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Yes Political Capital

PC high- Obama saved polcap for the budget

UPI 6/24/11 (United Press International, U.S. News Obama to step in on tax, debt impasse, http://www.upi.com/Top_News/US/2011/06/24/Obama-to-step-in-on-tax-debt-impasse/UPI-25531308936148/#ixzz1QDj5sHAR, MM)

U.S. President Barack Obama will meet with GOP leaders to end a tax impasse that threatens to create the first U.S. financial default, the White House said. "I'm not making announcements about specific talks," spokesman Jay Carney told reporters Thursday after Republican negotiators pulled out of bipartisan budget talks tied to a deal to raise the government's $14.29 trillion debt limit. But "the process was always going to have to ... move forward with the engagement of the [House] speaker, Senate leaders, House minority leader, the president, etc.," Carney said. He did not say when Obama would get involved in the meetings, now led by Vice President Joe Biden, who said Thursday the talks are "in abeyance." Obama met privately with Speaker John Boehner, R-Ohio, at the White House Wednesday evening "to discuss a variety of issues, following up on conversations they had on the golf course on Saturday," Carney said.

PC High- Afghan withdrawal and meeting with donors

Nichols 6/23/11 (Hans, reporter for Bloomberg Buisnessweek, Obama Returns to New York to Raise Money, Dine With Bankers, http://www.businessweek.com/news/2011-06-23/obama-returns-to-new-york-to-raise-money-dine-with-bankers.html, MM)
Today’s New York trip was a less intimate affair: a $1,250- per-person fundraiser with gay and lesbian activists and a $35,800-per-plate dinner with Wall Street bankers. After dinner was a performance of the musical “Sister Act,” where he will be joined by the show’s producer, actress Whoopi Goldberg, and young Democratic donors. The dinner at Daniel, a restaurant on Manhattan’s Upper East Side, drew some of Obama’s biggest donors to the 2008 campaign, as well as some who initially backed his rival for the party’s nomination, then-Senator Hillary Clinton. “There’s a disquiet out there,” the president told the wealthy donors, because people “recognize that we haven’t yet broken through to the future that we want.” When the president mentioned withdrawing troops from Afghanistan, he got a round of applause from the crowd of about 70 donors. He reiterated his message that the 2012 political campaign is “about a set of contrasting visions” between the Republicans’ “cramped” vision that would cut entitlements and the Democrats’ “big generous vision” of America. 

PC high- Osama (ONLY FOR LIBYA DA)

Carroll 6/21/11 (Conn, senior Washington news analyst, Morning Examiner: Spending his Osama capital, http://washingtonexaminer.com/blogs/beltway-confidential/2011/06/morning-examiner-spending-his-osama-capital, MM)

President Obama’s post-Osama bin Laden job approval bounce has largely dissipated for most issue areas, but it still persists in the realm of foreign policy (49-46 overall in the latest NBC/WSJ poll, compared to 50-44 on foreign policy). Obama will need that goodwill this week as he both announces troop withdrawal levels from Afghanistan and navigates the months-old conflict in Libya. In addition to the added goodwill of the bin Laden operation, Obama is also cushioned by the fact that on both Afghanistan and Libya, Republican opinion is divided.

PC high- Obama’s been out of debt negotiations

Newton-Small 6/23/11 (Jay, reporter for TIME, Republicans Ask: Where’s Obama? But, Where Are The GOP Leaders?, http://swampland.time.com/2011/06/23/republicans-ask-wheres-obama-but-where-are-the-gop-leaders/, MM)

 Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell echoed Cantor in a speech on the Senate floor: For weeks, lawmakers have worked around the clock to hammer out a plan that would help us avert a crisis we all know is coming — all the while knowing that at some point the President would have to sign it. So it’s worth asking: Where in the world has President Obama been for the past month? … He’s the President. He needs to lead. He needs to show that he recognizes the problem. And do something about it. 

PC high- Obama’s been doing nothing

Dodge 6/24/11 (Catherine, reporter for Bloomberg, House’s McCarthy Says Obama Must ‘Show Leadership’ to Avoid Debt Default, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-06-24/house-s-mccarthy-says-obama-must-show-leadership-in-deficit-negotiations.html, MM)
Representative Kevin McCarthy, the third-ranking House Republican, said that if there is going to be any resolution to raise the nation’s debt limit and stave off a default, President Barack Obama will have to show some leadership. “He’s got to get off the golf course, and he’s got to get engaged,” McCarthy said in an interview on Bloomberg Television’s “Political Capital with Al Hunt,” airing this weekend. McCarthy not only rejected any tax increases as part of an agreement, he insisted that limitations on Medicare must be included in a bipartisan deal. 

PC high- Obama’s been giving speeches not leading negotiations

Epstein 6/8/11 (Reid, reporter for Politico, Senate GOPers: Where's Obama for negotiations?, http://www.politico.com/blogs/glennthrush/0611/Senate_GOPers_Wheres_Obama_for_negotiations.html, MM)
While President Barack Obama was in Virginia delivering a speech about job training, two Republican senators said he, not Vice President Joe Biden, should be the one leading talks about raising the nation’s debt ceiling. “The president has said he’s not going to get involved,” Sen. Orrin Hatch (R-Utah) said during a GOP press conference about the economy. “He’s our leader. He should get involved and not shovel it off to someone else.” The Biden group, which now includes five members of the House and Senate, has itself met just four times since May 5 to address the debt ceiling. Sen. Ron Johnson (R-Wis.) said Obama should be focused on the nation’s economy at the exclusion of all other issues. “This is important,” Johnson said. “This requires his full attention, 24 hours a day. My problem is that I haven’t seen this president engaged.” 

PC high- far away from debt and the public is on his side

YahooNews 6/23/11 (GOP to Obama: Start Dealing on Debt, http://news.yahoo.com/s/dailycaller/20110623/pl_dailycaller/goptoobamastartdealingondebt, MM)
House Republicans are demanding that President Barack Obama join the negotiations over the debt ceiling. The lead Republican at the negotiations, House Majority Leader Eric Cantor, said today that the negotiations have stalled over difficult issues that can only be resolved by direct discussions between President Obama and House Speaker John Boehner. (Lawmakers officially roll out ‘Cut, Cap, Balance’ pledge) “It is time for the president to speak clearly,” Cantor said in a statement after walking out of budget negotiations with Vice President Joe Biden. On Tuesday, Cantor hinted at the breakdown, when he said that negotiations had reached a critical stage. “I put the onus on the president,” he said to reporters. “I have talked about the productive talks I have had with the vice president. But the president has not seemed willing to engage and say that he is willing to do the tough stuff with us.” Obama has kept himself far away from the debt ceiling negotiations, as part of a strategy intended to focus the public’s anger on Republican negotiators, say GOP legislators and allies. 
Obama’s political capital still up; not plummeting  - polls prove
Yglesias, 6/19 (Matthew Yglesias, Contributor to The New York Times Magazine and writer for ThinkProgress, “Barack Obama Is Popular With His Base, June 19, 2011, ThinkProgress, http://thinkprogress.org/yglesias/2011/06/19/248155/barack-obama-is-popular-with-his-base/)
After hearing a lot of anti-Obama sentiment from speakers at Netroots Nation I was planning to do a post noting how unrepresentative the NN crowd—mostly male, overwhelmingly white—is from the actual base of the Democratic Party which continues to like Barack Obama a lot. But according to Christina Bellantoni, the best survey we have actually shows that the Netroots Nation attendees mirror this generous assessment of the president: A straw poll conducted by Greenberg Quinlan Rosner Research showed that 80 percent either approve or strongly approve of the president more than a year before voters head to the polls to decide whether he deserves a second term. The results broke down to 27 percent strongly approving of Obama and 53 percent approving “somewhat.” Thirteen percent said they “somewhat disapprove,” and 7 percent strongly disapprove of the president. Nothing earth-shattering. But a reminder that the proximate problem faced by would-be left-wing critics of President Obama is that they generally have much less credibility with the progressive constituency than the president does himself. 
Obama maintaining popular support  - polls
Goldstein 6/16 (Contributor to the American Spectator, “Is Obama More Like Dukais than Carter?”, June 16, 2011, The American Spectator, http://spectator.org/blog/2011/06/17/is-obama-more-like-dukakis-tha#)

Over at The Weekly Standard, Jay Cost makes the case that President Obama's support amongst Democrats is more like that of Michael Dukakis than Jimmy Carter. Using Gallup Poll data, Cost argues that Obama, unlike Carter, has maintained his support amongst Democrats by his third year in office. By contrast, Carter's support amongst Democrats had fallen by 20 points by 1979. Of course, Carter would have Ted Kennedy with whom to contend. Cost notes that the character of the Democratic Party has changed over the past three decades. Whereas in 1979, the "Northern/liberal faction" was still an insurgent force in the Democratic Party, today it is the Democratic mainstream. Thus Obama need not worry about a Ted Kennedy like figure lurking in the shadows. But Cost thinks Obama should worry about another Massachusetts liberal - Michael Dukakis.Cost then shows the data. In 1988, Dukakis got 46% of the popular vote, earning the support of 82% of Democrats and 42% of Independents. In the latest Gallup Poll, President Obama has the support of 46% of the electorate with 82% of Democrats and 42% of Republicans.
Yes Bipartisanship

Bipartisanship high
Jake Tapper, ABC News Senior White House Correspondent,  6/15/2011, “Bipartisanship Is Alive and Well!...At White House Picnic”, http://blogs.abcnews.com/politicalpunch/2011/06/bipartisanship-is-alive-and-wellat-white-house-picnic.html?cid=6a00d8341c4df253ef01538f3aab1c970b KC

Members of the U.S. Congress put aside their partisan differences tonight in favor of “corny dogs,” funnel cake, and “chicken in a basket” at the annual congressional picnic at the White House. “We don’t want to make a long speech, but I do hope that the spirit of community that is so evident on a day like today, that this carries over each and every day. We've got Democrats here and the Republicans here, and we all have differences on issues at every given moment, but the one thing that we have to remind ourselves every day is we’re all Americans and we’re all part of the American family,” President Obama said in his opening remarks standing alongside the first lady, dressed in a blue and white stripped sun dress. The president said the event was a chance to thank the families of the members of Congress. “This is always one of the best events of the year for us, mainly because with all the work that we do with members of Congress and their staffs, all too often we don’t get a chance to say thank you to the families,” he said. The picnic also gives members a chance to mingle and let loose a bit. House Minority Leader Nancy Pelosi, D-Calif., was spotted chatting with House Majority Leader Eric Canter, R-Va., Sen. Max Baucus, D-Mont., was seen dancing with his wife, and Speaker of the House John Boehner, R-Ohio, was caught lighting up a cigarette (a rare public sight). 

Bipartisanship high over Libya opposition 
David Bromwich, 6/20/2011, “The Bipartisan Case Against U.S. Involvement in Libya”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/david-bromwich/bipartisan-antiwar_b_880404.html?ir=World KC

 Has it been adequately noticed that bipartisanship, the goal so cherished by Barack Obama, has now at last emerged? President Obama himself has been the means of its appearance -- though not in the way that he envisaged. The stimulus to the bipartisan rally on behalf of everything that "unites us not divides us" has been Obama's assertion of extra-constitutional executive powers in the Libya War. 

Bipartisanship increased over Libya opposition measures in the House
Conor Murphy, 6/10/2011, “Bipartisanship bites Obama with regard to Libya”, http://communities.washingtontimes.com/neighborhood/political-pro-con/2011/jun/10/bipartisanship-congress-obama-libya/ KC

After the brutal defeat that was suffered by the Democrats in 2010, Barack Obama asked for bipartisanship to deal with the problems of 2011. This seemed unlikely at the time due to the election of many Tea Party candidates who had been the strongest opponents of the President's policies. Nearly a year later, however, that bipartisanship has arrived, but probably not in the way that the President had hoped. With the passage of a non-binding resolution written by Speaker of the House John Boehner (R-Ohio), the House of Representatives strongly denounced President Obama for ignoring the authority of the Constitution and committing U.S. troops to the conflict in Libya. The resolution passed by a vote of 268-145, surprisingly with bipartisan support. If that was not unbelievable enough, Ohio Democrat Dennis Kucinich's bill to withdraw all troops from Libya was defeated, but had 148 votes of approval with more Republicans supporting the bill than Democrats. After both bills were voted on, 324 members of the House had voted for one or both of the resolutions – over three fourths of the House. 
High bipartisanship in the House over Libya
David Lightman, 6/24/2011, “Bipartisan House coalition votes to rebuke Obama on Libya”, http://www.miamiherald.com/2011/06/24/2283180/bipartisan-house-coalition-votes.html
The House of Representatives sent President Barack Obama a strong bipartisan message Friday that it is frustrated and impatient with the U.S. military mission in Libya. The House voted 295-123 to deny congressional consent for extending the 3-month-old effort for another year, a clear rebuke to Obama. But the House would not take the extra step of denying funding for the mission. A bid led by Rep. Thomas Rooney, R-Fla., to cut off money for all but search and rescue, intelligence, aerial refueling and non-combat operations got bipartisan support, but lost on a 238-180 vote; 144 Republicans and 36 Democrats supported the restrictions.
AT: Winners Win

Winners win doesn’t apply to the aff—even Ornstein says suddenly forcing a bill through doesn’t boost polcap.  Our links outweigh because the aff overstretches
Ornstein 2009 - resident scholar at AEI, PhD in political science from U Mich (7/8, Norman, "Is Obama Too Weak in Dealing with Congress?", Roll Call)

 

But even in a wonderfully functional Congress, achieving policy success in an area as difficult as this one would be a tough and uphill battle--no matter how skillful and popular a president may be. The same is true of health policy. Presidents can andmust engage, have to step in at crucial moments and shape outcomes, mediate disputes, and use the bully pulpit to push controversial or difficult policy decisions.

But the history of presidents and Congresses shows that trying to do more--to go over the heads of Congressional leaders, to set a series of bottom lines and insist on them from party leaders and committee chairmen who find it easy to resist White House pressure--rarely works unless we are neck deep, not just waist or chest deep, in a crisis. That has always been true, but is even more so today, when majorities have to be largely one-sided and a majority party (especially when it is the Democrats) has limited cohesion or homogeneity.

The approach Obama has taken, cutting Congress a lot of slack and being supportive when necessary, led to a string of early and meaningful successes and enactments. True, the tough ones lie ahead. Finding any majority for any climate change bill in the Senate is even more challenging than it was to get a bill through the House. Finding any compromise between health bills that might make it through the House and Senate, pass fiscal muster, and be enacted into law is a tough slog.

But I believe the approach the White House has used so far has actually been smart and tough-minded, not simply expedient and weak. A successful president looks at the endgame, sees what is possible and maneuvers in the best way to get to that endgame. If you can't get bills through committee, or you can't find a majority on the floor of either chamber, you get nowhere.
Legislative success depletes capital – doesn’t increase it

Purdum, 12/20 – Award winning journalist who spent 23 years with the NY Times (12/20/10, Todd S., Vanity Affair, “Obama Is Suffering Because of His Achievements, Not Despite Them,” http://www.vanityfair.com/online/daily/2010/12/obama-is-suffering-because-of-his-achievements-not-despite-them.html)

With this weekend’s decisive Senate repeal of the military’s “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” policy for gay service members, can anyone seriously doubt Barack Obama’s patient willingness to play the long game? Or his remarkable success in doing so? In less than two years in office—often against the odds and the smart money’s predictions at any given moment—Obama has managed to achieve a landmark overhaul of the nation’s health insurance system; the most sweeping change in the financial regulatory system since the Great Depression; the stabilization of the domestic auto industry; and the repeal of a once well-intended policy that even the military itself had come to see as unnecessary and unfair.

So why isn’t his political standing higher?

Precisely because of the raft of legislative victories he’s achieved. Obama has pushed through large and complicated new government initiatives at a time of record-low public trust in government (and in institutions of any sort, for that matter), and he has suffered not because he hasn’t “done” anything but because he’s done so much—way, way too much in the eyes of his most conservative critics. With each victory, Obama’s opponents grow more frustrated, filling the airwaves and what passes for political discourse with fulminations about some supposed sin or another. Is it any wonder the guy is bleeding a bit? For his part, Obama resists the pugilistic impulse. To him, the merit of all these programs has been self-evident, and he has been the first to acknowledge that he has not always done all he could to explain them, sensibly and simply, to the American public.

But Obama is nowhere near so politically maladroit as his frustrated liberal supporters—or implacable right-wing opponents—like to claim. He proved as much, if nothing else, with his embrace of the one policy choice he surely loathed: his agreement to extend the Bush-era income tax cuts for wealthy people who don’t need and don’t deserve them. That broke one of the president’s signature campaign promises and enraged the Democratic base and many members of his own party in Congress. But it was a cool-eyed reflection of political reality: The midterm election results guaranteed that negotiations would only get tougher next month, and a delay in resolving the issue would have forced tax increases for virtually everyone on January 1—creating nothing but uncertainty for taxpayers and accountants alike. Obama saw no point in trying to score political debating points in an argument he knew he had no chance of winning.

Moreover, as The Washington Post’s conservative columnist Charles Krauthammer bitterly noted, Obama’s agreement to the tax deal amounted to a second economic stimulus measure—one that he could never otherwise have persuaded Congressional Republicans to support. Krauthammer denounced it as the “swindle of the year,” and suggested that only Democrats could possibly be self-defeating enough to reject it. In the end, of course, they did not.

Obama knows better than most people that politics is the art of the possible (it’s no accident that he became the first black president after less than a single term in the Senate), and an endless cycle of two steps forward, one step back. So he just keeps putting one foot in front of the other, confident that he can get where he wants to go, eventually. The short-term results are often messy and confusing. Just months ago, gay rights advocates were distraught because Obama wasn’t pressing harder to repeal “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell.” Now he is apparently paying a price for his victory because some Republican Senators who’d promised to support ratification of the START arms-reduction treaty—identified by Obama as a signal priority for this lame-duck session of Congress—are balking because Obama pressed ahead with repealing DADT against their wishes. There is a price for everything in politics, and Obama knows that, too.

Finally, Obama is hardly in anything close to disastrous political shape. Yes, the voters administered a shellacking to his party in December, but there are advantages to working with a hostile Republican Congress as a foil, instead of a balky Democratic one as a quarrelsome ally. His own personal likeability rating remains high—much higher than that of most politicians—and his job approval rating hovers at just a bit below 50 percent, where it has held for more than a year, nowhere near the level of a “failed presidency.” Sarah Palin’s presence for the moment assures an uncertain and divided Republican field heading into the 2012 election cycle, and the one man who could cause Obama a world of trouble if he mounted an independent campaign—Mayor Mike Bloomberg of New York—has recently made statements of non-candidacy that sound Shermanesque (even as he has remained outspokenly critical of business as usual by both parties in Washington).

Political capital is limited – controversies burn capital

Gerson, 12/17 (Michael, 12/17/10, Washington Post, “When it comes to politics, Obama's ego keeps getting in the way,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/12/16/AR2010121604039.html)

In some areas - such as education reform or the tax deal - Obama's governing practice is better than his political skills. But these skills matter precisely because political capital is limited. The early pursuit of ambitious health-care reform was a political mistake, as former chief of staff Rahm Emanuel internally argued. But every president has the right to spend his popularity on what he regards as matters of principle. Political risks, taken out of conviction with open eyes, are an admirable element of leadership.

Yet political errors made out of pique or poor planning undermine the possibility of achievement. Rather than being spent, popularity is squandered - something the Obama administration has often done.

 

Their claim is false—polcap isn’t renewable they can’t get turns
Ryan, 2009 – Former Director of the Sir Arthur Lewis Institute of Social and Economic Studies (Selwyn, “Obama and Political Capital,” 1/18/2009,www.trinidadexpress.com/index.pl/article_opinion?id=161426968)

 

Obama will, however, begin his stint with a vast accumulation of political capital, perhaps more than that held by any other modern leader. Seventy-eight per cent of Americans polled believe that his inauguration is one of the most historic the country will witness. Political capital is, however, a lumpy and fast diminishing asset in today's world of instant communication, which once misspent, is rarely ever renewable. The world is full of political leaders like George Bush and Tony Blair who had visions, promised a lot, and probably meant well, but who did not know how to husband political capital with which they were provided as they assumed office. They squandered it as quickly as they emptied the contents of the public vaults. Many will be watching to see how Obama manages his assets and liabilities register. Watching with hope would be the white young lady who waved a placard in Obama's face inscribed with the plaintive words, "I Trust You."

--XT PC Finite

Political capital is finite – the plan prevents passage of other agenda items

Edwards & Wood, 99 (George C. Edwards and B. Dan Wood – Professors of Political Science at Texas A&M, American Political Science Review, “Who Influences Whom? The President, Congress, and the Media,” June, vol. 93, no.2, JStor)

Examinations of presidential influence on the media's agenda have focused on the State of the Union message. Gilberg and his colleagues (1980) found that the president was not able to influence media stories in the month following the 1978 address. Nearly a decade later, Wanta and his colleagues (1989) reviewed four studies and found mixed results. In two instances the president influenced the media's agenda, but in two instances he did not. Even two studies of the same president, Ronald Reagan, produced different results. Although he did not focus on the media, Cohen (1995) found that the president was able to influence the public's agenda through State of the Union messages.

An important aspect of a president's legislative strategy can be to influence Congress's agenda. If the president is not able to focus congressional attention on his priority programs, these will become lost in the complex and overloaded legislative process. Gaining congressional attention is also important because presidents and their staff can lobby effectively for only a few bills at a time. Moreover, the president's political capital is inevitably limited, and it is sensible to spend it on the issues he cares about most.
Thus, presidents try hard to set Congress's agenda. The conventional wisdom of the president's success is captured in Neustadt's observation (1991, 8): "Congressmen need an agenda from outside, something with high status to respond to or react against. What provides it better than the program of the president?" Kingdon (1995,23) adds that "the president can single handedly set the agendas, not only of people in the executive branch, but also of people in Congress and outside the government."

Political capital is finite – Obama must focus on critical priorities

Gomes, 8 – director of the Mosakowski Institute for Public Enterprise at Clark University (Jim, Boston Globe, “A climate plan in peril?” 11/10/2008, www.boston.com/lifestyle/green/articles/2008/11/10/a_climate_plan_in_peril/)

A budget out of balance and a populace more worried about the economic present than our atmospheric future does not bode well for global warming emerging as a top-tier issue in the early days of the new administration. An agenda crowded with critical items - an economy in recession, wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, the continuing mortgage meltdown, healthcare - awaits our newly elected leaders. There are only so many priorities that an administration and Congress can focus on, and they will need to make choices on how to use their initial honeymoon period and their finite supply of political capital.
Policy failures, public influence, and congressional opinion prevent legislation

Silber 7 (Marissa, 2007,  Political Science PhD Student, University of Florida “WHAT MAKES A PRESIDENT QUACK?” http://74.125.155.132/scholar?q=cache:bbkJmVQ3SJMJ:scholar.google.com/+%22political+capital%22+%22finite%22+resources+president&hl=en&as_sdt=80000000)

Political capital, based on external resources “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” according to Light (34). A President’s political capital determines the size and parameters of his agenda. Capital is based on external sources such as party support in Congress, public approval and electoral margin, and reputation. Capital reflects a President’s strength; low levels of political capital make it difficult for a President to get anything done.

A lame duck President is plagued by past policy failures, while not benefiting as much from policy successes (Dunn 2006). George Bush has been plagued by his lack of response to Hurricane Katrina and first term foreign policies after 9/11 to deal with the War on Terrorism (Dunn 2006). Past Presidents have also been plagued by both domestic and foreign policy failures, affecting both party and public support.

Party support is the chief ingredient in Presidential capital; even if public approval ratings go down, a President can still succeed if he has party support. Although congressional support does not guarantee victories on crucial votes, it helps more than public support (Light 27). The following example seems to suggest the importance of political capital and congressional support needed for a second-term President. Sundquist (1973) explores the loss of Presidential control over congress occurring when a President is a lame duck. Using the example of Dwight D. Eisenhower, he describes the “jockeying” that occurs among parties in congress. In the case of a lame duck, the President’s power to impose discipline recedes while factions and individuals within Congress are less willing to cooperate (281). Conciliation is unlikely except for “matters where public pressure is overwhelming, or where some other circumstance makes legislative action imperative” since the President and his party want to maintain control and the opposing party tries to take advantage of a weak President (281). In the case of Eisenhower, Democrats showed limitless disdain for the President’s domestic proposals. Rather than holding hearings about the President’s proposals, they focused on advancing their own measures and forced Eisenhower to veto many bills. Democrats forced Eisenhower to use his veto, hoping to emphasize to the public the differences among parties. While Eisenhower welcomed the opportunity to veto in attempts to “castigate the opposition as a party of reckless spendthrifts and depict his own party as safe, sane, and prudent,” the 1960 election showed that the Democrats’ strategy was successful (281).

Public approval and electoral margin are not solely independent factors for political capital, but they also help gain congressional support. Margins of victory often translate into gains for the congressional party, making them influential. Public approval can be seen as a threshold effect. As explained by Light, although “public approval cannot create vast gains in Congress, the absence of public approval eventually undercuts potentials for success” (28). As long as the President remains at a specific level of approval or better, public support may have negligible effects on congressional success. However, if the President drops below the threshold, “public opinion begins to have substantial impact in eroding legislative support” (Light 29).

Reputation’s effect on a President’s political capital is unclear. Neustadt argues it is really important, using Eisenhower has an example to show this. According to Neustadt:

[E]verything [the President] personally says and does (or fails to say, omits to do), becomes significant in everyone’s appraisals regardless of the claims of his officialdom. For his words, his own actions, provide clues not only to his personal proclivities but to the forecasts and asserted influence of those around him (Neustadt 68).

While Neustadt argues that reputation is important, Carter and Nixon staff assistants suggest that while mistakes may matter short-term, they usually have little effect in the long-term (Light 29). Even if the impact of reputation is disputed, it is accepted that reputation is likely to have a greater impact on capital toward the end of the first term and into the second term (Light 30). No postwar second-term President has escaped being damaged in some way by political scandal (Dunn 2006). Scandal during the President’s term is not prevalent solely because he and his staff are more likely to commit crimes and misdemeanors, but rather “the timing is attributable to the speed of the investigative process” (Dunn 2006).

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

Light 99 – Senior Fellow at the Center for Public Service (Paul, the President’s Agenda, p. 34)

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.

Capital is key – it outweigh ideology, party support, or concessions

Light 99 – Senior Fellow at the Center for Public Service (Paul, the President’s Agenda, p. 24-25)

Call it push, pull, punch, juice, power, or clout – they all mean the same thing.  The most basic and most important of all presidential resources is capital.  Though the internal resources time, information, expertise, and energy all have an impact on the domestic agenda, the President is severely limited without capital.  And capital is directly linked to the congressional parties.  While there is little question that bargaining skills can affect both the composition and the success of the domestic agenda, without the necessary party support, no amount of expertise or charm can make a difference.  Though bargaining is an important tool of presidential power, it does not take place in a neutral environment.  Presidents bring certain advantages and disadvantages to the table.

1nc Link – Generic Space
Space policy not popular

Rand Simberg, aerospace engineer and consultant in space commercialization, Summer 2009, “A Space Program for the Rest of Us”, http://www.thenewatlantis.com/publications/a-space-program-for-the-rest-of-us 

In the blink of an eye, a subject purely in the realm of science fiction became science fact — and a major cultural phenomenon, not to mention a huge government program. At its funding peak during the Apollo years, NASA consumed over four percent of the entire federal budget. The funding would not have flowed so freely if not for the urgency of the race with the Soviets. Had the Soviets been rushing not up to space but down to the bottom of the Marianas Trench (which had in fact just been reached in 1960), the United States would have spent lavishly to get there first. Had Kennedy not been assassinated and had he won a second term, he might well have ended the Apollo program himself as it became clear that we were winning the space race and as the race became less urgent in the face of other national priorities. A couple of months before his death, Kennedy even told NASA Administrator James Webb that he “wasn’t that interested in space.” And that has been NASA’s fundamental problem ever since. The American people and their representatives in Congress are just not that interested in space, and never have been, going all the way back to Apollo. And it shows in our space policy, which has from the start been confused and contradictory. 

2NC Link wall - Generic

Space operations unpopular- debt, budget and focus

Schmitt 11 (Harrison,  Harrison H. Schmitt is a former United States Senator from New Mexico as well as a geologist and former Apollo Astronaut.  He currently is an aerospace and private enterprise consultant and a member of the new Committee of Correspondence, Former Senator Schmitt Proposes Dismantling of NASA and Creation of a New, Deep Space Exploration Agency, http://aerospaceblog.wordpress.com/2011/05/24/former-senator-schmitt-proposes-dismantling-of-nasa-and-creation-of-a-new-deep-space-exploration-agency/, 5/24/11, MM)

How notions of leadership have changed since Eisenhower and Kennedy! Immense difficulties now have been imposed on the Nation and NASA by the budgetary actions and inactions of the Bush and Obama Administrations between 2004 and 2012. Space policy gains relevance today comparable to 50 years ago as the dangers created by the absence of a coherent national space policy have been exacerbated by subsequent adverse events. Foremost among these events have been the Obama Administration’s and the Congress’s spending and debt spree, the continued aggressive rise of China, and, with the exception of operations of the Space Shuttle and International Space Station, the loss of focus and leadership within NASA headquarters. 

Any forms of space activities are unpopular

Anderson 11 (Gregory, a member of both The Planetary Society and the National Space Society, Scrap NASA?, http://thewayoutspace.blogspot.com/2011/05/scrap-nasa.html, 5/28/11, MM)

Former Apollo astronaut and Moonwalker and former U. S. Senator from New Mexico Harrison Schmitt says NASA should be dismantled and replaced by a new agency focused on space exploration. Schmitt acknowledges NASA has some remarkable achievements to its credit, but argues that after fifty years a new start for a new era would be best. NASA should be reformed and refocused, but replacing it and starting from scratch would probably waste money. It's not obvious, after all, why Congress would give more money to a new space exploration agency than it gives NASA. The problem isn't NASA. The problem is that Congress doesn't give space exploration a high priority. There is also the matter of staffing a new agency. Because of the specialized skills and knowledge required for space exploration, a new agency would probably be peopled by many ex-NASA hands. It's not clear, therefore, what advantage a new agency would have over a rejuvenated NASA. 

Federal space programs have no supporters- strictly private operations generates popularity

Roop 11 (Lee,  analyst who covers NASA and the HudsonAlpha Institute for Biotechnology,  NASA supporters find no white knight in GOP presidential field, http://blog.al.com/breaking/2011/06/nasa_supporters_find_no_white.html, 6/19/11, MM)

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 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." Reaction by Alabama Republican leaders last week focused on the more-positive comments by Pawlenty, the nature of TV debates, and the hope that GOP candidates will "get it" about NASA before the election. "Anyone who wants to lead this nation needs to understand and embrace the things that have made America great," U.S. Sen. Richard Shelby, R-Tuscaloosa, said in a Thursday statement. "I hope that our Republican presidential candidates understand that balancing the budget does not require abandoning our historic role as space pioneers." U.S. Rep. Mo Brooks, R-Huntsville, blamed the debate format. The future of the space program is more complicated "than you can get to in 30 seconds," he said Thursday. "That results in some of the ambiguity you see on the screen." Brooks said he had not watched the debate footage, but has "not heard anything yet that suggests to me that NASA would be worse off with any of these Republican candidates than we are with Barack Obama." Brown agreed there might be good reasons NASA wasn't high on the priority list of a Midwestern governor (Pawlenty), a Northeastern governor (Romney) and a CEO (Cain) in a high-pressure national TV debate. But if NASA still had its special aura in Washington, Brown asked, why didn't one of the four members or former members of Congress on the stage defend it when given a chance? "Instead, my memory is three of them were silent and one of them called it a deadwood bureaucracy," Brown said. "Is that a fair reading of that debate? That's the way I read that segment. Because if you're a politician in that kind of setting and you're really for something, really committed to it, and you're offered an opportunity to speak for it, you do." 
NASA not popular with Congress and president

 Rand Simberg, aerospace engineer and consultant in space commercialization, Summer 2009, “A Space Program for the Rest of Us”, http://www.thenewatlantis.com/publications/a-space-program-for-the-rest-of-us 

 You may say I’m a dreamer, but I’m not the only one: Apollo left many orphans. But it’s not a dream shared by NASA, successive presidents, or members of Congress, at least to judge by their plans over the past four decades. We have had a monolithic government space agency for half a century at a cumulative cost of roughly half a trillion dollars (in current-year dollars). If we are going to continue to spend that order of magnitude of money — as, for political reasons, it seems we are going to do indefinitely — we should at least have something more to show for it than just a couple hundred brief trips to orbit for elite civil servants at an average cost over that period of about a couple billion dollars per flight. NASA needn’t do all the work of making space affordable and sustainable, but it ought to do something. To put it another way, it isn’t NASA’s job to put humans on Mars; it’s NASA’s job to make it possible for the National Geographic Society, or an offshoot of the Latter-Day Saints, or an adventure tourism company, to put humans on Mars. 

