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1nc – Plan costs Political Capital

Plan costs capital – heavy lifting to change foreign policy goals – kills the rest of his agenda

KUPCHAN  10  Professor of Int’l Affairs at Georgetown & Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations

[Charles A. Kupchan, Enemies Into Friends, Foreign Affairs, 00157120, Mar/Apr2010, Vol. 89, Issue 2]

DELIVERING THE GOODS

IF THE Obama administration's tentative engagement with the United States' rivals is to be more than a passing flirtation, Washington will have to conduct not only deft statecraft abroad but also particularly savvy politics at home. Progress will be slow and incremental; it takes years, if not decades, to turn enmity into amity. The problem for Obama is that patience is in extraordinarily short supply in Washington. With midterm elections looming in November, critics will surely intensify their claims that Obama's outreach has yet to pay off. In preparation, Obama should push particularly hard on a single front, aiming to have at least one clear example that his strategy is working. Rapprochement with Russia arguably offers the best prospects for near-term success. Washington and Moscow are well on their way toward closing a deal on arms control, and their interests intersect on a number of other important issues, including the need for stability in Central and South Asia. Moreover, the United States can piggyback on the progress that the European Union has already made in reaching out to Russia on issues of trade, energy, and security.

Obama also needs to start laying the groundwork for congressional support. To help clear the legislative hurdles ahead, Obama should consider including in his stable of special envoys a prominent Republican--such as former National Security Adviser Brent Scowcroft, former Senator Chuck Hagel, or former Secretary of State James Baker--to lend a bipartisan imprimatur to any proposed deals that might come before Congress. He must also be careful not to overreach. For example, his call to eliminate nuclear weapons altogether, however laudable in theory, may scare off centrist senators who might otherwise be prepared to ratify the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. Obama should also be mindful of the order in which he picks his fights. If advancing rapprochement with Russia is a priority for 2010, it makes sense to put off heavy lifting with Cuba until the following year. It is better to shepherd a few key items through Congress than to ask for too much--and risk coming back empty-handed.
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Plan costs massive capital – ANY attempt by Obama to make concrete concessions to our enemies will spark a backlash in congress – our evidence assumes the current political climate – concludes that enough groups would be pissed that Obama would have to give up specific items on his agenda to get the plan done.
AND - Withdrawal policies cost capital – multiple groups would be pissed – no one would fight for the plan.  This card answers all their potential link turns because even though people like the aff – no one who matters in congress does.
LOGAN  3 – 23 – 10  Associate Director of Foreign Policy Studies at Cato

[Justin Logan, The Domestic Bases of America's Grand Strategy, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11606, appeared in World Politics Review on March 23, 2010]

Domestic politics is driving U.S. grand strategy. Although this phenomenon is poorly understood by both academic international relations scholars and the Washington foreign policy elite (FPE), it has important implications for the prospect of changing U.S. grand strategy, and therefore should be of interest to both groups.

The Gulf between the Academy and the Beltway

No one disputes that there is a rift between those who study international relations in the academy and those who make U.S. foreign policy. Most examinations of this disconnect center on: a) whether academics are asking policy-relevant questions; and, b) whether the theories and methodologies of the academy are too complex and arcane to be utilized by policymakers. Joseph S. Nye Jr. recently assessed the situation and concluded that "the fault for this growing gap lies not with the government but with the academics."

One problem with such arguments is that it just isn't true that academics are failing to produce policy-relevant scholarship. Academics are asking all manner of relevant questions about civil wars, terrorism and counterinsurgency (.pdf), in particular, that are directly applicable to current American policy. As for those who argue that international relations theory is too theoretically or methodologically challenging for harried foreign policy decision-makers to keep up with, it would be difficult to imagine the same excuse being offered on behalf of Supreme Court justices and legal scholarship, for instance, or Treasury Department policymakers and economics research.

Indeed, the gap between policymakers and IR academics is more easily explained by the fact that the two groups simply disagree in important ways about U.S. grand strategy.

The Institute for the Theory and Practice of International Relations (ITPIR), a project at the College of William and Mary, has been conducting surveys of IR academics for years, and the results have been striking. In a 2004-2005 survey (.pdf), one question asked "Do you think that the United States should increase its spending on national defense, keep it about the same, or cut it back?" Just short of half — 49 percent — answered, "Cut," while 41 percent chose, "Keep same." Just 10 percent answered, "Increase." When the researchers asked the same question (.pdf) in 2008-2009, 64 percent said, "Cut," 30 percent chose, "Keep the same," and only 6 percent called for an increase. Yet, on taking office in 2009, Barack Obama, the most liberal American president in at least 30 years, proceeded to increase the defense budget. Only a faint squeak of dissent could be heard in Washington.

Other questions in the survey highlight a similar dissonance: Roughly 80 percent of IR academics report having opposed the war in Iraq, while the war was wildly popular in Washington. In ITPIR's 2006-2007 survey (.pdf), 56 percent of IR academics either strongly or somewhat agreed with the statement, "The 'Israel lobby' has too much influence on U.S. foreign policy." Just 20 percent either somewhat or strongly disagreed.

These are not the sort of views one hears aired in Washington. In short, beyond any methodological or epistemological disputes, security studies experts in academia disagree with basic elements of American strategy.

Grand Strategy as Sausage-Making

Part of the reason for this fundamental disagreement over basic principles is that the FPE has largely abandoned clear strategic thought, focusing instead on narrow tactical or operational questions. In lieu of a debate over strategy in Washington, the FPE focuses on news-cycle minutiae and the domestic politics of strategy. In a 2007 Foreign Affairs essay on defense spending, Columbia University's Richard Betts lamented that, "Washington spends so much and yet feels so insecure because U.S. policymakers have lost the ability to think clearly about defense policy."

While it is difficult to prove whether policymakers have lost the ability — as opposed to the will — to think clearly about defense and foreign policy, it is clear that they have failed to do so. Take, for example, one exchange that took place in Washington on the subject of the Obama administration's decision to send additional troops and funds into Afghanistan:

During the summer of 2009, at a panel discussing U.S. policy in Afghanistan sponsored by the Center for a New American Security, Boston University's Andrew Bacevich pressed other participants to defend — or at least state — the strategic justification for the escalation in the Afghanistan war effort, as well as for the broader "War on Terrorism" of which it is a part. His call was met with furrowed brows and quizzical looks. One panelist — who had co-authored the think tank's policy paper on the Afghanistan war — complimented Bacevich for his contribution, saying it "starts asking these questions about where exactly our interests are." But he subsequently dismissed Bacevich's alternate strategy — abandoning the war on terror — for being "completely divorced from the political realities facing this administration."

John J. Mearsheimer, an influential security studies scholar, assessed the president's decision-making process involving the Afghanistan "surge" this way:

    In Afghanistan, as in Vietnam, it simply does not matter whether the United States wins or loses. It makes no sense for the Obama administration to expend more blood and treasure to vanquish the Taliban. The United States should accept defeat and immediately begin to withdraw its forces from Afghanistan.

    Of course, President Obama will never do such a thing. Instead, he will increase the American commitment to Afghanistan, just as Lyndon Johnson did in Vietnam in 1965. The driving force in both cases is domestic politics. (Emphasis added.)
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Or take, as another example, the striking explanation (.pdf) offered in 2009 by Leslie Gelb, the president emeritus of the Council on Foreign Relations, describing why he supported the invasion of Iraq:

    My initial support for the war was symptomatic of unfortunate tendencies within the foreign policy community, namely the disposition and incentives to support wars to retain political and professional credibility. (Emphasis added.)

At the time of Gelb's initial support for the Iraq war, he was president of the Council on Foreign Relations — a position that, in theory, should allow the person who holds it to establish conventional wisdom, or at least offer him or her the luxury of not following it. If anyone should be immune from domestic political pressure, after all, it should be the president of CFR. And yet even as powerful and influential a policy maven as Gelb reports having felt the pull of "incentives" that induced him to "support wars to retain political and professional credibility."

Academic perceptions of how American strategy is formed largely concur: Domestic politics are the most important drivers of U.S. grand strategy. In ITPIR's 2008-2009 survey, academics were asked to assess the importance of different foreign policy influences. Thirty-nine percent gave primacy to "preferences of domestic elites," 36 percent to "powerful interest groups," 15 percent to strategic interests, 9 percent to norms, and 2 percent to public opinion.

To understand why domestic politics has influenced U.S. grand strategy, it is important to think about who makes grand strategy and how. The FPE is a rarified environment full of not just ideas, but also of interests. And understanding the balance of power across these interests is important for understanding American strategy. My colleague Benjamin Friedman summed up the balance of power in the Washington national security establishment this way (.pdf):

    In current national security politics, there is debate, but all the interests are on one side. Both parties see political reward in preaching danger. The massive U.S. national security establishment relies on a sense of threat to stay in business. On the other side, as former Defense Secretary Les Aspin once wrote, there is no other side. No one alarms us about alarmism. Hitler and Stalin destroyed America's isolationist tradition. Everyone likes lower taxes, but not enough to organize interest groups against defense spending.

Beyond the imbalance of interests exerting themselves on the FPE, other factors in domestic politics mitigate similarly in the direction of more strategic activism rather than less. American voters' basic ignorance of the outside world allows elites to pass off outlandish claims as plausible. Voters' difficulty with risk assessment prevents them from doing effective cost-benefit analysis. American nationalism helps create political environments around key decision points whereby proponents of activism can justify it with assertions about American beneficence and the world's need for its "leadership." Finally, the near-total security from foreign threats that Americans enjoy means that the median voter has no reason to carefully monitor U.S. foreign policy. In short, current U.S. grand strategy reflects a convergence of interests across the domestic inputs to strategy — interests that are dramatically skewed toward activism.

Implications for the Prospects of Grand Strategy Change

Grand strategy happens to be one of the areas in which the academy has been producing work that could be helpful to the FPE. However, because the debate over grand strategy in the academy is free from the domestic political forces exerting themselves on the FPE, some of the options currently being seriously discussed are political non-starters in Washington. For instance, one of the main competitors in the academic debate on the subject has been "restraint," a strategy formally proposed in 1997 but whose current leading exponent is Barry Posen of MIT. Posen describes restraint as a strategy in which Washington would "conceive its security interests narrowly, use its military power stingily, pursue its enemies quietly but persistently, share responsibilities and costs more equitably, watch and wait more patiently."

It is difficult to describe an approach that resembles actual American strategy less than this one. The reason for this is the role of domestic politics in U.S. grand strategy. Washington is on strategic auto-pilot, and it has been for some time. Serious changes to grand strategy will require either dramatic changes in U.S. domestic politics, or the rise of an external challenge that forces the FPE to think much more carefully about the formation and execution of U.S. grand strategy.
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Plan --> Political Backlash
Plan costs capital – Obama will have to deal with a backlash

KUPCHAN  10  Professor of Int’l Affairs at Georgetown & Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations

[Charles A. Kupchan, Enemies Into Friends, Foreign Affairs, 00157120, Mar/Apr2010, Vol. 89, Issue 2]

The historical record, however, makes clear that such skepticism is misplaced and that Obama is on the right track in reaching out to adversaries. Long-standing rivalries tend to thaw as a result of mutual accommodation, not coercive intimidation. Of course, offers of reconciliation are sometimes rebuffed, requiring that they be revoked. But under the appropriate conditions, reciprocal concessions are bold and courageous investments in peace. Obama is also right to ease off on democracy promotion as he engages adversaries; even states that are repressive at home can be cooperative abroad. Moreover, contrary to conventional wisdom, diplomacy, not trade, is the currency of peace; economic interdependence is a consequence more than a cause of rapprochement.

If tentative engagement with U.S. adversaries is to grow into lasting rapprochement, Obama will need to secure from them not just concessions on isolated issues but also their willingness to pursue sustained cooperation. Doing so will require Washington to make its own compromises without dangerously dropping its guard. Obama must also manage the domestic political perils that will inevitably accompany such diplomacy. Not only will he have to weather Republican complaints about his "apology tours" abroad, but Obama will need to make sure that Congress is ready to support any deals that result from his diplomatic efforts. Should foreign governments take up Washington's offers of cooperation, they, too, will face dangers at home. In fact, Obama is in the difficult position of seeking peace with regimes whose viability may well be undermined if they reciprocate the United States' overtures. Washington is off to a good start in seeking to turn enemies into friends, but the task at hand requires exceptional diplomacy both abroad and at home.

Plan will cost capital – Obama endorsing a withdrawing policy will insure backlash – he needs those votes for his agenda

KUPCHAN  10  Professor of Int’l Affairs at Georgetown & Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations

[Charles A. Kupchan, Enemies Into Friends, Foreign Affairs, 00157120, Mar/Apr2010, Vol. 89, Issue 2]

THE HOSTILE HOME FRONT

OBAMA'S SECOND main challenge is to manage the domestic backlash that regularly accompanies the accommodation of adversaries--one of the key stumbling blocks in past efforts at rapprochement. Anglo-American rapprochement in the nineteenth century on several occasions almost foundered on the shoals of domestic opposition. The U.S. Senate, for example, rejected a general arbitration treaty with the United Kingdom in 1897. Meanwhile, the British government, fearful of a nationalist revolt against its accommodating stance toward Washington, hid from the public its readiness to cede naval superiority in the western Atlantic to the United States. General Suharto, well aware that accommodation with Malaysia risked provoking Indonesian hard-liners, moved slowly and cautiously--as did General Ernesto Geisel when Brazil opened up to Argentina. As the Nixon administration discovered in the 1970s, these governments were wise to be cautious. Detente between the United States and the Soviet Union stalled in part because the White House failed to lay the groundwork for it at home and ran up against congressional resistance. In 1974, for example, Congress passed the Jackson-Vanik amendment, which imposed trade restrictions in order to pressure the Soviet Union to allow emigration.

Like past leaders who advocated accommodation, Obama faces formidable domestic opposition. When he pledged to pursue engagement with the Iranian government even after its troubled election last year, the Washington Post columnist Charles Krauthammer criticized Obama's policy of "dialogue with a regime that is breaking heads, shooting demonstrators, expelling journalists, arresting activists." "This," he wrote, "from a president who fancies himself the restorer of America's moral standing in the world." After the Obama administration revised its predecessor's missile defense program, John Boehner (R-Ohio), the House minority leader, claimed that "scrapping the U.S. missile defense system in Poland and the Czech Republic does little more than empower Russia and Iran at the expense of our allies in Europe."

An even bigger challenge than parrying these rhetorical blows will be ensuring that the concrete bargains struck in the service of rapprochement pass muster with Congress. If the United States is to ratify a deal on nuclear weapons reductions with Moscow and embrace the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, two-thirds of the Senate will have to approve. Even without a single defection from the Democratic caucus, the White House will need a healthy measure of support from the Republican Party, which has moved considerably to the right since it last shot down the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, in 1999. Scaling back sanctions against Cuba, Iran, or Syria would similarly require congressional action, which also would not come easily; Congress would no doubt balk at the prospect of ending the isolation of Havana, Tehran, or Damascus. Jackson-Vanik, after all, is still on the books, even though the Soviet Union is no more and Russia ended its restrictive emigration policies long ago. In the face of such congressional hurdles, Obama should develop a legislative strategy that supports his diplomacy sooner rather than later.
Base Reductions Cost PC

Base reductions in United States causes political fights

Goren & Lackenbauer ’00 (Lilly J. Goren AND P. Whitney Lackenbauer, “Comparative Politics of Military Base Closures.”, Candian-American Public Policy)

In democracies, domestic military base closures are seldom easy decisions for governments to make or implement. "There is a profound difference between extending benefits to large numbers of people and taking benefits away," political scientist Paul Pierson has explained. "The politics of retrenchment is typically treacherous, because it imposes tangible losses on concentrated groups of voters in return for diffuse and uncertain gains."(1) It has always been more politically saleable for representative governments to distribute goods rather than to "de-distribute" them.(2) Domestic military bases in the United States and in Canada are prime examples of both sides of this coin.

During the last quarter of the twentieth century, both the United States and Canada have faced a number of expected difficulties in their respective efforts to consolidate and modernize their domestic basing situations. Although the militaries in both countries want elected representatives to consent to the closure of surplus military bases, significant roadblocks have surfaced.

The number of bases in the United States dwarfs the relatively smaller number in Canada. While the U.S. had 312 major bases in 1988, Canada had just 35 in the same year, or roughly a 10:1 ratio. Still, the relatively large size of extraneous infrastructure costs represented a significant portion of military expenditures in both nations. Furthermore, any base closing will obviously affect the surrounding community, area or region. In political terms, then, the issue has been salient both above and below the forty-ninth parallel despite the obviously disparity in the size of the U.S. and Canadian military establishments.

Historically – base closings get rejected by Congress

Los Angeles Times ’99 ( “Senate Rejects New Round of Military Base Closures”, 5/27/99, http://articles.latimes.com/1999/may/27/news/mn-41558 )

WASHINGTON — Ignoring Pentagon pleas, the Senate voted, 60 to 40, Wednesday to block a round of cost-saving military base closings proposed for 2001.

The Clinton administration argued that the closures are needed to free funds to help modernize a military stretched even thinner by the conflict in the Balkans.

But Republicans said they mistrust the process, renewing allegations that President Clinton meddled in 1995 to save jobs at bases in vote-rich California and Texas. And Democratic support for another round was mixed, with Minority Leader Tom Daschle (D-S.D.) among the opponents.

It was the third year in a row that the administration's plan for additional base closings was rejected by Congress.

At the White House, spokesman Barry Toiv called the Senate action "a vote in favor of wasting defense resources that are needed to maintain our defense readiness."

But Senate Majority Leader Trent Lott (R-Miss.) called the proposal "one more stick in the eye that will adversely affect our military men and women."

Cutting Defense Costs Capital
Cutting defense programs costs capital

The Washington Post 5/17 (  “Congress may overrides efforts by Secretary Gates to cut defense spending” ,  5/17/10, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/05/16/AR2010051602937_pf.html) 

Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates has vowed to impose fiscal austerity at the Pentagon, but his biggest challenge may be persuading Congress to go along.

Lawmakers from both parties are poised to override Gates and fund the C-17 cargo plane and an alternative engine for the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter -- two weapons systems the defense secretary has been trying to cut from next year's budget. They have also made clear they will ignore Gates's pleas to hold the line on military pay raises and health-care costs, arguing that now is no time to skimp on pay and benefits for troops who have been fighting two drawn-out wars.

The competing agendas could lead to a major clash between Congress and the Obama administration this summer. Gates has repeatedly said he will urge President Obama to veto any defense spending bills that include money for the F-35's extra engine or the C-17, both of which he tried unsuccessfully to eliminate last year.

"Secretary Gates is a very deliberate and careful man," said his press secretary, Geoff Morrell. "He does not make idle threats."

Gates is hardly the first defense secretary to try to kill expensive weapons systems, only to have them spring back to life on Capitol Hill. Lawmakers are reluctant to cut programs that provide jobs in their legislative districts, even if the programs' military usefulness is marginal.

But in several recent speeches, Gates has warned that the "gusher" of money that has poured into Pentagon accounts since Sept. 11, 2001, will shrink to a trickle for the foreseeable future, constricted by the federal government's soaring deficit.

"One of the members of Congress, I'm told, said, 'Well, why is $3 billion for the alternative engine such a big deal when we've got a trillion-dollar deficit?' I would submit that's one of the reasons we have a trillion-dollar deficit, is that kind of thinking," Gates told reporters this month. "And so we're not just going to roll over to preserve programs that we think we don't need, regardless of where the pressure is coming from."

Cuts in military budget will definitely spark a fight in congress

Dayan 5/17 (David Dayen, “Defense Spending Cuts Face Likely Congressional Override”, 5/17/10, http://news.firedoglake.com/2010/05/17/defense-spending-cuts-face-likely-congressional-override/)

The lesson of Congress in the modern age is that it’s much harder to eliminate a program than it is to enact one. Every program has a champion somewhere on Capitol Hill, and it probably only needs one to be saved – but 218 and 60 to be put into motion.
A case in point: our bloated military budget. The Obama Administration has generally tried to cancel out unnecessary defense programs, with meager success in the last budget year. Congress will probably assert themselves in an election year, however.

Last year, after a similarly protracted struggle, Gates succeeded in getting Congress to end funding for the F-22, a plane which tended to malfunction in the rain. Seriously. But Congress did not move on the F-35 engine or the C-17, and they seem similarly positioned this year. Ike Skelton and Carl Levin support the F-35 engine, for example, and included it in their appropriation requests out of the House and Senate Armed Services Committees, which they separately chair.

I fully recognize that the off-limits discussion about military spending concerns the bases in over 100 countries and continued adventures abroad in places where “victory” means almost nothing. But it’s a symptom of the same problem – the persistent inertia that aids the military-industrial complex to keep the war machine moving. And so we get new engines to planes that don’t need new engines.

political SUICIDE to say no to defense spending

Politcs Daily 5/13 (“Congress on Military Spending Cuts: Not Now, Maybe Never”, 5/13/10, http://www.politicsdaily.com/2010/05/13/congress-on-military-spending-cuts-not-now-maybe-never/)

Last week Defense Secretary Robert Gates asked that Congress help pare down Pentagon costs. This week he got the answer: a loud raspberry.
One key problem is the military's skyrocketing personnel costs -- for pay, health care and generous benefits. The cost of the military's health insurance, whose premiums haven't been raised since 1995, is "eating us alive,'' Gates has said. Pay is another driver of rising costs. Both the Pentagon and Congress have lavished generous annual raises on military personnel well above increases for comparable civilian pay and wages.

This year, an Army private first class, unmarried and in the first year of his or her service, will draw $35,948 in pay with $3,355.43 of that tax-free. That's not counting a slew of other benefits, ranging from reduced-cost health care to free college courses. In contrast, the average male wage earner, 16-24 years old, earns $24,596, according to the U.S Bureau of Labor Standards.

No one, of course, would argue that young Americans who put their lives on the line should be underpaid. But that's the problem, as Gates discovered this week: It is politically popular to say yes to defense spending -- and political suicide to say no.
Afghan – Withdrawal Unpopular

Afghan Troop pullout lacks votes in congress – previous bill proves

Epoch Times 3/11/10

(“Congress Rejects Early Troop Withdrawal from Afghanistan”, 3/11/10, http://www.theepochtimes.com/n2/content/view/31208/ )

A resolution to withdraw U.S. Armed Forces in Afghanistan within 30 days failed Wednesday in Congress. Congressman Dennis Kucinich (D-Ohio) sparked a debate on the issue when he introduced the resolution, which was cosponsored by 21 others.

The nonbinding resolution failed with 356 voting against and 65 voting for. The debate was an opportunity to explore members’ views on the issue separately from discussion about spending or appropriations legislation.

Speaking about the resolution, Kucinich said the executive branch had gone too far and it is time for Congress to “weigh in on the war.” He said it was a constitutional issue because the power to authorize war lies with Congress. 

"We can't afford this war," said Kucinich in a video statement released on his Web site. He said that with 15 million Americans out of work, 47 million without health insurance, and 10 million who could lose their homes, “you would think it would be time for us to focus on things here at home."

"America is ready to meet the challenges of global security," he said, acknowledging the need to protect against terrorism, and also “to start taking care of things at home.”

Congress against immediate withdrawal

ABRAMS  3 – 10  associated press writer

(Jim Abrams, “House rejects quick troop withdrawal from Afghanistan, but anti-war lawmakers get to vent”, 3/10/10, http://blog.taragana.com/politics/2010/03/10/house-rejects-quick-troop-withdrawal-from-afghanistan-but-anti-war-lawmakers-get-to-vent-22742/ )

House rejects call for withdrawal from Afghanistan 

WASHINGTON — The House on Wednesday soundly rejected an effort by anti-war lawmakers to force a withdrawal of all U.S. troops from Afghanistan by the end of the year. 

The outcome of the vote, 356-65 against the resolution, was never in doubt. But the 3 1/2 hours of debate did give those who oppose President Barack Obama’s war policies a platform to vent their frustrations. 

Opposing the resolution was easy for almost all Republicans, who have been solidly behind Obama’s decision to increase U.S. troop strength in Afghanistan from 70,000 to 100,000. Only five Republicans supported the measure. 

It was a harder vote for some Democrats, particularly in an election year where opposing the war can be equated with opposing the troops. Several expressed discomfort with a war that has lasted 8 1/2 years and cost the nation more than 930 American lives and the treasury more than $200 billion, but said they were voting against the resolution because it was ill-timed and unrealistic. 

Among the ‘no’ voters was Rep. Patrick Kennedy, D-R.I., who gave an impassioned speech. The U.S. policy of needlessly sending troops into harm’s way was “shameful,” Kennedy said. He also lambasted the national media, calling their lack of attention to the loss of life in Afghanistan “despicable.” 

Congress wants troops in Afghanistan

PBS Newshour, 09 – debate between top leaders and generals about Afghanistan (“Afghan Timetable, Troop Levels Spark Skepticism,” 12/8/09, http://www.pbs.org/newshour/bb/military/july-dec09/afghanistan_12-08.html)
REP. MIKE PENCE: Well, I think it would be a very good thing.

And I -- and I think, at the end of the day, you would see Congress -- maybe not Jim and a few of his colleagues, but I think you would see a majority in Congress support this effort to respond to General McChrystal's request for reinforcements.

And I do think, as we were able to do in the last Congress, I think you would see a majority vote to oppose the imposition of any artificial timelines. You know, Jim McGovern knows, and, Jim, you should know I'm somebody that really believes in deliberation in the people's house. And we would certainly welcome that.

But there can be no mistaking here that an American success in Afghanistan is the imperative. That must be the objective of this nation. And in my judgment, the president has made the right decision in deciding to deploy reinforcements. And we ought to support that without the artificial timelines for withdrawal. But we ought to support it as strongly as we can.

Afghan – Partisan Fight

Troop withdrawal sparks a partisan fight

BBC, 09 (“Obama ‘rules out’ Afghan cutbacks,” 10/7/09, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/americas/8293558.stm)

Divisions are emerging between some Democrats concerned by the prospect of deploying more US forces to Afghanistan and some Republicans urging the Obama administration to follow the advice of top generals and increase troop levels.

President Obama told the group that his assessment would be "rigorous and deliberate" and that he would continue to work with Congress in the best interests of US and international security.

According to one White House source, he told the meeting that he would not shrink the number of troops in Afghanistan or opt for a strategy of merely targeting al-Qaeda leaders.

But he would not be drawn on sending additional troops - which his top commander in Afghanistan, General Stanley McChrystal, requested last week.

Democratic Speaker Nancy Pelosi said that there had been some agreement but also some "diversity of opinion" during the talks.

Former Republican presidential candidate Senator John McCain urged Mr Obama to take heed of the advice given by generals on the ground.

A US official, quoted by Reuters news agency, said of the meeting: "He... made it clear that his decision won't make everybody in the room or the nation happy, but underscored his commitment to work on a collaborative basis."

Afghan strategy

The BBC's Mark Mardell, in Washington, says there appears to be a frustration that the review of strategy has some times been portrayed in black and white terms of a massive increase or reduction of troop numbers.

Partisan fights over Afghan troop conditions

Bacon, 10 – graduated from Yale University with distinction in political science, member of TIME senior editorial staff (Perry Bacon, Jr., “Both houses of Congress to debate war,” 6/29/10, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/06/28/AR2010062804833.html)

Some Republicans, such as Sen. John McCain (Ariz.), are likely to urge Petraeus to signal that the administration's plan to start a drawdown of troops in Afghanistan in July 2011 is just a goal and won't happen if conditions there would be helped by maintaining current troop levels. But some Democrats, such as Armed Services Chairman Carl M. Levin (Mich.), say a timetable is essential to pushing the Afghan government to take on more security responsibilities.

The concern about the war is even stronger in the House, which won't get to vote on Petraeus (only the Senate confirms nominees) but could have its own debate about the conflict.

Reversing the usual pattern of the House moving first, the Senate on May 28 passed with little controversy a bill that includes $33 billion to fund the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan.

But House Democratic leaders have long delayed scheduling a vote in their chamber, aware of grumbling from liberals who view the war in Afghanistan as unwinnable and Obama's increase of 30,000 troops last year a mistake.

Now the House will be forced to act: Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates has said the Defense Department needs the money to be approved this week, before Congress leaves for its Fourth of July recess, or the Pentagon will have to start reshuffling its resources to fund the war. Democratic leaders are hoping to schedule a vote in the next few days, but they still have a strong antiwar faction that existed well before the McChrystal controversy.

"There is unease in our caucus, as you well know, about the situation in Afghanistan," House Speaker Nancy Pelosi (Calif.) told reporters last week.

In fact, a bloc of 30 House members, mostly Democrats but some Republicans such as Rep. Walter Jones (N.C.), sent Pelosi a letter last week calling for her to delay a vote on the funding bill in the wake of the Rolling Stone article.
Referring to remarks in which McChrystal's aides questioned U.S strategy in the war and Obama's commitment to start withdrawing troops, the lawmakers wrote that "until a full and complete explanation of these comments are presented to Congress, we believe that a vote by the House of Representatives on the Administration's request for a supplemental appropriation for the war in Afghanistan would be inappropriate."

Afghan – GOP against withdrawal

speeding up withdrawal in Afghanistan will spark a fight with the GOP – McCain proves

CNN.com 6/29 ( “ Bickering over Afghan Troop Withdrawal Date marks Patraeus Hearing”, 6/29/10, http://news.blogs.cnn.com/2010/06/29/bickering-over-afghan-troop-withdrawal-date-marks-petraeus-hearing/ )

A Senate committee hearing on Gen. David Petraeus, picked by President Barack Obama to be the top U.S. commander in Afghanistan, was marked Tuesday by bickering over Obama's plan to begin withdrawing troops in July 2011.

Senate Armed Services Committee Chairman Carl Levin, D-Michigan, stressed the date's importance, saying it "imparts a sense of urgency to Afghan leaders" and is an important method of "spurring action." When the date was announced, Levin said, there was a surge in recruits for the Afghan army.

But Arizona Sen. John McCain, the ranking Republican on the committee, said Obama should make clear that any U.S. withdrawal from Afghanistan will be determined "solely by conditions on the ground."

Potential allies are less willing to back the U.S. mission in Afghanistan because they believe American troops will leave in July 2011, he said, and announcing a date to begin troop withdrawals is making the war "harder" and "longer." The "facts on the ground" suggest more time is needed, McCain said.

The "same people" who were "defeatist" about the war in Iraq now have a similar attitude toward the Afghan war, McCain said.
The deadline has been a source of contention between Obama and Republican critics. Petraeus, however, told lawmakers he supports and agrees with it.

GOP hate removing troops

Xinhua News 6/27 ( “US Republicans blast Obama’s withdrawal date”, 6/27/10, http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/world/2010-06/28/c_13372358.htm )

U.S. ranking Senate Republicans on Sunday blasted President Barack Obama's Afghanistan strategy, dismissing the July 2011 deadline as a "political decision" not based on military strategy. 

"It was purely a political decision, not one based on facts on the ground, not one based on military strategy," Republican Senator John McCain said on NBC's "Meet the Press," referring to a strategy unveiled by President Obama in December, which called for a buildup of 30,000 troops in Afghanistan and beginning pulling out in July 2011. 

"You tell the enemy you're leaving, they will wait," he said. " In wars you declare when you're leaving after you've succeeded." 

Republican Senator Lindsey Graham joined McCain in criticizing Obama's Afghan timetable. 

"If everybody in Afghanistan believes that we're going to begin to leave in July 2011 no matter what, it's going to be hard to win over people on the fence and that's gotta change, or we're gonna lose," he said on "Fox News Sunday". 

Republican Senator Saxby Chambliss said on CNN's "State of the Union" that "it's a huge mistake to even put that deadline out there." 

Afghan – GOP wants conditions

GOP hates Afghan pull out without conditions

Whitlock, 10 – Washington Post Staff Writer, awarded the German Marshall Fund's 2005 Peter R. Weitz senior prize for his coverage of international terrorist networks (Craig Whitlock, “Petraeus: Troops will be in Afghanistan ‘for quite some time’,” 6/29/10, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/06/29/AR2010062901994.html)

Republicans criticized Obama for setting the deadline, saying that it gave the Taliban reason to believe that the U.S. commitment to the war was limited. Some senators said the White House has sent mixed signals over whether the withdrawal would consist of a token number of forces, subject to a fungible timeline, or a fixed date involving large numbers of troops.

"It depends on who you seem to be talking to," said Sen. Lindsey Graham (R-S.C.). "Somebody needs to get it straight, without a doubt, what the hell we're going to do in July."

Iraq – dems against withdrawal
Dems against military withdrawal

NYT 5/17 (CARL HULSE and JEFF ZELENY, 5/17/07, "Senate Rejects Iraq Troop Withdrawal ", http://www.nytimes.com/2007/05/17/washington/17cong.html )

WASHINGTON, May 16 — Congressional Democratic leaders signaled on Wednesday that they were ready to give ground to end an impasse with President Bush over war spending after the Senate soundly rejected a Democratic plan to block money for major combat operations in Iraq beginning next spring.

