some interest in funding renewable energy research and they realize that private companies would not be able to fund the development of a sustainable fusion industry on their own. From this perspective, the barrier holding back solar power satellites is not purely financial, but rather the problem is that there is not enough political will to make the money available for further development.  

Space Solar Power – Unpopular – Lobbies (1/2)
Plan politically unpopular – coal and oil lobby ensures backlash

Glaser, mechanical engineer and former president of the International Solar Energy Society, 8

[Interview with Dr. Peter Glaser, by William Ledbetter, past president of the NSS of North Texas,  Spring 08, Ad Astra, “Space Based Solar Power” http://www.nss.org/adastra/AdAstra-SBSP-2008.pdf, accessed 7-4-11]

AD ASTRA: In light of the growing demand for dwindling hydrocarbons and the dangerous increases of greenhouse gases, do you think that the world is now primed to seriously consider space-based power systems? GLASER: No, because people can still get gas for their cars too easily. Those in the top levels of science and government know what is coming, but the average man on the street will not care unless it impacts his wallet. That is the biggest problem. The basic approach is unchanged from my initial concept. We could have built this system 30 years ago. The technology just keeps getting better. The design and implementation is a small problem compared to the much larger obstacle of getting people to understand the potential benefits. Building such a system could provide cheap and limitless power for the entire planet, yet instead of trying to find a way to make it work, most people shrug it off as being too expensive or too difficult. Of course existing energy providers will fight, too. It only makes sense that coal and oil lobbies will continue to find plenty of reasons for our representatives in Congress to reject limitless energy from the sun.
Solar power doesn’t have political clout – powerful energy lobbies backlash against the plan
New York Times Green blog, 9

[10-27-11, “Solar Industry Takes on Coal and Oil Lobbies”, http://green.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/10/27/solar-industry-takes-on-coal-and-oil-lobbies/, accessed 7-2-11]
A solar industry leader smacked down the oil and coal industries on Tuesday, calling for renewable energy proponents to open their wallets to level the playing field in Washington. “The full promise of solar power is being restrained by the tyranny of policies that protect our competitors, subsidize wealthy polluters and disadvantage green entrepreneurs,” said Rhone Resch, chief executive of the Solar Energy Industries Association, according to prepared remarks for a speech he is to give at the opening of the Solar Power International conference. The event, being held in Anaheim, Calif., is the solar industry’s biggest annual get-together in the United States, and is usually a celebration of the industry’s breakneck growth of recent years. But Mr. Resch said that with the fossil fuel industry devoting tens of millions of dollars to defeat climate change legislation now before Congress, the solar industry needs to start throwing its weight around Washington. “How our country proceeds on climate change will permanently shape the market for solar,” he said in his remarks. Oil and coal interests “are spending millions of dollars on lobbying, P.R. and advertising, and much of it is financing a deliberate effort to discredit our industry,” Mr. Resch added. “At the end of the day in Washington, good intentions won’t stand a chance against millions of dollars and intense political pressure. We have relied on good will long enough, and if that’s the only arrow in our quiver, we will lose.”

Space Solar Power – Unpopular – Lobbies (1/2)

Renewable development politically unpopular – lobbies backlash

Fleming, Digital Trends, 11

[Ryan, 1-20-11, Digital Trends,  “All energy could be renewable by 2030”, http://www.digitaltrends.com/cool-tech/all-energy-could-be-renewable-by-2030/, accessed 6-29-11]

The survey based the energy figures on the idea that it would be affordable energy. We may have the technology to be able to create renewable and reusable energy to replace all energy consumption today, but if the cost would be ruinous. In order to begin construction, it would take an act of Congress, and similar governmental approvals around the world to help provide subsidies. That is of course assuming that the country was wealthy enough to provide the subsidies, even if it wanted to. But at the risk of sounding unduly cynical, the forces that control the oil lobbies in Congress, as well as the major oil companies themselves, would probably not look favorably on a proposal that would effectively run them out of business in 20 years. Never underestimate the power of self-interest, even when put up against that good of all humanity. 

Space Solar Power – No Support (1/2)

Space solar panels unpopular – costs too much money
Foust, Space Review editor and publisher, 7

(Jeff, 8-13-7, “A renaissance for space solar power?” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/931/1, Accessed 6/23/11, LGK]

One obstacle facing space solar power is that most people have not heard of it, and many of those who have associate it with the huge, expensive concepts studied back in the 1970s. Those proposals featured arrays many kilometers long with massive trusses that required dozens or hundreds of astronauts to assemble and maintain: Mankins joked that a giant Borg cube from Star Trek would have easily fit into one corner of one of the solar power satellite designs. “You ended up with a capital investment—launchers, in-space infrastructure, all of those things—on the order of $300 billion to $1 trillion in today’s dollars before you could build the first solar power satellite and get any power out of it,” he said.
Aff unpopular – No agency is willing to do it

Foust, Space Review editor and publisher, 7

(Jeff, 8-13-7, “A renaissance for space solar power?” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/931/1, Accessed 6/23/11, LGK]

Another big problem has been finding the right government agency to support R&D work on space solar power. Space solar power doesn’t neatly fit into any particular agency’s scope, and without anyone in NASA or DOE actively advocating it, it has fallen through the cracks in recent years. “NASA does science, they do astronauts, and they do aeronautics, but they don’t do energy for the Earth,” Mankins said. “On the other side, the Department of Energy doesn’t really do energy for space.” That situation, at least in regards to those two agencies, shows little sign of changing.

Space Solar Power – No Support (2/2)

Enthusiasm for solar power is overestimated – even those who support it aren’t even committed to solar power in particular

Day, American space historian and policy analyst and served as an investigator for the Columbia Accident Investigation Board, 8

[Dwayne A., 6-9-8, Space Review, “Knights in Shining Armor” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1147/1, accessed 6-30-11]

You may not have noticed, but the space activist community is all worked up about space solar power (see “A renaissance for space solar power?”, The Space Review, August 13, 2007). It is now the topic of much conversation whenever a group of space enthusiasts get together. It was recently on the cover of the National Space Society’s magazine Ad Astra. The upcoming NewSpace 2008 conference will feature a panel on it. The International Space Development Conference in Washington, DC featured no less than three—yes, three—sessions on space solar power, or SSP, to use the shorthand term, plus a dinner speaker who addressed the same subject. With all of this attention, one would suspect that there has been a fundamental technological breakthrough that now makes SSP possible, or a major private or government initiative to begin at least preliminary work on a demonstration project. But there has been none of this. In fact, from a technological standpoint, we are not much closer to space solar power today than we were when NASA conducted a big study of it in the 1970s.

The reason that SSP has gained nearly religious fervor in the activist community can be attributed to two things, neither having to do with technical viability. The first reason is increased public and media attention on environmentalism and energy coupled with the high price of gasoline. When even Reese’s Peanut Butter Cups are advertised with a global warming message, it’s clear that the issue has reached the saturation point and everybody wants to link their pet project to the global warming discussion. SSP, its advocates point out, is “green” energy, with no emissions—other than the hundreds, or probably thousands, of rocket launches needed to build solar power satellites. The second reason is a 2007 study produced by the National Security Space Office (NSSO) on SSP. The space activist community has determined that the Department of Defense is the knight in shining armor that will deliver them to their shining castles in the sky.

Space activists, who are motivated by the desire to personally live and work in space, do not care about SSP per se. Although all of them are impacted by high gasoline prices, many of them do not believe that global climate change is occurring; or if they do believe it, they doubt that humans contribute to it. Instead, they have latched on to SSP because it is expedient. Environmental and energy issues provide the general backdrop to their new enthusiasm, and the NSSO study serves as their focal point. Many people now claim that “the Department of Defense is interested in space solar power.”

But it is not true.
The NSSO study is remarkably sensible and even-handed and states that we are nowhere near developing practical SSP and that it is not a viable solution for even the military’s limited requirements. It states that the technology to implement space solar power does not currently exist… and is unlikely to exist for the next forty years. Substantial technology development must occur before it is even feasible. Furthermore, the report makes clear that the key technology requirement is cheap access to space, which no longer seems as achievable as it did three decades ago (perhaps why SSP advocates tend to skip this part of the discussion and hope others solve it for them). The activists have ignored the message and fallen in love with the messenger.

Green Energy – Unpopular – GOP – House

Republicans oppose R and D for green energy projects, the plan will be an uphill battle
Bullis, Energy Editor for Technology Review, 2/17/11 (David – Energy Editor for the Technology review at MIT, Energy Funding Is Spared the Axe in the President's Budget, http://www.technologyreview.com/energy/32371/page1/, Access: 7/6/11) AC
The release of markedly different proposed budget plans from President Obama and Republican members of the House of Representatives over the last several days marks the beginning of a legislative contest that will likely last most of the year, and that could have a major impact on funding for the development of clean energy. The House plan includes big cuts for clean-energy research, while the president's plan would in some cases double spending.  The president's plan looks ahead to fiscal year 2012, which starts in October. Congress failed to pass a fiscal year 2011 budget last year, and the government is operating on stopgap bills that keep funding at 2010 levels. The latest expires in early March, and this week, the House started debate on a bill meant to fund the government for the rest of the year.  Because of the big differences between the House bill and Obama's goals for energy funding, among other things, some experts say that it could be difficult to come to an agreement by the March deadline, making a government shutdown possible. The stakes are high on the form this bill takes, not only because the House cuts could have a big impact on the functioning of government agencies this year, but also because it will serve as a baseline for the 2012 budget negotiations.  President Obama's proposed budget includes major cuts in many areas in response to concerns about federal budget deficits and the national debt. But the president includes big increases in support for clean energy, including money for R&D and for deploying existing clean-energy technologies, which include renewable power such as wind and solar, conventional low-carbon energy sources such as nuclear power, and electric-powered vehicles. Obama plans to pay for these increases in large part by eliminating 12 tax breaks to oil, gas, and coal companies.      The House bill cuts U.S. Department of Energy R&D by $1.38 billion compared to 2010 levels, while the president's budget request increases it by $2.15 billion. According to an analysis of the bill by the Center for American Progress, money for research, development, and deployment of renewable energy in the Republican plan would be cut by $800 million from $2.2 billion. "This cut is really drastic," says Daniel Weiss, senior fellow and director of climate strategy at the Center for American Progress.  Because of costs associated with terminating employees and closing down labs, in some cases, the cuts may not even be possible over the six months that would remain in the fiscal year, says Patrick Clemins, director of the R&D Budget and Policy Program at the American Association for the Advancement of Science.  The House bill provides $50 million for the Advanced Research Projects Agency for Energy (ARPA-E), which funds high-risk research projects. That is enough money to keep the agency's offices open, but not enough for it to award many new research grants, Clemins says. The president is requesting $550 million for ARPA-E. His budget also includes $146 million to support three existing Energy Innovation Hubs and to start three new ones. The hubs are designed to address basic research challenges in specific areas in energy while also pushing to develop prototypes and help bring research advances to market. The House bill contains no funding for new hubs, and by severely cutting DOE programs, it could put funding for the existing hubs in jeopardy, Clemins says.   The House bill would also eliminate loan guarantees for non-nuclear energy projects, including solar projects. The Solar Energy Industry Association says that this will stop funding for six projects that are going forward based on conditional loan commitments from the government.  Another 20 projects that have yet to receive such commitments would also lose out on funding. 

Space Solar Power – Popular

SBSP is popular, it has the support of the Pentagon

Boyle, Science Editor MSNBC, 7 (Alan – Science Editor for MSNBC, Power from space Pentagon likes the idea, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/21253268/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/power-space-pentagon-likes-idea/, Access 7/7/11) AC

A new Pentagon study lays out the roadmap for a multibillion-dollar push to the final frontier of energy: a satellite system that collects gigawatts’ worth of solar power and beams it down to Earth. The military itself could become the “anchor tenant” for such a power source, due to the current high cost of fueling combat operations abroad, the study says. The 75-page report, released Wednesday, says new economic incentives would have to be put in place to “close the business case” for space-based solar power systems — but it suggests that the technology could be tested in orbit by as early as 2012. "I think we have found the killer application that we have been looking for to tie everything together that we're doing in space," Air Force Col. Michael V. "Coyote" Smith, who initiated the study for the Defense Department's National Security Space Office, told msnbc.com on Thursday. Space advocacy groups immediately seized on the idea and formed a new alliance to push the plan. But a representative of the solar-power industry was doubtful that space solar power would move from the realm of science fiction into reality anytime soon. "You've got a lot of technology breakthroughs that you have to make," Mike Taylor, technical services manager for the Solar Electric Power Association, told msnbc.com. Charles Miller, president of Space Policy Consulting as well as president and chief executive officer of Constellation Services International, said the key to the plan's success has more to do with economics than physics. 

Space based solar power popular – create new markets and attain much needed jobs
Nansen, Solar Space Industries President, 00
[Ralph H, 9-7-00, Federal Document Clearing House Congressional Testimony, “The Technical Feasibility of Space Solar Power” Statement of Ralph H. Nansen, President Solar Space Industries Before the Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics, United States House of Representatives Committee on Science”, LexisNexis, Accessed June 20th 2011, LGK]

However, solar power satellites would create a large enough market if the perceived risk of their commercial viability is reduced to an acceptable level for the commercial investment community. The commercial investment community has been unwilling to invest in a long term, high cost project of this magnitude. The recent failure of the Iridium global satellite communication system has underscored the potential risks with space based commercial systems. The concept of wireless communications is highly accepted and used the world over. The concept of transmitting power is not. The perception is that the power cannot be transmitted safely to earth. Why Should they be Developed in the United States now? Energy demand continues to grow as our population expands. The electronic age is totally reliant on electric power and is creating a new need for electric power. Many areas of the nation are experiencing energy shortages and significantly increased costs. United States electricity use is projected to increase by 32% in the next twenty years while worldwide electric energy use will grow by 75% in the same period. Worldwide oil production is projected to peak in the 2OlO to 2015 time period with a precipitous decrease after that due to depletion of world reserves. Natural gas prices in the United States have doubled in the last year as the demand has grown for gas fired electrical generation plants. Global warming and the need for reduction of C02 emissions calls for the replacement of fossil fuel power plants with renewable nonpolluting energy sources. Even with increased use of today's knowledge of renewable energy sources carbon emissions are expected to rise 62% worldwide by 2020. If we have any hope for a reversal of global warming we must dramatically reduce our use of fossil fuels. Solar power satellite development would reduce and eventually eliminate United States dependence on foreign oil imports. They would help reduce the international trade imbalance. Electric energy from solar power satellites can be delivered to any nation on the earth. The United States could become a major energy exporter. The market for electric energy will be enormous. Most important of all is the fact that whatever nation develops and controls the next major energy source will dominate the economy of the world.

***Links – Planetary Defense

Planetary Defense – Political Capital (1/3)

Planetary defense costs political capital – proponents spun as “chicken littles”

Dynamic Patterns Research, 11

(4-12-11, “Protecting the Planet Requires Heroes, Money, Citizen Scientists”, http://research.dynamicpatterns.com/2011/04/12/protecting-the-planet-requires-heroes-money-and-citizen-scientists/, accessed 6-30-11)

Many of us while growing up and listening to our bedtime stories learned to not freak out and run screaming through the streets if we thought that the “sky is falling.” As little chickens, we were taught at an early age that it was best to be brave, calm, and rational, else be considered a crazed lunatic. This childhood behavioral bias infiltrated adulthood in the relationship between professional astronomers, policy-makers and national budget-number crunchers. When a scientist expresses probabilistic concerns about the impending doom of our planet from a cataclysmic change of a major impact event, say, in the next 100, 1,000, or 10,000 years, it requires just too much risk of political capital and tax-payer dollars to divert significant budget resources to something that might only be a concern for our uber-great grandchildren.

Planetary defense has no congressional support – it’s seen as trivial

Friend – New Yorker 2-28-11
(Tad – Staff Writer for The New Yorker, Vermin of the Sky, 2/28/11, Lexis) AC

The difficulty that planetary defense has always faced is that until an asteroid looms in its "death plunge" the topic seems remote from constituent concerns. No political glory or capital accrues from taking measures that might, decades later, prove to have been prudent. There's also the gravitas question, a.k.a. the "giggle factor." Representative Dana Rohrabacher, a conservative Republican from California's Orange County, who has been the leading (if not the only) voice in Congress for planetary defense, told me, "Anybody who talks about objects from space is ridiculed as the Chicken Little congressman." As a speechwriter for Ronald Reagan, he was an early proponent of the Star Wars initiative to blast incoming missiles, and he explains, "If you're going to protect yourself from some rogue missile out of Pakistan or Iran, yeah, that could cost hundreds of thousands of lives, but some NEO could land in the Pacific and cause a tsunami that would kill millions of people in California!"

Planetary Defense – Political Capital (2/3)

Planetary defense costs capital – no political upside to funding defense against “once-in-an-epoch” event

Dynamic Patterns Research, 11

(4-12-11, “Protecting the Planet Requires Heroes, Money, Citizen Scientists”, http://research.dynamicpatterns.com/2011/04/12/protecting-the-planet-requires-heroes-money-and-citizen-scientists/, accessed 6-30-11)

There are many issues that NASA must juggle with here, including political, financial, and scientific. Who is willing to risk one’s political capital to champion the destruction of once-in-an-epoch giant fireballs in the sky, albeit one that can destroy our civilization as we know it? How much of taxpayer dollars can be appropriated to a once-in-an-epoch event, albeit one that can destroy our civilization as we know it? And, with deflection technology really already at hand, how professionally interesting is it to track and monitor orbiting rocks, since a Nobel Prize doesn’t target too many rocks these days? The bottom line is that the political will and the money are not available from the United States federal government, so the financing of advancing technology–well in advance of pending doom–is not really an option right now, and will likely continue to not be an option for some time. Methods of averting potentially impacting objects have already been proposed, and should be reasonable to implement without too much of a technological leap, if any, although the funding factor will always be an application killer. In fact, according the the task force’s minutes, NASA should stay out of the direct defensive activities, and leave that to those who know how to defend, like the Air Force. Of course, the United States is already over-criticized for being the police force of the world, so why should it now have to be the defender of the planet and of all civilization? Research on methods of saving Planet Earth from an asteroid on a collision course has been in consideration for quite some time. It seems, however, that only within the past decade have more serious efforts toward planning for a global response been accomplished. Assuming we would have enough warning of a future collision generated from extensive tracking and precise, long-term orbit predictions, the focus has been on deflection of asteroids as opposed to all-out destruction. (As suggested above, even if you could blow up an asteroid to some extent, you will likely only fragment it into an unlimited number of additional asteroids, all still right on target.) By 2004, it seemed that a surge of recommendations and proposals came out of the woodwork, probably due in large part to the invigorated efforts of Mr. Schweickart. The threat is certainly real, but the realities of actually doing anything about it might be even more insurmountable.
Planetary Defense – Political Capital (3/3)

Planetary defense has little support – threat perception low, and it’s perceived as ploy to nuclearize space

Gerrard, environmental lawyer and Yale School of Forestry and Environmental Studies adjunct faculty, 98

[Michael B., practiced environmental law in New York City since 1978, and is a partner in the law firm of Arnold & Porter, and a member of the adjunct faculties of Columbia Law School and the Yale School of Forestry and Environmental Studies, 3-27-98, New York Law Journal, Volume 219, Number 58, “Legal Issues in Defending Against Asteroids”, http://members.tripod.com/~Ray_Martin/RiskAnal/DefAgAst.html#Author, accessed 6-28-11]

If 4,000 lives a year are truly at stake in a program to guard against NEOs, one would ordinarily expect very large public expenditures to follow. The figures vary widely depending on the program involved, but a rule of thumb in assessing the costs and benefits of life-saving programs is that one life is valued at $4-8 million. At that rate, comet and asteroid detection would warrant $16 billion-32 billion per year. That exceeds what the astronomy establishment is seeking by a factor of more than a thousand. 