Link – Funding

Republicans will restrict funding of space policy – believe NASA is ineffective

Whittington 5/8 (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)

 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. 

Republicans to lower NASA budget- spending cuts

 Lee Roop, the Huntsville Times, 2/15/2011, “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 

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. 

Unpopular- restrictions and budgets

Carroll 11 (Rebecca, writer for nextgov.com, a website specializing in political news, As NASA Prepares to Retire Its Final Shuttle, Agency Leaders Face an Uncertain Future, http://www.nationaljournal.com/tech/as-nasa-prepares-to-retire-its-final-shuttle-agency-leaders-face-an-uncertain-future-20110602, 6/2/11, MM)

NASA's Hertz says the previous planetary sciences study predicted the priorities in that field that developed during the past 10 years. "Almost everything we did came from the priorities in the decadal survey," he says. "From my view, the place where we didn't do everything within the decadal survey has to do with the things that required more money than we had available," Hertz says. "But that's not priorities. Priorities are different than budgets." Launius suggests lawmakers have been the thorn for the agency's productivity: "Where NASA's had the most trouble has been when Congress has placed on it certain restrictions that it's had to adhere to," he says, such as when lawmakers stipulate money must be spent within a particular year. NASA is generally permitted two years to spend appropriated money, and freedom to spend in unequal sums is important for contracting purposes, according to Launius 

NASA spending increase unpopular with House 

Amy Svitak, 3/16/2011, “NASA commitment to Senate wishes questioned”, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/42118138/ns/technology_and_science-space

 However, with Congress unable to pass a 2011 budget, NASA and other federal agencies have been operating since last October under a series of continuing resolutions that cap spending at last year’s levels. The most recent stopgap spending bill, a three-week measure approved March 15 in the House of Representatives, would trim agency spending by $63 million. House Republican leaders have proposed cutting NASA’s budget more than $600 million this year. During the hearing, Gerstenmaier warned such a cut could complicate the agency’s plan to fly STS-135, the additional space shuttle mission directed in the authorization act. 

Link – Asteroid Mining

Obama flip flop angering congress

Watson 10 (Traci, 6/28/10, USA Today, “Landing on an asteroid: Not quite like in the movies” http://www.physorg.com/news196920110.html)

 In February, Obama took steps toward killing Bush's moon program, which was beset by technical troubles and money woes. Two months later, in a speech at Cape Canaveral, Fla., Obama announced that the astronauts' next stop is an asteroid.

So far, the Obama administration has been quiet on the need for a major sum of money to accomplish his goal. And unlike Kennedy, who used Russian spacecraft missions known as Sputnik to promote the moon mission, Obama doesn't have a geopolitical imperative to justify the scheme. Congress is resisting Obama's change of direction, which could delay investment in the program. 

Link - Human Missions 

Major republicans against human mission

Daily Kos 6/14 (6/14/11, Science Matters, “ GOP Debate: No Federal funding for human space flight” http://www.dailykos.com/story/2011/06/14/985053/-GOP-Debate:-No-Federal-funding-for-human-space-flight)

The Republican presidential field sent a clear message to NASA workers in America: They don’t see a federal role in funding human space flight, [video clip at 6:50 to 9:28]. Debate moderator John King of CNN asked the other six candidates in attendance whether they would continue federal funding for human space flight. Not a single candidate - Texas Rep. Ron Paul, former Massachusetts Gov. Mitt Romney, former Minnesota Gov. Tim Pawlenty, Minnesota Rep. Michele Bachmann, former Pennsylvania Sen. Rick Santorum and former Godfather’s Pizza CEO Herman Cain — raised their hand.
Republicans believe government beaurocracy destroys space innovation

Dunham 6/13 (Richard, 6/13/11, Houston Chronicle, “ Republican presidential candidates agree: No more federal money for human space flight” http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/blogs/stew/detail entry_id=90942#ixzz1PyDmTJ00)

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 unanimous verdict came during a New Hampshire presidential debate tonight and following a scathing assessment of NASA management by former House Speaker Newt Gingrich, R-Ga. "NASA has become an absolute case study in why bureaucracy cannot innovate," he said. "What we have is bureaucracy after bureaucracy, failure after failure." Gingrich, a longtime supporter of space research, said the private sector and not government should lead the nation into the future of space innovation. "Unfortunately," he said, "NASA is standing in the way of it." 

Link – Climate

Republicans hate climate research – believe it distracts from NASA’s purpose

Sheppard 2/11 (Kate, 2/11/11, Mother Jones, “Taking Climate Denial to New Extremes” http://motherjones.com/blue-marble/2011/02/republican-climate-nasa-budget)

This week, Reps. Bill Posey (R-Fla.), Sandy Adams (R-Fla.) and Rob Bishop (R-Utah) called for a budget that would "reprioritize NASA" by axing the funding for climate change research. The original cuts to the budget outlined yesterday would have cut $379 million from NASA's budget. These members want climate out of NASA's purview entirely, however. Funding climate research, said Adams in a statement, "undercuts one of NASA's primary and most important objectives of human spaceflight." "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," said Posey. 

Link – China Cooperation

Chinese cooperation on space is prohibited – plan would cost political capital

Whittington 5/8 (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)
 The clash is not limited to funding and of space policy priorities. Space News also reports that the following day, on May 4, Holdren told members of the subcommittee that cooperation with China is seen as critical for prospects for long term space exploration, such as to Mars. This, mildly speaking, was not welcome news to members of the subcommittee. The problem is that China is currently ruled by a tyrannical regime that violates the human rights of its own people and is engaged in an imperial drive toward super power status at the expense of the United States. Congress has, in fact, passed a law prohibiting most forms of space and science cooperation with the People's Republic of China. 
Link – Solar Sails

Solar sails unpopular- NASA’s continuing resolution

Energy Business Daily 11 (leader in solar, nuclear and chemical power news, Solar Sails Pick up Speed, http://energybusinessdaily.com/renewables/solar-power/solar-sails-pick-up-speed/, 2/16/11, MM)

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.” 

Unpopular- lobbies and cost

Fleming 11 (Ryan, writer for Digital Trends a website that specializes in clean energy, All energy could be renewable by 2030, http://www.digitaltrends.com/cool-tech/all-energy-could-be-renewable-by-2030/, 1/20/11, MM)

 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. 

Link – SPS

Economics prevent congressional support for SSP

Mahan 7 (Rob, creator of citizens for Space Based Solar Power, C-SBSP, http://c-sbsp.org/sbsp-faq/)

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. 

Congress won’t support – oil and coal lobbies

Mankins 8 (John C., Spring 2008, Ad Astra, “Space Based Solar Power” http://www.nss.org/adastra/AdAstra-SBSP-2008.pdf)

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 tight, 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
SPS drains Political Capital 

Preble 06, Darel, Space Solar Power Institute, “Introduction to the motion to the National Space Society Board of Directors,” 12/15 NM  

Changing our nation and our world’s baseload energy generation sources to introduce SSP is a massive battle.  The current oil, coal, and gas energy providers, nuclear as well, are not eager to see their baseload investments face competition from SSP, which has zero fuel costs and zero emissions and a billion years of steady supply projected.  This is why SSP has been unfunded since it was invented in 1968.  Carter pushed through the SSP reference study in 1979-1980, but space transportation costs were far too high, and they were forced to plan to use astronauts to bolt it together.  This is too dangerous for astronauts outside the protection of the Van Allen Radiation Belts.  (The Space Station is inside the Van Allen Belts)  People are also too expensive to use for SSP construction.  Telerobotics, the real way to assemble SSP, did not exist in 1979.  Now it is used in heart surgery every day worldwide and for a thousand other uses.  (The fossil fuel industry has battled environmentalists every inch during our struggle to understand climate change effects. That is their right. Perhaps half the studies are wrong. But half are right.)  Most crucially, space transportation costs have stayed too high because there is no market large enough to support a Reusable Launch Vehicle fleet.  SSP IS just such a massive market.  Robert Zubrin mentions this battle and perspective in “Entering Space”, page 51.  He quit space transportation and decided to work on Mars, which has no possibility of commercialization this century.  This is detailed in the Space Transportation chapter on the SSPW website also.  You can’t make an omelet without breaking a few eggs.

--XT: Solar Lobby = Powerful

Solar power initiatives unpopular- powerful lobbies

NYT 09 (new york times, Solar Industry Takes on Coal and Oil Lobbies, http://green.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/10/27/solar-industry-takes-on-coal-and-oil-lobbies/, 10/27/11, MM)

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.”

Link – Space Weapons

Space weapons unpopular with policymakers

Grego & Wright, 10 (Laura Grego, Senior Scientist in the Global Security Program of the Union of Concerned Scientists, David Wright, Senior Scientist and co-director of the UCS Global Security Program, 2010, “Securing the Skies; Ten Steps the United States Should Take to Improve the Security and Sustainability of Space, http://www.ucsusa.org/assets/documents/nwgs/securing-the-skies-full-report-1.pdf)

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 controversial

Hitchens, 05 (Theresa Hitchens, Vice President of the Center for Defense Information, “U.S. Military Space Policy and Strategy”, Sept 14, 2005, http://www.europarl.europa.eu/meetdocs/2004_2009/documents/dv/hitchens-05_12_01_/hitchens-05_12_01_en.pdf)

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.

American public hates space weapons

Gallagher & Steinbruner 08, (Nancy Gallagher, Associate Director for Research at the Center of International Security Studies at Maryland and Senior Research Scholar at the University of Maryland and was Special Advisor to the President and Secretary of State, 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 and Chairman of the Board of the Arms Control Association, “Reconsidering the Rules for Space Security”, 2008, American Academy of Arts and Science)

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.
McCain Hates

McCain empirically voted against space funding

Sentinal 8 (10/2/8, Orlando Sentinel, “Fla Dems: McCain voted against NASA funding” http://blogs.orlandosentinel.com/news_politics/2008/08/fla-dems-mccain.html)

 It didn’t take John McCain’s campaign long to come back at Barack Obama, lambasting him for reversing his earlier position that NASA’s budget should be cut to provide more money for education. We put up an earlier post on the GOP response to his statements today — in front of a Brevard County audience that presumably included some NASA workers — that he now supported the Constellation program and even adding an extra shuttle flight after 2010.

Now, the Democratic Party of Florida is coming after McCain, citing his previous votes against some NASA funding, noting the NASA earmarks that would be cut if McCain carried through on his pledge to veto every earmark  and how his "fantasy plans" of making the Bush tax cuts permanent and freezing discretionary spending would cost NASA big time. 

AT Link Turns

NASA programs cost political capital- Congress and President don’t like to get on board, even with popular policies

 Richard S. Conley, Associate Professor Department of Political Science University of Florida and  Wendy Whitman Cobb PhD Candidate University of Florida, 6/19/2010,  “The Perils of Presidential Leadership on Space Policy: The Politics of Congressional Budgeting for NASA, 1958-2008” pg. 10-11

Few presidents have been willing to put their “political capital” on the line for space policy—a “constituentless” policy area (Light 1999)—since the Apollo era. And the international and domestic political context has changed considerably since NASA’s inception. 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). 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 President Obama, following his 2008 election victory, 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. 

The benefit of the plan is not perceived– it is only viewed wasteful spending

Walter Cunningham Piloted the first manned Apollo mission in 1968 and is author of The All-American Boys 10

Houston Chronicle, “Taking a Bite Out of NASA,” 2/6/2010, http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/editorial/outlook/6854790.html
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. NASA is not just a place to spend money, or to count jobs. It is the agency that has given us a better understanding of our present and hope for our future; an agency that gives us something to inspire us, especially young people. NASA's Constellation program was not “over budget, behind schedule, and lacking in innovation due to a failure to invest in critical new technologies,” as stated in the White House budget plan. The program's problems were due to perennial budget deficiencies. It would have been sustainable for an annual increase equal to the amount thrown away on the “cash for clunkers” program, or just a fraction of the tens of billions of dollars expended annually on congressional earmarks. It's debatable whether Constellation was the best solution to President George W. Bush's vision of “Moon, Mars and Beyond,” but it was far better than the vacuum in which we now find ourselves, and without a viable alternative in sight. Yes, jobs will be lost and the local economy will suffer. This will hurt and be readily measured. In the long run, intangible losses (those on which we cannot put a price tag) will be far more devastating. The cancellation of Constellation will guarantee several things. Most important, strategically, is the gap, the period during which we will be dependent on Russia to carry Americans to our own space station. With the cancellation of Constellation, that gap will grow longer, not shorter. American astronauts will not travel into space on American-developed and -built spacecraft until at least 2016 or 2017. We are not trying to fix any deficiencies in Constellation; our fate will be in the hands of commercial companies with COTS (Commercial Orbital Transportation Services) program awards. They will attempt to regain our lost greatness with new capsules and new rockets or military rockets, after man-rating them. Supposedly, they will do this faster and cheaper than NASA. Cheaper, maybe; faster is not going to happen. These will be companies that have never made a manned rocket and have little idea of the problems they face trying to man-rate a brand new launch vehicle and space capsule. Even under the best of circumstances, humans will not be flying to the space station on COTS-developed vehicles before 2017. After 50 years and several hundred billion dollars, the accomplishments of NASA and the U.S. space program in science, technology and exploration are unchallenged. They are admired, respected and envied by people and countries around the world. Our space program has provided inspiration to the human spirit for young and old alike. It said proudly to the world that Americans could accomplish whatever they set their minds to. Look at the efforts of China and India in the past 30 years to emulate this success. Young people have always been inspired with talk of sending explorers to the planets. Do you think they will have the same reaction when we speak of the new plan for “transformative technology development”? NASA may have been backing away from the real challenge of human spaceflight for years, but in canceling Constellation and NASA manned vehicles we are, in effect, abdicating our role as the leading spacefaring nation of the world. America will lose its pre-eminence in space. The real economic impact will not be immediate. The public at large is not fully aware of NASA's role as a principal driver in our economy for the past 50 years. They forget that much of the technology we now take for granted either originated in the space program or was utilized and improved by the space program. That is NASA's real legacy. The investments we made in NASA in the 1960s are still paying off in technology applications and new businesses. The annual investment in NASA is not simply an expenditure; it is an investment — with a payback. The payback is generated because NASA operates at the frontiers of space, exploring the frontiers of our civilization. At the frontiers of space, be it going to Mars or constructing the most amazing engineering project in history — the International Space Station — huge obstacles, sometimes considered insurmountable, are encountered. NASA takes these obstacles as challenges that must be overcome to reach its goals. The solution may lie in new technology or a new application of existing technology. These solutions eventually make their way into the marketplace with applications we never even dreamed of. NASA has tens of thousands of examples of these spinoffs. Now, after spending $11 billion on the development and closeout of the Ares 1 launch vehicle and the Orion space capsule, we are eliminating them. Gone! And with them, most of NASA's human spaceflight program. In the ongoing struggle for leadership in science, technology and exploration, which was represented by America's pre-eminence in space, we have raised the white flag of surrender. Who will this proposed budget please? It will please those who have opposed the Constellation program and have a vested interest in an alternative plan; those who are against human space exploration and for unmanned exploration; and those who will benefit from the COTS program. None of this new vision sits very well with those of us who have known NASA at its best. From its inception, one of NASA's motivating forces was pride in being the very best, in displaying American leadership in human spaceflight, and maintaining the pre-eminence in space that derived from this attitude. It appears this attitude is foreign to a president who believes American pre-eminence should be avoided at all costs. President Obama, we do not want a space program that turns us into “just another country” among countries.

Even if the substance of the plan is popular- necessary tax increases are not

Stewart Powell Political Reporter 08 Houston Chronicle, “NASA popular, but tax hike for funding isn't, poll finds” http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/metropolitan/5843539.html
WASHINGTON — Key arguments being made by supporters of increased NASA funding are not resonating with the American public, a new Gallup Poll released Tuesday found. The poll conducted for a business group called the Coalition for Space Exploration found that voters strongly approve of the venerable space agency's work but are reluctant to pay more taxes to finance new initiatives. The Gallup survey — released just a day before the House is scheduled to vote on adding $2.9 billion to the NASA budget — undercut a key argument being used by Texas lawmakers in their bid to persuade Congress to boost spending: that more money is needed to compete in space against China and to close a five-year gap in manned U.S. space operations between retirement of the shuttle fleet in 2010 and launch of the Constellation program in 2015. The Gallup survey of 1,002 adults found that two of three Americans were not alarmed by the prospect that China plans to send astronauts to the moon by 2017 — at least one year ahead of the first scheduled U.S. lunar mission since 1972. Congressional supporters and space agency officials said that public opinion should not be the guiding force behind NASA spending. "The international challenge to our dominance in space and the impending gap in our domestic program pose serious concerns which must be addressed head-on by increasing funding for NASA," said Rep. Nick Lampson, D-Stafford. "It is my hope that it will not take another Sputnik moment for America to reignite the spirit of exploration that changed the world half a century ago and put man on the moon." Lampson is working with other Houston-area lawmakers to increase President Bush's proposed $18.2 billion budget for NASA. The bipartisan measure is expected to pass, over White House objections. NASA supports the president's smaller budget request but will carry out its missions "based upon the budget that ultimately is approved by Congress," said David Mould, NASA's assistant administrator for public affairs. He says the agency "does not and cannot modify its missions and activities in response to polls." Rep. John Culberson, R-Houston, emphasized the strong grass-roots support for NASA, despite tough times in federal budgeting. "Space exploration is an integral part of America's identity, and keeping our competitive advantage in the areas of innovation, exploration, research and development will shape America's future," said Culberson. "This poll proves that Americans understand the link between a successful, well-funded space program and our prosperity as a nation." Group backs more funds Despite the mixed results, Mary Engola, an official with Boulder, Colo.-based Ball Aerospace and Technologies, said her organization hoped the poll would "help support efforts to support an increase in the NASA budget." Engola, a spokeswoman for the pro-NASA coalition, attributed Americans' absence of concern over China's space ambitions to the popular view that China's space program remains "relatively benign and not aligned with the competition that we had with the Russians in the 1960s and the 1970s." Lawmakers pressing to boost NASA spending concede they will fall short of what the coalition of aerospace industries wants — 1 percent of the nation's $2.7 trillion federal budget next year — or $27 billion, an increase of 48 percent. The poll found overwhelming support for NASA's mission and majority backing for a $27 billion NASA budget. But it also found opposition to a federal tax hike to help cut the five-year gap in manned U.S. space operations, with 57 percent opposed and 43 percent in favor. The survey was commissioned by a business coalition of 41 aerospace firms and related industries and associations.

Link Magnifiers
All NASA programs criticized

Dick 5 (Steven J., NASA Chief historian, 6/1/5, NASA, “Exploration, Discovery and Science” http://www.nasa.gov/exploration/whyweexplore/Why_We_11.html)

These distinctions become an issue of public policy when decisions must be made about the balance between human and robotic exploration. Critics of human space exploration, including space science pioneers like James van Allen, point out that robotic spacecraft are generally much cheaper and generate more science. This controversy has a long history in the space program, and in NASA in particular. The Apollo program, generally considered NASA’s greatest triumph, was nevertheless criticized for generating little science relative to its high cost. The only scientist among the 12 astronauts who walked on the Moon was geologist Harrison Schmitt on Apollo 17, the program's last flight in 1972. Yet, Apollo represented something beyond science, and will forever be remembered as one of humanity's greatest triumphs, precisely because it was in the long tradition of human exploration.

Congresspeople want to scale back NASA

Space News 11 (Space News, 4/18/11 “Editorial: Misplaced Priorities in Congress” http://www.spacenews.com/commentaries/110418-misplaced-priorities-congress.html)

It isn’t like Congress didn’t have time to think this through. Capitol Hill got its first look at U.S. President Barack Obama’s 2011 budget request in February 2010. Yes, the NASA request was highly controversial; it called for terminating Constellation, a congressionally approved program to replace the soon-to-be-retired space shuttle with rockets and capsules that initially would transport astronauts to the international space station and eventually back to the Moon. And to be sure, the White House failed to take into account the industrial-base implications of its proposal, particularly in propulsion. But lawmakers have been at least as myopic, to the point of dictating the design and technical specifications of a giant rocket that, should it be built, will fly only rarely — perhaps once every year or two — yet require a standing army to maintain at a huge cost. Meanwhile, NASA has had to scale back its ambitions in robotic planetary exploration — flagship-class missions are off the table, for example — and several lawmakers in the House of Representatives have signaled their intent to scale back the agency’s Earth science program. 

Difficult to have senate agree

Space Politics 11 (Space Politics, 5/20/11, “The big picture of how space policy gets done – or doesn’t get done” http://www.spacepolitics.com/category/congress/page/2/)

 The 2011 International Space Development Conference (ISDC) kicked off in Huntsville, Alabama, yesterday with a panel titled “How Space Gets Done” featuring a number of current and former officials and experts. The title was perhaps a bit unintentionally ironic, since panelists described just how inefficiently space policy is getting done in Washington today.

“Where we are right now is, I think, rather unprecedented,” said John Logsdon, referring to last year’s events that led up to the passage of the NASA authorization act. “One can question whether that’s the right way to make choices for the next quarter-century or more of the US space program.”

Much of the panel was a review of that debate, as well as the creation of the national space policy also released last year. Marine Corps Lt. Col. Paul Damphousse, who served as a fellow in Sen. Bill Nelson’s office last year, mentioned the challenge of crafting authorization legislation that could make it through the Senate by unanimous consent, something Nelson considered the only way such a bill would pass given the limited time available. Peter Marquez, the former director of space policy at the National Security Council, mentioned work on the national space policy, including digging through historical papers and finding a quote from Eisenhower that went into the introduction of the 2010 policy after being asked by an unnamed participant in a senior leadership meeting during the development of the policy about why, rather than how, we do space.

Most of that policy work, panelists acknowledged, gets done by a relative small, insular group of people in Washington. “Getting into the old boys network is a very difficult thing to do,” Marquez said. Influencing policy is challenging, but with enough hard work by advocates, he said, good ideas make their way into policy. 

President isn’t enough to force support for space – spending is controversial

McCurdy et al. 7 (Howard E, 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 5/14/7, Woodrow Wilson Center for International Scholars, “Congress and America’s Future in Space: Pie in the Sky or National Imperative?” http://www.wilsoncenter.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=topics.event_summary&event_id=201072&topic_id=1412)

America must continue with its scientific exploration of outer space, though the costs of building a space station on the Moon as a launch pad for sending astronauts to Mars and beyond—-estimated by some at over $400 billion--may be too much for Congress and the public to swallow.

That was the consensus of a panel of experts at the Congress Project Seminar on Congress and America’s Future in Space. Professor Howard E. McCurdy of American University traced the history of America’s space program while exploding “the myth of presidential leadership in space.” According to that myth, says McCurdy, all the President has to do is move his lips and say the words, and it will be done. But that ignores both the independence of Congress and the ways of the NASA bureaucracy. Congress sometimes says “no” and sometimes, “go slow.” While Congress did largely defer to the President during the 1960s when John F. Kennedy called for putting a man on the moon within the decade, that began to change with the next stages of our space program. When President George W. Bush announced in 2004 his “Vision for Space Exploration,” which included building a Moon station for manned flights to Mars, he was recycling an idea that’s been kicked around for the last 50 years, says McCurdy. In fact, in 1989 Bush’s father called for the exact same thing, calling it the “Space Exploration Initiative.” But it died a natural death in Congress. 

Empirically government support for space quickly dries out

Atkins 11 (Williams, 3/6/11, iTWire, “U.S. public space efforts out of whack” http://www.itwire.com/opinion-and-analysis/uni-verse/45594-us-public-space-efforts-out-of-wack?start=2)

But, NASA doesn’t have an option with keeping its talented people. It must cut back on its employment due to the retirement of the Space Shuttle program and the new program (still without a name) not coming active until 2015 or later.

The U.S. Congress and the White House were responsible for such a gap in the closing of the old program and the starting of the new one. They forced NASA, and thus its contractor companies, to terminate employment among its astronauts, engineers, scientists, technicians, office staff, and others.

Will NASA’s lack of talent be the key to its future failure? Probably not. Mass exoduses of employees have occurred in the past -- between Apollo and the Space Shuttle programs is one example.

However, the amount of information, knowledge, experience, and expertise that have left NASA in terms of “former” employees can only make it much more difficult to maintain a vibrant and strong U.S. public manned space program.

Instead of taking the steady approach, the U.S. government and the White House seem more apt to start and end big programs with a lurch, and without much concern for overlap of these programs.

We also see it in our systems of education, defense, and infrastructure -- to name just three -- that have wide cycles of support and decay. The government throws money at these areas for a few years, and then it ignores them for a while.

No space support, just empty promises

Haridopolos 11 (Mike, 4/20/11, Orlando Sentinel, “Mike Haridopolos: A call for Congress to join focus on space” http://articles.orlandosentinel.com/2011-04-20/news/os-ed-space-program-mike-haridopolos-20110419_1_new-jobs-space-florida-aerospace-jobs)

About 1,900 Floridians will lose their jobs, many of them their careers, before the summer is out because of the end of NASA's space shuttle program.

With most day-to-day operations ceasing after the Shuttle Atlantis launches in late June, and still no clear continuing mission for NASA, contractor United Space Alliance has no other choice. A downsizing of this magnitude, in a single industry affecting so many high-wage jobs, is rippling through the region's already battered economy.

To make matters worse, the federal government, which assured us it had a plan for support and aggressive economic development, has failed us with empty promises that impact not only our citizens, but our spectacular space program.

One year ago, President Obama and Sen. Bill Nelson came to Kennedy Space Center and announced with much fanfare the creation of an economic task force and promised $40 million in funding to offset the loss of jobs.

After local and regional organizations spent several months developing programs and proposals to use the federal grants, we have yet to see any of the promised dollars. That's a failure in leadership.

All Americans, especially NASA employees and Space Coast residents, deserve better. 

NASA is viewed as being failing – difficult to pass a bill

Pasztor 10 (Andy, 9/29/10, Wall Street Journal, “Budget Deal Propels NASA on New Path” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704116004575522770134156424.html) 

Capping nearly a year of intense industry turmoil, agency uncertainty and congressional debate, the vote reflected last-minute decisions by House leaders from both parties to embrace a previously-passed Senate blueprint for NASA, though it doesn't completely satisfy any of the rival interest groups or regional factions maneuvering to shape the agency's future.

By adopting the measure, the House sought to end the agency's drift and pave the way for some of the exploration and research initiatives proposed by the White House. If congressional appropriators end up following that path after the November elections, it could result in saving thousands of aerospace jobs in Alabama, Utah, Florida, Texas and elsewhere that likely would have been lost under President Barack Obama's initial proposals.

With Democrats scrambling to show their concern for the unemployed, that's apparently one of the reasons House leaders reserved time for the bill during the hectic final days leading up to a long recess starting later this week. "We are saving jobs," said Rep. Sheila Jackson Lee, a Texas Democrat. During floor debate, where the compromise garnered a clear majority, though a formal vote was delayed, there was bipartisan praise for the bill as the only viable compromise.

Rep. Bart Gordon, the Tennessee Democrat who chairs the House Science and Technology Committee, said it's "better to consider a flawed bill than no bill at all." Rep. Ralph Hall of Texas, the committee's ranking Republican, called it a pragmatic move to provide "clear direction to an agency that's floundering."

In addition to authorizing roughly $1.6 billion for commercial space transportation through 2013—less than half the total proposed by the White House—the bill envisions spending another $500 million on facilities and workers to give Congress the option of keeping the space shuttle flying past its slated retirement early next year. Instead of focusing mainly on astronauts returning to the moon, Congress wants NASA to work on more robotic deep-space missions and tentatively plan to send humans to an asteroid by 2025. 

AT: Plan Not Perceived

NASA constantly critiqued and noticed

Simberg ’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)

 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. 

AT: Intrinsicness

Intrinsicness is illegitimate and a voting issue

-moving target- the affirmative gets infinite prep to write the most strategic plan, allowing revisions after they have heard our strategy is unfair

-moots negative ground- most disads can be resolved through US action- there is no logical limit

-infinite regress- if we read a disad to the intrinsicness argument they can make another to get out of it

Counter interpretation: the affirmative can make topical intrinsicness arguments- this provides the best middle ground and maintains resolutional focus. Non topical intrinsicness arguments are unlimiting and disprove the necessity of the resolution. 

AT: Bottom of the Docket

The affirmative must defend immediate unconditional implementation of the plan

-key to negative ground- every disad relies on a temporally sensitive uniqueness argument- delaying plan implementation kills all negative ground

-No logical limit- every alternative to immediacy is arbitrary, allowing this choice to occur in the 2AC compounds the abuse- the affirmative gets infinite prep time to write the most strategic plan- allowing revisions after they have heard our strategy unlimits

-Non topical- should is the present tense

-Takes out solvency- the bottom of the docket is not guaranteed to ever get addressed, vote negative on presumption

Politics Disads Good

Politics disads are good for debate

-education- they are the only way to introduce current events and international affairs into stale domestic topics

-encourages research- time sensitive uniqueness forces constant updates, you can’t just rely on camp files

-Real world knowledge- most people won’t go into poverty law, all debaters will have the opportunity to vote and can use the skills they learn from politics to make critical decisions about political affiliation

***Debt Ceiling - NEG
1nc

Debt Ceiling Will pass- after the republican walkout Obama is key 
Condon 6/23/11 (Stephanie, reporter for CBS News,  Deficit talks implode as GOP negotiators drop out,  http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-20073730-503544.html#ixzz1Q824KnR8, MM) 

House Democratic leader Nancy Pelosi told reporters, "Yes, we do want to remove tax subsidies for big oil. We want to remove tax breaks for companies that send jobs overseas. I don't know if that's a reason to walk away from the table."  Biden has been leading the negotiations (with the two Republicans, four congressional Democrats and three other members of the administration) with the hope of forging a deficit reduction plan as part of a deal to raise the nation's debt ceiling. The group wanted to reach an agreement before Congress leaves for its July 4 recess -- giving Congress a month to actually pass a bill to raise the debt ceiling without risking a great strain on the economy.  The Obama administration and several economists have urged Congress to raise the debt limit by Aug. 2 to avoid economic catastrophe. The Treasury Department has taken accounting steps to keep the government from defaulting since it hit the ceiling May 16, but it has said Aug. 2 is a hard deadline.  Democratic Rep. Chris Van Hollen of Maryland, one of the Democrats involved in Biden's talks, said, "people are playing with fire and really putting the very fragile economy at greater threat" by threatening to vote against raising the debt limit.  Republicans have insisted that raising the debt ceiling without also making significant spending cuts would be fiscally irresponsible. Pelosi, however, said today that there's no reason why a vote to raise the debt limit must be tied to deficit reduction.  "Somehow, in an amoeba-like fashion, these two merged together," she said.  Van Hollen suggested Republicans were more concerned with keeping taxes low for corporations than they were with deficit reduction.  "The reality is until our Republican colleagues are more concerned about the need to reduce the deficit than they are worried about what [conservative anti-tax advocate] Grover Norquist will say, we will have a very difficult time," he said.  The Republicans' decision to stall the negotiations puts more pressure on Mr. Obama to take responsibility -- and possibly the blame -- for the hard decisions Washington must make to bring down the deficit. The move also takes some of the pressure off of Cantor and Kyl, leaving House Speaker John Boehner to cut a deal with the president.  A recent CBS News poll found that 63 percent of Americans think raising the debt limit is a bad idea.  Speaking on the Senate floor this morning, McConnell said Mr. Obama has up to this point "stood in the background."  "He has acted as if it's not his problem," he said. "Well, it is his problem. This is his problem to solve. America is waiting."  

Space operations unpopular- debt, budget and focus

Schmitt 11 (Harrison,  Harrison H. Schmitt is a former United States Senator from New Mexico as well as a geologist and former Apollo Astronaut.  He currently is an aerospace and private enterprise consultant and a member of the new Committee of Correspondence, Former Senator Schmitt Proposes Dismantling of NASA and Creation of a New, Deep Space Exploration Agency, http://aerospaceblog.wordpress.com/2011/05/24/former-senator-schmitt-proposes-dismantling-of-nasa-and-creation-of-a-new-deep-space-exploration-agency/, 5/24/11, MM)

How notions of leadership have changed since Eisenhower and Kennedy! Immense difficulties now have been imposed on the Nation and NASA by the budgetary actions and inactions of the Bush and Obama Administrations between 2004 and 2012. Space policy gains relevance today comparable to 50 years ago as the dangers created by the absence of a coherent national space policy have been exacerbated by subsequent adverse events. Foremost among these events have been the Obama Administration’s and the Congress’s spending and debt spree, the continued aggressive rise of China, and, with the exception of operations of the Space Shuttle and International Space Station, the loss of focus and leadership within NASA headquarters. 