The 67-to-29 vote against the proposal demonstrated that a significant majority of Senators remained unwilling to demand a withdrawal of forces despite their own misgivings and public unease over the war.

Forty-seven Republicans, an independent and 19 Democrats opposed the plan drafted by Senator Russell D. Feingold, Democrat of Wisconsin, which would have limited spending mainly to counterterrorism and the training of Iraqi troops as of April 1, 2008.

Japan – troops popular

Troops in Japan is popular – 412 House members voted to thank Japan

Japan Today 2010 [“U.S. House offers thanks to Okinawa for hosting U.S. forces”, Friday June 25th, http://www.japantoday.com/category/politics/view/us-house-offers-thanks-to-okinawa-for-hosting-us-forces]

The U.S. House of Representatives on Thursday offered thanks to the people of Japan, especially in Okinawa, for continuing to host U.S. forces, which it says provide the deterrence and capabilities necessary for the defense of Japan and the maintenance of peace, prosperity and stability in Asia-Pacific region.
The House passed the resolution in the day’s plenary session by an overwhelming majority of 412 to 2 on the occasion of the 50th anniversary of the revised Japan-U.S. security treaty, which went into force on June 23, 1960.
It apparently passed the bipartisan resolution with the intention to help restore bilateral ties between Japan and the United States, which deteriorated over plans to relocate a key U.S. Marine Corps air station in Okinawa, political sources said.
Okinawa, an island prefecture in southwestern Japan, hosts much of U.S. military presence in Japan and is hoping to reduce its burden.


US presence in Japan has support in Washington

The New American 10 [“Controversy in U.S. Base in Okinawa”, May 21st, http://www.thenewamerican.com/index.php/usnews/foreign-policy/3595-controversy-over-us-base-in-okinawa]

AFP reported on May 16 that thousands of people had formed a human chain surrounding Futenma airbase in a protest to demand its closure.

After the human chain — with organizers estimating the number of participants at 17,000 —  was formed, Ginowan city Mayor Yoichi Iha told reporters that Hatoyama had to stand by his original promise. "We have publicly demonstrated the local public's opposition to the central government, which is trying to change its position to the relocation within the prefecture," he said. "I want the government to negotiate with the United States by maintaining their original position of getting [the base] removed, at least outside Okinawa," he said.

A comment in the Guardian revealed an important reason behind the U.S. desires to maintain a large military presence in Japan: “While many Okinawans oppose the military presence, Washington insists that the island is ideally located should the U.S. need to intervene in conflicts on the Korean peninsula or between China and Taiwan.” (Emphasis added.)

The statement literally describes the interventionist U.S. foreign policy that has been conducted (with congressional declarations of war) during both world wars, and without such declarations ever since. It is a policy used to justify sending U.S. troops to into combat in Korea, Vietnam, Iraq, and Afghanistan. The power vacuum in Asia is especially relevant to the alleged need for a U.S. troop presence in Japan, since that vacuum was largely created when the United States (while occupying Japan following its surrender in 1945) forced Japan to adopt what is termed the "Postwar Constitution" or the "Peace Constitution.”

Japan – Obama supports status quo

Obama supports troops in Japan & South Korea

Hans Nichols and Julianna Goldman June 28, 2010 1. A White House correspondent for Bloomberg News 2. A White House and Congress correspondent for Bloomberg News “Obama Says U.S. Deficit-Cutting Goals Match G-20 Targets” Bloomberg Businessweek pg. http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-06-28/obama-says-u-s-deficit-cutting-goals-match-g-20-targets.html
Obama also said the world community must confront North Korea over its “belligerent behavior” in sinking a South Korean warship in March. At his meeting with South Korean President Lee Myung Bak at the G-20, Obama said that the U.S. will “stand foursquare behind him” in the response to the action.

Obama said he raised concerns about North Korea’s actions during his meeting with Hu yesterday.

“I was very blunt,” Obama said. “This is not an issue where you’ve got two parties of moral equivalence who are having an argument. This is a situation where you have a belligerent nation that engaged in provocative and deadly acts.”
Obama also reaffirmed U.S. support for Japan and South Korea, saying the U.S. will “always be there” for its allies in the Pacific region.

SK – Obama supports status quo

Obama supports troops in South Korea

Evan Ramstad JUNE 28, 2010 the Korean correspondent for The Wall Street Journal. “Obama Seeks to Strengthen South Korea Ties” The Wall Street Journal, pg. http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704846004575332652265196056.html
The U.S. president also called on Sunday for the United Nations Security Council to acknowledge that North Korea had "engaged in belligerent behavior that is unacceptable to the international community'' in sinking a South Korean ship. He said the international community would continue to step up pressure on North Korea until it made a decision to follow international norms.

For Mr. Obama, the actions provided an opportunity to reinforce U.S. influence in northeast Asia. For South Korea and Mr. Lee, the moves are important as Seoul tries to persuade Beijing and Moscow to acknowledge that their ally North Korea is responsible for an attack on a South Korean warship in March that killed 46 sailors. The matter is now before the Security Council, where China and Russia hold veto power.

South Korean officials hope the council will produce an official statement of blame, but they don't expect China and Russia to go along with penalties against Pyongyang.

On Monday, North Korea issued a statement that it "must bolster nuclear capability" due to U.S. hostility, a comment that used wording seen before it tested nuclear explosive devices in the past.

Pyongyang has denied involvement in the sinking, which it has repeatedly blamed on South Korea and the U.S. Over the weekend, it repeated a call for Seoul to invite its military officials to see the evidence South Korea had collected, including remnants of a North Korean torpedo.

Separately, Pyongyang on Saturday set a September date for an election of party leaders that some South Korean analysts say may become the first public appearance of dictator Kim Jong Il's son Kim Jong Un, thought to be his designated heir.

In Toronto, Mr. Obama called South Korea "one of our closest friends" and said Mr. Lee handled the ship sinking and subsequent public-relations battle with North Korea "with great judgment and restraint." "Both on the security front and on the economic front, our friendship and alliance continues to grow," Mr. Obama added.
Obama supports troops in Japan & South Korea

Hans Nichols and Julianna Goldman June 28, 2010 1. A White House correspondent for Bloomberg News 2. A White House and Congress correspondent for Bloomberg News “Obama Says U.S. Deficit-Cutting Goals Match G-20 Targets” Bloomberg Businessweek pg. http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-06-28/obama-says-u-s-deficit-cutting-goals-match-g-20-targets.html
Obama also said the world community must confront North Korea over its “belligerent behavior” in sinking a South Korean warship in March. At his meeting with South Korean President Lee Myung Bak at the G-20, Obama said that the U.S. will “stand foursquare behind him” in the response to the action.

Obama said he raised concerns about North Korea’s actions during his meeting with Hu yesterday.

“I was very blunt,” Obama said. “This is not an issue where you’ve got two parties of moral equivalence who are having an argument. This is a situation where you have a belligerent nation that engaged in provocative and deadly acts.”
Obama also reaffirmed U.S. support for Japan and South Korea, saying the U.S. will “always be there” for its allies in the Pacific region.

Turkey – plan unpop – despite recent anger

Even assuming recent events, military wants to continue relationship with Turkey

Scarborough ’10, Washington Times Staff Writer [Rowan Scarborough, “Turkey's shift spurs concern on Capitol Hill”, The Washington Times, 6/13/10, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/jun/13/turkeys-shift-spurs-concern-on-capitol-hill/]

Mr. Erdogan has sided with Iran in its dispute with Washington, which has worked to impose new economic sanctions on Tehran to stop its suspected nuclear-weapons program. Turkey voted last week in the United Nations against a U.S.-sponsored sanctions resolution that won Security Council support.

Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates was guarded in his response to Turkey's vote.

"I'll be honest. I was disappointed in Turkey's decision on the Iranian sanctions," he told reporters Friday. "That said, Turkey is a decades-long ally of the United States and other members of NATO. Turkey continues to play a critical part in the alliance. We have a strong military-to-military relationship with Turkey. We obviously have facilities in Turkey. So allies don't always agree on things."
Turkey – Jewish Lobby pro-troops there

Turkey has strong American-Jewish support – history & people prove

Kampeas ’10, JTA’s Washington Bureau Chief

[Ron Kampeas, “U.S. Jews, though reeling, look to preserve Turkish ties”, JTA - Jewish and Israeli News, 6/15/10, http://www.jta.org/news/article/2010/06/15/2739608/us-jews-though-reeling-preserve-turkish-ties]

By not targeting Turkey directly, Jewish groups want to avoid antagonizing the entire Turkish political establishment; Erdogan may yet be vulnerable because of his mishandling of the important U.S. relationship, among other reasons. And there are still redoubts of friendship to Israel, in the military and Foreign Ministry.

Another factor is Turkey’s Jewish community.

“American Jews who have been longtime supporters of Turkey must keep alive the people-to-people dialogue, considering that over 20,000 Jews live in Turkey today,” said a lobbyist who has represented both Jewish and Turkish interests and still travels frequently to Turkey.

Cagaptay warned that the relationship, while worth salvaging, would never be the same.

“The days of Turkey watching Israel’s back in a tough neighborhood, and of Turkey counting on Israel to represent its interests in Washington, are over,” he said.

Legislation Costs PC

Enacting legislation takes political capital and trades off with other bills

ZELINSKY   98     Professor of Law at the Benjamin N. Cardozo School of Law at Yeshiva University  (Edward A, Harvard Law Review, 112 Harv. L. Rev. 379, December, l/n)
The legislative process is not costless; time and man-hours devoted to one piece of legislation are not available for others; by expending political capital on one law, a legislator has less to expend on others; even routine legislation can absorb significant amounts of legislative time, energy, and decisionmaking capacity. 136 Permanent legislation minimizes these decisionmaking costs because, once passed, the law need not be renewed periodically but will remain in effect until the legislature moves affirmatively to amend or repeal it. Permanent legislation also lowers political transaction costs for the recipients of public largesse because such recipients are spared the need for active, annual participation in the legislative process, participation that is necessary if they instead receive direct appropriations legislatively reviewed yearly.

Legislation costs political capital – even routine

SEIDENFELD  94   Associate Professor, FSU

[Mark, “A Big Picture Approach to Presidential Influence on Agency Policy-Making,” Iowa Law Review, October]

The cumbersome process of enacting legislation interferes with the President's ability to get his legislative agenda through Congress much as it hinders direct congressional control of agency policy-setting. 196 A President has a limited amount of political capital he can use to press for a legislative agenda, and precious little time to get his agenda enacted. 197 These constraints prevent the President from marshalling through Congress all but a handful of statutory provisions reflecting his policy  [*39]  vision. Although such provisions, if carefully crafted, can significantly alter the perspectives with which agencies and courts view regulation, such judicial and administrative reaction is not likely to occur quickly. Even after such reaction occurs, a substantial legacy of existing regulatory policy will still be intact.  In addition, the propensity of congressional committees to engage in special-interest-oriented oversight might seriously undercut presidential efforts to implement regulatory reform through legislation. 198 On any proposed regulatory measure, the President could face opposition from powerful committee members whose ability to modify and kill legislation is well-documented. 199 This is not meant to deny that the President has significant power that he can use to bring aspects of his legislative agenda to fruition. The President's ability to focus media attention on an issue, his power to bestow benefits on the constituents of members of Congress who support his agenda, and his potential to deliver votes in congressional elections increase the likelihood of legislative success for particular programs. 200 Repeated use of such tactics, however, will impose economic costs on society and concomitantly consume the President's political capital. 201 At some point the price to the President for pushing legislation through Congress exceeds the benefit he derives from doing so. Thus, a President would be unwise to rely too heavily on legislative changes to implement his policy vision.

Political Capital is Win-Lose, Controversial Legislation Trades Off

Wayne 02   professor of government at Georgetown University

Stephen J. Wayn.  “Presidential Leadership of Congress” in RIVALS FOR POWER, Ed. J.A. Thurber, p. 6

Although Clinton managed to gain approval for NAFTA, he paid a heavy price for his arm-twisting and political trading.  In order to secure sufficient Democratic support to ensure the bill’s passage, Clinton and his legislative aides literally had to go door to door in the House, making promises to on-the-fence Democrats.  In some cases, exemptions from the treaty for crops grown in their districts were made; in others, financial help was pledged for the next election cycle.  The horse-trading, accompanied by a public relations campaign, concluded with a 234 to 200 vote in favor  of the agreement.  In the end, 102 Democrats voted with the president despite opposition from many  of their key constituents: organized labor, public interest, and environmental groups.  But Clinton’s legislative reputation was tarnished in the process, particularly among those who were associated with the liberal wing of the his party.  His attempt to placate this wing by holding fast to the major components of the administration’s health care reform package contributed to the latter’s defeat.

Taking a Position Costs Political Capital

Political Capital is key to the Agenda – fighting for issues undermines bargaining power on others.

FITTS   96  Professor of Law, University of Pennsylvania Law School

[Michael A., “THE PARADOX OF POWER IN THE MODERN STATE,” University of Pennsylvania Law Review, January, 144 U. Pa. L. Rev. 827]

Third, the president may have a perverse incentive to exacerbate this process by overstating public problems and the need for action. As noted above, one of the most important devices of a modern president is his ability to mobilize support through the bully pulpit - to take advantage of his unitary and visible position as a "focal point." 217 Unfortunately, this device has its costs. The president may need to overstate the problem in order to generate an appropriate level of attention and thereby to garner influence. 218 The president thus may gain strength over the short run, but when he subsequently fails to meet heightened expectations, he can pay a price in unrealized goals.  Finally, viewing the president - especially a strong unitary president - as the responsible actor can add a great deal of uncertainty and variation to assessments of "the government," which can also undermine the presidency. When government actions are attributed to a party or administration, positive and negative information about particular party members are more likely to be evened out over a series of policies. It is the party or government, in all its complexity, that is being evaluated, not the individual member. One negative event or action taken by an individual member does not undermine the party's "brand name," especially over time. In the case of a president held generally responsible for a broad range of policy outcomes, the ups and downs can be less equalized. One scandal or mistake, such as a Whitewater or Iran-Contra misstep, can infect all government decisions and perceptions of governmental activity. To the extent the public considers predictability and [*891]  stability to be positive values in politics and institutions, focusing on the vacillations of presidential behavior may, over time, thereby undermine confidence in and the power of the holder of the office. 219  This is not to suggest that the public perception of presidential influence necessarily undermines the president's exercise of power. As Robert Inman and I have argued, the perception of power can be an important ingredient of power, especially when threatening to discipline opponents and even supporters. 220 Yet any assumption that visibility will necessarily increase the president's influence and legitimacy is unwarranted. Over time, increased visibility can undermine various aspects of the president's power. 221

Simply taking a position costs political capital 

SHULL & SHAW  99    Research Prof of Poli Sci @ U New Orleans & Survey Specialist at the National Opinion Research Corporation

[Steven & Thomas, Explaining Congressional-Presidential Relations, p. 135-136]

Position taking is measured as the number of times the president takes a position on roll call votes in Congress each year.  As such, position taking does not define the domain of the presidential agenda but rather reflects a subset of the overall legislative agenda.  By taking a position on a particular vote, the president is attempting to insert his preferences into the legislative arena.  The president possesses political capital (Light 1982) that he can expend to achieve his preferences.  One of the ways the president expends political resources is by taking positions on votes on legislation in Congress.  When a president takes a position he risks political capital in the sense that if the bill fails, then it may hurt the president’s professional reputation and thereby also affect his ability to influence legislators in future situations.

Flip-Flops Cost Capital

Presidents are forced to take positions – inconsistencies hurt the agenda

FITTS   96  Professor of Law, University of Pennsylvania Law School

[Michael A., “THE PARADOX OF POWER IN THE MODERN STATE,” University of Pennsylvania Law Review, January, 144 U. Pa. L. Rev. 827]

While the president's singularity may give him the formal ability to exercise agenda control, which public choice scholars see as an advantage of presidential power, his visibility and the influence of the media may also make it more difficult for him to exercise it. When public scrutiny is brought to bear on the White House, surrounding such issues as gays in the military or affirmative action, the president must often take a position and act. 128 This can deprive him of the ability to choose when or whether to address issues. Finally, the unitary president may be less able to rely on preexisting congressional or agency processes to resolve disputes. At least in theory, true unitariness means that he has the authority to reverse the decisions or non-decisions of others - the buck stops [*866]  with the president. 129 In this environment, "no politician can endure opposition from a wide range of opponents in numerous contests without alienating a significant proportion of voters." 130 Two types of tactics illustrate this phenomenon. First, presidents in recent years have often sought to deemphasize - at least politically - their unitariness by allocating responsibility for different agencies to different political constituencies. President Clinton, for example, reportedly "gave" the Department of Justice to the liberal wing of the Democratic party and the Department of the Treasury and the OMB to the conservatives. 131 Presidents Bush and Reagan tried a similar technique of giving control over different agencies to different political constituencies. 132Second, by invoking vague abstract principles or "talking out of both sides of their mouth," presidents have attempted to create the division within their person. Eisenhower is widely reported to be the best exemplar of this "bumbling" technique. 133 Reagan's widely publicized verbal "incoherence" and detachment from government affairs probably served a similar function. 134Unfortunately, the visibility and singularity of the modern presidency can undermine both informal techniques. To the extent that the modern president is subject to heightened visibility about what he says and does and is led to make increasingly specific statements about who should win and who should lose on an issue, his ability to mediate conflict and control the agenda can be undermined. The modern president is supposed to have a position [*867]  on such matters as affirmative action, the war in Bosnia, the baseballstrike, and the newest EPA regulations - the list is infinite. Perhapsin response to these pressures, each modern president has made more speeches and taken more positions than his predecessors, with Bill Clinton giving three times as many speeches as Reagan during the same period. 135 In such circumstances, the president is far less able to exercise agenda control, refuse to take symbolic stands, or take inconsistent positions. The well-documented tendency of the press to emphasize the strategic implications of politics exacerbates this process by turning issues into zero-sum games. 136 Thus, in contrast to Congress, the modern president's attempt to avoid or mediate issues can often undermine him personally and politically.

Winners-Lose

Winners Lose – 

MANN  93  Director, Governmental Studies program, Brookings Institution.  Co-Director, AEI-Brookings Renewing Congress Project.  Former Aid to Reagan

[Thomas, Beyond Gridlock: Prospects for Governance in the Clinton Years – and After.  Editor James L. Sundquist]

Most representatives and senators do not feel beholden to any president, let alone one who ran behind them in the last election.  I am reminded of advice I received from former Senator Jacob Javits of New York in his last year of life, when I was perplexed and trying to figure out a vote that had just taken place in the Senate.  I asked him to explain why certain senators had voted a certain way.  And with halting breath he said to me, “You must always realize that senators vote in a priority order.  First, they vote for their states; second, they vote out of institutional loyalty to the Senate; and, third, if they have not decided on the basis of either of those, and the president happens to be of their own party, well maybe they will give him a vote.  But the state or the district always comes first, the institution second, and only then the president.”  Another thing to remember is how important back home is.  They used to call Reagan the great lobbyist, but I remember sitting in the Oval Office as we lobbied not only in 1981, 1982, and 1983, but also in 1987 and 1988, and member after member would say, “Mr. President, I really want to support your package.  The problem is I am not hearing anything from back home.”  The key was to make sure that we explained why things were important to the district, and why the district really would support what Reagan wanted.   The bad news also is that once the president gets a vote he wants, the immediate instinct of most members is to cast the next vote to show their independence from the administration.  This is especially true when you have asked them to vote for a big package, in which some provisions did not make sense for their districts but had to be swallowed as part of the overall package.  Then their answer is, "I need the next vote to show that I am independent of the White House."  

Winners Lose – studies and polls prove

BRACE & HINCKLEY  92  Professors of Political Science, Government, and Public Affairs at U. of Illinois

[Paul & Barbara, Follow the Leader, p. 174-175]

Further, activity often works against popular support.  In idealized portraits, presidents use their popular mandate in vigorous support of programs, winning Congress and the public to their point of view.  In reality, the choices are more complex and limited.  In the first place, the size and success of the legislative agenda are heavily shaped by factors presidents cannot control.  And, when presidents do try to rally the nation for legislative objectives, they risk a drop in the polls and a corresponding loss of success for their programs in Congress.  Active position taking on votes in Congress and domestic travel (rallying the congressional members' own constituencies) hurt public support.   Tradeoffs are necessary.  when presidents take positions, helping their success in Congress, they lower their public approval.  But approval helps congressional success.  Every 10 percentage point gain in public approval yields a 7 percentage point gain in congressional success.  Presidents thus face a delicate situation:  in order to increase congressional success - by bolstering approval - they must decrease the number of positions they take.  As their positions decrease, their congressional success rate falls.  Popular presidents thus find built-in limits, while their less popular peers confront the dilemma in which efforts to make headway in Congress set them further behind in the polls.  The dilemma has no obvious solution, as presidents facing serious economic conditions know.  With their polls at a low ebb, they can least afford bold new proposals; they can then be criticized as ineffectual and even less able to do their job.  Since the polls fall with worsening economic conditions and rise with dramatic international events, presidents are most able to provide legislative leadership when the country needs it least and are least able to supply that leadership when domestic conditions demand it.  

***PLAN POPULAR
Afghan – plan is popular

Afghan Withdrawal popular – Petraues has clout in congress

UPI, ’10 [“Petraeus Supports Withdrawal Plan”, United Press International, 6/25/10, http://www.upi.com/Top_News/US/2010/06/25/Petraeus-supports-withdrawal-plan/UPI-38751277463714]

WASHINGTON, June 25 (UPI) -- U.S. Gen. David Petraeus, the new commander in Afghanistan, says he supports the plan for a likely July 2011 start of U.S. troop withdrawals from the country.

President Barack Obama, who accepted the resignation of Gen. Stanley McChrystal as the top commander of the U.S. and NATO forces in Afghanistan this week, named Petraeus as his replacement.

Petraeus, who has much support of both Democratic and Republican lawmakers for his military acumen and his efforts in turning the Iraqi war in U.S. favor, told CNN: "I support the president's policy, and I will also provide the best professional military advice as we conduct assessments."

Afghan – Democrats like plan

Democrats pissed now over leaving some forces in Afghanistan. 

Baker, 09- A former writer for the Washington Times, White house correspondent (Peter Baker, “Iraq withdrawal Plan gains G.O.P. Support” 2/26, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/02/27/washington/27troops.html?_r=1)
President Obama won crucial backing on Thursday for his Iraq military withdrawal plan from leading Congressional Republicans, including Senator John McCain, the party’s presidential nominee, who spent much of last year debating the war with Mr. Obama.

Obama’s Iraq Plan Has December Elections as Turning Point for Pullout (February 26, 2009) 

Obama Favoring Mid-2010 Pullout in Iraq, Aides Say (February 25, 2009) 

As the president prepared to fly to Camp Lejeune, N.C., on Friday to announce that he would pull combat forces out by August 2010 while leaving behind a residual force of 35,000 to 50,000 troops, he reassured Congressional leaders from both parties that his plan would not jeopardize hard-won stability in Iraq.

But Republicans emerged from a meeting Thursday evening more supportive than several leading Democrats, who complained earlier in the day that the president was still leaving behind too many American forces.

Iraq – Democrats like the aff

Troop Withdrawal popular with Dems

The New York Times 06 (“Democrats push for troop Cuts Within Months”, 11/13/06, http://www.nytimes.com/2006/11/13/washington/13military.html?pagewanted=print) 

WASHINGTON, Nov. 12 — Democratic leaders in the Senate vowed on Sunday to use their new Congressional majority to press for troop reductions in Iraq within a matter of months, stepping up pressure on the administration just as President Bush is to be interviewed by a bipartisan panel examining future strategy for the war.

The Democrats — the incoming majority leader, Senator Harry Reid of Nevada; the incoming Armed Services Committee chairman, Senator Carl Levin of Michigan; and the incoming Foreign Relations Committee chairman, Senator Joseph R. Biden Jr. of Delaware — said a phased redeployment of troops would be their top priority when the new Congress convenes in January, even before an investigation of the conduct of the war.

“We need to begin a phased redeployment of forces from Iraq in four to six months,” Mr. Levin said in an appearance on the ABC News program “This Week.” In a telephone interview later, Mr. Levin added, “The point of this is to signal to the Iraqis that the open-ended commitment is over and that they are going to have to solve their own problems.”

The White House signaled a willingness to listen to the Democrats’ proposals, with Joshua B. Bolten, the chief of staff, saying in two television appearances that the president was open to “fresh ideas” and a “fresh look.” But Mr. Bolten said he could not envision the White House signing on to a plan setting a timetable for the withdrawal of troops.

Democrats support immediate pullout from Iraq

Duffy, 07- Journalist and winner of the Gerald R. Ford award for reporting, 1998 winner of Goldsmith award (Michael Duffy, “ How to leave Iraq” 7/19 http://www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,1644877,00.html)

There are two big schools of thought about what the U.S. should do next in Iraq, and both schools are almost certainly wrong. 

The first, represented by many congressional Democrats, argues that it is past the time for America to leave. The best thing that could happen now is for the U.S. to pull out as quickly as possible, force the Iraqis to take control of their destinies and compel the oil-rich gulf states in the neighborhood to get off the sidelines. In this view, leaving Iraq would deny al-Qaeda its best recruiting tool, a large U.S. military presence in the Middle East. Along the way, the U.S. could save the $10 billion a month that it is spending on the war and rescue the U.S. Army and Marine Corps before they both collapse. 

Iraq – public likes the aff

Troop withdrawal popular- Public 71%

The American Conservative 07 (“Easy Out”, Sept 24 2007, http://www.amconmag.com/article/2007/sep/24/00006/ )

Finally, we’re hearing concrete talk about withdrawal from Iraq. Probably this has something to do with public opinion: in a recent Gallup poll, 71 percent supported leaving Iraq in a year or less. 

Most public discussions of the actual mechanics of withdrawal have emphasized how difficult it will be. Army sources, many of them, estimate that it will take time. Most reports say 12 to 20 months. They cite endless lists of equipment that must be removed—everything from tanks to silverware. Analysts say that most troops would probably be airlifted, reasoning that flying would be safer than Iraqi highways. Military experts also worry that we will face armed opposition and have to fight our way out. 

Withdrawal is popular

CBS, 07    ( CBS&NYTimes, “The President vs. Congress on Iraq and Gonzales” 4/26, http://www.cbsnews.com/htdocs/pdf/042607bush.pdf)

Most Americans want to see a timetable for U.S. troop removal from Iraq by 2008 and believe Congress, not the President, should have the last say when it comes to setting troop levels there -- but they do not want Congressional Democrats to cut off war funding if President Bush is unwilling to agree on a timetable. 

Americans say that if Congressional Democrats are rebuked by George W. Bush's veto in their effort to make additional war funding contingent on setting a timetable for troop withdrawal, then the Democrats should go ahead and allow funding, even without a schedule in place. 56% say Congressional Democrats should keep funding the war even if there is a no timetable. 

Turkey – bipart anger with Turkey

Bipartisan outrage against Turkey

Bogardus, ’10, Staff writer for The Hill [Kevin Bogardus, “Ally Turkey comes under increasing criticism from some lawmakers”, The Hill, 6/13/10, http://thehill.com/homenews/house/102891-turkey-alliance-comes-under-increasing-criticism-from-lawmakers]

A U.S. military ally has come under increasingly withering criticism from Capitol Hill due to its role in the flare-up over the Gaza aid flotilla.
Turkey was the country from which the flotilla left, and a charitable organization based there helped organize the relief aid trip to Gaza. Israeli Deputy Foreign Minister Danny Ayalon said Sunday on CNN's "Fareed Zakaria GPS" that there were about 75 "mercenaries" on the one ship that resisted efforts to be taken to shore, adding that "they were associated with al Qaeda and other terror organizations."

Lawmakers have vigorously defended Israel after that one ship — out of the six in the flotilla — was raided by Israeli commandos on May 31, resulting in the death of nine activists and several injured soldiers. 

In turn, Turkey, often lauded for its Western-style democracy and strong military ties to the United States, has come under attack from members of Congress. Many have suggested that the country is not the strong U.S. ally that they expected, even implying it may be America’s enemy now. 
It is a marked shift from months ago, when several lawmakers came to the defense of Turkey when they were lobbying against a non-binding congressional resolution that would recognize the Ottoman Empire’s World War I-era killing of 1.5 million Armenians as genocide. The flotilla incident, along with Turkey’s vote last week against a new round of United Nations sanctions against Iran, has many in Congress moving against Turkey. 
Rep. Anthony Weiner (D-N.Y.) did not mince words when he discussed the flotilla’s supporters on the House floor Wednesday.
“It had an enormous amount of support by some of the worst enemies of peace in that region, and some of the worst enemies, quite literally, not only of Israel, but of the United States as well. And I mean Turkey, Iran, Hamas. These are not entities that were looking for some peaceful resolution here,” Weiner said. 
In a statement last week, Rep. John Sarbanes (D-Md.) suggested Turkey should share some of the blame for the skirmish between the Israeli commandos and the activists.
“Some have expressed the view that Israel alone should account for this incident. That perspective neglects the role that Turkey played in staging the flotilla and Turkey’s readiness to condone this kind of brinksmanship,” Sarbanes said.  
Criticism of Turkey has been bipartisan as well, and from self-proclaimed Turkish supporters in the past.

Bipartisan Anger Towards Turkey

Schleifer, ’10, Freelance Journalist and editor of EurasiaNet's Kebabistan blog [Yigal Schleifer, 6/28/10, “US-Turkish Relations Appear Headed for Rough Patch”, Eurasianet.org, http://www.eurasianet.org/node/61426]

Analysts are warning that relations between Turkey and the United States may be heading for a period of volatility, particularly in the wake of the botched May 31 Israeli commando raid on a Gaza aid flotilla, along with Ankara’s recent decision to vote “no” in the United Nations Security Council on sanctions against Iran.

“There is a ceiling above which Turkish-American relations cannot improve, and there’s a floor which it can’t go below. But we are getting pretty close to the floor and the ability of the two countries to improve their relations really has a huge question mark over it. We are now talking about an undeclared crisis in the relations,” said Bulent Aliriza, director of the Turkey Project at Washington’s Center for Strategic and International Studies.

Indeed, in a recent interview with The Associated Press, Philip Gordon, the State Department’s top official for European and Eurasian affairs seemed to echo that assessment. Gordon suggested that Turkey needed to take demonstrable action to affirm its commitment to both the United States and the Atlantic Alliance.

Ankara, in recent years, has been plotting an increasingly independent and ambitious foreign policy course, one that sees an increased role for itself in regional and even global affairs. But observers say Turkey’s role in the Gaza flotilla incident and its subsequent harsh rhetoric against Israel, as well as its decision regarding the Iran sanctions vote, have brought into sharper relief some of the differences between Ankara’s and Washington’s approach on some key issues. [For background see EurasiaNet’s archive].

“I think the administration realizes it has a problem with Turkey, but it’s not a major rift. It’s subtler than that. I think what they will do is start looking at Turkey at a more transactional level for a while, meaning ‘What are you doing for me?’ and ‘This is what I can do for you,’” said Henri Barkey, a visiting scholar at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace in Washington. “In the past we would have jumped through hoops for the Turks, but the Turks need to start being more sensitive to our concerns,” Barkey added.

On the other hand, things may be less subtle in Congress, Barkey warned. “The fact that the Hamas and Iran issues coincided within a week of each other have created a combustible situation on the Hill,” he said. “The Turks have a problem on the Hill.”

Speaking at a recent news conference, Rep. Mike Pence, a Republican from Indiana considered to be a Congressional supporter of Turkey, told reporters: “There will be a cost, if Turkey stays on its present heading of growing closer to Iran and more antagonistic to the state of Israel. It will bear upon my view and I believe the view of many members of Congress on the state of the relationship with Turkey.”

Turkey – bipart anger with Turkey

Congress Displeased with Turkey

Scarborough ’10, Washington Times Staff Writer [Rowan Scarborough, “Turkey's shift spurs concern on Capitol Hill”, The Washington Times, 6/13/10, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/jun/13/turkeys-shift-spurs-concern-on-capitol-hill/]

The deadly May 31 flotilla clash off Gaza has prompted some in Congress to condemn Turkey, not Israel, and to note with concern Ankara's steady shift in favor of U.S. adversaries Iran and Hamas.

While the world press reported international criticism of Israel, away from the headlines was a bipartisan group of Washington lawmakers criticizing Turkey for home-porting the flotilla that Israel says carried terrorist-linked activists. The ships were organized by the Turkish Humanitarian Relief Foundation (IHH), whose leaders acknowledge their aim was to break the Israeli blockade of Gaza.