There are several possible explanations for this discrepancy: 

the statistical uncertainties involved (although the uncertainties in CERCLA risk assessments are not much lower); 

the fact that we tend psychologically to discount lives in future generations; 

and most important, the risk has an air of unreality about it, since no one is known ever to have been killed by a meteor. 

Unless the 1997 XF11 incident or the two forthcoming disaster movies on this theme (Paramount's Deep Impact and Disney's Armageddon) influence public opinion, until a big asteroid or comet is found to be heading our way (and the odds that that will happen in our lifetimes continue to be exceedingly small) they will continue to feel like a ridiculously small threat, despite the purely statistical odds of 4,000 deaths per year. (Ironically, the cost of these two films far exceeds that of a full-fledged NEO detection program.) 

In fact, the biggest threat that asteroids pose to mankind today is probably the excuse they can provide for continuing to deploy nuclear weapons. In 1996 there were two stark examples of this. In April, China refused to sign a treaty with Russia banning nuclear weapons testing, on the stated ground that such weapons might be needed to combat the asteroid threat. In September, a "Space Protection of Earth" conference was held at the Russian Federal Nuclear Center to consider building a system of nuclear-armed missiles that could be readied for launch in 90 minutes if an incoming comet were spotted. 

It seems obvious that the deployment of a nuclear weapons system in China or Russia (or anywhere else) poses a threat of accidental or malevolent mass destruction that dwarfs the odds that such a system will be suddenly needed to beat back a long-period comet or other atypical threat that arises with too little warning to let us develop a defensive system from scratch. 

Some U.S. scientists today advocate a testing program for nuclear explosions at remote asteroids to determine the parameters under which defensive measures would best work. The development, fabrication and launch of a device to carry out such an experiment is fraught with risk. A release of dangerous quantities of radioactive material (whether or not through detonation) could occur through manufacturing error, launch failure, terrorist action or several other plausible scenarios. The probabilities of a radioactive release with locally adverse effects, or even of a catastrophic detonation, greatly exceed the chances of a long-period comet sneaking up on us.

Asteroid Defense – Popular – Congress 

New fear of collision is spurring popular gains for asteroid defense

David, SPACE.com's Space Insider Columnist, 7/19/10
(Leonard, “Congress Proposes Commission to Study Asteroid Impact Threat” http://www.space.com/8784-congress-proposes-commission-study-asteroid-impact-threat.html for Space.com 7-19-10 accessed: 6-21-11) TJL

Lawmakers are paying new attention to how best to shield Earth from a bad day ? getting whacked by an asteroid or comet that has our planet in its cross-hairs. A new bill introduced to Congress proposes establishing a government-sponsored commission to study the threat of a major space rock collision with Earth and how prepared we are ? as a country and a planet ? to face such a danger. There is a growing choir of concern regarding Near Earth Objects, or NEOs ? spotting them and dealing with any Earth-threatening gatecrashers. While the annual probability of the Earth being struck by a huge asteroid or comet is small, the consequences of such a collision are so calamitous that it is prudent to appraise the nature of the threat and prepare to deal with it, experts say. [Gallery: Holes in the Earth] Last month, Representative Dana Rohrabacher (R ? CA) introduced the new bill before Congress, H.R. 5587, titled: "To establish a United States Commission on Planetary Defense and for other purposes." "We need to take the next step," Rohrabacher told SPACE.com. "Our NEO search and tracking program continues to move forward, but nobody is taking responsibility for protection. I am more confident than ever in our ability to identify potential threats from asteroids and comets, but it is critical to the future of humanity that we develop the capabilities to protect ourselves from those threats." Rohrabacher said that the Commission on Planetary Defense that he is proposing will review our planetary readiness for an impact event and make recommendations on how to develop an adequate response system to those threats

***Links – SETI

SETI – Unpopular – Politicians & Public

SETI is unpopular – previously shut down and no taxpayer support

Cokinos, University of Arizona Professor, 6-22-11

(Christopher, professor of English, “CHRISTOPHER COKINOS: SETI funding cut and death of curiosity” Fresno Bee, pg. 5, Lexis, EJONES)

In a country where some corporations do not pay taxes, millionaires get farm subsidies and a presidential candidate can run up a half-million-dollar tab at Tiffany's, we're deferring an attempt to answer one of our most enduring (and least inexpensive to answer) questions: Are we alone in the universe? Certainly we don't cotton to the idea of being alone. We yearn for the big signal from the stars, the cosmic hail. When Stephen Hawking warns us against contacting E.T. because we might end up invaded by Klingons, we argue about it around the water cooler. We thrill to "Contact" and "District 9" and play video games featuring tentacled aliens. We tune in when Carl Sagan and Timothy Ferris explain outer space on TV. Yet we're surprisingly unwilling to put our money where our imaginations want to roam. News that the Allen Telescope Array is "hibernating" -- a curiously biological term for shutting down 42 radio telescopes designed to listen for signs of life from other worlds -- raises questions about our true commitment to the search for extraterrestrial intelligence. The National Science Foundation recently slashed the University of California's budgets for the Allen array by 90%. This, along with state cuts, has left UC Berkeley, which operates the Hat Creek array in the Cascade Mountains, and the private SETI Institute, which conducts searches, in the lurch. For now, the phone is off the hook -- as it was in 1994 when Sen. Richard Bryan, D-Nev., derided NASA's "Martian chase" and successfully shut down its SETI -- "Search for Extraterrestrial Intelligence" -- program. It would cost each U.S. taxpayer just 3 cents a year to fund the Allen array, according to SETI Institute Senior Astronomer Seth Shostak. But in this political environment, direct taxpayer support is unlikely, so the SETI Institute is trying to raise $5 million to reboot the array. Donors such as Microsoft's Paul Allen stepped up after NASA's project died; it's for him that the array is named. In fact, SETI's best hope may be the private sector. Privately financed astronomy is nothing new. In the 18th and 19th centuries -- the heyday of private observatory building -- such work was in part spurred by interest in alien life. It's an interest that, despite present budget tribulations, runs deep. As scholars Steven Dick and Michael Crowe have shown, we can trace the idea of an infinite universe full of other worlds to pre-Socratics like Democritus. This view was marginalized by more famous philosophers, such as Aristotle, and later, by a church fearful of anything that threatened the notion of a unique God-Earth relationship. But by the Victorian era, there were serious discussions not only about a lively universe -- which was widely assumed -- but about whether Christ might have to be endlessly reincarnated on a "plurality of worlds." That thorny issue eventually faded from view and new takes on the question of cosmic life emerged, such as whether there were canals on Mars. Arguably, the first organized SETI took place in the 1920s when astronomer David Todd persuaded the U.S. military to observe radio silence across North America while he and others listened to the Red Planet. More famously, pioneering radio astronomer Frank Drake turned a big dish in West Virginia toward the stars in 1960. SETI has continued, in fits and starts, ever since. Still, while the public imagines a universe of star cruisers and galactic cyberwebs, budget-cutting bureaucrats find even partial grants for SETI an easy target. Did you write your representative or senator when the SETI funding was slashed? I guess we prefer our aliens to announce themselves without effort on Netflix. So it's time for more Paul Allens -- Carnegies of the cosmos -- to step into the void left by the cuts. And there's not a moment to waste. NASA's Kepler space telescope has identified some 1,200 potential planets outside our solar system -- dozens of which will be the size of Earth. Some of those could sustain liquid water. It's a big leap from puddles to technological civilizations, but if we don't look, we'll never know if the leap's been made. And only penny-pinching solipsists with streaming video could be happy in such cosmic ignorance.

SETI – Popular – Public

NASA and the Government should take advantage of public interest in SETI

Bates, Creation, 4 

(Gary –Staff Writer for Creation Magazine, SETI—coming in from the cold of space, Creation Magazine 26(3): 48-50, http://creation.com/seticoming-in-from-the-cold-of-space, Access: 6/27/11) AC

Recent news reports have once again promoted the concept of extraterrestrial life into the forefront of public consciousness. SETI (the Search for Extraterrestrial Intelligence) has, for many years, been scanning the heavens with radio telescopes in an effort to detect radio signals from space. Their hope is to discover a message that they can determine is from an intelligent source. Some years ago, not long after the heady days of the ‘space race’, SETI became the ‘flavour of the month’ and received substantial US government funding for its search of the stars. When it became apparent that ET was not phoning (our) home and the project produced no results, the US Congress cut funding dramatically. Dr Frank Drake is a former chairman of SETI whom many regard as its founding father. He said, in ever so blunt terms, that for most of the last decade: ‘SETI was a four-letter word in NASA. … It was not uttered in speeches, or in documents.’1 However, SETI recently received a boost in funding from an unexpected source—its former critic, NASA. When questioned about the reason for such a radical change in policy, NASA says nothing in their approach to space exploration has changed. But the reality is—it has. NASA used to engage in projects that fuelled the public’s imagination (and thus loosened its purse strings), such as the Apollo moon missions. But as interest waned, coupled with the Space Shuttle Challenger disaster of a few years ago, it has never recaptured the halcyon days of leading the ‘space race’. Subsequently, it has struggled for relevance and purpose, and even for its very expensive existence. However, in recent years NASA launched the ‘Origins’ program, the purpose of which is to ‘explore the Universe and search for life’.2 Its website proclaims that its goals are to determine, ‘Where did we come from?’ and ‘Are we alone?’2 In a famous speech, NASA’s chief administrator at the time, Dan Goldin, listed one of the goals of their exploration of space: ‘The fourth goal is to search for Earth-like planets that may be habitable or inhabited … .’3 It is easy to see the shift in NASA’s focus. In 1996, it even proclaimed that it had discovered traces of Martian life in a little piece of rock that was uncovered in Antarctic ice many years earlier (this has now been solidly debunked by many scientists).4 This year they launched two Martian ‘roving’ exploration vehicles, called Spirit and Opportunity, that will try to find water, and they hope, prove that life once existed on the red planet.5 NASA has learnt how to market itself very well. There is an increasing public fascination with the idea of ‘life in space’. This is fuelled by the most popular entertainment genre of today—science fiction—which almost invariably seems to contain alien themes! Lamar Smith, a member of the US House of Representatives, also believed that SETI was more popular than it was being given credit for, when he said: ‘Funding should match public interest … and I don’t believe it does.’1 In the financial lean years that SETI has endured, it has relied on private sponsorship to keep it going. High profile benefactors have included David Packard, William Hewlett and Dr Barney Oliver of Hewlett-Packard; Gordon Moore, co-founder of Intel; Paul G. Allen, co-founder of Microsoft; Arthur C. Clarke, the science fiction author; and Steven Spielberg, the famous Hollywood movie mogul. In addition, millions of individual citizens from around the world are encouraged to ‘explore space’ in the SETI@Home project. This involves enlisting home computer users in a massive computing project that analyzes data gathered by the Arecibo radio telescope. Such high-profile endorsers of SETI, and popular culture, have helped to elevate its image. Realizing the immense popularity of the idea of discovering life in space, it appears that NASA wants a piece of the action.

SETI – Contact Aliens – Popular – Public

Humans would be delighted and welcome alien contact

Radowitz, Metro UK, 1/10/11
(John von, reporter for Metro UK in Ireland, “Aliens 'would not faze modern world”, Metro (UK), P.6, LexisNexis, accessed 6/27/11) EK

PROOF that intelligent life exists elsewhere in the universe is unlikely to upset modern Earthlings, an expert claimed yesterday. Times have changed dramatically since 1961 when the US Congress was warned that evidence of extraterrestrials would lead to widespread panic, argued psychologist Dr Albert Harrison. First contact with ET, or the discovery of ancient alien relics on Earth or Mars, would probably be met with delight or indifference, he believes. Dr Harrison, from the University of California, wrote in the journal Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society: 'The discovery of ETI (extra-terrestrial intelligence) may be far less startling for generations brought up with word processors, electronic calculators, avatars and cell phones as compared with earlier generations used to typewriters, slide rules, pay phones and rag dolls.' People had been getting used to the idea of ET since the Seti (Search for Extra-Terrestrial Intelligence) project first began listening out for alien radio signals 50 years ago, said Dr Harrison. Today, surveys suggested half the population of the US and Europe believe extra-terrestrials exist, and a 'substantial proportion' were convinced alien spacecraft had already visited the Earth. In North America and Europe at least, neither the discovery of an alien specimen nor the detection of a 'dial tone at a distance' were likely to lead to 'widespread psychological disintegration and collapse'. Evidence suggests people 'expect a millennial rather than catastrophic event, and feel prepared for the discovery', said Dr Harrison. Papers from a range of experts were published in a special edition of Philosophical Transactions devoted to extra-terrestrial life, with many scientists arguing that given the right conditions, Earth-like life could evolve the same way everywhere.

Almost half of polled people expect to be friends with aliens

CNN U.S., 6/15/1997
(CNN U.S., “Poll U.S. hiding knowledge of aliens”, http://articles.cnn.com/1997-06-15/us/9706_15_ufo.poll_1_ufo-aliens-crash-site?_s=PM:US, accessed 6/27/11) EK

But only 9 percent said they believed there were any aliens near the HaleBopp comet, which recently passed close enough to Earth to be seen with the naked eye. Some ufologists believed a spacecraft was hidden near the comet, and members of the Heavens Gate cult committed suicide, believing that they would be taken aboard the craft and returned home. What happened in Roswell As for the Roswell incident, nearly twothirds of the respondents to the poll said they believed that a UFO crashlanded in a field outside the New Mexico town 50 years ago next month. In one of the most famous UFO sightings in U.S. history, Roswell residents in 1947 saw lights in the night sky, followed by a loud explosion. A rancher found the crash site and removed a large piece of debris, storing it in his shed. A few days later, Air Force officials from nearby Roswell Air Force Base inspected the site and the debris, and issued a press release announcing the recovery of a flying disc. The Air Force quickly retracted that statement, and claimed the debris was from a weather balloon. But countless statements some from military personnel appeared to contradict the Air Forces revised position. And several witnesses claimed to have seen bodies of dead aliens whisked away by the military. Roswell today capitalizes on its fame as a UFO crash site whether or not it actually happened and is hosting a 50th anniversary celebration the first week of July. Most people 91 percent told the pollsters that they had never had contact with aliens or known anyone who had. A similar number 93 percent said they had never been abducted or known anyone whisked away by beings from another planet. But if they do meet someone from a galaxy far, far away, 44 percent said they expect to be treated as friends, while 26 percent think theyll be treated as enemies. Thirtynine percent dont expect aliens to appear very humanoid, although 35 percent said they probably look somewhat human.

SETI – Belief in Aliens High – Public

Over half of Americans believe in aliens.

Rasmussen Reports, 5/25/09 

(Biggest public opinion poll conductor in the United States, “53% Believe Intelligent Life Is Likely On Other Planets”, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/lifestyle/general_lifestyle/may_2009/53_believe_intelligent_life_is_likely_on_other_planets2, accessed 6/27/11) EK

Most of us still think they’re out there. Fifty-three percent (53%) of U.S. voters say it’s likely that intelligent life exists on other planets, including 28% who say it is Very Likely.Thirty-five percent (35%) say it’s not very or not at all likely, according to a new Rasmussen Reports national telephone survey. Twelve percent (12%) are not sure. These views are consistent with findings going back to 2006.

SETI – Belief in Aliens Low – Republicans

Republicans least likely to think aliens exist.

Rasmussen Reports, 5/25/09 

(Biggest public opinion poll conductor in the United States, “53% Believe Intelligent Life Is Likely On Other Planets”, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/lifestyle/general_lifestyle/may_2009/53_believe_intelligent_life_is_likely_on_other_planets2, accessed 6/27/11) EK

Sixty-one percent (61%) of men think it’s likely there’s life out there in the solar system, compared to 46% of women. Younger Americans continue to be more confident than their elders that intelligent life can be found on other planets. That was also true in June 2007. Forty percent (40%) of political liberals believe intelligent life on other planets is Very Likely versus 20% of conservatives. Republicans are less likely to agree than Democrats and voters not affiliated with either major party.

SETI – Belief in Aliens – Liberals

Liberals are more likely than conservatives to believe in aliens.

Rasmussen Reports, 5/25/09 

(Biggest public opinion poll conductor in the United States, “53% Believe Intelligent Life Is Likely On Other Planets”, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/lifestyle/general_lifestyle/may_2009/53_believe_intelligent_life_is_likely_on_other_planets2, accessed 6/27/11) EK

Sixty-one percent (61%) of men think it’s likely there’s life out there in the solar system, compared to 46% of women. Younger Americans continue to be more confident than their elders that intelligent life can be found on other planets. That was also true in June 2007. Forty percent (40%) of political liberals believe intelligent life on other planets is Very Likely versus 20% of conservatives. Republicans are less likely to agree than Democrats and voters not affiliated with either major party.

SETI – Belief in Aliens – Younger Voters

Younger Americans are more likely to believe in aliens

Rasmussen Reports, 5/25/09 

(Biggest public opinion poll conductor in the United States, “53% Believe Intelligent Life Is Likely On Other Planets”, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/lifestyle/general_lifestyle/may_2009/53_believe_intelligent_life_is_likely_on_other_planets2, accessed 6/27/11) EK

Sixty-one percent (61%) of men think it’s likely there’s life out there in the solar system, compared to 46% of women. Younger Americans continue to be more confident than their elders that intelligent life can be found on other planets. That was also true in June 2007. Forty percent (40%) of political liberals believe intelligent life on other planets is Very Likely versus 20% of conservatives. Republicans are less likely to agree than Democrats and voters not affiliated with either major party.

SETI – Belief in Aliens – Women

Women are less likely to believe in extraterrestrials

Rasmussen Reports, 5/25/09 

(Biggest public opinion poll conductor in the United States, “53% Believe Intelligent Life Is Likely On Other Planets”, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/lifestyle/general_lifestyle/may_2009/53_believe_intelligent_life_is_likely_on_other_planets2, accessed 6/27/11) EK

Sixty-one percent (61%) of men think it’s likely there’s life out there in the solar system, compared to 46% of women. Younger Americans continue to be more confident than their elders that intelligent life can be found on other planets. That was also true in June 2007. Forty percent (40%) of political liberals believe intelligent life on other planets is Very Likely versus 20% of conservatives. Republicans are less likely to agree than Democrats and voters not affiliated with either major party.

***Links – Education

Education Popular – Senate – Boozman (R-AR)

Senator John Boozman supports education programs for science and technology

Boozman, U.S. Arkansas Senator, 2011

(John, 3/17/11, Sen. Bill Nelson Holds Hearing on Investing in Federal Research and Development, CQ Transcriptions, Lexis Nexis Database, 6/21/11) EK

Advances in science and engineering are essential for America's economic growth and global competitiveness. They're also crucial to many of our other national priorities including energy independence, cyber security and health care. As you know, we are slowly moving out of a recession. We've experienced a very serious economic disruption, and our nation's future growth must be based on the substantial, sustainable growth driven by technology and innovation. During the next decade the U.S. demand for scientists and engineers is expected to increase at four times the rate for all other occupations. In fact, the pace of economic growth may very well depend on how well our nation can meet the demands of the global marketplace for the highly skilled researchers and advanced products we're going to need. As policymakers we must do what we can to support this growth. But here's the reality. We are faced with the largest deficit in our nation's history, and at the same time nations around the globe are pouring money into their research and development systems with the hope of attracting our scientists in surpassing our nation in cutting edge technologies. Here's our nation's challenge. How do we support America's spirit of innovation while being realistic that the federal government cannot sustain our current level of spending? The answer is that we must prioritize our spending in a manner that gets the biggest bang for the taxpayer's buck. We have to prioritize fundamental, basic research. And we have to make sure that our previous federal investments do not go to waste. In my home state of Arkansas we've worked hard to grow our research and development capacities. Many stakeholder groups have aligned across the science and technology spectrum from our university system to the private sector to make sure that new innovations get out of the labs and into the marketplace. We are also working hard to educate our students and inspire them to pursue the science, technology, engineering and math fields. We must continue our commitment to fundamental research that cannot be carried out by the private sector because of long development timelines and high costs. This fundamental research is critical to maintaining our global technological advantage. But we must do this in a fiscally responsible way. It is in this context that I think we need to evaluate our federal investments in research and development, stem education and make sure that all of our investments represent the most efficient and effective use of the taxpayers' dollars.