Debt ceiling key to the economy and economic leadership

Baker 6/20/11 (Dean, Dr. Dean Baker is a macroeconomist and Co-Director of the Center for Economic and Policy Research in Washington, D.C. He previously worked as a senior economist at the Economic Policy Institute,  The Endgame on the Debt Ceiling, http://www.opednews.com/articles/The-Endgame-on-the-Debt-Ce-by-Dean-Baker-110620-413.html, MM)
However the actual picture is a bit different. There is no doubt that the failure to raise the debt ceiling would be very bad news for the economy. If the government had to default on its debt, it would shake the financial markets even more than the collapse of Lehman in September of 2008. We would see a freeze-up of lending and companies would be forced to dump millions of workers, as they could no longer meet their payrolls.  But, even in this disaster scenario, there would still be a tomorrow. In other words, after the financial crisis, the economy would still be there. We would still have the same capital stock, infrastructure, skilled work force and state of technical knowledge as we did the day before the crisis. The government and the Federal Reserve Board would have the power to reflate the economy to get it back on its feet just as they did when they engaged in the massive spending needed to fight World War II. While the country will still be left standing after a debt default, there is one important sector that will not be standing: Wall Street. A debt default would almost certainly make all the major banks insolvent as they would have to mark down the value of U.S. government debt, which had been held as a completely safe asset. The loss of value would also apply to all the assets backed by the government, such as the mortgage backed securities issued by Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. Even when the economy revived, the U.S. financial sector would never hold the same place in the world as it does today. Without the ironclad financial backing of the U.S. government standing behind them, the Wall Street gang could never again be the dominant actor in international financial markets. This fact is essential in understanding the endgame on the debt ceiling. Suppose that we get to the dates in August when the Treasury has reached the limit of its ability to shuffle accounts and literally can no longer pay its bills. Secretary Geithner will at that point make an announcement that in three days there is an X billion payment on Treasury bonds coming due. He will say that the government does not have the money in the bank and will therefore have to miss this payment. The markets will then go into turmoil. We will see the same sort of plunge in the stock market that we saw when the House voted down the TARP the first time back in September of 2008. At that point, the Wall Street boys will be screaming their heads off at Speaker Boehner and the rest of the Republican leadership. The news media would all be running clips with depression footage, telling us that another Great Depression looms just around the horizon. In this context the Republicans will do exactly what they did with the TARP. They will cut deals, make the threats and do whatever else is necessary to round up the votes needed to raise the debt ceiling. When everyone remembers that this is what the endgame looks like, they will realize that there is no need to put essential programs like Social Security, Medicare and Medicaid on the chopping block to get Republican support for raising the debt ceiling. The gun is pointed most directly at Wall Street's head, and this incredibly powerful lobby is not going to let Congress pull the trigger. 

US economic leadership creates an incentives framework that prevents these wars from going nuclear—isolationism causes them

Mandelbaum ‘5 – Professor and Director of the American Foreign Policy Program at Johns Hopkins – 2005

[Michael, The Case for Goliath: How America Acts As the World’s Government in the Twenty-First Century, p. 224]

At best, an American withdrawal would bring with it some of the political anxiety typical during the Cold War and a measure of the economic uncertainty that characterized the years before World War II. At worst, the retreat of American power could lead to a repetition of the great global economic failure and the bloody international conflicts the world experienced in the 1930s and 1940s. Indeed, the potential for economic calamity and wartime destruction is greater at the outset of the new century than it was in the first half of the preceding one because of the greater extent of international economic interdependence and the higher levels of prosperity—there is more to lose now than there was then—and because of the presence, in large numbers, of nuclear weapons.
2nc Uniqueness
Will pass- Obama’s influence is key to get Republicans back on board

Jackson 6/23/11 (David, congressional reporter for USA Today, Republicans leave debt talks as Obama meets with Democrats, http://content.usatoday.com/communities/theoval/post/2011/06/obama-talks-federal-debt-with-house-democrats/1, MM)

Two Republicans pulled out of high-profile budget talks today, saying President Obama needs to address Democratic demands that tax increases are needed to reduce the nation's debt. House Majority Leader Eric Cantor, R-Va., said talks to raise the $14.3 trillion debt ceiling while cutting the budget won't go anywhere until Obama weighs in on requests for tax hikes Republicans oppose. "Given this impasse, I will not be participating in today's meeting, and I believe it is time for the president to speak clearly and resolve the tax issue," Cantor said. "Once resolved, we have a blueprint to move forward to trillions of spending cuts and binding mechanisms to change the way things are done around here." Sen. Jon Kyl, R-Ariz., also withdrew from the talks. In a joint statement with Republican leader Mitch McConnell, R-Ky., Kyl said, "The White House and Democrats are insisting on job-killing tax hikes and new spending." "President Obama needs to decide between his goal of higher taxes or a bipartisan plan to address our deficit. He can't have both," said the two Republican senators. "But we need to hear from him." 

Will pass- cooperation but capital’s key

Washington Post 6/18 (Felicia Sonmez, staff writer, “More civility less anger in debt ceiling talks” Lexis)

Something's missing in the debate over raising the country's debt ceiling: anger. The highest-stakes political battle to date in the 112th Congress has been surprisingly absent the partisan rancor, name-calling and - for lack of a better term - blamesmanship that typically mark most spending fights in Washington. The civil tone that's emerged in the battle over raising the $14.3 trillion debt limit this summer appears to be a product of the cordial working relationships that have developed among the principals in the White House-led talks, particularly between Vice President Biden and House Majority Leader Eric Cantor  (R-Va.). But it also might stem from the tacit acknowledgment among all sides that even raising the specter of a federal default could have a catastrophic effect on the global economy. Joining in the bipartisan goodwill this weekend are President Obama, House Speaker John A. Boehner (R-Ohio) and Ohio Gov. John Kasich (R), who are slated to hold their first "golf summit" Saturday. No policy details are likely to be engaged on the links, but goodwill toward reaching a real deal might be enhanced. The bonhomie is a far cry from the loud and personal attacks that have characterized most big Washington debates in recent years. Consider recent statements made by some of the group's principals as the debt-limit negotiators wrapped up their eighth meeting Thursday evening. 

--AT: Won’t pass – Walkout 
Will pass- Obama’s influence is key to get Republicans back on board

Jackson 6/23/11 (David, congressional reporter for USA Today, Republicans leave debt talks as Obama meets with Democrats, http://content.usatoday.com/communities/theoval/post/2011/06/obama-talks-federal-debt-with-house-democrats/1, MM)

Two Republicans pulled out of high-profile budget talks today, saying President Obama needs to address Democratic demands that tax increases are needed to reduce the nation's debt. House Majority Leader Eric Cantor, R-Va., said talks to raise the $14.3 trillion debt ceiling while cutting the budget won't go anywhere until Obama weighs in on requests for tax hikes Republicans oppose. "Given this impasse, I will not be participating in today's meeting, and I believe it is time for the president to speak clearly and resolve the tax issue," Cantor said. "Once resolved, we have a blueprint to move forward to trillions of spending cuts and binding mechanisms to change the way things are done around here." Sen. Jon Kyl, R-Ariz., also withdrew from the talks. In a joint statement with Republican leader Mitch McConnell, R-Ky., Kyl said, "The White House and Democrats are insisting on job-killing tax hikes and new spending." "President Obama needs to decide between his goal of higher taxes or a bipartisan plan to address our deficit. He can't have both," said the two Republican senators. "But we need to hear from him." 

Will pass- now is essential for all of Obama’s influence

Fox News 6/23/11 (Cantor, Kyl Pull Out of Budget Talks, Call on Obama to 'Resolve' Tax Hike Dispute, http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2011/06/23/house-gop-leader-cantor-pulls-out-budget-talks/, MM)

Republicans want to extract major budget cuts before accepting a debt ceiling increase, but do not want tax hikes included as part of the equation. In a joint statement from Kyl and Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell, the senators claimed the White House and Democrats "are insisting on job-killing tax hikes and new spending," claiming such a plan would fail in Congress. Republicans specifically are concerned about a push to let the Bush-era tax cuts expire for top earners.  "President Obama needs to decide between his goal of higher taxes, or a bipartisan plan to address our deficit. He can't have both. But we need to hear from him," they said.  Cantor likewise cited his concern about taxes in announcing he would not be attending talks scheduled for Thursday afternoon.  "Each side came into these talks with certain orders, and as it stands the Democrats continue to insist that any deal must include tax increases. There is not support in the House for a tax increase, and I don't believe now is the time to raise taxes in light of our current economic situation," he said. "Regardless of the progress that has been made, the tax issue must be resolved before discussions can continue. Given this impasse, I will not be participating in today's meeting." Democrats chided the GOP leaders for exiting the discussion.  House Democratic Leader Nancy Pelosi acknowledged that Democrats want to strip "subsidies" for the biggest oil companies and for companies that send jobs overseas, but added: "I don't know that that's a reason to walk away from the table when we're trying to find a balanced approach." Rep. Xavier Becerra, D-Calif., accused Republicans of "running away from the mess they created." "Is this the adult moment they promised the American people in November?" he said.  Cantor and Kyl attempted to kick the talks up to the presidential level, calling on Obama to "speak clearly and resolve the tax issue."  There may have been some coordinated pressure to engage the president on the debate, as McConnell took to the Senate floor at the same time to lambaste Obama for not doing enough to push the talks forward.  "He's in charge. I think most Americans think it's about time he starts acting like it. It's not enough for the president to step in front of a microphone every once in a while and say a few words that someone hands him to say about jobs and the economy," McConnell said. "He needs to lead."   

Will pass- Obama’s key

Sahadi 6/23/11 (Jeanne, reporter for CNN Money, Debt ceiling: Key Republican bolts talks, http://money.cnn.com/2011/06/23/news/economy/debt_ceiling_cantor/?section=money_latest, MM)

On Thursday, Cantor -- one of two Republicans of the group -- said any proposal to raise taxes won't fly in the House. The tax impasse must be resolved before negotiations can continue, he added. The only person Cantor believes who can resolve it is President Obama. "I believe it is time for the president to speak clearly and resolve the tax issue." House Speaker John Boehner echoed Cantor's message during a news conference broadcast on CNBC. "These conversations could continue if they take tax hikes out of the conversation."  An aide to Sen. Jon Kyl, the other Republican in the Biden group, told CNN that he also feels that the talks have gone as far as they can go with the players involved and the president now needs to personally get involved. 

Will pass- Obama will influence the dems to cut taxes

 Paletta 6/23/11 (Damian, reporter for the Wall Street Journal, Bipartisan Debt Talks Grow More Contentious, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702304657804576401592689113956.html?KEYWORDS=medicare, MM) 

The bipartisan deficit-reduction talks led by Vice President Joe Biden grew more contentious Wednesday as Democrats and Republicans became increasingly entrenched on key issues, people familiar with the matter said. Republicans are staunchly opposed to raising taxes, something Democrats believe must be part of any deficit-reduction plan. Many Democrats, meanwhile, oppose certain changes to entitlement programs like Medicare, but Republicans say these are the biggest drivers of the deficit and must be tackled. President Barack Obama plans to meet with top House Democrats Thursday about the talks. 

Will pass- walkout only supercharges our internal link story

 Newton-Small 6/23/11 (Jay, reporter for TIME,  

Republicans Ask: Where’s Obama? But, Where Are The GOP Leaders?, http://swampland.time.com/2011/06/23/republicans-ask-wheres-obama-but-where-are-the-gop-leaders/, 

 Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell echoed Cantor in a speech on the Senate floor: For weeks, lawmakers have worked around the clock to hammer out a plan that would help us avert a crisis we all know is coming — all the while knowing that at some point the President would have to sign it. So it’s worth asking: Where in the world has President Obama been for the past month? … He’s the President. He needs to lead. He needs to show that he recognizes the problem. And do something about it. 

--AT: Won’t Pass – Partisan
Debt Ceiling will pass, bipartisan compromise and Biden prove

The State Column 6/21, Staff, “Rep. Chris Van Hollen: VP Joe Biden is making progress on debt talks” : http://www.thestatecolumn.com/articles/rep-chris-van-hollen-vp-joe-biden-is-making-progress-on-debt-talks/#ixzz1PwEgvsLR
Maryland Rep. Chris Van Hollen said Monday that the group tasked with reaching a compromise on raising the debt ceiling, led by Vice President Joe Biden, is making progress. “We’re working hard … . We’re making progress,” Mr. Van Hollen said in an interview on MSNBC. The Maryland Democrat downplayed suggestions that Congress may be prepared to pass a series of short-term debt ceiling extensions this summer. The proposal was put forth by Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell on Monday. 

	
	


We’re focused on Plan A,” Mr. Van Hollen said, adding, “Nobody should be playing the game of chicken.” The comment comes as House Republicans continue to call for steep spending cuts, while Congressional Democrats seem reluctant to agree to nearly $6 trillion in spending cuts. Vice President Joe Biden has said he is “convinced” the White House and Congress will able to reach an agreement on a deficit reduction plan that leads to $4 trillion in savings over 10 to 12 years. The Vice President noted House Republicans and Democrats have already reached an agreement on “well beyond” $1 trillion in spending cuts.


Will pass but capital’s key to bipartisan support


The Hill 6/20 (Cristina Marcos, staff writer, “The Week Ahead: Under pressure over debt and Libya” http://thehill.com/homenews/news/167245-the-week-ahead-under-pressure-over-debt-and-libya?tmpl=component&print=1&layout=default&page=)
Meanwhile, the negotiations between lawmakers and Vice President Biden continue — at least three meetings are set for this week. Participants say progress is being made, but questions remain as to whether lawmakers can craft a package that can gain bipartisan support. The Treasury Department said it can hold off the U.S. defaulting on its debt until Aug. 2. Both sides have said they’d like to have the issue resolved before Congress leaves for its July 4 recess.

Will pass- cooperation but capital’s key

Washington Post 6/18 (Felicia Sonmez, staff writer, “More civility less anger in debt ceiling talks” Lexis)

Something's missing in the debate over raising the country's debt ceiling: anger. The highest-stakes political battle to date in the 112th Congress has been surprisingly absent the partisan rancor, name-calling and - for lack of a better term - blamesmanship that typically mark most spending fights in Washington. The civil tone that's emerged in the battle over raising the $14.3 trillion debt limit this summer appears to be a product of the cordial working relationships that have developed among the principals in the White House-led talks, particularly between Vice President Biden and House Majority Leader Eric Cantor  (R-Va.). But it also might stem from the tacit acknowledgment among all sides that even raising the specter of a federal default could have a catastrophic effect on the global economy. Joining in the bipartisan goodwill this weekend are President Obama, House Speaker John A. Boehner (R-Ohio) and Ohio Gov. John Kasich (R), who are slated to hold their first "golf summit" Saturday. No policy details are likely to be engaged on the links, but goodwill toward reaching a real deal might be enhanced. The bonhomie is a far cry from the loud and personal attacks that have characterized most big Washington debates in recent years. Consider recent statements made by some of the group's principals as the debt-limit negotiators wrapped up their eighth meeting Thursday evening. 

--AT: Won’t pass – Spending 
Will pass- GOP gets spending cuts and will vote for it

Time 6/14 (Alex Altman, staff writer, “Debt Limit Talks Enter Crunch Time, But Negotiators Remain Far Apart
http://swampland.time.com/2011/06/14/debt-limit-talks-enter-crunch-time-but-negotiatiors-remain-far-apart/#ixzz1PsMhNktk)
Meanwhile, Democrats in the Biden group have already agreed to more than $1 trillion in spending reductions. Republicans want some $2.5 trillion all told. There are significant sticking points: Republicans, in defiance of the vast majority of budget analysts, are ignoring revenues. Democrats, determined to keep battering the GOP for voting to “end” Medicare, are skirting entitlement reform. Something has to give. And the GOP’s Tea Party wing, which sees the debt limit as its last change to deliver on its campaign promise to reform the culture of spending in the Capitol, is particularly insistent that the deal not be a mirage a la the 2011 budget deal, when $38.5 billion in cuts were later judged by the CBO to effect a mere fraction of that in real outlays. But House Republican aides say they expect their side to swallow a deal to avoid a full-blown meltdown. Several aides say they expect fewer defections than the 54 members who voted to shut down the govenrnment in the spring. Despite the series of polls that portrayed the public as opposed to a debt-limit increase, members will have political cover: 51% of respondents in a recent ABC News/Washington Post poll said they would support a debt-ceiling hike if it was paired with “deep cuts” in spending on federal programs. And the stakes are too high. “The full faith and credit of the United States is the underpinning not only of our way of life, it’s also the underpinning of a global financial system,” President Obama said Monday in an interview on NBC’s Today. “We could actually have a reprise of a financial crisis, if we play this too close to the line. So we’re going be working hard over the next month.”

--AT: Won’t pass – Republicans
Republicans will back down – recognize the risk

Time 6/14 (Alex Altman, staff writer, “Debt Limit Talks Enter Crunch Time, But Negotiators Remain Far Apart
http://swampland.time.com/2011/06/14/debt-limit-talks-enter-crunch-time-but-negotiatiors-remain-far-apart/#ixzz1PsMhNktk)
Between now and August 2, Congress is highly likely to vote to raise the federal debt limit. And yet, much of what you read and hear seems to suggest otherwise. News headlines are forbidding. Business gurus issue dark warnings; Administration officials stress the “catastrophic” consequences of default. Ratings agencies claim to be spooked. Tea Party groups and their proxies in Congress, who treat their victory in negotiations over this year’s budget like a loss, are vowing not to back another weak compromise. One political analyst told U.S. News that his shop pegged the odds of Congress failing to get the deal done at 1-in-3. Take the long side of that bet. The prevailing force in Congress is the impulse for self-preservation, and House Republicans recognize the political dangers of causing the U.S. to default on its obligations. Yes, there is a contingent of Capitol Hill conservatives — the debt-limit “deniers,” as they’ve been dubbed — who downplay the economic damage it would inflict. But the difficulty of explaining their vote to pitchfork-wielding Tea Parties would be far easier than explaining why the markets went haywire. Even the brashest belt-tightening freshman may blink at the prospect of being blamed for economic catastrophe. 

--AT: Obama Not Pushing

Obama meeting with Senate leaders to revive debt ceiling talks 

Dave Cook, 6/25/2011, “Obama, GOP radio duel over government debt ceiling”, http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Politics/2011/0625/Obama-GOP-radio-duel-over-government-debt-ceiling 

 On Monday, President Obama is slated to meet separately with Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D) of Nevada and with Minority Leader Mitch McConnell (R) of Kentucky to try and restart the talks. So it is not surprising that the Saturday addresses from both parties continued the on-going debate about government fiscal policy. President Obama’s address was recorded Friday during his trip to Carnegie Mellon University’s Robotics Institute in Pittsburgh. Speaking in front of a display of robots used to find leaks and breaks in water and sewer pipes, Obama said “advanced manufacturing can help spur job creation and economic growth across the country.” His remarks on the debt ceiling debate – and related efforts to trim the massive federal budget deficit – were pointed. “I am committed to working with members of both parties to cut our deficits and debt,” the president said. But he added, “We can’t simply cut our way to prosperity.” 

Obama is pushing the debt ceiling – bipartisan talks prove
USA TODAY 6/24, David Jackson, USA TODAY “Obama to get involved in debt ceiling talks” NM 2011
President Obama is getting directly involved in bipartisan talks about increasing the nation's $14.3 trillion debt ceiling, agreeing to meet on Monday with Senate Democratic and Republican leaders. Obama and Vice President Joe Biden will meet Monday morning with Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, D-Nev., and in the evening with Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell, R-Ky. The goal is "to discuss the status of the negotiations to find common ground on a balanced approach to deficit reduction," said White House press secretary Jay Carney. McConnell said he hopes Obama requested the meeting "in order to finally explain what it is that he's prepared to do to solve our nation's fiscal crisis." "He's requested an increase in the debt ceiling, but hasn't yet explained to the American people what, other than tax hikes, he's prepared to do about the massive deficits we've seen during his administration," the Republican leader added. The announcement of the meetings came a day after Republicans pulled out of Biden-led negotiations because of an impasse over proposed tax increases that the Republicans oppose. McConnell and other congressional Republicans say they will oppose any increase in the $14.3 million debt ceiling without major budget cuts -- and that they will also a package that contains any tax increases, saying they would slow down economic recovery. Many Democrats say the government cannot close the debt without new revenues, and that all Americans should share in that effort. They add that the debt ceiling must be increased by Aug. 2, or the government faces the prospect of a default that would roil global markets and spark another recession. Democratic tax proposals prompted two key Republicans to withdraw from budget talks led by Biden. House Republican leader Eric Cantor, R-Va., and Sen. Jon Kyl, R-Ariz., both said Obama needed to get directly involved to resolve the impasse over taxes. Carney said Obama seeks a "balance approach" to deficit reduction, and that includes revenues. For example, Obama has proposed ending the George W. Bush-era tax cuts for wealthy Americans when those rates expire at the end of 2012. "We need to seriously cut spending, seriously reduce spending and our deficit, but we need to do it in a balanced way," Carney said. "And that means everything has got to be on the table: spending cuts in non-defense discretionary spending, cuts in defense spending, and cuts in our tax expenditures." Before the White House announcement of Obama's meetings with Senate leaders, House Speaker John Boehner, R-Ohio, echoed the GOP's anti-tax message, as reported by our On Politics blog. 

Obama spending political capital on debt ceiling talks

Sam Youngman, 6/27/2011, “White House shifts from including Bush tax rates in debt talks”, http://thehill.com/homenews/administration/168629-white-house-shifts-from-including-bush-tax-rates-in-debt-talks

 President Obama is not pushing for the end of the Bush tax rates for the wealthy in negotiations on raising the $14.3 trillion debt ceiling. The White House on Monday underlined that Obama is pushing for Republicans to agree to eliminate certain tax breaks and loopholes for businesses and wealthier taxpayers, but is not trying to eliminate Bush-era tax rates for families making more than $250,000. Obama still wants to end those tax rates, but with time running out on the debt-ceiling talks, the White House made it clear Monday that it has changed targets in the current negotiations. “When we’re talking about the revenue that’s on the table, we’re not talking about the issue that the president’s put forward in his framework, and that is the Bush tax cuts and the tax cuts to the wealthiest Americans,” White House press secretary Jay Carney said. He said the White House is targeting tax breaks for oil and gas companies, which also go to other U.S. manufacturers, and tax breaks the White House says are provided to the owners of private jets. “This is about subsidies for oil and gas companies — $40 billion — a loophole that allows for the owners of private corporate jets to benefit enormously in the billions, compared to, say, Delta or American Airlines, and other measures that benefit millionaires and billionaires, or in some way, you know, complicate our tax code in a way that it isn’t helpful,” Carney said. Democrats for years have sought to eliminate the Bush tax rates for families with income more than $250,000, though Obama broke a campaign promise in December and agreed to extend those rates for two years. While most didn’t expect the Bush tax rates to be included as part of a debt-ceiling deal, it’s significant the White House is publicly drawing the distinction. It could also put more pressure on Republicans, who say tax increases should be off the table. There are some differences within the GOP over whether this should include all tax deductions and credits, and it could be politically tougher for Republicans to defend some specialized tax breaks while social programs are being slashed.

Obama Negotiating with Senate; key to finish the deal

The Hill 6/24, Daniel Strauss; staff writer for The Hill, “Obama to meet with Senate leaders to discuss debt limit” NM 2011

President Obama and Vice President Biden will meet with Senate leaders to discuss negotiations on raising the debt limit, the White House announced Friday. The meetings on Monday are intended to "to find common ground on a balanced approach to deficit reduction," the White House said. Obama and Biden will meet with Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) in the morning and Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell (R-Ky.) in the evening. The announcement on Friday came shortly after House Speaker John Boehner (R-Ohio) issued a statement saying he would not sign off on any deal to increase the debt limit that did not include spending cuts larger than the debt limit, budget reforms, and an increase in taxes. "With Republicans threatening to give up amidst internal divisions, Sen. Reid is prepared to step in and make sure we stay focused on creating jobs and cutting the deficit," Reid spokesman Adam Jentleson said in a statement. The White House announcement came a day after House Majority Leader Eric Cantor (R-Va.) announced that he would not continue to participate in debt-ceiling negotiations led by Biden. Reid said that the departure of Cantor and Senate Minority Whip Jon Kyl (R-Ariz.) from the negotiations meant that finishing the deal was now up to the leaders of Congress and the president. “I think that now with what Kyl and Cantor have done, it’s in the hands of the Speaker and the president and sadly, probably me,” Reid said on Thursday. The White House's announcement made no mention of whether Obama would be meeting with Boehner soon.

AT: Korus Thumper

Debt Ceiling greater political priority than KORUS

Green 6/20 , Michael, senior advisor and the Japan chair at the Center for Strategic and International Studies in Washington, D.C., “Is Korus FTA in trouble in D.C.?”, http://joongangdaily.joins.com/article/view.asp?aid=2937745, Kc 2011

  More important still is the huge battle between the Republican House and the White House over legislation needed to raise the debt ceiling so that the Treasury Department can borrow more money to keep the government running. Republicans are insisting that there be substantive budget cuts as a condition for approving an increase in the debt ceiling, and an increase in TAA funding runs completely counter to that demand. At the end of the day, as important as Korus is politically in Washington, it pales in comparison with the show-down over the national debt, which will be one of the central issues of the 2012 presidential campaign. 

Debt ceiling debate means no KORUS

Stangarone 5-16 (Troy, Director of Congressional Affairs and Trade – Korea Economic Institute “Passing FTA may take longer,” Korea JoongAng Daily, 2011, http://joongangdaily.joins.com/article/view.asp?aid=2936209)

Further complicating the picture is the debate over raising the debt ceiling in the United States. Unlike most countries, the United States has a statutory limit on its borrowing and is expected to reach that limit this August. Earlier this year, there were contentious talks over the budget that dominated the time and attention of the administration and Congressional leaders as they worked to avoid a government shutdown. The debt ceiling talks have the potential to do the same.   This could remove much of the capacity available for the White House and the Congressional leadership to hash out their differing positions on timing and sequencing of the FTAs, which is largely tied to continued progress by Colombia on reaching benchmarks set in a recent agreement to address concerns about labor rights and violence against union members in Colombia.  All this means that we should not expect the Korus FTA to be voted on before late summer or the fall. While the recent decision to move forward on the drafting of the legislation for the pending FTAs should be viewed as the positive development that it is, the domestic debates over TAA and the debt ceiling are likely to drag out the process.   There are real differences over how the trade agenda should work that Democrats and Republicans still must resolve and reaching an agreement that is acceptable will take time. 
Political Capital Key

Obama political capital key to re-start debt ceiling talks

 AP/The Huffington Post, 6/24/2011, “Obama, Boehner Held Secret Debt Ceiling Meeting At White House”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/06/24/obama-boehner-debt-ceiling-talks_n_883707.html

Efforts to find a bipartisan agreement blending huge budget cuts with a must-pass measure to increase how much the government can borrow have entered a new phase after Republican negotiators pulled out of talks led by Vice President Joe Biden. The exit of House Majority Leader Eric Cantor from the talks on Thursday means the most difficult decisions have been kicked upstairs to GOP House Speaker John Boehner of Ohio and President Barack Obama. The Biden-led group had made solid progress in weeks of negotiations but was at an impasse over taxes. Cantor, R-Va., said that the Republican-dominated House simply won't support tax increases and that it's time for Obama to weigh in directly because Biden and Democrats were insisting on tax increases. Democrats said it's only fair to blend in additional revenues from closing tax breaks to balance trillions of dollars in spending cuts. It had long been assumed that the Biden group would set the stage for more decisive talks involving Obama and Boehner. As a result, Cantor's move was interpreted as trying to jump-start the talks rather than blow them up - a view shared by Cantor himself.

Obama focusing political capital on debt ceiling negotiations- key to passage

Daniel Strauss, 6/24/2011, “Obama looks to break debt impasse’, http://thehill.com/homenews/administration/168363-obama-to-meet-with-senate-leadership-to-discuss-debt-limit-negotiations

President Obama and Vice President Biden will meet with Senate leaders to discuss negotiations on raising the debt limit, the White House announced Friday. The meetings on Monday are intended to "to find common ground on a balanced approach to deficit reduction," the White House said. Obama and Biden will meet with Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) in the morning and Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell (R-Ky.) in the evening. The announcement on Friday came shortly after House Speaker John Boehner (R-Ohio) issued a statement saying he would not sign off on any deal to increase the debt limit that did not include spending cuts larger than the debt limit, budget reforms, and an increase in taxes. "With Republicans threatening to give up amidst internal divisions, Sen. Reid is prepared to step in and make sure we stay focused on creating jobs and cutting the deficit," Reid spokesman Adam Jentleson said in a statement. On Friday, White House press Secretary Jay Carney said Obama was confident that a deal would eventually be reached. "We believe that we can move forward as long as no one in the talks takes a my-way-or-the-highway approach," Carney said. Despite the appearance of an impasse, Carney said the White House remains "confident that we can continue the progress that we've made and that there's reason to believe that we'll be able to find common ground to achieve significant deficit reduction." "Because the American people insist that we get it done," Carney said. The White House announcement came a day after House Majority Leader Eric Cantor (R-Va.) announced that he would not continue to participate in debt-ceiling negotiations led by Biden. Reid said that the departure of Cantor and Senate Minority Whip Jon Kyl (R-Ariz.) from the negotiations meant that finishing the deal was now up to the leaders of Congress and the president.

Obama investing political capital on debt ceiling negotiations to ensure compromise 

 Felicia Sonmez and Lori Montgomery, 6/24/2011, “Obama to meet with key lawmakers on debt reduction”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/economy/obama-to-meet-with-key-lawmakers-on-debt-reduction/2011/06/24/AGQZtDjH_story.html

A day after debt-reduction talks led by Vice President Biden appeared to have broken down, the White House announced that President Obama would directly intervene in the negotiations, beginning meetings with Biden and key lawmakers next week. Obama and Biden will start by meeting separately with Senate Majority Leader Harry M. Reid (D-Nev.) and Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell (R-Ky.) on Monday. White House press secretary Jay Carney told reporters Friday aboard Air Force One that “we believe that we can move forward as long as no one in the talks takes a ‘my way or the highway’ approach.” The parties face an Aug. 2 deadline set by the Treasury Department to raise the country’s $14.3 trillion debt limit before the country risks defaulting on its debt obligations. “I have a larger vision for America . . . where we work together, Democrats and Republicans, to live within our means, to cut our deficit and debt, but also to invest in what our economy needs to grow,” Obama said Friday before a crowd at Carnegie Mellon University, where he announced a new initiative to spark job growth.

Obama to enter debt ceiling talks- political capital is critical 

The CNN Wire Staff, 6/24/2011, “President to meet Reid, McConnell for deficit reduction talks”, http://www.cnn.com/2011/POLITICS/06/24/obama.debt.talks/index.html?hpt=po_bn1

 President Barack Obama and Vice President Joe Biden will meet Monday with Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, D-Nevada, and Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell, R-Kentucky, to discuss "the status of the negotiations to find common ground on a balanced approach to deficit reduction," according to a White House statement released Friday. Obama and Biden will meet with Reid in the morning and McConnell in the afternoon, the statement said. House Majority Leader Eric Cantor, R-Virginia, withdrew from negotiations to raise the debt ceiling Thursday, saying Republicans had reached an impasse with Democrats over taxes. Cantor said it was critical for Obama to become directly involved in the talks, which until now have been spearheaded by Biden. 

PC key – Debt is the “Armageddon” of all budget battles

Allen 4/10/2011 – Jonathan, covers Congress for POLITICO. He is a winner of the National Press Foundation’s Everett McKinley Dirksen Award for Distinguished Reporting of Congress and the National Press Club’s Sandy Hume Award for Excellence in Political Journalism. He is a frequent guest political analyst on national television programs(Fiscal war's next front: Debt ceiling, Politico, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0411/52889.html)
As they work to clear the decks of last year’s spending bills and start the fight over this year’s batch, President Barack Obama and Congress are scrambling to gain a political edge on what has been termed the “Armageddon” of budget policy battles — an increase in the statutory cap on the national debt.  On a card filled with heavyweight spending bouts, it’s the main event. The Treasury Department estimates that the debt limit will be hit as early as May 16 and that it has enough flexibility to postpone that moment until July 8. Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner told Congress in a letter last week that defaulting on the debt “would lead to sharply higher interest rates and borrowing costs, declining home values and reduced retirement savings for Americans.”  Each side claims to be the tough guy, the responsible party with a serious plan to get the nation’s spending and taxing back on track to balance. The stakes rise with each day as the limit draws nearer, the 2012 campaign season ramps up and party leaders use their political capital to push through votes on other spending issues. 