For years, Turkey has held a special place on Capitol Hill as a NATO ally and Muslim country maintaining close economic and military ties to the Jewish state. Turkey has acted as a go-between in Israel-Arab dialogue. But that relationship started to sour several years ago, and now some in Congress are taking a second, more critical look at Turkey.

"I urge you to condemn Turkey's support of IHH which has been known to maintain ties to terrorist organizations such as Hamas and Al Qaeda," Rep. Frank Pallone Jr., New Jersey Democrat, wrote in a letter to President Obama. "I also ask that you condemn Turkey's reaction to the incident involving the flotilla. Rather than engaging in an open dialogue, Turkey has chosen to recall their ambassador from Israel and disrupt diplomatic relations. … Turkey has chosen to ignore the facts and force its own view of events through threat. We can not allow these same old tactics to prevent us from taking the right position."

Since taking power in 2002, Ankara's Justice and Development Party (AKP) has developed closer ties to Iran and Hamas, a U.S.-designated terrorist organization that controls Gaza.

One of the harshest attacks came from the Republican House leadership.

"The complicity of Turkey in launching a flotilla to challenge the blockade in Gaza, the ensuing violence that occurred, the grievous loss of life is deeply troubling to those of us who have supported the U.S. Turkish alliance in the past," Rep. Mike Pence of Indiana, a member of the House Foreign Affairs Committee who heads the House Republican Conference, said on the House floor.

"Hamas used the Gaza Strip to launch vicious and brutal attacks, thousands of rockets on civilians," he said. "It cost lives in Gaza, it cost lives in Israel. Turkey needs to count the cost. Turkey needs to decide whether its present course is in its long-term interest."
US Congressmen express ire toward Turkey

KRIEGER ’10, International Writer for Jerusalem Post [HILARY LEILA KRIEGER, “US Congressmen express ire toward Turkey”, The Jerusalem Post, 6/17/10, http://www.jpost.com/International/Article.aspx?id=178687]

WASHINGTON – US Congressmen ratcheted up their criticism of Turkey Wednesday, warning that Ankara was risking its historically warm ties with Congress by reaching toward Iran and breaking with Israel.

In a press conference defending Israel’s raid on a Turkish-flagged aid ship trying to break the Gaza blockade, several dozen of whose passengers had ties to terror organizations, numerous members of Congress turned their ire toward Turkey.

“Turkey is responsible for the nine deaths aboard that ship. It is not Israel that’s responsible,” declared Rep. Shelley Berkley (D-Nevada), who pointed to Turkish funding and support for the expedition.

“If Israel is at fault in any way, it’s by falling into the trap that was set for them by Turkey.”

She continued: “The Turks have extraordinary nerve to lecture the State of Israel when they are occupiers of the island of Cyprus, where they systematically discriminate against the ecumenical patriarch, and they refuse to recognize the Armenian genocide.”

Her comments – which were accompanied by an announcement that Turkish representatives were no longer welcome in her office – touched on sensitive issues with Turkey that the US has often shied away from pressing Ankara on aggressively.

Her words raised the prospect that the US Congress at least would be more assertive about its displeasure with Turkey.
Speaking at the same press conference, Rep. Mike Pence (R-Indiana) said he recently warned the Turkish ambassador that “With regard to Congress of the United States, there will be a cost if Turkey stays on its current path of growing closed to Iran and more antagonistic to the State of Israel.”

Turkey – Conservatives Angry

Conservative foreign policy groups are anti-Turkey

Lobe, ’10, Foreign Policy Writer for ISP News [Jim Lobe, “Neo-Conservatives Lead Charge Against Turkey”, ipsnews.net, 6/9/10, http://ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=51771]

WASHINGTON, Jun 9, 2010 (IPS) - As the right-wing leadership of the organised U.S. Jewish community defends Israel against international condemnation for its deadly seizure of a flotilla bearing humanitarian supplies for Gaza, a familiar clutch of neo-conservative hawks is going on the offensive against what they see as the flotilla's chief defender, Turkey.
Outraged by Prime Minister Recep Tayyip's Erdogan's repeated denunciations of the May 31 Israeli raid, as well as his co- sponsorship with Brazil of an agreement with Iran designed to promote renewed negotiations with the West on Tehran's nuclear programme, some neo-conservatives are even demanding that the U.S. try to expel Ankara from NATO as one among of several suggested actions aimed at punishing Erdogan's AKP (Justice and Development Party) government. 
"Turkey, as a member of NATO, is privy to intelligence information having to do with terrorism and with Iran," noted the latest report by the Jewish Institute for National Security Affairs (JINSA), a hard-line neo-conservative group that promotes U.S.-Israeli military ties and has historically cultivated close ties to Turkey's military, as well. 
"If Turkey finds its best friends to be Iran, Hamas, Syria and Brazil (look for Venezuela in the future) the security of that information (and Western technology in weapons in Turkey's arsenal) is suspect. The United States should seriously consider suspending military cooperation with Turkey as a prelude to removing it from the organisation," suggested the group. 

Turkey – TNW removal costs Capital

Removing TNW’s cost capital – extended deterrence has political salience

KELLEHER & WARREN  09  1. College Park Professor at the School of Public Policy at the University  of Maryland and a senior fellow at the Watson Institute at Brown University  2. recent graduate of Brown  University, currently serving as executive director of the nonprofit Generation Citizen.

[Catherine M. Kelleher and Scott L. Warren, Getting to Zero Starts Here: Tactical Nuclear Weapons, Arms Control Today, October]

The principal issues with the elimination of tactical nuclear weapons are political and conceptual, rather than straightforwardly military, with the single but critical exception of the risk of terrorist seizure. The notion of the U.S. nuclear umbrella, with tactical weapons serving as a real or potential down payment on a security commitment, particularly in Europe, still has significant traction within the Obama administration. Key factions in the Pentagon and perhaps in the Department of State argue that the United States must still provide allies substantial security support, especially with Iran and North Korea deeply engaged in nuclear programs. This is the case despite the indifference of many NATO allies toward technical weapons or, in some cases, direct demands for elimination. Some European countries, especially elites in the newer central and eastern European member states, attach a high symbolic importance to the deployment of tactical nuclear weapons on European soil as evidence of U.S. security guarantees. Turkey also is thought to be particularly concerned about any withdrawal because it faces a more direct threat from Iranian missiles, although it is now included in the new U.S. plans for a European missile defense system.[3]

Removing TNW’s costs capital

PERKOVICH  08   VP for Studies – Carnegie Endowment for Int’l Peace

[George Perkovich, CARNEGIE ENDOWMENT FOR INTERNATIONAL PEACE NUCLEAR ENERGY, NONPROLIFERATION AND ARMS CONTROL IN THE NEXT ADMINISTRATION: SEIZE THE SUPERSTRUCTURE, Oct. 29, 2008, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/seize_the_superstructure21.pdf]

Oh, sorry. I mean, that it’s – it’s a problem, but it – I haven’t heard any discussion here or there about how to address it in this sense, because when people do talk about it, the disparities in holdings are so great that, you know, you’re not going to talk about a straight trade. And then once you start trying to – well, what would be the kind of deal that would, you know, make sense politically in either place, it gets extremely complicated. And then, as I tried to suggest, if part of a deal were to withdraw U.S. airborne nuclear weapons from NATO, that has other implications now that we haven’t really begun to address.

So I guess all I’m saying on that one – which I admit, I haven’t worked on in any systematic way – is that it’s a problem whose  solution isn’t apparent, or close to apparent, whereas, on a lot of these other things that Rose has been talking about, it’s both a problem and a solution where if you put some political capital and some energy into it, you could actually do something. So if you’ve got to do things in order, then I would focus on other things, but that’s probably not the right answer.

Removing TNW’s will cost capital – seen as weak, soft on Russia, and naive

KELLEHER & WARREN  09  1. College Park Professor at the School of Public Policy at the University  of Maryland and a senior fellow at the Watson Institute at Brown University  2. recent graduate of Brown  University, currently serving as executive director of the nonprofit Generation Citizen.

[Catherine M. Kelleher and Scott L. Warren, Getting to Zero Starts Here: Tactical Nuclear Weapons, Arms Control Today, October]

Another difficulty for the traditional U.S.  arms control approach is the large discrepancy between the size of the U.S. inventory and that imputed to Russia, a discrepancy that seems to require a very asymmetric bargain. This difference extends beyond just the numbers; arms control, from its outset, has been set in the mode of strategic bargains, the trade of assets against like or equally valued assets. If Russia possesses thousands more tactical nuclear weapons, why should the United States reduce its far smaller forces? Should the Obama administration recognize that tactical weapons are much more important strategically for the Russians than for the Americans and accept unequal reductions?

Even proportionate reductions would leave the Russians with a larger arsenal, but such cuts could be an effective component of a larger bargain involving tactical and strategic weapons. Such cuts could mark a crucial icebreaker, demonstrating the overall U.S. commitment to making real progress toward a world without nuclear weapons. Some officials within the Obama administration seem to recognize this point. It will remain challenging to sell this argument to congressional opponents and domestic critics on the right who accuse the Obama administration of being soft on the Russians, weak on defense, and generally having an overall naïve worldview. The military establishment will likely present a less difficult sell, given its fundamental dislike of these weapons and the taxing formal and informal requirements for their deployment.[10]

Winners-Win

Winners win

COHEN  95   Prof of Political Science at Kansas

[Jeffrey, American Journal of Political Science, 39(1), p. 68]

By controlling the agenda, the president may secure success with Congress.  He may be able to keep issues that he dislikes from the agenda, while advancing those that he favors.  He can use the agenda-setting power strategically, promoting issues that Congress is likely to pass, demoting those that are more controversial.  Such strategic behavior may foster an appearance of being a winner, and research suggests that winning in Congress boosts presidential popularity, which may feedback into legislative success (Brace and Hinckley 1992; Rivers and Rose 1985; Ostrom and Simon 1985).  Manipulating the agenda for political advantage may help the presidential efforts with Congress.

WINNERS WIN – Obama needs a victory to rally his agenda
New York Daily News 1/14 (Andrea Tantaros, 1/14/10, " On the anniversary of his inauguration, President Obama is on the wrong side ... ", http://www.nydailynews.com/opinions/2010/01/14/2010-01-14_on_the_anniversary_of_his_inauguration_president_obama_is_on_the_wrong_side_of_h.html)
Soon, it will be the one-year anniversary of Barack Obama's inauguration. I remember that day, when a self-assured, idealistic icon who oozed bravado spoke of choosing "hope over fear, unity of purpose over conflict and discord." The world watched as President Obama made history. Twelve months later, he's still making history, albeit for the wrong reasons. Americans are more divided and discontented than ever. As a nation, we're less hopeful and filled with fear. One year later, the man who waxed optimistic is gone. He has been replaced by an unsure, demure and heavily weathered commander in chief. Record-high approval ratings have plummeted. Though he's only at the beginning of his second year in office, it appears as if he's at the end of his seventh. That charisma and ability to comfort is missing. Candidate Obama used to elicit tears and provoke fainting. He had the unique magic that generated serenity and euphoria. But now, when Americans were scared and needed assurance after an attempted terror attack on Christmas Day, Obama was nowhere to be found. To date, with an economy still strangled, we've heard little from him that could help calm us. Gone is his confidence. His agenda has faced national pushback and congressional gridlock, and his policies - a $787 billion stimulus and billions more to bail out Wall Street - have given him little to show for it. In the absence of George W. Bush, Obama is without an enemy to help define him. Though he has tried repeatedly, he can't credibly blame his predecessor anymore. Hope, he has quickly realized, is not a strategy unless you can produce working solutions. And change is not easy, even with total party control of government. A large portion of Obama's discomfort is stemming from the two onerous millstones around his neck: Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid and House Speaker Nancy Pelosi (and not just because they say stupid stuff). Both are big reasons that his agenda is failing, and his inability to rein them in, as well as their respective caucuses, has only emboldened the rank and file and cost him valuable political capital. If Obama has any chance of reassuming the helm, he must do it quickly.
Winners-Win

Singer 2009 (an editor of MyDD, a position he has held since November 2005. Singer is a Juris Doctorate candidate at Berkeley Law, 3/3/09 (Johnathan, My direct Democracy, By expending capital, Obama Grows His Capital, http://www.mydd.com/story/2009/3/3/191825/0428)

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.

***INTERNAL LINKS
Political Capital key to the Agenda

Capital is the number one factor – it insures agenda success

LIGHT  99    Senior Fellow at the Center for Public Service

[Paul C., the President’s Agenda:  Domestic Policy Choice from Kennedy to Clinton, 3rd Edition] 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.

PLUS – there is ZERO risk of a link turn – capital can only go down

LIGHT  99    Senior Fellow at the Center for Public Service

[Paul C., the President’s Agenda:  Domestic Policy Choice from Kennedy to Clinton, 3rd Edition] p. 34

In the final chapter, I will take a deeper look at recent changes which have altered the domestic agenda process.  The Presidency of the 1980s is quite different from the Presidency of the 1960s.  The political and economic costs of domestic programs have escalated, with no corresponding increase in the President's ability to absorb the "inflation." At least five explanations arise. First, Congress has become more competitive in the search for scarce agenda space—whether because of changes in congressional membership and norms or because of a steady growth in the institutional resources for program initiation. Second, Congress has become more complex. The evolution of subcommittee government during the late 1960s increased the sheer number of actors who wield influence in the domestic policy process and tangled the legislative road map. Though there are fewer single obstacles to passage of the President's program, there are many more potential dead ends and delays. Third, as Congress has become more competitive and complex, the congressional parties have weakened. The dispersion of congressional power has, in turn, reduced the President's potential influence over domestic legislation. As we shall see, party is no longer the "gold standard" of presidential influence. Unfortunately, Presidents must still cling to their party as the source of their political capital. Fourth, Presidents must now conduct domestic policy under increasing congressional and media surveillance. I will suggest that this atmosphere of suspicion has reduced the opportunities for effective presidential leadership in domestic policy. Finally, and perhaps most important, the basic issues that fuel the domestic policy process have changed since 1960. We have witnessed the rise of a new group of "constituentless" issues, issues that generate remarkably little congressional support and considerable single-interest-group opposition. Energy, social-security financing, welfare reform, and hospital-cost control are all examples of a new generation of constituentless issues. Separately these five trends have created difficult problems for the President's agenda. Together they have contributed to the rise of a No Win Presidency in domestic affairs. We will return to the concept of a No Win Presidency in chapter 9. For now, it is important to note that the domestic policy process continues to shift. In the few short years since Kennedy and Johnson occupied the Oval Office the Presidency has undergone a dramatic era of change. As one Johnson aide remarked, "This office is nothing like it used to be. It might look similar, but the relationships have all changed. Lyndon wouldn't like it one bit."

Political Capital is finite
Capital is finite – use it and its gone

GANGALE  05   MA in IR from San Francisco State Univ.  BS in Aerospace Engineering from USCal.  
(Thomas, January 23, pg. http://pweb.jps.net/~gangale/opsa/ps2/ToAmendOrNotToAmend.htm)

Abolishing the Electoral College is somewhat of a progressive issue in that it is based on the principle of "one person, one vote." However, more than anything it is a "large states vs. small states" issue, and that is why it is a perennial loser. The reality is that there are many more Idahos and Nebraskas than there are Californias and New Yorks, and since a small state has as many votes in the US Senate as a large state, any proposal to do away with the Electoral College cannot hope to win the required two-thirds majority. It is destined to defeat. Even worse, the issue pits progressive states large and small against each other, weakening progressive solidarity. If you fight someone tooth-and-nail on one issue, it’s hard to muster any more than lukewarm support on another issue on which you agree. Political capital is like ammunition: use too much of it up in an unwise action, and you have to wait to be resupplied. Meanwhile, your forces may be in disarray and vulnerable to a counterstrike. Abolishing the Electoral College isn’t the only constitutional amendment that’s being bandied about this year. There’s also talk of an amendment to ban gay marriage. 

Capital is finite

SAMMON 03  Staff Writer
 (Bill, Washington Times, July 3, Lexis)

Mr. Bush, by contrast, largely has been untainted by scandals as he nears the midway point of his third year in office. Political experts said that has helped the president enact more of his agenda than they initially thought possible. "Political capital is a very finite commodity and you want to spent it strategically," said Matthew T. Felling of the Center for Media and Public Affairs. "Previous administrations have had to spend their political capital or have just had it deducted from their account through various scandals." For example, when the Clinton scandals reached critical mass beginning with the Monica Lewinsky affair and ending in the first impeachment of an elected president in U.S. history the president was politically paralyzed for more than a year, leaving his agenda largely unfulfilled.

Public Popularity key to agenda
Public popularity key to Obama agenda – he controls it now
AP 3/12 (Ben Feller, 3/12/10, " For Obama, big agenda and small window for results ", http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5j8Uhk1-UAuTTYzvLX5Vo2TjgBragD9EDBIHO0)

"There are lawmakers who care deeply about these other issues. There are constituency groups. There are substantive policy reasons for pursuing them," said Thomas Mann, a congressional scholar at the Brookings Institution. "A president doesn't have time to deal with matters just one at a time."

Obama has a key edge in setting the agenda: public approval. His job-performance rating is holding mainly steady at 53 percent, while a new Associated Press-GfK poll finds that fewer people approve of Congress — a mere 22 percent — than at any point in Obama's presidency.

Yet polls don't change people's lives. Results do. And ultimately, the search for results is what drives how Obama spends his time.

Moderates key to the agenda
Moderates are key to Obama’s Agenda

Stark, 09 – writer for RealClearPolitics (Steven Stark, “Will Senate Moderates Work Together?”, 5/7/09, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2009/05/07/arlen_the_family_96373.html)
But Lieberman and Specter are not alone; they are joined by an informal group of about 20 senators, roughly split between Republicans (like Olympia Snowe, Susan Collins, and George Voinivich) and Democrats (like Mary Landrieu, Max Baucus, and Ben Nelson), who feel out of place with the activism of their respective parties. The moderate Republican senators rejected much of President George W. Bush's right-wing cultural agenda. The moderate Democrats in the Senate have supported much of Obama's economic activism, but they are far less comfortable with his proposed tax-code revisions, carbon taxes, and health-care reform.

Expect these "moderates" to begin to work together as an informal force in the Senate. They - not Republican or Democratic leaders -will control what happens to Obama's domestic agenda in the next few years.

Bingaman key to the agenda

Bingaman is key to the agenda – bipartisan efforts

Davenport, 10 – writer for politico.com (Coral, “Climate bill hopes hang on Jeff Bingaman,” 7/1/10, http://dyn.politico.com/printstory.cfm?uuid=8B5C8E7C-18FE-70B2-A822A8B139DE9411)
“It’s not surprising that, at the end of the day, they turn to Jeff Bingaman,” said Scott Segal, an energy lobbyist at Bracewell & Giuliani. “The Senate does not lack for personalities who can talk about energy, but, these days, to find a senator who’s actually capable of passing bipartisan legislation is very rare. Bingaman is a yeoman soldier who labors long and hard, understands the minutiae and does so without a lot of public recognition. That might be what they need right now.” 
***GENERAL UNIQUENESS
Political Capital High

Obama pol cap increasing – BP agreement

Mason 6 – 17 -  10 – White House correspondent for Reuters (Jeff, “BP agrees to $20 billion spill fund, cuts dividend,” 6/17/10, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSN1416392020100616)

(Reuters) - Under intense pressure from President Barack Obama, BP Plc agreed on Wednesday to set up a $20 billion fund for damage claims from its huge Gulf of Mexico oil spill and suspended dividend payments to its shareholders.  The deal gave Obama his most tangible success since the crisis began 58 days ago and came after weeks of criticism of his handling of the disaster. It also eased U.S. pressure on BP, whose share price has withered amid uncertainty over the spill's cost to the British energy giant.

Political Capital Low

Obama capital is low – oil spill

Shore, 10 – founder and executive director of Share Our Strength, guest writer for The Washington Post (Bill Shore, “Fragility of political capital,” 6/17/10, http://views.washingtonpost.com/leadership/panelists/2010/06/fragility-of-political-capital.html)
First, the last two months have underscored the fragility of political capital, and especially that initial public perceptions harden quickly, take on a life of their own, and are vastly more difficult to change than to set in the first place. President Obama's less-than-rapid response created a political disadvantage that required 10 times the energy and focus to overcome than would have been the case if he'd responded as aggressively at the outset as he is doing now. Why didn't he?

That leads to the second lesson. Obama's presidency won't be the first or last to be defined and potentially remembered not for its own agenda but for whether and how it responded to the unforeseen and unforeseeable. This is where presidents repeatedly fall down, and it is partly because of the paradox of disciplined and determined leadership.

Political leaders are typically successful when they stay relentlessly focused on their message. But that same relentless focus can block out other voices and other issues to which they should pay attention. As Obama has proven these past 60 days, it is the toughest balancing act there is.

Obama has no capital – he committed political suicide

Carter, 2/10/10 - economics editor at AlterNet, writes a weekly blog on the economy for the Media Consortium and his work has appeared in the Nation, Mother Jones, the American Prospect and Salon (Zach, “Is Obama Committing Political Suicide? President Calls Obscene Wall St. Bonuses ‘Part of the Free Market System’,” 2/10/10, http://www.alternet.org/economy/145628/is_obama_committing_political_suicide_president_calls_obscene_wall_st._bonuses_'part_of_the_free_market_system'?page=entire)
After several weeks of strong showings in the media, President Barack Obama appears to have committed political suicide in an interview with Bloomberg focusing on bank bonuses. Just as bad, Obama's statements praising bailout barons and downplaying their bloated bonuses amount to outright economic insanity.
Here's what Obama had to say about the $9 million bonus Goldman Sachs CEO Lloyd Blankfein will be paid and the $17 million bonus JPMorgan Chase CEO Jamie Dimon will receive:

"There are some baseball players who are making more than that and don’t get to the World Series either, so I'm shocked by that as well....I know both those guys; they are very savvy businessmen," Obama said. "I, like most of the American people, don't begrudge people success or wealth. That is part of the free-market system."

***CLIMATE DISAD
Climate 1nc

A.  Climate Bill Will Pass Now – Obama is pushing & key compromises have been made to get GOP support

AP 6-30 [ERICA WERNER and MATTHEW DALY, Obama pushes for energy bill deal, Associate Press, 6/30/10, http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5jvY56rUPBsr_5d-PcC6JlLJJG9nQD9GL6T8G0]

WASHINGTON — The authors of sweeping energy legislation that is stalled in the Senate said Tuesday they were prepared to scale back their bill to get GOP support. They swiftly appeared to win a convert as a key moderate Republican said she might support a more targeted approach.

Sens. John Kerry and Joe Lieberman made their comments after meeting at the White House with fellow senators and President Barack Obama, who is pushing for action in the wake of the Gulf oil spill.

"We are prepared to scale back the reach of our legislation in order to try to find that place of compromise," Kerry, D-Mass., said after the meeting in which Obama urged senators to find common ground.

The bill by Kerry and Lieberman, I-Conn., would tax carbon dioxide emissions produced by coal-fired power plants and other large polluters as a way to reduce pollution blamed for global warming. The legislation has been panned by many Republicans as a "national energy tax."

A more modest approach would limit the carbon tax to the electricity sector, something Kerry said Tuesday was under consideration. The idea appeared to win a critical Republican endorsement from Maine Sen. Olympia Snowe after she attended Tuesday's White House meeting.

"I believe that one possibility is to more narrowly target a carbon pricing program through a uniform nationwide system solely on the power sector," Snowe said in a statement.

The chairman of the Energy and Natural Resources Committee, Sen. Jeff Bingaman, D-N.M., is quietly drafting a bill that would cap greenhouse gas emissions from power plants. Some White House officials have begun to speak favorably about such a "utility-only" approach, which could be more attractive to Republicans.

Supporters of the bill must contend with dwindling time on the legislative calendar and the difficulty of passing comprehensive climate change legislation in an election year.

Heather Zichal, deputy assistant to the president for energy and climate change, said there was discussion Tuesday about an emissions cap just on stationary sources, which would primarily mean power plants and refineries.

"Based on the discussion today I think we feel good about opportunities to come together and find some common ground to pass legislation this year," Zichal told viewers in a forum on the White House website.

But the path to compromise remains rocky.

"If we want a clean energy bill, take a national energy tax off the table in the middle of a recession while we focus on the oil spill and focus on what we agree on," said Sen. Lamar Alexander, R-Tenn.
Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, D-Nev., is aiming to bring energy legislation to the Senate floor in July.

Lawmakers in the House and Senate also are pursuing numerous bills related to the oil spill, from raising the legal liability for oil companies to limiting deepwater drilling and requiring closer inspections of offshore rigs. The bills are likely to be packaged together, although it's not clear whether spill legislation would be considered separately or attached to a larger energy bill.

As drafted, the Kerry-Lieberman measure aims to cut emissions of carbon dioxide and other heat-trapping greenhouse gases by 17 percent by 2020 and by more than 80 percent by 2050.

The House passed its own comprehensive measure last year.

B.  Obama’s political capital is necessary to insure passage
NYT  6 – 23 – 10  

[Climate Bill, http://www.nytimes.com/gwire/2010/06/23/23greenwire-white-house-cancellation-frustrates-backers-of-18123.html]

Senate Democrats have signaled that they need presidential leadership before they can move forward in a compressed legislative schedule. Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) said yesterday that his strategy for passing legislation will depend heavily on how much political capital Obama is willing to invest in the effort (E&ENews PM, June 22).

Still, Obama and his staff have insisted that the White House is committed to getting a comprehensive bill across the finish line this year. "The Senate has an opportunity before the August recess and the elections to stand up and move forward on something that could have enormous, positive consequences for generations to come," Obama said yesterday after meeting with his Cabinet.

Daniel Weiss, director of climate strategy at the Center for American Progress, said there is a "plus side" to the delay, because it will offer more time for Democrats to strategize prior to their meeting with the president. Senate Democrats are scheduled to hold another caucus on the issue tomorrow.

"I think the White House is doing a lot behind the scenes outside of the meeting that had been planned for today, so I don't think it'll delay things," said Environment America's federal global warming program director, Nathan Willcox.

INSERT – PLAN COSTS CAPITAL

Climate 1nc

The U.S. must act – if congress takes steps the rest of the globe will help us solve global warming

PEGG 08   Staff Writer for the Environmental News Service

 [J.R., “U.S. Lawmakers Urged to Lead Global Warming Battle” The Environmental News Wire February 1 http://www.ens-newswire.com/ens/feb2008/2008-02-01-10.asp]

The head of the United Nations scientific climate panel spoke with U.S. lawmakers Wednesday, encouraging them lead to the world in cooling the overheated planet. "We really don't have a moment to lose," said Rajendra Pachauri, chair of the UN Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, IPCC. The massive reductions in greenhouse gas emissions needed to avoid serious disruptions to Earth's climate system are impossible without U.S. leadership, Dr. Pachauri told members of the House Select Committee on Energy Independence and Global Warming. "It is essential for the U.S. to take action," said Pachauri, who also spoke at a public briefing Wednesday afternoon convened by the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee. The United States is responsible for some 22 percent of current greenhouse gas emissions. Although China recently emerged as the leading emitter, U.S. emissions are four times greater than China's on a per capita basis. Despite broad criticism from across the world, President George W. Bush and his administration have rejected mandatory limits on greenhouse gases. And many U.S. lawmakers remain reluctant to commit their nation to deep cuts without similar obligations from China, India and other developing nations. The IPCC chairman said that view is misplaced. "The rest of the world looks to the U.S. for leadership [but] the perception round the world is that the U.S. has not been very active in this area," Pachauri said, adding that strong action would "undoubtedly reestablish confidence in U.S. leadership on critical global issues."    Pachauri presented the House committee with an overview of the key messages contained in recent reports issued by the IPCC panel, which shared the 2007 Nobel Peace Prize with former U.S. Vice President Al Gore.   The IPCC includes some 2,500 scientists from across the United States and around the world. The panel does no original research but rather assesses the scientific, technical and socio-economic information relevant for the understanding of the risk of human-induced climate change.   A native of India, Dr. Pachauri is an economist and engineer who has served on the Board of Directors of the Indian Oil Corporation Ltd., a Fortune 500 company, and on the Economic Advisory Council to the Prime Minister of India. He has taught at several American universitites, including the Yale School of Forestry and Environmental Studies.   Pachauri told lawmakers that greenhouse gas emissions must peak in 2015 - and drop 25 to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2020 - if the world is to keep global average temperatures from rising above 2.4 degrees Celsius.   Without such restraint, the world faces a variety of potential troubling humanitarian and environmental problems. Pachauri cited concern over rising sea levels, the increased frequency of drought, heat waves and severe storms, as well as threats to agriculture and adverse impacts on the environment.   Committee chair Ed Markey, a Massachusetts Democrat, said the work of the IPCC "highlights our moral obligation to reduce global warming pollution and prepare for those impacts that have become unavoidable."     It is time for U.S. lawmakers to ensure the nation is a "leader, not a laggard" in the fight against global warming, Markey said.   But it is unclear how serious U.S. lawmakers are about tackling global warming - only five of the nine Democrats on the panel attended the hearing and none of the committee's six Republicans were present.  

Global Warming risks extinction of the planet

Tickell, 8-11-2008  , Climate Researcher

(Oliver, The Gaurdian, “On a planet 4C hotter, all we can prepare for is extinction”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/aug/11/climatechange)

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

Climate – Will Pass Wall

Climate Bill will pass now – Obama is negotiating to get key votes on board, Republican voters have said yes to the new compromises, and we control momentum – that’s our 1nc AP evidence.

PLUS – Obama is pushing – increases its chances
Politco 6/24 (“Obama: 'On the brink' of Wall St. bill”, 6/24/10, http://dyn.politico.com/printstory.cfm?uuid=6AE0CB52-18FE-70B2-A8C70158705D44B5 )

“Over the last 17 months, we passed an economic Recovery Act, health insurance reform, education reform, and we are now on the brink of passing Wall Street reform,” the president said Friday morning, hours after the vote and just before departing for the G20 summit in Toronto. “And at the G20 summit this weekend, I’ll work with other nations not only to coordinate our financial reform efforts, but to promote global economic growth while ensuring that each nation can pursue a path that is sustainable for its own public finances.”

Asked if he could get the bill through the Senate, Obama answered, “You bet.”

His hoped-for third act – a wide-ranging climate change and energy bill – is next on Obama’s docket, and absent these successes, it would be easy to believe there was simply no way he could bend Congress to his will yet again, with midterms looming, poll numbers sagging and the nation’s financial coffers tapped out.

But Obama plans to press his advantage – to try to salvage one more legislative win out of the depths of the BP oil spill tragedy. He’s invited what amounts to the bipartisan Senate climate caucus to the White House Tuesday to plot out a way ahead.

The details of what Obama wants in a climate bill remain sketchy, just as they were for health care. Obama got more involved in the details of the financial reform push, dispatching Treasury Secretary Tim Geithner and others to the Hill through the day Thursday to squeeze out the last needed compromise on derivatives.

PLUS – we’ll read more warrants here – 

A  Oil Spill has created momentum

XINHUA  6 – 30 – 10  

[Obama "confident" to pass climate bill this year, English.news.cn,  6/30 http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/world/2010-06/30/c_13376068.htm)]
WASHINGTON, June 29 (Xinhua) -- U.S. President Barack Obama met with a bipartisan group of senators Tuesday in the White House on climate and clean energy bill, and said he's confident they can " get something done this year." Urging the Senate to pass energy and climate legislation this year, Obama used the hour-and-a-half meeting to tell the senators that he believes the best way to transition to a clean energy economy is with a bill that "makes clean energy the profitable kind of energy." According to the White House, not all of the senators agreed with this approach. Obama welcomed other approaches and ideas, and said there was "strong foundation and consensus" on some key policies. He met with a group of senators led by majority leader Harry Reid and Republican Lamar Alexander. Urging the senators to come together based on that foundation, Obama said there was agreement on the sense of urgency required to move forward with legislation. The energy and climate bill is a big item on the domestic as well as economic agenda for Obama. A comprehensive energy and climate bill passed the House of Representatives last year, but the Senate version has yet to be passed, and commentators doubt that it will ever get passed this year, as many lawmakers face battles during the mid-term elections in November. However, the issue is reignited by the oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico, and Obama used his first Oval Office address to the nation earlier this month to advocate for the issue.   