***Links – Space Treaty

Space Treaty – Unpopular

Treaty outlawing space weapons massively unpopular – ensures backlash by Congress, Defense, and lobbies

Myers, New York Times, 8

[Steven Lee, 3-9-8, Published in the New York Times “Look out below, The arms race in space may be on”, p 3, Lexis, LGK]

The White House, on the other hand, opposes a treaty proscribing space weaponry; Mr. Bush's press secretary, Dana M. Perino, says it would be unenforceable, noting that even a benign object put in orbit could become a weapon if it rammed another satellite. A new American president could reverse that attitude, but he or she would have to go up against the generals and admirals, contractors, lawmakers and others who strongly support the goal of keeping American superiority in space. The reason they cite is that the United States depends more than any other country on space for its national security. It's only a slight exaggeration to say that an M1-A1 tank couldn't drive around the block in Iraq without them. And so, research continues on how to protect American satellites and deny the wartime use of satellites to potential enemies -- including work on lasers and whiz-bang stuff like cylinders of hardened material that could be hurled from space to targets on the ground. ''Rods from God,'' those are called. For now, such weapons remain untested and, by all accounts, impractical because the cost of putting a weapon in orbit is huge. ''It is much easier to hold a target at risk from the land or sea than from space,'' said Elliot G. Pulham, who heads the Space Foundation, a nonprofit group in Colorado Springs. Democrats in Congress, in particular, have opposed explicit authorization of space weapons programs. But John E. Pike, director of GlobalSecurity.org, an organization that studies military and space issues, has noted a spike in recent years in secret ''black budget'' spending by the Missile Defense Agency. The idea, he said, is, ''If you desire peace, prepare for war.

***Links – Space Weapons

Weapons – Unpopular – Politicians and Public

Plan is unpopular – space weapons controversial

Grego, Union of Concerned Scientists Global Security Program Senior Scientist, & Wright, Union of Concerned Scientists Global Security Program Co-Director, 10

[Laura and David, 2010, “Securing the Skies; Ten Steps the United States Should Take to Improve the Security and Sustainability of Space”, p. 19, http://www.ucsusa.org/assets/documents/nwgs/securing-the-skies-full-report-1.pdf, accessed 7-2-11]

Stationing destructive weapons in space is without precedent. Despite research and development efforts over the years, no dedicated space weapons are known to have been deployed. This has been the case for various reasons, the main ones being that they are costly, technically challenging to develop, and unpopular with policy makers and the public.

Space weapons systems are controversial
Hitchens, Center for Defense Information vice president, 5 

[Theresa, 9-14-5, “U.S. Military Space Policy and Strategy”, http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2004_2009/documents/dv/hitchens-05_12_01_/hitchens-05_12_01_en.pdf, accessed ]

What I can also say is that even if the new presidential policy blesses the Pentagon’s space warfare strategy, it remains unclear whether Congress will be willing to fund it much beyond basic technology research. Space is an exceedingly expensive place. Tofully implement the capabilities necessary to fight “in, from and through” space, hundreds of billions would have to be dedicated to developing new weapons, launching thousands of new on-orbit assets, and maintaining those systems once they are deployed. With launch costs remaining at $22,000 per kilogram, and current satellites in LEO weighing up to 4,000 kilograms, the price tag rapidly becomes exorbitant – hundreds and hundreds of billions of dollars. Further, Congress is already expressing concerns about the costs of today’s Air Force space programs that have nothing to do with controversial ASAT or space-strike systems. Programs such as the Transformational Satellite System designed to replace current military communications satellites, and the Space Radar to replace aging U.S. early warning satellites, are years behind schedule and tens of millions of dollars over budget. Congressional reaction to Air Force budget requests for new space weapons programs based on unproven and yet undeveloped technologies may well not be all that favorable. In addition, space weapons remain controversial politically and the concept unpopular with broad U.S. public opinion – and a unilateral move by the United States to weaponize space is likely to also face harsh international political resistance and possible backlash as other nations seek to compete with their own space weapons programs.

Weapons – Funding - Unpopular

Space weapons is political suicide for all those involved – perception of domestic tradeoff
Messina, Associated Press, 10

[Lawrence, 10-29-10, published in The Associated Press State & Local Wire, “Goodwin proud of brief tenure in US Sen for W.Va.”, LexisNexis, Accessed June 20th 2011, LGK]

Goodwin blasted much of the platform of John Raese, the GOP nominee for his Senate seat. He singled out Raese's call to spend $20 billion on 1,000 space-based, anti-missile lasers.

"Certainly, you talk to any national security expert, the priorities for the security and safety of the American people don't lie in long-range missiles being shot down. It lies in terrorist training camps in northwestern Pakistan and Afghanistan and the Arabian peninsula." Goodwin contrasted that proposal with Raese's vow not to pursue the sort of federal funds and earmarks that helped make Byrd a legend. "He wants to spend billions on lasers and abolish public education, and yet criticize solid government investment in roads, and bridges, and dams, and infrastructure" Goodwin said. Raese objects to much of government's current role in the economy, touting free-market capitalism as the alternative. With Congress discussing future infrastructure spending, Goodwin paralleled the federal push to expand high-speed Internet access to the 1930s drive to provide power to rural America. "Look what it did for the country. It connected the country," he said. Raese spokesman Kevin McLaughlin discounted Goodwin's comments, saying as Manchin's "hand-picked placeholder," Goodwin voted with the Obama administration 
Space weapons unpopular – perception of domestic tradeoff
Rep. Frank 2/25/09

[Barney, U.S. House Representative for Massachusetts's 4th congressional district (D), published by US Fed News, “US Fed News, Host Forum on Military Spending”, LexisNexis, Accessed June 20th 2011, LGK]

Over the past eight years, overall military spending has more than doubled to over $700 billion a year, diverting resources from other domestic needs. "The logic is irrefutable," said Congressman Frank.  "If we are not able to get military spending under control, if we are not able to break the trend that's now there, we will not be able to respond to important domestic needs." The panel participants included Dr. Lawrence Korb of the Center for American Progress, Dr. Gordon Adams, Professor of International Relations at the School of International Service of American University, Congresswoman Lynne Woolsey (D-CA), Congresswoman Barbara Lee (D-TX), Congressman Dennis Kucinich (D-OH), and Congressman Keith Ellison (D-MN). Dr. Korb cited a recent study by the Institute for Policy Studies which estimates that over $100 billion could be saved by cutting waste and eliminating obsolete weapons systems. The report recommends canceling unproven and potentially destabilizing programs such as offensive space weapons (formerly known as the Strategic Defense Initiative or the "Star Wars" program.) Dr. Adams criticized the Bush administration's policy of keeping the costs for the Iraq War out of the overall US budget while forcing Congress to pass a supplemental spending bill to pay for the war year after year. He said that the process is especially wasteful because "it does not go through the same type of budget scrub in the Pentagon as the regular budget does, and does not go through the regular process in the Congress of the United States." Congressman Frank pointed out that in the end American taxpayers are going to get sticker shock. "It's like going to a restaurant, getting a bill, and then getting a supplemental bill for the food."

Weapons – Funding – Unpopular - Democrats

Democrats hate space weapons
Myers, New York Times, 8

(Steven Lee, 3-9-8, published in The New York Times, “Look out below. The arms race in space may be on”, page 3, LexisNexis, Accessed June 20th 2011, LGK]

The White House, on the other hand, opposes a treaty proscribing space weaponry; Mr. Bush's press secretary, Dana M. Perino, says it would be unenforceable, noting that even a benign object put in orbit could become a weapon if it rammed another satellite. A new American president could reverse that attitude, but he or she would have to go up against the generals and admirals, contractors, lawmakers and others who strongly support the goal of keeping American superiority in space. The reason they cite is that the United States depends more than any other country on space for its national security. It's only a slight exaggeration to say that an M1-A1 tank couldn't drive around the block in Iraq without them. And so, research continues on how to protect American satellites and deny the wartime use of satellites to potential enemies -- including work on lasers and whiz-bang stuff like cylinders of hardened material that could be hurled from space to targets on the ground. ''Rods from God,'' those are called. For now, such weapons remain untested and, by all accounts, impractical because the cost of putting a weapon in orbit is huge. ''It is much easier to hold a target at risk from the land or sea than from space,'' said Elliot G. Pulham, who heads the Space Foundation, a nonprofit group in Colorado Springs. Democrats in Congress, in particular, have opposed explicit authorization of space weapons programs. But John E. Pike, director of GlobalSecurity.org, an organization that studies military and space issues, has noted a spike in recent years in secret ''black budget'' spending by the Missile Defense Agency. The idea, he said, is, ''If you desire peace, prepare for war.''

Weapons – Unpopular – Public

Public opposition to deploying space weapons

Gallagher, Center for International Security Studies Associate Director for Research, & Steinbruner, Arms Control Association Chair, 8

[Nancy Gallagher, Senior Research Scholar at the University of Maryland and was Special Advisor to the President and Secretary of State, and John D. Steinbruner, Fellow of the American Academy of Arts and Science and co-chair at the Committee on International Security Studies at the American Academy and Professor of Public Policy at the University of Maryland, 2-21-8, “Reconsidering the Rules for Space Security”, p. 28-9, www.amacad.org/publications/space_security.pdf, accessed 6-30-11]

Because the Bush administration has generally been hostile to the Clinton legacy, the implication of the decision to use the Clinton National Space Policy for so long is that they are afraid to say clearly and authoritatively what pursuing the SPACECOM vision actually entails and how much of this project they have endorsed. The idea of space weapons is unpopular with the American public, and even the dedicated advocates are cautious about exposing their plans and programs to close scrutiny.
Weapons – Popular – Congress (1/2)
Opposition to weapons is political suicide – politicians’ opposition spun as soft on defense

Heritage Foundation press release, 9

(States News Service, 6-29-9, “Obama Missile Defense plan puts America at risk”, Lexis, Accessed June 20th 2011, LGK]

First, the President's missile defense budget provides no funding for the development of a missile defense test bed in space. Second, his Administration has opted to accept a highly biased Chinese and Russian proposal for a treaty on "preventing an arms race in outer space" as the basis for negotiations at the United Nations Conference on Disarmament.[28] The fact is that space was weaponized when the first ballistic missile was test-launched by Germany in 1942 because ballistic missiles travel through space on their way to their targets. The threat that these weapons pose to U.S. security and the U.S. population is undeniable. The superior effectiveness of space-based interceptors in countering ballistic missiles is based on the fact that ballistic missiles transit space. As a result, space-based interceptors are ideally located to intercept ballistic missiles in the boost phase. Missile defense supporters in Congress need to force a debate on the charge that space-based ballistic missile defense interceptors would constitute an unprecedented move by the U.S. to weaponize space. They can do so by offering a simple amendment in the form of a congressional finding that all ballistic missiles that transit space are space weapons. Members of Congress that vote against such a finding would be forced to admit that they are so opposed to the idea of using space to protect the U.S. against missile attack that they are willing to deny a simple and irrefutable fact in order to continue their opposition. It will serve to demonstrate how extreme this position has become.

Weapons popular – Congress scared of China

O'Farroll, MA in 'Non-Proliferation & International Security' at Kings College London, 10
(Tad, 8-4-10, “China Shoots Down a Second Satellite”, http://nukesofhazardblog.com/story/2010/8/4/142533/5958, LexisNexis, Accessed June 20th 2011, LGK]

It is also hard to see how Chinas tests will help pave the way for future cooperation with the U.S President Barack Obama's June 2010 National Space Policy emphasized the important role of international cooperation in space and demonstrated the apparent willingness of the US to begin work on a space weapons treaty. However, news of China’s (OTCBB:NWCH) s January 2010 test may have ruffled feathers among members of Congress, whom Gregory Kulacki at the Union of Concerned Scientists noted, œwill want to deny China status as a member in good standing of the international community of space-faring nations. Ultimately though, this might not be something China is seeking to pursue. With its abundant financial resources and high level scientific know-how, the prestige of advancing its space based technologies by itself may prove too irresistible for Beijing. But quite how future tests will fit with Chinascommitment not to ˜to test, deploy or use any weapons, weapons systems or components in outer space, remains to be seen. Given the technology for shooting down satellites has been around since the Cold War, it is hard to see the technological imperative for countries such as China to conduct such tests. While Beijing may have made a political statement (for good or bad) with its 2007 test, if it remains committed to the peaceful use of space then it is hard to understand the advantage of shooting down further satellites. Indeed, with the U.S made Vanguard 1 still in orbit since launch in 1958, one has to wonder why China feels compelled to shoot down satellites that are several decades younger. The debris caused by such tests is a major risk for other space users and given its potential to upset the prospects for a space weapons treaty, it seems evident that China should refrain from further anti-satellite launches.
Weapons – Popular – Congress  (2/2)
Bipartisan support for space weapons
Roque, Congressnow staff writer, 8

[Ashley, 3-11-8, “Some Senate Democrats open to putting weapons in space,” published at rollcall.com, LexisNexis, Accessed June 20th 2011, LGK]

Some Senate Democrats are signaling they may support reversing their party's long-standing opposition to putting weapons in space. Senate Appropriations Chairman Daniel Inouye  (D-Hawaii) told reporters today Congress should consider permitting the Pentagon to field weapons in space, especially in light of the separate Chinese and U.S. shoot down of their respective satellites. He added he is prepared to engage in a debate over sending weapons into space, as his panel drafts its fiscal 2009 Defense spending bill. Senate Armed Services Strategic Forces Subcommittee Chairman Bill Nelson  (D-Fla.) told CongressNow today he also thinks that the recent satellite hits mean it is time to discuss placing weapons in space. "Without a doubt [it is time] because that is what the Chinese demonstrated they had the capability of and therefore the United States now has to move to create defensive postures against that." Nelson added he's concerned that an adversary could knock out the Global Positioning System, which would have disastrous consequences for the World. Their comments highlight a departure from a long-standing Democratic resistance to funding Pentagon efforts to explore developing space-based weapons. Republicans have generally been more supportive about Defense efforts to put weapon in space. Democrats have typically cut funding for space weapons programs. In the 2008 budget, for example, Democrats stripped out all funding -- $10 million -- from the president's request for a Space Test Bed initiative, a Missile Defense Agency study of the need for putting components of the missile shield in space. "One would have thought that that study would have been whole heartily embraced, especially after the Chinese test," Senate Minority Whip Jon Kyl (R-Ariz.) said Monday at an American Foreign Policy Council conference on missile defense. "But, we were accused of trying to weaponize space. As if it weren't already weaponized." Inouye said he believes China's test and more recently the U.S shootdown now builds a case for funding the Space Test Bed. At a breakfast with reporters this morning, Air Force Lt. Gen. Michael Hamel, commander of the Space and Missile Systems Center at Space Command, explained that he is also concerned with space-based assets. He cited the harm that could come from a GPS black out or by enemies obtaining information from Google Earth satellites. "We can't just simply get caught up and distracted by arguments about weaponization of space when in fact the kind of world we face is far more complicated," Hamel added. Hamel said that the services must be provided the funding and authority to build capabilities that can protect U.S. satellites and space systems when they are threatened.

***Links – International Space Station

Space Station – Unpopular – Politicians

ISS seen as wasteful and inefficient

Flight International 5/2/02, 

[Flight Global, “ISS is 'inefficent and wasteful”, http://www.flightglobal.com/articles/2002/02/05/142289/iss-is-inefficent-and-wasteful.html]

Despite its promise as a research platform, the ISS will be highlighted in the Bush Administration's 2003 budget programme as an example of one of the "biggest overruns ever in the federal government", says Daniels, calling for the introduction of "firm accountability". Daniels' former deputy is Sean O'Keefe, recently appointed NASA administrator.

In an Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers publication, Kraft questions whether O'Keefe would be willing to sign off more risk-taking changes to the ISS that would save money. He suggests, for example, that the risk of needing to evacuate the ISS quickly is small enough to negate the need for a Crew Return Vehicle. He also suggests that instead of spending $4 billion on the Space Launch Initiative, NASA should put the money into upgrading the Space Shuttle.

Space Station – Unpopular – AT – Space Research Popular

Research costs and inefficiencies make the plan an impossible sell

Chapman, former astronaut and MIT PhD in Science in Instrumentation, 3

(Phillip K., 5-30-3, “The Failure of NASA: And A Way Out” accessed: 6-27-11 http://www.spacedaily.com/news/oped-03zn1.html part 1) TJL

The cutbacks gutted the research program, by eliminating much of the scientific equipment aboard the station, reducing the scheduled shuttle flights in support from six to four per year, and leaving the small crew with very little time to spare from housekeeping tasks. If there are no unusual maintenance problems, the lone American may average 90 minutes per day working on the research that is the alleged purpose of the facility. He or she will conduct experiments by following a checklist, because the small crew precludes specialists in relevant disciplines. The scientific program is thus perfunctory at best, with rote experiments of a kind that might win prizes at a high school science fair. (2) The life-cycle cost of the ISS, including development expenses and shuttle flights, amounts to at least $8 billion per year (2003 dollars). This is 60% more than the entire budget of the National Science Foundation, which supports thousands of earthbound scientists. US taxpayers have a right to expect that such expensive research will be of a quality that wins Nobel Prizes, but what we are actually getting are pro forma experiments that occupy a small fraction of the time of one person. The cost is preposterous: it amounts to nearly fifteen million dollars ($15,000,000!) for each hour of scientific work by the American crewmember. NASA has no chance whatsoever of convincing scientists that this is a reasonable allocation of scarce research funds.

Space Station Extension – Popular - Congress

Congress concerned about declining use of space station

Morgan, Congressional Research Service specialist in science and technology policy, 7-8-10

[Daniel, Congressional Research Service, “The Future of NASA: Space Policy Issues Facing Congress”, p. 7-8,

opencrs.com/document/R41016/, accessed 6-20-11, AFB]

Issue for Congress: “The Gap” and Utilization of the Space Station

In order to fund the cost of the Vision and because of safety concerns following the Columbia disaster in 2003, NASA intends to end the space shuttle program once construction of the ISS is complete in 2010. The shuttle’s successors, Orion and Ares I, are not expected to be ready for crewed flight until at least 2015. The difference between these dates is generally referred to as “the gap.” Congressional policy makers and others have expressed concerns about U.S. access to space during the gap. The NASA Authorization Act of 2005 declared it to be U.S. policy “to possess the capability for human access to space on a continuous basis.”28 Former NASA Administrator Michael Griffin, a strong advocate of the Vision, has referred to the gap as “unseemly in the extreme.”29

Under current plans, Russian spacecraft will be the only means of access to the ISS for humans during the gap. A variety of alternatives are being considered for cargo. These points are discussed further below in the section “Post-Shuttle Access to the ISS.”

The prospect of the gap has intensified congressional concerns about whether the capabilities of the ISS will be fully utilized. In addition to the uncertainty about U.S. access to the ISS during the gap period, it appears possible that U.S. use of the station will end at about the same time as the shuttle’s successors first become available, or even before.