Political capital is key – outweighs any other issue

Pergram 4/22/2011 – Chad, covers Congress for FOX News. He's won an Edward R. Murrow Award and the Joan Barone Award for his reporting on Capitol Hill. (The Debt Limit Fight: You Ain’t Seen Nothin’ Yet, Fox News, America’s Election HQ, http://politics.blogs.foxnews.com/2011/04/22/debt-limit-fight-you-ain-t-seen-nothin-yet#ixzz1KYHb0CxO)
If you're the United States government, it's easy to ring up more debt.If you're a Member of Congress, agreeing to pile on more debt isn't so easy. Which is why the next few weeks on Capitol Hill are going to be a doozy. The debt ceiling (sometimes called the debt limit) is the credit threshold the U.S. Congress imposes on the government. And by mid-May, the U.S. debt is expected to cross the $14.294 trillion limit Congress approved for the country in February, 2010. So what happens? Either the U.S. defaults on its obligations or lawmakers hike the debt ceiling yet again.Voting to approve more debt is never a pleasant exercise. So consider how vexing a vote to increase the debt ceiling is for Congressional Republicans now. Particularly when they came to power last fall on the wave of the tea party with a mandate to axe spending and curb the size of government. Justifying ANY increase in the debt ceiling is even more harrowing than these typical exercises. Which is precisely why the House Republican braintrust is making it clear that specific, concrete economic spending standards must be in place in exchange for a debt limit vote.

PC key- GOP demands

Sarasohn 6/9/11 (David, staff writer for the Oregonian, Time for Obama to pick a fight, not a posture, http://www.oregonlive.com/news/oregonian/david_sarasohn/index.ssf/2011/06/time_for_obama_to_pick_a_fight.html, MM)
Before Barack Obama can hope for a different outcome with Congress, says Rep. Earl Blumenauer, D-Ore., there needs to be a different Barack Obama. “Obama’s response,” says Blumenauer, an early Obama primary supporter who’s been well-connected in the White House, “has been too reactive, too split-the-difference.” Instead of the bipartisan dealings that everyone solemnly urges, the Oregon congressman thinks it’s time for the president to move in a different direction. “There is an opportunity, if the president seizes it, to do a Truman pivot, to attack not only a do-nothing Congress but a destructive Congress.” Which, after the news about the GOP’s plans for Medicare, might actually be turning into a generally recognizable image. Right now, of course, Obama is in what has become a familiar position for him, negotiating on the edge of a cliff. To approve an increase in the national debt ceiling, an annual (and sometimes twice annual) event in the George W. Bush administration, congressional Republicans are demanding Obama budget cuts in the trillions. And nobody thinks this will be the last set of demands. By Blumenauer’s calculation, there could be as many as five more fiscal face-offs — two on budget, two on taxes, and probably another debt ceiling increase battle — by the November 2012 election. By the time the polls open for his re-election, Obama might be lucky if he still has in-flight snacks on Air Force One. In an early episode last December, Obama got a budget deal by agreeing to extend all the Bush tax cuts for two years and also to give acres of ground on estate taxes. The agreement suggested to Republicans, even before they took control of the House, that the president could be rolled like a basketball. “The tax deal institutionalized the battles for the remainder of his first term,” says Blumenauer. “Now, we’ve established the pattern.” And now, Obama has to break it. It’s not that a change of direction, or at least of attitude, on the part of the president would be legislatively productive. Not only does the House produce longer and longer lists of demands, but the Senate seems barely capable of doing anything, not even confirming relatively low-level Obama appointees. This spring, the Senate spent six weeks of floor time chewing over small-business innovation legislation. “There are no deals he can make that can help him or the American people,” argues Blumenauer. “What he can do is tell the truth.” Obama, by temperament and by record, is more a negotiator than a fighter, someone who would rather exchange legal briefs than attacks. He has a vast belief in his power to persuade — and even, in the current negotiations, Vice President Biden’s power to persuade. It’s as hard to imagine him calling down the heavens on his opponents, in full Harry Truman mode, as it is to imagine him campaigning in the now-vanished presidential railroad car. But Obama now has a better chance to convince voters of the shortcoming of the Republican program than he has to convince the Republican Congress of anything. The House Republican plan to turn Medicare into a voucher program is so unpopular its supporters have to insist it’s not a voucher program but a “premium support” plan. It also calls for a long-term cut in infrastructure spending by 31 percent, which makes sense neither for transportation nor for the economy nor to any other industrial country. “The first thing they did was cut public broadcasting,” notes Blumenauer. “That wasn’t a priority of the business community.” It’s not easy to imagine “No-Drama Obama” getting dramatic about this. But he’s in a stronger position than Bill Clinton was in when Clinton drew a line and told a Republican Congress not to cross it. Obama, after all, claims a range of basketball moves. It would be useful if they included a Truman pivot. 

PC key- Republicans pressing Obama

AP 6/1/11 (associated press, Debt ceiling fight sees House GOP press Obama on borrowing, http://www.wjla.com/articles/2011/06/debt-ceiling-fight-sees-house-g-o-p-lawmakers-press-obama-on-borrowing-61642.html, MM)

Republican lawmakers pressed President Barack Obama Wednesday for a detailed plan on spending cuts, with one leading House member accusing him of thinking about his re-election instead of how to solve problems, according to a Republican briefed on the talks. The meeting at the White House came as the GOP sought to build pressure on Obama for trillions in spending cuts in exchange for any increase in the government's ability to borrow. The official offered the details on condition of anonymity to discuss the private session. After the meeting between GOP House members and Obama, Republican leaders emerged and mostly repeated talking points designed to gain political advantage in the partisan tussle over spending policy. There was no suggestion that the meeting had produced any concrete progress ahead of an Aug. 2 deadline for the federal government to raise the federal debt limit or go into unprecedented default. "If we're going to raise the debt limit, the spending cuts should exceed the increase in the debt limit, otherwise it will serve to cost us jobs in our country," House Speaker John Boehner, R-Ohio, told reporters outside the White House. "It's not what the American people want." According to the GOP official briefed on the meeting, Boehner and other leaders told Obama that he hadn't put a specific plan for spending cuts on the table. They brought up a speech he gave at George Washington University in April in which he called for deficit reduction totaling $4 trillion through spending cuts, tax increases and other measures. The Republicans said a speech isn't a plan. House Budget Committee Chairman Paul Ryan, R-Wis., had attended the speech only to hear Obama excoriate Ryan's proposal to have future Medicare beneficiaries shop for insurance in the private market. On Wednesday Ryan told the president he'd viewed that as a sign that Obama was thinking about the 2012 elections and wanted fellow Democrats to turn up the political heat, the official said. "I just said we've got to take on this debt and if we demagogue each other at the leadership level then we're never gonna take on our debt," Ryan told reporters after the meeting. The White House had no immediate reaction to the GOP accounts. Ahead of Wednesday's meeting, Boehner released a statement signed by more than 150 economists backing his position on coupling spending cuts with any debt limit increase. "Increasing the debt ceiling without significant spending cuts and budget reforms will send a message to American job creators that we still are not serious about ending Washington's spending addiction," the Ohio Republican said in the statement. The session between Obama and dozens of House Republicans came on the heels of a symbolic and lopsided vote the day before against a GOP proposal to raise the cap on the debt limit by $2.4 trillion. The proposal, intended to prove that a bill to increase the borrowing cap with no spending cuts is dead on arrival, failed badly Tuesday on a 318-97 vote. Democrats said the lopsided tally was aimed more at giving tea party-backed Republicans an opportunity to broadcast a "nay" vote against the administration's position that any increase in U.S. borrowing authority should be done as a stand-alone measure uncomplicated by difficult spending cuts to programs like Medicare. A more painful vote to raise the debt ceiling looms for Republicans this summer.

Capital’s key- can’t play politics

Morland 6/15/11 (Luci, Federal Debt Ceiling Fight Is High Stakes Game of Chicken, lexis, MM)

Republicans and Democrats are engaged in a high-stakes game of chicken, as the two sides fight over whether or not to raise the debt ceiling. The debt ceiling represents the legal limit for how much the federal government can borrow. Since March 1962, the debt ceiling has been raised by both political parties a total of 74 times, according to the Congressional Research Service. Ten of those 74 increases have taken place since 2001, including seven Republican-led efforts to raise the limit under President Bush. Republicans in the House of Representatives, bolstered by a Tea Party movement that has fought for reduced government spending, are insisting they will not agree to another debt limit increase without simultaneous massive cuts in spending. Democrats argue that the consequences of not raising the debt limit are too large to play politics with the issue, and demand that the ceiling be raised and then large spending cuts can be debated. With both sides driving the debt ceiling limit debate to its absolute deadline, the global financial community has to wonder what will happen next. 

PC key- spending and revenues

AP 6/20/11 (associated press, Deficit talks to intensify this week, http://www.necn.com/06/20/11/Deficit-talks-to-intensify-this-week/landing_politics.html?&blockID=3&apID=95ec6de4ac66443ea18591a20e9bf2ec, MM)

Talks on raising the debt limit shift into high gear this week, with both sides aiming for accord before Congress begins its July 4th recess. Vice President Joe Biden, who's leading the talks, says both sides are ready to go 'round the clock if necessary. And officials insist progress has been made. But White House press secretary Jay Carney warns some of the toughest choices on spending and revenues lie ahead. Aides are hoping Saturday's golf outing involving Biden, President Barack Obama and House Speaker John Boehner might smooth the way to a deal. But with a minimum of $2 trillion in deficit cuts needed to clinch a debt ceiling accord, NO one expects it to be easy. 

GOP Key

Republicans are key to the debt ceiling – Boehner is in the driver’s seat

Wolf 6/16/11 (Richard, political analyst for USA Today, Debate over U.S. debt limit is going down to the wire, http://www.usatoday.com/news/washington/2011-06-15-debt-limit-debate_n.htm?csp=34news, MM) 

Republicans are in the driver’s seat For now, the nation's ability to borrow money is the big problem. The Treasury Department makes about 1 billion payments a year, 80 million a month. Without borrowing authority, some payments couldn't be made. Obama and Senate Democratic leader Harry Reid control two-thirds of the negotiations, but Republican House Speaker John Boehner is in the driver's seat. He's demanding that federal spending be trimmed by more than the debt ceiling is raised — perhaps $2 trillion or more, if the ceiling is to be raised enough to get past the 2012 elections. Republicans are insisting that entitlement programs such as Medicare and Medicaid be included in the cuts, but that tax increases be left out. Obama wants to target tax breaks enjoyed by oil companies and others, and he's pushing for a "debt cap" aimed at locking in the savings over five years by forcing automatic reductions if needed. House Majority Leader Eric Cantor, R-Va., says more than $1 trillion in spending cuts already has been identified by GOP and Democratic negotiators meeting regularly with Vice President Biden. Some of the proposals cited by both sides include reducing farm subsidies, overhauling the federal pension system and capping non-security spending for several years. As Aug. 2 nears, it becomes less likely that a deal to raise the debt limit can get through Congress in time. That means a short-term extension would be needed to avoid default. The deadlocked debate has spooked financial markets and all three major financial ratings agencies. Pimco, the world's largest bond investor, unloaded its U.S. government debt in March. "It's a very dangerous game of roulette that we're playing right now," says Neel Kashkari, Pimco's managing director. Standard & Poor's put the government on notice in April that its triple-A rating was in jeopardy. Moody's Investors Service warned this month of a similar downgrade. Fitch Ratings says Treasury bonds could be rated as "junk" by August. Among the world's nearly 20 AAA-rated nations, "the U.S. really is the only one that has not yet adopted a serious plan to reverse the upward path of the debt," says Steven Hess, senior credit officer at Moody's. Default clocks and payment plans That failure has at least some lawmakers preparing for default — something Congressional Budget Office director Douglas Elmendorf calls "a dangerous gamble." One school of thought: It would never happen. The Treasury Department would find some way to extend the clock. Geithner's Aug. 2 deadline isn't real. Geithner counters that as soon as the nation failed to pay any of its bills on time — from salaries and contracts to tax refunds — "the world would recognize it as a first-ever failure by the United States to meet its commitments." As the deadline gets closer, raising the specter of 'default clocks' on cable television for all the world to see, some lawmakers have introduced legislation that would determine who gets paid and who doesn't. Toomey has proposed that principal and interest owed to bond holders take priority. Sen. David Vitter, R-La., wants Social Security benefits given the same priority. Rep. Marlin Stutzman, R-Ind., would add military spending to the mix. What actually would happen in the event Congress doesn't raise the debt limit is unclear. Would federal workers be laid off, and would they be rehired and paid later? Would Social Security benefits be delayed? Would federal "prompt payment" rules require the government to pay interest on late payments? The whole mess could be avoided if Democrats and Republicans agree to work together — something Senate GOP leader Mitch McConnell says would prevent either side from gaining political advantage. "We can do something important for the country together, and this is the opportunity," he says. "That is the importance of this debt ceiling moment." 

Republican leadership key

Financial Times 6/20/11 (leader in financial and business news, US budget impasse, http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/0/e0f57ee6-9b82-11e0-98f2-00144feabdc0.html#axzz1Ps4XiMLu, MM)

Negotiators from the White House and Capitol Hill are stepping up their talks on raising the US debt ceiling. The Treasury says its measures to fend off default will be exhausted by August 2. The negotiators, led by Joe Biden, the vice-president, hope to reach agreement by the end of this month. The chances are that some kind of deal will be stitched together. The question is, what kind of deal? A fiscal patch is a good bet because no side sees political advantage in risking default. Only a handful of Republicans think that default, done carefully, might be salutary. The deal taking shape includes a “downpayment” of spending cuts and caps on future deficits. The fight is over the content of the downpayment and the design of the caps. The debate is therefore dangerously skewed. Further short-term stimulus should be on the table, married to firm commitments to cut borrowing in later years. With the economy close to stalling, it is risky to cut spending immediately. Any such cuts should be as mild as the politics allows and should be balanced with further payroll tax cuts (which Republicans might be inclined to accept) to keep the fiscal stance easy. For the future, automatic caps on deficits are worth trying but to be credible they must be spelt out. Once a path for borrowing has been set, do the caps trigger cuts in entitlements (such as Medicare and social security) or just in discretionary spending, or just non-defence discretionary spending? How, exactly, will they work? And, crucially, do they also trigger tax increases? It will be a challenge to come up with binding answers to these questions by the start of August, let alone in the next two weeks. But failure to agree on these issues should not prevent a raising of the debt ceiling. If these questions have to be finessed to get that done, so be it. Then, in restoring long-term fiscal health, balance is the key: find moderate savings everywhere and reform both entitlements and taxes. This will demand boldness all round. Perhaps, finally, Washington might rise to the task. Last week the Senate Republican leadership said it might think about curbing some tax expenditures as part of a wider deal, and the whole Senate voted overwhelmingly to cut billions in ethanol subsidies – a hugely wasteful policy that for years was nonetheless seen as untouchable. As the debt clock runs down, such signs are ​encouraging.

Republicans key to the fight- Obama

Spetalnick 6/14/11 (Matt, reporter for Reuters, Obama: If debt limit not raised, financial crisis possible, http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/06/14/us-usa-debt-obama-idUSTRE75D2SY20110614, MM)
President Barack Obama warned on Tuesday there could be another global financial crisis if Congress failed to raise the national debt ceiling. But in an interview with NBC's "Today" show, Obama also said he took Republican leaders at their word that they want to avoid such a situation and he expects a deal to increase the debt limit "in a sensible way." "The full faith and credit of the United States is the underpinning not only of our way of life, it's also the underpinning of a global financial system. We could actually have a reprise of a financial crisis, if we play this too close to the line. So we're going be working hard over the next month," he said. 

2nc Turns Case
Failure to pass the debt ceiling shuts down NASA- this ev cites empirical examples

Moskowitz 11 (Clara, Clara Moskowitz is a senior writer for Live Science and Space.com, How Would a Government Shutdown Affect NASA?, http://www.space.com/10995-government-shutdown-budget-nasa.html, 3/2/11, MM)

If that scenario does come to pass, a government shutdown would likely disrupt programs not only across the nation but into space. All NASA workers essential to the space shuttle and other critical missions would continue to work, but analysts and researchers involved with NASA's many space probes might be among those who are sent home. As of today (March 1), U.S. lawmakers had yet to pass a budget for the 2011 fiscal year, which began last October. The country has been operating under a stopgap measure called a continuing resolution that extends last year's funding. Unless Congress and Obama can agree on a new budget to operate after the two-week stop-gap, the government will shut down and all government workers considered nonessential will be furloughed until funding comes through. That includes much of NASA, which is currently managing the space shuttle Discovery's final mission to the International Space Station. Discovery launched Feb. 24, carrying six astronauts on an 11-day voyage. The crew is not set to return to Earth until March 8. [Photos of Shuttle Discovery's Final Launch] Shuttle crew wouldn't be stuck Even if the federal government does shut down, all NASA workers considered essential to the mission would stay on, so Discovery wouldn't end up stranded in space. That means most Mission Control staffers managing both the space shuttle and space station programs would continue working as usual. "It goes without saying, but the astronauts themselves are considered essential personnel," added space history and artifacts expert Robert Pearlman, editor of collectSPACE.com. "While certainly disruptive, costly and personally burdensome, if there were a shutdown, I would expect NASA to treat crew safety aboard the International Space Station as an essential function and top priority," said Scott Pace, director of the Space Policy Institute at George Washington University in Washington, D.C. Yet support personnel such as cafeteria workers, office managers and secretaries would be sent home, which could certainly have an impact on the complex workings at NASA. Repeating history This wouldn't be the first time such a situation occurred. In November 1995 the federal government famously shut down while President Clinton negotiated with a Republican Congress led by House Speaker Newt Gingrich. That shutdown coincided with the STS-74 mission of the space shuttle Atlantis as it visited Russia's Mir space station. "The STS-74 crew had just docked to the Mir space station when the government shut down," Pearlman said. "All nonessential personnel were furloughed, which basically meant that from a mission perspective, everyone who was needed to fly the mission was considered necessary, but anyone who was not associated with actually operating the mission and flying it out successfully had to go home." That included NASA's public affairs office, which runs press conferences and distributes information to the media and the public. "There were no daily status reports, and media briefings were held unofficially outside of NASA centers at first, and then in limited fashion on-site," Pearlman said. "This occurred at the same time as the burgeoning of the World Wide Web, which led to the creation of an unofficial STS-74 website to distribute more information about the mission." Beyond the shuttle If there is a government shutdown, NASA programs beyond the space shuttle are likely to be similarly affected. "Obviously there’ll be an impact if there's a government shutdown on the activities at NASA," said Roger Launius, senior curator in the Division of Space History at the Smithsonian Institution's National Air and Space Museum."How significant that impact would be is dependent on a variety of factors, not least of which is how long it's shut down." NASA scientists and researchers analyzing data beamed back from the space agency's numerous space probes would probably have to go home. Yet workers who were critical to the continued functioning of those probes would probably be counted as essential. Pearlman said, "Anyone associated with actually operating a spacecraft, where if they did not do their job they'd be putting into jeopardy U.S. assets — those would be considered essential personnel." Averting a shutdown Experts say it's more likely that lawmakers will compromise on a new spending measure in time to prevent a shutdown this week. "It looks to me like everybody's trying to solve this at least short-term, and hopefully that will happen," Launius told SPACE.com. NASA echoed that optimism. "We believe an agreement will be reached to prevent a government shutdown," said a spokeswoman for the space agency, Katherine Trinidad. "The safety of our astronauts is our top priority, and we will take the steps necessary to ensure they have the proper support."
Turns every impact – collapses social security, military operations, security, and the economy

Min 2010 – David, Associate Director for Financial Markets Policy at the Center for American Progress. (The Big Freeze

The Conservative Pledge to Freeze the Debt Ceiling Is a Looming Disaster, Center for American Progress, October 28, 2010, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/10/big_freeze.html)
The consequences of refusing to raise the debt ceiling would be even more costly today, given the precarious state of the U.S. economy and global financial markets, and potentially could be disastrous. Unlike in 1995, when our economic outlook was good, we are currently fighting our way out of the Great Recession and coming off of the worst financial crisis since the 1930s.  Nonetheless, led by the advice of Newt Gingrich, the former House Speaker who was the architect of the 1995-96 debt ceiling crisis, many conservatives are clamoring for a repeat of this past episode in recklessness.  The budgetary consequences of this conservative pledge would be catastrophic and far-reaching, forcing the immediate cessation of more than 40 percent of all federal government activities (excluding only interest payments on the national debt), including Social Security, military operations in Iraq and Afghanistan, homeland security, Medicare, and unemployment insurance. This would not only threaten the safety and economic security of all Americans, but also have dire impacts for the economy and job growth.  In short, the economic consequences of such a large and precipitous drop in spending would be crushing, and almost certainly result in a severe drop in economic growth and employment at a time when we can least afford it.  Moreover, such a move could lead to a panic in the international financial markets. Following the 2008 financial crisis, we have seen debt crises hit Ireland, Greece, and Italy, with fears that this could spread further and cause a global economic downturn. The financial markets are on edge today, with U.S. Treasury bonds being the safe haven for most investment capital. Refusing to raise the debt ceiling would recklessly disrupt the sale and purchase of new Treasury bonds, and could potentially cause a run on outstanding Treasurys as well, as investors sought other investments. This could have catastrophic consequences for our economy as well as the economic stability of the rest of the world. 

--XT: Key to Econ
Debt Ceiling key to the global economy

Wolf 6/16/11 (Richard, political analyst for USA Today, Debate over U.S. debt limit is going down to the wire, http://www.usatoday.com/news/washington/2011-06-15-debt-limit-debate_n.htm?csp=34news, MM)

In just seven weeks, America could run out of borrowed money. Exactly one month ago, the Treasury Department began issuing IOUs rather than bonds to some government pension funds. That allowed for continued auctions of so-called "risk-free" Treasury bonds until Aug. 2. Unless Congress acts by then, the world's richest nation — unable to borrow $4 billion a day to pay its bills — would risk default. Or would it? To hear Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner tell it, interest rates would spike, stock and home values would sink, savings and investment would dry up, jobs would disappear, businesses would fail, and everything from tax refunds to troops' salaries would go unpaid. Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernanke says it would lead to "severe disruptions" in financial markets, lower credit ratings and damage to the dollar and Treasury securities. The centrist Democratic think tank Third Way claims the gyrations in labor, financial and stock markets would cost 642,500 jobs, add $19,175 to every mortgage in process and lop $8,816 from the typical 401(k) account. Others say the doomsday scenarios are hogwash. Sen. Pat Toomey, R-Pa., says it would take a simple law laying out who gets paid first when the government no longer can borrow 41 cents of each dollar it spends. As long as bond holders collect interest on time, he says, there would be no default — just "sudden, drastic spending cuts" such as furloughing federal workers or delaying welfare payments. Virtually no one expects this to happen, but the White House and Congress haven't yet found a way to avoid it. During the past six months, Washington has faced partisan showdowns over tax cuts, then spending cuts. Now comes the need to increase the government's $14.3 trillion debt limit — the amount of money it can owe creditors ranging from China to the Social Security Trust Fund. The ceiling was reached May 16, and only action by a reluctant Congress can raise it. The federal government relies on borrowed money like a fish needs water. Threaten to take it away, and you risk a global crisis with economic, political, diplomatic and even moral implications. 

Defaulting risks world economy – Greek crisis proves

Fleming 6/18 (Sam, 6/18/11, The London Times, “Failure to act over debt mountains threatens global recovery, says IMF” Lexis)

Pressure on the United States and the eurozone to tackle public debt mountains has been ramped up by the International Monetary Fund, which says that failure to act could trigger a chain reaction in global markets and derail the recovery.

The IMF accused Washington and Brussels of "playing with fire" by dragging their feet over deficit-reduction, and said that if their sovereign woes were mishandled the consequences would "reverberate across the rest of the world".

The warnings, in an update to the IMF's World Economic Outlook, came amid a modest easing of market tensions following an apparent rapprochement between Germany and France over the best way to handle the Greek debt crisis. Angela Merkel and Nicolas Sarkozy agreed in Berlin to a voluntary "Vienna Initiative" approach under which the private sector would be encouraged to roll over its holdings of Greek debts when they mature.

In doing so, Germany backed away from quasi-compulsory measures to push some of the burden of debt restructuring on to commercial banks, easing a standoff that had unnerved markets for weeks.

The European Central Bank * Company Dossier

had spearheaded opposition to Berlin's previous approach, which it said risked triggering a default by Greece and invalidating its bonds as collateral for bank financing. The euro was boosted by the show of unity between Germany and France, gaining 0.6 per cent against the dollar and pound to $1.43 and 88.4p.

A deal involving the private sector in a debt rollover will be a complex task. Julian Callow, chief European economist at Barclays Capital, said: "The ECB has been saying absolutely no coercion, no selective default, and no credit event. Then on the other hand German parliamentarians want the private sector holders of Greek debt to suffer, to pay. Where is the intersect?" The number of institutions around Europe holding Greek debt is modest, so central banks and regulators should be able to "encourage" big players to take part. "There are likely to be a few governors' eyebrows working vigorously," Mr Callow said.

In its report, the IMF cut back its predictions for growth in the US both this year and next and warned that the risks to the world recovery have intensified.

The US economy is expected to expand by 2.5 per cent in 2011 and 2.7 per cent in 2012, down from 2.8 per cent and 2.9 per cent in the IMF's April forecasts. The eurozone will expand by 2 per cent in 2011 and 1.7 per cent in 2012, while Britain's outlook was unchanged with growth expected at 1.5 per cent this year and 2.3 per cent in 2012. "Greater than anticipated weakness in US activity and renewed financial volatility from concerns about the depth of fiscal challenges in the euro area periphery pose greater downside risks," the IMF said.

The IMF director José Viñals said that the budget showdown in the US and the eurozone's endless wrangling over Greece were extremely risky. "You cannot afford to have a world economy where these important decisions are postponed, because you are really playing with fire," he said. 

 Amid the finger-pointing, a sharp spike in China's consumer price index, and heightened political uncertainties in the US over its fiscal policies and debt limit clouded the outlook further.

Freeze in the economy will spillover worldwide

Chin Hon 4/18 (Chau, US Bureau Chief, The Straits Times “IMF must be on high alert to ward off major crisis: Tharman; World economy still fragile and significant risks remain, he says” Lexis)

The US is fast approaching its debt ceiling of US $14.29trillion (S $17.7trillion), and only Congress can raise this limit. A failure to do so would lead to Washington defaulting on some of its obligations, an event that could trigger a financial crisis worse than the one in 2008.

On top of these policy dilemmas, there are also concerns about how the ongoing unrest in the Middle East and the disasters in Japan will impact economic growth going ahead.

'A very important theme in our discussions (involved) developing the Fund's ability to anticipate crises, and member countries' ability to collaborate in trying to avoid or reduce prospects of the next crisis,' Mr Tharman noted.

'We have seen in the last two years that nothing is isolated. The risks in one region, one sphere can rapidly be transmitted to the rest of the world.' 
Debt ceiling must pass- the impact is economic collapse

Bowman 6/20/11 (Michael, analyst on capitol hill, US Debt Ceiling Votes Invite Partisanship, http://www.voanews.com/english/news/usa/US-Debt-Ceiling-Votes-Invite-Partisanship-124211859.html, MM)

In coming weeks, the U.S. Congress is widely expected to raise the federal government’s debt ceiling, thereby allowing it to borrow additional funds and service America’s $14 trillion national debt. Congress has never failed to raise the borrowing limit - to do so would be to risk default and invite financial calamity. But few votes are more distasteful to lawmakers than going on record to authorize greater U.S. indebtedness - votes that always invite partisan sniping, grandstanding, and, this time around, hard bargaining. Except for a brief period in the late 1990s when the United States enjoyed a budget surplus, the federal government has had to borrow more and more money to cover the cumulative indebtedness of yearly deficits. And every time the government bumps up against its borrowing limit, Congress has to step in and raise the debt ceiling. Typically, the party in power serves as the voice of reason and responsibility, urging lawmakers to do what is necessary to keep the government afloat. Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, the top congressional member of President Barack Obama's Democratic Party, recently put it this way: “We have no choice," said Harry Reid. "Everybody in the world recognizes that this country cannot default on its debt. We have a credit card [bill] we have to pay.” But, for the minority party, debt ceiling votes provide an irresistible temptation for partisan bickering. This is what Reid had to say as minority leader in 2006, when Republicans controlled the Senate. “How can the Republican majority in this Congress explain to their constituents that trillions of dollars of new debt is good for our economy," he asked. That year, Senate Democrats voted against raising the debt ceiling, confident that the Republican majority would provide the votes needed to increase the borrowing limit and avert a fiscal crisis. Among those casting a ‘no’ vote was then-Senator Obama, who argued that raising the debt limit amounted to a failure of economic leadership under then-President George W. Bush. Today, President Obama sees things differently. White House spokesman Jay Carney had this to say about Mr. Obama’s 2006 vote in the Senate: “The president regrets that vote and thinks it was a mistake," said Carney. "He realizes now that raising the debt ceiling is so important to the health of this economy and the global economy that it is not a vote you can play around with.” Democrats are not the only ones to flip-flop on debt ceiling votes. In 2002, Republican Representative Mike Pence of Indiana spoke on the House floor before voting to raise the debt ceiling: “I came here believing, as so many people I represent believe, that if you owe debts, [you should] pay debts," said Pence. Today, many Republicans are refusing to commit to a debt ceiling increase, unless President Obama agrees to deep spending cuts in federal programs long-championed by Democrats. Congressman Pence earlier this year said, “I will not support an increase in the debt ceiling without real and meaningful changes in spending." Analysts say there is nothing new about partisanship in debt ceiling votes. Marc Goldwein is policy director of the Washington-based Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget. “There has always been politics behind the debt ceiling," said Goldwein. "And it is always the party in power that gets stuck with the vote, and the party not in power that blames the party in power for creating deficits that got us here in the first place. That said, that is not a reason to not use the debt ceiling to focus on our debt issues. We have to raise the debt ceiling, but we also need to start thinking seriously about our long term debt situation.” The United States bumped up against the current borrowing limit of $14.2 trillion last month. Economists say the nation risks default if the debt ceiling is not raised by August. 

Not Passing Debt Ceiling crushes economy; cuts Social security Medicare and military spending

Powell 11; Jay, BPC Visiting Scholar and former Under Secretary of the Treasury for Finance “Why Congress Will Pass the Debt Limit Increase”http://www.bipartisanpolicy.org/blog/2011/04/why-congress-will-pass-debt-limit-increase 4/27

On Monday of this week, the Chairman of the Treasury Borrowing Advisory Committee weighed in with a letter setting forth the risks associated with any default in the Treasury market. It is a strong letter, and you can’t say it much clearer than this: “Any delay in making an interest or principal payment by Treasury even for a very short period of time would put the U.S Treasury and overall financial markets in uncharted territory and could trigger another catastrophic financial crisis.” It is difficult, although not quite impossible, to find experts who disagree. It would be crazy to run the experiment. Fortunately, it is highly unlikely that we will come anywhere near a bond default. As the crisis evolves, the realities of government spending will eventually dictate the politics and the outcome. Congress will be forced to raise the debt limit well before we face the ultimate self inflicted wound of a bond default. Treasury has projected that it will hit the debt limit no later than May 16. If the limit is not raised, Treasury will then deploy “extraordinary measures” that will generate about $230 bn in cash and enable the government to pay its bills for another eight weeks. This period is disruptive and may drive up interest costs, but it is manageable. In fact, we have hit the debt ceiling and lived through “extraordinary measures” a half dozen times over the last 30 years. The real and final deadline for action to raise the debt limit is the moment when the $230 bn is spent and the government can no longer pay all of its bills – no later than July 8, under current projections. In the past, we have managed to resolve every debt limit impasse before running out of cash. That is because the effects of failing to do so would be extraordinarily negative for our economy and the markets, not to mention the political careers of those held responsible by voters. No one knows exactly what would happen if we cross that line, but it won’t include a bond default. The government would have to rely solely on incoming cash to pay its bills. Although there is no explicit legal authority to pay some bills but not others, it is a safe bet that the federal government would do so, if only to avoid such a default. Incoming receipts would be more than adequate to cover bond interest , which represents less than 7% of spending. What about other spending? On average, our revenue stream covers roughly 60% of what we spend. We borrow the remaining 40%, or about $125 bn a month. So let’s identify the 60% of federal spending that has the strongest claims, and assume for simplicity that all other spending is instantly reduced to $0. The list of bills that we must pay in all cases would certainly include net interest on the debt; entitlements like Social Security, Medicare and Medicaid; veterans’ benefits; and military spending including salaries, health care and overseas combat operations. The list could go on and on, but let’s stop there. Clearly, a vote to instantly and drastically curtail any of these payments would be political suicide. But these payments make up over 75% of FY 2011 year to date expenditures. Oops! Without a debt limit increase, we would be roughly $45 bn per month short of being able to pay only these sacrosanct bills and nothing else. Hmmm. . . . But couldn’t we find some softer targets within that 75%? Yes, but there are also many hard targets in other departments (such as State, Homeland Security and Justice), and we are assuming that all of these other departments are instantly cut to $0. Inevitably, some “untouchables” would be not only touched, but eviscerated. During the recent battle over the 2011 continuing resolution, we saw how hard it was to cut less than $30 bn in actual spending over a six month period. Why would anyone imagine that we could cut $125 bn a month without slaughtering a whole herd of sacred cows? Conclusion: Because a failure to raise the debt limit before we run out of cash would force us to make instant, enormous cuts in widely popular programs, Congress will not fail to raise the debt limit. The question of defaulting on our debt will not directly arise, and that is a very good thing.