B.  Democrats are motivated

RTT News 6 – 29 - 10[ no name given, Obama Meets With Senators To Encourage Passage Of Energy And Climate Bill, RTT News, 6/29, http://www.rttnews.com/Content/PoliticalNews.aspx?Node=B1&Id=1346897”

President Barack Obama met with a bipartisan group of Senators at the White House Tuesday to encourage them to pass an energy[image: image1.png]


 and climate bill this year.  "The meeting the President hosted with a bipartisan group of Senators was a constructive exchange about the need to pass energy and climate legislation this year that lasted more than an hour-and-a-half," said a release from the White House.  The statement added, "The President made clear his view that a full transition to clean energy will require more than just the government action we've taken so far. It will require a national effort from all of us to change the way we produce and use energy."  According to the White House, Obama told the Senators that he still believes the best way for the U.S. to transition to a clean energy economy is with a bill that "makes clean energy the profitable kind of energy for America's businesses by putting a price on pollution."  Apparently, not all Senators in attendance at the meeting agreed with this approach, and Obama listened to their alternatives.   Ultimately, however, the White House[image: image2.png]


 said all in attendance agreed "on the sense of urgency required to move forward with legislation, and the President is confident that we will be able to get something done this year."  Some of those in attendance at the meeting included Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, D-Nev., and Senators Lamar Alexander, R-Tenn., Barbara Boxer, D-Calif., John Kerry, D-Mass., Joe Lieberman, I-Conn., Richard Lugar, R-Ind., and Lisa Murkowski, R-Alaska.  After the meeting, Reid said, "The President led a spirited, productive discussion this morning about how to move forward on clean energy legislation. Our caucus is energized on this issue and our resolve to act on energy legislation this summer remains strong."  He acknowledged that legislation would need Republican support to pass and urged Republicans to "step up and demonstrate the same commitment and leadership on this issue that Democrats have."  The House passed its own version of climate control legislation last year, but it has been stalled in the Senate. One of the biggest points of contention for Republicans has been the inclusion of a cap-and-trade system, which Republicans are very much against.   
Climate – Will Pass Wall

C.  Bingaman is on board – he’s the man

Politico 7/2 ( “Capital Bill Hopes hang on Jeff Bingman”, 7/2/10, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0610/39260.html )

If brand-name senators like Barbara Boxer, John Kerry, Joe Lieberman and Lindsey Graham can’t get a climate bill through the Senate, does a quiet guy like Jeff Bingaman stand a chance? 

Proponents had better hope so. 

Boxer, Kerry and Lieberman haven’t been able to put together 60 votes for the carbon caps they’ve pushed. Graham gave up trying months ago. That leaves the bills Bingaman has shepherded through his Energy and Natural Resources Committee looking pretty good — and maybe like the only ones that have a real shot at passing. 

It’s a new role for Bingaman, a New Mexico Democrat who — unlike his bigger-name predecessors — rarely makes appearances on the Sunday talk shows, doesn’t give impassioned speeches and seldom injects himself into hot-button debates. 

Among reporters, Bingaman is known as one of the most frustratingly unquotable members of Congress, who nearly always responds to questions with measured qualifiers. 

“I don’t know. We’ll have to see,” is a standard Bingaman response. 

Here’s what Bingaman does do: He slowly, carefully and methodically hammers out pragmatic, detailed energy legislation with Republican partners in long, dull markups that don’t draw attention but do produce solid pieces of legislation forged in the order of the committee process. 

And as Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid scrambles to get a comprehensive and contentious energy package to the floor in the heat of campaign season, with his caucus fracturing all around him and oil spill politics further inflaming the debate, Bingaman’s committee-approved energy bills have a certain appeal. 

“It’s not surprising that, at the end of the day, they turn to Jeff Bingaman,” said Scott Segal, an energy lobbyist at Bracewell & Giuliani. “The Senate does not lack for personalities who can talk about energy, but, these days, to find a senator who’s actually capable of passing bipartisan legislation is very rare. Bingaman is a yeoman soldier who labors long and hard, understands the minutiae and does so without a lot of public recognition. That might be what they need right now.”

Over the past several months, the zealous Kerry had emerged as the Democrats’ point man on Senate climate change legislation.

D.  The democratic strategy is solid
Voorhees and Bravender 06-25-10 (Josh and Robin, reporters at ClimateWire, “Senate Democrats Plot 'Impenetrable' Path to Victory for Unwritten Climate Bill”, The New York Times, pg. http://www.nytimes.com/cwire/2010/06/25/25climatewire-senate-democrats-plot-impenetrable-path-to-v-66658.html)

 Senate Democrats believe they've found a surefire way to force Republicans to support a sweeping climate and energy bill that directly addresses greenhouse gas emissions.

Now all they need is the actual legislation.

Democrats admitted yesterday that they have yet to rally around any of the legislative proposals currently on the table but now believe they know how to use the Gulf of Mexico oil spill to secure the necessary Republican votes once they do.

According to a staff-written summary of yesterday's closed-door caucus meeting obtained by E&E, senators discussed a legislative strategy "more akin to the financial regulatory legislation than of health care, with Democrats bringing to the floor an impenetrable package that Republicans could not roadblock."

Democratic senators declined to discuss the exact details of their strategy after emerging from the hourlong talks. But its basic thrust appears to be a plan to anchor the climate and energy effort to widely popular legislation that would overhaul offshore drilling regulations in the wake of the Gulf spill, and then dare Republicans to vote against it.

Climate – Will Pass – Oil Spill

Will pass – Oil Spill creates momentum

Garber 6-29 [ Kent Garber, Advocates Hope Oil Spill Will Push Climate Bill Forward, U.S. News & World Report, 6/29i/10, http://politics.usnews.com/news/articles/2010/06/29/advocates-hope-oil-spill-will-push-climate-bill-forward.html]
One year ago last week, the House passed an energy and climate bill with a first-ever cap on greenhouse gas emissions. It got through with an exceedingly narrow margin—seven votes. The Senate has been dithering over it ever since.

[image: image3.png]


President Obama, in his Oval Office address on the Gulf of Mexico oil disaster, called upon the Senate to get back on track. His plea, however vague and unsatisfying it was to critics, has at least given the issue new momentum and visibility. Top Democrats met to discuss their options, and Obama quickly scheduled a meeting at the White House with top senators from both parties on the merits of various proposals. After postponing it for a week, he met with roughly 20 senators on Tuesday for about an hour and a half.

According to the White House, Obama told the attendees that the best way to spur clean energy is to put "a price on pollution." But as with his position on the public option during the debate over healthcare reform, he's not dictating requirements. As the White House said, "not all of the senators agreed with this approach, and the president welcomed other approaches and ideas." [See photos from the Gulf oil spill.]

What's obvious already, though, is that much has changed in the year since the House passed its bill, and the changes surely complicate the bill's prospects in the Senate. Advocates are clearly hopeful that the Gulf spill will rally support for their cause. But other forces are at work now, too. The Tea Party may have failed to stop healthcare reform, but its concerns over the deficit—and the role and size of government—have seeped into the national narrative, leading many in Congress to be wary of programs that might reek of big government. [See which congressman gets the most from the oil industry.]

That means proponents of a climate bill are having to adjust by seeking out new strategies and exploring alternatives. For much of the past year—if not the past decade—the dominant idea for emissions control has been "cap and trade," under which Congress would set a limit on emissions, give industries permits to emit a set amount of pollution, and let them buy and sell these permits to lower the cost of complying. It's a market-based strategy, one endorsed by dozens of major companies, and in part for that reason it's been popular amongDemocratic leadership, often to the exclusion of other ideas.

Climate – Will Pass – GOP willing to work

Scaled back climate bill has a chance – GOP admits

POLITICO  6 – 30 – 10  

[Darren Samuelsohn –Senior Env’t Editor & Coral Davenport, Mild climate bill still a tough sell, Politico, 6/30/10, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0610/39204_Page2.html]

Sen. George Voinovich (R-Ohio) said he thought it was “highly unlikely” Congress could pass a carbon cap this year. 

But Voinovich also said he would take a closer look at the utility-only approach, given the ongoing work within the power plant industry to reach consensus on key details of past climate bills, as well as its concerns over upcoming EPA climate and conventional air-pollutant regulations. 

“I’m not going to say it’s not going to happen,” Voinovich said. “I’m just going to say there are some people who are going to look at it.” 

Republicans support APA bill- Polls show

Environment News Service 5/12 ( “Kerry-Lieberman Climate Bill Generates Praise and Outrage”, 5/12/10, http://www.ens-newswire.com/ens/may2010/2010-05-12-01.html )

Republicans for Environmental Protection supports passage of the American Power Act. "We believe that the legislation moves us towards the important goals of capping carbon pollution, diversifying America's energy portfolio, and laying a foundation for lasting economic growth," REP President Rob Sisson. 

A recent poll conducted by Bellwether Research & Consulting, a Republican public opinion firm, shows that majorities of Republicans and of self-identified conservatives (52 percent) support the approach taken by this legislation - a comprehensive national energy policy that boosts domestic energy production while limiting carbon dioxide emissions. 

The poll also found more support (47 percent) than opposition (42 percent) among self-identified supporters of the Tea Party movement. 

One opinion that runs deep among environmental groups was summed up by Kevin Kamps of Beyond Nuclear, who said, "The fact that the bill continues to support so-called 'clean coal' and offshore oil drilling, despite the recent deadly coal mine disaster in West Virginia and the still unfolding oil catastrophe in the Gulf of Mexico," said Kamps, "shows just how much dirty, dangerous and expensive energy industries control this so-called climate bill." 

Climate – Will Pass – Compromises

CLIMATE WILL PASS— Willing to compromise

BRADBURY 6-30 [ Danny Bradbury, Obama optimistic on climate bill despite ongoing opposition, NEWSGREEN, 6/30/10, http://www.businessgreen.com/business-green/news/2265679/obama-optimistic-climate-bill]
President Obama spent 90 minutes trying to convince senators to move forward with climate change legislation yesterday, and came away optimistic that a climate bill can be passed in spite of rifts between the 23 senators present at the meeting, the White House said.

The meeting, which was postponed for last week in the wake of General Stanley McChrystal's sacking, bought the president together with key senators from both sides of the floor to discuss the possibility of passing climate change legislation before the end of the current Congressional session in the autumn.

President Obama is still hoping to see legislation reach his desk before the mid-term elections and has pledged to secure the bi-partisan support needed to pass any new bill.

The White House said the president still favours proposals for ambitious legislation that would regulate greenhouse gas emissions in the US by imposing a federal cap on emissions and forcing polluters to participate in an emissions trading scheme that would impose a price on carbon emissions.

"Not all of the Senators agreed with this approach, and the president welcomed other approaches and ideas that would take real steps to reduce our dependence on oil, create jobs, strengthen our national security and reduce the pollution in our atmosphere," said the White House in a statement.

However, it added that "there was agreement on the sense of urgency required to move forward with legislation and the president is confident that we will be able to get something done this year".

But many Republican senators are reluctant to pass climate legislation this year and remain fiercely opposed to the draft bill put forward by senators John Kerry and Joe Lieberman, which contains many of the measures supported by the president.

Speaking to reporters after the meeting, Republican senator Lisa Murkowski signalled that she would oppose large chunks of the Kerry-Lieberman bill, arguing that its proposed emissions trading scheme would impose an unacceptable burden on the economy.

"The thing that Americans are focused on are jobs," she said. "When it comes right down to it, that is the reason that a cap and trade proposal, a national energy tax, will not sell at this time. We've got to find the path that will not put an added burden on the American taxpayer."

Senators Kerry and Lieberman have signalled they were willing to scale back proposals for legislation that would impose a price on pollution. "We believe we have compromised significantly, and we're prepared to compromise further," said Kerry, following a Democratic Caucus meeting last Thursday, during which members attempted to thrash out a last-ditch strategy for passing climate change legislation this year.

Climate – Will Pass – Obama confident

Climate will pass— Obama confident 

LA Times 6-27 [Lisa Mascaro and Richard Simon, Senate Democrats poised to start energy bill, Tribune Washington Bureau, 6/27/10, http://articles.latimes.com/2010/jun/27/nation/la-na-energy-congress-20100627]
Reporting from Washington — With the gulf oil spill creating political opportunity, Senate Democrats will begin crafting a sweeping energy bill this week that could include a first-ever, though more modest, cap on global-warming pollution, believing they must act now despite differences within their ranks and political jitters in an election year.

Instead of regulating all sources of greenhouse gas emissions as originally proposed, lawmakers are considering placing a carbon cap initially only on utility companies. That idea was once dismissed by environmentalists as too incremental, but now is seen by some as better than no cap at all. 

President Obama will meet Tuesday with a bipartisan group of senators to push for a new energy policy. "We are prepared and ready to move forward on a new energy strategy that the American people desperately want but for which there's been insufficient political will," Obama said recently. "It is time for us to move to a clean-energy future."
With political will running short before the midterm election, the Senate has shown little appetite for a broader, economy-wide climate change bill as passed by the House almost exactly one year ago.

Even a more modest carbon cap remains difficult for senators wary of another ambitious government program at a time of voter unrest over Washington's reach.

A broad carbon-pricing system would essentially require power plants, manufacturers and transportation industries to limit the pollution that scientists say is causing climate change and would tax entities that exceed their caps.

Republicans dismiss such a cap-and-trade system as a new tax on households and business — "cap-and-tax," they call it. With the Democrats' 59-member caucus intensely divided on energy issues, crossover support from Republicans would be needed.

Still, a majority of Democrats appear willing to risk legislative failure, believing a robust summer discussion on energy would establish a stark contrast between the parties before the fall election.

Tackling energy legislation gives Democrats a strategy they believe resonates with voters — though one that would expose them to GOP taunts over higher taxes, a fight Republicans would relish.

"If we spend our time always worrying about that 60th vote, we never get to do anything in a strong position," said Sen. Mark Begich (D- Alaska).

A group of senators is expected to meet this week to begin crafting legislation that could come to the floor in mid-July.

Climate – Top of the Docket

APA will pass within the year- top of docket

Xinhua News 6/30 (“Obama "confident" to pass climate bill this year”, 6/30/10, http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/world/2010-06/30/c_13376068.htm )
U.S. President Barack Obama met with a bipartisan group of senators Tuesday in the White House on climate and clean energy bill, and said he's confident they can " get something done this year."

Urging the Senate to pass energy and climate legislation this year, Obama used the hour-and-a-half meeting to tell the senators that he believes the best way to transition to a clean energy economy is with a bill that "makes clean energy the profitable kind of energy."

According to the White House, not all of the senators agreed with this approach. Obama welcomed other approaches and ideas, and said there was "strong foundation and consensus" on some key policies. He met with a group of senators led by majority leader Harry Reid and Republican Lamar Alexander.

Urging the senators to come together based on that foundation, Obama said there was agreement on the sense of urgency required to move forward with legislation.

The energy and climate bill is a big item on the domestic as well as economic agenda for Obama. A comprehensive energy and climate bill passed the House of Representatives last year, but the Senate version has yet to be passed, and commentators doubt that it will ever get passed this year, as many lawmakers face battles during the mid-term elections in November.

However, the issue is reignited by the oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico, and Obama used his first Oval Office address to the nation earlier this month to advocate for the issue

Climate – Obama pushing

Obama pushing Climate bill – lobbying both parties to get votes

Friend 6 – 23 – 10 , staff U.S. Supreme Court Writer, 6/23 ( Kristen Friend, “Senate Democrats Wrestle over Climate Change Cap and Trade”,  6/23/10, http://www.seolawfirm.com/2010/06/senate-democrats-wrestle-over-climate-change-cap-and-trade/print/ )

President Obama will once again try to conjure up bipartisan support for some sort of climate change legislation in his meeting with senators today. Members from both parties have been invited. Regardless of the outcome, Senate Democrats must come together behind one strategy if they hope to meet the ambitious goal of passing climate change legislation before the August recess. Lawmakers have a chance to address the challenges of climate change and continued dependence on fossil fuels with real change and new thinking, as Republicans did under the first Bush administration in the 1990s. Polls indicate that the country is ready for new energy policy. [12] Congress may or may not catch up to such thinking this year.

Obama pushing for a climate bill – he’ll get the votes

ABC news 6/6 (“Kerry: Time to Put America on Course for Energy Independence”, 6/6/10, http://blogs.abcnews.com/politicalpunch/2010/06/kerry-time-to-put-america-on-course-for-energy-independence.html)
Senator John Kerry (D-MA) renewed his push for an energy and climate bill this morning on “This Week.”  Kerry introduced the "America Power Act" last month which would cap carbon emissions and invest in energy alternatives.  Referring to those energy alternative investments Kerry told me that the U.S. is "behind in an enormous challenge globally where China, India, and others are spending billions of dollars to take the discoveries that we made, and they're taking them to the market place.  Wednesday President Obama pledged to "find the votes" to pass an energy bill in the Senate.  But this morning Republican Senator John Cornyn repeated his party's opposition to a comprehensive bill.  "I think rather than try to hit a grand slam home run, I'd like to work with Senator Kerry and other to…hit some singles and develop nuclear power, battery technology that will help us deal with our environmental concerns."

Obama pushing for APA

Reuters 6/22 ( “Kerry says Obama intends to move votes on energy”,  6/22/10, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSN22129447)

U.S. Senator John Kerry, the top sponsor of the climate and energy bill stalled in the Senate, said President Barack Obama intends to pressure lawmakers to vote for a bill that would put a price on emitting greenhouse gases.
"There's no question in my mind the president is fully committed. He's fully engaged," Kerry told MSNBC on Tuesday. "He intends to try to move votes himself and he understands the seriousness of this effort." 
Obama is slated to meet leading Republican and Democratic senators on Wednesday to discuss a way forward for the energy legislation.
It would take 60 of the Senate's 100 votes to pass controversial legislation that creates a higher price on carbon. In this election year, some moderate Democrats and Republicans are hesitant to vote for a bill that would raise the cost of burning oil and coal in the hope of making cleaner alternative fuels more competitive.

Climate – PC key

Obama’s leadership key – he has to control the debate

 POLITICO 6-29 [ DARREN  SAMUELSOHN, President Obama's 'moment of truth' for energy bill, POLITICO, 6/29/10,V http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0610/39144.html ]
With time ticking away before the midterm elections, President Barack Obama hosts a bipartisan group of senators at the White House on Tuesday in the hope of finding some consensus on capping greenhouse gases.

If he’s going to have any success, many up-close observers said, the president needs to spell out what he wants in a legislative package — and if he doesn’t, he risks losing control of a debate that promises to quickly split along both partisan and regional lines.
"This is the moment of truth,” said Jason Grumet, president of the Bipartisan Policy Center and a former Obama presidential campaign adviser. “If the administration buttresses its strong general commitment for action with one or two pages of legislative specs, there’s still hope for targeted climate provisions.”

“Absent a specific White House proposal,” Grumet added, “Republicans and conservative Democrats seem likely to steer the debate away from climate” and toward provisions that respond to the BP oil spill and less aggressive provisions that promote renewable energy without a cap on heat-trapping emissions.

To date, Obama has weighed in on some of the key details in the climate debate. He’s still calling for a 17 percent cut in heat-trapping emissions by 2020. He has let go of a campaign pledge to auction off 100 percent of a cap-and-trade program’s valuable compliance allowances, instead accepting free giveaways to different industrial sectors, including power plants and trade-sensitive manufacturers. And he’s offered an olive branch to labor unions and key industries by signaling, through a top deputy, that he’d accept trade sanctions against developing nations that don’t have their own strong climate policies.

Yet many want Obama to take even more ownership of the climate bill, especially as Democratic leaders in the Senate struggle to find 60 votes amid calls for a scaled-back energy bill from moderate Democrats and Republicans. Some are looking to Obama to suggest he’d accept a compromise on carbon limits, maybe by focusing just on emissions from power plants. Others want Obama to recognize the political reality of what’s possible just months before the November elections.

“The president shouldn’t begin unless he has some reasonable assurance that we could accomplish, if not 100 percent of what he wants, [then] 80 percent,” said Sen. Mary Landrieu (D-La.).

Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid will be among those paying the most attention at the White House. The Nevada Democrat is tasked with trying to cobble together pieces from different legislative proposals that can win 60 votes on the floor. Reid’s job was always tough, but it grew even harder on Monday with the death of Sen. Robert Byrd (D-W.Va.), a longtime opponent of greenhouse gas caps who had recently shown a change of heart in working on the issue. Byrd’s successor is likely to face considerable pressure to vote against any type of carbon limits given West Virginia’s pro-coal politics.

Grasping for every vote he can find, Reid wants to package climate provisions in a broader bill that’s seen as the Senate’s response to the BP oil spill. Such a move is designed to put political pressure on Republicans while public opinion turns against Big Oil in the wake of the Gulf of Mexico disaster. But it could backfire absent sufficient White House cover.
Political Pressure is essential to getting climate bill passed

Roberts  5 – 18 – 10  political anylist for Grist  ( David Roberts, “Leaning forward: Why the American Power Act is worth fighting for”, 5/18/10, http://www.grist.org/article/2010-05-17-leaning-forward-why-the-american-power-act-is-worth-fighting-for )

The Kerry-Lieberman climate bill is out now, and with it comes a fateful decision for the political left in the U.S.

If the left's institutions and messaging infrastructure succumb to internal squabbling or simple indifference; if the public is not actively won over and fired up; if President Obama and Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) stick their fingers in the wind to see which way it's blowing ... the bill will fail. The default outcome now is failure. Very few people in Washington, D.C., today believe the bill has a chance of passing.
The odds are long, but the bill could be saved if the left -- and I mean the whole left, not just environmentalists -- pulled together and fought like hell. What's needed is concrete political pressure. That means tracking who's for it and against it; relentlessly pressing for commitments; actively organizing in a few key Republican and centrist Democratic states; pressing establishment pundits and media figures to cover it; calling out those who stand in the way of progress; and never, ever letting Obama and Reid have a moment's peace until they fulfill their promises.

The left hasn't shown itself particularly capable of that kind of single-minded campaign. And there's no guarantee it would succeed even if attempted. Without it, the bill's failure is all but inevitable.

So is it worth doing? Is the bill worth fighting for with the kind of passion that was brought to health care or even the presidential election?

Obama key to climate passage

Durando 6-23 [ Jessica Durando, Senate Dems want Obama to take charge of climate bill , USA Today, 6-23-10, http://content.usatoday.com/communities/greenhouse/post/2010/06/obama-climate-senate/1]
Most Senate Democrats want President Obama to take the lead on a climate change bill that is edging closer to the Senate floor,POLITICO reports.

The Obama administration said Tuesday it postponed a meeting set for today with senators to discuss the process for passing energy and climate legislation this year, Reutersreports. No date was given for the rescheduled gathering.

"I think it's pretty clear we have to do something," Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, D-Nev., told POLITICO. "The question is what do we do. Now a lot of that depends on what the White House is going to do to help us get something done."

Obama has another meeting today with Gen. Stanley McChrystal after the top commander in the Afghan war made controversial remarks in a magazine article.
Climate – PC key

Obama’s leadership key to climate passage

WSJ 10 [ Laura Merkle, Democrats struggle to find energy plan, Wall Street Journal, 6/28/10, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704569204575329203169213676.html?mod=googlenews_wsj]
Congressional Democrats are still struggling to come up with a plan for energy legislation in response to the Gulf oil spill and are looking to a bipartisan meeting with President Barack Obama on Tuesday to produce some clarity about trade-offs the White House favors. For its part, the White House wants to know what Republicans would be willing to support. Senate aides say they want to bring legislation to the Senate floor next month. The broad goal: To create more incentives for consumers and businesses to cut their consumption of oil, coal and other fossil fuels. But after two meetings this month of the full Democratic caucus, no decisions have been made about what the bill should include or how to corral the needed votes for passage. Meanwhile, time is running short, as lawmakers look ahead to their August recess and the midterm elections. Mr. Obama has summoned a bipartisan group of senators to a White House meeting on Tuesday to sort out a way forward. One Senate aide working on energy issues said White House leadership is "a real missing ingredient here. I don't think we can succeed without them." Many, but not all, Democrats are hoping for legislation that will put "a price on carbon"—another way of saying raise the cost of burning coal to generate electric power and using gasoline to power automobiles. A White House official said the president still wants a comprehensive energy bill that does that, but he said the White House understands that a measure to cap greenhouse-gas emissions across the economy cannot pass the Senate.

Obama key to climate bill

Bravender 6 – 23 - 10 – E&E Greenwire coverage for the Climate bill (Robin, “White House Cancellation Frustrates Backers of Senate Climate Bill,” 6/23/10, http://www.nytimes.com/gwire/2010/06/23/23greenwire-white-house-cancellation-frustrates-backers-of-18123.html)
Senate Democrats have signaled that they need presidential leadership before they can move forward in a compressed legislative schedule. Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) said yesterday that his strategy for passing legislation will depend heavily on how much political capital Obama is willing to invest in the effort (E&ENews PM, June 22).

Climate – Delays kill it

Delays will keep climate from passing – McCrystal proves

NYT 6 – 23 - 10[ROBIN BRAVENDER, White House Cancellation Frustrates Backers of Senate Climate Bill., Greenwire,6/23, http://www.nytimes.com/gwire/2010/06/23/23greenwire-white-house-cancellation-frustrates-backers-of-18123.html]
A White House decision to punt a pivotal energy and climate meeting slated for this morning has supporters of a global warming bill concerned that it could be even tougher to clear legislation this year. "As if we had a week to burn," said David Hamilton, director of the Sierra Club's global warming program. President Obama was scheduled to meet with a bipartisan group of senators this morning to hash out a summer floor strategy on energy and climate, but his schedule was changed after the White House summoned Gen. Stanley McChrystal -- the top military commander in Afghanistan -- to Washington over a Rolling Stone magazine interview in which he and his staff criticized the administration. The White House is trying to get the meeting rescheduled for early next week, spokesman Ben LaBolt said today, but he did not confirm a specific date. Environmentalists say the delay does not reflect a lack of commitment by the president, but it could harm prospects for finishing a climate bill this year. "It is a big job, and we're already very much behind schedule," Hamilton said. "The longer it takes to get into the guts of this, the harder it's going to be to get it done." Clean Air Watch President Frank O'Donnell said, "Obviously, it doesn't advance the cause. ... The clock is ticking. We all know that."

Climate – Bipart Key

Bipart key to climate bill

Environment News service 6/29 (  “Obama Pushes for Senate Climate Bill With Price on Carbon; GOP Resists”, http://www.ens-newswire.com/ens/jun2010/2010-06-29-091.html )
A bipartisan group of about 20 senators met with President Barack Obama at the White House today in an attempt by the President to gather support for passage of energy and climate legislation this year. The urgency of getting climate legislation enacted was heightened by the ongoing oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico, participants said. 

Last June, the House of Representatives passed its version of a climate and energy bill, which places a price on carbon through a cap and trade market mechanism, but the Senate has not passed any climate bill. 

It would take 60 votes in the Senate to pass controversial cap and trade legislation. In this election year, politicians of both parties may be reluctant to vote for a bill that would raise the cost of burning fossil fuels to level the playing field for cleaner fuels. Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, left, consults with President Barack Obama. (Photo by Pete Souza courtesy The White House) 

Characterizing the 90 minute meeting as "a constructive exchange" the White House said in a statement, "There was agreement on the sense of urgency required to move forward with legislation and the President is confident that we will be able to get something done this year." 

President Obama told the senators that "a full transition to clean energy will require more than just the government action we’ve taken so far. It will require a national effort from all of us to change the way we produce and use energy." 

"The disaster in the Gulf is a wake-up call that we need a new strategy for a clean energy future, including passing comprehensive energy and climate legislation," the President said. 

Obama said he still believes the best way for the United States to transition to a clean energy economy is with a bill that makes clean energy the profitable kind of energy for America’s businesses by putting a price on pollution, "because when companies pollute, they should be responsible for the costs to the environment and their contribution to climate change." 

Not all of the Senators agreed with this approach, and Obama welcomed other approaches and ideas that would take real steps to reduce America's dependence on oil, create jobs, strengthen national security and reduce pollution in the atmosphere. 

The President said that there was "a strong foundation and consensus on some key policies" and he urged the senators to come together based on that foundation. 

Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, a Nevada Democrat, said after the meeting, "The President led a spirited, productive discussion this morning about how to move forward on clean energy legislation. Our caucus is energized on this issue and our resolve to act on energy legislation this summer remains strong." 

"We understand that the cost of inaction is high," said Reid. "The continuing disaster on the Gulf Coast is the latest glaring evidence that our current energy strategy is unsustainable." 

"Democrats want to develop a comprehensive, national energy plan that creates millions of jobs that can never be outsourced, reduces pollution, strengthens our national security, and ends our dependence on oil," he said. 

"Our caucus remains ready to get to work, but this effort can go nowhere without bipartisan support," said Reid. "We need brave Republicans to step up and demonstrate the same commitment and leadership on this issue that Democrats have." 

Climate – Conservatives Key

Conservatives are key to the energy bill

Anderson, 10 – columnist for Herald Tribune (Zac Anderson, “Florida key to success of Obama’s energy bill,” 4/21/10, http://www.heraldtribune.com/article/20100425/ARTICLE/4251054?p=all&tc=pgall)

In supporting oil drilling and other traditional sources of energy, Obama is trying to temper that criticism and build a broader coalition of conservative Democrats and Republicans around the energy bill.

Florida's Republican Sen. George LeMieux is considered a key swing vote.

GOP Key to Cap-and-Trade

Werner and Daly, 10 – AP writers (Erica Werner and John Daly, “Obama pushes for energy bill deal,” 6/29/10, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/38005875/ns/us_news-environment/) 

WASHINGTON — The authors of sweeping energy legislation that is stalled in the Senate said Tuesday they were prepared to scale back their bill to get GOP support. They swiftly appeared to win a convert as a key moderate Republican said she might support a more targeted approach.

Sens. John Kerry and Joe Lieberman made their comments after meeting at the White House with fellow senators and President Barack Obama, who is pushing for action in the wake of the Gulf oil spill.

"We are prepared to scale back the reach of our legislation in order to try to find that place of compromise," Kerry, D-Mass., said after the meeting in which Obama urged senators to find common ground.

Climate – Moderate GOP – cantwell & Collins key

Cantwell & Collins key to climate passage – vital GOP votes

Garber 6-29 [ Kent Garber, Advocates Hope Oil Spill Will Push Climate Bill Forward, U.S. News & World Report, 6/29i/10, http://politics.usnews.com/news/articles/2010/06/29/advocates-hope-oil-spill-will-push-climate-bill-forward.html]
But that may be changing. On the upswing, for example, is a proposal by Sen. Maria Cantwell of Washington, a Democrat, and Sen. Susan Collins of Maine, a Republican, that would cap emissions and require polluters to buy permits, as in other plans, but it would pay out through checks to Americans the bulk of the money raised from the permits. And unlike "cap-and-trade," the Cantwell-Collins approach wouldn't set up a complicated financial market for trading permits. In theory, this addresses two big concerns that dog climate legislation: that it'll be a huge bureaucratic mess, and that Americans won't reap any benefits. [See where Collins's campaign cash comes from.]

Another idea making the rounds is to pare down "cap-and-trade," so that the cap applies only to power plants, rather than all major industries. Several senators after Tuesday's meeting indicated that the idea is gaining traction as a potential compromise.

Cantwell and Collins were among the lawmakers invited to Obama's White House meeting, and perhaps that shouldn't have been surprising. During the campaign, Obama talked about using money from a carbon cap for middle-class tax breaks, and went so far as to include the idea in his first budget proposal last year. Many top Democrats, though, considered it an affront to the generally accepted idea that money from a carbon cap should cushion industry, so they beat it back.

But cap-and-trade's continued struggles have opened up alternatives and, with it, a continued search for votes. That the Cantwell-Collins plan is getting a new look is due partly to it's bipartisan origin. There's some talk that Collins might be able to woo other moderate Republicans to garner at least the 60 votes needed to pass a climate bill. A narrow, utility-only cap might do the same. The bigger problem, though, might be timing. "I don't see a vote happening in this Congress," says Tyson Slocum, energy director for the advocacy group Public Citizen. "It's too late."

The administration, for its part, seems more optimistic. "The president is confident that we will be able to get something done this year," the White House said after Tuesday's meeting

Climate – Coal State Senators key

Coal State Senators key to climate bill

The Columbus Dispatch 6/30 (“Ohio senators discuss energy with Obama: Brown, Voinovich have issues with taxing emissions”, 6/30/10, http://www.istockanalyst.com/article/viewiStockNews/articleid/4264970 )

Any time a bipartisan group of senators sits down with the president to talk about climate-change legislation, there is the promise of progress on the issue of limiting greenhouse-gas emissions, says Sen. Sherrod Brown. 

But President Barack Obama will need to weigh in with more specifics than he delivered yesterday if a bill that will put a price on carbon emissions has a chance of passing this year, the Ohio Democrat said. 

Brown was among nearly two dozen senators from both parties who met with Obama at the White House to talk again about how to formulate a bill that will pump money and resources into so-called clean energy investments and limit carbon emissions by power plants and manufacturers. 

GOP Sen. George V. Voinovich of Ohio emphasized his desire for "energy legislation" that includes expanded nuclear power and more money for clean-coal technology. 

While many people of both parties want a final climate-change measure this year, there also are many ideas about what should be in that bill, Brown said. 