***Links – Cooperation

Coop – China – Unpopular – House
Multiple members of House – Rep. Smith (R-NJ), Rohrabacher (R-CA), Sires (D-NJ) and Manzullo (R-IL) – don’t trust China, ensuring backlash against the plan
Boles, Wall Street Journal, 1/19/2011

(Corey, staff writer at the Wall Street Journal, “Rep. Smith: Hu ‘Presides Over Gulag State’”, The Wall Street Journal, http://blogs.wsj.com/washwire/2011/01/19/rep-smith-hu-presides-over-gulag-state/, accessed 6/28/11) EK

Rep. Christopher Smith (R., N.J.), a leading congressional critic of China, said Mr. Hu “presides over a gulag state, clearly a dictatorship.” Among other things, he said that Mr. Hu “is directly responsible for the systematic detention and torture of millions of peaceful Chinese, Tibetans and Uighurs.” Both Republicans and Democrats at the House Foreign Affairs panel hearing castigated the Chinese government for imprisoning political activists, ignoring human rights concerns, taking advantage of African countries for their natural minerals, saber-rattling against neighbors including Taiwan and Japan, and exploiting its economic relationship with America. Rep. Dana Rohrabacher (R., Calif.) said that the head of a “monstrous regime” that is “engaged in the world’s worst human rights abuses” shouldn’t be given access to the White House. Democratic Rep. Albio Sires (D., N.J.) said he thought Beijing’s hidden agenda is “world domination” and that rather than condemn the country, Washington was helping it achieve its goal. Rep. Don Manzullo (R., Ill.) expressed concern that China’s economic activities were damaging the interests of the U.S.’s already beleaguered small manufacturing sector. “China’s unfair trade practices, including currency manipulation, illegal subsidies, and lax enforcement of intellectual property theft” make it difficult for American firms to compete, he said.
Coop – China – Unpopular – House – GOP

The GOP hates space cooperation with China

Allen, POLITICO senior congressional reporter, 11

(Jonathan, 2-12-11, “CR would bar NASA from China ties” Politico, Lexis, Accessed June 27, 2011, EJONES)

House Republicans want to ban NASA from developing a relationship with China. The nations' suddenly star-crossed space programs are the subject of a funding-limitation provision in a spending measure released by GOP leaders Friday night. The language is the latest salvo in a battle between the White House and congressional conservatives over the future of the U.S. space program. "None of the funds made available by this division may be used for the National Aeronautics and Space Administration or the Office of Science and Technology Policy to develop, design, plan, promulgate, implement, or execute a policy, program, order, or contract of any kind to participate, collaborate, or coordinate in any way with China or any Chinese-owned company unless such activities are specifically authorized by a law enacted after the date of enactment of this division," the bill's drafters wrote. It's a small provision in a big bill that, if enacted, would fund government agencies from March 4 through Sept. 30 at levels $100 billion below those envisioned in President Barack Obama's fiscal 2011 budget. But it reflects a long-running fight between the Obama administration and Rep. Frank Wolf (R-Va.), a critic of China on human rights, national security and economic grounds. Wolf is chairman of the House appropriations subcommittee that funds the space program. Last fall, he and a handful of colleagues wrote a letter objecting to NASA Chief Charles Bolden's visit to China. "As you know, we have serious concerns about the nature and goals of China's space program and strongly oppose any cooperation between NASA and China," Wolf wrote, along with Republican Reps. John Culberson of Texas, Robert Aderholt of Alabama and Dana Rohrabacher of California. Culberson and Aderholt also serve on the Subcommittee on Commerce, Justice and Science. Wolf also pilloried the Obama administration's fiscal 2011 space budget, saying in an April 2010 op-ed in Space News that it "radically scales back U.S. ambition, access, control and exploration in space" and that "in terms of national security and global leadership, the White House's budget plan all but abdicates U.S. leadership in exploration and manned space flight at a time when other countries, such as China and Russia, are turning to space programs to drive innovation and promote economic growth." In November, Space News reported that Bolden told an audience that a relationship between the two countries could be mutually beneficial - but that they don't need each other to advance. The prohibition in the House "continuing resolution" goes beyond cracking down on substantive collaboration and forbids NASA from providing for visits by Chinese dignitaries. "The limitation in subsection (a) shall also apply to any funds used to effectuate the hosting of official Chinese visitors at facilities belonging to or utilized by the National Aeronautics and Space Administration," it admonishes.
Rep. Wolf and Rep. Smith don’t trust China – they would bash the plan
Rep. Wolf (R-VA) and Rep. Smith (R-NJ), U.S. Representatives, 7/1/2008
(Frank and Chris, Representatives of Virginia and New Jersey, “China Trip Report”, http://wolf.house.gov/uploads/China2008TripReport-Enews.pdf, accessed 6/28/11) EK

I travelled to China for the second time in June 2008 in the lead up to the Beijing Olympic Games. A detailed trip report is available below. All that we experienced and saw during our visit was consistent with the heartbreaking accounts that we have heard from political dissidents and persecuted people of faith in China for years. During the debate over granting China permanent normal trade relations status, proponents argued that economic liberalization would lead to political liberalization in China, and that the U.S. and other industrialized nations could influence China through economic activity to better respect the rights of its citizens to fundamental human rights and the unfettered practice of their faith. Instead, we have seen that the Chinese government is unmoved and, in fact, emboldened in its ongoing repression, while at the same time experiencing explosive economic growth. Ultimately the China we see today is worse than the China of yesterday, or of last year, or of the last decade. China is not progressing. It is regressing. It is more violent, more repressive, and more resistant to democratic values than it was before we opened our ports to freely accept Chinese products.
Coop – China – Unpopular – House – GOP 

Massive opposition to space cooperation with China – Wolf Clause proves
Xinhua, official press agency of the People’s Republic of China, 5/18/2011

(China Daily, editorial, “'Wolf Clause' betrays China-US cooperation”, http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/china/2011-05/18/content_12530550.htm, accessed 6/27/11) EK

China's scientists have played a crucial role in designing and manufacturing some core parts of the device. However, Chinese journalists who hoped to cover the launching of Endeavor were simply denied entry to the site by a ban initiated by Frank Wolf, chairman of the Committee of Commerce, Justice, Science, and Related Agencies in the House of Representatives. The United States' National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) revoked the media passes granted to journalists from China due to the ban, or the "Wolf Clause", which was regarded as "discriminative" by even Americans themselves. On April 15, US President Barack Obama signed into law the budget bill for fiscal year 2011 which will end on September 30 after the House of Representatives passed it. The bill included a clause which bans any China-US joint scientific research activities related to NASA or coordinated by the White House's Science Policy Office. Under the clause in the budget bill, none of the Congress-approved funds for the US government "may be used for the National Aeronautics and Space Administration or the Office of Science and Technology Policy to develop, design, plan, promulgate, implement, or execute a bilateral policy, program, order, or contract of any kind to participate, collaborate, or coordinate bilaterally in any way with China or any Chinese-owned company." It also applies the limitation "to any funds used to effectuate the hosting of official Chinese visitors at facilities belonging to or utilized" by NASA. As a result, Chinese journalists were denied the opportunity to make live coverage of the shuttle's blast-off, just as their peers from other countries have done. The Chinese journalists were also kept away from NASA's press conferences. Obviously, the "Wolf Clause" runs counter to the trend that both China and the United States are trying to push ahead their exchanges and cooperation in science and technology. John P.Holdren, director of the Science and Technology Policy Office of the White House, has told Xinhua that the cooperation on science and technology was one of the most dynamic fields in bilateral relations between China and the United States. The "Wolf Clause" exposed the anxiety of hawkish politicians in the United States over China's peaceful development in recent years, and it also demonstrated their shortsightedness to the whole world. The "Wolf Clause" was a result of compromise made by Obama to Republicans to avoid possible bankruptcy of the US government. It is also a concession between US Republicans and Democrats, but the "clause" will not in any way change the trend of the increasingly closer scientific and technological cooperation between China and the US. In fact, the "Wolf Clause" has incurred criticism, even from some US scientists. Richard Milner, director of Laboratory for Nuclear Science at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT), thought China's contribution to the project was "crucial". The professor believed that the "Wolf Clause" was a "discriminative decision" and it would eventually hurt the US itself. As the unpopular clause came into effect, China's journalists became the first victims of the discriminative legislation by being turned away from the Kennedy Space Center. Although the clause will terminate as the fiscal year 2011 ends in September, Wolf seemed unreconciled and claimed he will work to extend the ban to next year. Today, while the Chinese and US governments are deepening their cooperation, Wolf acted against the trend with a cold war mentality. This is something that should raise the vigilance of peace-loving people in the world.

Coop – China – Unpopular – House – Wolf (R-VA) (1/3)
Rep. Wolf hates China-U.S. cooperation over space and technology

Robertson, China staff journalist for the Epoch Times, 6/15/2011
(Matthew, “Wolf’s Clause Imperils (Some of) Administration’s China Plans”, The Epoch Times, http://www.theepochtimes.com/n2/united-states/bill-keeps-nasa-technology-out-of-china-57689.html, accessed 6/28/11) EK

WASHINGTON—Two Chinese journalists were supposed to watch the U.S. space shuttle Endeavour take off from the Kennedy Space Center in Florida in mid-May. The shuttle was using the Alpha Magnetic Spectrometer-2 particle detector, a component developed by Chinese scientist Samuel Ting, and their story would have made useful provender for China’s state media apparatus. But they were turned away at the gates. It was the doing of Rep. Frank Wolf, a long-term critic of the CCP, after he became chairman of the House Commerce, Justice, and Science Appropriations Subcommittee in January. The language he inserted into the spending bill for those agencies in April prevents NASA and the White House's Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP) from using federal funds. The agencies are not allowed to “develop, design, plan, promulgate, implement, or execute a bilateral policy, program, order, or contract of any kind to participate, collaborate, or coordinate bilaterally in any way with China or any Chinese-owned company.” Additionally, it prevents NASA from hosting "official Chinese visitors." The U.S. has no business cooperating with the PLA to help develop its space program. —Frank Wolf, Chairman of the House Commerce, Justice, and Science Appropriations Subcommittee “I think the Chinese are shocked,” said one of Wolf’s staffer’s in a telephone interview, responding to the Xinhua counterattack. “They're so used to the administration caving to them and bending over backward. I think they’re truly taken aback that this policy was put in place.” The clause is part of a larger debate about how the United States should deal with a Chinese communist regime that, while gathering ever more glo, engages in state-sanctioned human rights abuses, technology theft, and persistent cyberwarfare against the U.S. government and American companies. While none of that is new to Rep. Frank Wolf, the straw that broke the camel’s back was the suggestion by the Obama administration—first made when the president went to Beijing in November 2009, and reiterated when Chairman of the Communist Party Hu Jintao visited Washington in January—that the United States cooperate with China in human space flight. Wolf made his position clear in his testimony to the U.S.-China Commission in May: “The U.S. has no business cooperating with the PLA to help develop its space program.” Cooperation with China on human space flight, would, according to Richard Fisher, an analyst and author on the Chinese military, “In essence … constitute a free transfer of technology.” The People’s Liberation Army (PLA) leads China’s space efforts, and there is no real difference between China’s military and civil space programs, experts say. Wolf thus asserts, “There is no reason to believe that the PLA’s space program will be any more benign than the PLA’s recent military posture.” His clause to combat this cooperative venture and others like it was passed as part of the budget negotiations, and is valid until Sept. 30. The item will have to stand on its own merits in new legislation to be introduced into the House. Though the area of acute concern was human space flight cooperation, Wolf made the language cover OSTP as well “to send a signal to the White House and NASA” that “this is unacceptable,” according to Wolf’s staffer. “To engage China increasingly in bilateral areas is not appropriate until we see some changes in China,” the staffer added.
Coop – China – Unpopular – House – Wolf (R-VA) (2/3)

Cooperating with China raises national security concerns, triggering backlash by Rep. Wolf

Pentland, Forbes, 5/7/11 

(William – Energy and Environment Reporter Forbes, Congress Bans Scientific Collaboration with China, Cites High Espionage Risks, Forbes, http://blogs.forbes.com/williampentland/2011/05/07/congress-bans-scientific-collaboration-with-china-cites-high-espionage-risks/, Access: 6/27/11) AC

A two-sentence clause included in the U.S. spending bill approved by Congress a few weeks ago threatens to reverse more than three decades of constructive U.S. engagement with the People’s Republic of China. The clause prohibits the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP) and the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) from coordinating any joint scientific activity with China. Representative Frank Wolf (R-VA), a long-time critic of the Chinese government who chairs a House spending committee that oversees several science agencies, inserted the language into the spending legislation to prevent NASA or OSTP from using federal funds “to develop, design, plan, promulgate, implement or execute a bilateral policy, program, order, or contract of any kind to participate, collaborate, or coordinate bilaterally in any way with China or any Chinese-owned company.” By prohibiting the OSTP from working with China, Wolf claims the ban will bear on “the entire bilateral relationship on science and technology.” “It’s the whole ball of wax,” said Wolf in an interview with Science Insider. Although the ban will expire at the end of the current fiscal year in October, Wolf will seek to make the prohibition on any scientific collaboration between U.S. research agencies and China permanent. “We don’t want to give them the opportunity to take advantage of our technology, and we have nothing to gain from dealing with them,” said Wolf. “China is spying against us, and every U.S. government agency has been hit by cyber-attacks. They are stealing technology from every major U.S. company. They have taken technology from NASA, and they have hit the NSF computers . . . . You name the company, and the Chinese are trying to get its secrets.” Meanwhile, the Obama Administration has taken the position that the ban does not apply to any U.S. scientific interactions with China conducted as part of foreign policy. This interpretation will likely allow the President to continue current activities until the spending bill expires in October. Wolf’s intense concern about the possible theft of intellectual property and sensitive military technologies resulting from joint U.S.-China research activities explain why the spending bill also prohibits NASA facilities from hosting “official Chinese visitors.” While this draconian prohibition may strike some as borderline paranoid, a growing body of evidence suggests that the risks of espionage are considerably higher than most people would suspect. Wolf has learned this lesson the hard way. In 2006, Wolf’s office was targeted in a cyber-attack, which the Federal Bureau of Investigation traced to sources operating in the People’s Republic of China. Speaking from the floor of the U.S. House of Representatives in June 2008, Wolf said: In August 2006, four of the computers in my personal office were compromised by an outside source. This source first hacked into the computer of my foreign policy and human rights staff person, then the computers of my chief of staff, my legislative director, and my judiciary staff person. On these computers was information about all of the casework I have done on behalf of political dissidents and human rights activists around the world.

Coop – China – Unpopular – House – Wolf (R-VA) (3/3)

Plan would trigger backlash – Wolf guarantees fight over the plan

Robertson, Epoch Times Staff Writer, 5/15/11 

(Matthew studied at the Australian National University in Canberra, Australia, and the National Chengchi University in Taipei, Taiwan. “Wolf’s Clause Imperils (Some of) Administration’s China Plans”, http://www.theepochtimes.com/n2/united-states/bill-keeps-nasa-technology-out-of-china-57689.html., The Epoch Times is able to provide well-sourced stories through the original reporting done by the Chinese-language edition of The Epoch Times, pg 1, accessed: 6/27/11 [added by (R) Frank Wolf –VA]) TJL
The clause is part of a larger debate about how the United States should deal with a Chinese communist regime that, while gathering ever more global clout, engages in state-sanctioned human rights abuses, technology theft, and persistent cyberwarfare against the U.S. government and American companies. While none of that is new to Rep. Frank Wolf, the straw that broke the camel’s back was the suggestion by the Obama administration—first made when the president went to Beijing in November 2009, and reiterated when Chairman of the Communist Party Hu Jintao visited Washington in January—that the United States cooperate with China in human space flight. The scope of the cooperation would have extended to “hands-on, bilateral, human space flight technology sharing, training sharing, and critical national secrets or expertise, giving that to the Chinese,” according to Wolf’s staff member, who was not authorized to speak publicly. “We look at this and say: 'How does that administration not get this?'” Wolf made his position clear in his testimony to the U.S.-China Commission in May: “The U.S. has no business cooperating with the PLA to help develop its space program.”

Wolf hates the plan – 2011 spending act proves

Bruno, Deputy Managing Editor, 5-9-11

(Michael, “China Watch” Aviation Week & Space Technology, Lexis, Accessed June 27, 2011, EJONES)

The White House plans to deal with U.S.-China relations—and how it spends taxpayer funds dealing with them—on a «case-by-case basis» in the wake of a congressional ban on spending to advance space cooperation with China. Presidential Science Adviser John Holdren tells the House panel funding his office that it will abide by the ban, but to a degree «consistent with my responsibilities to execute the president's constitutional authority . . . to conduct negotiations.» Rep. Frank Wolf (R-Va.), chairman of the relevant House Appropriations subcommittee, inserted language in the fiscal 2011 spending act prohibiting NASA and the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy from using appropriated funds on anything that would promote space cooperation with China, including hosting official visitors at NASA facilities.

Internal Link – House – GOP – Wolf Has Clout

Congress backs Wolf – Wolf Clause proves

Robertson, Epoch Times Staff Writer, 5/15/11 

(Matthew studied at the Australian National University in Canberra, Australia, and the National Chengchi University in Taipei, Taiwan. “Wolf’s Clause Imperils (Some of) Administration’s China Plans”, http://www.theepochtimes.com/n2/united-states/bill-keeps-nasa-technology-out-of-china-57689.html., The Epoch Times is able to provide well-sourced stories through the original reporting done by the Chinese-language edition of The Epoch Times, pg 1, accessed: 6/27/11 [added by (R) Frank Wolf –VA]) TJL

Cooperation with China on human space flight, would, according to Richard Fisher, an analyst and author on the Chinese military, “In essence … constitute a free transfer of technology.” The People’s Liberation Army (PLA) leads China’s space efforts, and there is no real difference between China’s military and civil space programs, experts say. Wolf thus asserts, “There is no reason to believe that the PLA’s space program will be any more benign than the PLA’s recent military posture.” His clause to combat this cooperative venture and others like it was passed as part of the budget negotiations, and is valid until Sept. 30. The item will have to stand on its own merits in new legislation to be introduced into the House. Though the area of acute concern was human space flight cooperation, Wolf made the language cover OSTP as well “to send a signal to the White House and NASA” that “this is unacceptable,” according to Wolf’s staffer. “To engage China increasingly in bilateral areas is not appropriate until we see some changes in China,” the staffer added. The administration and Congress have locked horns on the issue already, and they may do so again.

Wolf has clout – prefer our issue specific evidence

DiMascio, Aviation Week & Space Technology congressional editor, 11

(Jen, 4-25-11, “The Stopper” Aviation Week & Space Technology, Lexis, Accessed June 27, 2011, EJONES)

But plenty of other Republicans agree with Wolf that manned space flight is not the best issue on which to cooperate with China—and they now hold the majority in the House. Rep. Randy Forbes (R-Va.), the co-chairman of the House China Caucus, has taken on China as an interest area since he visited there in 2005 and saw steel production facilities being moved to near seaports, a move he interpreted as the first sign that China was building aircraft carriers. Beyond security though, Forbes worries about U.S. competitiveness. He says the nation needs to shore up its own finances so it can prioritize space research and reclaim its leadership role. A European ambassador came to his office asking about China because he had to advise his government on whether to enter into an agreement with China or the U.S. «We don't know if you're going to have the financial capability or the will to honor those commitments,» the ambassador told Forbes. Earlier this month, the European Union announced it planned to cooperate with China on manned space flight. Other critics of space cooperation with China complain that Congress was not fully consulted on NASA's White House-led initiative. Dean Cheng, a research fellow with the Heritage Foundation, a conservative think tank that opposes cooperation on manned spaceflight, says the Obama administration has only itself to blame for reaching too far—without extending a hand to Republicans in Congress. «By going directly to manned space, we have short-circuited the possibility of these other areas that might have created an audience and given each side more comfort in dealing with that,» he says. It might have been smarter, he and others suggest, to warm relations on issues that require less trust and build toward cooperation on manned space. Wolf warns that cooperating with China isn't worth the risk of compromising cutting-edge U.S. spaceflight technologies. «It is a moral issue. It is a jobs issue. It is a science issue. To give them the crown jewel of this nation is wrong,» he says. «They will take it and run with it, and our space program will be in decline.» 