Failure to raise the debt ceiling cripples the economy

McGregor 6/19/11 (Richard, political analyst for the Financial Times, US Budget Talks Hit Tense Stage, http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/ce497392-9a9c-11e0-bab2-00144feab49a.html#axzz1Ps4XiMLu, MM)

Budget talks between the White House and both parties in Congress enter an intense phase this week, with all sides expecting them to go beyond the initial early July deadline set for resolution.  Global financial markets are nervously watching the talks, which are being chaired by Joe Biden, the vice-president, to lift the US borrowing limit of $14,300bn before the ceiling is reached on August 2.   The Treasury department has warned that in the absence of a deal to lift the debt ceiling, the US could default on its debt, damaging irreparably the creditworthiness of the world’s reserve currency and potentially plunging a sputtering economic recovery into a new recession. The White House does not want the negotiations to continue until the last minute before the August deadline, because it fears such brinkmanship could have a similarly damaging impact on confidence even without a default.  However, none of the parties expects an agreement by July 2, the initial deadline. Mr Biden said at the end of last week’s talks that the “really tough stuff” had to be confronted by all parties to the negotiations as they hunt for trade-offs between deep spending cuts demanded by the Republicans and the Democrats’ efforts to stagger reductions with new revenue measures. The programmes that are the biggest future drain on government spending – health spending on the elderly and the poor – are unlikely to be part of any deal. “We are discussing everything, but the biggest problem is the spending problem,” said Mitch McConnell, the Republican Senate minority leader. At the least, the sides could agree a short-term increase in the debt limit to the beginning of next year, rather than the ideal target, which would raise it until the end of 2012, through the presidential election.  Mr McConnell raised the prospect of a short-term deal on Sunday, saying it was possible the talks would have “to start again this fall”. The White House and Democrats have agreed to make a “downpayment” in the form of spending cuts, backed by a longer-term commitment to bring the deficit down to under 3 per cent of economic output over three to five years.  However, it is not clear whether Republicans would agree to this downpayment including any new measures to lift revenues. Republicans will not support new taxes, but as last Friday’s Senate vote to end ethanol subsidies indicated, they may agree to eliminate tax breaks, which would have the effect of lifting government revenue. A key constituency is the new Republican House, elected in the party’s landslide win in last November’s midterm elections. Backed by the Tea Party, the 80-odd new members’ signature issue is cutting the size of government. As the talks intensify, President Barack Obama may have to become more personally involved, as he did in talks both to avert a government shutdown in April and for a deal on taxes in December.  Further impetus for a deal could come from a bipartisan group of senators that has been working on its own long-term deficit deal and is trying to regain steam after several setbacks.  

--AT: Econ = Okay

Double dip recession will be worse than before; further weakening the economy

Maley, 2/25 (Karen Maley, Columnist at Business Spectator, “A US recession would be fatal”, Business Spectator, 2/25/11, http://www.businessspectator.com.au/bs.nsf/Article/oil-price-recession-middle-east-libya-pd20110225-EDSPU?opendocument&src=rss)
Already the question has turned to what steps the United States will take if its economy again threatens to plunge into recession. Taylor argues that, unlike during the past downturn, efforts to revive the US economy will be severely restricted.  In the first place, it’s unlikely that the US government will be able to help because the budget deficit is already at record levels. In fact, as Taylor notes, exactly the opposite is likely to occur.  “The US government has a funding crisis beginning in the next two weeks, which could drag out for several months, eventually leading to a shutdown of many American social services. This would be a major negative for business and consumer confidence, but more importantly it will serve to hasten the downsizing of the US public sector, cutting employment and final sales. This is likely to lead to a downshifting in the world’s expectation for US growth in the months ahead." The other possible response is for the US Federal Reserve to boost the monetary stimulus by embarking on a fresh round of quantitative easing – already dubbed QE3 – when its current program of buying $US600 billion of government bonds expires in June. Already several important policy-makers at the US central bank have poured cold water on suggestions that there’s a QE3 on the horizon. Overnight, the head of the St Louis Federal Reserve head, James Bullard, who is considered an extremely influential member of the central bank’s monetary policy committee, raised the possibility that the Fed might reduce its existing program. "The natural debate now," he said in a speech, "is whether to complete the program, or to taper off to a somewhat lower level of asset purchases." Taylor raises another major factor likely to dampen the US central bank’s appetite for a new round of stimulus – the conservative control of the US House of Representatives. “Although we have heard much from this group about spending cuts, the most important Republican for those of us in the financial world is Ron Paul, who heads the committee that oversees the Fed. His extremely restrictive view of permissible Fed activities will make it extremely unlikely that a QE3 or another innovative program will be in the wings when QE2 expires in June." This, he says, means that  “if the US economy does slow in the second half of the year, the Fed is unlikely to come to the rescue – interest rates are almost at zero and expanded fiscal spending looks unlikely.  This will be the worst pre-recession position the US has ever experienced.  If a recession does start it will intensify unchecked as the authorities’ hands are tied." At the same time, he argues, escalating tensions in the Middle East pose an intolerable threat to the global economy. “The world economy faces a problem of Gordian proportions, as it both cannot tolerate more US liquidity and it cannot live without it. “The Middle East crises have accelerated the endgame as it has both pushed prices higher and caused a shift to risk aversion, which is basically a need for more dollar liquidity.” As a result, he warns that “markets could be starting their next major move lower at this time."
--AT: No Default

Even if no default ( economic collapse if there is congressional gridlock
Masters 4/22/2011  - Jonathan, Associate Staff writer for the Council on Foreign Relations (U.S. Debt Ceiling: Costs and Consequences, Council on Foreign Relations, http://www.cfr.org/international-finance/us-debt-ceiling-costs-consequences/p24751)
Most economists, including those in the White House and from former administrations, agree that the impact of a government default would be severe. Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernanke has labeled a U.S. default a "recovery-ending event" (WSJ) that would likely spark another financial crisis. But short of default, officials warn that legislative delays in raising the debt ceiling could also inflict significant harm on the U.S. economy.
Geithner has argued that congressional gridlock will sow significant uncertainty in the bond markets and place upward pressure on interest rates. He warns that the increase would not only hike future borrowing costs of the federal government, but would also raise capital costs for struggling U.S. businesses and cash-strapped homebuyers. In addition, rising interest rates would divert future taxpayer money away from much-needed capital investments such as infrastructure, education, and health care. Estimates suggest that even an increase of twenty-five basis points on Treasury yields could cost taxpayers as much as $500 million more per month.

Jamie Dimon, head of JP Morgan Chase & Co., cautioned against "playing chicken" with the debt cap, asserting that the consequences of inaction would start to accelerate in the weeks ahead of an actual default. He added that JP Morgan would take drastic precautionary measures "way ahead of time."

--XT: Consumer Confidence Internal

Loss of consumer confidence influences the economy

DeBoef  and Kellstedt, 04 (Suzanne DeBoef, Associate Professor of Political Science at Penn State University, Paul M. Kellstedt, Associate Professor of Political Science and Public Policy at Brown University, “The Political (and Economic) Origins of Consumer Confidence”, 2004, 6-21-2010)

Americans’ subjective evaluations of the state of the economy play an important role in our understanding of the American political economy. How optimistically or pessimistically people view the economy has both economic and political consequences. The level of consumer confidence augurs consumer spending – and thus the future trajectory of the economy – and it affects a variety of political behavior such as election outcomes, macropartisanship (Erikson, MacKuen, and Stimson 2002), presidential approval (MacKuen, Erikson, and Stimson 1992), public policy mood (Durr 1993), Congressional approval (Durr, Gilmour, and Wolbrecht 1997), and trust in government (Chanley, Rudolph, and Rahn 2000). And yet the dynamics of consumer confidence—that is, why there are aggregate movements in optimistic and pessimistic directions over time—are not well understood. Given the theoretical emphasis on Americans’ beliefs about the economy, it is important to investigate the sources of economic evaluations. How does the electorate internalize the objective economy and transform it into a subjective economy (Alt 1991)? We know—more from common sense than from overwhelming evidence—that economic reality structures the subjective economy; people feel more optimistic about the future when the present looks good, for example. Economic conditions form the foundation of sentiment; most of the variation in consumer sentiment comes directly or indirectly from economic conditions. 
Cuts causes negative perceptions and affects consumer sentiment
DeBoef  and Kellstedt, 04 (Suzanne DeBoef, Associate Professor of Political Science at Penn State University, Paul M. Kellstedt, Associate Professor of Political Science and Public Policy at Brown University, “The Political (and Economic) Origins of Consumer Confidence”, 2004, 6-21-2010)

Other political events occur with much less fanfare, but not necessarily with less significance for either the objective or subjective economy. Economists recognize that economic policy embodied in political actions can and does influence the state of the economy (Williams 1990; Alesina, Londregan, and Rosenthal 1993). Increases in federal spending produce increases in consumption and production while decreases in spending lead to similar decreases. The use of taxation and other tools of fiscal policy also affect economic reality; tax hikes tighten the economy while tax cuts loosen it. Thus budgets and taxes provide citizens with signals about current and future economic conditions (Alt 1991). The budget-making process provides two sorts of information about the future of the economy. The first type is highly technical, and probably beyond the reach of the average’s citizen’s desire or ability to comprehend. When the government runs a deficit in a particular year, it must borrow money to make up the shortfall in revenues. That translates into an increased demand for capital, which both drives up interest rates and restricts the amount of capital available for private-sector investment. In the long run, that is bad news for the future of the economy. Although most Americans understand all too well the effects of high interest rates, it is unlikely that many could trace their cause to federal budget deficits. But economists and professional investors can. Budget deficits provide a second type of information about the economic future, however, which is more comprehensible to most citizens. When the government spends more than it takes in, it violates a fundamental law by which most families live: You can’t spend more than you earn. And anyone who has struggled to balance a checkbook knows that if you spend too much for too long, you can’t pay all of your bills. And that bodes poorly for the future. Rightly or wrongly, we suspect that most people impose this sensible view of family economics onto their government. When the government deficit grows substantially, people think that bad times will follow, but when deficits turn into surpluses, optimism will follow. Confidence in the government’s stewardship of the economy may also influence economic evaluations. When citizens have faith in the economic competence of the administration, for example, they may view the economic future more optimistically, because they perceive the economy to be in good hands. In contrast, if the public feels that the administration is inept or untrustworthy, this may filter into negative expectations about the economic future, or even the economic past. Regardless of the accuracy of the notion that presidents somehow “manage” the economy in a hands-on manner, many (perhaps most) people perceive this to be the case; presidents, especially in good times, do nothing to dissuade us of this belief. And when the public has confidence in that economic stewardship, they will be more confident in the current and future trajectories of the economy.
Cuts causes loss of consumer confidence; causes double dip recession

McIntyre, 99 (K. H. McIntyre, Associate Professor of Economics at McDaniel College, PhD. in Economics, Senior Economist at RFA Dismal Science/Economy.com, “Asset Returns, Consumer Sentiment, and Economic Fluctuations” 1999, 6-21-2010)

The responses of the consumption aggregates and GDP to sentiment shocks suggest that consumer sentiment is at best a very weak source of economic fluctuations. The response to durable spending is insignificant and the response to non-durable goods and services spending is significant only briefly. Likewise, the response of total consumption is significant for only one quarter and the output response, although significant for about four quarters, is very weak. Saying that shocks to consumer sentiment cannot induce meaningful economic fluctuations is not saying that sentiment itself unimportant, however. Although consumer sentiment is not by itself a source of business cycle disturbances, sentiment does serve the very important purpose of magnifying the impact of other shocks that are. In this regard, the assumed role of consumer sentiment broadly supports Matsusaka and. Sbordone’s (1995) proposition that consumer expectations play a significant role in determining cyclical duration and intensity. These results provide support for consumption-side stock market non-neutrality. Nevertheless, a few words of caution are in order. It is important to note that all of the responses are quite short lived. Thus, while it may be the case that shocks to equity returns can create business cycles, the business cycles created therein will be both short and weak. In short, while it may be the case that these shocks are legitimate business cycle disturbances, my results suggest that they play a secondary role to more traditional business cycle shocks (productivity, monetary policy, etc.).

--XT Economy Terminal

Economic leadership prevents economic collapse—leadership key to resilience

Mandelbaum 2005 – Professor and Director of the American Foreign Policy Program at Johns Hopkins – 2005

[Michael, The Case for Goliath: How America Acts As the World’s Government in the Twenty-First Century, p. 192-195]

Although the spread of nuclear weapons, with the corresponding increase in the likelihood that a nuclear shot would be fired in anger somewhere in the world, counted as the most serious potential consequence of the abandonment by the United States of its role as the world's government, it was not the only one. In the previous period of American international reticence, the 1920s and 1930s, the global economy suffered serious damage that a more active American role might have mitigated. A twenty-first-century American retreat could have similarly adverse international economic consequences. The economic collapse of the 1930s caused extensive hardship throughout the world and led indirectly to World War II by paving the way for the people who started it to gain power in Germany and Japan. In retrospect, the Great Depression is widely believed to have been caused by a series of errors in public policy that made an economic downturn far worse than it would have been had governments responded to it in appropriate fashion. Since the 1930s, acting on the lessons drawn from that experience by professional economists, governments have taken steps that have helped to prevent a recurrence of the disasters of that decade.' In the face of reduced demand, for example, governments have increased rather than cut spending. Fiscal and monetary crises have evoked rescue efforts rather than a studied indifference based on the assumption that market forces will readily reestablish a desirable economic equilibrium. In contrast to the widespread practice of the 1930s, political authorities now understand that putting up barriers to imports in an attempt to revive domestic production will in fact worsen economic conditions everywhere. Still, a serious, prolonged failure of the international economy, inflicting the kind of hardship the world experienced in the 1930s (which some Asian countries also suffered as a result of their fiscal crises in the 1990s) does not lie beyond the realm of possibility. Market economies remain subject to cyclical downturns, which public policy can limit but has not found a way to eliminate entirely. Markets also have an inherent tendency to form bubbles, excessive values for particular assets, whether seventeenth century Dutch tulips or twentieth century Japanese real estate and Thai currency, that cause economic harm when the bubble bursts and prices plunge. In responding to these events, governments can make errors. They can act too slowly, or fail to implement the proper policies, or implement improper ones. Moreover, the global economy and the national economies that comprise it, like a living organism, change constantly and sometimes rapidly: Capital flows across sovereign borders, for instance, far more rapidly and in much greater volume in the early twenty-first century than ever before. This means that measures that successfully address economic malfunctions at one time may have less effect at another, just as medical science must cope with the appearance of new strains of influenza against which existing vaccines are not effective. Most importantly, since the Great Depression, an active American international economic role has been crucial both in fortifying the conditions for global economic well-being and in coping with the problems that have occurred, especially periodic recessions and currency crises, by applying the lessons of the past. The absence of such a role could weaken those conditions and aggravate those problems. The overall American role in the world since World War II therefore has something in common with the theme of the Frank Capra film It's a Wonderful Life, in which the angel Clarence, played by Henry Travers, shows James Stewart, playing the bank clerk George Bailey, who believes his existence to have been worthless, how life in his small town of Bedford Falls would have unfolded had he never been born. George Bailey learns that people he knows and loves turn out to be far worse off without him. So it is with the United States and its role as the world's government. Without that role, the world very likely would have been in the past, and would become in the future, a less secure and less prosperous place. The abdication by the United States of some or all of the responsibilities for international security that it had come to bear in the first decade of the twenty-first century would deprive the international system of one of its principal safety features, which keeps countries from smashing into each other, as they are historically prone to do. In this sense, a world without America would be the equivalent of a freeway full of cars without brakes. Similarly, should the American government abandon some or all of the ways in which it had, at the dawn of the new century, come to support global economic activity, the world economy would function less effectively and might even suffer a severe and costly breakdown. A world without the United States would in this way resemble a fleet of cars without gasoline.
Economic decline causes global nuke war

MEAD ’92  Senior Fellow in American Foreign policy @ the Council on Foreign Relations

[Walter Russell, World Policy Institute, 1992]

Hundreds of millions – billions – of people have pinned their hopes on the international market economy.  They and their leaders have embraced the international market economy – and drawn closer to the west – because they believe the system can work for them.  But what if it can’t?  What if the global economy stagnates – or even shrinks?  In that case, we will face a new period of international conflict: North against South, rich against poor.  Russia, China, India – these countries with their billions of people and their nuclear weapons will pose a much greater danger to the world than Germany and Japan did in the ‘30s.

--AT: Impact = Slow**/Impact Defense

Impact will happen quick – based off  investor perception
Ward 4/22/2011  - Jon, senior political reporter, was Washington Correspondent for The Daily. He was previously White House Correspondent for The Daily Caller (Conservative Strategists Warn GOP About Economic Risks Of Pushing Debt Ceiling Debate Too Far, Huffington Post, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/04/22/conservative-debt-ceiling-debate_n_852718.html)
Conservative strategists are warning that the GOP should not push the debt ceiling debate too close to the breaking point.  “If there is a vote on raising the debt ceiling and it fails, there will be a significant market reaction,” said Tony Fratto, a former Treasury and White House official in the Bush administration. “Investors already believe that Congress doesn’t understand the financial markets. A failure to raise the debt ceiling will confirm this to them."  If the markets get spooked, U.S. treasury bond yields will spike, driving up interest rates and increasing the price of borrowing money for everyone from the federal government to municipalities to consumers, Fratto warned. The cascading effects on the economy would be severe and long-lasting.  The negative market reaction would "come quickly,” Fratto said. “I think you can virtually guarantee that, and I hear it from everyone that I talk to in the markets, here and abroad.” He added, “I’m uncomfortable about the number of [Congress] members who don’t seem to understand that.”  But the market’s reaction to any debt vote will depend on what expectations are set by political actors in Washington, cautions Doug Holtz-Eakin, a former top adviser to Sen. John McCain’s (R-Ariz.) 2008 presidential campaign. 

Impact is linear – the longer we wait, the worse the economic recession will be

International Business Times 4/26/2011 - Boehner: 'Chance' of No Vote on U.S. Debt Ceiling, http://www.ibtimes.com/articles/138126/20110426/debt-ceiling-vote-john-boehner-timothy-geithner.htm#ixzz1KeV1H57M
The U.S. would reach the limit by May 16 and that extraordinary measures could be taken to borrow within the limit by July 8, Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner told Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid in a letter on April 4.  "At that point the Treasury would have no remaining borrowing authority," Geithner said, noting that the U.S. would not have enough cash "to meet our commitments securely."  "The longer Congress fails to act, the more we risk that investors here and around the world will lose confidence in our ability to meet our commitments and our obligations," Geithner said.  In a previous letter on January 6, Geithner told Reid that "never in our history has Congress failed to increase the debt limit when necessary. Failure to raise the limit would precipitate a default by the United States. Default would effectively impose a significant and long-lasting tax on all Americans and all American businesses and could lead to the loss of millions of American jobs. Even a very short-term or limited default would have catastrophic economic consequences that would last for decades. Failure to increase the limit would be deeply irresponsible." 
Perception quickly spreads globally. 

McCarter, 1-5-2011

[Joan, Daily Kos, “New GOP member doesn't "know" what will happen if debt ceiling isn't raised,” http://www.dailykos.com/story/2011/01/05/933597/-New-GOP-member-doesnt-know-what-will-happen-if-debt-ceiling-isnt-raised] 

Although not all the possible consequences of a government default are known, it would mean that the government could no longer meet all of its legal obligations. Not only the default, but the efforts to resolve it would arguably have negative repercussions on both domestic and international financial markets and economies. Not having a crystal ball, CRS can't detail every disaster that could occur with default. But here are a few clues: "the immediate cessation of more than 40 percent of all federal government activities (excluding only interest payments on the national debt), including Social Security, military operations in Iraq and Afghanistan, homeland security, Medicare, and unemployment insurance. This would not only threaten the safety and economic security of all Americans, but also have dire impacts for the economy and job growth." That's here at home--and in Iraq and Afghanistan (are they really forgetting about the wars?). Internationally, American default would very likely lead to panic in financial markets, because U.S. Treasury bonds hold so much investment capital, investment that would be disrupted with a default and that could potentially cause a run on outstanding Treasury bonds. (Picture the run on the Bailey Savings and Loan in It's a Wonderful Life times billions? Trillions?) In other words, catastrophe. 

Economists are conclusive. 

News Sentinel, 6-12-2011

[NEWS SENTINEL EDITORIAL BOARD, Knox News, “Editorial: Compromise needed before default,” http://www.knoxnews.com/news/2011/jun/12/compromise-needed-before-default/]

Economists of all persuasions say that would mean interest rates would skyrocket, the dollar would collapse and the economy would plunge back into a recession. Credit agencies warn that America's stellar credit rating would take a hit - Fitch Ratings said last week that American securities would be downgraded to junk bond status if the country doesn't meet scheduled debt payments. 

--XT: Protectionism !

If US economy declines, Chinese trade protectionism will increase

Spence 6/21 (Michael,  Nobel laureate in economics, is professor of economics at New York University's Stern School of Business, distinguished visiting fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, and senior fellow at the Hoover Institution, Stanford University, 6/21/11, European Voice, “A Post-Crisis World of Risk” http://www.europeanvoice.com/article/2011/june/a-post-crisis-world-of-risk/71394.aspx)

In all cases, assessments of fiscal balance were mistakenly predicated on the assumed stability and sustainability of the existing growth paths. The assumption that a benign growth and interest-rate environment was a permanent state of affairs led to a massive failure of fiscal counter-cyclicality in the advanced economies, as budget deficits became chronic, rather than a response to depressed domestic demand.
In emerging markets, China's growth is crucial, owing to its size and importance as an export market for Brazil, India, South Korea, Japan, and even Germany. But inflation is a dual threat to China, jeopardising both economic growth and internal cohesion. Housing has become unaffordable for many young people entering the workforce. Reining in price and asset inflation without undermining growth will be a delicate balancing act.

Moreover, China shares with the US the challenge of limiting growth in income inequality. In both cases, the employment engines need to keep running or be restarted, in order to prevent political volatility and social unrest. Protectionism on a large scale is not a likely outcome – at least not yet – but that could change if employment and distributional issues are not handled well. 

Protectionism causes nuclear war.

Spicer 96 (Michael, 1996 economist and member, Tory Party, British Parliament, THE CHALLENGE FROM THE EAST AND THE REBIRTH OF THE WEST, p. 121.)

The choice facing the West today is much the same as that which faced the Soviet bloc after World War II: between meeting head-on the challenge of world trade with the adjustments and the benefits that it will bring, or of attempting to shut out markets that are growing and where a dynamic new pace is being set for innovative production. The problem about the second approach is not simply that it won't hold: satellite technology alone will ensure that the consumers will begin to demand those goods that the East is able to provide most cheaply. More fundamentally, it will guarantee the emergence of a fragmented world in which natural fears will be fanned and inflamed. A world divided into rigid trade blocs will be a deeply troubled and unstable place in which suspicion and ultimately envy will possibly erupt into a major war. I do not say that the converse will necessarily be true, that in a free trading world there will be an absence of all strife. Such a proposition would manifestly be absurd. But to trade is to become interdependent, and that is a good step in the direction of world stability. With nuclear weapons at two a penny, stability will be at a premium in the years ahead.

2nc Laundry List Impact (Khalilzad)
Default collapses hegemony, ushers in an age of multipolarity that breeds prolif, miscalc, Asian war, and Chinese aggression – WWII empirically proves

Khalizad 2/8 (Zalmay, former US ambassador to Afghanistan, former US ambassador to Iraq, United States Permanent Representative to the United Nations, counselor at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, 2/8/11, National Review, “The Economy and National Security” http://www.nationalreview.com/articles/print/259024) Today, economic and fiscal trends pose the most severe long-term threat to the United States’ position as global leader. While the United States suffers from fiscal imbalances and low economic growth, the economies of rival powers are developing rapidly. The continuation of these two trends could lead to a shift from American primacy toward a multi-polar global system, leading in turn to increased geopolitical rivalry and even war among the great powers. The current recession is the result of a deep financial crisis, not a mere fluctuation in the business cycle. Recovery is likely to be protracted. The crisis was preceded by the buildup over two decades of enormous amounts of debt throughout the U.S. economy — ultimately totaling almost 350 percent of GDP — and the development of credit-fueled asset bubbles, particularly in the housing sector. When the bubbles burst, huge amounts of wealth were destroyed, and unemployment rose to over 10 percent. The decline of tax revenues and massive countercyclical spending put the U.S. government on an unsustainable fiscal path. Publicly held national debt rose from 38 to over 60 percent of GDP in three years. Without faster economic growth and actions to reduce deficits, publicly held national debt is projected to reach dangerous proportions. If interest rates were to rise significantly, annual interest payments — which already are larger than the defense budget — would crowd out other spending or require substantial tax increases that would undercut economic growth. Even worse, if unanticipated events trigger what economists call a “sudden stop” in credit markets for U.S. debt, the United States would be unable to roll over its outstanding obligations, precipitating a sovereign-debt crisis that would almost certainly compel a radical retrenchment of the United States internationally. Such scenarios would reshape the international order. It was the economic devastation of Britain and France during World War II, as well as the rise of other powers, that led both countries to relinquish their empires. In the late 1960s, British leaders concluded that they lacked the economic capacity to maintain a presence “east of Suez.” Soviet economic weakness, which crystallized under Gorbachev, contributed to their decisions to withdraw from Afghanistan, abandon Communist regimes in Eastern Europe, and allow the Soviet Union to fragment. If the U.S. debt problem goes critical, the United States would be compelled to retrench, reducing its military spending and shedding international commitments. We face this domestic challenge while other major powers are experiencing rapid economic growth. Even though countries such as China, India, and Brazil have profound political, social, demographic, and economic problems, their economies are growing faster than ours, and this could alter the global distribution of power. These trends could in the long term produce a multi-polar world. If U.S. policymakers fail to act and other powers continue to grow, it is not a question of whether but when a new international order will emerge. The closing of the gap between the United States and its rivals could intensify geopolitical competition among major powers, increase incentives for local powers to play major powers against one another, and undercut our will to preclude or respond to international crises because of the higher risk of escalation. The stakes are high. In modern history, the longest period of peace among the great powers has been the era of U.S. leadership. By contrast, multi-polar systems have been unstable, with their competitive dynamics resulting in frequent crises and major wars among the great powers. Failures of multi-polar international systems produced both world wars. American retrenchment could have devastating consequences. Without an American security blanket, regional powers could rearm in an attempt to balance against emerging threats. Under this scenario, there would be a heightened possibility of arms races, miscalculation, or other crises spiraling into all-out conflict. Alternatively, in seeking to accommodate the stronger powers, weaker powers may shift their geopolitical posture away from the United States. Either way, hostile states would be emboldened to make aggressive moves in their regions. As rival powers rise, Asia in particular is likely to emerge as a zone of great-power competition. Beijing’s economic rise has enabled a dramatic military buildup focused on acquisitions of naval, cruise, and ballistic missiles, long-range stealth aircraft, and anti-satellite capabilities. China’s strategic modernization is aimed, ultimately, at denying the United States access to the seas around China. Even as cooperative economic ties in the region have grown, China’s expansive territorial claims — and provocative statements and actions following crises in Korea and incidents at sea — have roiled its relations with South Korea, Japan, India, and Southeast Asian states. Still, the United States is the most significant barrier facing Chinese hegemony and aggression. Given the risks, the United States must focus on restoring its economic and fiscal condition while checking and managing the rise of potential adversarial regional powers such as China. While we face significant challenges, the U.S. economy still accounts for over 20 percent of the world’s GDP. American institutions — particularly those providing enforceable rule of law — set it apart from all the rising powers. Social cohesion underwrites political stability. U.S. demographic trends are healthier than those of any other developed country. A culture of innovation, excellent institutions of higher education, and a vital sector of small and medium-sized enterprises propel the U.S. economy in ways difficult to quantify. Historically, Americans have responded pragmatically, and sometimes through trial and error, to work our way through the kind of crisis that we face today. 

Proliferation will cause global nuclear war

Taylor, 1  (Theodore, Chairman of NOVA, Former Nuclear Weapons Designer, Recipient of the US Atomic Energy Commission’s 1965 Lawrence Memorial Award and former Deputy Dir. of Defense Nuclear Agency, “Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons”, in “Breakthrough: Emerging New Thinking”, http://www-ee.stanford.edu/~hellman/Breakthrough/book/chapters/taylor.html)

Nuclear proliferation - be it among nations or terrorists - greatly increases the chance of nuclear violence on a scale that would be intolerable. Proliferation increases the chance that nuclear weapons will fall into the hands of irrational people, either suicidal or with no concern for the fate of the world. Irrational or outright psychotic leaders of military factions or terrorist groups might decide to use a few nuclear weapons under their control to stimulate a global nuclear war, as an act of vengeance against humanity as a whole. Countless scenarios of this type can be constructed.  Limited nuclear wars between countries with small numbers of nuclear weapons could escalate into major nuclear wars between superpowers. For example, a nation in an advanced stage of "latent proliferation," finding itself losing a nonnuclear war, might complete the transition to deliverable nuclear weapons and, in desperation, use them. If that should happen in a region, such as the Middle East, where major superpower interests are at stake, the small nuclear war could easily escalate into a global nuclear war.

2nc Heg Impact
Unsustainable debt collapses US influence – only increasing the debt ceiling solves

Ensinger ’10 (Dustin, 2/2/10, Economy in Crisis, “Huge Deficits Altering U.S. Hegemony” http://www.economyincrisis.org/content/huge-deficits-altering-us-hegemony)

 The sun may finally be setting on the American Century, according to The New York Times, which claims that America‘s massive and unsustainable debt will be the cause of waning influence around the world in the near future. 

Not only is the deficit out-of-control - expected to be 1.3 trillion in the 2011 fiscal year - but the nation’s projected long-term debt is even more unsustainable.  By the end of the decade, deficits are projected to rise to over five percent of gross domestic product. 

“[Obama’s] budget draws a picture of a nation that like many American homeowners simply cannot get above water,” The Times writes.   

Even worse, much of that debt is borrowed from foreign central banks, especially Asian powers Japan and China.  As of September 2009, China held $790 billion of U.S. debt while Japan held roughly $752 billion.   

The problem is exacerbated by the political impasse in America, in which each side is firmly entrenched in an unwavering ideological battle.  Republicans refuse to even entertain the idea of any tax increase while Democrats chafe at the though of entitlement cuts.  In reality, to put America back on a path of fiscal sanity and ensure that America remains a hegemony, there needs to be a combination of both.   