Last year, the House passed a climate-change bill that penalizes carbon emissions, but Brown and Voinovich are not yet backing a similar Senate measure introduced this year by Sens. John Kerry, D-Massachusetts and Joe Lieberman, I-Conn. 

Voinovich, a member of the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works, said the meeting "sent a clear signal to the president, Sen. Kerry and Sen. Lieberman that the chances of passing their cap-and-trade legislation are quite slim." 

During a conference call with reporters after the meeting, Brown said, "The president is going to need to be more specific at some point on what he wants and what he thinks this institution can deliver." 

Brown is part of a key group of coal-state Democrats who are withholding support from a climate-change bill, though he insisted yesterday that he agrees with Obama's contention that "polluters" must pay for excessive carbon emissions. 

Brown is pushing for a $30billion federal revolving-loan fund to help manufacturers retool existing factories to produce clean-energy products such as solar panels and wind turbines. 

Brown supports Obama's call to tax carbon emissions that exceed certain levels -- creating a "price on carbon" -- but he says such a tax must not push manufacturers to move jobs out of states, including Ohio, that derive most of their electricity from coal-fired power plants. 

Both Brown and Voinovich want to make sure that any carbon-emissions taxes imposed by a domestic climate-change bill are matched with provisions requiring other countries either to have the same emissions limits or face import fees for products made with cheaper, dirtier power. 

The White House account of the meeting said Obama told the senators he "still believes the best way for us to transition to a clean-energy economy is with a bill that makes clean energy the profitable kind of energy for America's businesses by putting a price on pollution." But the White House acknowledged: "Not all of the senators agreed with this approach." 

Brown also released a report yesterday showing that the state has received more than $889 million in stimulus money for various projects. 

But Ryan Tronovitch, a spokesman for the Republican National Committee, said in a statement, "Sherrod Brown's latest lame attempt to re-sell the 'Recovery Act' as a success won't sit well with the almost 128,000 Ohioans who are still out of work." 

Climate – LeMieux Key

LeMieux is the key vote for climate legislation

The Washington Independent 6/30 ( “With Crist Moving Left, LeMieux Could Be Key Vote for Climate Bill”, 6/30/10, http://washingtonindependent.com/90629/with-crist-moving-left-lemieux-could-be-key-vote-for-climate-bill )

LeMieux is a particularly interesting case. A longtime loyal adviser to Gov. Charlie Crist (R-Fla.), LeMieux was appointed by his boss as a temporary placeholder until Crist could run for the Senate seat himself this November. Several months ago, when Crist’s Republican primary opponent Marco Rubio began to take a commanding lead in the polls, I speculated that while the need to move to the right against Rubio could cause Crist to nudge LeMieux away from the Democratic agenda on issues like climate change, a Crist loss in the primary would free LeMieux to vote his conscience — which, if his views are as aligned with Crist’s as people seem to think, could be a vote for climate legislation.

But the current scenario’s even better for climate bill advocates. As an independent in the race, Crist is now moving to the left as fast as he can in an attempt to position himself as the electable alternative to Rubio. And if LeMieux is truly trying to help him, a vote for the most important piece of environmental legislation in the country’s history could give Crist a substantial boost among Democratic voters.

Climate – Solves Warming

US action key to global action to solve warming
Schmidt, 10 - international climate policy director at Natural Resources Defense Council, NRDC (Jake Schmidt, 5/13/10, http://www.grist.org/article/2010-05-14-american-power-act-obama-bill-international-action/PALL)

It is critical that the U.S. become a strong component of international efforts to address global warming by passing a climate and energy bill this year. To aid in achieving strong international action and providing the U.S. with the necessary tools to support other countries in addressing this challenge such a bill needs several key components:

Firm limits on global warming pollution -- This depends on the stringency of the limit (A) and the overall environmental integrity, as my colleague discussed in more detail and I'll discuss in the context of the international offsets (B).

Properly designed incentives to encourage, nudge, and push strong actions from other countries -- How the international offsets (B) are designed can play a critical role, but it is also important to design specific programs to reduce deforestation emissions (C) and deploy clean energy in developing countries (D). And there are some other tools which can help nudge other countries to take action (E).

Support for the most vulnerable countries to adapt to the impacts that are already occurring and that will occur -- global warming is already impacting the most vulnerable developing countries so we need a dedicated program to aid these countries in adaptation
US action on climate sparks global actions

Reuters 2/26 ( John Kerry says compromise climate bill coming”, 2/26/10, http://news.cnet.com/8301-11128_3-10460671-54.html )

"Every mechanism that's out there is on the table," Kerry told reporters after his speech. 

In a sign that Republican input is still possible, a senior senator from the party is looking at the possibility of dealing with climate change by imposing a carbon tax, something Republicans have traditionally ruled out. 

Robert Dillon, a spokesman for Alaska Senator Lisa Murkowski, told Reuters she was "investigating and researching a net zero carbon tax" as well as other proposals. 

He stressed that Murkowski, from a big oil-producing state, has not drafted a carbon tax bill, but so far it is the option "she likes the most." 

Dillon said the idea would be to place a tax on carbon-intensive fuels and "do it as far upstream as possible"--meaning exploration and production stages--while giving all the revenues from the tax back to consumers. 

Congress is struggling with how to raise the price of high-polluting carbon fuels such as oil and coal so that cleaner alternative power sources such as wind and solar will become more attractive to companies. 

Carol Browner, President Barack Obama's top energy and climate adviser, told the same audience at the forum sponsored by the New Republic magazine "the work that is going on up on the Hill is moving at a nice speed." 

Washington's ability to produce a domestic law mandating carbon reductions on industry will have a significant impact on whether negotiations on the international track will succeed. 

The U.N.-sponsored global negotiations, last held in Copenhagen in December, have been slow-moving. 

Todd Stern, the Obama administration's chief climate negotiator in those talks, said the United States remained committed to the U.N. process. 

But he left open the possibility of another forum gaining favor if progress stalled at the U.N. level. 

"There is a point at which this probably can't wait forever," Stern said at the conference. 

Without progress, "things are going to develop so countries that are largely responsible for emissions around the world have the capacity to get together and make decisions and do things," he said. 

Earlier on Tuesday in Bonn, Yvo de Boer, head of the U.N. climate change secretariat, said it will be "very difficult" to strike a binding deal at the next annual meeting set for Mexico November 29 to December 10. 

Senate bill is a key first step

Reuters 6/22 ( “Kerry says Obama intends to move votes on energy”,  6/22/10, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSN22129447)

"There is ... an 80 percent chance that the increase would exceed 3 degrees Celsius (5.4 degrees Fahrenheit), according to the study. "Even a 2-degree Celsius increase could cause the displacement of millions due to sea-level rise, irreversible loss of entire ecosystems and the triggering of multiple 'tipping points' that would result in additional, accelerated warming," the environmental group said.
Many policymakers acknowledge that legislation pending in the U.S. Congress might not fully address global warming concerns, but they see these bills as an important first step that could be followed up with tougher efforts later if needed.
Climate – US action solves Warming

US action solves – creates a global act & delay makes it worse

GUARDIAN  9 – 16 – 09 

http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2009/sep/16/senate-delay-climate-change-legislation

Todd Stern, the state department envoy, acknowledged as much last week, telling Congress: "Nothing the United States can do is more important for the international negotiation process than passing robust, comprehensive clean energy legislation as soon as possible."

There is also widespread concern a delay to next year would make it even more difficult for the Senate to take up difficult legislation, such as climate change, before congressional elections in November.
US action key to global action

AP  9 - 16 - 09

http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5hdbnLCgcJEg0cdgYQvCnxJqMlOqQD9AOKO080

 Industry, economic and environmental groups are making a final push to influence a climate bill that may go before the Senate within weeks.

Investors managing more than $13 trillion in assets called for new global emissions laws Wednesday, illustrating how the issue has divided even groups that traditionally have opposed new curbs.

Speaking at the International Investor Forum on Climate Change, Lord Nicholas Stern, among Britain's most influential economists, said the global debate over curbing greenhouse gases has reached a critical point.

If the U.S. does not pass substantial climate legislation, few believe other nations, particularly developing countries, will cut emissions on their own.

"We have to act now," said Stern, chair of the Grantham Research Institute on Climate Change and the Environment at the London School of Economics. "Some things you can postpone. This is not one of them."

Stern three years ago issued an influential report on the global costs of climate change. Greenhouse gases from burning coal and other fossil fuels are blamed for global warming.

He supports the cap-and-trade system that was passed in the U.S. House in June. The new cap-and-trade rules would, for the first time, place national limits on the amount of carbon dioxide that companies can release into the atmosphere.

The eventual cost to businesses and consumers is at the heart of what has become an intense informational and lobbying campaign on both sides. Environmentalists and some money managers see cap-and-trade as the best way to control carbon emissions while oil refiners warn the House bill could make foreign petroleum products cheaper and lead to even more imports.

How the U.S. will proceed on climate change legislation was a major topic at the World Economic Forum in China last week, and it is expected to be discussed in coming days when President Barack Obama speaks at a ministerial meeting of the U.N. General Assembly.

Todd Stern, the U.S. State Department's special envoy for climate change, said last week that it's crucial for the Senate to pass a climate bill. Doing so would give the U.S. the "credibility and leverage" needed to convince other countries like China and India to cut their pollution.

Climate – Warming Outweighs

Climate change outweighs ---- it's high probability and high magnitude ---- and the magnitude alone justifies action ---- comparable to nuclear war during the Cold War

Sullivan in ‘7  Chair of CNA Corporation Military Advisory Board and Former Army Chief of Staff
(Gen. Gordon, in "National Security and the Threat of Climate Change", http://securityandclimate.cna.org/report/National%20Security%20and%20the%20Threat%20of%20Climate%20Change.pdf)
“We seem to be standing by and, frankly, asking for perfectness in science,” Gen. Sullivan said. “People are saying they want to be convinced, perfectly. They want to know the climate science projections with 100 percent certainty. Well, we know a great deal, and even with that, there is still uncertainty. But the trend line is very clear.” “We never have 100 percent certainty,” he said. “We never have it. If you wait until you have 100 percent certainty, something bad is going to happen on the battlefield. That’s something we know. You have to act with incomplete information. You have to act based on the trend line. You have to act on your intuition sometimes.” In discussing how military leaders manage risk, Gen. Sullivan noted that significant attention is often given to the low probability/high consequence events. These events rarely occur but can have devastating consequences if they do. American families are familiar with these calculations. Serious injury in an auto accident is, for most families, a low probability/high consequence event. It may be unlikely, but we do all we can to avoid it. During the Cold War, much of America’s defense efforts focused on preventing a Soviet missile attack—the very definition of a low probability/high consequence event. Our effort to avoid such an unlikely event was a central organizing principle for our diplomatic and military strategies. When asked to compare the risks of climate change with those of the Cold War, Gen. Sullivan said, “The Cold War was a specter, but climate change is inevitable. If we keep on with business as usual, we will reach a point where some of the worst effects are inevitable.” “If we don’t act, this looks more like a high probability/high consequence scenario,” he added. Gen. Sullivan shifted from risk assessment to risk management. “In the Cold War, there was a concerted effort by all leadership—political and military, national and international—to avoid a potential conflict,” he said. “I think it was well known in military circles that we had to do everything in our power to create an environment where the national command authority—the president and his senior advisers—were not forced to make choices regarding the use of nuclear weapons.
Climate – Impact is Quick

The impact is quick ---- 100 months to extinction

Guardian Weekly, 8 – 15 – 08

(Andrew Simms, “Guardian Weekly: Just 100 months left to save Earth: Andrew Simms on a New Green Deal that could forestall the climate change tipping point”, L/N)

In just 100 months' time, if we are lucky, and based on a conservative estimate, we could reach a tipping point for the beginnings of runaway climate change. Let us be clear exactly what we mean. The concentration of carbon dioxide (CO2) in the atmosphere today, the most prevalent greenhouse gas, is the highest it has been for the past 650,000 years. In just 250 years, as a result of the coal-fired Industrial Revolution, and changes to land use such as the growth of cities and the felling of forests, we have released more than 1,800bn tonnes of CO2 into the atmosphere. Currently, approximately 1,000 tonnes of CO2 are released into the atmosphere every second, due to human activity. Greenhouse gases trap incoming solar radiation, warming the atmosphere. When these gases accumulate beyond a certain level - a "tipping point" - global warming will accelerate, potentially beyond control.  Faced with circumstances that threaten human civilisation, scientists at least have the sense of humour to term what drives this process as "positive feedback". In climate change, a number of feedback loops amplify warming through physical processes that are either triggered by the initial warming, or the increase in greenhouse gases. One example is the melting of ice sheets. The loss of ice cover reduces the ability of the Earth's surface to reflect heat and, by revealing darker surfaces, increases the amount of heat absorbed. Other dynamics include the decreasing ability of oceans to absorb CO2 due to higher wind strengths, linked to climate change. This has already been observed in the Southern Ocean and North Atlantic, increasing the amount of CO2 in the atmosphere, and adding to climate change. Because of such self-reinforcing feedbacks, once a critical greenhouse concentration threshold is passed, global warming will continue even if we stop releasing greenhouse gases into the atmosphere. If that happens, the Earth's climate will shift into a more volatile state, with different ocean circulation, wind and rainfall patterns, the implications of which are potentially catastrophic for life on Earth. This is often referred to as irreversible climate change. So, how do we arrive at the ticking clock of 100 months? It's possible to estimate the length of time it will take to reach a tipping point. To do so you combine current greenhouse gas concentrations with the best estimates for the rates at which emissions are growing, the maximum concentration of greenhouse gases allowable to forestall potentially irreversible changes to the climate system, and the effect of those environmental feedbacks.

Climate – Warming --> Mid-East Conflict
Warming will cause instability and war in the Middle East

CNA in ‘7

(CAN Corporation, Nonprofit Public Interest Research Firm, "National Security and the Threat of Climate Change", http://securityandclimate.cna.org/report/National%20Security%20and%20the%20Threat%20of%20Climate%20Change.pdf)

The Middle East has always been associated with two natural resources, oil (because of its abundance) and water (because of its scarcity). The Persian Gulf contains more than half (57 percent) of the world’s oil reserves, and about 45 percent of the world’s natural gas reserves. And because its production costs are among the world’s lowest, the Persian Gulf region is likely to remain the world’s largest oil exporter for the foreseeable future. At the end of 2003, Persian Gulf countries produced about 32 percent of the world’s oil. Because of its enormous oil endowment, the Middle East is one of the most strategically significant regions of the world. The security impacts of climate change on the Middle East are greatly magnified by its historical and current levels of international conflict, and competition for increasingly scarce resources may exacerbate the level of conflict. This is the region of the world in which the U.S. is most engaged militarily. WAT E R : I N C R E A S I N G S T R E S S O N A N E X I S T I N G S H O R TA G E In this region, water resources are a critical issue; throughout history, cultures here have flourished around particular water sources. With the population explosion underway, water will become even more critical. Of the countries in the Middle East, only Egypt, Iran, and Turkey have abundant fresh water resources. Roughly two-thirds of the Arab world depends on sources outside their borders for water. The most direct effect of climate change to be felt in the Middle East will be a reduction in precipitation. But the change will not be uniform across the region. The flows of the Jordan and Yarmuk rivers are likely to be reduced, leading to significant water stress in Israel and Jordan, where water demand already exceeds supply. Exacerbation of water shortages in those two countries and in Oman, Egypt, Iran, and Iraq are likely to threaten conventional crop production, and salinization of coastal aquifers could further threaten agriculture in those regions. S E A L E V E L R I S E Sea level rise combined with increased water demand from growing populations are likely to exacerbate saltwater intrusion into coastal fresh water aquifers, already a considerable problem for the Gaza Strip. Salinization of coastal aquifers could further threaten agriculture in these regions. Additional loss of arable land and decreases in food security could encourage migration within the Middle East and Africa, and from the Middle East to Europe and elsewhere. I N F L A M I N G A R E G I O N O F P O L I T I C A L I N S TA B I L I T Y Climate change has the potential to exacerbate tensions over water as precipitation patterns change, declining by as much as 60 percent in some areas. In addition, the region already suffers from fragile governments and infrastructures, and as a result is susceptible to natural disasters. Overlaying this is a long history of animosity among countries and religious groups. With most of the world’s oil being in the Middle East and the industrialized and industrializing nations competing for this resource, the potential for escalating tensions, economic disruption, and armed conflict is great.
Climate – Warming --> Central Asia Instability

Warming causes water shortages and wars in Central Asia

Harrison in ‘5

(Stephan, Senior Research Associate @ Oxford U. Centre for the Environment and Senior Lecturer @ School of Geography, Archaeology and Human Resources @ U. Exeter, RUSI Journal, “Climate Change, Future Conflict and the Role of Climate Science”, 150:5, December, Proquest)

In many regions, climate change is having an important impact upon water supplies. Rising temperatures in already arid areas of the world increase evaporation from reservoirs and irrigation schemes; increase salinization of irrigated soils (reducing their fertility); reduce natural stores of water in mountainous regions by melting permafrost and mountain glaciers; and encourage states to extract increasing amounts of water from rivers, many of which are trans-boundary. An example of this occurs in Kazakhstan.  Mountain regions fringing the arid zones of Central Asia are facing increasing demand for water resources.2 These pressures are particularly acute in Kazakhstan which is the largest and richest of the former Soviet republics of central Asia (Figure 1). Since the collapse of the USSR in 1991, Kazakhstan has enjoyed very rapid economic growth, largely based upon the exploitation of its mineral wealth and its agricultural resources and the operation of market-led reforms. As a result, whilst the economy grew at around 10 per cent per year between 2000 and 2002, there has been a marked widening of the gap between rich and poor. Associated with this economic liberalization has been a reduction in collaboration between the central Asian republics, especially in the fields of energy, environmental and resource planning. This move may have serious implications for the ability of such states to deal with emerging risks such as trans-boundary climate change. The economic powerhouse of Kazakhstan is the southern area abutting against the northern slopes of the Tian Shan Mountains (Figure 2). With the city of Almaty as its centre, this region produces around 20 per cent of the country's industrial production, 30 per cent of its agricultural production and contains 17 per cent of its population. Water supply for these activities is a major problem. The area draws its water from two principal sources. The first is from the transboundary Hi River, which rises in the mountains of north west China and flows westwards into southern Kazakhstan and fills the Kapchagay Reservoir and Lake Balkash to the north of Almaty. Lake Balkash covers over 18,000 km^sup 2^ and is one of the largest inland lakes of central Asia. However, it is becoming increasingly saline - a result of increased evaporation and decreased inflow from the Hi River, such that its eastern arm has salinity levels above 4g/litre, which means that the water is now largely unsuitable for both irrigation and drinking. The second, and only local and reliable supply of water for the city, comes from glaciated mountain river basins in theTian Shan.  Around three-quarters of river runoff in the region is derived from the summer melting of glaciers and permafrost in theTian Shan. In the past these water resources have been replenished during the winter. However, glacier recession in the region is marked; the glaciers of the northern Tian Shan having lost around 25 per cent of their surface area since 1955.3 This reduction in the water supply threatens the farming economy and, more widely, also has the potential to destabilize the political situation in the region since many of the rivers are trans-boundary; glaciers in one state feed rivers supplying water in another.  One of the principal threats to Kazakhstan's water supply is posed by the behaviour of China. Water shortages cost the Chinese economy around $30 billion annually in economic losses. Such shortages are likely to be exacerbated by climate change in China and regional climate change scenarios for China from 2020 predict decreased precipitation in north-central and north-eastern China.4  To secure water supplies China has produced plans to abstract water from the Ui River to develop its industrial capacity in Xinjiang province. Despite the recent signing of intergovernmental agreements between Kazakhstan and China covering the protection of transboundary rivers (such as that signed in Astana in September 2001), it is clear that China's plans to abstract up to 40 per cent of the water from the lrtysh and Ili River basins will exacerbate the water supply problems to both Lake Balkash and the Kapshagay Reservoir.  The military implications of such changes are obvious. There exists the potential for conflict in central Asian states not just over mineral resources, but also over the control of water supplies. This is amplified by the geopolitical importance of central Asia and the oil reserves that it contains. The economic, social and political instability that climate change will create in such areas also produces the space within which anti-Western sentiment can gather momentum and gain currency.
A2 – warming will be minimal

Abundant evidence proves your authors underestimate climate sensitivity to greenhouse gases forcing massive change

Stern et al in ‘6

(Nicholas, Chief Economist and Former Senior VP @ World Bank, and many British government economists, “The Economics of Climate Change”, p. 8-9)

Results from new risk based assessments suggest there is a significant chance that the climate system is more sensitive than was originally thought. Since 2001, a number of studies have used both observations and modelling to explore the full range of climate sensitivities that appear realistic given current knowledge (Box 1.2). This new evidence is important in two ways: firstly, the conclusions are broadly consistent with the IPCC TAR, but indicate thathigher climate sensitivities cannot be excluded; and secondly, it allows a more explicit treatment of risk. For example, eleven recent studies suggest only between a 0% and 2% chance that the climate sensitivity is less than 1°C, but between a 2% and 20% chance that climate sensitivity is greater than 5°C19. These sensitivities imply that there is up to a one-in-five chance that the world would experience a warming in excess of 3°C above pre-industrial even if greenhouse gas concentrations were stabilised at today’s level of 430 ppm CO2e. Box 1.2 Recent advances in estimating climate sensitivity Climate sensitivity remains an area of active research. Recently, new approaches have used climate models and observations to develop a better understanding of climate sensitivity. • Several studies have estimated climate sensitivity by benchmarking climate models against the observed warming trend of the 20th century, e.g. Forest et al. (2006) and Knutti et al. (2002), • Building on this work, modellers have systematically varied a range of uncertain parameters in more complex climate models (such as those controlling cloud behaviour) and run ensembles of these models, e.g. Murphy et al. (2004) and Stainforth et al. (2005). The outputs are then checked against observational data, and the more plausible outcomes (judged by their representation of current climate) are weighted more highly in the probability distributions produced. • Some studies, e.g. Annan & Hargreaves (2006), have used statistical techniques to estimate climate sensitivity through combining several observational datasets (such as the 20th century warming, cooling following volcanic eruptions, warming after last glacial maximum). These studies provide an important first attempt to apply a probabilistic framework to climate projections. Their outcome is a series of probability distribution functions (PDFs) that aim to capture some of the uncertainty in current estimates. Meinshausen (2006) brings together the results of eleven recent studies (below). The red and blue lines are probability distributions based on the IPCC TAR (Wigley and Raper (2001)) and recent Hadley Centre ensemble work (Murphy et al. (2004)), respectively. These two distributions lie close to the centre of the results from the eleven studies. The distributions share the characteristic of a long tail that stretches up to high temperatures. This is primarily because of uncertainty over clouds20 and the cooling effect of aerosols. For example, if cloud properties are sensitive to climate change, they could create an important addition feedback. Similarly, if the cooling effect of aerosols is large it will have offset a substantial part of past warming due to greenhouse gases, making high climate sensitivity compatible with the observed warming.
A2 – Past was warmer
Past wasn’t warmer ---- and when it was catastrophe ensued

Hansen in ‘5

(James, Director @ NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies and Adjunct Prof. Earth and Env. Sci. @ Columbia U. Earth Institute, Climatic Change, “A SLIPPERY SLOPE: HOWMUCH GLOBALWARMING CONSTITUTES “DANGEROUS ANTHROPOGENIC INTERFERENCE”?” 68:269-279, Springer, http://pubs.giss.nasa.gov/docs/2005/2005_Hansen.pdf)

The first two assumptions, about global mean temperature at the peaks of the Holocene and preceding interglacial periods, are important, but I argue that they are unlikely to be far off the mark, and our argument is not sensitive to the precise values. Although some local ice sheet temperatures have larger variations, climate simulations show that 1 ◦C global mean warming above current levels is already a large climate change, so it is unlikely that recent interglacial periods could have been much warmer than that globally. Temperatures inferred from ocean cores support this conclusion (cf. references below). Nevertheless, improved reconstructions of global temperature during previous interglacials are needed. The third assumption, that the Earth is out of energy balance, is confirmed by observed increase of ocean heat content (Levitus et al., 2000). The fourth assumption, that sea level was higher than today during some prior interglacial periods, and that this was due to global warming, is harder to prove. Sea level at some locations was several meters higher than today during the Eemian period, although Lambeck and Nakada (1992) argue that this could have been a regional effect of isostatic uplift. Beach deposits and elevated reef terraces suggest that sea level in the interglacial period that occurred about 400,000 years ago (called stage 11) when global temperature was not much greater than in the Holocene (King and Howard, 2000; Droxler et al., 2003), may have stood as much as 20 m higher than today (Hearty et al., 1999), although a range of evidence suggests that sea level may have been only a few meters higher (Kennett, 2003). Additional uncertainty is caused by the difficulty in dating beach terraces of that age and the possibility that tectonic processes could change the volume of the ocean basin. Although it is hard to establish precise global temperature and sea level during prior interglacial periods, it is reasonably clear that the Earth was not more than about 1 ◦C warmer (global mean) than today during recent interglacials, sea level has changed substantially and almost synchronously with changes in global temperature, and there is no basis to expect that sea level should be capped at its present level. These conclusions, together with the discussion above about time constants, imply that global warming of more than 1◦C above today’s global temperature would likely constitute “dangerous anthropogenic interference” with climate. In turn, given the current planetary energy imbalance and empirical modeling evidence that climate sensitivity is about 3/4 ◦C per W/m2, this implies that we should seek to keep long-term additional climate forcings from exceeding about 1 W/m2. Such limits on additional globalwarming and climate forcing are well belowany IPCC (2001) scenario, even for CO2 alone (Figure 3), let alone the air pollutants black carbon (BC) and tropospheric ozone (O3), and the O3 precursor CH4, all of which IPCC (2001) has at higher levels in 2050 than in 2000. The “alternative scenario” (Hansen et al., 2000; Hansen, 2004) has CO2 peaking at ∼475 ppm in 2100. CH4 peaks at 1787 ppb in 2014, decreasing to 1530 in 2050. O3 and BC decrease moderately in this scenario. This scenario has peak added forcing ∼1.4 W/m2 in 2100, with the forcing declining slowly thereafter. Because of the climate system’s thermal inertia, the maximum warming does not exceed ∼1 ◦C.

Climate – Competitiveness Good

Clean energy bill is key to competitiveness

Norris & Jenkins 6/10 ( Teryn Norris & Jesse Jenkins, “The Power to Compete” , June, 2010, http://thebreakthrough.org/blog/PowerToCompete_PolicyBrief_June2010.pdf)

The United States currently lacks an effective national strategy for competitiveness in the rapidly growing clean energy industry, and as numerous reports have documented, the nation is falling behind in a number of core metrics compared to economic competitors. Restoring U.S. leadership requires a robust, comprehensive, and well-targeted set of public investments and policies to match and exceed those of competing nations. Core components of a national clean energy competitiveness strategy include research and innovation, manufacturing, and domestic market creation, as well as supporting investments in infrastructure, education and workforce development, and industry cluster formation.

Competetiveness key to Heg

Cordon ’90, Ph.D. in economics at the London School of Economics  ( W. Max Cordon, "American Decline and the End of Hegemony," SAIS Review, Vol. 10, no. 2 (Summer-Fall 1990), pp. 13-26” http://www.mtholyoke.edu/acad/intrel/pol116/corden.htm)

It is common to take a very pessimistic view of the U.S. economy both in an absolute sense and when comparing American economic performance relative to other countries, especially Japan. It is said that U.S. industry has been losing competitiveness in world markets, and that U.S. productivity growth-hampered by low investment, poor educational standards, and so on-has slackened severely, to the point where the United States may be entering an era of decline. In addition, growing foreign indebtedness threatens the future standard of living of the people of the United States, making the economy vulnerable to a withdrawal of foreign credits leading to a major recession (the "hard landing" scenario) and, perhaps most important of all, endangers the leadership or "hegemonic" position of the United States--an effect that threatens the openness and stability of the world economy.

Hegemony stops global nuclear wars.

Robert Lieber, 2005. Professor of Government and International Affairs @ Georgetown. “The American Era: Power and Strategy for the 21st Century,” p. 53-54.

Withdrawal from foreign commitments might seem to be a means of evading hostility toward the United States, but the consequences would almost certainly be harmful both to regional stability and to U.S. national interests. Although Europe would almost certainly not see the return to competitive balancing among regional powers (i.e., competition and even military rivalry between France and Germany) of the kind that some realist scholars of international relations have predicted," elsewhere the dangers could increase. In Asia, Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan would have strong motivation to acquire nuclear weapons – which they have the technological capacity to do quite quickly. Instability and regional competition could also escalate, not only between India and Pakistan, but also in Southeast Asia involving Vietnam, Thailand, Indonesia, and possibly the Philippines. Risks in the Middle East would be likely to increase, with regional competition among the major countries of the Gulf region (Iran, Saudi Arabia, and Iraq) as well as Egypt, Syria, and Israel. Major regional wars, eventually involving the use of weapons of mass destruction plus human suffering on a vast scale, floods of refugees, economic disruption, and risks to oil supplies are all readily conceivable.  Based on past experience, the United States would almost certainly be drawn back into these areas, whether to defend friendly states, to cope with a humanitarian catastrophe, or to prevent a hostile power from dominating an entire region. Steven Peter Rosen has thus fit-tingly observed, "If the logic of American empire is unappealing, it is not at all clear that the alternatives are that much more attractive."2z Similarly, Niall Ferguson has added that those who dislike American predominance ought to bear in mind that the alternative may not be a world of competing great powers, but one with no hegemon at all. Ferguson's warning may be hyperbolic, but it hints at the perils that the absence of a dominant power, "apolarity," could bring "an anarchic new Dark Age of waning empires and religious fanaticism; of endemic plunder and pillage in the world's forgotten regions; of economic stagnation and civilization's retreat into a few fortified enclaves.

Climate – Energy Dependence

APA solves energy dependence

Cousins 6/15 - senior staff writer for The American Trial Lawyer magazine ( Farron Cousins, “Policy
Climate Bill Will Boost Economy, National Security”, 6/15/10, http://www.energyboom.com/policy/climate-bill-will-boost-economy-national-security )

In addition to the benefits that the economy will see, the nation will also be on its way to becoming more energy efficient and independent. As a Pentagon report released earlier this year shows, our nation’s dependence on foreign sources of energy is becoming a massive national security problem, which adds another dimension of benefits to enacting the APA. 

While still not perfect, the APA is the only chance we have right now of enacting meaningful climate policy. And as the economic benefits far outweigh the risks involved – unless you happen to be an Exxon shareholder – the bill seems to be a good cover-all that could address some of the most serious issues facing our nation today. 

Climate – Solves Pollution

APA solves Global warming- Reduces pollution level by 17% 

Union of Concerned Scientists 5/19, (“American Power Act”, 5/19/10, http://www.ucsusa.org/global_warming/solutions/big_picture_solutions/american-power-act.html )
Ensures Significant Emissions Reductions 
The pollution limits proposed in the American Power Act will reduce global warming pollution 17 percent below 2005 levels by 2020 and 83 percent below 2005 levels by 2050. While UCS would prefer more aggressive short-term emissions reductions, the targets in the bill represent a strong start toward curbing global warming.
Preserves the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) Authority to Regulate Global Warming Pollution 
The bill preserves the EPA’s authority, under the Clean Air Act, to set standards directly limiting global warming pollution from existing coal-fired power plants. Coal plants are the largest source of carbon dioxide emissions—one of the main contributors to global warming—in the nation. The oldest, least efficient plants—many built over half a century ago—produce the most pollution. Preserving EPA authority to put performance standards on the nation's oldest, dirtiest power plants helps to ensure that the utilities that own these plants make the decision to either clean the plants up or shut them down. 

Climate –Econ

APA solves Economy- Jobs, buisiness growth, investment, provisions, and household incomes

Cousins 6/15 - senior staff writer for The American Trial Lawyer magazine ( Farron Cousins, “Policy
Climate Bill Will Boost Economy, National Security”, 6/15/10, http://www.energyboom.com/policy/climate-bill-will-boost-economy-national-security )

At a time when most Americans are still weary about the U.S. economy, studies from various different institutions show that the American Power Act (APA) will help improve almost all sectors of the economy. 

Contrary to the claims of right wing organizations like the Heritage Foundation, the Center for American Progress (CAP) has been analyzing reports from several different organizations, and recently released a detailed report showing that employment, investment, and business growth would all benefit from the provisions contained in the American Power Act. 

Among the most promising studies, CAP shows that we could see as many as two million new jobs added to our economy in the next decade as a direct result of enacting the policies contained within the APA. 

They also show an increase in household income by as much as $1,176 over the next ten years. 

The Center for Climate Strategies is predicting that we can expect a US$107 billion increase in national GDP by 2020 if all the policies from the plan our enacted. 