Coop – Russia – Triggers Congressional Debate

Russia space flight coop and contracting requires extend waiver of nonproliferation legislation

Morgan, Congressional Research Service specialist in science and technology policy, 7-8-10

[Daniel, Congressional Research Service, “The Future of NASA: Space Policy Issues Facing Congress”, p. 28,

opencrs.com/document/R41016/, accessed 6-20-11, AFB]

Congressional policy makers may wish to consider that instead of contracting with the private sector for crew services, NASA could continue to contract for the use of Russian Soyuz vehicles. This would probably require Congress to further extend its waiver of the Iran, North Korea, and Syria Nonproliferation Act. The Augustine committee concluded that while reliance on Soyuz on an interim basis is acceptable, longer-term use would not be. It argued that “an important part of sustained U.S. leadership in space is the operation of our own domestic crew launch capability.”122

Coop – Allies – Popular – Congress

Plan would be popular – Congress supports space cooperation with friends and allies

Morgan, Congressional Research Service specialist in science and technology policy, 7-8-10

[Daniel, Congressional Research Service, “The Future of NASA: Space Policy Issues Facing Congress”, p.5,

opencrs.com/document/R41016/, accessed 6-20-11, AFB]

The NASA Authorization Act of 2008 (P.L. 110-422) reaffirmed the Vision’s broad goals, including the “eventual” return to the Moon and missions to other destinations in the solar system.14 It expressed the sense of Congress that “America’s friends and allies” should be invited to participate.15 It directed NASA to take a “stepping stone approach” in which lunar exploration activities are designed and implemented with strong consideration to their future contribution to exploration beyond the Moon.16 It directed that plans for a lunar outpost should not require its continuous occupation and that NASA should use commercial services for its lunar outpost activities “to the maximum extent practicable.”17

***Internal Links & Link Boosters
Uniqueness – AT – Obama Political Capital Low Now

Obama on solid political ground now

Mead, Council on Foreign Relations senior fellow for U.S. foreign policy, 6-20-11

[Walter Russell, Business Insider, “Here's How Obama Can Save His Presidency,” http://www.businessinsider.com/heres-how-obama-can-save-his-presidency-2011-6, accessed 7-3-11]

Can the Obama Presidency still be saved?

To some, the question may seem premature or even insulting.  President Obama’s personal popularity remains high and the most recent RealClearPolitics poll average has him at a more than respectable 47.6 percent approval; while the President’s popularity is drifting lower, congressional Republicans have been losing ground to their Democratic rivals in recent polls, and the Republican primary field remains both uninspiring and polarized. 
Obama has been saving political capital

Gandelman, Moderate Voice editor-in-chief, 6-1-11

[Joe, The Moderate Voice, “Quote of the Day: Obama is Dangerously MIA in Argument to Raise Debt Ceiling”, Lexis]

In the case of the debt ceiling, thoughtful people in both parties who arent reading poll numbers or throwing out red meat to enhance their political standing or single-mindedly strugglng for survival realize this must be done. Shapiro is correct: Obamas arguments so far have been perfunctory. He is largely absent in making the case for raising it or using any of his political clout to try and nudge the poll numbers. Obama seems to be saving his political capital ” which will be greatly reduced if it turns out he miscalculated and various votes find it is not lowered¦with all of the serious financial consequences that would follow.

Uniqueness – AT – Obama Political Capital Low Now (2/3)

Obama playing politically strategic small ball to advance economic agenda– not investing political capital in other issues

Brown, Politico, 7-6-11

[Carrie Burdoff, Politico, “Obama plays small ball on policy”, http://news.yahoo.com/obama-plays-small-ball-policy-093000064.html, accessed 7-7-11]

President Barack Obama swept into office as the anti-Bill Clinton, even saying at one point that he wasn’t sent to Washington to “do school uniforms” — political shorthand for the former president’s downsized ambitions against a Republican Congress.
But confronted with similar limitations, Obama is looking a little more like Clinton in the second half of his first term, pushing modest jobs proposals and a diet of bite-size policy talkers: a new fatherhood pledge, graphic tobacco warnings, updated sunscreen requirements, an anti-bullying summit and entertainment discounts for fathers to spend more time with their kids.

The slimmed-down agenda is the consequence of a resistant Congress and no money to spend, but it also aims to address a political problem for the president headed into a tough reelection fight. Just like Clinton, Obama is attempting to show voters that, at a time of Washington gridlock, he can still work to solve people’s problems, no matter how small they may be.
The shades of Clinton-style politics are notable for a president who fashioned himself during the 2008 campaign as a transformational figure in the mold of Ronald Reagan — not Clinton, who used small-bore, consultant-driven proposals such as school uniforms, a TV ratings system and teen curfews to make an end run around Congress and appeal to middle-class voters. (Related: President Obama, Republicans honor President Ronald Reagan)

Obama invoked “school uniforms” while resisting pressure from top aides to scale back his health care overhaul, saying he wanted to “get big things done,” according to Jonathan Alter’s 2010 book “The Promise.”

“It is a matter of some interest and historical irony that a president who began with the aspirations to be Reagan has been forced by events to adopt a stance that is, on this continuum from Reagan to Clinton, a lot closer to the Clinton end,” William Galston, a policy adviser in the Clinton White House and now a Brookings scholar, said in an interview. “The president, in many ways, is a realist. He is simply adjusting his sights to events.”
Obama’s embrace of the softer powers of the presidency — most conspicuously, the bullying summit in March — has been “a source of some amusement” to former Clinton aides who cringed at the mocking of their boss’s legacy, one Clinton veteran said. (Related: Obamas talk bullying on Facebook)

Obama did the opposite of shoot small in the first two years of his term, realigning the American auto industry and passing a major economic stimulus package, health care overhaul and Wall Street reform bill. And now, he is attempting to negotiate a $4 trillion deficit-reduction package, which would be another massive feat. (See: Back-channel debt-ceiling talks set up week)

Beyond that, the White House isn’t going big anymore. Immigration, education, climate change and clean energy bills remain on the wish list, but Obama has devoted equal time to promoting piecemeal economic ideas that don’t require congressional approval.

Aides say the more modest approach is part of a natural evolution for any presidency. Even Reagan recalibrated after suffering losses in the 1982 midterm.

“While the political makeup in Congress may be more challenging, the president’s priorities have not changed and he is working every day to move forward on key priorities including relief for small businesses, incentives to help put construction workers back to work by rebuilding our infrastructure, comprehensive immigration reform and steps to reduce our dependence on foreign oil — all areas the president has always felt we should be able to find consensus,” said a White House official who asked not to be named.

[CARD CONTINUES]
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[CARD CONTINUED]

After the 2010 election losses, the White House entered what it viewed as a new phase in the recovery, arguing that the private sector, not the government, would need to drive the economic turnaround from that point forward. That approach has disappointed some progressives, including Roger Hickey of the Campaign for America’s Future, who urged the White House not to think tactically about what could pass Congress and instead offer a bold job-creation plan with broad government investment that Democrats could run on. “The consistent line [from Obama aides] has been the polling shows the public is weary of spending money. That is one thing they say,” Hickey said. “The other thing they say is, we can’t even get some Democrats to vote for it. That reflects the attitude that if it can’t pass Congress, it’s not real. Our response is tell the country the truth about the scale it will take” to revive the economy. But Obama adopted a strategy focused on hitting singles and doubles. In January, he signed an executive order directing federal agencies to eliminate red-tape regulations for businesses. Obama named a Council on Jobs and Competitiveness to draw up jobs measures that don’t necessarily require congressional approval. He followed up with the creation of the Startup America Partnership, tapping AOL co-founder Steve Case to find ways to aid entrepreneurs and small businesses. Over the past month, the administration has promoted a series of “public-private partnerships”: a new White House Rural Council to advance economic prosperity in rural America; an expansion of Skills for America’s Future, which pairs community college students with manufacturing jobs; first-round grant winners for the Better Buildings Initiative, which aims to spur investment in energy efficient buildings; and the creation of the Advanced Manufacturing Partnership to boost emerging technologies. And at a press conference last week, Obama called on Congress to deliver on some modest proposals, including several trade deals, an infrastructure fund and a bill overhauling the patent system. The spate of economic announcements, even seemingly minor ones, appears designed to rebut criticism of the president during his first two years on the job as more interested in health care than the economy and to broadcast to a gloomy electorate that he is singularly focused on jobs. “For Obama, the large strategic challenge is to look and sound reasonable and in touch, a guy who gets it,” even if he is hamstrung by Congress, said Douglas Schoen, a pollster who worked on Clinton’s reelection campaign. At the same time, the White House has made selective use of a classic Clinton maneuver, using small ideas to amplify a broader political message. Bruce Reed, a driver of the strategy under Clinton as director of the Domestic Policy Council, returned to the White House in January as Vice President Joe Biden’s chief of staff. In Obama’s case, the thread between events such as the bullying summit, new warnings on cigarette packages, the introduction of a fatherhood pledge and entertainment discounts for fathers and their kids is to position the president as a protector of the well-being of middle-class families, aides said. “While economic recovery is the president’s top priority, there are areas that he will continue to focus on — because they are important to the American people, because they are impacting the health and safety of families like cigarette smoking, because they are impacting the lives of children in our schools like bullying,” the White House official said. “That isn’t about politics — that is about taking steps to improve the lives and futures of people in this country.” The parallel between Clinton and Obama isn’t seamless. Clinton went so small at times that he appeared to be running for mayor. With the economy strong and foreign entanglements limited, the Clinton administration worked far more aggressively to cherry-pick federal agencies for ideas that addressed the everyday anxieties of families and buffed his image with independent voters. But the comparison is relevant in terms of the modest ambitions and the message: The White House doesn’t need to stand still, even if Congress does. “Realistically, they would love to do something big on energy and immigration, but there is very limited opportunity to do this in this Congress,” said Jim Kessler, vice president for policy with Third Way, a centrist group.
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Obama’s political capital crucial to the agenda – especially in election season

Terigopula , Writer for the Harvard Political Review , 11

(Rajiv, 1-14-11, Harvard Political Review , “President Obama’s Political Capital,” http://hpronline.org/hprgument/president-obamas-political-capital/ , 7-6-11, GJV)

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

Policymaking requires horse trading – President must use political capital to secure agenda

Ryan, Political scientist & University of the West Indies University Director of the Institute of Social and Economic Studies, 9

(Selwyn, 1-18-9, Trinidad Express, "Obama and political capital," Trinidad Express, http://www.trinidadexpress.com/index.pl/article_opinion?id=161426968, accessed 7-15-10)

One of the "realities" that Obama has to face is that American politics is not a winner-take-all system. It is pluralistic vertically and horizontally, and getting anything done politically, even when the President and the Congress are controlled by the same party, requires groups to negotiate, bargain and engage in serious horse trading. No one takes orders from the President who can only use moral or political suasion and promises of future support for policies or projects. The system was in fact deliberately engineered to prevent overbearing majorities from conspiring to tyrannise minorities.  The system is not only institutionally diverse and plural, but socially and geographically so. As James Madison put it in Federalist No 10, one of the foundation documents of republicanism in America, basic institutions check other basic institutions, classes and interests check other classes and interests, and regions do the same. All are grounded in their own power bases which they use to fend off challengers. The coalitions change from issue to issue, and there is no such thing as party discipline which translated, means you do what I the leader say you do.

Internal Link – Political Capital (2/4)
Political capital determines success of the President’s agenda

Light, Brookings Center for Public Service founding director, 99

(Paul Charles, New York University Professor of Public Service, The President’s Agenda: Domestic Policy Choice from Kennedy to Clinton, p. 25-26, Google Books, http://books.google.com/books?id=vuWJHWdgstsC&printsec=frontcover&dq=the+Presidents+Agenda&hl=en&ei=X2FATOLRFIWKlwflvLHxDQ&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=1&ved=0CCwQ6AEwAA#v=onepage&q=the%20Presidents%20Agenda&f=false, accessed 7-15-10)

In chapter 2, I will consider just how capital affects the basic parameters of the domestic agenda.  Though the internal resources are important contributors to timing and size, capital remains the cirtical factor.  That conclusion will become essential in understanding the domestic agenda.  Whatever the President’s personal expertise, character, or skills, capital is the most important resource.  In the past, presidential scholars have focused on individual factors in discussing White House decisions, personality being the dominant factor.  Yet, given low levels in presidential capital, even the most positive and most active executive could make little impact.  A president can be skilled, charming, charismatic, a veritable legislative wizard, but if he does not have the basic congressional strength, his domestic agenda will be severely restricted – capital affects both the number and the content of the President’s priorities.  Thus, it is capital that determines whether the President will have the opportunity to offer a detailed domestic program, whether he will be restricted to a series of limited initiatives and vetoes.  Capital sets the basic parameters of the agenda, determining the size of the agenda and guiding the criteria for choice.  Regardless of the President’s personality, capital is the central force behind the domestic agenda.

Political support key to agenda – collapse of support crushes agenda

Ornstein, American Enterprise Institute fellow and political analyst, 3

(Norman J., Roll Call, 9-10-3, “As Issues Pile Up; Bush Needs New Approach With Hill”, Lexis)

When a president operates with sky-high approval and a reputation as a winner no matter what the odds, he has immense leverage with Members of Congress who fear his wrath and assume he will prevail. When he stumbles, the assumptions change, and the ability to exercise power attenuates.
Policymaking requires compromise

Barrett & Eshbaugh-Soha, University of North Texas, 07

[Andrew W. & Matthew, March, Political Research Quarterly, Vol. 60, No. 1, “Presidential Success on the Substance of Legislation”, pp. 100-112, Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/4623810, Accessed: 7-15-10)

Congress as an institution depends upon the willingness of its members to compromise to produce legislation (Elving 1995). The lawmaking process is protracted and complicated with dozens of opportuni- ties for unsatisfied legislators to kill legislation, including simple inaction by committee chairs or party leaders. With more than five hundred individu- als divided into two legislative bodies, little can be accomplished without building majority coalitions through bargaining and compromise.

Presidents, however, are only one among several cues that legislators use to decide how to vote (Kingdon 1981), with much coalition building taking place independent of presidential involvement (Arnold 1990). Moreover, presidents must overcome several obstacles unique to their office when attempting to build congressional coalitions (Edwards 2000). These include, but are not limited to, the president's limited tenure in office as well as a different electoral clock and constituency than members of Congress. Each of these provides different incentives for presi- dents and legislators to bargain, compromise, and ultimately agree on 
[CARD CONTINUES]
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legislative language. The hierarchical nature of the executive, in contrast to the more decentralized legislature, also exacerbates presidential responsibility and accountability while obscuring that of Congress. Given the difficulty of the lawmaking process itself and the unique obstacles facing the president in building congressional coalitions, presidents will likely be forced to make concessions on most bills they support, as they bargain with legisla- tors to secure their passage. Therefore, we hypothesize that presidents will need to compromise on the substance of legislation before they sign most bills into law.

The President has a limited capability to pass his agenda. Passing items like the plan take away from his ability to pass other legislation

Feehery, former House Speaker Hastert staffer and Feehery Group president, 9

(John, Feehery Group is a Washington-based advocacy firm, 7-21-9, CNN, “Commentary: Obama enters 'The Matrix'” www.cnn.com/2009/POLITICS/07/21/feehery.obama.matrix/index.html, accessed 7-16-10)

And, indeed, the Congress has its own rules that make quick legislative action, no matter how popular with the American people, hard to achieve. The Obama agenda is breathtaking in its scope and eye-popping in its cost. He seeks to completely recast the health care, energy, financial services and automobile sectors of this country, as he seeks to make the tax code more progressive, retirement programs more sustainable, and the immigration system more welcoming to immigrants. And he also wants to stimulate the economy and get us out of what some people are calling the "Great Recession." But can it all get done, and in a form that makes his political base happy? The president insists that he can get this all done, and his chief of staff, Rahm Emanuel, has implied that the financial crisis has actually given the White House more momentum to get it all done. But history tells a different story. Congress has its own code, and cracking that code usually means taking into account five different factors. These five factors are: Money: It may seem trite, but the biggest factor in determining the size and scope of a legislative agenda is how much money -- and more importantly, the perception of how much money -- is available for the government to use. Bill Clinton's legislative agenda was necessarily limited because his budget constraints made it difficult to spend money on big things. George Bush, who inherited a fairly large budget surplus, had money to burn, which allowed him to pass a prescription drug benefit. President Obama has no money, which means that if he wants to pass a big new entitlement like a health care public option, he will have to make the Congress take the painful step of raising a lot of taxes. Time: The legislative calendar is simply not that long. A new administration has a little less than a year to pass its big-ticket items, mostly because it is very hard to get major initiatives done in an election year. Take away the three months it takes to hire key staff, a couple of months for the various congressional recesses, and you have about six months to really legislate. Since Congress is supposed to use some time to pass its annual spending bills (there are 12 that need to be passed each year, not counting supplemental spending bills), time for big initiatives is actually very limited. Each day the president takes time to travel overseas or to throw out the first pitch at an All Star game, he is taking time away from making contacts with legislators whose support is crucial for the president's agenda. Time is not a limitless resource on Capitol Hill. Political capital: A president enters office with the highest popularity ratings he will ever get (barring a war or some other calamity that brings the country together), which is why most presidents try to pass as much as possible as early as possible in their administrations. The most famous example of that was Franklin Roosevelt's Hundred Days. But there are other examples. Ronald Reagan moved his agenda very early in his administration, George Bush passed his tax proposals and the No Child Left Behind law very early in his White House. They understood the principle that it is important to strike while the iron is hot. President Bush famously misunderstood this principle when he said that he was going to use the "political capital" gained in his re-election to pass Social Security reform. What he failed to 
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understand was that as soon as he won re-election, he was a lame duck in the eyes of the Congress, and he had no political capital. President Obama believes he has a lot of political capital, and perhaps he does. But each day he is in office, his political capital reserve is declining. And each time he goes to the well to pass things like "cap and trade" makes it more difficult for him to pass his more important priorities like health care. Focus: Congress can walk and chew gum at the same time. But focus is essential to achieving results. Presidential focus quite often moves off the domestic agenda and into the wider world of diplomacy. But that can spell greater political danger for a president and his party.  George H.W. Bush spent most of his presidency winning a war against Iraq and successfully concluded the Cold War conflict with the Soviet Union. But neither of those foreign policy successes helped him win re-election. His son, George W. Bush, understood that he had to keep a tight focus on the economy and one big domestic policy item (education), and 
while the war on terror did end up dominating his presidency, Bush never forgot to focus on his domestic achievements. The biggest danger to President Obama is not just foreign entanglements, it is also competing domestic priorities that threaten to undermine his ability to get big things done. For example, the House vote on cap and trade has made it very hard for conservative and moderate Democrats to join with Speaker Nancy Pelosi on a more important health care bill. 