American decline threatens extinction –would be the largest mistake in the history of geopolitics

Bradley A. Thayer (Associate Professor in the Dept. of Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University) 2007 American Empire: A Debate, “Reply to Christopher Layne” p 118

To abandon its leadership role would be a fundamental mistake of American grand strategy. Indeed, in the great history of the United States, there is no parallel, no previous case, where the United States has made such a titanic grand strategic blunder. It would surpass by far its great mistake of 1812, when the young and ambitious country gambled and declared war against a mighty empire, the British, believing London was too distracted by the tremendous events on the Continent—the formidable military genius of Napoleon and the prodigious threat from the French empire and its allies--to notice while it conquered Canada. The citizens of the United States cannot pretend that, by weakening ourselves, other countries will be nice and respect its security and interests. To suggest this implies a naiveté and innocence about international politics that would be charming, if only the consequences of such an opinion were not so serious. Throughout its history, the United States has never refrained from acting boldly to secure its interests. It should not be timid now. Many times in the great history of the United States, the country faced difficult decisions—decisions of confrontation or appeasement--and significant threats--the British, French, Spanish, Germans, Italians, Japanese, and Soviets. It always has recognized those threats and faced them down, to emerge victorious. The United States should have the confidence to do so now against China not simply because to do so maximizes its power and security or ensures it is the dominant vice in the world's affairs, but because it is the last, best hope of humanity.
--XT Hegemony
Debt Ceiling key to US credibility and economic status

Washington Post 6/19/11 (First rule of economics: Do no harm, http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/first-rule-of-economics-do-no-harm/2011/06/15/AGtmF4bH_story.html, MM)

IT WOULD BE IRONIC, if it weren’t so scary. Those who are concerned about the national debt and thereby oppose raising the debt ceiling risk adding dramatically to the debt if they refuse to act. Two leading economic officials made that point in different venues last week. If default, or fears about default, caused interest rates on government bonds to tick up even slightly, Congressional Budget Office Director Douglas Elmendorf told a breakfast roundtable, it would cost the government billions more in interest payments. An increase of 10 basis points — one-tenth of 1 percent — would add $130 billion to interest payments over the decade. As to the notion that bondholders could be paid while other obligations were postponed, Mr. Elmendorf said that “defaulting on any government obligation is a dangerous gamble.” Mr. Elmendorf’s comments were reinforced with warnings from Federal Reserve Board Chairman Ben Bernanke. Speaking to a conference organized by the Committee for Responsible Federal Budget, Mr. Bernanke argued that regarding the debt ceiling, lawmakers should practice the political version of the Hippocratic oath: First, do no harm. “Failing to raise the debt ceiling in a timely way would be self-defeating if the objective is to chart a course toward a better fiscal situation for our nation,” he said. He spelled out the potential consequences: “In particular, even a short suspension of payments on principal or interest on the Treasury’s debt obligations could cause severe disruptions in financial markets and the payments system, induce ratings downgrades of U.S. government debt, create fundamental doubts about the creditworthiness of the United States, and damage the special role of the dollar and Treasury securities in global markets in the longer term. Interest rates would likely rise, slowing the recovery and, perversely, worsening the deficit problem by increasing required interest payments on the debt for what might well be a protracted period.” Like Mr. Elmendorf, Mr. Bernanke dismissed the notion that those problems could be avoided by continuing to pay bondholders but delaying other payments. Before long, he said, Treasury would be deciding whether to mail Social Security checks or pay soldiers. Meanwhile, “the fact that many other government payments would be delayed could still create serious concerns about the safety of Treasury securities among financial market participants.” 

No debt ceiling leads to less international confidence and a decrease in support

Siris 5/11 (Peter, managed Guerrilla Partners for 7 years. He spent 15 years as an analyst on Wall Street, 5/11/11, “Debt Ceiling Needs a Lift” ProQuest) 
Each day, we are spending $6 billion more than we are taking in. If we refuse to raise the debt ceiling, we will default on some of our debts. Even if we only threaten to do so, we will make our creditors nervous, which will have longstanding severe consequences. If you stopped paying your credit card bills, you would quickly have your credit turned off. When you tried to swipe your card at the supermarket or the gas station, you would be politely told your card was no good. If you stopped paying your car payments, the repo man would come to visit. At best, your future credit rating would be severely impaired. If you tried to get a loan, the rates you would pay could be astronomical. It is the same with countries. Would you lend money to a person who had just defaulted on his debts? Do you think governments are any different? Would you give a low-interest rate to someone who told you in advance he might not pay you back? Do you think other governments will? We have been living the good life, spending money we do not have, while others, like China, Japan and OPEC, have been financing our deficits. These entities accept low rates because they have confidence we are good for our debts. If Congress refuses to raise the debt ceiling, these entities are not going to keep giving us low-interest loans. In the event of a default, the dollar would plunge. Imported goods would soar in price. If you don't like $4 gas, how are you going to feel about $6 gas? Prices of clothes, electronics and everything else we buy will also go up sharply. Foreigners will pull money out of the U.S., not just in bonds, but in stocks as well. If the dollar is going to drop, investments made in dollars will decline in value, so foreigners are likely to move investments to markets with stronger currencies, which will force down stock prices. Interest rates will surge. Without other central banks and foreign investors to finance our deficits and with the Fed limited in its resources, the government will have to significantly raise rates to get Americans to buy bonds. And money put into bonds means money taken out of stocks, which will be more bad news for equities. All this means that, in the end, Congress will vote to raise the debt ceiling. But some of the damage has already been done. Other countries are becoming increasingly concerned about our lack of fiscal responsibility. If we do not see a budget compromise soon, look for the dollar to keep dropping and interest rates to start going up. Neither of these factors will be good for U.S. equities. As a hedge, I believe investors should put more money in international stocks, especially emerging markets, and in U.S. exporters. Playing with the debt ceiling is a dangerous game. 

American global standing will fall

El-Erian 6/19 (Mohamad, CEO and co-CIO of PIMCO, and author of “When Markets Collide”, 6/19/11, The Korea Herald, “ U.S.’s dangerous debt ceiling debate” http://www.koreaherald.com/opinion/Detail.jsp?newsMLId=20110619000278)
U.S. Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner recently informed members of Congress that the government will be in this situation on or around Aug. 2. Having already officially hit the ceiling, the Treasury is moving money around and tapping various pots of unused funds to pay its bills. In a few weeks, this “flexibility” will be used up. With the U.S. government now borrowing around 40 percent of every dollar it spends, a truly binding debt ceiling would immediately force the government to reduce spending radically and in a disorderly fashion.
Politicians across the political spectrum know that such a situation would unsettle an already fragile U.S. economy, severely weaken the dollar, and raise serious concerns about the country’s ability to meet its debt-service obligations, including to the many foreign creditors that the U.S. will need in the future. Yet, in today’s polarized environment in Washington, Republicans and Democrats are unwilling to compromise ― or at least to compromise “too early.”
By holding out, Republicans wish to force President Barack Obama’s administration into massive spending cuts. Democrats respond that such a one-sided approach would be economically harmful and socially unjust. In the meantime, both sides risk disrupting transfer payments (including to the elderly) and the provision of public services, as well as eroding further America’s global credit standing.
--XT Hegemony Terminal

Leadership stops nuclear war

Khalilzad, 1995 (Zalmay, Washington Quarterly, Spring, lexis)

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

American decline threatens extinction –would be the largest mistake in the history of geopolitics

Bradley A. Thayer (Associate Professor in the Dept. of Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University) 2007 American Empire: A Debate, “Reply to Christopher Layne” p 118

To abandon its leadership role would be a fundamental mistake of American grand strategy. Indeed, in the great history of the United States, there is no parallel, no previous case, where the United States has made such a titanic grand strategic blunder. It would surpass by far its great mistake of 1812, when the young and ambitious country gambled and declared war against a mighty empire, the British, believing London was too distracted by the tremendous events on the Continent—the formidable military genius of Napoleon and the prodigious threat from the French empire and its allies--to notice while it conquered Canada. The citizens of the United States cannot pretend that, by weakening ourselves, other countries will be nice and respect its security and interests. To suggest this implies a naiveté and innocence about international politics that would be charming, if only the consequences of such an opinion were not so serious. Throughout its history, the United States has never refrained from acting boldly to secure its interests. It should not be timid now. Many times in the great history of the United States, the country faced difficult decisions—decisions of confrontation or appeasement--and significant threats--the British, French, Spanish, Germans, Italians, Japanese, and Soviets. It always has recognized those threats and faced them down, to emerge victorious. The United States should have the confidence to do so now against China not simply because to do so maximizes its power and security or ensures it is the dominant vice in the world's affairs, but because it is the last, best hope of humanity.
***AFF – Generic
No Political Capital

No political capital 

Mead 6-20 [Walter Russell, Professor of Foreign Affairs and Humanities at Bard College and Editor-at-Large of The American Interest magazine,  Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow for U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations. “Here's How Obama Can Save His Presidency,” http://www.businessinsider.com/heres-how-obama-can-save-his-presidency-2011-6]

Nevertheless it seems increasingly clear that the Obama presidency has lost its way; at home and abroad it flounders from event to event, directionless and passive as one report after another “unexpectedly” shows an economy that refuses to heal.  Most recently, the IMF has cut its growth forecast for the United States in 2011 and 2012. With growth predicted at 2.5 percent this year and 2.7 percent next, unemployment is unlikely to fall significantly before Election Day. On the same day, the latest survey of consumer sentiment shows an “unexpectedly sharp” dip in consumer confidence. The economy is not getting well; geopolitically, the US keeps adding new countries to the bomb list, but the President has fallen strangely silent about the five wars he is fighting (Iraq, Afghanistan, tribal Pakistan, Libya and now Yemen). The problem is only partly that the President’s policies don’t appear to be working. Presidents fail to be re-elected less because their policies aren’t working than because they have lost control of the narrative. FDR failed to end the Depression during two terms in office but kept the country’s confidence through it all. Richard Nixon hadn’t ended the Vietnam War in 1972 and George W. Bush hadn’t triumphed in what we still knew as the Global War on Terror in 2004. In all these cases, however, the presidents convinced voters that they understood the problem, that they were working on it, and that their opponents were clueless throwbacks who would only make things worse. President Obama still has a shot at convincing voters that the GOP would make things worse, but his administration has not just lost control over the direction of the economy. It has lost control of the discussion about the economy. Why did the stimulus fail? What did the President learn from this failure and what will the President try next? The White House has been so busy bobbing and weaving it has not communicated a simple, clear story about what went wrong and what happens next. Nobody at this point really knows what the President stands for – at home or abroad. He is not George W. Bush and he is not Bill Clinton, but who is he and where is he taking us? He seems bogged down in the minutiae of policies – most of which don’t seem to be working very well. He has given his opposition valuable gifts, setting goals for himself which he then fails to meet: that the stimulus would keep unemployment below 8 percent, public demands for Israeli concessions he failed to achieve, the promise that his health care proposals wouldn’t effect anyone who liked their current insurance, and the infamous “days not weeks” prediction about the Libya campaign. These and similar blunders have two things in common: they are unforced errors, and they undercut the President’s ability to present himself as a visionary leader who both understands where the country is headed and has a plan for meeting the obstacles in our path. He frequently appears surprised by events, and over time confidence in his leadership is leaking away.

Obama political capital is waning

Yemade 6/17 (Yemade, June 17, 2011, “Obama’s 2012 presidential dream will be shattered”, http://yemade.com/blog/?p=360, June 22 2011)

However, it is because he spent too much energy and political capital in the health care reform, the result of too little attention to economic recovery, unemployment remains high, so many voters disappointed. In addition, health care reform despite his success also brought a huge budget deficit pressures, which quickly became extremely conservative target. To reduce the federal deficit and tax cuts for the campaign slogan of the emergence of the tea party, and the Democratic mid-term elections in 2010 failed miserably, fully illustrated Obama’s domestic difficulties. Compared with domestic policy, Obama’s foreign policy will have far less. Two years ago, his speech in Egypt is known as another “Cairo Declaration”, to improve U.S. relations with the Arab world has laid a good basis for public diplomacy, however, the Palestinian-Israeli peace talks so far nothing. May 19, he swept through North Africa and the Middle East for political instability made the second Middle East policy speech, announced that the Arab people to stand aside and support the democratic movement in the Arab world. If I had known, why he had the fate of the Mubarak hesitant to let the Egyptian people have a sense of being betrayed it?

Political capital set to expire – failure of health care and loss of independents
Kuhn 6/17 (Chief political correspondent for RealClearPolitics and Senior Political Writer for Politico.com, “Health Care Law Could Fall, and With It Obama’s Legend” June 17, 2011, June 23, 2011, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2011/06/17/health_care_reform_repeal_could_fall_obama_legacy_democrats_2012_court_senate_reconciliation.html)

However it's done, if it is done, much of Obama's legacy would also be undone. Obama and the Democratic leadership made decisions in 2009 that will reverberate politically for decades. Democratic philosophy -- active-state liberalism, government as a means to promote the common good -- was fully invested in the choices of Obama's first year, a point this writer has admittedly belabored. Democrats made immense legislative sacrifices to win their prize.

Those sacrifices could be for naught. The new New Deal that never came to pass. Recall that rare chance. A president had the political capital to cobble a bill large enough to substantially impact the economy. But the average American worker was never bailed out. We cannot know what might have been. What if Obama had focused his first year on the great issue of this time, as FDR did in his time? Obama won the health care overhaul, which was never popular. He could have certainly won a major jobs bill, which was always popular. Would that have granted Obama momentum for more? A financial bill that actually ended "too big to fail"? Other Democratic ambitions -- some measure of legislation on climate change or immigration? Obama sought the great liberal dream instead -- universal health care. The White House seemingly did not grasp the gamble. Obama was wrongly said to have remade our politics, whereas his majority was born with the September 2008 crash and in time, fell as that fact was forgotten. The distance between mandate and actions grew. His coalition predictably fissured with that distance, as he learned demographics are not destiny. Even the everyman concern for health care costs went largely unaddressed. Independents predictably left Obama his first summer in office. The economy was recovering but health care consumed DC. Bailout for the big guy. Health care for the little guy. The middleman was forgotten. Independents never returned. Yet at least, from Democrats' perspective, they had something historic to show for all they sacrificed. And if the law holds, 32 million more Americans will have health insurance. Not small sacrifices. But no small feat.
PC Low- pressure from Democrats on Afghanistan

UPI 6/20/11 (Troop Drawdown Negotiations Puts Pressure on Obama, http://onlinejournal.com/artman/publish/article_9911.shtml, MM)

U.S. President Barack Obama is facing pressure from two Democratic allies who want up to 50,000 troops withdrawn from Afghanistan this year. Friday, Democratic Sen. Barbara Boxer, D-Calif., called for Obama to withdraw 30,000 troops by year's end, with Rep. Barbara Lee, D-Oakland, calling for 50,000 withdrawals, the San Francisco Chronicle reported Saturday. Obama has said he would start withdrawing troops in July, but he has not discussed specific numbers. All U.S. troops are to be out of Afghanistan by 2014. Boxer, a member of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, said the United States should shift to "a different mission focused on targeted counter-terrorism operations, the protection of American coalition personnel and the continued training of Afghan security forces." In a Los Angeles Times report, Lee said anything less than halving the 100,000 U.S. troop presence in Afghanistan is too little. "As the president contemplates this decision, I urge him to hold true to his comments that he will seriously consider a 'significant' reduction of U.S. troops in Afghanistan," Lee said. "A more significant and reasonable goal would be the withdrawal of 50,000 combat troops," she said. "Any withdrawal plan should begin immediately and be conducted swiftly, not dragged out over years." 

PC low- too long after Osama, troop withdrawals and Libya

 Carroll 6/21/11 (Conn, senior Washington news analyst, Morning Examiner: Spending his Osama capital, http://washingtonexaminer.com/blogs/beltway-confidential/2011/06/morning-examiner-spending-his-osama-capital, MM)
President Obama’s post-Osama bin Laden job approval bounce has largely dissipated for most issue areas, but it still persists in the realm of foreign policy (49-46 overall in the latest NBC/WSJ poll, compared to 50-44 on foreign policy). Obama will need that goodwill this week as he both announces troop withdrawal levels from Afghanistan and navigates the months-old conflict in Libya. In addition to the added goodwill of the bin Laden operation, Obama is also cushioned by the fact that on both Afghanistan and Libya, Republican opinion is divided.

Polcap’s extremely low- discussions with republicans

Berman et al 6/01/11 (Russell Berman, Sam Youngman and Molly K. Hooper, staff writers for the Hill, a leading congressional news outlet, Ryan to Obama: 'Leadership should come from the top’, http://thehill.com/homenews/house/164259-ryan-confronts-obama-on-criticism-says-leadership-should-come-from-top, MM)

Republicans confronted President Obama at the White House on Wednesday, accusing him of a lack of leadership during the nation’s fiscal crisis. Rep. Paul Ryan (R-Wis.) said he wanted to “clear the air” over the president’s attack on his budget plan. The most dramatic moment of the meeting came when Ryan told Obama he was wrong to characterize Republicans as turning their backs on children and senior citizens, lawmakers said. Ryan told the president, “Leadership should come from the top,” according to Rep. Pete King (R-N.Y.), who was there. Ryan also called out the president for his speech at George Washington University in April, during which he castigated the Republican budget in harsh terms while Ryan sat just a few feet away. GOP leaders said Wednesday’s White House meeting, which lasted over an hour, was “frank” and “productive.” Republicans have for weeks complained that Democrats are engaging in a coordinated “Mediscare” campaign to mischaracterize the GOP budget as turning Medicare into a voucher program for seniors. Democrats have doubled down on their critique in the days since their upset victory in a special election in upstate New York, where even Republicans acknowledged the Medicare issue played a role. “As far as Medicare is concerned, we wanted to make sure the president understood the facts about our proposal so he doesn’t continue to mischaracterize it. We just needed to clear the air,” Ryan told reporters at the Capitol. He did not describe his exchange with Obama in detail. King said Ryan stopped short of directly accusing Obama of demagoguing the issue but that he was “politely critical” of the president. “Obviously we disagree. Ours was a good proposal,” King paraphrased the House Budget Committee chairman as saying. “It was wrong to accuse us of turning our backs on autistic children or putting senior citizens out on the street.” Several lawmakers confirmed the tone of Ryan’s comments and said Obama responded by suggesting that both sides had engaged in demagoguery. “I could tell the president was nervous, because when he’s nervous, he talks on and on. Everybody else he gave about a three- or four-minute answer to. To Paul Ryan it was about 20 minutes,” freshman Rep. James Lankford (R-Okla.) said. King said that earlier in the meeting, Obama tried to point out, in a lighthearted way, that Republicans were guilty of mischaracterizing him as well. “He said, ‘As someone who’s a socialist, who wants to have government-run healthcare … and whose birth certificate is being questioned, I can empathize with that,’ ” King said. On the issue of Medicare, the White House offered no rhetorical concessions. Asked if Obama would stop calling the Ryan plan a voucher program, press secretary Jay Carney replied: “What you call it doesn’t change what it is and what it does. It is a voucher plan.” Carney said the criticisms from Obama, who will meet with House Democrats on Wednesday, are not “a matter of demagoguery.” Republicans emerged from the meeting with mixed feelings about what it accomplished. Members of the leadership team and committee chairmen said it was significant that Obama acknowledged that entitlement reforms would be included in a broad agreement to reduce the deficit and lift the debt ceiling — something Republicans have demanded but Democrats have resisted. “The president was pretty clear about that, putting entitlement reform in the debt limit,” Ryan said. GOP Whip Kevin McCarthy (Calif.) said Obama “said there needs to be entitlement reform” and that he wants to find “real cuts now.” Some members of the freshman class, however, voiced more frustration. Rep. Adam Kinzinger (R-Ill.) said he came out of the meeting feeling “we didn’t make any progress.” He suggested the fiscal debate had already devolved into campaign-season politics. “We feel like it’s 2012 right now. We want to actually do something in 2011,” Kinzinger said. One Republican lawmaker, Rep. Jeff Landry (La.), rejected the White House invitation altogether. “I don’t intend to spend my morning being lectured to by a president whose failed policies have put our children and grandchildren in a huge burden of debt,” he said in a statement. The meeting came a day after the House overwhelmingly voted down an unconditional increase in the $14.3 trillion federal debt limit. Vice President Biden is leading bipartisan talks on a deal to authorize more borrowing while making significant spending cuts and structural reforms. House Majority Leader Eric Cantor (R-Va.) said that he has instructed his members to hold steady on preserving the Bush tax cuts for the middle class and more affluent taxpayers, saying “it’s counterintuitive to believe you’re going to raise taxes on certain entities and individuals you’re expecting to create jobs.” Cantor said the president pushed them on his theme of investment in the future, but Cantor said “to a lot of us that’s code for more Washington spending, and that’s something we can’t afford right now.” Asked later by The Hill if Obama had signaled any willingness to bend on taxes, Cantor laughed before saying, “No.” Other Republicans after the meeting scoffed at Obama, whom they said had mentioned that tax rates were higher during the Reagan era. That claim generated a lot of “eye-rolling” from Republicans, one member said. House Oversight and Government Reform Committee Chairman Darrell Issa (R-Calif.) joked that during the meeting, “We learned we had the lowest tax rates in history … lower than Reagan!” Republicans and the White House face an Aug. 2 deadline set by the Treasury Department to reach a deal on raising the debt ceiling. If the ceiling isn’t raised, the U.S. could default, and Treasury has warned of calamitous economic effects. 

Most political gone; Obama faces tough times

Mernit 6/17 (Judith Lewis Mernit, Writer for the L.A. Times, High Country News, Utne, Mother Jones, and Sierra, “Tough times means resistance to restrictions”, The Raton Range, June 23, 2011, http://ratonrange.com/tough-times-mean-resistance-to-restrictions-p1894-90.htm)

That’s not an argument to ease the pressure on the Obama administration to do better on the environment. It’s certainly healthy to shine a light on the legislative machinations of this machination-happy Congress. A lot of post-midterm political capital was spent or salvaged using anti-environmental riders in the March budget compromise: House Republicans slipped in language nullifying Interior Secretary Salazar’s “Wild Lands” initiative, a move to protect wilderness study areas announced at the start of the year; and Montana Sen. Jon Tester delisted the gray wolf with a rider, a move perhaps calculated to fend off an impending challenge from Montana Republican Rep. Denny Rehberg. But 2011 is a rotten time to hold any president to moral purity on the environment. Elections are won and lost on people’s pocketbooks, and from that perspective, Obama faces a much grimmer fight than Clinton ever did. In June 1995, the unemployment rate was at 5.5 percent and the country had fully recovered from the 1991 recession. If Clinton couldn’t completely fend off the anti-environment fringe during one of the strongest bull markets in history, how can Obama do that now, with unemployment at 9.1 percent and economic recovery uncertain?

The unfortunate reality is that in most of the country, and most certainly in the West, many people have come to the conclusion that environmental laws hurt their local economies. In some cases that’s actually true; in others, it’s either wrong or overblown. But public opinion will not be swayed by any presidential moral high ground until the economy improves. For Obama, it’s give a little now, or usher in President Romney — or Bachmann or Pawlenty — in 2012.

Democrats losing ground to GOP

Kuhner 6/22 (Jefferey T. Kuhner, Contributor to the Washington Times and President of the Edumnd Burke Institute for American Renewal, “The Middle American revolt: As liberalism collapses, conservative populists are stepping forward”, The Washington Times, June 22, 2011, http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/hottopics/lnacademic/?)

The winds of change are blowing. A political rebellion is brewing. The 2012 Republican presidential nomination is taking place within historic times: the decline and fall of big-government liberalism. President Obama's attempt to transform America is finally creating a powerful backlash. The Obama presidency lies in rubble; failure has been its defining characteristic. The country is facing an economic crisis. Unemployment is high. Growth is anemic. Gas prices are sky-high. America is choking on its debt. We are bogged down in three failed wars. Mr. Obama's popularity is plummeting. The liberal regime - once dominant - is tottering. For months, many GOP voters have not been enthusiastic about the current crop of candidates because none of them seem able to address the dangers confronting America. Newt Gingrich, Tim Pawlenty, Rick Santorum, Jon Huntsman Jr. - they are conventional Republicans with establishment ideas. The presumptive front-runner is former Gov. Mitt Romney. His support may be wide, but it's thin. His flip-flops on homosexual marriage and abortion, defense of Romneycare (universal health care in Massachusetts) and watered-down internationalism in foreign affairs make him vulnerable to an insurgent challenger. Yet, at last, the Republican race is heating up with two rising stars. The dark horse is Rep. Michele Bachmann  of Minnesota. She clearly won the debate in New Hampshire. Mrs. Bachmann is articulate, telegenic and feisty. She is a populist conservative who champions God, country and family. She is closely aligned with the Tea Party movement, and is serious about slashing deficits and controlling spending. She is a devout Christian, who is staunchly pro-life, pro-family and pro-gun rights. Moreover, Mrs. Bachmann is a nationalist in foreign policy. She opposes the Libyan intervention, rightly demanding that constitutional checks and balances be reimposed upon Mr. Obama's war-making powers. With the exception of Rep. Ron Paul of Texas, she has the best grasp of one seminal reality: America can no longer afford the welfare-warfare state. The era of nation-building and global democratic revolution is over. Mrs. Bachmann is more than a Sarah Palin clone. On domestic policy, the Minnesota Republican is more substantive; on foreign policy, she is more serious; and most importantly, she has much lower negative ratings - especially among independents. Mrs. Palin (should she run) may be able to win the GOP nomination. The presidency, however, is a bridge too far. The media will eviscerate her. Outside of her intense base, she is despised and distrusted. She personifies the cheap politics of celebrity. Mrs. Bachmann is the opposite: a relentless enemy of cultural liberalism, who can forge a diverse populist coalition. She appeals to the vast middle of America. Her campaign has the potential to tap into the country's profound alienation from Washington. And thus, she is surging in the polls. The other potential major candidate is Texas Gov. Rick Perry. His top aides are signaling that he is clearly thinking about running. If he does, Mr. Perry would skyrocket to the top of the heap, smashing most of his GOP rivals - including Mr. Romney. He is the anti-Romney - an authentic Texan, who has a long record of achievement and proven conservative governance. Mr. Romney talks a good game; Mr. Perry actually plays one. The rap against Mr. Perry is that he looks and sounds too much like former President George W. Bush. He has the same twang and cowboy swagger. After the disastrous Bush years, the country does not want another Texan Republican in the White House, say his critics. Maybe. Yet, Mr. Perry has one trump card: Texas. Under his leadership, the economy has boomed. As the country remains mired in a deep recession, Texas is growing. It has created more private-sector jobs than any other state. He has reined in public spending, restored fiscal responsibility, removed regulatory red tape, maintained flexible labor markets and stood up to the unions. There is no state income tax. He is a real Reaganite. He has combined pro-growth policies with flinty social conservatism.
Obama’s popularity plummeting
Mehr News Agency 6/18 (“Obama’s Challenges for 2012”, Mehr News Agency, June 18, 2011, http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/hottopics/lnacademic/?)
The popularity of U.S. President Barack Obama is now at its lowest level, and the reason is very clear. During his presidential campaign, he made numerous promises, but almost none of them have been fulfilled. During the election campaign, Obama said the economic crisis was the most important challenge on the domestic front. He claimed to have a very clear plan to deal with the crisis and promised to take legal action against those responsible for creating such a mess, but in practice, Obama's economic policies have been more or less the same as those of the previous administration. The mistakes were also repeated in the realm of foreign policy. Obama pledged to withdraw all U.S. troops from Iraq 16 months after he was elected and even promised to eradicate the warmonger attitude of the U.S. government. But over two years since Obama came to office, U.S. forces are still in Iraq and the U.S. defense secretary is speaking about extending the U.S. military presence in the country. Another issue in foreign policy was Obama's promise to build trust with the Islamic world, which excited many Muslims in the United States and other parts of the world. In fact, many African Americans voted for Obama partly on the basis of that promise, but unfortunately it was not materialized. Recent polls show that Obama's popularity is declining day by day.
No Bipartisanship

Republican “bipartisanship” nonexistant 

Jamelle Bouie, 6/24/2011, “When Republicans Say "Bipartisanship," They Mean "Surrender"”, http://prospect.org/csnc/blogs/tapped_archive?month=06&year=2011&base_name=when_republicans_say_bipartisa KC

 Yesterday, after negotiating $2 trillion in spending cuts with Vice President Joe Biden and other senior Democrats, House Majority Leader Eric Cantor pulled out of budget negotiations and denounced any attempt to raise revenues or increase taxes. Speaking for Cantor, Speaker John Boehner commented: “I understand why [Cantor] did what he did. But I think those talks could continue if they’re willing to take the tax hikes off the table.” Likewise, in a joint statement with Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell, Senator Jon Kyl (who joined Cantor in leaving the talks), declared his opposition to new taxes:“President Obama needs to decide between his goal of higher taxes, or a bipartisan plan to address our deficit. He can’t have both.” As Ezra Klein points out, this redefinition of “bipartisanship” isn’t a surprise. In January, when asked about the prospect of working with the Obama administration, McConnell said, “If the president is willing to do what I and my members would do anyway, we’re not going to say no.” This was true even before Republicans won the House of Representatives; during negotiations over health care and financial reform, Republican “compromise” amounted to demanding Democrats abandon their plans in favor of GOP policies. For example, here is what Boehner proposed as a bipartisan solution to health care reform: The president wants to have bipartisan conversations. It is going to be very difficult to have a bipartisan conversation with regard to a 2,700 page heath care bill that’s a Democrat majority in the House and a Democrat majority in the Senate can’t pass. So why are we going to talk about a bill that can’t pass? It really is time to scrap the bill and start over. For the last two-and-a-half years, the GOP has been crystal clear about its negotiation stance: Absent complete capitulation from the other side, Republicans will reject any attempt at “bipartisanship.” That was true when the administration was negotiating the stimulus package; it was true during last year’s lame duck session;and it is true now. 

Bipartisanship low- revolves around republican goals
Ezra Klein, 6/24/2011, “The new ‘bipartisanship’”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/ezra-klein/post/the-new-bipartisanship/2011/05/19/AGbDltiH_blog.html KC

 Traditionally, a bipartisan plan has meant a plan in which both parties give a little to get a little. You give me spending cuts and I’ll give you tax hikes, for instance. But one of Mitch McConnell’s great insights is that what makes a plan bipartisan is votes, not ideas. Thus, with a Democrat as president, a bipartisan plan is a plan that Republicans vote for. And because Republican Party discipline is such that Republicans don’t vote for plans that McConnell and John Boehner tell them to vote against, a bipartisan plan is, well, whatever they say it is. 

Thumpers

KORUS is top of the docket

Merco Press 5-13 “US trade deals with Colombia, Panama and Korea could be approved ‘by August’”, http://en.mercopress.com/2011/05/13/us-trade-deals-with-colombia-panama-and-korea-could-be-approved-by-august, 2011 NM

Speaking at a House Agriculture Committee hearing, US Trade Representative Ron Kirk called on Congress to approve an expanded Trade Adjustment Assistance Program for the retraining of workers displaced due to foreign competition. “We are asking Congress to approve TAA as they move forward with these other agreements,” Kirk said, adding the deals then could be ratified “by August”. Kirk was responding to Republican lawmakers pushing hard for the exact timing of the presentation of the deals to Congress for deliberation. Congressional Republicans have opposed the renewal of the program, which expired early this year, citing the need to cut the federal budget deficit. Kirk's remarks are in line with House Speaker John Boehner, who has expressed his intention to have the three deals pass through Congress before the August recess. The Obama administration last week began technical consultations with congressional staff members on the trade deals ahead of their official presentation to Congress. Kirk has said he wants Congress to approve the Korea deal before July first, when a similar deal between South Korea and the European Union takes effect. The Korea FTA, along with the Colombia and Panama deals, were negotiated under the Trade Promotion Authority Act of 2002, which requires Congress to vote yes or no without amendments within 90 days of the deal's submission. The Obama administration has in recent months cleared obstacles to the congressional approval of the three trade deals. Last month, Washington reached a new deal with Colombia on labor rights, which have served as a stumbling block to congressional approval of the trade agreement, and another with Panama to allow exchanges of tax information to prevent tax evasion. Panama is often criticized for serving as a tax haven. Miriam Sapiro, deputy US trade representative, told a Senate Finance Committee Wednesday that the exact timing for the deals' submission depends on discussions with Congress. “There are discussions ongoing about the exact sequencing and scheduling, of being able to accomplish all of our trade initiatives this year and we look forward to that discussion continuing and concluding as soon as possible,” she said.

House docket is Patent reform, Appropriations, Jobs and Energy, and FAA

The Foundry 6/20 (Josh Robbins, staff writer, “House and Senate Cloakroom: June 20-24, 2011” http://blog.heritage.org/2011/06/20/house-and -senate-cloakroom-june-20-24-2011/)

The House will likely consider four bills this week. The Patent Reform BIll will come up after being pulled from the floor the previous week. The House will also take up the Department of Defense Appropriations Bill and the Jobs and Energy Permitting Act. Finally, the House with either consider a short term extension of the current FAA reauthorization or the conference report of a new FAA reauthorization that was passed in different forms in each house. 

Senate docket is nominations, Economic Development Agency, then Presidential Appointment Efficiency

The Foundry 6/20 (Josh Robbins, staff writer, “House and Senate Cloakroom: June 20-24, 2011” http://blog.heritage.org/2011/06/20/house-and-senate-cloakroom-june-20-24-2011/)

The Senate will return to business on Tuesday, June 21 to vote on the nomination of Michael Simon to be the US District Judge for the District of Oregon at noon. From there the Senate will move to the nomination of Leon Panetta to be Secretary of Defense. Debate on his nomination will begin at 2:15pm and wrap up with a vote at 4:15pm. The Senate will then attempt to move to a vote on the Economic Development Agency reauthorization. Should that fail they will move on to the Presidential Appointment Efficiency and Streamlining Act, a bill which would reduce the number of executive branch positions which require confirmation by the Senate. 