In addition to the benefits that the economy will see, the nation will also be on its way to becoming more energy efficient and independent. As a Pentagon report released earlier this year shows, our nation’s dependence on foreign sources of energy is becoming a massive national security problem, which adds another dimension of benefits to enacting the APA. 

While still not perfect, the APA is the only chance we have right now of enacting meaningful climate policy. And as the economic benefits far outweigh the risks involved – unless you happen to be an Exxon shareholder – the bill seems to be a good cover-all that could address some of the most serious issues facing our nation today. 

Climate Bill Solves Econ – studies prove

Buisiness Green 09 (“US economy to boost economy by $11bln”, 11/16/09, http://www.businessgreen.com/business-green/news/2253246/obama-green-policies-boost )

As Republican Senators attempt to delay proposed climate change legislation on the grounds that it could harm the country's economy, a major study from three influential universities suggests that a robust climate bill would have the exact opposite effect and would boost GDP by $111bn (£66bn) by 2020.

The study, which was undertaken by research teams at the University of California Berkeley, Yale and Illinois, also indicates that action to roll out an emissions cap-and-trade scheme and accelerate the adoption of clean technologies could create between 918,000 and 1.9 million US jobs.

Meanwhile, the average household income could grow by between $488 and $1,176 as year as a result of the bill.

The report – which is entitled Clean Energy & Climate Policy for US Growth and Job Creation: An Economic Assessment of the American Clean Energy & Security Act and was commissioned by green investors group Ceres, Environmental Entrepreneurs and the Clean Economy Network – concluded that "the stronger the federal climate policy, the greater the economic reward".

ADA saves the economy – helps across all sectors

Cousins 10 [Farron Cousins, CLIMATE BILL WILL BOOST ECONOMY, NATIONAL SECURITY, Energy Boom, 6/15/10, http://www.energyboom.com/policy/climate-bill-will-boost-economy-national-security]
At a time when most Americans are still weary about the U.S. economy, studies from various different institutions show that the American Power Act (APA) will help improve almost all sectors of the economy.

Among the most promising studies, CAP shows that we could see as many as two million new jobs added to our economy in the next decade as a direct result of enacting the policies contained within the APA.

They also show an increase in household income by as much as $1,176 over the next ten years.

The Center for Climate Strategies is predicting that we can expect a US$107 billion increase in national GDP by 2020 if all the policies from the plan our enacted.

In addition to the benefits that the economy will see, the nation will also be on its way to becoming more energy efficient and independent. As a Pentagon report released earlier this year shows, our nation’s dependence on foreign sources of energy is becoming a massive national security problem, which adds another dimension of benefits to enacting the APA.

Climate - Econ
Climate solves the economy – creates jobs & investments

Goldman 10[ Daniel P.,  YOUR VIEW: Clean energy bill must be comprehensive, South Coast news, 6/29/10, http://www.southcoasttoday.com/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20100629/OPINION/6290323/-1/NEWS01]

The global energy picture must change, and our economy with it. It shouldn't take a catastrophe like the one still unfolding in the Gulf of Mexico or war in the Middle East to signal to Americans that our fossil fuel dependency harms our economy, wounds our environment and compromises our national security

For New Bedford and Massachusetts, this transition is a golden opportunity, not something to fear. Our state has long been at the leading edge of innovation and research and is well positioned to benefit from changes already occurring in the energy sector. For decades, our world-class research institutions and high-tech sector have adapted and re-adapted in leading the world on everything from textiles to advanced medicine to personal computers, including right here in New Bedford.

Massachusetts has taken action on energy policy by enacting the Green Communities Act, which was supported by our new U.S. senator, Scott Brown. Now we need Brown and the rest of the New England delegation to support strong national energy and climate policy and take the Massachusetts experience to the rest of the nation and speed our transition to a clean energy economy.

Comprehensive clean energy and climate legislation would send the message that it's time to get moving on the future. The word "comprehensive" is critical here. Strong legislation must address both energy and climate concerns if we're to effectively address carbon emissions and speed our country's entry into the red-hot global race to build clean energy industries.

Some in Congress speak of an energy-only bill — one that doesn't fully address carbon emissions — but addressing carbon with a cap and price on emissions is the proverbial foundation of the house when it comes to repairing our energy problems. We can't emit harmful gases that impact our environment for free any more than we can ignore the true costs of deep-sea oil drilling or financial impropriety.

A comprehensive bill would be a boon to our state. It could create up to 40,000 skilled clean energy jobs in the next 10 years, bolstering average household incomes. The energy efficiency provisions of the bill that have already passed the U.S. House of Representatives could save Massachusetts households an average of $190 annually by reducing their electricity and natural gas bills.

There's another lesson in this for New Bedford — one from history. Often, clusters of businesses form when like-minded companies locate near one another. One hundred fifty years ago, New Bedford's dynamic whaling industry created jobs not just for whalers but for shipbuilders, fishermen and the many manufacturers of whale-based products, all while making New Bedford a hub of international trade. Today, we have a chance to lead again by embracing the next big driver of global industry: clean energy.

***START DISAD
START – 1nc

A.  START will get ratified now – has public & GOP support – experts conclude

Hall 6 – 23 - 10- writer at USA TODAY(Mimi Hall, “War in Senate brewing over U.S.- Russia arms deal” 6/23, http://www.usatoday.com/news/washington/2010-06-23-nuke-treaty_N.htm)

The White House views the treaty as a crucial step toward Obama's goal of stopping the global spread of nuclear weapons and an example that should be set by the two countries that hold 90% of the world's stockpile. The treaty demonstrates a commitment to non-proliferation, Rhodes says.

If the Senate doesn't vote before the November elections and Obama's Democratic party loses control of the Senate, passage could get trickier. But most experts say the treaty likely will get through with 80 or more votes.

"The American people want to see Congress accomplish something, and START is a made-to-order agreement," says Andy Johnson, head of the national security programs at the politically moderate think tank Third Way. "If the Republicans delay the process, they open themselves up to the charge of putting politics over national security."

The Russian Parliament also is likely to vote on ratification this year.

B.  IT Will be a fight – Getting the 67 votes will require leadership from Obama
The Hill 6/10/10 [http://thehill.com/blogs/blog-briefing-room/news/102479-senate-panel-hopes-to-send-start-treaty-to-floor-before-august, “Senate Panel hopes to send START treaty to floor before august”, by Michael  O’Brien]

"It is imperative that the Senate Foreign Relations Committee act expeditiously to move the New START Treaty to the Senate floor," Kerry said in a statement. "We plan to hold a vote in the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on the New START Treaty prior to the August recess and are confident that our colleagues from both sides of the aisle will join us in supporting the treaty to strengthen our national security." The treaty between the United States and Russia was signed by President Barack Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev in early April to replace an earlier iteration of the agreement, which would reduce each nation's nuclear stockpile. Obama has pushed the Senate to ratify the agreement before the November elections, but the 67-vote threshold for ratification could prove difficult. Senators in both parties have warned the votes may not be there, and that the treaty may have to be punted until next year.
PLAN COSTS CAPITAL

START – 1nc

START key to jumpstarting global nuclear reductions – prevents nuclear extinction

Starr 4/9/10- Expert on Nuclear Proliferation [“New START treaty represents an important achievement in arms control”, http://www.psr.org/nuclear-weapons/blog/new-start-treaty-represents.html]

  Despite much criticism, the new START treaty represents an important achievement in arms control, because it restores verifiable and enforced nuclear arms reductions between the United States and Russia. It replaces the meaningless Strategic Offensive Reduction Treaty (SORT) negotiated by the Bush administration, which was jokingly described as “SORT of a nuclear arms control treaty”, because it contained no verification measures and only came into force the day it expired. The new START treaty contains real limits and vigorous state of the art verification measures, which will track nuclear activities and verify reductions as they occur on schedule. It also establishes significantly lower, legally-binding, verifiable limits on deployed strategic warheads – levels not seen since the days of the Eisenhower and Kennedy administrations. START also provides for verification via on-site inspection of deployed warheads. Previous agreements had resorted to “counting rules” (which counted delivery systems, silos, launchers, etc.) rather than actual verification of warheads themselves, so this is a significant improvement. Each side will deploy no more than 1,550 warheads, and the agreement cuts the number of delivery systems in half. Thus, START is an important and necessary step forward in the process of creating a world without nuclear weapons. However, the nuclear reductions mandated by START do not create changes large enough to make a qualitative difference in nature of the 50+ year-long U.S.-Russian nuclear confrontation. The treaty does not address the fact that each nation still maintains at least 1000 strategic nuclear weapons on high-alert status, with most land-based forces capable of being launched with only a few minutes warning. Keeping nuclear weapons on high-alert is arguably the single most dangerous aspect of current force structures, because it makes possible the option of launching upon warning. Should such a warning prove to be false (or even an attack of conventional, non-nuclear warheads), such a responsive nuclear strike, launched in a matter of minutes, would actually amount to a first-strike which would begin an accidental nuclear war. Thus the new treaty does not significantly change or reevaluate the way in which nuclear forces are deployed. It retains the same essential force structures used during the height of the Cold War, with a triad of bombers and both land-based and sea-based ballistic missiles designed to thwart a “disarming” nuclear first-strike. Given that the Cold War supposedly ended almost 20 years ago, this doesn’t make sense. We must come to grips with a fundamental question: Why do we continue to keep thousands of nuclear weapons ready for instant use against the peoples of our nations? No one seriously believes that either nation would launch a nuclear attack against the other; there are no plausible political reasons to assume that anyone other than a madman would order such an attack. Furthermore, our best scientists, using NASA computers and climate models, now tell us that a war fought with these nuclear arsenals would surely end human history. The environmental consequences of a nuclear war fought with strategic nuclear weapons would leave the Earth uninhabitable. What possible political or national goal could justify such an end? It is with this knowledge we must press our political leaders to change their ways of thinking. There are many here in the U.S. who find fault with virtually any agreement to limit nuclear weapons; they are still thinking with a World War II mindset. They promise to oppose Senate passage of even this new START treaty, unless perhaps it is accompanied by massive new expenditures for our nuclear weapons complex, including the construction of a new factory to build nuclear warheads. We must not let the passage of this new START treaty become a means to prevent future arms reductions. So I suggest that it is time to educate our leaders about the environmental consequences of nuclear war, to make it clear that a single failure of nuclear deterrence, which leads to the detonation of START-size arsenals, would kill most people on Earth. We cannot expect to institutionalize nuclear arsenals forever and not have them eventually used in conflict. It requires new 21st century thinking to overcome the mindset of the Cold War. We are a single species living on a fragile planet, and we must use our imagination and vision to forge new alliances and understandings that no longer include plans for nuclear holocaust. 

Start – Will pass
START will get ratified – has momentum

Voice of Russia 5 – 11 - 10 [“U.S Congress to ratify START before beginning of August”, May 11, http://english.ruvr.ru/2010/05/11/7637519.html ]

Brookline expert has told the ITAR-TASS correspondent in New York that the U.S. Congress may ratify the Russian-American new START treaty before the start of August this year. This is a highly optimistic prediction. The U.S. Congress breaks up  for the summer holiday on August 9th, leaving not a lot of time for pre-ratification debate, according to Mr. Paifer’s forecast. The START treaty is to be ratified first by three committees of the Congress-the Foreign Relations, Intelligence and Armed Forces committees, after which the treaty will be submitted to the full Senate for ratification. Stephen Paifer has rightly said that it will not amount to an extraordinary occurrence if the treaty is ratified before the end of the year, instead of before the start of August. There are even suggestions that the START treaty will go into force by next year, although it will not be the best option. Nobody can today say with any degree of certainty when American lawmakers will announce their verdict on the START agreement. The Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, John Kerry has refused naming even an approximate date, but the oldest republican in the committee, Richard Lugar is hopeful that the U.S. Senate will ratify START treaty before the end of this year. The U.S. Senate has 100 members and 67 of them – that is two thirds must vote in favour of ratification for it to become law. The White House should now work hard to persuade the required numbers of senators to vote for ratification. The task is not easy, but the Obama administration has the necessary arguments to convince all the doubting Thomases to support ratification, and the treaty itself is an ally of the White House in this regard. It is balanced and takes into  account the strategic interests of both countries. In addition, the START treaty will give a hefty push to the process of nuclear disarmament by encouraging other countries to join Russia and the U.S in the effort to rid the world of nuclear weapons. Presidents Medvedev and Obama have agreed on a simultaneous ratification. The agreement is supported by both the Russian public and the political elite, but Russian deputies will carefully scrutinize all the details of the treaty’s passage through Capitol Hill. The fate of START treaty is in the hands of U.S. lawmakers.           

Will pass – GOP supports

Hornick, 4/9/10- CNN reporter (Ed hornick, “U.S.- Russia arms treaty to face GOP scrutiny in Senate” 4/9, http://www.cnn.com/2010/POLITICS/04/08/start.treaty.senate/index.html)
The new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty -- known as START-- builds on a previous agreement that expired in December. The agreement reduces the number of nuclear weapons held by the United States and Russia by about one-third, among other provisions.

A Senate GOP leadership aide told CNN that as long as the administration can satisfactorily answer questions about verification, missile defense and the modernization of the existing U.S. stockpile, Republicans will likely support the new treaty.

Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, D-Nevada, said Thursday that he is confident there will be enough votes for the treaty to pass.

Under the U.S. Constitution, a treaty must pass a two-thirds vote threshold. That means at least eight Republican senators must sign on to the ratification in addition to all 59 Democrats and independents in the Senate.

"Strategic arms control treaties similar to this one have historically passed the Senate with strong bipartisan support, and I am confident that this agreement will receive the 67 votes from both sides of the aisle needed for passage," Reid said in a press release. "There is no need to play politics with something as important as this is to our national security."

White House press secretary Robert Gibbs said he hopes Congress will ratify the treaty with a large bipartisan majority.

The GOP aide also said Republicans are surprised they have not gotten a classified briefing on this issue yet because their concerns would likely be addressed by such a briefing. Administration officials said they would brief members of the Senate on the particulars of the treaty on Thursday.

START Will Pass- Congress Members Agree

CNN 4/9/10  - [“U.S.-Russia arms treaty to face GOP scrutiny in Senate”, http://www.cnn.com/2010/POLITICS/04/08/start.treaty.senate/index.html] 

A Senate GOP leadership aide told CNN that as long as the administration can satisfactorily answer questions about verification, missile defense and the modernization of the existing U.S. stockpile, Republicans will likely support the new treaty. 

Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, D-Nevada, said Thursday that he is confident there will be enough votes for the treaty to pass.

Under the U.S. Constitution, a treaty must pass a two-thirds vote threshold. That means at least eight Republican senators must sign on to the ratification in addition to all 59 Democrats and independents in the Senate. 

"Strategic arms control treaties similar to this one have historically passed the Senate with strong bipartisan support, and I am confident that this agreement will receive the 67 votes from both sides of the aisle needed for passage," Reid said in a press release. "There is no need to play politics with something as important as this is to our national security."

White House press secretary Robert Gibbs said he hopes Congress will ratify the treaty with a large bipartisan majority. 

Start Good – Prolif

START solves nuclear prolif – sparks cooperation

Korb, 6/24/10- part-time resident of Sugar Hill, is a senior fellow at the Center for American Progress. He served as assistant secretary of defense during the Reagan administration.(Lawrence Korb, “U.S. Senate must ratify New START” 6/24, http://www.ajc.com/opinion/u-s-senate-must-556960.html)

President Barack Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev signed the New START treaty in Prague on April 8, and the U.S. Senate has now begun deliberations. The treaty would verifiably reduce each country’s nuclear arsenals to 1,500 warheads and 700 launchers. There are clear security benefits to ratifying the treaty, and clear risks to failing to do so.

Verifiably reducing U.S. and Russian arsenals will increase U.S. security both by kick-starting the process of reducing redundant weapons that are a deadly legacy of the Cold War and by adjusting U.S. policy to meet the security challenges of the 21st century: proliferation and the threat of nuclear terrorism.

While reducing the number of nuclear weapons that can be aimed at the United States and improving verification procedures are valuable in and of themselves, the treaty has other strategic benefits. During the Cold War the United States’ greatest danger was the nuclear arsenal of the Soviet Union, but today the greater threat is the prospect of unchecked nuclear proliferation, which would, in turn, increase the potential for nuclear terrorism. To combat this new security landscape, the United States needs to play a leadership role working with Russia and other states whose cooperation will be essential. The threats of proliferation and nuclear terrorism can only be addressed by a multinational effort.

START is key to US leadership in nonproliferation

Kaufman et al, 10 – Kaufman - U.S. Senator for Delaware, Armed Services Committee, Foreign Relations Committee, Committee on Homeland Security, Casey – on foreign relations committee,  (Ted Kaufman, Bob Casey, Al Franken, prepared speech on the Senate floor “Kaufman, Casey, Franken Speak on Nuclear Security and START Agreement,” 3/19/10, http://kaufman.senate.gov/press/press_releases/release/?id=9559ef63-e21d-49d7-a31d-129009d4b81f)

“Without a clear commitment to our nonproliferation responsibilities through a new START agreement, it will be increasingly difficult for the U.S. to secure international support in addressing the urgent security threats posed by the spread of nuclear weapons,” said Senator Casey.  “This treaty would reduce deployed nuclear weapons in the U.S. and Russia and would provide crucial verification measures that would allow a window into the Russian nuclear program.”

Treaty key to global non-proliferation efforts – key to US leadership on the issue

Kramer, 10 – Senior News Editor of Physics Today, works for Institute of Physics (David, “Missile defense allowed with the New START treaty?”, 5/21/10, http://blogs.physicstoday.org/politics/2010/05/missile-defense-allowed-with-t.html)

Clinton called the new START and previous arms control treaties with Russia and the Soviet Union “the bedrock of disarmament.” Failure to ratify the new START treaty would result in the loss of US leadership in the global effort to prevent nuclear proliferation, Clinton and Gates warned. Approval of the treaty will strengthen the credibility of the US as it seeks to negotiate arms reduction pacts with other nuclear weapons states, beginning with China, Clinton added.

More intrusive inspections
All US monitoring activities associated with START ended with the expiration of the first START treaty last December. The new treaty provides for more intrusive inspections of nuclear facilities on each side.

At an April committee hearing, two former secretaries of defense, James Schlesinger and William Perry, strongly urged ratification of the new START. “If we fail to ratify this treaty the United States will have forfeited any right to provide any leadership in this field throughout the world,” Perry stated then. “For the United States, at this juncture, to fail to ratify the treaty in the due course of the Senate's deliberation would have a detrimental effect on our ability to influence others with regard to, particularly, the nonproliferation issue,” Schlesinger concurred.

The Obama administration has portrayed the new START as part of its overall plan to reduce the numbers of nuclear weapons and weapons usable materials around the world, the administration has also pledged to a major revitalization of the weapons laboratories and production facilities that will maintain the aging US stockpile. Gates, who said he had been pushing for a revitalization of the weapons complex for more than three years, said he had succeeded in convincing the administration to transfer $4.5 billion from the Pentagon to the Department of Energy’s National Nuclear Security Administration over the next four fiscal years. “This Administration has called for a 10% increase in FY 2011 for overall weapons and infrastructure activities, and a 25% increase in direct stockpile work. During the next 10 years, this Administration proposes investing $80 billion into our nuclear weapons complex,” Clinton said.

Start Good - Prolif
START Solves Proliferation- establishes US nuclear nonproliferation leadership

Defence Talk 4/9/2010- [“Obama, Medvedev Sign New START Treaty”, http://www.defencetalk.com/obama-medvedev-sign-new-start-treaty-25595/]

President Barack Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev signed a new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty in Prague today, with both countries pledging to reduce their deployed, strategic nuclear weapons stockpiles. The so-called “New START” sets new limits on ready-to-use, long-range nuclear weapons and establishes comprehensive verification procedures for both countries to verify which weapons the other possesses. “Today is an important milestone for nuclear security and nonproliferation, and for U.S.-Russia relations,” Obama said at today’s signing ceremony, where he was joined by Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton and National Security Advisor James L. Jones Jr. While setting significant reductions in the nuclear weapons both nations will deploy and reducing their delivery vehicles by about half, the president said, the treaty recognizes the deterrent value these weapons play. “It enables both sides the flexibility to protect our security, as well as America’s unwavering commitment to the security of our European allies,” he said in his prepared remarks. Today’s ceremony represents a step toward fulfilling the long-term goal Obama expressed a year ago in Prague of stopping the spread of nuclear weapons and ultimately eliminating them. “I believed then – as I do now – that the pursuit of that goal will move us further beyond the Cold War, strengthen the global nonproliferation regime and make the United States, and the world, safer and more secure,” he said today in Prague. Obama called the spread of nuclear weapons to more states and nonstate actors “an unacceptable risk to global security.” New START, along with the new Nuclear Posture Statement released earlier this week, demonstrates the United States’ commitment to stopping proliferation, he said. The new treaty also makes good on his commitment to “reset” U.S. relations with Russia, Obama said, so the two countries can build trust as they work together for the benefit of both nations and the world. “This day demonstrates the determination of the United States and Russia – the two nations that hold over 90 percent of the world’s nuclear weapons – to pursue responsible global leadership,” he said. “Together, we are keeping our commitments under the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, which must be the foundation of global nonproliferation.” The new START treaty sets the stage for talks about further reducing both countries’ strategic and tactical weapons, including non-deployed ones, he said. Obama and Medvedev agreed in Prague to expand their discussions about missile defense, including regular information exchanges about threat assessments and a joint assessment of emerging ballistic missiles. “As these assessments are completed, I look forward to launching a serious dialogue about Russian-American cooperation on missile defense,” Obama said. Obama emphasized that nuclear weapons are not just an issue for the United States and Russia. “They threaten the common security of all nations,” he said. “A nuclear  weapon in the hands of a terrorist is a danger to people everywhere.” He noted that representatives of 47 nations will meet in Washington next week to discuss concrete steps that, if taken, will secure vulnerable nuclear materials around the world in four years. After Congress ratifies it, the New START treaty will replace the previous treaty that expired Dec. 5 

Start Good – Prolif & Nuke Terrorism

START Solves Prolif and Nuke Terrorism – increases international leadership & cooperation

Korb, 6-24, A Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress and a Senior Adviser to the Center for Defense Information.  He served as assistant secretary of defense during the Reagan administration.  [Lawrence Korb, “U.S. Senate must ratify New START”, The Atlanta Constitution-Journal, 6/24/10, http://www.ajc.com/opinion/u-s-senate-must-556960.html]

President Barack Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev signed the New START treaty in Prague on April 8, and the U.S. Senate has now begun deliberations. The treaty would verifiably reduce each country’s nuclear arsenals to 1,500 warheads and 700 launchers. There are clear security benefits to ratifying the treaty, and clear risks to failing to do so.

Verifiably reducing U.S. and Russian arsenals will increase U.S. security both by kick-starting the process of reducing redundant weapons that are a deadly legacy of the Cold War and by adjusting U.S. policy to meet the security challenges of the 21st century: proliferation and the threat of nuclear terrorism.

While reducing the number of nuclear weapons that can be aimed at the United States and improving verification procedures are valuable in and of themselves, the treaty has other strategic benefits. During the Cold War the United States’ greatest danger was the nuclear arsenal of the Soviet Union, but today the greater threat is the prospect of unchecked nuclear proliferation, which would, in turn, increase the potential for nuclear terrorism. To combat this new security landscape, the United States needs to play a leadership role working with Russia and other states whose cooperation will be essential. The threats of proliferation and nuclear terrorism can only be addressed by a multinational effort.

And this effort has already borne fruit. Improving relations with Russia by reviving the arms control agenda contributed to Russia’s recent twin decisions to join with the U.S. in passing sanctions against Iran and cancel planned missile sales to the Iranian state. This type of cooperation is exactly what we need to advance our own national security.

While some have alleged that the New START treaty will inhibit missile defense, this claim has been strongly refuted by Republican elder statesmen in their Senate testimony on the treaty. Former Secretary of State James Baker stated plainly, “There is, in fact, no restriction on the United States of America’s ability to move forward on missile defense in whatever way it wants.” Former National Security Adviser Brent Scowcroft was equally direct, testifying, “The treaty is amply clear, it does not restrict us ... I don’t think there’s substance to this argument.”

In fact, Baker and Scowcroft are joined in supporting the treaty by almost every senior Republican national security leader from the past three decades, including Henry Kissinger, George Shultz, James Schlesinger, George W. Bush’s National Security Adviser Stephen Hadley, and the Senate’s foremost current expert on nuclear policy, Sen. Richard Lugar of Indiana. They are joined by leading Democratic national security leaders, such as former Defense Secretary William Perry and former senator Nunn.

Unfortunately, in the poisonous partisan atmosphere that dominates Washington these days, it appears likely that some senators will oppose the New START Treaty either because they don’t want to give President Obama a “win” heading into the midterm elections or because of an illogical impulse to oppose or distrust something that the president supports simply because he supports it.

These impulses are bad for America and harmful to our national security interests. The New START Treaty would be a “win” for America’s efforts to combat the emerging threats of the 21st century, whether it happens on Obama’s watch or not. That is the type of thing Reagan had the wisdom to recognize, and these were the types of opportunities he seized.

Start Good – US-Russian Relations

Treaty boosts relations – cooperation established on important issues

RiaNovosti 5/14/2010- [“Russia, U.S. say new START treaty marks end of 'Cold War”, http://en.rian.ru/world/20100514/159012782.html] 

The new strategic arms reduction treaty marks the official end of the "Cold War" and must be ratified as soon as possible, Russia and the United States have announced in a joint statement. "The Treaty ushers in the transition to a higher level of cooperation between Russia and the U.S. with respect to disarmament and non-proliferation" the statement said on Thursday. "It lays the foundation for qualitatively new bilateral relations in the strategic military field and, in effect, marks the final end of the "Cold War" period." The new START treaty, signed on April 8 in Prague, replaced the 1991 pact that expired in December 2009. The document stipulates that the number of nuclear warheads be reduced to 1,550 on each side over seven years, while the number of delivery vehicles, both deployed and non-deployed, must not exceed 800. The statement talked of increased security and improved relations between the two powers. "We believe that the newly agreed reductions in strategic offensive armaments will strengthen the security of both Russia and the U.S. and will make relations between our countries more stable, transparent, and predictable," the statement said. "The Treaty, therefore, is not only in the interests of our two countries, but of the entire world community. Everyone will win as a result of its implementation." U.S. President Barack Obama informed his Russian counterpart Dmitry Medvedev earlier on Thursday that the treaty had been forwarded for ratification to the U.S. Senate. The Kremlin immediately confirmed it was ready for simultaneously ratification. The pact must be ratified by both houses of the Russian parliament and by the U.S. Senate to come into force. 

Start Good – Improves Missile Defense

START improves Missile Defense – allows additional testing & development

World Military Forum 4/16/2010- [“New START treaty good for US missile defense: MDA”, http://www.armybase.us/2010/04/new-start-treaty-good-for-us-missile-defense-mda/]

A new US-Russian arms reduction treaty will be beneficial for US missile defense capacity, the head of the US Missile Defense Agency told congressional critics of the agreement on Thursday. Republicans lawmakers have criticized the successor START (Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty) deal, signed amid much fanfare in Prague last week by President Barack Obama and his Russian counterpart Dmitry Medvedev. They argue it will inhibit development of adequate US anti-missile defense systems, but Missile Defense Agency (MDA) head Lieutenant General Patrick O’Reilly rejected that claim.  “The new START treaty actually reduces constraints on the development of the missile defense program,” he told the House of Representatives subcommittee on strategic forces. O’Reilly said the agreement would allow previously prohibited tests for the development of anti-missile defense systems. “Our targets will no longer be subject to START constraints, which limited our use of air-to-surface and waterborne launches of targets which are essential for a cost-effective testing of missile defense interceptor against medium-range and intermediate-range ballistic missiles in the Pacific region,” he said. The new treaty must be ratified by the Senate, though not the House of Representatives, to take effect. Ratification requires yes votes from at least 67 of the 100 senators, meaning support from several Republican lawmakers must be secured. O’Reilly’s comments came during a hearing on the proposed 2011 budget beginning October, which includes a request for 9.9 billion dollars for missile defense, up 670,000 million dollars from last year. 

Start Good – A2 Restricts US options

START doesn’t restrict US options – means there are no security concerns

Pincus, 6-18,  Washington Post Staff Writer [Walter Pincus, “Pentagon to continue developing conventional weapons after ratification of START”, Washington Post, 6/18/10, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/06/17/AR2010061701879.html]

Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates told lawmakers Thursday that the United States continues to encourage Russia to join a European missile-defense system intended to counter the threat posed by Iranian missiles. He also sought to reassure Republicans that the United States would not agree to Russian efforts to limit the U.S. missile-defense capability.
"Whatever talks are going on are simply about trying to elicit their [Russian] willingness to partner with us, along with the Europeans, in terms of a regional missile defense," Gates said, appearing before the Senate Armed Services Committee to support ratification of the recently signed U.S.-Russian Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty. "But there is nothing in the approaches that have been made to the Russians that in any way, shape or form would impose any limits whatsoever on our plans."
***IMMIGRATION DISAD

Immigration 1nc

A.  Immigration reform won’t pass now – lacks momentum and key GOP votes
Jackson 07-01-10 (David, a reporter at USA Today, “Obama: Immigration Reform ‘cannot pass without Republican votes’”, pg. http://content.usatoday.com/communities/theoval/post/2010/07/obama-on-immigration/1)

President Obama today called for a "practical, common sense" immigration system that will help the U.S. economy and maintain America's immigrant tradition -- and he put the pressure on Republicans to get it through Congress.
"Reform that brings accountability to our immigration system cannot pass without Republican votes," Obama said in his first major immigration speech as president . "That is the political and mathematical reality."

Obama said his administration has already taken record-setting actions to strengthen the border, and he urged Congress to approve "a pathway to legal status" for the 11 million or so illegal immigrants who are already in the United States.

Immigration has become "a source of fresh contention" in recent days because of the new Arizona law that gives police greater authority to question people's citizenship, Obama said. His administration is expected to file a lawsuit against Arizona, but the president did not discuss potential legal action.

Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell, R-Ky., said the first step on the immigration issue should be "to secure the borders," and that Obama's pathway to citizenship amounts to "amnesty" for lawbreakers.

"The President can make progress on this issue, but it will take more than a speech," the top Senate Republican said. "If he would take amnesty off the table and make a real commitment to border and interior security, he will find strong bipartisan support."

Speaking to lawmakers, academics, and community leaders gathered at American University, Obama touted his plan by stressing the immeasurable contributions that immigrants have made to the United States, and the frequent discrimination they faced throughout history. "Immigrants have always helped to build and defend this country," Obama said.

The chances for congressional passage don't appear great. Like McConnell, congressional Republicans and some Democrats said the government should focus on better law enforcement better moving on to citizenship issues or guest worker programs. In the meantime, lawmakers who are already grappling with new Wall Street regulations and an energy bill must also deal with congressional elections only four months from tomorrow.

B.  Increased Capital & Presidential Leadership will insure passage
JACKSON  6 – 29 – 10 , CBS News Capitol Hill Producer [Jill Jackson, “Pelosi: Immigration Reform Would Require ‘Presidential Leadership’”, CBS News, 6/29/10, http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-20003818-503544.html?tag=contentMain;contentBody]

Arizona's tough new immigration law invigorated pro-immigration advocates in their call for comprehensive immigration reform, but House Speaker Nancy Pelosi made it clear today that the House will decline to take the lead in that effort. 

"The legislation would have to begin in the senate" Pelosi told reporters for the second week in a row.

Pelosi said there's a "good deal of support" for legislation that would secure the borders, enforce immigration laws and provide an eventual path to legalization for illegal immigrants currently in the country, but the House will wait to see what the Senate can do.

The president admitted to reporters on Air Force One yesterday that there may "not be an appetite" in Congress to get immigration done this year after taking on so many controversial issues and it being an election year. 

When asked about his comments today, Pelosi said pointedly that "if there is going to be any movement in this regard, it will require presidential leadership." 