Internal Link – AT – Winners Win

Winners win is a myth in context of space
Woodrow Wilson Center for International Scholars, 7

[5-14-7, “Congress and America’s Future in Space: Pie in the Sky or National Imperative?”, http://www.wilsoncenter.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=topics.event_summary&event_id=201072&topic_id=1412, accessed 7-2-11]

Panelists: Professor Howard E. McCurdy, Chairman, School of Public Affairs, American University; Chuck Atkins, Chief of Staff, House Committee on Science and Technology; Lori B. Garver, former Associate Administrator for Policy and Plans, NASA; and Marc Kaufman, Reporter, The Washington Post

America must continue with its scientific exploration of outer space, though the costs of building a space station on the Moon as a launch pad for sending astronauts to Mars and beyond—-estimated by some at over $400 billion--may be too much for Congress and the public to swallow.
That was the consensus of a panel of experts at the Congress Project Seminar on Congress and America’s Future in Space. Professor Howard E. McCurdy of American University traced the history of America’s space program while exploding “the myth of presidential leadership in space.” According to that myth, says McCurdy, all the President has to do is move his lips and say the words, and it will be done. But that ignores both the independence of Congress and the ways of the NASA bureaucracy. Congress sometimes says “no” and sometimes, “go slow.” While Congress did largely defer to the President during the 1960s when John F. Kennedy called for putting a man on the moon within the decade, that began to change with the next stages of our space program. When President George W. Bush announced in 2004 his “Vision for Space Exploration,” which included building a Moon station for manned flights to Mars, he was recycling an idea that’s been kicked around for the last 50 years, says McCurdy. In fact, in 1989 Bush’s father called for the exact same thing, calling it the “Space Exploration Initiative.” But it died a natural death in Congress.
Contentious debate ensures plan is not perceived as a victory

Mann, Brookings Governance Studies senior fellow, 10

[Thomas, Brookings, November, “American Politics on the Eve of the Midterm Elections”, http://www.brookings.edu/articles/2010/11_midterm_elections_mann.aspx, accessed 6-20-11]

The well-documented successes of the financial stabilisation and stimulus initiatives are invisible to a public reacting to the here and now, not to the counterfactual of how much worse it might have been. The painfully slow recovery from the global financial crisis and Great Recession have led most Americans to believe these programmes have failed and as a consequence they judge the President and Congress harshly.
HIGHLY POLARISED That perception of failure has been magnified by the highly contentious process by which Obama’s initiatives have been adopted in Congress. America has in recent years developed a highly polarised party system, with striking ideological differences between the parties and unusual unity within each. But these parliamentary-like parties operate in a governmental system in which majorities are unable readily to put their programmes in place. 

Republicans adopted a strategy of consistent, unified, and aggressive opposition to every major component of the President’s agenda, eschewing negotiation, bargaining and compromise, even on matters of great national import. The Senate filibuster has been the indispensable weapon in killing, weakening, slowing, or discrediting all major legislation proposed by the Democratic majority. 

Internal Link – Public Popularity Key to Agenda

The president’s agenda lives and dies by the polls – public approval is crucial

Gregg, Clarion political science professor, 97

(Gary, THE PRESIDENTIAL REPUBLIC, 1997, p. 143-44)

But if presidential power thrives by the polls, it might also die by the polls. While popular presidents tend to get much of what they want and are willing to fight for, unpopular presidents are trapped and constrained by the polls. As a senior aide to President Carter mused about that president's problems with Congress controlled by his own party, "When the President is low in public opinion polls, the members of Congress see little hazard in bucking him...They read the polls and from that they feel secure in turning their backs on the President with political impunity." Unquestionably, the success of the President’s policies bear a tremendous relationship to his popularity in the polls. Without effective public relations, modern presidents and their programs whither on the vine of public opinion.

Public opinion has a strong influence on the passage of legislation

Barrett & Eshbaugh-Soha, University of North Texas, 07

[Andrew W. & Matthew, March, Political Research Quarterly, Vol. 60, No. 1, “Presidential Success on the Substance of Legislation”, pp. 100-112, Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/4623810, Accessed: 7-15-10)

Public attitudes also should influence the presi- dent's bargaining position. Despite evidence to the contrary (Bond and Fleisher 1990; Collier and Sullivan 1995), presidents, White House staff, and legislators believe that public approval is important to the president's success in Congress (Edwards 1997; Neustadt 1960; Rivers and Rose 1985). Theoretically, public support will improve the president's bargain- ing position as members of Congress will not want to risk alienating their constituents by opposing a popu- lar president's policy preferences. Therefore, we hypothesize that the higher his level of approval, the more a final statute will reflect the president's policy preferences.
Public opinion polls influence presidential agenda

Sparrow, University of Texas at Austin government professor, 8

(Bartholomew H., “Who Speaks for the People? The President, the Press, and Public Opinion in the United States”, 10-13-8, Presidential Studies Quarterly, Volume 38, Issue 4, Pages 578-592, Wiley InterScience, accessed 7-8-9)

Public opinion serves as a metric of presidential leadership with respect to presidential approval ratings. Presidents and their advisors use public opinion not as an absolute guide, but rather for tactical purposes, and instrumentally, for reaching particular political ends (Jacobs and Shapiro 2000). In general, political analysts conceive of public opinion as a channel or guide for policy makers, boundaries beyond which they cannot go but which also offer leeway in terms of the exact path policy makers take. Public opinion serves as a "permissive limit" for policy makers (Almond 1950; Key 1961; Sobel 2001).

Spending Uniqueness – GOP Holding the Line Now

The link is unique – GOP won’t cave now

Thiessen, visiting fellow at the American Enterprise Institute, 6-30-11

(Marc A., “The GOP's trump card” The Washington Post, Lexis, Accessed July 2, 2011, EJONES)

Republicans should also be the ones making the demands - starting with more domestic spending cuts. Obama said Wednesday that he is willing to go along with more than $1 trillion in spending cuts - but that does not come close to the kind of reductions needed to change the trajectory of our spiraling debt. We need trillions more in spending reductions and a balanced-budget amendment that will force the government to live within its means. If Democrats balk and the Treasury's Aug. 2 deadline arrives without an agreement, the sky will not fall. Republicans can simply pass a small, temporary increase in the debt ceiling - and attach some of the spending cuts Democrats reportedly accepted in the negotiations led by Vice President Biden. If Democrats won't sign on to an acceptable agreement when that temporary increase runs out, Republican leaders can pass another small increase with still more of these spending cuts attached. They can do the same thing again . . . and again . . . and again. Democrats will cry foul, but in the end, the Democrat-controlled Senate will pass, and Obama will sign, every temporary increase the House approves - because the alternative is unthinkable. The message from Speaker John Boehner should be: The GOP will not allow the government to default - but Republicans will not raise the debt limit without deep cuts in federal spending and Republicans will not raise taxes or hollow out our military - period. In his response to Obama Wednesday, Boehner made clear that there would be spending cuts and no tax increases in any deal: "The American people know tax hikes destroy jobs. They also know Washington has been on a spending binge for years, and they will only tolerate a debt limit increase if we stop it." Now he needs to be equally clear and resolute when it comes to raiding our defense budget. 

Uniqueness – Tea Party – Unity Now

Boehner and Tea Party on the same page now 

Martz, reporter, Mansfield News Journal, 6-12-11

(Linda, “Speaker of the House John Boehner speaks to Ashland crowd” Mansfield News Journal, http://www.mansfieldnewsjournal.com/article/20110612/NEWS01/106120302, accessed July 6, 2011, EJONES)
Boehner was asked what impact the tea party movement has had on the GOP.  "The tea party has brought new energy to the political process," Boehner said. About 80 percent of its members are "the most normal, average Americans" who had never before gotten involved in politics, and the rest are disaffected Democrats and Republicans, he said.  "They want smaller government. They want jobs. They want to get rid of Obamacare. Why would I have a problem with that?" Boehner edged away from directly endorsing any Republican as a presidential candidate. He said he wanted someone with experience, perhaps someone who has run a business.  "I believe we will produce such a candidate, and I can't wait to know who it is," he said. 

Internal Link – Tea Party – Clout

The Tea Party controls the GOP – Bachmann’s rise proves 

Holland, Contributor to the Irish Times, 6-27-11

(Steve, “Tea Party luminary Bachmann begins Republican presidential selection bid” The Irish Times, Lexis, Accessed July 6, 2011, EJONES)

CONSERVATIVE FIREBRAND Michele Bachmann will test the limits of how far a favourite of the Tea Party movement can go when she formally launches her campaign for the 2012 Republican presidential nomination today. The Minnesota congresswoman, who promises to cut spending, shrink the government and repeal President Obama s 2010 healthcare overhaul law, may well pull the Republican campaign toward the right in her bid for an upset victory. After months of flirting with a run, Ms Bachmann (55) enters the Republican campaign with an event in her home town of Waterloo, Iowa. Her strong performance at a New Hampshire debate two weeks ago has given her a boost. A Des Moines Registerpoll issued on Saturday of likely participants in the state s Republican presidential caucuses showed her in second place, with 22 per cent support, right behind former Massachusetts governor Mitt Romney, with 23 per cent. Interviewed on the Fox News  Company Dossier Sundayprogramme, she was confronted with what the interviewer called past verbal gaffes and mis-statements of fact, and he asked her: Are you a flake? That would be insulting, to say something like that, because I m a serious person, Ms Bachmann responded, listing her achievements as a former tax lawyer with a postdoctorate degree in federal tax law, a state lawmaker and businesswoman. Her rise is proof that the Tea Party conservative movement remains a potent force after helping Republicans win control of the House in elections in November. The Tea Party was wildly successful because it was not personality driven, said Republican strategist Scott Reed. Bachmann s challenge is to harness that energy and score an early state victory. Ms Bachmann will be vying with conservative rivals such as former Minnesota governor Tim Pawlenty in Iowa, where social conservatives play a major role in Republican politics. Her presence could dampen the chances that former Alaska governor Sarah Palin will make a late entry into the campaign, since their messages resonate with the same conservative voters. Unlike Ms Palin, Ms Bachmann holds public office and has a role in the Republican Party, as head of the Tea Party House caucus. Ms Bachmann s brand of conservatism has generated such proposed legislation as the Light Bulb Freedom of Choice Act that would prevent the government from requiring Americans to use energy-efficient light bulbs. The question for me is whether she can get any establishment support, said Republican strategist Matt Mackowiak. We know she has Tea Party support. But the question is, can she gain credibility with the establishment, governors, senators, senior members of the party in and out of office. Ms Bachmann has rejected as scare tactics warnings of economic catastrophe if lawmakers don t approve raising the US debt ceiling. I have no intention of voting to raise the debt ceiling because, right now, the federal government continues to spend more money than what it takes in, she told CBS. (Reuters)  

Internal Link – Tea Party – Clout – AT - Inexperience

The Tea Party was trained – they now have an effective plan for debt reduction 

Zernike, national correspondent for The New York Times, 6-27-11

(Kate, “Tea Party to Come Up With Debt-Cutting Proposals” The New York Times, June 27, 201, Lexis, Accessed July 5, 2011, EJONES)

While the Tea Party movement has led the charge for cutting the national debt, its supporters have often struggled to explain how, exactly, they would do so. Now some are out to change that, joining a Tea Party debt commission that plans to hold hearings over the summer, in the hopes of delivering recommendations to lawmakers by January. The commission is being organized by FreedomWorks, the libertarian advocacy group that helped grow the Tea Party movement and mobilize it for the midterm elections. And its recommendations are likely to line up with the goals of that group, which in turn tend to reflect those of libertarian organizations like the Cato Institute. (FreedomWorks' motto is Lower Taxes, Less Government, More Freedom, and it has worked against environmental regulations and for increased privatization of health care.) ''If you look if you look at the landscape in Washington, D.C., there's a lot of Democrats who control two-thirds of the process who are now sitting on their hands, waiting to point fingers at Republicans who propose something, and there's too many Republicans who are afraid that the public won't understand a serious proposal to solve the budget deficit,'' said Matt Kibbe, the group's president.''We think, like with the first days of the Tea Party movement, that the only way we will ever reduce the debt and balance the budget is if America beats Washington and Tea Party activists take over this process, take over the public debate and engage the American people in the hard work of making tough choices.'' FreedomWorks held training for about 150 activists from 30 states at its headquarters in Washington over the weekend, with sessions dedicated to educating them about the budget proposals by Senator Rand Paul of Kentucky and Representative Paul D. Ryan of Wisconsin, both Republicans who strongly embrace libertarian economic principles. The activists, along with FreedomWorks staff, came up with parameters for their budget proposals, declaring that they would have to balance the federal budget within 10 years, reduce federal spending to 18 percent of the gross domestic product, reduce the national debt to no more than 66 percent of the G.D.P., assume that revenue accounts for no more than 19 percent of the G.D.P., reduce federal spending by at least $300 billion in the first year and reduce federal spending by at least $9 trillion over 10 years. 

Link – Generic – AT – Plan Is Popular/Win (1/2)

Spending swamps the turn – everyone may love space as the “ends” but they don’t like the spending “means”

Smith, Space Policy Online editor, 10

[Marcia, 11-3-10, SpacePolicyOnline.com, “What the Election Means for NASA”, http://www.spacepolicyonline.com/pages/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=1204:what-the-election-means-for-nasa&catid=67:news&Itemid=27, accessed 7-5-11]

The Republican takeover of the House is not good news for NASA. It's not that Republicans don't like NASA. As far as I can tell, just about everyone in the United States loves NASA. But they love NASA more in good economic times than in bad, and these are really bad economic times. The message from yesterday's election is not just that America is angry at Washington, but that Bill Clinton is still correct -- it's the economy, stupid.
If Barack Obama wants to get reelected two years from now, he will have to join the bandwagon to cut federal spending that resonated so loudly with the electorate yesterday. The $6 billion increase over 5 years he included for NASA in his FY2011 budget request was always just a proposal and it is difficult to believe that it can survive the current economic and political climate. 

As for Congress, the 2010 NASA authorization act did what most compromises do, split the difference. Not only will the government subsidize the commercial sector to build a transportation system to take people to low Earth orbit (LEO), but it will also build a government system to take people to LEO and beyond. That was unaffordable even with the President's $6 billion proposed increase; it surely is unaffordable now. 
NASA's space science programs are very popular with Congress and the public, but earth sciences have been a political football for a long time. Many Republicans do not believe that climate change is human-induced and question why NASA needs to invest so much in earth science research. With the White House and Senate still in Democratic hands, and Senator Barbara Mikulski still in the Senate to champion Goddard Space Flight Center and its earth science research programs, the news is not entirely gloomy. Still, the President's requested increase for NASA's earth science program may encounter rough seas ahead instead of the smooth sailing it enjoyed this year.

Democrats now are intent on regaining the House and keeping the White House in 2012, while the Republicans want to prove that they are the party of smaller, cheaper government and win the Senate and the White House.   Every agency is battening down the hatches against inevitable austerity.  My best guess is that if Congress passes an omnibus appropriations bill this year, the bottom line for NASA will read $19 billion, the same as the request, but there will be a significant across-the-board reduction for all the agencies at the back of the bill.   Such cuts are not uncommon, and usually are a fraction of a percent, but might well be more this time.  The FY2012 request for NASA, I bet, will be level funding.

The Republicans won the House and made gains in the Senate because people are fearful of today's economy and what tomorrow may bring.  Spending money to send people to asteroids, as the President proposes, just doesn't have the allure needed to protect NASA from the impending federal spending cut tsunami.
In many respects, this is yet another Back to the Future drill reminiscent of Mr. Clinton's tenure as President and then-NASA Administrator Dan Goldin's outwardly cheerful acquiescence to that Administration's budget cuts.   He crafted "faster, better, cheaper," which proved, as everyone says, that one can have two of the three, but not all.

Link – Generic – AT – Plan Is Popular/Win (2/2)

Their link argument assumes 60s nostalgia, not budget realities
Woodrow Wilson Center for International Scholars, 7

[5-14-7, “Congress and America’s Future in Space: Pie in the Sky or National Imperative?”, http://www.wilsoncenter.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=topics.event_summary&event_id=201072&topic_id=1412, accessed 7-2-11]

Panelists: Professor Howard E. McCurdy, Chairman, School of Public Affairs, American University; Chuck Atkins, Chief of Staff, House Committee on Science and Technology; Lori B. Garver, former Associate Administrator for Policy and Plans, NASA; and Marc Kaufman, Reporter, The Washington Post

America must continue with its scientific exploration of outer space, though the costs of building a space station on the Moon as a launch pad for sending astronauts to Mars and beyond—-estimated by some at over $400 billion--may be too much for Congress and the public to swallow.
That was the consensus of a panel of experts at the Congress Project Seminar on Congress and America’s Future in Space. Professor Howard E. McCurdy of American University traced the history of America’s space program while exploding “the myth of presidential leadership in space.” According to that myth, says McCurdy, all the President has to do is move his lips and say the words, and it will be done. But that ignores both the independence of Congress and the ways of the NASA bureaucracy. Congress sometimes says “no” and sometimes, “go slow.” While Congress did largely defer to the President during the 1960s when John F. Kennedy called for putting a man on the moon within the decade, that began to change with the next stages of our space program. When President George W. Bush announced in 2004 his “Vision for Space Exploration,” which included building a Moon station for manned flights to Mars, he was recycling an idea that’s been kicked around for the last 50 years, says McCurdy. In fact, in 1989 Bush’s father called for the exact same thing, calling it the “Space Exploration Initiative.” But it died a natural death in Congress.
Only a risk of a link – There’s always opposition to be overcome

Rosati, University of South Carolina Government and International Studies professor, 04

(Jerel A., THE POLITICS OF UNITED STATES FOREIGN POLICY, 2004, p. 388)

The fragmentation of public ideological and foreign policy beliefs gives a president great opportunities but also creates great risks. Unlike those in the 1950s, presidents now are no longer driven to pursue only an anticommunist containment policy. Yet it is unclear how far a president may go in pursuing any policy before losing public support. Presidents no longer come to office with automatic majorities behind their policies. No matter what the president and his advisers believe, a substantial number of Americans – in the mass public and especially the elite public – disagree, or are open to disagreement, with presidential policy. Hence, the continual presidential search for, and frustration in obtaining, consensus and policy legitimation.

Link Booster – AT – Plan Not Perceived

Plan will be perceived – space policy receives scrutiny
Simberg, former aerospace engineer and consultant in space commercialization, space tourism and Internet security. 10

[Rand, 11-5-10, Pajamas Media, “With NASA Budget, Time for Republicans To Be … Republicans” http://pajamasmedia.com/blog/with-nasa-budget-time-for-republicans-to-be-republicans/?singlepage=true, accessed 7-5-11]
The new Congress is going to face some very ugly budget choices, and be looking for savings wherever it can. There is little doubt that NASA will face serious scrutiny, even after the turmoil of the past nine months, since the Obama administration ineptly rolled out its budget request in February. While it’s a small slice of the pie (about half a percent in the current bloated federal budget, though many mistakenly imagine it much larger), it has very high visibility. Also, a great deal of mythology swirls around it, which is one of the reasons that good space policy has historically been hard to come by. 
Salience ensures a link – policies that are salient with the public receive congressional scrutiny

Rosati, University of South Carolina Government and International Studies professor, 04

(Jerel A., THE POLITICS OF UNITED STATES FOREIGN POLICY, 2004, p. 309-11)

The third pattern to consider is that Congress is the ultimate political body within the U.S. government. Members of Congress are “political animals” who are preoccupied with their institutional status and power, their electoral security, and how they are perceived within and beyond the Washington beltway. They tend to be obsessed with reelection and are constantly soliciting funds from private contributors for reelection campaigns. A preoccupation with reelection also makes them overly sensitive to public perceptions, political support, political trends, and their public images. If the public and their constituents are interested in an issue and have staked out a position, members of Congress tend to reflect the dominant public mood. If the public is uninterested, members of Congress have more freedom of action; yet they are constantly pressured by the president, executive agencies, congressional colleagues, special interest groups, and their constituents.

Link Booster – Generic – AT – No Blame
Zero sum nature of politics ensures president is assigned political blame

Fitts, Professor of Law at the University of Pennsylvania Law School, 96

(Michael, “The Paradox of Power in the Modern State,” University of Pennsylvania Law Review, January, 144 U. Pa. L. Rev. 827, Lexis, accessed 7-8-09, AB)
To the extent that the modern president is subject to heightened visibility about what he says and does and is led to make increasingly specific statements about who should win and who should lose on an issue, his ability to mediate conflict and control the agenda can be undermined. The modern president is supposed to have a position on such matters as affirmative action, the war in Bosnia, the baseball strike, and the newest EPA regulations, the list is infinite. Perhaps in response to these pressures, each modern president has made more speeches and taken more positions than his predecessors, with Bill Clinton giving three times as many speeches as Reagan during the same period. In such circumstances, the president is far less able to exercise agenda control, refuse to take symbolic stands, or take inconsistent positions. The well-documented tendency of the press to emphasize the strategic implications of politics exacerbates this process by turning issues into zero-sum games.