Compartmentalization

Political capital is not key – issues are compartmentalized

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

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

Winners Win

When a tough measure is enacted Obama can build more capital – health care proves
Singer 9 (Jonathan, 3/3/9, MyDD, “By Expending Capital, Obama Grows His Capital” http://mydd.com/2009/3/3/by-expending-capital-obama-grows-his-capital)

Peter Hart gets at a key point. Some believe that political capital is finite, that it can be used up. To an extent that's true. But it's important to note, too, that political capital can be regenerated -- and, specifically, that when a President expends a great deal of capital on a measure that was difficult to enact and then succeeds, he can build up more capital. Indeed, that appears to be what is happening with Barack Obama, who went to the mat to pass the stimulus package out of the gate, got it passed despite near-unanimous opposition of the Republicans on Capitol Hill, and is being rewarded by the American public as a result.

Take a look at the numbers. President Obama now has a 68 percent favorable rating in the NBC-WSJ poll, his highest ever showing in the survey. Nearly half of those surveyed (47 percent) view him very positively. Obama's Democratic Party earns a respectable 49 percent favorable rating. The Republican Party, however, is in the toilet, with its worst ever showing in the history of the NBC-WSJ poll, 26 percent favorable. On the question of blame for the partisanship in Washington, 56 percent place the onus on the Bush administration and another 41 percent place it on Congressional Republicans. Yet just 24 percent blame Congressional Democrats, and a mere 11 percent blame the Obama administration.

So at this point, with President Obama seemingly benefiting from his ambitious actions and the Republicans sinking further and further as a result of their knee-jerked opposition to that agenda, there appears to be no reason not to push forward on anything from universal healthcare to energy reform to ending the war in Iraq. 
Wins build momentum

Wasson, 1/12 (Erik, 1/12/11, The Hill, “Jarrett: Korea FTA is first legislative priority in path to compromise,” http://thehill.com/blogs/on-the-money/international-taxes/137599--jarrett-korea-fta-is-first-legislative-priority-in-path-to-compromise)

***Note – Valerie Jarrett is the Senior White House adviser 

The adviser said the administration believes it has momentum to find workable solutions with the GOP after the productive lame-duck session of Congress, which featured the tax cut compromise, the repeal of the military’s "Don’t ask, don’t tell" policy and the Senate ratification of the New START Treaty with Russia.

“There is nothing like success to breed success,” she said. 

Capital isn’t finite – victories regenerate it

Lichtman, 4/15 – Political Historian at American University (Michael Brissendonl, 4/15/10, Australian Broadcasting Corporation Transcripts, “Obama’s first term test,” Factiva)

ALLAN LICHTMAN, POLITICAL HISTORIAN, AMERICAN UNIVERSITY: Health care victory has kind of renewed and reinvigorated his presidency. A lot of observers make the mistake of thinking that a president has a finite amount of political capital and that if you spend a lot of it on a big initiative like health care you're then bereaved with you political capital. Just the appositive is true, political capital is like an investment if you invest it well it grows and I think political capital for Obama is much greater now than it was before the health care victory.

Link Turn – NASA

NASA policies don’t require political capital- bipartisan support ensures popularity 

SpacePolitics.com, 5/25/2011, “Congressional support for NASA’s MPCV decision”, http://www.spacepolitics.com/category/congress/page/2/ 

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. 

Link Turns – SPS

Rancatore encouraging support in congress

Space Politics 8 (9/16/8, “A space solar power caucus in Congress?” Sphttp://www.spacepolitics.com/2008/09/16/a-space-solar-power-caucus-in-congress/

At the end, though, a “special guest” spoke for a few minutes: Paul Rancatore. If the name sounds familiar, it’s because he ran on a very strongly pro-space platform for Congress in Florida’s 15th district, advocating space solar power, among other things, and winning the endorsement of Buzz Aldrin. However, he lost the Democratic primary in August. Currently, he’s spending time in Washington meeting with members of Congress and their staffs trying to promote space solar power. In his words, he’s trying to “educate members about what space-based solar power can do for our country, create that dialogue, and possible create a ‘space-based solar caucus’ within Congress for them to fully understand the ramifications for our country and the world and start get members involved.”

After the press conference he said that he’s met with Congressman Ed Markey (D-MA), who chairs the Select Committee on Energy Independence and Global Warming, among others, looking for someone willing to champion space solar power in Congress. He expects to make more progress in January, when a new Congress convenes. 
SPS has massive congressional support; alt energy drive proves

Lampson 09, Nick, Staff writer Houston Chronicle “Space-based solar power can help on energy needs” 10/22/09 http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/editorial/outlook/6681871.html#ixzz1QDhvsjC2 NM

The United States is on a serious quest to free itself from a costly and worrisome dependence on foreign oil, and depleting supplies of domestic petroleum, coal and natural gas. The country is pushing forward, thanks to some timely incentives from the federal government and state agencies, and we're turning to renewable sources of energy — which will also help protect our environment. As a former member of the House of Representatives whose legislative interests included energy, the environment and space exploration, I'm well aware of the ever-growing innovative approaches under way at NASA that can help shape America's energy future, improve air quality and offset greenhouse gas emissions. October is Energy Awareness Month, and this year's theme — A Sustainable Energy Future: Putting All the Pieces Together — is especially timely. Here is my perspective on one significant piece, which has been worked on since 1967 and was presented to Congress in 1999, that could build on the space agency's considerable technical prowess. One of our greatest resources is all around us — sunlight. Each hour, the Earth receives more energy from the sun than the world's population consumes in one year. And our star promises to shine brightly for billions of years to come. With presidential direction and congressional support, NASA's wellspring of talent could help foster the creation of solar power satellites — spacecraft that circle the Earth and beam the energy they generate down to the ground for distribution as electricity. 

Congress encouraging NASA to work on SSP

Dinerman 8 (Taylor, 5/8/8, Space Review, “NASA and space solar power” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1130/1)

NASA has good reason to be afraid that the Congress or maybe even the White House will give them a mandate to work on space solar power at a time when the agency’s budget is even tighter than usual and when everything that can be safely cut has been cut. This includes almost all technology development programs that are not directly tied to the Exploration Missions System Directorate’s Project Constellation. Not only that, the management talent inside the organization is similarly under stress. Adding a new program might bring down the US civil space program like a house of cards. 

A demonstration project creates political support for SSP

USINFO, 07 - produced by the Bureau of International Information Programs, U.S. Department of State (“Space Solar Energy Has Future, U.S. Researchers Say - Small demonstration project could help justify further research”, State Department Press Releases And Documents, 8/20, factiva)
Martin Hoffert, former chair of the Department of Applied Sciences at New York University, told members of the Capitol Hill Club in August that space solar power research and development can proceed with existing technologies.

But the potential costs remain high, discouraging entrepreneurs and the government from investing in it. The major expense -- transporting equipment and materials into orbit aboard a space shuttle -- is $20,000 per kilogram of payload, or the carrying capacity of a space vehicle. Proponents of space solar power believe the project would become viable economically if the payload cost could be reduced to below $200 per kilogram, and the total expense of delivery and robotic assembly on orbit could be brought below $3,500 per kilogram.

That is not likely to happen any time soon and a reusable launch vehicle, needed to reduce costs drastically, eventually would require government investment, Mankins said. He said, however, that a small-scale demonstration project of the space solar power concept could help convince skeptics and provide a strong political justification for such an investment.

Congress supports the plan – it wants new competitiveness programs

Morring, 7 (Frank, Aviation Week & Space Technology “Space Solar Power: Climate, Economy, National Security Drive Another Look At SSP; Experts see warming, economic concerns and energy security as reasons to build SSP” August 20, 2007, Proquest Search)

Mankins = head of NASA SSP study

Another factor that might build support in Congress and the Executive Branch is the effect building an SSP system would have on competitiveness. "Here in the U.S. we continue to be concerned about competitiveness, particularly in light of the migration of many high-tech industries overseas, and how [to] provide long-term economic and science and technology strength in the U.S. [It's] an ongoing challenge," Mankins says.

SPS has bipartisan support

Moore 2k (Taylor, “Renewed Interest in Space Solar Power”, EPRI Journal, Spring, academic onefile) //DH

As a result of bipartisan support from Congress and the Clinton administration, additional funding for an SPS exploratory research and technology program was authorized for fiscal year 1999 and is continuing in the current fiscal year. "Large power systems are likely to be essential for achieving ambitious space science and exploration goals, including both extra-solar system robotic probes and the development of large, permanent installations on the moon, Mars, or other targets, such as near-Earth and main-belt asteroids," says Mankins.

Link Turns – Space Missions
Space missions are politically protected and popular- key lawmakers and aerospace lobbies

Raju and Bresnahan 11 (Manu and John, writers for politico, Shooting for the moon amid cuts, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0411/53495.html, 4/20/11, MM)

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. 

Plan is popular – congress supports continued space exploration

Rash ’10 (Wayne, 6/30/10, 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/)

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 Turn – Funding Popular
Congress is actively increasing NASA funds- their commitment is unwavering

Powell 09 (Stewart, political analyst and reporter, Moon mission gets help in Congress, http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/nation/6780240.html, 12/21/09, MM)

Fearful that the White House might scale back manned space exploration, a bipartisan group of lawmakers slipped a provision into a massive government spending package last week that would force President Barack Obama to seek congressional approval for any changes to the ambitious Bush-era, back-to-the-moon program.  The little-noticed legislative maneuver could yield massive payoffs for the Houston area, which has tens of thousands of jobs tied to manned space exploration. The congressional action hands NASA supporters additional leverage in their behind-the-scenes campaign to persuade Obama to budget an extra $3 billion a year to finance the return of astronauts to the moon by 2020 rather than revamping — and cutting — the manned space effort.  “Congress' commitment to our nation's human spaceflight program is unwavering with respect to the path we have already charted,” says Rep. Pete Olson, R-Sugar Land, whose congressional district includes Johnson Space Center. “The debate should not be if we are moving forward, but how we are going to pay for it.” Democrats in the House and Senate joined forces with Sen. Richard Shelby, R-Ala., in the end-of-year legislative avalanche to insert language into a must-sign spending package that requires the president to ask Congress for all the money that would be needed to adjust the scope or timetable of human spaceflight.  None of the $18.7 billion given NASA to spend this year and in future years “shall be available for the termination or elimination” of any part of the Constellation program, the legislation declares, or to “create or initiate a new program” without “subsequent appropriations acts.”  The language prevents the White House from using a common end-run presidents often employ: changing an existing federal program unilaterally and then asking Congress to “reprogram” existing funds to pay for it. Obama signed the language into law on Wednesday as part of a book-thick spending package providing $448 billion to departments and agencies throughout the federal government.  The congressional action underscores that the next steps for the costly but politically popular space program must be “a collaborative effort between the Congress and the administration since Congress has the purse, the money,” says Sen. John Cornyn, R-San Antonio. White House quiet The White House and NASA will have to “convince enough key members of Congress of the wisdom of any changes,” added space historian John Logsdon, author of The Decision to Go to the Moon: Project Apollo and the National Interest. “That likely means showing how the changes will serve the interests of constituencies in Florida, Alabama, and Texas — at least in the long run.”  Those three states have huge stakes in manned space operations, with Florida's Kennedy Space Center handling launches, Alabama's Marshall Space Flight Center handling propulsion and Houston's Johnson Space Center handling mission control.  Obama met with NASA administrator Charlie Bolden, a former astronaut and retired Marine Corps general, on Wednesday to discuss his plans “against a backdrop of serious challenges with the existing program,” said White House spokesman Nicholas Shapiro.  White House officials declined to address the impact of the congressional language or outline Obama's timetable for rolling out his own plan for manned space operations. His blueprint is expected as part of his budget request in February for the 2011 fiscal year. Party-line vote Congress' latest move reflects deepening intervention, with “a trend over the last several years for the Senate in particular to be more directive,” says Scott Pace, a former NASA executive directing the Space Policy Institute at George Washington University.  Congress, for example, has forced NASA to triple the number of separate appropriation accounts under congressional scrutiny to give lawmakers deeper line-by-line authority over spending.  Despite the stakes, the congressional constraints on the president's maneuvering room were adopted on largely party-line votes, with Democrats joined by only three Republicans in the Senate and none in the House.  
Funding for space exploration popular with House republicans and democrats

Mark Whittington, 4/1/2011, “Rep. Bill Posey Argues for More Funding for NASA Space Exploration”, http://news.yahoo.com/s/ac/20110401/pl_ac/8187949_rep_bill_posey_argues_for_more_funding_for_nasa_space_exploration 

In a recent hearing before the House Budget Committee in preparation for a 2012 budget, Rep. Bill Posey, Republican of Florida, made the case for more funding for NASA's human space flight programs. Most of the arguments Posey used were familiar. They included the need not to fall behind Russia and China in space exploration, technological spin-offs, and the need to maintain an aerospace work force. The main thrust of Posey's arguments were directed against President Barack Obama's space policy, which the congressman suggested had left NASA with no clear mission as well as the White House's continuing opposition to funding space exploration. This, more than the other arguments, is likely to have some resonance for House members, Republicans as well as Democrats. 

Lawmakers dislike 2012 NASA budget proposal- want to continue funding for space exploration

Clara Moskowitz, 3/2/2011, “NASA chief defends space budget in Congress”, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/41878670/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/nasa-chief-defends-space-budget-congress/ 

 Under the 2012 budget proposed by Obama, the priorities are somewhat shifted so that more money would be routed toward a commercial crew capsule, and less money would be pumped into NASA's next-generation spacecraft. That change had some lawmakers up in arms Wednesday during hearings of the House Committee on Science, Space and Technology. "While last year's Authorization Act 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 the committee's ranking Democratic member, Eddie Bernice Johnson. D-Texas. "I do not see it reflected in the proposed NASA budget request." The committee's chairman Ralph Hall, R-Texas, agreed. "The new budget proposal disregards — yes, ignores — our authorization law," Hall said. 

Link Turns – Planet Hopping
Politicians will support planet hopping – inexpensive

Space Politics 5/31 (5/31/11, Space Politics, “Strategies for space settlement and NASA’s survival” http://www.spacepolitics.com/2011/05/31/strategies-for-space-settlement-and-nasas-survival/)

What is Greason’s idea for a strategy? In the speech, he proposed a “planet hopping” approach analogous to the “island hopping” strategy the US used against Japan in World War Two. “What we have to do is take the planetary destinations in sequence,” he said, referring to the Moon, near Earth objects, the moons of Mars, and Mars itself. “In each one of them, the purpose of the initial human outpost is not to be there and look cool. It is not to unfurl flags and take pretty pictures, and it is not the holy grail of science, although we will get all of those things. It’s to make gas.” That is, each destination will produce propellant that will enable a cost-effective step to the next destination.

“If you do that, a lot of interesting things fall out,” he said. Such an approach would generate demand for propellant in low Earth orbit, enabling lower cost launches (through increased demand for launches) and propellant depots, and also provide a predictable market for new reusable launch vehicles.

Moreover, such an approach could be affordable, as each step in the process would serve as a multiplier in reducing costs versus a direct-to-Mars approach. “It’s my belief that if we pursued this the right way, we actually could afford to do this, all the way out to the first landings on Mars, for the kind of budget NASA’s getting now,” he said.

That strategy, or something like it, is critical to the future of NASA’s human spaceflight program, he argued. Without such a strategy, he said, “we’re going to build a big rocket, and then we’re going to hope a space program shows up to fly it. Any in my opinion, that strategy—the strategy of default—is going to result in the end of the NASA human spaceflight program” when members of Congress question the wisdom of spending several billion dollars a year on that effort and its lack of progress in an era of constricting budgets. “If we haven’t done better in the next ten years than we have in the last ten years, we’re going to lose that fight, and NASA’s human spaceflight activity will end.” 
Biden Likes

Biden supports space development, manned flights, and international space cooperation

SpacePolitics.com, 8/23/2008, “Biden on space”, http://www.spacepolitics.com/2008/08/23/biden-on-space/ KC

However, not surprisingly, there’s not much to say about Biden and space policy. The Biden campaign was one of the campaigns I contacted for an article in The Space Review about candidates’s positions on space, but, like the others, didn’t get a response from. The journal Nature had a little more success in early January, reporting that he “wants to make China a full partner in space rather than a ‘frustrated new entrant’ that has to catch up with the United States.” And at a New Hampshire debate last fall, he told an attendee, “I like the robotic programs” and, about human spaceflight, “with clear leadership we could do anything, good luck.” In the Senate he doesn’t serve on the Commerce or Appropriations committees, so he’s not on the front lines of either authorization or appropriations legislation that would affect NASA. However, he does chair the Foreign Relations Committee, which has a tangential but key role now: In June he and the ranking Republican on the committee, Richard Lugar, introduced S.3103, the “International Space Station Payments Act of 2008″. This bill would have extended the current waiver in the Iran, North Korea, and Syria Nonproliferation Act that allows NASA to purchase flight services from Russia. That waiver currently expires at the end of 2011, and NASA officials have said that they need the extension this year since it takes up to three years to build a Soyuz spacecraft (the extension does not include Progress spacecraft, since NASA is planning on commercial and/or international alternatives to Progress). However, enthusiasm for the waiver has dropped significantly in the wake of Russia’s incursion into Georgia this month, raising doubts it will be passed. 

Biden supports the space program- brings jobs and global leadership

Keith Cowing, 10/28/2008, “Senator Biden on Reinvigorating our Space Program”, http://nasawatch.com/archives/2008/10/biden-on-space-policy.html KC

 "When John F. Kennedy challenged the nation to go to the moon, he noted that the space industry not only demanded the best minds, it also created the best jobs. Ladies and gentlemen, the objective was not just to go to the moon. But it was to get another 435,000 engineers and scientists and mathematicians. When the Shuttle is retired, NASA estimates that 3,500 jobs could be lost - and that doesn't count the impact on local businesses or the long-term cost of allowing our global leadership to atrophy. The Bush Administration has left our space program in a very difficult position. And John McCain, as Chairman of the Commerce Committee hasn't helped. He oversaw the plan to retire the Space Shuttle before a replacement was ready." 

Biden supports NASA funding- job creation and education

Orlando Sentinel, 10/28/2008, “Biden says NASA is about jobs as well as space”, http://blogs.orlandosentinel.com/news_space_thewritestuff/2008/10/biden-says-nasa.html KC

 Democratic vice presidential candidate Joe Biden, beaming with confidence, told some 2,000 supporters on Florida’s Space Coast on Tuesday that America’s space program was more than just about sending humans to the moon: it was about jobs. In the most comprehensive speech on space policy given by any candidate that has yet to visit Brevard County, Biden clearly suggested that a Barack Obama administration might regard NASA as a public works program as much as a program of scientific and technical achievement. “When John F. Kennedy challenged the nation to go to the moon he noted that the space industry not only demanded the best minds, it also created the best jobs,” he told supporters who braved a chilly October evening to attend the rally at Wickham Park in Melbourne. "And as it did in the Kennedy administration, I promise we will create a new generation of engineers, mathematicians and scientists and a few astronauts like [Florida Senator] Bill nelson as well in the process. Ladies and gentlemen, it is a goal that will also create jobs." Republican candidate John McCain, like Biden and Obama, supports giving NASA an additional $2 billion of funding to help the space agency speed the development of a new rocket to replace the shuttle after it retires in 2010. But Biden’s speech was the first time that any candidate had promised that the additional money was for more than just national prestige. 

Biden supports peaceful space activities- believes that space is advantageous for global cooperation 

Mike Moore, author, journalist, speaker, and research fellow at the Independent Institute 1/12/2009, “An Agenda for Obama: End America's Counterproductive Pursuit of Space Dominance”, http://www.carnegiecouncil.org/resources/ethics_online/0029.html KC

The United States still has moral authority in much of the world. Hundreds of millions of people in other lands believe that the United States, despite its flaws, strives to be a fair, just, and reasonably democratic society. Millions seek to educate themselves in America, work in America, perhaps emigrate to America. The Statue of Liberty still has potent symbolic meaning, not just in the United States but in many nations. The Obama-Biden team seems to understand that. Before it took office, its "transition" website laid out the game plan of the new administration. One of the many points under the national defense heading was this: the administration would "restore American leadership on space issues, seeking a worldwide ban on weapons that interfere with military and commercial satellites." Such an effort would reverse the national-security space policies of Ronald Reagan; George H. W. Bush; Bill Clinton; and George W. Bush. It would also violate the conventional wisdom of most military strategists (civilian and military) who have shaped America's national-security space policy since the 1980s. Put simply, the national-security space policy the Obama-Biden administration inherited is not widely seen in the national-security community as "broken." Indeed, American space dominance is presumed to be fully compatible with the post-Cold War meta-paradigm that says the surest way to avoid a new and dangerous cold war is to have the capability to exercise full spectrum dominance in any possible battle scenario, including space. 

Link Turn – Reid

Reid supports NASA funding – scared of job loss

Cowing 11 (Keith, 2/17/11, NASA Watch, “Reid to Obama on NASA Budget” http://www.nasawatch.com/archives/2011/02/reid-to-obama-o.html)

 Reid wrote "Based on this bipartisan vision, I strongly urge you to support the space program in your budget request for FY 2012. Any digression from the hard fought compromise would likely result in another year of turmoil for an already battered community. Thousands of highly skilled individuals have already lost their jobs, and additional job losses are expected as the agency transitions to the next generation space vehicle. Florida has been particularly hard hit with projected job losses over the next year and a half at more than 7000 - a state with an unemploynlent rate that already hovers near 12%. While many of these jobs are being lost with the Shuttle's retirement, we can reduce these job reductions by properly implementing the NASA Authorization Act." 

***Debt Ceiling - AFF

Won’t Pass – Polls

Congress has no hope for debt ceiling
Miller 6-23 (Zillie Miller, 6-23-11,  Congress Skeptical Debt Ceiling Negotiations Will Meet Deadline, http://www.businessinsider.com/congress-skeptical-debt-ceiling-negotiations-will-meet-deadline-2011-6)
Members of Congress are not optimistic that the ongoing debt ceiling negotiations will produce a deal by the July 1st deadline set by Vice President Joe Biden, according to a National Journal poll of Members of Congress. Asked whether they thought the "Biden Group" would reach a bipartisan deal by July 1st, 52% of Democrats, and 79% of Republicans answered no.
Won’t Pass – Walk Out
Wont pass- Republicans dropped out

Condon 6/23/11 (Stephanie, reporter for CBS News,  Deficit talks implode as GOP negotiators drop out,  http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-20073730-503544.html#ixzz1Q824KnR8, MM)

Vice President Joe Biden's deficit reduction talks imploded today after the only two Republicans involved in the negotiations announced they are halting their participation because of their objections to Democratic demands for "tax increases."  Democrats meanwhile, suggested Republicans are "playing with fire" by holding up a vote on raising the debt ceiling.  House Majority Leader Eric Cantor announced this morning that he would skip today's scheduled meeting because "Democrats continue to insist that any deal must include tax increases."  Subsequently, Republican Sen. Jon Kyl of Arizona announced he was pulling out of the negotiations. Kyl and Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell released a statement saying, "The White House and Democrats are insisting on job-killing tax hikes and new spending. That proposal won't address our fiscal crisis, our jobs crisis, or protect and reform entitlements."  Cantor, Kyl and McConnell all put the onus on President Obama to inject himself in the talks and come up with a plan for reducing the nation's deficit.  Democrats, meanwhile, learned about their Republican colleagues' revolt after walking out of a White House meeting regarding the deficit.  

Wont pass- walkout

Jackson 6/23/11 (David, congressional reporter for USA Today, Republicans leave debt talks as Obama meets with Democrats, http://content.usatoday.com/communities/theoval/post/2011/06/obama-talks-federal-debt-with-house-democrats/1, MM)

House Majority Leader Eric Cantor, R-Va., said talks to raise the $14.3 trillion debt ceiling while cutting the budget won't go anywhere until Obama weighs in on requests for tax hikes Republicans oppose. "Given this impasse, I will not be participating in today's meeting, and I believe it is time for the president to speak clearly and resolve the tax issue," Cantor said. "Once resolved, we have a blueprint to move forward to trillions of spending cuts and binding mechanisms to change the way things are done around here." Sen. Jon Kyl, R-Ariz., also withdrew from the talks. In a joint statement with Republican leader Mitch McConnell, R-Ky., Kyl said, "The White House and Democrats are insisting on job-killing tax hikes and new spending." 

Won’t pass- talks failed and the GOP bailed

Fox News 6/23/11 (Cantor, Kyl Pull Out of Budget Talks, Call on Obama to 'Resolve' Tax Hike Dispute, http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2011/06/23/house-gop-leader-cantor-pulls-out-budget-talks/, MM)

Bipartisan budget talks led by Vice President Biden collapsed Thursday after the top two Republican negotiators pulled out, complaining Democrats won't drop their push for tax increases and calling on the president to get involved. The decision by House Majority Leader Eric Cantor and Sen. Jon Kyl, R-Ariz., effectively sidelines the talks, which had accelerated in recent weeks as lawmakers tried to strike a budget deal that would pave the way for Congress to approve an increase in the $14.3 trillion debt ceiling. The clock is ticking, with the Treasury Department having set Aug. 2 as the deadline to lift the debt cap. 

Won’t Pass – Taxes
Won’t pass- taxes

 Sahadi 6/23/11 (Jeanne, reporter for CNN Money, Debt ceiling: Key Republican bolts talks, http://money.cnn.com/2011/06/23/news/economy/debt_ceiling_cantor/?section=money_latest, MM) 

The bipartisan debt ceiling negotiations led by Vice President Joe Biden were thrown into question Thursday when a key Republican lawmaker pulled out of the talks. House Majority Leader Eric Cantor said in a statement the group had made progress in identifying "trillions" in spending cuts, but that Democrats "continue to insist that any deal must include tax increases." Taxes have been a central roadblock from the beginning: Democrats say they are a necessary part of any debt-reduction plan, and Republicans say they will not pass a plan that increases taxes. On Thursday, Cantor -- one of two Republicans of the group -- said any proposal to raise taxes won't fly in the House. The tax impasse must be resolved before negotiations can continue, he added. 

Wont pass- tax fight

Paletta 6/23/11 (Damian, reporter for the Wall Street Journal, Bipartisan Debt Talks Grow More Contentious, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702304657804576401592689113956.html?KEYWORDS=medicare, MM)

The bipartisan deficit-reduction talks led by Vice President Joe Biden grew more contentious Wednesday as Democrats and Republicans became increasingly entrenched on key issues, people familiar with the matter said. Republicans are staunchly opposed to raising taxes, something Democrats believe must be part of any deficit-reduction plan. Many Democrats, meanwhile, oppose certain changes to entitlement programs like Medicare, but Republicans say these are the biggest drivers of the deficit and must be tackled.

Won’t Pass – GOP 
Despite negotiations, talks have hit a wall

AP 06/25 (AP, 06/25/11, Obama, Boehner Held Secret Debt Ceiling Meeting At White House, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/06/24/obama-boehner-debt-ceiling-talks_n_883707.html )
 WASHINGTON (AP/The Huffington Post) -- Efforts to find a bipartisan agreement blending huge budget cuts with a must-pass measure to increase how much the government can borrow have entered a new phase after Republican negotiators pulled out of talks led by Vice President Joe Biden.The exit of House Majority Leader Eric Cantor from the talks on Thursday means the most difficult decisions have been kicked upstairs to GOP House Speaker John Boehner of Ohio and President Barack Obama. The Biden-led group had made solid progress in weeks of negotiations but was at an impasse over taxes.

Won’t pass- walkout and GOP won’t stand down

Pethokoukis 6/23/11 (James, political analyst for Reuters, A terrible day for tax hikers, http://blogs.reuters.com/james-pethokoukis/2011/06/23/a-terrible-day-for-tax-hikers/, MM)

Was it just a week or so ago when the GOP’s 30-year commitment to lower taxes was supposedly in shambles? That sure didn’t seem to be the case today: 1) Eric Cantor bolted from debt ceiling talks with VP Joe Biden, saying the tax issue was an obstacle and that Obama and Boehner needed to hash things out directly. Now three sources tell me that Cantor and Boehner are against any net tax revenue increases, whether from higher tax rates or the elimination of tax subsidies. 

Won’t pass- talks failed

Newton-Small 6/23/11 (Jay, reporter for TIME,  

Republicans Ask: Where’s Obama? But, Where Are The GOP Leaders?, http://swampland.time.com/2011/06/23/republicans-ask-wheres-obama-but-where-are-the-gop-leaders/, MM) 

Republicans are demanding to know why President Obama isn’t at the table pin the deficit talks. Today, Jon Kyl, the No. 2 Senate Republican, and Majority Leader Eric Cantor abruptly withdrew from the talks saying they have gone as far as they can and now presidential leadership is needed – particularly on the sticky issue of taxes. From Cantor’s statement: There is not support in the House for a tax increase, and I don’t believe now is the time to raise taxes in light of our current economic situation. Regardless of the progress that has been made, the tax issue must be resolved before discussions can continue.  Given this impasse, I will not be participating in today’s meeting and I believe it is time for the President to speak clearly and resolve the tax issue. Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell echoed Cantor in a speech on the Senate floor: For weeks, lawmakers have worked around the clock to hammer out a plan that would help us avert a crisis we all know is coming — all the while knowing that at some point the President would have to sign it. So it’s worth asking: Where in the world has President Obama been for the past month? … He’s the President. He needs to lead. He needs to show that he recognizes the problem. And do something about it. 

Won’t pass- republican deadlock

Pethokoukis 6/23/11 (James, political analyst for Reuters, Debt ceiling talk hit impasse! Markets freak! Investors panic!, http://blogs.reuters.com/james-pethokoukis/2011/06/23/debt-ceiling-talk-hit-impasse-markets-freak-investors-panic/, MM)

U.S. budget talks hit an impasse on Thursday after a both Republicans walked out, throwing doubt on Washington’s ability to reach a deal that would allow America to continue borrowing and avoid a debt default. Representative Eric Cantor, the No. 2 Republican in the House of Representatives, said participants had identified trillions of dollars in potential spending cuts but were deadlocked over tax increases that Democrats want. ”Regardless of the progress that has been made, the tax issue must be resolved before discussions can continue,” he said in a statement. Republican Senator Jon Kyl also left the talks, an aide said. House Speaker John Boehner said Democrats must abandon any tax increases for negotiations to continue. ”These conversations could continue if they take the tax hikes out of the conversation,” Boehner said. He added tax increases could never pass the Republican-controlled House in any event. 

Won’t pass- no way Republicans will ever agree to taxes and the Dems won’t take them out

Cillizza 6/23/11 (Chris, reporter for the Washington Post, The political inevitability of the Cantor pullout, http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/the-fix/post/the-political-inevitability-of-the-cantor-pullout/2011/06/23/AGF3CZhH_blog.html, MM)

On Thursday morning, House Majority Leader Eric Cantor (Va.) announced that he was removing himself from the ongoing debt reduction talks with Vice President Joe Biden, citing the unwillingness of Democrats to take tax increases off the table as his primary motivation. “Each side came into these talks with certain orders, and as it stands the Democrats continue to insist that any deal must include tax increases,” Cantor said in a statement. “Regardless of the progress that has been made, the tax issue must be resolved before discussions can continue.” Cantor was immediately backed up by Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell and Minority Whip Jon Kyl. “President Obama needs to decide between his goal of higher taxes or a bipartisan plan to address our deficit,’ the duo said in a joint statement. “He can’t have both.” The decision by Cantor was greeted with shock — or at least surprise — by the political world. But, it shouldn’t have been. Why? Because of a hard but simple political truth: there is absolutely NO constituency within the Republican party that is even modestly open to tax increases as the only way to solve the budget deficit. 