INSERT PLAN BOOSTS CAPITAL

***CLIMATE ANSWERS
Climate – Won’t Pass

Won’t pass – tea party, deficit concerns

UCS 10 [Obama Puts Administration Muscle Behind Climate and Energy Bill in Meeting with Senators, union of concerned scientist, 6/29, http://www.ucsusa.org/news/press_release/obama-administration-climate-energy-0416.html]
One year ago last week, the House passed an energy and climate bill with a first-ever cap on greenhouse gas emissions. It got through with an exceedingly narrow margin—seven votes. The Senate has been dithering over it ever since. [image: image4.png]


 President Obama, in his Oval Office address on the Gulf of Mexico oil disaster, called upon the Senate to get back on track. His plea, however vague and unsatisfying it was to critics, has at least given the issue new momentum and visibility. Top Democrats met to discuss their options, and Obama quickly scheduled a meeting at the White House with top senators from both parties on the merits of various proposals. After postponing it for a week, he met with roughly 20 senators on Tuesday for about an hour and a half. According to the White House, Obama told the attendees that the best way to spur clean energy is to put "a price on pollution." But as with his position on the public option during the debate over healthcare reform, he's not dictating requirements. As the White House said, "not all of the senators agreed with this approach, and the president welcomed other approaches and ideas." [See photos from the Gulf oil spill.] What's obvious already, though, is that much has changed in the year since the House passed its bill, and the changes surely complicate the bill's prospects in the Senate. Advocates are clearly hopeful that the Gulf spill will rally support for their cause. But other forces are at work now, too. The Tea Party may have failed to stop healthcare reform, but its concerns over the deficit—and the role and size of government—have seeped into the national narrative, leading many in Congress to be wary of programs that might reek of big government. 

Climate won’t pass now – meeting delayed

Bravender  6 – 23 - 10 – E&E Greenwire coverage for the Climate bill (Robin, “White House Cancellation Frustrates Backers of Senate Climate Bill,” 6/23/10, http://www.nytimes.com/gwire/2010/06/23/23greenwire-white-house-cancellation-frustrates-backers-of-18123.html)
A White House decision to punt a pivotal energy and climate meeting slated for this morning has supporters of a global warming bill concerned that it could be even tougher to clear legislation this year.

"As if we had a week to burn," said David Hamilton, director of the Sierra Club's global warming program.

President Obama was scheduled to meet with a bipartisan group of senators this morning to hash out a summer floor strategy on energy and climate, but his schedule was changed after the White House summoned Gen. Stanley McChrystal -- the top military commander in Afghanistan -- to Washington over a Rolling Stone magazine interview in which he and his staff criticized the administration.

The White House is trying to get the meeting rescheduled for early next week, spokesman Ben LaBolt said today, but he did not confirm a specific date.

Environmentalists say the delay does not reflect a lack of commitment by the president, but it could harm prospects for finishing a climate bill this year.

"It is a big job, and we're already very much behind schedule," Hamilton said. "The longer it takes to get into the guts of this, the harder it's going to be to get it done."

Clean Air Watch President Frank O'Donnell said, "Obviously, it doesn't advance the cause. ... The clock is ticking. We all know that."

Won’t pass – lost momentum & divisions

Reuters 6/29 ( “No consensus as Obama, senators discuss energy bill”, 6/29/10, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE65S4LJ20100629)

Senate Democratic leaders are aiming for July to debate legislation that would encourage more use of clean, alternative energy sources, such as power from wind, solar and biomass. That measure also is likely to clamp down on offshore oil drilling practices after the unprecedented BP Plc oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico.

But deep differences apparently were not resolved in the Senate over whether the legislation also should impose new requirements on utilities, factories, refineries or the transportation industry to reduce carbon dioxide pollution.

Democratic Senator John Rockefeller, who currently opposes such mandatory reductions, told reporters after the meeting that Obama and senators attending the meeting did not reach agreement on how to move forward on climate change legislation.

Jim Manley, a spokesman for Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, told reporters that while many Democrats think that putting a price on carbon is "the right way to go ... it was obvious that a lot of different people had different ideas and everyone thought their own idea was better than the other."

Manley said senators were "still reaching for a consensus on what we can take to the floor" in July.

Senator Joseph Lieberman, an independent who wrote a climate change bill with Democrat John Kerry, said previously reluctant lawmakers at the meeting expressed willingness to discuss "limited forms" of carbon pricing in the bill.

Climate – Won’t Pass

Won’t pass – momentum against it

Fatka 5/18 ( Jacqui Fatka, “Enough Political Capital to Pass Climate Bill?”, 5/18/10, http://farmfutures.com/blogs.aspx/enough/political/capital/to/pass/climate/bill/1344 )

The long anticipated climate change bill being developed by Sen. John Kerry, D-Mass., and Sen. Joe Lieberman, I-Conn., was introduced last week. The American Power Act aims to take away the focus of the now tainted concept of "cap and trade" and instead focus it on energy, but energy costs will still increase under the proposed bill.
The political landscape is difficult for passage of the bill, especially as Sen. Lindsey Graham, the Republican who had worked together with Kerry and Lieberman on the bill backed out days before its introduction. Healthcare passage seemed impossible and was accomplished. So although commentators won't say passage of climate change legislation is impossible, the odds are long to secure passage before this fall's already contentious elections.

Won’t pass – more pressure needed

Roberts  5 – 18 – 10  political anylist for Grist  ( David Roberts, “Leaning forward: Why the American Power Act is worth fighting for”, 5/18/10, http://www.grist.org/article/2010-05-17-leaning-forward-why-the-american-power-act-is-worth-fighting-for )

The Kerry-Lieberman climate bill is out now, and with it comes a fateful decision for the political left in the U.S.

If the left's institutions and messaging infrastructure succumb to internal squabbling or simple indifference; if the public is not actively won over and fired up; if President Obama and Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) stick their fingers in the wind to see which way it's blowing ... the bill will fail. The default outcome now is failure. Very few people in Washington, D.C., today believe the bill has a chance of passing.
The odds are long, but the bill could be saved if the left -- and I mean the whole left, not just environmentalists -- pulled together and fought like hell. What's needed is concrete political pressure. That means tracking who's for it and against it; relentlessly pressing for commitments; actively organizing in a few key Republican and centrist Democratic states; pressing establishment pundits and media figures to cover it; calling out those who stand in the way of progress; and never, ever letting Obama and Reid have a moment's peace until they fulfill their promises.

The left hasn't shown itself particularly capable of that kind of single-minded campaign. And there's no guarantee it would succeed even if attempted. Without it, the bill's failure is all but inevitable.

So is it worth doing? Is the bill worth fighting for with the kind of passion that was brought to health care or even the presidential election?

Climate won’t pass- dems fighting themselves and GOP

Friend, staff U.S. Supreme Court Writer, 6/23 ( Kristen Friend, “Senate Democrats Wrestle over Climate Change Cap and Trade”,  6/23/10, http://www.seolawfirm.com/2010/06/senate-democrats-wrestle-over-climate-change-cap-and-trade/print/ )

President Obama hopes to reinvigorate the push for comprehensive climate change legislation in a meeting with Senate lawmakers today.

Climate change legislation has succumbed to the familiar fate of many recent Democratic measures: a perceived failure to be able to hit the 60-vote threshold needed to overcome a Republican filibuster in the Senate. While the House answered Obama’s call for climate chance legislation in 2009 with the passage of the House American Clean Energy and Security Act, the conventional wisdom moving into the summer of 2010 is that climate change legislation in the Senate is now dead on arrival. Several bills are competing for primacy, none of which seem to have the support they need to pass anytime soon.

In an apparent attempt to prove cliché that (recent) history is destined to repeat itself, Senate Democrats are causing as many headaches for themselves in the debate over climate change legislation as is their Republican opposition. Two Democratic bills, the Kerry-Lieberman American Power Act and the Cantwell-Collins CLEAR Act offer competing views on how emissions should be regulated. Liberal-leaning Senators, having already been snubbed on the issues of the public option in Health Insurance Reform and tougher regulation of banks and financial institutions during the financial reform debate, are threatening to walk and pull support for any bill that does not include strong incentives to limit carbon emissions. [1] And, Senator Jay Rockefeller (D-W.Va.), has gone so far as to call for the Senate to abandon efforts to enact comprehensive climate change legislation altogether, urging lawmakers instead to focus on preventing the EPA from regulating greenhouse gases. [2]

Climate – Won’t Pass

Won’t pass- no GOP support

The Hill 6/25 ( “Graham won't negotiate on energy bill while oil spill influences politics”, 6/25/10, http://thehill.com/blogs/e2-wire/677-e2-wire/105635-graham-wont-negotiate-on-energy-bill-because-oil-spill-doesnt-favor-what-i-wantq )

Sen. Lindsey Graham (R-S.C.) said Friday that he won't negotiate an energy bill between now and November because the politics of the oil spill does not "favor what [he] wants."

Graham had been the Republican negotiator on an energy and climate bill with Sens. John Kerry (D-Mass.) and Joe Lieberman (I-Conn.) but dropped his support when Democrats tried to rush immigration reform to the floor.
The South Carolina senator candidly said the ongoing Gulf oil spill precludes him from rejoining any such negotiation for months. 

"I will work with the president, Democrats and Republicans to come up with an energy policy, but I'm not going to it in the middle of an oil spill when the political environment doesn't favor what I want," he told WVOC radio in South Carolina. "I'm not going to do it between now and November when the oil spill dominates the politics and headlines."

Senators are now working to cobble together another energy bill to bring to the floor, partly in response to the spill. But Graham's comments indicate that finding a GOP partner may be tough. 

The details of new legislation are not clear — Graham took stabs at what it would contain, but said an attempt to pass a comprehensive energy bill would likely fail.

"I don't know what they are going to do. I think they are going to come up with some safety measures, which will make sense, they are going to try to beat the heck out of the oil companies," he said. "This idea of a comprehensive energy bill; I don't see how it passes, I don't see where there is 60 votes."

In the Kerry-Lieberman-Graham framework, provisions for domestic production were seen as key to getting GOP support. But Graham said that criticism of the oil industry and drilling in the wake of the BP spill could make it impossible to get that language included in legislation.

Graham said that it was key to lift the moratorium on deepwater oil drilling, which was struck down by a judge this week. The Obama administration said it will fight to reinstate it. 

"I believe as a nation, we need to expand production for oil and gas. We need to find more here, safely," he said.

Climate bill won’t pass now – not enough votes

Wilder, 5/10/10 – Clean Edge’s contributing editor, co-author of “The Clean Tech Revolution” (Clint, “Why Climate Action and Senate Politics Don’t Mix,” 5/10/10, http://www.greenbiz.com/blog/2010/05/10/climate-action-and-senate-politics-dont-mix)
That effectively ended the ballyhooed bipartisan Kerry-Graham-Lieberman bill; it’s expected to be reintroduced as the Kerry-Lieberman bill this week. But ex-sponsor Graham says he doubts the bill can garner 60 votes, so what are the hopes of gaining any other GOP supporters? And of course, the bill’s always-thorny inclusion of offshore drilling has become even more troublesome since the Deepwater Horizon oil rig disaster in the Gulf.
It pains me to say this after the historic 2008 elections, but I have to dust off the old refrain from the George W. Bush years: We can’t wait for Washington to lead on greenhouse-gas reduction and the transition to a clean-energy economy. This is not just about the latest kerfuffle between Sens. Graham and Reid. Given the extreme pressure on Graham from his fellow, anti-carbon cap Republicans, one plausible explanation is that he was looking for any excuse to pull back from his previous support.
And remember, the Senate is the place where a 60-vote threshold has become the rule instead of a rare exception; where it takes three days of stalls and threats to even start debate on financial reform; and where even a resolution praising Earth Day founder Sen. Gaylord Nelson had to overcome a "hold" by Oklahoma Republican Sen. Tom Coburn, who (I’m not making this up) objected to language critical of DDT and Sen. Joe McCarthy.

Climate – Not on Docket

Climate won’t pass- not on docket
Politico 7/2 ( “Climate forecast hazy in Senate” 7/2/10, http://dyn.politico.com/printstory.cfm?uuid=90840387-18FE-70B2-A88C022FFCEA9AC2 )

Climate and energy legislation is expected to hit the Senate floor when lawmakers return from their July 4 recess. But it’s going to have to find its way out of no man’s land first. 

President Barack Obama and Majority Leader Harry Reid of Nevada — the Democrats holding the reins of the bill — have not given clear public signals of what they want in the measure beyond making broad-brush calls for a “comprehensive” package that caps greenhouse gases and reduces U.S. dependence on foreign oil. 

Lawmakers say the silence from the top is making their job harder. 

“We can’t really negotiate pieces because we don’t know where it starts yet,” said Sen. Sherrod Brown (D-Ohio). “We don’t know what the vehicle is going to be.” 

“It’s not that nothing is happening on Capitol Hill,” said Eileen Claussen, president of the Pew Center on Global Climate Change and a former Clinton administration climate official. “There’s some work going on here. But not a lot is happening because no one knows which direction to go.” 

Obama, Reid and Vice President Joe Biden met in the Oval Office on Thursday to discuss their legislative strategy for the rest of the year, from energy to the upcoming confirmation vote on Supreme Court nominee Elena Kagan. 

But as he returned to the Capitol, Reid told POLITICO that no decisions came out of the meeting on the shape of the climate legislation or the contours of the floor debate. 

“We’re still thinking about it,” Reid said. “We have no set plans.” 

Speaking to reporters just before the Reid meeting, White House press secretary Robert Gibbs said the president wants the Senate to pass a broad climate bill after the July 4 recess. 

“We think that’s the right thing to do,” he said, adding that “putting a price on carbon has to be part of our comprehensive energy reform.” 

But even with Gibbs’s remarks, environmental groups are antsy as they see what might be their last, best chance for capping greenhouse gases slipping away — with little they can do but pressure the president whom they helped elect. 

“Without his leadership, then everything he’s done so far will lead to nothing,” said Fred Krupp, president of the Environmental Defense Fund, who cited Obama’s work to date setting climate-friendly rules for motor vehicles, as well as his all-night negotiations last December at U.N. climate negotiations in Copenhagen.

Krupp said Obama needs to get into the details of a climate bill and fast. “For all the good things he’s done, which we acknowledge, he’s now got to roll up his sleeves and do the drafting of the bill.”

Some activists are privately planning for failure. They doubt Obama and Reid can muster 60 votes for the sweeping, economywide legislation the president campaigned on. And they expect the Senate next month to move forward on “energy-only” legislation that would focus on a new national renewable electricity standard and measures related to the BP spill.

Even some longtime Senate advocates for climate legislation doubt that a cap-and-trade bill — including a compromise plan that focuses on power plants — has a chance this year.

“I could support such an approach,” Energy and Natural Resources Committee Chairman Jeff Bingaman (D-N.M.) told C-SPAN’s “Newsmakers” program on Thursday in an interview to be aired this weekend. “But when you look at the makeup of the Senate today, there are quite a few senators that are going to be resistant to anything that could be labeled cap and trade. They prefer to attack it as cap and tax instead of cap and trade.”

“They’re clearly good proposals that could be put before the Senate to restrict greenhouse gases, particularly in the utility sector, but I don’t know if the votes are there,” he added.

Echoing the talking points of several Senate Republicans, Sen. Frank Lautenberg (D-N.J.) said on Wednesday that he thought it’d be better for the Senate to spend its time before the August recess focusing on a response to the BP oil spill.

“It’s a stand-alone problem that needs to be solved,” he said. “Let us get through this. The climate bill deserves its time, but it’s frankly, at the moment, a separate issue.”

Sen. Tom Carper (D-Del.), another advocate of economywide climate legislation, told reporters earlier this week that he could see Reid starting the floor debate with Bingaman’s energy bill, followed by a series of amendments on everything from carbon limits to stronger fuel economy standards and conventional air pollutants.

“I could see a base bill that could get 60 votes and then the opportunities for others to offer amendments to flesh it out, to fill it out,” he said.

Climate bill advocates say they’re not giving up. Sens. John Kerry (D-Mass.) and Joe Lieberman (I-Conn.) told reporters after meeting with Obama at the White House that they are willing to budge from their call for an economywide climate bill. But Kerry said he’s not willing to go as far as to support passage of a stand-alone energy measure.

“We feel very, very strongly that we have to find a place of compromise that’s real,” said Kerry, whose staff met late Thursday with Reid’s top energy aide, Chris Miller. “That’s not a compromise.”

Brown, the Ohio Democrat who has raised concern about provisions in climate legislation dealing with trade-sensitive manufacturers, said he’s not worried about the lack of details kicking around Capitol Hill.

“Everybody that’s a player here knows what we need,” he said. “We’ve given them enough specifics, if not legislative language. They know what we need.”

“A lot can happen in a week when there’s a deadline,” Brown said.

For now, no such deadline exists. Reid had originally planned on tackling climate change on the floor last fall but abandoned that schedule after Democrats realized they didn’t have 60 votes and wanted to avoid an embarrassing loss before the international negotiations in Copenhagen.

Obama on Tuesday told senators to act “as soon as possible,” Kerry said.

But when it comes to climate change legislation, exactly where the Senate goes from here is anyone’s guess.

Climate – A2 Solves Warming


Senate bill won’t solve warming
Reuters 6/22 ( “Kerry says Obama intends to move votes on energy”,  6/22/10, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSN22129447)

Kerry and Lieberman unveiled the bill last month that would require power utilities to cut their output of gases blamed for global warming. A similar bill passed in the House last year.
A new analysis of the Kerry-Lieberman bill by the Center for Biological Diversity concluded that the legislation would fall short of international goals to keep the planet's temperatures from rising more than a dangerous 2 degrees Celsius (3.6 degrees Fahrenheit).
"There is ... an 80 percent chance that the increase would exceed 3 degrees Celsius (5.4 degrees Fahrenheit), according to the study. "Even a 2-degree Celsius increase could cause the displacement of millions due to sea-level rise, irreversible loss of entire ecosystems and the triggering of multiple 'tipping points' that would result in additional, accelerated warming," the environmental group said.


Bill won’t solve warming – doesn’t set up a global funding

Schmidt, 10 - international climate policy director at Natural Resources Defense Council, NRDC (Jake Schmidt, 5/13/10, http://www.grist.org/article/2010-05-14-american-power-act-obama-bill-international-action/PALL)

The core components to assist the U.S. in working with the world to address global warming are included in the discussion draft, unfortunately the bill does not provide dedicated funding to aid our international cooperation in the fight against climate change. It does provide the important possibility of creating international funding by giving the president the discretion to set aside up to five percent of allowances for international actions if there is a strong international agreement, but this is uncertain. Making this permanent would provide greater certainty to both the domestic and international community.
The lack of dedicated funding is unfortunate as providing a targeted investment in supporting developing countries was a pledge made by President Obama at the Copenhagen Climate Summit (as I discussed here and as my colleague discussed here) and proved critical in moving other countries towards international agreement. 

This is not charity, these are strategic investments which create opportunities for the export of clean energy technologies abroad, create U.S. jobs, build the necessary capacity to ensure the credibility of the deforestation offset system, protect farmers and ranchers here in the U.S., reduce the national security threats of undue impacts on countries, and assist in solving the global nature of the challenge (as I've discussed). Or as President Obama put it:

Providing this assistance is not only a humanitarian imperative -- it's an investment in our common security [emphasis added].

So let's be sure that these critical investments are secured as the climate and energy bills move through the Senate and onto the president's desk.

Doesn’t Solve climate change- China and India not cutting back

LORIS  6 – 17 – 10  Research Assistant at The Heritage Foundation's Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies  (Nicolas Lors, “cap and trade” will wreak the economy”, 6/17/10, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2010/06/Cap-and-trade-will-wreck-the-US-economy )

But, some may say, what about the environmental benefits? Frankly, they’re almost nonexistent. According to an analysis by climatologist Paul C. Knappenberger, the global temperature reduction from Kerry-Lieberman would be 0.077 degrees Fahrenheit by 2050 and 0.2 degrees by 2100.

All this pain ... for less than one degree on the thermometer.

Why such a negligible impact? One critical reason is China, which emits more carbon than the United States. It’s increasing its emissions levels at a much faster rate, and it has no intention of cutting back. India and other fast-developing nations have made it clear that they, too, have no plans to slow down their economic growth with carbon-cutting measures.
So why are affected U.S. industries backing Kerry-Lieberman? Because its supporters sought to garner corporate buy-in from those industries. In the bill’s current form, even the companies that would be regulated and see their costs increase (coal producers, oil companies, natural gas and electric utilities) stand to gain, at least in the short run. One reason for their support is the guaranteed windfall profits these companies would receive from a host of subsidies, tax credits, protections and programs.

Kerry-Lieberman is a significant tax on energy that would reduce Americans’ income, destroy jobs and greatly shrink the economy. No amount of protections or rebates would save consumers from skyrocketing energy costs. And worst of all, there would be little environmental benefit to show for it.

Climate – A2 Solves Warming

Bill won’t solve warming – political trade-offs & only 3% reduction at best.

CHRISTIAN SCIENCE MONITOR 05-13-10 (“Senate energy bill is at the mercy of political climate change; The tradeoffs and loopholes for industry in the Senate energy bill may create the very uncertainty on energy prices that the industry wants to end”, The Christian Science Monitor, Lexis)

 A climate-change bill with the best chance of passing Congress was unveiled Wednesday - all 987 pages of it. Despite being riddled with troublesome compromises, the proposed America Power Act is as close to providing certainty about America's energy future as is politically possible these days. Introduced by Sens. John Kerry (D) and Joe Lieberman (I), the bill sets long-range targets for the United States to reduce its greenhouse-gas emissions, timetables for industry to comply, and specific subsidies for clean energies, among other things.

On paper, at least, these measures would raise the cost for energy derived from coal and oil in order to achieve the kind of price certainty that businesses crave after nearly a quarter century of hot debate about how to curb climate change. Without higher fossil-fuel prices, cleaner energy technologies with little or no carbon emissions would not make attractive investments. Even among those with doubts about global warming, Washington's dithering over energy policy, combined with a threat by the Environmental Protection Agency to take bold regulatory action without Congress, has helped create momentum behind the Kerry-Leiberman measure. To win passage, the bill throws bones to powerful interests, such as unions, electric utilities, and coal states. It invests in still-unknown technology to capture coal emissions, for example. It also delays emissions enforcement for many parts of the economy. In one difficult trade-off, it tries to find a balance between the interests of pro- and anti-drilling coastal states in allowing offshore drilling. That measure alone, if passed, might be politically unstable over time - as the reaction to the oil spill tragedy in the Gulf of Mexico is revealing now. Such compromises could have the effect of creating a new kind of uncertainty for businesses and consumers. As the world's greatest emitter of carbon per person, for instance, America might fail in reaching the bill's targets because of the many political trade-offs it contains, forcing Congress toward stiffer measures in coming years as more evidence of global warming builds up. As it is, the bill doesn't even pretend to aim for the goal of reversing global warming by reducing Earth's atmospheric carbon dioxide to 350 parts per million from the current level of nearly 400 p.p.m. And by one expert measure, the bill would reduce CO2 emissions in the US by only 3 percent by 2020 from last year's level. Another uncertainty is a measure that would raise US trade barriers against countries that are not making similar attempts to cut emissions. Such barriers could easily end up being temporary as they could be deemed illegal or touch off trade wars that spell their demise. Another possible uncertainty lies in the appetite in Congress to maintain subsidies for clean energy over time, especially given the high federal debt that lawmakers must solve in a few years. Businesses in solar and wind energy have recently suffered from fickleness on Capitol Hill in tax policy toward the industry. Carbon-spewing industries that want market certainty for energy prices but also seek loopholes in energy bills cannot have it both ways. In case global warming is all too real, the stakes are too high to play the kind of risky political games normally played in Washington. If anything, the Kerry-Lieberman bill needs stiffer, more certain measures. Climate-change laws cannot be at the mercy of changes in Washington's political climate. 

Climate – A2 Solves Warming

The climate bill solves only  1 degree 

Loris 10 <researcher in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation> [Nicolas, The Economy Wrecking Power of the American Power Act, Heritage Foundation, 6/11/10, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2010/06/The-Economy-Wrecking-Power-of-the-American-Power-Act]
Americans rank climate change low on their list of concerns, polls show.

Economic worries have caused attitudes to, ahem, cool.

So why is President Obama urging Congress to approve "cap and trade" - specifically, the bill introduced by Sens. John Kerry, D-Mass., and Joe Lieberman, I-Conn.? Especially when, in an ironic twist, cap and trade would wreak economic havoc? Under the Kerry-Lieberman bill (the 987-page "American Power Act") levels of carbon-dioxide emissions would supposedly drop, by 2050, to 80 percent below what they were in 2005. How? By increasing energy prices.

Of course, this would kill jobs. Kerry-Lieberman also would protect large corporations at the expense of consumers - and all for a minimal effect on temperatures.

The purpose of the bill is to drive energy prices high enough to reduce consumption. In effect, consumers would be forced to pay more for less energy. Higher energy costs would spread throughout the economy as producers try to cover their rising production costs by hiking their product prices.

Kerry-Lieberman attempts to shield the economic pain from consumers by passing two-thirds of the revenue it raises back to the consumer through energy discounts or direct rebates. Yet this clearly wouldn't compensate for all of the rising costs that occur throughout the economy, thanks to higher energy prices.

Higher prices lower consumer demand, and the lower demand prevents higher prices from completely offsetting production cost increases. As a result, businesses must cut production, cut jobs - or both.

The Congressional Budget Office recently affirmed that job losses from a slower economy would outweigh those created by clean energy investments: "Job losses in the industries that shrink would lower employment more than job gains in other industries would increase employment, thereby raising the overall unemployment rate." In the end, the economy would be trillions of dollars weaker with climate change legislation in place than without it.

But, some may say, what about the environmental benefits? Frankly, they're almost nonexistent. According to an analysis by climatologist Paul C. Knappenberger, the global temperature reduction from Kerry-Lieberman would be 0.077 degrees Fahrenheit by 2050 and 0.200 degrees by 2100.

All this pain ... for less than one degree on the thermometer.

Why such a negligible impact? One critical reason is China, which emits more carbon than the United States. It's increasing its emissions levels at a much faster rate, and it has no intention of cutting back. India and other fast-developing nations have made it clear that they, too, have no plans to slow down their economic growth with carbon-cutting measures.

Warming – Impact Exaggerated

Their impacts are all historically denied ---- past temperatures were substantially warmer than the present

Idso and Idso in ‘7  Research Physicist @ US Water Conservation laboratory  &  President of Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global change and PhD in Geography
(Sherwood, , and Craig, , “Carbon Dioxide and Global Change: Separating Scientific Fact from Personal Opinion”, 6-6, http://www.co2science.org/education/reports/hansen/HansenTestimonyCritique.pdf)

In an attempt to depict earth's current temperature as being extremely high and, therefore, extremely dangerous, Hansen focuses almost exclusively on a single point of the earth's surface in the Western Equatorial Pacific, for which he and others (Hansen et al., 2006) compared modern sea surface temperatures (SSTs) with paleo-SSTs that were derived by Medina-Elizade and Lea (2005) from the Mg/Ca ratios of shells of the surface-dwelling planktonic foraminifer Globigerinoides rubber that they obtained from an ocean sediment core. In doing so, they concluded that “this critical ocean region, and probably the planet as a whole [our italics], is approximately as warm now as at the Holocene maximum and within ~1°C of the maximum temperature of the past million years [our italics].”  Is there any compelling reason to believe these claims of Hansen et al. about the entire planet? In a word, no, because there are a multitude of other single-point measurements that suggest something vastly different.  Even in their own paper, Hansen et al. present data from the Indian Ocean that indicate, as best we can determine from their graph, that SSTs there were about 0.75°C warmer than they are currently some 125,000 years ago during the prior interglacial. Likewise, based on data obtained from the Vostok ice core in Antarctica, another of their graphs suggests that temperatures at that location some 125,000 years ago were about 1.8°C warmer than they are now; while data from two sites in the Eastern Equatorial Pacific indicate it was approximately 2.3 to 4.0°C warmer compared to the present at about that time. In fact, Petit et al.’s (1999) study of the Vostok ice core demonstrates that large periods of all four of the interglacials that preceded the Holocene were more than 2°C warmer than the peak warmth of the current interglacial.  But we don’t have to go nearly so far back in time to demonstrate the non-uniqueness of current temperatures. Of the five SST records that Hansen et al. display, three of them indicate the mid-Holocene was also warmer than it is today. Indeed, it has been known for many years that the central portion of the current interglacial was much warmer than its latter stages have been. To cite just a few examples of pertinent work conducted in the 1970s and 80s – based on temperature reconstructions derived from studies of latitudinal displacements of terrestrial vegetation (Bernabo and Webb, 1977; Wijmstra, 1978; Davis et al., 1980; Ritchie et al., 1983; Overpeck, 1985) and vertical displacements of alpine plants (Kearney and Luckman, 1983) and mountain glaciers (Hope et al., 1976; Porter and Orombelli, 1985) – we note it was concluded by Webb et al. (1987) and the many  COHMAP Members (1988) that mean annual temperatures in the Midwestern United  States were about 2°C greater than those of the past few decades (Bartlein et al., 1984; Webb, 1985), that summer temperatures in Europe were 2°C warmer (Huntley and Prentice, 1988) – as they also were in New Guinea (Hope et al., 1976) – and that temperatures in the Alps were as much as 4°C warmer (Porter and Orombelli, 1985; Huntley and Prentice, 1988). Likewise, temperatures in the Russian Far East are reported to have been from 2°C (Velitchko and Klimanov, 1990) to as much as 4-6°C (Korotky et al., 1988) higher than they were in the 1970s and 80s; while the mean annual temperature of the Kuroshio Current between 22 and 35°N was 6°C warmer (Taira, 1975). Also, the southern boundary of the Pacific boreal region was positioned some 700 to 800 km north of its present location (Lutaenko, 1993).  But we needn’t go back to even the mid-Holocene to encounter warmer-than-present temperatures, as the Medieval Warm Period, centered on about AD 1100, had lots of them. In fact, every single week since 1 Feb 2006, we have featured on our website (www.co2science.org) a different peer-reviewed scientific journal article that testifies to the existence of this several-centuries-long period of notable warmth, in a feature we call our Medieval Warm Period Record of the Week. Also, whenever it has been possible to make either a quantitative or qualitative comparison between the peak temperature of the Medieval Warm Period (MWP) and the peak temperature of the Current Warm Period (CWP), we have included those results in the appropriate quantitative or qualitative frequency distributions we have posted within this feature; and a quick perusal of these ever-growing databases (reproduced below as of 23 May 2007) indicates that, in the overwhelming majority of cases, the peak warmth of the Medieval Warm Period was significantly greater than the peak warmth of the Current Warm Period.  

Warming Impact will be Small

Worst case scenario warming will only be 1.5 degrees

de Freitas in ‘2

(C. R., Associate Prof. in Geography and Enivonmental Science @ U. Aukland, Bulletin of Canadian Petroleum Geology, “Are observed changes in the concentration of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere really dangerous?” 50:2, GeoScienceWorld)

In any analysis of CO2 it is important to differentiate between three quantities: 1) CO2 emissions, 2) atmospheric CO2 concentrations, and 3) greenhouse gas radiative forcing due to atmospheric CO2. As for the first, between 1980 and 2000 global CO2 emissions increased from 5.5 Gt C to about 6.5 Gt C, which amounts to an average annual increase of just over 1%. As regards the second, between 1980 and 2000 atmospheric CO2 concentrations increased by about 0.4 per cent per year. Concerning the third, between 1980 and 2000 greenhouse gas forcing increase due to CO2 has been about 0.25 W m–2 per decade (Hansen, 2000). Because of the logarithmic relationship between CO2 concentration and greenhouse gas forcing, even an exponential increase of atmospheric CO2 concentration translates into linear forcing and temperature increase; or, as CO2 gets higher, a constant annual increase of say 1.5 ppm has less and less effect on radiative forcing, as shown in Figure 3[image: image5]. Leaving aside for the moment the satellite temperature data and using the surface data set, between 1980 and 2000 there has been this linear increase of both CO2 greenhouse gas forcing and temperature. If one extrapolates the rate of observed atmospheric CO2 increase into the future, the observed atmospheric CO2 increase would only lead to a concentration of about 560 ppm in 2100, about double the concentration of the late 1800’s. That assumes a continuing increase in the CO2 emission rate of about 1% per year, and a carbon cycle leading to atmospheric concentrations observed in the past. If one assumes, in addition, that the increase of surface temperatures in the last 20 years (about 0.3 °C) is entirely due to the increase in greenhouse gas forcing of all greenhouse gas, not just CO2, that would translate into a temperature increase of about 1.5 °C (or approximately 0.15 °C per decade). Using the satellite data, the temperature increase is correspondingly lower. Based on this, the temperature increase over the next 100 years might be less than 1.5 °C, as proposed in Figure 19.