Presidency is the focal point of politics – president gets the credit or the blame

Rosati, University of South Carolina Government and International Studies professor, 4

(Jerel A., THE POLITICS OF UNITED STATES FOREIGN POLICY, 2004, p. 80)

Given the popular image of presidential power, presidents receive credit when things are perceived as going well and are blamed when things go badly. Unfortunately, American politics and the policy process are incredibly complex and beyond considerable presidential control. With so many complex issues and problems to address – the debt problem, the economy, energy, welfare, education, the environment, foreign policy – this is a very demanding time to be president. As long as presidential promises and public expectations remain high, the president’s job becomes virtually an impossible task. Should success occur, given the lack of presidential power, it is probably not by the president’s own design. Nonetheless, the president – the person perceived to be the leader of the country – will be rewarded in terms of public prestige, greater power, and reelection (for him or his successor). However, if the president is perceived as unsuccessful – a failure – this results not only in a weakened president but one the public wants replaced, creating the opportunity to challenge an incumbent president or his heir as presidential nominee.

Link Booster – Generic – Controversial Policies Spend Political Capital

Controversial policies drain political capital

Burke, University of Vermont political science professor, 9

(John P., Presidential Studies Quarterly 39.3 (Sept 2009), “The Contemporary Presidency: The Obama Presidential Transition: An Early Assessment”, p574(31). Academic One; accessed 7-15-10)

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 inaugural 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. 

Unpopular action ensures backlash against the president – politicians are emboldened when they smell blood in the water

Stolberg, New York Times, 3

(Sheryl Gay, 9-13-3, New York Times, “Democrats Find Some Traction On Capitol Hill”, p. A1, Lexis)

"A presidential speech, instead of boosting support, is followed by a seven-point drop and suddenly the atmosphere changes," said Thomas Mann, a scholar at the Brookings Institution who follows Congress. "Republicans, who have been reluctant to get off the reservation, now say, 'Wait just one minute.' And Democrats have all the more reason to be unified." Ross K. Baker, a political scientist at Rutgers University, agreed. "Any sign of weakness out of the White House is going to be perceived by the president's allies in Congress as an opportunity to act a little bit more like free spirits, and on the part of the opposition to be more aggressive," Professor Baker said. "It's the blood-in-the-water syndrome."

Link Booster – Senate Commerce Committee

Senate Commerce Committee has jurisdiction over NOAA, NASA, NIST, and NSF

Senate Commerce Committee Press Release, 4-27-11

[Congressional Documents and Publications, “COMMERCE COMMITTEE ANNOUNCES HEARING TO REVIEW AMERICA'S NATURAL DISASTER PREPAREDNESS PLANS”, Lexis]

The Senate Commerce Committee has unique jurisdiction over U.S. government agencies, such as the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, NASA, the National Institute of Standards and Technology, the National Science Foundation, and the U.S. Coast Guard, whose programs aid in natural disaster research, preparedness, detection, and response. The hearing will address needed improvements to our national natural disaster preparedness and response plans as well as investigate how Congress can better serve these agencies' needs to ultimately protect American lives. In this way, Congress can help ensure that the current response is an appropriate one and that we are doing everything possible to prepare for the next natural disaster.

Link Booster – Senate Appropriations Committee Subcommittee on Commerce, Justice & Science & Related Agencies

NASA falls under jurisdiction of Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Commerce, Justice, and Science and Related Agencies

Senator Brown, D-OH, 4-11-11

[Sherrod, Federal News Service, “HEARING OF THE COMMERCE, JUSTICE AND SCIENCE AND RELATED AGENCIES SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS; SUBJECT: FISCAL YEAR 2012 BUDGET REQUEST FOR NASA;” Lexis]

SENATOR SHERROD BROWN (D-OH): I'll say only for 30 seconds. But, first of all, thank you for welcoming me to this subcommittee. And -- and all of the jurisdictions and the NASA jurisdiction is particularly important to me.

I appreciate General Bolden's coming to Cleveland, to Glenn, a number of times and speaking at the City Club and laying out a NASA vision.

I also am concerned, as I know we all are, at what the NASA budget may look like in the months ahead with H.R. 1, with the new Ryan budget introduced in the House last week, and with the tax-cut fervor that seems to be sweeping some parts of the House and Senate, what that's going to mean on funding.

Link Booster – House Science Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics

NASA under jurisdiction of House Science Subcommittee on Space and Aeronatics

Press Release from Rep. Smith (R-TX), 5-4-11

[US Fed News, “REP. SMITH NAMED VICE CHAIR OF SPACE SUBCOMMITTEE”, Lexis]

WASHINGTON, May 4 -- Rep. Lamar Smith, R-Texas (21st CD), issued the following news release:

Congressman Lamar Smith today was named Vice Chair of the Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics of the House Committee on Science, Space, and Technology.

"As a member of the House Science Committee, I am committed to advancing space, science and technology issues because they are critical to our national security and economic strength. I look forward to working with members of the Committee to ensure that our national space policy continues to support America's technological and economic competitiveness.

"Space and aeronautics endeavors are important to Texas and I will continue working to find new opportunities for Texas to be at the forefront of NASA's mission."

The Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics has legislative jurisdiction over the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), commercial space activities and Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) research, development, and demonstration programs.

House Science subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics has jurisdiction over NASA

Berry, Gannett Washington Bureau, 4-29-11

[Deborah Barfield, Gannett News Service, “Palazzo loses key staffers”, p. ARC, Lexis]

WASHINGTON -- Three key staffers have resigned from Republican Rep. Steven Palazzo's office during the congressman's first four months in office.

The resignations of Palazzo's chief of staff, communications director and legislative director come at a critical time for the Mississippi Republican freshman. House members, who return to work next week, face increasing pressure to approve a fiscal 2012 budget and reach agreement on raising the federal debt limit.

A spokesman for Palazzo said the ex-staffers "moved on to pursue new opportunities" and their resignations won't affect Palazzo's work representing the 4th District.

"The congressman is committed to his job in the district," Hunter Lipscomb said.

Palazzo is chairman of the House science subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics, which has jurisdiction over NASA. The panel recently held two hearings, including one on the future of the agency's space exploration program.

Palazzo travelled to Florida for Friday's space shuttle launch, which was postponed. The congressman returned to Mississippi to address tornado recovery efforts.

Link Turns the Case (1/2)

The link guts solvency for the case – partisanship triggers delays and bureaucratic stall tactics that fiat can’t solve

Mackinnon, former Reagan & Bush White House speechwriter, 8

[Douglas, 3-22-8, Houston Chronicle, “No place for partisans on NASA, space exploration,” 3/22/2008, http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/editorial/outlook/5639799.html, accessed 7-1-11]

Because of the 2008 presidential election, our nation's human spaceflight program is at a perilous crossroad. 

While Hillary Clinton, Barack Obama and John McCain all have made allusions to supporting the program, none has made it a priority. In fact, in late 2007 Obama went on record as saying he planned to pay for his $18 billion education plan by taking it out of the hide of NASA. In defending his desire to delay the Orion and Ares programs (the next generation crew spacecraft and rockets), he stressed, "We're not going to have the engineers and scientists to continue space exploration if we don't have kids who are able to read, write and compute." 

Perhaps now would be a good time to remind Sen. Obama of the sage and relevant words spoken by a president with whom he has been compared on occasion. On Sept. 12, 1962, at Rice University, President John F. Kennedy addressed the importance of the United States having a vibrant and preeminent space program. "We mean to be part of it we mean to lead it. For the eyes of the world now look into space, to the moon and to the planets beyond. Our leadership in science and in industry, our hopes for peace and security, our obligations to ourselves as well as others, all require us to become the world's leading spacefaring nation." 

No matter who is our next president, he or she is either going to have to buy in completely to the premise of that young president, or stand aside and watch as other nations lay claim to the promise of space. There is no middle ground. John F. Kennedy understood it then, and the People's Republic of China, with its ambitious manned space program run by its military, understands it now. Preeminence in space translates to economic, scientific, educational and national security advantages. 

With regard to the space shuttle, the International Space Station, Orion and Ares, the new president must make three words part of his or her space policy: "Stay the course." On Jan. 14, 2004, President George W. Bush announced a "new plan to explore space and extend a human presence across our solar system." With Orion and Ares as the centerpiece of this new direction, it is essential that that there be no delays caused by partisan politics. 

If a Democrat is our next president, he or she cannot look at the Orion and Ares programs as a "Bush" or "Republican" initiative to be scrapped. 

Should the next president decide to delay or cancel our next generation spacecraft and rockets for partisan reasons, he or she will be condemning the United States to second-class status in space for decades to come. Delays or cancellations will cause a massive loss of capability as the work force with the knowledge and expertise to take us back to the moon and beyond will retire or move on to other careers. The United States has committed itself to this new direction. The next president must ratify such a commitment. 

When and if the next president enthusiastically commits to — at the very least — staying the course, then he or she is going to have to do something equally important — mind the store. The new president and his or her team must keep a sharp eye on the career civil servants in the Office of Management and Budget who control the purse strings for NASA and our human spaceflight program. 

In Washington there are often turf wars between the political appointees of presidents and the career bureaucrats who stay from administration to administration. I was once a political appointee and I've seen these battles up close and personal. 
[CARD CONITNUES]

Link Turns the Case (2/2)

[CARD CONTINUED, NO TEXT REMOVED]

Many times, the career civil servants think they know better than the president and his team. With such a mindset comes the determination to "wait out" the political appointees — delaying or ignoring direct orders until a president you agree with, is elected. 

By and large, the career employees of the Office of Management and Budget, are dedicated, hard working, and have the best interests of our nation at heart. That is not to say that some, on occasion, don't forget that they are unelected staff who have the obligation to follow the marching orders of the president. 

For instance, this president and Congress have directed that the space shuttle fleet fly until 2010 and that the International Space Station be completed. Unfortunately, some at OMB saw it differently and did not allocate the money needed to finish those jobs. Additionally, OMB has taken $3 billion away from the president's space budget. Why? On who's orders?

***Aff

Uniqueness Answer – No Obama Political Capital Now

Non-unique – Obama’s political capital depleted now

Young, former Congressional staffer, 7-11-11

[JT, Human Events, “Is Obama's Destiny FDR in Reverse?”, http://www.humanevents.com/article.php?id=44766sed 7-11-11]
FDR too had the advantage of absorbing his midterm electoral hit when he had much more political capital.  Accumulated over four consecutive elections, Democrats had enormous congressional majorities.  Despite high 1938 losses, FDR still retained 93-seat House and 46-seat Senate majorities.

Contrastingly, Obama suffered a political setback ahead of any double dip—losing control of the House and emerging with just a six-vote Senate majority.

One bad month hardly makes a recession.  Yet political vulnerability to one is high, even in the strongest of Presidents—as FDR's 1938 experience shows.  FDR had both high economic and political capital to weather his.  At the same time his economic capital is being stressed, Obama's political capital is also depleted.
Economy draining Obama’s political clout

Nicholas, Los Angeles Times Washington Bureau, 7-9-11

[Peter, Los Angeles Times, “Obama turns to small-scale solutions to a weak economy”

, http://articles.latimes.com/2011/jul/09/nation/la-na-obama-jobs-20110709, accessed 7-11-11]

A steady stream of polls has shown that voters are unhappy with Obama's handling of the economy. Even members of the president's party fear that the economy could ultimately be Obama's political undoing.

Henry Cisneros, a housing secretary under former President Clinton, said: "You can't win this if the economic foundation is truly shaky. He really does have to turn this around, in my judgment."
Link Answer – Obama Won’t Spend Political Capital on NASA

NASA is a political football – Obama won’t spend political capital defending it

Cunningham, former Apollo pilot, 10

[Walter, 2-6-10, Houston Chronicle, “Taking a bite out of NASA”, http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/editorial/outlook/6854790.html, accessed 7-1-11]

President Barack Obama's budget proposal may not be a death knell for NASA, but it certainly would accelerate America's downward spiral toward mediocrity in space exploration. Now it's up to NASA's leaders to put the best face possible on this nail that the administration is trying to hammer into their coffin.

This proposal is not a “bold new course for human spaceflight,” nor is it a “fundamental reinvigoration of NASA.” It is quite the opposite, and I have no doubt the people at NASA will see it for what it is — a rationalization for pursuing mediocrity. It mandates huge changes and offers little hope for the future. My heart goes out to those who have to defend it.

NASA has always been a political football. The agency's lifeblood is federal funding, and it has been losing blood for several decades. The only hope now for a lifesaving transfusion to stop the hemorrhaging is Congress.

It is hard to be optimistic. President Obama has apparently decided the United States should not be in the human spaceflight business. He obviously thinks NASA's historic mission is a waste of time and money. Until just two months before his election, he was proposing to use the $18 billion NASA budget as a piggybank to fund his favored education programs. With this budget proposal, he is taking a step in that direction.

Link Answer – Space Not Key

Space policy will not be a factor for voters, it’s not important

Simberg, former supervisor and project manager for advanced space programs at Rockwell International, 6-17-11

(Rand, The Examiner, “The surprise space policy debate”, http://washingtonexaminer.com/blogs/opinion-zone/2011/06/surprise-space-policy-debate, 6/21/11) EK

Despite last night's question, though, it's unlikely that the election will swing on space policy -- the last time space policy was important in a presidential election was over fifty years ago, when the nation was still panicked by Sputnik, and Democrat Senator John F. Kennedy ran against Vice President (under Eisenhower) Richard Nixon on the "missile gap" with the Soviet Union. Next year, most of the states in which space is locally important -- Alabama, Texas, Utah, California -- won't be battlegrounds. The only exception is the swing state of Florida, which the administration will almost certainly have to win again if it is to retain the White House. But it only affects a few thousand jobs on the so-called "Space Coast," in Brevard and Volusia counties, near Cape Canaveral and Kennedy Space Center. Despite the layoffs coming with the end of the Shuttle, the new policy will also create many new jobs, and ones less dependent on NASA budget levels, as new commercial markets start to be serviced by the new generation of space companies. In addition, even with the space jobs factor, Florida voters will remain much more concerned about the state of the economy, the housing crisis, and (for all the seniors there) Medicare. So don't expect a repeat of last night's surprise in future debates -- it was probably just a personal interest of the particular reporter who asked the question. Just in case, though, the other candidates, and particularly Rep. Michelle Bachmann, (R-Minn.), might want to get up to speed with Newt on the issue, by talking to the Tea Party in Space and my own organization, the Competitive Space Task Force.

Link Turn – Winners Win (1/3)
Winners win – plan is a legislative victory

Mead, Council on Foreign Relations senior fellow for U.S. foreign policy, 6-20-11

[Walter Russell, Business Insider, “Here's How Obama Can Save His Presidency,” http://www.businessinsider.com/heres-how-obama-can-save-his-presidency-2011-6, accessed 7-3-11]

Americans are realistic enough to understand that the breakdown of the blue social model is a messy process and that perhaps no president can deliver a pain free transition to the next stage. But what they aren’t hearing from President Obama is a compelling description of what has gone wrong, how it can be fixed, and how the policies he proposes will take us to the next level. What they hear from this administration are defensive responses: Hooveresque calls for patience mingled with strange-sounding attacks on ATMs and sharp, opportunistic jabs at former President Bush. The White House has responded to strategic challenges at home and abroad with tactical maneuvers. Voters sense that we live in historic times that demand leadership of a different kind. What does President Obama think about the fiscal squeeze forcing trade-offs between state employee benefits and services to the poor? How much trouble is the American middle class in — and what changes are needed to save it? The President of the United States has to own this conversation. His vision, his initiatives must dominate the political scene. His opponents may fight him and defeat his proposals in Congress — that is not the worst thing that can happen. Harry Truman did very well running against a ‘do-nothing’ Congress in 1948. At a time of historic anxiety and tension like the present, the President of the United States cannot be an administrator, a fence-sitter, a finger-pointer. He must first and foremost stand for something — and he must be able to make that something resonate with the voters. The President’s job is to lead. The longer the President fails to dominate the discussion about where this country is going the more his authority will erode. In the end, a failure to define the problem and outline a convincing solution will hurt more than what now appears his likely failure to regenerate healthy economic growth by the next election. He may have only one chance to get this right. A failed attempt to define the problem and control the discussion would further fuzz the President’s image and reinforce the sense among many voters that the man is not up to the hour. The Obama Presidency can still be saved, but only if the President becomes the kind of inspiring and effective leader these tough and uncertain times demand. 

Victory begets more victories – politicians won’t cross a winner

Ornstein, American Enterprise Institute fellow and political analyst, 1

(Norman J., Roll Call, 9-10-1, “High Stakes and an Overloaded Agenda”, Lexis)

Those victories came at a crucial time, psychologically, for the White House. Imagine if the Democrats' preferred patients' rights legislation had passed by a wide margin in the House (as it has in the past) and if the President had been rebuffed on drilling in ANWR. He would have spent the month of August as the target of news stories declaring him weak and on the defensive, and arrived back in Washington in September with no momentum and limited leverage in the legislative battles of the fall. Instead, by showing that he can win even when he's expected to lose, and even on high-stakes issues, Bush left lawmakers with reason to pause before writing him off when key votes loom.

Link Turn – Winners Win (2/3)
Winners win – plan is a win for Obama because he overcomes opposition

Ornstein, American Enterprise Institute fellow and political analyst, 1993 

(Norman J., Roll Call, “Clinton Can Still Emerge a Winner; Here's What to Do”, May 27, p. Online)

2. Winning comes to those who look like winners. This only sounds redundant or cliche-ish. If power is the ability to make people do something they otherwise would not do, real power is having people do things they otherwise wouldn't do without anybody making them - when they act in anticipation of what they think somebody would want them to do.

If a president develops a reputation as a winner, somebody who will pull out victories in Congress even when he is behind, somebody who can say, "Do this!" and have it done, then Members of Congress will behave accordingly.

They will want to cut their deals with the president early, getting on the winning team when it looks the best and means the most. They will avoid cutting deals with the opposition.

Stories that show weakness, indecisiveness, or incompetence in the White House - and there are always lots of them - will go unreported or will be played down because they will be seen as the exception that proves the rule of strength and competence.

Winners win – political leadership in tough fights builds capital

Singer, My Direct Democracy editor, 9

(Jonathan, My Direct Democracy, “By Expending Capital, Obama Grows His Capital”, 3-3-9, http://www.mydd.com/story/2009/3/3/191825/0428, accessed 7-8-9, AFB)

From the latest NBC News-Wall Street Journal survey:

Despite the country's struggling economy and vocal opposition to some of his policies, President Obama's favorability rating is at an all-time high. Two-thirds feel hopeful about his leadership and six in 10 approve of the job he's doing in the White House.

"What is amazing here is how much political capital Obama has spent in the first six weeks," said Democratic pollster Peter D. Hart, who conducted this survey with Republican pollster Bill McInturff. "And against that, he stands at the end of this six weeks with as much or more capital in the bank."

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.

Link Turn – Winners Win (3/3)
Coalition building using leadership bolsters agenda
Ornstein, American Enterprise Institute fellow and political analyst, 93

(Norman J., Roll Call, “Clinton Can Still Emerge a Winner; Here's What to Do”, May 27, p. Online)

1. A president's power is defined by his relations with Congress. A president must exercise power in many arenas, persuading many audiences at home and abroad. But the key test for a president's clout or success is how he is judged in dealing with Congress: Does he master them, or do they master him?
The successful president, I suggested in these pages in March, comes across like animal tamer Gunther Gebel-Williams: He gets into the ring with the Congressional lions and tigers, cracks the whip, and, although they growl and roar, they still get up on their tiny little stools and perform. But if a president looks like Gulliver, a pitiful, helpless giant dominated by Congressional Lilliputians, then watch out.