Won’t Pass + No Impact
Debt Ceiling won’t pass, but the economy will still be stable regardless

Baker 6/20, Dean, Co-Director of the Center for Economic and Policy Research, “The Endgame on the Debt Ceiling” 6/20/11

As we know, President Obama and his team do not appear to be very effective negotiators when it comes to dealing with the Republicans in Congress. Last December, the Republicans forced the president to renew the Bush tax cuts for the rich. More recently, they got him to make $38 billion in cuts to the 2011 budget even though all his economists know that the economy actually needs more stimulus, which more means spending. Since the president is having so much trouble dealing with the Republicans the rest of us should lend him a hand. One way we can do this is by etching out what the endgame looks like in the battle over raising the debt ceiling. As it stands now, we are being told that the Republicans are insisting that there will be no increase in the debt ceiling without large cuts to the budget. Since the Republicans won't go along with any major cuts to the military budget, this means big cuts to the rest of the budget. These cuts would have to include cuts to Medicare and Medicaid, and possibly Social Security as well, since everything else in the non-military portion of the budget does not amount to much. According to this story, President Obama might be forced to make major cuts to the core social insurance programs in order to prevent the disaster of a debt default that would result from not raising the debt ceiling. However the actual picture is a bit different. There is no doubt that the failure to raise the debt ceiling would be very bad news for the economy. If the government had to default on its debt, it would shake the financial markets even more than the collapse of Lehman in September of 2008. We would see a freeze-up of lending and companies would be forced to dump millions of workers, as they could no longer meet their payrolls. But, even in this disaster scenario, there would still be a tomorrow. In other words, after the financial crisis, the economy would still be there. We would still have the same capital stock, infrastructure, skilled work force and state of technical knowledge as we did the day before the crisis. The government and the Federal Reserve Board would have the power to reflate the economy to get it back on its feet just as they did when they engaged in the massive spending needed to fight World War II. 
Won’t Pass – Demands 
Congress in disarray over debt ceiling

Politico 6/20 (David Rogers and Manu Raju, staff writers, “Senate GOP keeps high bar in debt talks” http://dyn.politico.com/printstory.cfm?uuid=37D0944A-11C3-4BE8-A1D9-C14C736F9218)
Politics is part of this strategy: The anti-tax right is edgy about last week’s ethanol vote and tax expenditures now coming into play. For his immediate purposes, McConnell can still use a short-term debt increase as a means to force a decision on one of his top priorities — appropriations caps for the next fiscal year that begins Oct. 1, just three months away. But arithmetic is a factor as well. Putting aside those budget cuts related to health care reform—which are veto bait for President Barack Obama—House Republicans have put about $3 trillion in cuts on the table, coming from domestic appropriations, Medicaid, and assorted benefit programs such a federal worker pensions or farm subsidies. Even if the White House and Democrats were to agree to half of these cuts in total—a major concession—revenues could still be needed to fully match the debt ceiling increase needed to carry the government through 2012. This is the pressure McConnell can avoid by going with a smaller, short-term extension. “We haven’t made any progress yet to warrant an increase in the debt ceiling,” Kyl told reporters, and there needs to be “a good four weeks” to turn any deal into legislation, allow the public and Congress to scrutinize it and ultimately vote on it. “Is Aug. 2 a real firm date, it appears to be,” he said, referring to the Treasury Department’s deadline for raising the debt limit. “Are we anywhere close to making any kind of deal that would warrant increasing in the debt ceiling. So far we haven’t. Where does that leave us?” Kyl said the situation was “too serious for anybody to break off negotiations or something like that. I’m just saying we’re going to have to reassess the situation” if the two sides can’t come close to a deal this week. 

Uniqueness o/w Link

Compromise will be reached; more evidence

Crittenden 6/24, (Michael Crittenden, Economic reporter and served three years covering banking, insurance, and financial services in Congress for the Congressional Quarterly, “Geithner Says He’s Confident That Debt Ceiling Will Be Raised”, NASDAQ, June 24, 2011, http://www.nasdaq.com/aspx/stock-market-news-story.aspx?storyid=201106241321dowjonesdjonline000478&title=geithner-says-hes-confident-that-debt-ceiling-will-be-raised)

MANCHESTER, N.H. -(Dow Jones)- U.S. policy makers will "absolutely" be able to reach a deal to raise the country's debt limit and put in place a plan to lower deficits this summer, Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner said Friday. Geithner, appearing in New Hampshire to meet with local business leaders and give a speech at Dartmouth College, expressed no doubt about the ability of Democrats and Republicans to broker a compromise despite the move Thursday by top GOP representatives to pull out of high-stakes talks being organized by Vice President Joe Biden. "Two things are going to happen this summer. One is we're going to avoid a default crisis because we're a country that meets its obligations; we have no alternative," Geithner told reporters following his meeting with business leaders. "We're also going to reach an agreement to try to bring down long-term deficits. We're not going to solve all that at once but we're going to try to reach an agreement that makes a substantial downpayment on bringing those deficits down over time."
Debt Ceiling will pass no matter what
Thiessen 6/27 (Marc Thiessen, Political commentator and columnist, speechwriter for George W. Bush and Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, “No defense cuts or tax increases in debt deal”, The Washington Post, June 27, 2011, http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/make-no-defense-cuts-or-tax-increases-in-debt-deal/2011/06/27/AG5buWnH_story.html)

Far from giving Obama deep cuts in national defense, Republicans should the ones making the demands in these negotiations — including more domestic spending cuts and a balanced-budget amendment that will force the government to live within its means. If Democrats balk and the Aug. 2 deadline set by the Treasury Department arrives without an agreement, so be it. The sky will not fall. Republicans can simply pass a small, temporary debt-ceiling increase — and attach some of the $2 trillion in spending cuts the Democrats reportedly accepted in the negotiations led by Vice President Biden. If the Democrats still won’t sign on to an acceptable agreement when that temporary debt-limit increase runs out, Republican leaders can pass another small increase with still more of these spending cuts attached. And if Democrats still don’t agree when that temporary debt-limit increase runs out, Republicans can pass temporary increases with spending cuts attached again . . . and again . . . and again. Democrats will cry foul, but in the end, the Democrat-controlled Senate will pass, and President 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. 
No Link – Obama Not Involved

Obama doesn’t care about the debt ceiling

Berman et al 6/01/11 ( Russell Berman, Sam Youngman and Molly K. Hooper, staff writers for the Hill, a leading congressional news outlet, Ryan to Obama: 'Leadership should come from the top’, http://thehill.com/homenews/house/164259-ryan-confronts-obama-on-criticism-says-leadership-should-come-from-top, MM)

Republicans confronted President Obama at the White House on Wednesday, accusing him of a lack of leadership during the nation’s fiscal crisis. Rep. Paul Ryan (R-Wis.) said he wanted to “clear the air” over the president’s attack on his budget plan. The most dramatic moment of the meeting came when Ryan told Obama he was wrong to characterize Republicans as turning their backs on children and senior citizens, lawmakers said. Ryan told the president, “Leadership should come from the top,” according to Rep. Pete King (R-N.Y.), who was there. Ryan also called out the president for his speech at George Washington University in April, during which he castigated the Republican budget in harsh terms while Ryan sat just a few feet away. GOP leaders said Wednesday’s White House meeting, which lasted over an hour, was “frank” and “productive.” Republicans have for weeks complained that Democrats are engaging in a coordinated “Mediscare” campaign to mischaracterize the GOP budget as turning Medicare into a voucher program for seniors. Democrats have doubled down on their critique in the days since their upset victory in a special election in upstate New York, where even Republicans acknowledged the Medicare issue played a role. “As far as Medicare is concerned, we wanted to make sure the president understood the facts about our proposal so he doesn’t continue to mischaracterize it. We just needed to clear the air,” Ryan told reporters at the Capitol. He did not describe his exchange with Obama in detail. King said Ryan stopped short of directly accusing Obama of demagoguing the issue but that he was “politely critical” of the president. “Obviously we disagree. Ours was a good proposal,” King paraphrased the House Budget Committee chairman as saying. “It was wrong to accuse us of turning our backs on autistic children or putting senior citizens out on the street.” Several lawmakers confirmed the tone of Ryan’s comments and said Obama responded by suggesting that both sides had engaged in demagoguery. “I could tell the president was nervous, because when he’s nervous, he talks on and on. Everybody else he gave about a three- or four-minute answer to. To Paul Ryan it was about 20 minutes,” freshman Rep. James Lankford (R-Okla.) said. King said that earlier in the meeting, Obama tried to point out, in a lighthearted way, that Republicans were guilty of mischaracterizing him as well. “He said, ‘As someone who’s a socialist, who wants to have government-run healthcare … and whose birth certificate is being questioned, I can empathize with that,’ ” King said. On the issue of Medicare, the White House offered no rhetorical concessions. Asked if Obama would stop calling the Ryan plan a voucher program, press secretary Jay Carney replied: “What you call it doesn’t change what it is and what it does. It is a voucher plan.” Carney said the criticisms from Obama, who will meet with House Democrats on Wednesday, are not “a matter of demagoguery.” Republicans emerged from the meeting with mixed feelings about what it accomplished. Members of the leadership team and committee chairmen said it was significant that Obama acknowledged that entitlement reforms would be included in a broad agreement to reduce the deficit and lift the debt ceiling — something Republicans have demanded but Democrats have resisted. “The president was pretty clear about that, putting entitlement reform in the debt limit,” Ryan said. GOP Whip Kevin McCarthy (Calif.) said Obama “said there needs to be entitlement reform” and that he wants to find “real cuts now.” Some members of the freshman class, however, voiced more frustration. Rep. Adam Kinzinger (R-Ill.) said he came out of the meeting feeling “we didn’t make any progress.” He suggested the fiscal debate had already devolved into campaign-season politics. “We feel like it’s 2012 right now. We want to actually do something in 2011,” Kinzinger said. One Republican lawmaker, Rep. Jeff Landry (La.), rejected the White House invitation altogether. “I don’t intend to spend my morning being lectured to by a president whose failed policies have put our children and grandchildren in a huge burden of debt,” he said in a statement. The meeting came a day after the House overwhelmingly voted down an unconditional increase in the $14.3 trillion federal debt limit. Vice President Biden is leading bipartisan talks on a deal to authorize more borrowing while making significant spending cuts and structural reforms. House Majority Leader Eric Cantor (R-Va.) said that he has instructed his members to hold steady on preserving the Bush tax cuts for the middle class and more affluent taxpayers, saying “it’s counterintuitive to believe you’re going to raise taxes on certain entities and individuals you’re expecting to create jobs.” Cantor said the president pushed them on his theme of investment in the future, but Cantor said “to a lot of us that’s code for more Washington spending, and that’s something we can’t afford right now.” Asked later by The Hill if Obama had signaled any willingness to bend on taxes, Cantor laughed before saying, “No.” Other Republicans after the meeting scoffed at Obama, whom they said had mentioned that tax rates were higher during the Reagan era. That claim generated a lot of “eye-rolling” from Republicans, one member said. House Oversight and Government Reform Committee Chairman Darrell Issa (R-Calif.) joked that during the meeting, “We learned we had the lowest tax rates in history … lower than Reagan!” Republicans and the White House face an Aug. 2 deadline set by the Treasury Department to reach a deal on raising the debt ceiling. If the ceiling isn’t raised, the U.S. could default, and Treasury has warned of calamitous economic effects. 

Obama’s not involved in negotiations

Silverlieb 11 (Alan, staff writer for CNN, Biden hosts budget talks as debt limit nears, 5/5/11, http://politicalticker.blogs.cnn.com/2011/05/05/biden-hosts-budget-talks-as-debt-limit-nears/, MM)

Vice President Joe Biden huddled behind closed doors with top congressional budget negotiators Thursday, seeking to bridge a cavernous partisan divide over taxes and spending before the federal government slams into its debt ceiling this summer.  Biden and Treasury Secretary Tim Geithner met with, among others, House Majority Leader Eric Cantor, R-Virginia; Senate Appropriations Committee Chairman Dan Inouye, D-Hawaii; Senate Budget Committee Chairman Max Baucus, D-Montana; and Sen. Jon Kyl, R-Arizona, a top member of the Senate Finance Committee.  

Political Capital Not Key
There’s no amount of political capital that can change the GOP

Berman et al 6/01/11 ( Russell Berman, Sam Youngman and Molly K. Hooper, staff writers for the Hill, a leading congressional news outlet, Ryan to Obama: 'Leadership should come from the top’, http://thehill.com/homenews/house/164259-ryan-confronts-obama-on-criticism-says-leadership-should-come-from-top, MM)

Republicans confronted President Obama at the White House on Wednesday, accusing him of a lack of leadership during the nation’s fiscal crisis. Rep. Paul Ryan (R-Wis.) said he wanted to “clear the air” over the president’s attack on his budget plan. The most dramatic moment of the meeting came when Ryan told Obama he was wrong to characterize Republicans as turning their backs on children and senior citizens, lawmakers said. Ryan told the president, “Leadership should come from the top,” according to Rep. Pete King (R-N.Y.), who was there. Ryan also called out the president for his speech at George Washington University in April, during which he castigated the Republican budget in harsh terms while Ryan sat just a few feet away. GOP leaders said Wednesday’s White House meeting, which lasted over an hour, was “frank” and “productive.” Republicans have for weeks complained that Democrats are engaging in a coordinated “Mediscare” campaign to mischaracterize the GOP budget as turning Medicare into a voucher program for seniors. Democrats have doubled down on their critique in the days since their upset victory in a special election in upstate New York, where even Republicans acknowledged the Medicare issue played a role. “As far as Medicare is concerned, we wanted to make sure the president understood the facts about our proposal so he doesn’t continue to mischaracterize it. We just needed to clear the air,” Ryan told reporters at the Capitol. He did not describe his exchange with Obama in detail. King said Ryan stopped short of directly accusing Obama of demagoguing the issue but that he was “politely critical” of the president. “Obviously we disagree. Ours was a good proposal,” King paraphrased the House Budget Committee chairman as saying. “It was wrong to accuse us of turning our backs on autistic children or putting senior citizens out on the street.” Several lawmakers confirmed the tone of Ryan’s comments and said Obama responded by suggesting that both sides had engaged in demagoguery. “I could tell the president was nervous, because when he’s nervous, he talks on and on. Everybody else he gave about a three- or four-minute answer to. To Paul Ryan it was about 20 minutes,” freshman Rep. James Lankford (R-Okla.) said. King said that earlier in the meeting, Obama tried to point out, in a lighthearted way, that Republicans were guilty of mischaracterizing him as well. “He said, ‘As someone who’s a socialist, who wants to have government-run healthcare … and whose birth certificate is being questioned, I can empathize with that,’ ” King said. On the issue of Medicare, the White House offered no rhetorical concessions. Asked if Obama would stop calling the Ryan plan a voucher program, press secretary Jay Carney replied: “What you call it doesn’t change what it is and what it does. It is a voucher plan.” Carney said the criticisms from Obama, who will meet with House Democrats on Wednesday, are not “a matter of demagoguery.” Republicans emerged from the meeting with mixed feelings about what it accomplished. Members of the leadership team and committee chairmen said it was significant that Obama acknowledged that entitlement reforms would be included in a broad agreement to reduce the deficit and lift the debt ceiling — something Republicans have demanded but Democrats have resisted. “The president was pretty clear about that, putting entitlement reform in the debt limit,” Ryan said. GOP Whip Kevin McCarthy (Calif.) said Obama “said there needs to be entitlement reform” and that he wants to find “real cuts now.” Some members of the freshman class, however, voiced more frustration. Rep. Adam Kinzinger (R-Ill.) said he came out of the meeting feeling “we didn’t make any progress.” He suggested the fiscal debate had already devolved into campaign-season politics. “We feel like it’s 2012 right now. We want to actually do something in 2011,” Kinzinger said. One Republican lawmaker, Rep. Jeff Landry (La.), rejected the White House invitation altogether. “I don’t intend to spend my morning being lectured to by a president whose failed policies have put our children and grandchildren in a huge burden of debt,” he said in a statement. The meeting came a day after the House overwhelmingly voted down an unconditional increase in the $14.3 trillion federal debt limit. Vice President Biden is leading bipartisan talks on a deal to authorize more borrowing while making significant spending cuts and structural reforms. House Majority Leader Eric Cantor (R-Va.) said that he has instructed his members to hold steady on preserving the Bush tax cuts for the middle class and more affluent taxpayers, saying “it’s counterintuitive to believe you’re going to raise taxes on certain entities and individuals you’re expecting to create jobs.” Cantor said the president pushed them on his theme of investment in the future, but Cantor said “to a lot of us that’s code for more Washington spending, and that’s something we can’t afford right now.” Asked later by The Hill if Obama had signaled any willingness to bend on taxes, Cantor laughed before saying, “No.” Other Republicans after the meeting scoffed at Obama, whom they said had mentioned that tax rates were higher during the Reagan era. That claim generated a lot of “eye-rolling” from Republicans, one member said. House Oversight and Government Reform Committee Chairman Darrell Issa (R-Calif.) joked that during the meeting, “We learned we had the lowest tax rates in history … lower than Reagan!” Republicans and the White House face an Aug. 2 deadline set by the Treasury Department to reach a deal on raising the debt ceiling. If the ceiling isn’t raised, the U.S. could default, and Treasury has warned of calamitous economic effects. 

PC not key- Obama not involved in debt ceiling

 Lightman 6/19/11 (David, reporter specializing in political affairs,  Big talks on deficit coming, though politics could slow progress, http://www.miamiherald.com/2011/06/19/2273796/big-talks-on-deficit-coming-though.html, MM)

White House and congressional leaders plan to intensify their efforts this week to reach some agreement on a sweeping budget deficit-cutting proposal by July 1, a plan that most lawmakers insist be part of any agreement to raise the nation's debt ceiling. As many as four days of talks are expected this week among Vice President Joe Biden, Obama administration officials and six key members of Congress, as they look at potentially sweeping cuts and changes in federal spending and revenue-raising. Lawmakers are cautiously optimistic that they'll succeed. What makes the prospects still uncertain, though, is that some of the details - Medicare, other popular domestic programs and taxes - are rife with political peril. "The really tough stuff that's left are the big-ticket items and philosophical big-ticket items. Anything having to do with health care," Biden said after a two-hour meeting Thursday, the group's third session last week. If the debt limit of $14.3 trillion isn't raised by Aug. 2, the government is expected to run out of borrowing authority. Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner has warned that a failure to raise the limit, last increased in February 2010, could trigger financial chaos. Few expect that deadline to pass without some agreement. "Reasonable people will prevail. They know we can't take it to the brink," said Rep. Nick Rahall of West Virginia, the top Democrat on the House of Representatives Transportation and Infrastructure Committee. They know the stakes are too high. "This is the most important thing happening on Capitol Hill by far," said Rep. Jeff Flake, R-Ariz., a leading conservative on the House Appropriations Committee. There have been strong hints that the two parties are seriously seeking compromise. "The debt ceiling talks are a game of chicken. The leadership on neither side wants a crash, but neither wants to show the first sign of compromising," said Steven Smith, the director of the Weidenbaum Center on the Economy, Government, and Public Policy in St. Louis. The most prominent sign of a breakthrough last week involved Senate votes to cut ethanol tax breaks, including one backed by 34 Republicans and another that got 33 GOP votes. Supporters contended the votes were aimed at closing a loophole and saving the government about $5 billion annually. Sen. Tom Coburn, R-Okla., a hard-liner against tax increases, pushed for the change, and dismissed the notion that his plan was a tax hike as "ludicrous." "Tax provisions should be examined on a case-by-case basis, not receive blanket amnesty," he said. Still, Democrats rejoiced. Rep. Chris Van Hollen of Maryland, one of the negotiators, called the vote "an important, encouraging step toward reducing the deficit." Negotiators are aiming for at least a tentative agreement by July 1, the day before a long Fourth of July weekend, to give colleagues a month to consider the proposal. They also want to reassure financial markets quickly that they're willing to make the tough choices needed to pare the debt. The budget deficit in fiscal 2012 is expected to reach $1.5 trillion, and over the next 10 years, the government is expected to accumulate about $7 trillion in deficits.

Won’t pass and Biden’s leading negotiations- Obama’s capital doesn’t matter

Bull 5/23/11 (Alister, writer for Reuters, Biden talks seen as last hope for debt ceiling deal, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/43134249/ns/politics-capitol_hill/t/biden-talks-seen-last-hope-debt-ceiling-deal/, MM)

A deal to lift the U.S. debt limit may hinge on negotiations led by Vice President Joe Biden, which still have a long way to go to close the gap between deeply divided Democrats and Republicans. Biden has increasingly been playing the role of emissary for the White House to Capitol Hill on the budget battle that threatens to lead the United States to the verge of default. Republicans are demanding deep spending cuts in return for raising the $14.3 trillion U.S. borrowing ceiling, which needs to happen by early August. Biden will gather together senior lawmakers from both parties on Tuesday afternoon for a third set of talks to hammer out a compromise on reducing budget deficits. The vice president's group made a better start than most observers had expected when it began to meet this month. But few expect an agreement to come quickly or easily. "It is a virtual certainty that this process will go to the absolute last minute, and then for five minutes longer," said Alex Brill, a research fellow at the American Enterprise Institute who worked in President George W Bush's White House. Attention has shifted to the Biden group after talks among a separate negotiating panel — the "Gang of Six" senators — stalled last week with the departure of Republican Senator Tom Coburn, a fiscal conservative from Oklahoma.

PC not key- Biden leading and recesses are in the way

PBS News 6/17/11 (leading journalist site, Reid on Biden Deficit Talks: No Vacation, http://www.pbs.org/newshour/rundown/2011/06/reid-on-biden-led-debt-deficit-ceiling-talks-no-vacation.html, MM)

Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid on Friday said progress is being made in the deficit reduction and the debt ceiling negotiations led by Vice President Joe Biden, but said congressional recesses are getting in the way. "I have one big complaint, and that is, they shouldn't be taking breaks. They should be meeting every week, multiple times each week. And all these congressional recesses, that should have no bearing," Reid said in an interview with Jim Lehrer, which airs in full on Friday's NewsHour broadcast. "We must reduce our debt. We must increase the debt limit. And there's no vacation during this time. We've got to move forward." 

Biden’s the chair- Obama’s not touching debt ceiling

Depaul and Pianin 11 (Jennifer and Eric, writers for the Washington Post,  Biden's Gang of 7: Last Best Hope for a Budget Deal, 5/5/11, http://www.thefiscaltimes.com/Articles/2011/05/05/Bidens-Gang-of-7-Last-Best-Hope-for-a-Budget-Deal.aspx, MM)

Amid signs of a possible break in the stalemate between the Obama administration and Republicans over federal spending, a newly formed “Gang of Seven” gathered at the Blair House Thursday morning to begin negotiating a framework for a deficit-reduction plan and a solution to raising the debt ceiling. The congressional bipartisan task force created by President Obama is being chaired by Vice President Joe Biden, who has helped negotiate other important deals for the administration. 

Default/Impact = Inevitable
Debt limit doesn’t solve the cumulative debt, means impact is inevitable

Gowdy 6/5 (Trey, US Representative, 6/5/11, Spartanburg Herald – Journal, “ Any debt ceiling deal must include wholesale fiscal reforms” ProQuest)

On the other hand, Republicans have also consistently voted to raise the debt ceiling oftentimes without sounding the alarm that systemic reform was necessary or that peril was looming if we did not stop the spending.

To be clear, our debt represents the greatest threat to our national security. The cumulative debt is $14 trillion. The annual deficit exceeds $1.5 trillion. Even eliminating all discretionary spending would leave the United States with an annual deficit approaching $1 trillion. So cutting discretionary spending alone will not get us out of this fiscal slough of despond; neither will cutting defense spending -- which as a percentage of GDP has gone down over the past decade. 

DC Not Key to Econ

Backup plan solves the impact if it doesn’t pass

Reske 11 (Henry Reskey, Staff writer for newsmax.com and national geographic; “Mitch McConnell Has Backup Plan If Debt Talks Fail” 6/21)

Should Congress and the White House fail to come up with a plan to reduce the deficit and raise the debt ceiling, Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell, R-Ky., is ready with a backup. McConnell said Congress could vote to temporarily raise the debt ceiling and return to the issue in the fall, The Washington Post reported. In an appearance on CBS’s “Face the Nation,” McConnell said, “The president and the vice president, everybody knows you have to tackle entitlement reform. If we can’t do that, then we’ll probably end up with a very short-term proposal over, you know, a few months, and we’ll be back having the same discussion again in the fall,” the Post reported. Democratic and Republican leaders have said they would prefer raising the $14.3 trillion borrowing limit through 2012 so they can avoid multiple votes on the issue with an election approaching, the Post reported. 
Debt limit not key to the economy – no default would occur

Tanner 5/13 (Michael D, Senior Fellow at the CATO institute, 5/13/11, National Post, “ Top myths on the U.S. debt-ceiling crisis” ProQuest)

 The next big fiscal fight will be over when and how to increase the debt limit. The administration has been hard at work trying to shape the message and public opinion. Unsurprisingly, much of that message is less than 100% accurate. Here are some myths about the debt ceiling and the upcoming debate about raising it: 

Failure to pass means defaulting on our debts. If there has been one consistent message from the White House, it that the United States can't afford to "default on our debts." That is almost certainly true. However, refusing to raise the debt limit does not mean defaulting on our debts. The U.S. Treasury currently takes in more than enough revenue to pay both the interest and the principal on the debts we currently owe. And if the Obama administration is truly worried about whether it will do so, then it should urge Congress to pass the legislation proposed by Senator Pat Toomey (R., Pa.) requiring the Treasury Department to pay those bills first. It is true that, once we had paid our debt-service bills, there wouldn't be enough money left over to pay for everything else the Obama administration wants to spend money on. The government would have to prioritize its expenditures -sending out cheques for the troops' pay and Social Security first. Other spending would have to wait. Treasury Secretary Tim Geithner says that not spending money Congress has appropriated is "the same as default." It is not. It is economizing, which is what you do when you are out of money. 

No default – funds could be shifted and impact claims are alarmism

Ackerman 11 (Andrew, Dow Jones, WSJ, “ Sen. Pat Toomey: No Scenario In Which US Default Is Necessary” http://www.nasdaq.com/aspx/stock-market-news-story.aspx?storyid=201106031755dowjonesdjonline000601&title=senpat-toomeyno-scenario-in-which-us-default-is-necessary)

 WASHINGTON -(Dow Jones)- Despite a warning by Moody's Investors Service that it might downgrade its credit rating for the U.S. if progress isn't made soon on raising the federal debt ceiling, Sen. Pat Toomey (R., Penn) insists that a failure to increase the debt cap need not have adverse credit implications for the country or lead to an immediate default.

In an interview Friday, Toomey said President Barack Obama could prioritize federal payments to ensure that principal and interest payments are made to bondholders even if the federal government must partially shut down most of its other operations.

"There's no scenario in which a default is necessary," Toomey said. He suggested that Moody's was reacting to the "shrill alarmism" of the Obama administration, which has warned a failure to raise the debt limit before an Aug. 2 deadline would have catastrophic consequences.

Markets show no fear

Foster 6/8 (J.D., 6/8/11, Washington Times, “ Economic Watch: What real debt-ceiling judgment day looks like”

Lexis)

Mr. Geithner has been a whirlwind of worry about the nation defaulting if Congress fails to raise the debt ceiling. He has likened it to a financial judgment day, an event so terrible and unpredictable it shouldn't be contemplated, let alone risked. Yet the market for U.S. debt - where the default would occur - remains sanguine about the debt ceiling and apparently dismissive of Mr. Geithner's preaching. Notice, for example, how the bellwether 10-year Treasury bond rate has recently plunged to or below 3 percent, hardly a harbinger of trouble.

The markets know - as does Mr. Geithner, his protests notwithstanding - that the Treasury will not default on the federal debt. No matter what happens with the debt ceiling, interest will be paid out of ample tax revenues. Mr. Geithner knows it. The markets know it. 

DC No Solve
Increasing the debt ceiling is based on flaw logic – spending and taxes are the larger problem

Dallas News 4/22/2011 - Let’s focus on the national debt, not the debt ceiling

 Emotional chest-thumping about the debt ceiling is a poor prescription for healing our nation’s fiscal illness. Although most Americans are rightly worried about the dangers of the upwardly spiraling IOUs, we too willingly accept flawed, simplistic proposals that aren’t real remedies. This reaction empowers our federal government to be irresponsible and ignores the shared sacrifice needed to tug the nation out of its financial quicksand. In public opinion polls, Americans say they want action to trim the budget deficit and national debt — just as long as the steps don’t involve spending cuts or higher taxes. Would anyone seriously try that with your personal checkbook and expect results? While it is tempting to say “enough is enough” and urge Congress not to increase the $14.2 trillion debt ceiling this year, the action would be imprudent and move the United States no closer to putting its financial house in order. This may seem contradictory, but most of the needed money has already been committed, and the tax cut compromise passed in December created obligations requiring Congress to raise the debt ceiling. In essence, lawmakers are arguing over whether to pay existing bills. The only sensible answer to that debate: It’s never wise to stiff your creditors, even if you’re Uncle Sam. If lawmakers fail to raise the debt ceiling, they will face two catastrophic choices: huge spending cuts or tax hikes of several hundred billion dollars to meet this fiscal year’s financial obligations, or a decision by the world’s biggest economy to not pay its debts. Both would shred the country’s economic credibility in the eyes of foreign investors, who, for some time, have been funding our lifestyles, excesses and all. Racking up long-term debt on the national credit card without a credible repayment plan has severe consequences. It’s those concerns — and signs that Congress might again gridlock on the debt — that most recently prompted the rating agency Standard & Poor’s to change its outlook on U.S. securities to “negative” from “stable.” The real unaddressed problem is Congress’ repeated failure to adhere to its own spending targets and to reform massively expensive entitlement programs such as Medicare and Social Security. Congress must commit to spending cuts and carefully reform the tax code so the burden is fairly shared, even if it means a tax increase for some. Those are among the key recommendations of the president’s bipartisan fiscal commission, which tried to rise above the political gridlock. So far, only small parts of the solution have emerged in competing deficit-curbing plans from Rep. Paul Ryan, R-Wis., and President Barack Obama . This newspaper is looking to the budget work by the bipartisan Gang of Six in the Senate to offer something far more comprehensive. Anything less is an ineffective financial prescription that will leave the nation in even worse economic health. 

No Default

No risk of a default. 

Maloy, 6-11-2011

[Tom, retired businessman, “Maloy: Let the Debt Ceiling Climb No Higher,” http://powdersprings.patch.com/articles/maloy-let-the-debt-ceiling-climb-no-higher]

Now the president is recycling the same lie. Congress would be fools to believe that, if for no other reason than the administration (Tim Geithner) has already lied about the debt ceiling. Geithner said that we would be in default in March, then in May. When that didn’t happen he moved the default date to August. Seems he found some lose change in the couch cushions. The bottom line is, this country isn’t going to default on its credit obligations. This administration just wants the debt ceiling raised so it can spend more money to pander to its base, bail out more of its buddies and try to hold power after 2012. Whatever course Congress chooses, its deliberations should not be tainted with misplaced concerns over whether the United States government might default on its debt. Contrary to the clear implications of a letter from Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner to Congress dated January 6, 2011, refusing to raise the debt limit would not, in and of itself, cause the United States to default on its public debt.[3] Both immediately and long after it reaches the debt limit, the government would have far more than enough revenue coming in that the Secretary of the Treasury could use to pay interest on the debt. Nor would preserving the current debt limit put at risk the full faith and credit of the United States government, as the President's chief economic adviser has claimed.[4] The government would continue to pay net interest as it comes due. The amount of debt the federal government is allowed to issue is set by statute. Federal spending is similarly established by law.[14] Treasury is at once prohibited by law from issuing additional debt above the limit and obligated by law to spend certain amounts for designated purposes. If the federal government were to reach the debt limit and Treasury's financial management tools were exhausted, then government spending would be limited to incoming receipts beginning in late spring or early summer. At that point, the law setting a debt limit and the laws in place directing government spending would conflict: Something would have to give. The legal prohibition on government's selling additional debt because government borrowing has reached the statutory limit does not translate into an inability to spend (because tax money is still coming in). Thus, the consequences of reaching the debt limit are quite different from the consequences of a "government shutdown" as a result of the inability of Congress and the President to agree on spending levels for government agencies. Very simply, reaching the debt limit means that spending is limited by revenue arriving at the Treasury and is guided by prioritization among the government's obligations. How the government would decide to meet these obligations under the circumstances is a matter of some conjecture. Certainly, vast inflows of federal tax receipts—inflows that are far more than needed to pay monthly interest costs on debt—would continue.[15] Thus, the government has never defaulted on its debt. Whether Treasury is required as a matter of law to prioritize incoming receipts to pay interest costs first is an open question, but there appears to be little doubt Treasury would do so.[16] There is, therefore, no real question that Treasury would take the actions necessary to preserve the full faith and credit of the U.S. government and avoid defaulting on debts due.

AT: China Impact

No impact, China economy will inevitably pass the US

Leonard 6/21 (Andrew, 6/21/11, Salon, “The Chinese Debt Ceiling Invasion” http://www.salon.com/news/budget_showdown/?story=/tech/htww/2011/06/21/chinese_invasion_debt_ceiling)

 The Huffington Post's Jason Linkins brings us the news that Mark Amodei, a Republican running in a special election to fill Nevada's 2nd Congressional District seat, is airing a campaign ad making the intriguing argument that a vote to raise the debt ceiling is a vote to enable Chinese imperial world domination.

Cue the ominous narration, from a stereotypically accented Chinese TV anchorwoman:

 "Obama just kept raising the debt limit and their independence became a new dependence. As their debt grew, our fortune grew. And that is how our great empire rose again."

Whether or not the debt ceiling is raised, the Chinese economy will one day surpass the United States. That doesn't necessarily mean the People's Liberation Army will establish beachheads near the Washington Monument and Jefferson Memorial, but at the very least some overinflated American egos are due to be punctured. The U.S. can't put of that day of reckoning forever, but there are some ways we could hasten its arrival. 