Winning in this regard does not mean forcing sweeping proposals, in toto, down the throats of lawmakers. It means compromising, cutting back, and ceding ground to build majorities, but doing so in ways that make it clear that you are in control.

Perception of successful policy boosts president’s power to control agenda

Rosati, University of South Carolina Government and International Studies professor, 04

(Jerel A., THE POLITICS OF UNITED STATES FOREIGN POLICY, 2004, p. 98)

It was the sense of national emergency associated with the cold war during the fifties and sixties, after all, that was the ultimate source of presidential power and American global leadership following World War II. This means that the fragmented and pluralist political environment that has prevailed since Vietnam will likely continue in the post-cold war future, posing greater foreign policy opportunities and political risks for presidents and American leadership abroad. And as the American public focuses its concern increasingly on “intermestic” (and especially economic) issues, presidents who are perceived as dealing successfully with those issues are likely to enjoy an increase in their popularity and ability to govern in foreign policy and in general. But much will depend on the image that Americans have of a president’s policies and of their relative success, at home and abroad – a function of the turn of events and the strength of presidential leadership.

Link Turn – Winners Win – Lobby Version

Attacking lobbies bolsters support for Obama’s agenda
Thurber, American University Center for Congressional and Presidential Studies Director, 11

(James, Presidential Studies Quarterly 41, no. 2 (June), “Changing the Way Washington Works? Assessing President Obama’s Battle with Lobbyists,”, http://www.american.edu/spa/ccps/upload/Thurber-psq-article.pdf, p. 361, date accessed - 7-9-11, GJV)
The president has also used attacks on lobbyists to build support for his policy agenda, especially in the battles over health care and ﬁnancial regulation. During his ﬁrst two years in ofﬁce, President Obama attacked lobbyists dozens of times for hindering or even stopping his policy agenda (e.g., cap and trade legislation), stating that they undermined democracy and the public interest. However, he used them when needed to help push through historic reforms. He used criticisms about the role of lobbyists and money in politics to his advantage in building support for health care reform and ﬁnancial regulation reforms, but he was later criticized for “selling out” to the special interests when compromises were necessary and when their support was essential for passage of these historic acts. For example, in a speech on the need for health care reform on March 19, 2010, he attacked health insurance lobbyists for stopping what he felt was in the public interest: 
Massive public hatred of lobbyists makes them easy foils for Obama
Thurber, American University Center for Congressional and Presidential Studies Director, 11

(James, Presidential Studies Quarterly 41, no. 2 (June), “Changing the Way Washington Works? Assessing President Obama’s Battle with Lobbyists,”, http://www.american.edu/spa/ccps/upload/Thurber-psq-article.pdf, p. 359, date accessed - 7-9-11, GJV)
The overwhelming public perception of lobbyists, whether convicted or investigated for malfeasance, is that they are bad, a corrupting inﬂuence on government and the way Washington works. The public agrees that lobbyists undermine the rights of other citizens, to summarize Madison. This negative public perception of lobbyists was a major cause of Obama’s attacks on them. Fifty-eight percent of the respondents in the 2008 Cooperative Congressional Election Study (CCES) national poll felt Obama would be very likely or somewhat likely to change the way Washington works. (See the Appendix for CCES public opinion survey results.) After the economic crisis, government corruption was the second-most important issue mentioned by voters in national surveys in 2008 and the most important issue among the electorate in the midterm election of 2006 (See the Appendix for 2008 CCES public opinion about Obama and lobbying reform).
Internal Link Answer – Political Capital and Popularity Not Key to Agenda
No internal link – popularity and political capital are not key to agenda

Rockman, Purdue University Political Science professor, 9

(Bert A., October 2009, Presidential Studies Quarterly, “Does the revolution in presidential studies mean "off with the president's head"?”, volume 39, issue 4, Academic OneFile. accessed 7-15-10)

Although Neustadt shunned theory as such, his ideas could be made testable by scholars of a more scientific bent. George Edwards (e.g., 1980, 1989, 1990, 2003) and others (e.g., Bond and Fleisher 1990) have tested Neustadt's ideas about skill and prestige translating into leverage with other actors. In this, Neustadt's ideas turned out to be wrong and insufficiently specified. We know from the work of empirical scientists that public approval (prestige) by itself does little to advance a president's agenda and that the effects of approval are most keenly felt--where they are at all--among a president's support base. We know now, too, that a president's purported skills at schmoozing, twisting arms, and congressional lobbying add virtually nothing to getting what he (or she) wants from Congress. That was a lot more than we knew prior to the publication of Presidential Power. Neustadt gave us the ideas to work with, and a newer (and now older) generation of political scientists, reared on Neustadt but armed with the tools of scientific inquiry, could put some of his propositions to an empirical test. That the empirical tests demonstrate that several of these propositions are wrong comes with the territory. That is how science progresses. But the reality is that there was almost nothing of a propositional nature prior to Neustadt.

Internal Link Turn – Political Capital Backfires
Political capital is false – Obama’s accomplishments set him back

Jacobson, Distinguished UCSD Professor of Politics, 2011

(Gary, “Legislative Success and Political Failure: The Public's Reaction to Barack Obama's Early Presidency.” Presidential Studies Quarterly, Vol. 41, 3-17, 220-243, accessed 7/8/11, GJV)

The idea that a president's legislative and political success go hand in hand is starkly contradicted by the first two years of Barack Obama's presidency. With the help of Democratic majorities in the House and Senate, Obama pushed through a huge economic stimulus package targeting the deep recession he had inherited, initiated comprehensive reforms of the nation's health care system, and signed a major redesign of financial regulation aimed at preventing a repeat of the financial meltdown that had made the recession so severe. These legislative achievements made the 111th Congress among the most productive in many years, and they were fully consistent with promises Obama made during his successful campaign for the White House. Obama also kept his campaign pledge to wind down the United States' involvement in Iraq and to reallocate American forces to confront the resurgent Taliban in Afghanistan. In short, Obama had done what he might reasonably believe he was elected to do. His reward was to see his Democratic Party suffer a crushing defeat in the 2010 midterm elections, with Republicans gaining 64 House seats to win their largest majority (242193) since 1946, and six Senate seats, putting them within easy striking distance of a majority in that chamber in 2012. (1) Not only did the president and his party reap no political benefit from their legislative accomplishments, they were evidently punished for them. The congressional Republicans' strategy of all-out opposition, adopted not long after Obama took office, turned out to be remarkably successful, delivering a stunning setback to a majority party that had won a sweeping victory just two years earlier. 

Uniqueness Answer – Tea Party – Not Unified with GOP – Bashing Boehner

The Tea Party hates Boehner – caves into Democrats

Geier, reporter, Columbus Dispatch, 7-2-11

(Ben, “GOP takes lumps at conference” The Columbus Dispatch, July 2, 2011, http://www.dispatch.com/live/content/local_news/stories/2011/07/02/gop-takes-lumps-at-conference.html?sid=101, accessed July 6, 2011, EJONES)
It's no surprise to hear members of the tea party movement railing against liberals, progressives and especially President Barack Obama.  But to hear them go after the Republican Party and House Speaker John Boehner is a bit more surprising.  That's exactly what people at the We the People Convention got from tea party founder Jenny Beth Martin during her lunchtime address yesterday at the Greater Columbus Convention Center.  "Just because they have an 'R' next to their name doesn't give them a free ride," Martin said to loud applause.    Martin, from Atlanta, is co-founder and CEO of the Tea Party Patriots. Time magazine declared her one of the world's 100 most influential people in 2010.  Ohio's first We the People Convention concludes tonight after a speech at noon by Wall Street Journal columnist John Fund and an evening address by GOP presidential candidate Herman Cain.  Martin spoke particularly harshly about Boehner, calling him out for not cutting the $100 billion from the budget that he and other Republicans pledged, and for not standing up to Democrats on the budget.  In a stinging rebuke, Martin compared Boehner's approach to the budget to Democratic former Speaker Nancy Pelosi's actions on the health-care overhaul.  "What does Speaker Boehner do?" she asked. "He goes into a back room with (Senate Majority Leader Harry) Reid and President Obama and makes some more deals."  Martin's attacks against the Republicans raised the question, can the tea party movement and the Republican Party remain united in their opposition to Obama and the Democrats, including U.S. Sen. Sherrod Brown of Ohio, through the 2012 election?  Ohio Republican Party spokesman Chris Maloney doesn't see why not.  "I think that there's far more which unites our causes than divides us," he said. "Friends can disagree with each other at times."  Maloney said that the Ohio GOP was proud to have worked with the local tea party groups during the 2010 election, and he thought they would continue to work together during the 2012 cycle to "retire Barack Obama and Sherrod Brown."  
Uniqueness Answer – Tea Party – Not Unified with GOP – Bashing McConnell

The Tea Party doesn’t like McConnell – he won’t sign the cut, cap and balance pledge
Bolton, reporter for The Hill, 7-2-11

(Alexander, “McConnell has Senate Tea Party problem” The Hill, July 2, 2011, http://thehill.com/homenews/senate/169505-mcconnell-has-his-own-tea-party-problem?page=1#comments, accessed July 6, 2011, EJONES)

House Speaker John Boehner (R-Ohio) is not the only GOP leader in Washington with a Tea Party problem.  Senate Republican Leader Mitch McConnell (Ky.) is coming under some Tea Party pressure of his own in the debate over deficit reduction and raising the debt limit.  Tea Party-backed lawmakers are pushing McConnell to insist on passage of a balanced budget amendment in exchange for allowing an increase in the debt limit.  McConnell has resisted, however. He argues that a balanced budget amendment, which requires a two-thirds vote in both chambers, simply doesn’t have enough votes to pass the upper chamber. But this has put him out of step with some of the hard-charging conservative freshmen in the upper chamber. Staffers for conservative senators recently met with Senate Republican leadership staff to discuss strategy for the balanced budget amendment. One of McConnell’s aides made clear that the leader would not demand passage of the amendment in exchange for raising the debt limit, according to a GOP source familiar with the meeting.  The demands by Tea Party senators for passage of the amendment before raising the debt limit is “not helpful” to McConnell’s effort to lead his party, one GOP senator said.  Lawmakers who vow to oppose the debt-limit increase in the absence of a balanced budget amendment passing are bluntly telling McConnell that he’ll have fewer votes to count on for any deal he negotiates with the president, the source said. The senator added the chances of garnering the requisite two-thirds vote in the upper chamber for the amendment are very slim.  Insistence on passage of a balanced budget amendment makes it virtually impossible for McConnell to satisfy conservatives, the lawmaker said.  But proponents of the balanced budget amendment say it is the only safeguard that can ensure the country will not fall into fiscal trouble in the future. They say the only way it can pass is if as many Republicans as possible take a strong stand in support of it.  Heading off conservatives’ criticism, McConnell has taken an outspoken and aggressive approach to the debt-limit talks.  On Thursday he challenged President Obama to visit the Capitol that same day to meet with the Senate Republican conference to discuss what McConnell call the political reality of tax increases passing the Senate.  “That way we can hear directly from Senate Republicans … why what he’s proposing will not pass,” McConnell said.  It’s the second time in a week McConnell directly challenged Obama on the Senate floor.  On Thursday of last week, McConnell criticized the president as missing in action from the debt talks.  “It’s worth asking: Where in the world has President Obama been for the past month?” McConnell asked.  McConnell met with Obama at the White House Monday afternoon but as of late Thursday there were no plans for setting up negotiations between them and Boehner. McConnell has told the White House that he’s not interesting in negotiating while tax increases are on the table.  “Until the president comes off his desire to raise hundreds of billions in tax hikes there’s nothing to negotiate. No meetings are planned,” said a Senate GOP aide.  But it remains to be seen whether this hard line will be enough to please Tea Party conservatives in the Senate.  They’re pushing McConnell to sign the cut, cap and balance pledge, which has the support of dozens of conservative activist groups. They include a slew of Tea Party groups and organizations that work closely with the Tea Party, such as FreedomWorks and Americans for Prosperity.   Don Stewart, McConnell’s spokesman, said his boss has taken an outspoken stance on the debt-limit since last year.  “That’s been consistent. He’s been hot on this issue. He said since last year the debt ceiling provides a unique opportunity to do something on the debt,” Stewart said.  Stewart said McConnell has also been clear in laying out what is needed to get his vote: Reductions in spending that are locked in; spending caps over the near term; and serious reform of entitlement over the long term.  “None of that has been agreed to so he hasn’t agreed to anything,” Stewart said.    Twelve conservative senators, including four members of the Senate Tea Party Caucus, have signed the pledge. It states signatories will oppose increasing the debt limit unless Congress agrees to substantial spending cuts, enforceable spending caps and passes a balanced budget amendment.  Sen. Jim DeMint (R-S.C.), a member of the Tea Party Caucus, who played the role of powerbroker in the 2010 Senate GOP primaries, has declared it crucial for Republicans to sign the pledge.  “I'm telling every presidential candidate, if your name isn't on this list, don't come see me,” DeMint has said.  DeMint has stopped short of saying he will campaign against vulnerable GOP incumbents who decline to sign the pledge but on Sunday told CNN: “Any member of the House or the Senate who doesn't understand we need to balance our budget probably shouldn't be there.”  DeMint on Thursday says there’s a difference between lawmakers who sign the pledge and those who don’t.  “The people who signed the pledge are the ones that are committed to fight until we get the right solution,” he said. When asked about Republican leaders declining to sign the pledge, DeMint said: “They’ll have to explain that.”  “We’re going to have millions of Americans behind us and we’re just getting started, it’s the difference between talk and commitment.”  When asked about the balanced budget amendment during an ABC News interview Sunday, McConnell said he has struck an agreement to vote on it during week of July 18.  McConnell said it was “an important step in the right direction”  But McConnell said the balanced budget amendment is not a suitable solution to the debt-limit standoff with Obama.    “It would not eliminate the challenge that we have before us, which is to cut spending now, and that's what these negotiations in connection with the request of the president who has asked us to raise the debt ceiling are about,” he told ABC News. 

Internal Link Answer – Tea Party – AT – Tea Party Has Clout (1/2)

No clout – Tea Party is too fragmented to be effective

Zernike, New York Times national correspondent, 6-29-11

(Kate, “Tea Party Finds Power Leads to Policy Splits” The New York Times, June 29, 201, Lexis, Accessed July 5, 2011, EJONES)

Many Tea Party groups oppose the bill because it does not establish universal school choice, and call it a bailout of failing schools. They accuse those who support it -- who are backed by a powerful Washington group that has helped cultivate the Tea Party -- of selling out to the kind of politics-as-usual approach that the movement was founded to oppose. Supporters say those opponents do not understand that compromise is part of politics.The disagreement resonates beyond the local particulars. It offers a microcosm of the Tea Party's struggle as it tries to turn the potency it showed in the midterm elections into influence in legislative battles and the 2012 presidential campaign. Having been brought together primarily by what they oppose, Tea Party groups have had difficulty agreeing on what they stand for. Just saying ''Tea Party'' strikes fear in many Republicans in Washington and state capitols. But in practice, the Tea Party is often fractious and undefined. In Tennessee, a split between Tea Party groups forced legislators to scale back antiterrorism legislation that toughened state penalties for people who support terrorist groups. While the social conservatives in the movement supported it, those on the libertarian end of the Tea Party spectrum argued that the bill, originally aimed at Islamic groups, was a government intrusion on personal liberties. In Indiana, Tea Party groups had vowed to unite behind a challenger to run against Senator Richard G. Lugar in the Republican primary in 2012, but soon fell to disagreement, with some groups refusing to attend a planned nominating convention. And earlier this month, some Tea Party groups objected when Amy Kremer, the leader of the Tea Party Express, a group founded by longtime Republican consultants, told an interviewer that Tea Party supporters would fall in line behind whoever became the Republican nominee for president. ''I think people see this movement that became enormous and powerful and they are trying to harness it,'' said Jennifer Stefano, one of the Pennsylvania Tea Party members who has opposed the school choice bill. ''And everyone who asks my advice on how to do this, I tell them not to try, because it's not possible.'' Pennsylvania, a perennial swing state, was an early breeding ground for the Tea Party movement. In April 2009, Anastasia Przybylski, a mother in Bucks County, was inspired to hold a ''roast the pork'' protest against the federal stimulus bill at the site where George Washington rallied his troops before crossing the Delaware to attack British forces. Ms. Przybylski and her co-organizers sent the information about the event to FreedomWorks, the Washington powerhouse led by Dick Armey, the former House Republican leader, which was trying to publicize Tea Party events across the country. Soon, FreedomWorks had enough contacts in the state that it held training sessions for Pennsylvania Tea Party activists. FreedomWorks encouraged its trainees to learn from the teachings of Saul Alinsky, the father of modern community organizing and a hero of the left. They advocated a high pressure, win-at-any-cost approach, advising activists to use ridicule, agitate and disrupt to get what they wanted. After the midterm elections, the group hired Ms. Przybylski and Ana Puig, another activist, who called their group the Kitchen Table Patriots, to lobby for a school choice bill here. FreedomWorks is pushing anti-union legislation in several states, and saw the school choice legislation as part of that larger battle.

Internal Link Answer – Tea Party – AT – Tea Party Has Clout (2/2)

No internal link – Tea Party clout eroded

McManus, Washington columnist, LA Times, 6-30-11

(Doyle, “The GOP winnowing; The race has narrowed, handicappers say, to Mitt Romney, Michele Bachmann -- and maybe Texas Gov. Rick Perry” LA Times, Lexis, accessed July 2, 2011, EJONES) 

The first phase of the Republican race has always been about one question: Who would emerge as the leading conservative alternative to Romney, the former Massachusetts governor who can't quite shake his reputation as a big-government moderate, a potentially fatal label in this year's Republican Party. Right now, that alternative is Bachmann, the fiery, photogenic and sometimes outrageous Minnesota representative who founded Congress' Tea Party Caucus last year. Bachmann recognized earlier than most elected politicians that the tea party was a powerful wave of grass-roots fervor; she endorsed it, encouraged it and cultivated it long before her party's official leadership got there. Now she's reaping the benefit. Plenty of potential Republican candidates this year sought to cast themselves as logical choices for tea party adherents, but Bachmann had the advantage of authenticity. She was tea party before tea party was cool. But is the tea party still cool enough among Republicans to help its early champion, Bachmann, win the nomination? Several polls suggest that the tea party, with its uncompromising stance on spending cuts and minimal government, is losing some ground. A Pew Research poll in April found that 42% of Republicans said they supported the tea party's ideas, down from a high of 51% in November 2010. Bachmann's fame, and her biggest potential flaw, stem from her take-no-prisoners rhetoric. During the 2008 presidential campaign, she accused then-candidate Barack Obama of holding "anti-American views" and said Democratic leaders of Congress should be investigated. She said global warming was "voodoo, nonsense, hokum, a hoax." And she once told the Minnesota Senate that abolishing the minimum wage could "wipe out unemployment completely, because we would be able to offer jobs at whatever level." But don't underestimate her. She's hardcore, but she's no flake. She's smart, tough and hardworking. And, unlike Palin, she learns from her mistakes. She's modulated her rhetoric -- slightly, on a few issues. She now says she wishes she hadn't called Obama "anti-American." She says abolishing the minimum wage is just something that ought to be considered. Can she win in Iowa? Sure; it's a conservative-friendly state, and Bachmann was born there, as she noted when she formally opened her campaign this week. Can she win the Republican nomination? Probably not; Republican campaign history is full of charismatic social conservatives who won Iowa but never got any closer. (Last time, it was Mike Huckabee.) But at this point, she has managed to turn the primary campaign into a straightforward, head-to-head contest between two versions of modern Republicanism: her insurgent tea party conservatism and the more traditional, big-business conservatism of Romney. If Perry gets in, that would make it a three-way race, with Perry presumably casting himself as a conservative for all seasons -- a Texas governor who can appeal to both the Romney and Bachmann wings of the party. But that's a subject for another column. 