Climate Bad - Economy Module

APA kills the economy – it increases energy prices, and decreases jobs

Heritage Foundation, 6 – 8 – 10  [American Power Act: Oil Spill Does Not  Justify Wrecking the Economy, http://thf_media.s3.amazonaws.com/2010/pdf/wm2932.pdf]
APA aims to  increase energy prices, which would kill jobs and  protect large corporations at the expense of the  consumer—all for a minimal effect on the earth’s  temperature.  Carbon Cuts Come with Significant Costs.  The purpose of the bill is to drive energy prices high  enough to reduce consumption. In effect, consum-  ers would be forced to pay more for less energy.  Higher energy costs would spread throughout the  economy as producers everywhere try to cover their  higher production costs by raising their product  prices, further impacting consumers.  APA attempts to shield the economic pain from  consumers by passing two-thirds of the carbon per-  mit revenue back to the consumer through energy  discounts or direct rebates. This leaves 33 percent  of the revenue to go elsewhere. Regardless, these  rebates would clearly not compensate for the higher  energy prices that impact all the goods and services  consumers purchase.  Cap and trade has macroeconomic effects that  would do economic harm that no rebate check  would cover. Higher prices lower consumer  demand, and the lower demand prevents higher  prices from completely offsetting production cost  increases. As a result, businesses must make pro-  duction cuts and reduce labor. The Congressional  Budget Office recently affirmed that job losses from  a slower economy would outweigh those created by  clean energy investments: “Job losses in the indus-  tries that shrink would lower employment more  than job gains in other industries would increase  employment, thereby raising the overall unemploy-  ment rate.”1  In the end, the economy would be trillions of  dollars weaker with climate change legislation in  place than without it, as Heritage Foundation anal-  yses of past cap-and-trade bills have shown.

ECONOMIC DECLINE CAUSES GLOBAL NUCLEAR WAR
MEAD 92 (Walter Russel, fellow, Council on Foreign Relations, New perspectives quarterly, summer pp. 28)

What if the global economy stagnates - or even shrinks? In that case, we will face a new period of international conflict: South against North, rich against poor. Russia, China, India - these countries with their billions of people and their nuclear weapons will pose a much greater danger to world order than Germany and Japan did in the '30s.
Climate – Hurts Econ

Climate bill would crush the economy – previous studies were limited

TEACH  6 – 30 – 10 , staff writer at “Stop the ACLU”   ( William “Kerry-Lieberman Energy And “Jobs” Bill Is A Jobs Killer”, 6/30/10, )

Of course, when Kerry said “every major study” he neglected to say there had been only one done of the actual legislation at the time. Here we have a second, which shows major losses in jobs. The American Power Act would also kill 5.1 million jobs by 2050.

It will also increase the burden on household cost by $1,042 per year. The study Kerry cited also states that “In the second decade of the program, higher energy and product prices offset the employment gains from new investment.” The poor and the old will also bear a higher portion of the misery.

Perhaps Congress could stop over-reaching, and look towards crafting an actual energy bill that promotes and incentivizes in a positive manner research and creation of clean, sustainable, renewable, and usable alternative energy while reducing our dependence on foreign oil, allowing drilling in and on US property, as well as building nuclear plants, without increasing the costs to the American public and damaging the economy. And said alternatives need to provide the same power as oil and coal.

Of course, that is not the agenda of the American Power Act. It is a cap and trade climahysteric bill, which they are attempting to pass as countries around the world are moving away from the same, due to the jobs and economy killing measures climate alarmism has caused.

Climate bill has negative effects on the economy

LORIS  6 – 17 – 10  Research Assistant at The Heritage Foundation's Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies  (Nicolas Lors, “cap and trade” will wreak the economy”, 6/17/10, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2010/06/Cap-and-trade-will-wreck-the-US-economy )

Americans rank climate change low on their list of concerns, polls show.

Economic worries have caused attitudes to, ahem, cool.

So why is President Obama urging Congress to approve “cap and trade” — specifically, the bill introduced by Sens. John Kerry, D-Mass., and Joe Lieberman, I-Conn.? Especially when, in an ironic twist, cap and trade would wreak economic havoc? Under the Kerry-Lieberman bill (the 987-page “American Power Act”) levels of carbon-dioxide emissions would supposedly drop, by 2050, to 80 percent below what they were in 2005. How? By increasing energy prices.

Of course, this would kill jobs. Kerry-Lieberman also would protect large corporations at the expense of consumers — and all for a minimal effect on temperatures.
Energy prices

The purpose of the bill is to drive energy prices high enough to reduce consumption. In effect, consumers would be forced to pay more for less energy. Higher energy costs would spread throughout the economy as producers try to cover their rising production costs by hiking their product prices.

Kerry-Lieberman attempts to shield the economic pain from consumers by passing two-thirds of the revenue it raises back to the consumer through energy discounts or direct rebates. Yet this clearly wouldn’t compensate for all of the rising costs that occur throughout the economy, thanks to higher energy prices.
Higher prices lower consumer demand, and as a result, businesses must cut production, cut jobs — or both.

The Congressional Budget Office recently affirmed that job losses from a slower economy would outweigh those created by clean energy investments. In the end, the economy would be trillions of dollars weaker with climate change legislation in place than without it.

***START ANSWERS
Start – Won’t Pass

Won’t pass – Treaty lacks senate votes

DiMascio 4 – 15 – 10 - Defense Writer for Politico [Jen, “Securing Senate votes to ratify START is no sure thing” 15/4, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0410/35816.html] 

Of all President Barack Obama’s nuclear arms reduction initiatives — including his world without nuclear weapons and a test ban treaty — negotiating and ratifying an updated Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty with Russia was seen as the easiest step. 

But in a congressional session so poisonous that even a jobs bill was in doubt at a time of soaring unemployment, securing the two-thirds vote of the Senate necessary to ratify the treaty is no sure thing. 

Conservative commentators say Obama’s recent steps on nuclear issues, including START, the Nuclear Posture Review and the Nuclear Security Summit, will weaken national security. But Senate Republicans have been much more cautious in their criticism, pledging some level of support for the treaty. 

That said, most Republicans have questions about the administration’s nuclear agenda that they want answered before they’ll vote yes. That means debate over the START treaty is likely to become the battleground for policy differences on matters of missile defense, nuclear modernization and a new generation of bombers. 

The administration’s goal for passing the treaty, which expired in December, was as soon as possible. Now that is being described as a hope. 

Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) told reporters Tuesday the treaty “may take until the first of the year.” 

For starters, the Senate hasn’t seen the treaty yet. The administration isn’t expected to provide the Senate with the document, along with its detailed annexes, until May, after which it can begin hearings with top officials. 

And by then, debate over the next Supreme Court nomination may be dominating the Senate. 

While Indiana Sen. Dick Lugar, the ranking Republican on the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, supports the bill, the Democrats will need more Republicans for ratification. Sen. Joe Lieberman (I-Conn.) is doubtful the Democrats can round up that many right now. 

Won’t pass – lacks votes

Stein 4 – 11 - 10- Political Reporter Based in Washington D.C. [Sam, “Lieberman: Obama Won’t Get Nukes Treaty Without Major Changes”, 11/04, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/04/11/lieberman-nuclear-deal-ob_n_533204.html ]

Senator Joseph Lieberman (I-Conn.) predicted on Sunday that President Obama would not get the votes needed to pass his nuclear arms reduction treaty with Russia unless there were significant modifications to the administration's approach. 
Appearing on "Fox News Sunday," the Connecticut Independent suggested that he himself would oppose ratification of the START II Treaty that Obama signed in Prague this past week, in part because, he reasoned, the language left America vulnerable to a nuclear Iran. 
"I don't believe that there will be 67 votes to ratify the treaty unless the administration does two things," Lieberman said. "First: commit to modernize our nuclear stockpile, so as we have less nuclear weapons we know that they are capable if, God forbid, we need them. And secondly, to make absolutely clear that the statements by Russian president [Dmitry] Medvedev at the signing in program, that seemed to suggest that if we continue to build ballistic missile defense in Europe they may pull out of this treaty, is just not acceptable to us. We need that defense to protect our allies and ourselves from Iran."

Lieberman's comments foreshadow what seems likely to be a piqued and difficult battle for the White House on the nuclear arms control front. The president is set to meet with a host of world leaders this week to discuss and outline a system for weapons reduction. Domestically, however, his administration needs to cobble together at least eight Republicans (nine, if Lieberman crosses party lines) to get START II into law. As for the specific complaints that Lieberman has with the proposed treaty, tinkering with the missile defense approach seems to be the most difficult task, as it was a major sticking point in U.S.-Russia negotiations. 

Asked whether he thought the treaty would end up passing the Senate, Lieberman's co-panelist on Fox News, Sen. Lamar Alexander (R-Tenn.) refused to offer a prediction, except to say it would be at least a year before the issue was considered. 

"There is not a chance the treaty will be approved this year," said the Tennessee Republican. "It took a year and a half for to approve the START I Treaty, and with the Supreme Court pushed to the front of the agenda in the Senate, and with jobs, terror, and debt being our major issues we should be worrying about, this is an issue for next year."
Start – Won’t Pass
Won’t pass – tensions

The Voice of Russia 4 – 30 - 10- [“Congress debates new START treaty”, 4/30, http://english.ruvr.ru/2010/04/30/7165654.html]

The Democrats and Republicans are expected to cross swards as Congress begins ratification hearings on a new strategic arms reduction treaty between the United States in Russia. 

Signed by Presidents Barack Obama and Dmitry Medvedev at their meeting in Prague in early April, the new treaty commits both sides to slashing their nuclear arsenals by nearly one-third. Thursday, saw the first ratification debate on START at the Senate Foreign Relations Committee chaired by Democrat John Kerry. 

To get the Senate’s approval, the treaty needs a two-thirds vote. This may not be an easy task.Roald Sagdeev, a physics professor at Maryland University, a leader of the movement of scientists for peace and against a nuclear threat, and the husband of Susan Eisenhower, a granddaughter of the 34th U.S. President Dwight Eisenhower, feels that no quick ratification should be expected. 

Some things are really very hard to predict, particularly given a tense standoff between the Democrats and Republicans. Whatever the Democrats propose, the Republicans reject. It’s hard to say what will be their next target. The Republicans will most certainly press for tighter verification instruments. Remember how Reagan once used a Russian proverb – trust but verify. So this is a likely target. The process may drag out simply because they are just in the mood to challenge Obama on literally everything.    

Won’t pass – both parties admit

The Hill 5 – 8 - 10- [“Obama wants new START treaty ratified before the election”, 5/08, http://thehill.com/blogs/blog-briefing-room/news/96807-obama-wants-new-start-treaty-ratified-before-the-election]

President Barack Obama said this weekend that he wants a new nuclear arms reduction treaty with Russia ratified before November's elections. 
The president said he soon planned to submit to the Senate the language of the treaty he signed with Russian President Dmitry Medvedev in late March.
"Well, I’d like to see it happen before the election," Obama told Channel Rossiya, a Russian television station, in an interview this week, a transcript of which was released on Saturday. 
But while the president said he hopes for swift Senate action, senators in both parties have said that it would be difficult to get through the treaty this year, and that the 67 votes necessary to ratify an agreement would be difficult.
"Obviously it’s technical and I think it’s appropriate for the Senate to examine it, but we’re going to be putting forward the text of the treaty, the annexes, all the necessary materials before the Senate in short order," Obama said. 
That timeline also contrasts with a busy Senate calendar the rest of this year, with senators hoping to wrap up work on Wall Street reform legislation in the next week, and with an energy bill, immigration reform, and a Supreme Court nomination vote on the horizon.
The president said he hoped for the Senate to work quickly on ratifying the treaty.
"Our hope is, is that they will be able to review it quickly and recognize that this is an important step in the efforts of both the United States and Russia to meet our obligations under the Non-Proliferation Treaty to lower our stockpiles, at the same time as we work together to hold other countries accountable on obligations regarding the Non-Proliferation Treaty," he said.

Won’t pass – lacks GOP support

Reuters 4 – 21 - 10- [“Senate Republicans keeping powder dry on START treaty”, April 21, http://blogs.reuters.com/frontrow/2010/04/21/senate-republicans-keeping-powder-dry-on-start-treaty/]

There appears to be no rush among Senate Republicans to finish what President Barack Obama STARTed when he signed the new arms reduction treaty recently with Russia’s Dmitry Medvedev.

At a closed-door meeting Wednesday on Capitol Hill, Senate Republicans listened to arms experts and leaders in their caucus discuss the deal, a follow-on to the 1991 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty.

But the general feeling in the room was that it was way too early to decide whether the new START merited a thumbs-up or thumbs-down from the Senate, some participants said.

“I think everybody wants to see the full language before making a decision,” said Senator George LeMieux of Florida after the meeting.

“There are all the appendices (to the treaty) that we have not seen,” he said. Those are expected to be sent to the Senate by the Obama administration next month, along with the treaty itself.

Senator Jon Kyl, the Republican party’s whip in the Senate, told Reuters it would “undoubtedly” be months before he announces his decision on whether to back the new START.

“There is a long way to go before anybody can really make an informed judgment about the treaty,” he said.

The new START treaty, which cuts the arsenals of deployed nuclear warheads in both countries by about 30 percent, must be approved by the Senate as well as the Russian parliament before it can go into force.

Obama’s Democrats have the majority in the Senate but will need some Republicans to approve the treaty, for which a two-thirds vote is required. The administration, and Senate Democrats, would like to get the pact approved by the end of this year.

But the chamber has a large workload, including tougher regulation of the financial industry and confirmation of a Supreme Court nominee.

Only one Republican senator, Richard Lugar, has said that he expects to support the new START. Lugar is the ranking Republican on the Senate Foreign Relations Committee.

Kyl and another high-profile Republican senator, John McCain, have warned that it will be difficult for the Senate to approve the arms reduction pact without a “fully funded” program to modernize the remaining U.S. nuclear weapons.

Start – Won’t Pass
Won’t pass – needs changes

Stein 4 – 11 -  10- a Political Reporter at the Huffington Post, based in Washington, D.C. Previously he has worked for Newsweek magazine, the New York Daily News and the investigative journalism group Center for Public Integrity. He has a masters from the Columbia University Graduate School of Journalism and is a graduate of Dartmouth College. (Sam Stein, “ Lieberman: Obama Won’t get Nukes Treaty without major changes” 4/11, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/04/11/lieberman-nuclear-deal-ob_n_533204.html)
Senator Joseph Lieberman (I-Conn.) predicted on Sunday that President Obama would not get the votes needed to pass his nuclear arms reduction treaty with Russia unless there were significant modifications to the administration's approach. 
Appearing on "Fox News Sunday," the Connecticut Independent suggested that he himself would oppose ratification of the START II Treaty that Obama signed in Prague this past week, in part because, he reasoned, the language left America vulnerable to a nuclear Iran.

"I don't believe that there will be 67 votes to ratify the treaty unless the administration does two things," Lieberman said. "First: commit to modernize our nuclear stockpile, so as we have less nuclear weapons we know that they are capable if, God forbid, we need them. And secondly, to make absolutely clear that the statements by Russian president [Dmitry] Medvedev at the signing in program, that seemed to suggest that if we continue to build ballistic missile defense in Europe they may pull out of this treaty, is just not acceptable to us. We need that defense to protect our allies and ourselves from Iran."

Lieberman's comments foreshadow what seems likely to be a piqued and difficult battle for the White House on the nuclear arms control front. The president is set to meet with a host of world leaders this week to discuss and outline a system for weapons reduction. Domestically, however, his administration needs to cobble together at least eight Republicans (nine, if Lieberman crosses party lines) to get START II into law. As for the specific complaints that Lieberman has with the proposed treaty, tinkering with the missile defense approach seems to be the most difficult task, as it was a major sticking point in U.S.-Russia negotiations.

Asked whether he thought the treaty would end up passing the Senate, Lieberman's co-panelist on Fox News, Sen. Lamar Alexander (R-Tenn.) refused to offer a prediction, except to say it would be at least a year before the issue was considered.

"There is not a chance the treaty will be approved this year," said the Tennessee Republican. "It took a year and a half for to approve the START I Treaty, and with the Supreme Court pushed to the front of the agenda in the Senate, and with jobs, terror, and debt being our major issues we should be worrying about, this is an issue for next year."

START Won’t Pass- Not Enough Supporters

Trend News 6/4/2010- [“Experts: New START treaty will face fierce debates and delay of ratification in U.S. and Russian parliaments”, http://en.trend.az/news/politics/foreign/1663585.html]

After signing a new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START-2) between the U.S. and Russia, one may observe problems with its ratification in the parliaments of both countries, experts say. "The ratification of the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) by the respective legislative bodies is a very political matter and can be used by either side, especially by Russia to exercise influence and control over the direction of the other side's foreign policy," U.S. expert on Security Yannis Stivachtis believes. "The have already been formed quite definite group of the U.S. lawmakers, who put very strict conditions on this contract. America will face a serious political struggle," Russian military expert Alexander Golts was quoted as saying by the Radio Liberty. Russian and U.S. presidents Dmitry Medvedev and Barack Obama will sing START-2 in Prague Apr.8. A corresponding agreement was reached during a telephone conversation of the two leaders, Russian President's Spokesman Natalya Timakova told ITAR-TASS. The START was signed between the U.S. and the USSR on the Reduction and Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms. The treaty was signed on 31 July 1991 and entered into force on 5 December 1994. This was the first in the history of Russian-American documents, providing not only limit to the growth of arms, but real reductions of already stockpiled arsenals of strategic nuclear weapons. Duration of the START is expired Dec.5, 2009, but the Russian and the U.S presidents agreed to prepare a new agreement. According to experts, the new START will face a fierce debate in the U.S. parliament and delay in the ratification in the Russian Duma. American expert on the U.S. legal system Bert Rockman is sure the agreement will be ratified in Russia, though the Russians may wait to see if it is ratified in the U.S. However, in his opinion, the main problems with the ratification of the treaty would arise in the U.S. Congress. "If this is in the form of a treaty, which I think it is, it will require a 2/3 vote in the Senate," Head of the Political Science Department at Purdue University Professor Rockman wrote Trend in an e-mail. He said this means that President Barack Obama has to get all of the Democrats + eight Republicans. "I'm having trouble imagining that at the moment, given the poisonous political atmosphere and scorched earth tactics of the Republicans," the expert said. However, he did not rule out that some Republicans will vote for the START in the Senate. "Here are some possible Republican defectors to Obama - Snowe and Collins of Maine, Graham of South Carolina; Brown of Massachusetts; Lugar of Indiana; Voinovich of Ohio. That gets me up to 6, assuming they do wind up supporting the treaty," he added. Everything would have to fall right for Obama, if all the Democrats stay with him and he gets the necessary number of Republican defectors. However, the expert assesses the probability at a maximum of 20 percent, as there may be defectors to Obama from the Democratic Party. "Democrats Nelson of Nebraska, Lincoln of Arkansas, Lieberman (an Independent) of Connecticut may refuse to ratify it," the expert said. The Russian military expert also believes that the new START will face great problems in the U.S. Congress. "Regarding, the U.S. Senate, if the process delays and the contract will not be ratified until November, after the midterm elections to the Senate Democrats may lose the necessary majority to ratify the treaty," Golts said. "Republicans will be happy to wink at nothing." European expert on security, Beata Kviatek-Simanska believes the U.S. Congress is not very happy about the concessions already made before signing the treaty, as it is not very happy about the new Obama's nominee for the post of anti-missile defense adviser, Philip Coyle. Also, the congressmen did not forget that Russia helped Iran to develop the missile capabilities. Therefore, any side deal in exchange for Russia's ratification would undermine the importance of the START, she believes. According to observers, the ratification of the START in the Russian Duma will not cause as much debate as in the U.S. Congress. 
Start – Delayed

START delayed till after midterms - 

Ria Novosti 5 – 13 – 10 - Russia News [“Republicans will seek to delay U.S. ratification of new START treaty – expert”, May 13th, http://en.rian.ru/world/20100513/158999141.html ]

U.S. ratification of the new START treaty may be delayed until after the midterm elections to Congress as Senate Republicans seek increased influence over the White House, a U.S. expert on Russian-American relations says.

"The Republicans will want to put off the ratification of the treaty until after the midterm elections in the hopes that those elections will increase their leverage vis-a-vis the White House," Thomas Graham, a senior director at consulting firm Kissinger Associates, said in an interview with RIA Novosti.

The new START treaty, signed on April 8 in Prague, replaces the 1991 pact that expired in December. The deal is expected to bring Moscow and Washington to a new level of cooperation in the field of nuclear disarmament and arms control.

Thirty-six of the 100 seats in the Senate are up for election in November's U.S. midterm polls, with the Republicans expected to significantly improve on their current tally of 41 senators. The Democrats need Republican support to reach the 67 votes required to ratify the treaty, so even before the elections the Republicans have a strong hand.

"I do not believe that this treaty will be ratified quickly, although I do believe it will be eventually ratified," Graham said. "Two complex and controversial issues will dominate the debate: the future of the American nuclear arsenal and the Obama administration's Russia policy."

Start Bad – Causes Prolif

START Causes Prolif – enemies will catch up, allies will respond out of fear

Carafano, 6-29, Senior research fellow for national security at The Heritage Foundation [James Carafano, “Five reasons to hate New START”, The Daily Caller, 6/29/10, http://dailycaller.com/2010/06/29/five-reasons-to-hate-new-start/]
Then, despite any promises the White House or Congressional leaders might make on modernizing nuclear “infrastructure,” Obama will never build the capacity we need to field a new generation of nuclear weapons (with better safety, security and reliability features) to replace the ones we have now—weapons better suited to providing deterrence in the 21st century. If Obama gets his way, the U.S. nuclear arsenal will be on an irreversible course to atrophy and obsolescence.

5. We Could All Die. Obama’s road to zero is the superhighway to disaster. The notion that as the U.S. draws down its reliance on nuclear weapons the other lemmings will follow is simply bogus. With a lower bar to being a nuclear power on par with the U.S., adversaries likely will step up their programs. Nervous friends and allies will go their own way and build their own weapons arsenals. A new arms race will result. The likelihood of a nuclear conflict will go up, not down.

Start Bad – Kills Nuclear Deterrence

START Undermines US Nuclear Deterrence

Heinrichs, 6-21, Adjunct fellow at the Foundation for Defense of Democracies, and a former military legislative assistant for House Armed Services Committee member Trent Franks (R-Ariz.) [Rebeccah Heinrichs, “Should the New START Treaty Be a Non-Starter?”, Fox News, 6/21/10, http://www.foxnews.com/opinion/2010/06/21/rebeccah-heinrichs-obama-russia-new-start-treaty-senate-pentagon-gates-clinton/]

So what looks like a mutual concession is actually a net loss for the United States. With negotiation outcomes like this, it is easy to see why Russia may come to love the Obama administration, but what’s in it for American security?

Prudent senators, including Jim DeMint (R-S.C.), John Barrasso (R-Wyoming), and John Thune (R-S.D.), to name a few of the most vocal, are trying to stop the rush to ratify the New START until they can be satisfied with the answer to that very question.

The new treaty will have lasting implications for global security, and deliberation on it should take months, if not longer, to ensure that the Senate can be fully informed and comfortable voting to approve or reject it.

For many senators, the vote will hinge on whether or not they can be convinced that the treaty would not prevent current or future administrations from fielding a comprehensive missile defense system. While this is reason enough to consider a no vote, it’s not the only one.

Congress required the White House to deliver a plan outlining how the U.S. will maintain its nuclear arsenal. The U.S. deactivated over 50 percent of its nuclear warheads during the Bush administration alone -- without compulsion from any binding treaty.

In a December 2009 letter to President Obama, 41 senators wrote that further reductions in nuclear weapons would be acceptable only if the administration provided a clear plan for modernizing them.

The United States is the only country that is not modernizing its nuclear arsenal, while the United Kingdom, France, Russia, China, India, Pakistan and North Korea are currently modernizing their nuclear forces, and Iran is developing theirs.

The administration recently delivered its highly-anticipated “1251 Plan,” so named for the section of the 2010 Defense Authorization Act that mandates it. Although the document itself is classified, the controversy it has created in the Senate is not. One of the greatest take-aways from 1251 comes less from what it includes than from what it leaves out. It seems to offer almost no detail on what the future makeup of U.S. nuclear forces might look like under New START.

For 25 years, the U.S. nuclear forces have rested on three “legs” to deliver nuclear warheads: sea, land, and air. Defense strategists maintain that the nuclear triad is indispensable because it denies any enemy the ability to destroy the entire U.S. nuclear enterprise in a first strike. So while the administration is clear about how many nukes and delivery platforms it’s willing to get rid of, it remains unclear about how we’ll modernize the nukes and delivery systems we intend to keep.

The 1251 Plan specifically mentions the Obama administration’s intention to build a new nuclear missile submarine. Obama’s attention to this element of the triad is appreciated, but what about those in the air and on land? In the 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review, the Pentagon stated that it planned to “develop a new land-based, penetrating long-range strike capability to be fielded by 2018 while modernizing the current bomber force.”

The 1251 plan puts off decisions for both.

The administration claims that current bombers will continue to meet national security threats over the next two decades. But Air Force officials argue that they will need a next-generation bomber by 2018, not because they expect their existing B-52 bombers to be insufficient -- though most of them are now decades older than the pilots who fly them -- but because the B-52s carry the air-launched cruise missile, which is itself nearing retirement. Compounding the problem, the 1251 plan also punts the decision to replace the ALCM.

The same problem exists for land-based nuclear forces, which are comprised of Minuteman III missiles. These are slated to be maintained through 2030, but it is unclear what happens after this. The 1251 plan also fails to mention the administration’s intention to field a system of non-nuclear ICBMs called Prompt Global Strike. The White House agreed to count PGS against the already dramatically reduced number of nuclear delivery systems allowed under the New START Treaty. This is yet another foolish concession, though judging by the looks of the plan, the administration wasn’t planning to build PGS anyway.

It’s almost as if the administration started negotiations with the only goal being to get the Russians to sign a treaty. During last week’s hearing, the witnesses made the case that, in the words of Secretary Gates, “The U.S. is better off with this treaty than without it,” but the comparison is not between this new treaty and none. The question is whether the Obama administration has negotiated a treaty better or worse than the one it allowed to expire last December.

Before they vote on the New START Treaty, Senators should probe the administration about how it expects U.S. nuclear forces to look under the new restrictions. Without a robust triad, U.S. nuclear deterrence will be devastatingly shortchanged, and so will American security. 

Start Bad – A2 solves prolif

START Doesn’t Solve Prolif – other countries won’t get on board

Preble AND Bandow, 4-7, Director of Foreign Policy Studies and Senior Fellow, Respectively, of The Cato Institute, [Christopher A. Preble AND Doug Bandow, “Well, It’s a START”, The Cato Institute, 4/7/10, http://www.cato.org/pressroom.php?display=ncomments&id=335]

Christopher A. Preble:

    The new START treaty may be a limited political victory for President Obama, but it does little to address our bloated and outdated nuclear force structure.

    The agreement does not go far enough in reducing the number of warheads deployed nor does it provide any incentive to question the necessity of the Cold War-era nuclear triad--air, land, and sea. While nuclear weapons still play a crucial role in deterrence, and are therefore essential to keeping Americans safe, a credible, stable and secure deterrent could be maintained with far fewer warheads than we have today.

    The White House claims the treaty will reduce the number of nuclear warheads by 30 percent from the 2002 Moscow Treaty. But the imaginative accounting used in the treaty might not result in much of a reduction at all--some estimate no more than 100.

    It is also not clear if the Senate will ratify the treaty. Some conservatives object to any link between offensive and defensive weapons, and the Russians have signaled that they might back out of the treaty if the two are not linked. But these concerns should not block an agreement that formalizes the steps that both parties are likely to take even without a treaty: namely, continuing to reduce the size of their nuclear arsenals.

    In the end, this treaty is a compromise worked out under heavy constraints. It makes modest progress in advancing President Obama's vision of a nuclear-free world, but true cost-savings for American taxpayers can only be achieved through a more forward-looking vision for our nuclear force structure.

Doug Bandow:

    While today's update of the 1991 START treaty is a sign of ongoing improvement in Washington-Moscow relations, it is clear President Obama sees the event as a larger step towards the elimination of nuclear weapons. But it will be difficult to make additional cuts in the American and Russian arsenals, now set at roughly 1,600 warheads and 800 delivery vehicles.

    First, even with the best of intentions it will be impossible to push the nuclear genie back into the bottle. Countries with adequate technical skill and industrial resources can always break out of a non-nuclear posture.

    Second, there are several nations which may be unwilling to abandon the benefits of becoming nuclear powers. Emerging China, isolated North Korea, and suspicious Iran, in particular, all may see nuclear weapons as a means to counter U.S. conventional superiority.

    Thus, the latest START agreement offers a useful starting point for additional nuclear reductions, but any further talks will have to include other nuclear powers--China, India, and Pakistan most certainly. Great Britain, France and Israel also possess significant arsenals and warrant inclusion.

    Iran and North Korea will remain separate problems and require a united response by the U.S. and other nations. Should those countries create nuclear arsenals, the vision of a nuclear-free world will vanish. Indeed, their acquisition of nuclear weapons could set off a new round of broader proliferation in both regions.

    The new nuclear agreement is a genuine achievement for the Administration. But if the president is to advance his vision of a nuclear-free world, his work has only begun.
***IMMIGRATION ANSWERS
Imgrtn – Will Pass
Immigration has a chance – BROWN is the key vote

Hunt, 4 – 20 - 10, Politico Reporter [KASIE HUNT, “Barack Obama woos Scott Brown on immigration”, Politico, 4/20/10, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0410/36112.html#ixzz0sSwqNO28]
President Barack Obama called Sen. Scott Brown (R-Mass.) on Tuesday to gauge his support for a comprehensive immigration reform bill, a sign the White House is serious about pushing the issue in Congress this year.  

Obama’s outreach to Brown is part of a quickly hatched, coordinated effort with congressional leaders to thrust the volatile immigration debate back to the front burner. At a joint House and Senate leadership meeting late Tuesday, Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid promised to House leaders that he would put an immigration bill on the floor this year. House Speaker Nancy Pelosi, also in the Tuesday evening meeting, said the House would prioritize immigration reform, according to a Democratic leadership source with knowledge of the meeting. 

The president called Brown from Air Force One, White House spokesman Nick Shapiro said. But Brown didn’t signal any willingness to dive into immigration reform. 

“Sen. Brown told the president that he would review any legislation if it came before the Senate, but he believes that the immediate focus should be on fixing the economy and creating jobs,” Brown spokeswoman Gail Gitcho said. 

The outreach to Brown is significant because Brown has already shown himself to buck his party on occasion, voting for a Democratic jobs bill and helping break a filibuster a major unemployment package. But getting Brown on board any major immigration plan would be a much heavier lift, especially in an election year. 

On the campaign trail, Obama pledged to move immigration reform through Congress during his first year as president. The White House is now touting a bipartisan framework put forward by Sens. Lindsey Graham (R-S.C.) and Charles Schumer (D-N.Y). 

Will Pass: Dems Determined

Preston, 4 – 10 - 10, [JULIA PRESTON, “From Senate Majority Leader, a Promise to Take Up Immigration Overhaul”, The New York Times, 4/10/10, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/04/11/us/politics/11immig.html?partner=rss&emc=rss

The Senate majority leader, Harry Reid, told an exuberant crowd at an immigration rally Saturday in Las Vegas that Congress would start work on an immigration overhaul as soon as lawmakers return this week from a recess. 

The Senate majority leader, Harry Reid, above, spoke Saturday in Las Vegas, one of seven cities where people rallied for the administration to grant legal status to millions of immigrants. 

“We’re going to come back, we’re going to have comprehensive immigration reform now,” he said in a speech to more than 6,000 people, mostly immigrants, gathered downtown. 

“We need to do this this year,” Mr. Reid said, drawing cheers from the crowd, which included many Latinos. “We cannot wait.” 

Mr. Reid surprised immigrants and advocates with his direct commitment to moving forward with legislation on the volatile issue, with the Senate already divided by the passage of a health care overhaul. Also, as a result of Justice John Paul Stevens’s announcement last week that he would retire, the Obama administration and the Senate will have to focus this summer on winning confirmation of a Supreme Court nominee. 

The Democratic leader was nearing the end of a week of hard campaigning in his bid for re-election in Nevada, which is facing record unemployment and the nation’s highest foreclosure rate. After seeing small turnouts at several campaign stops, he appeared elated by the boisterous gathering in Las Vegas. 

“We’re going to pass immigration reform, just as we passed health care reform,” Mr. Reid said in a five-minute speech. Latino voters, who strongly support an overhaul, were crucial to President Obama’s upset victory in the state in 2008. 

The rally was the largest among demonstrations Saturday in seven cities nationwide, with immigrants pressing Congress and the administration to pass an overhaul bill this year. 

Imgrtn – Obama pushing

Obama is pushing immigration reform now

Bash 07-01-10 (Dana, a CNN reporter, “Obama seeks middle ground on immigration reform”, CNN Politics, pg. http://politicalticker.blogs.cnn.com/2010/07/01/obama-seeks-middle-ground-on-immigration-reform/?fbid=cEDXYgwHF-U)

Washington (CNN) - President Barack Obama renewed his push for comprehensive immigration reform Thursday, calling for bipartisan cooperation on an issue that has repeatedly proven to be a major cause of deep social and political division.

The president tried to find what has often proven to be an elusive middle ground on the subject, highlighting the importance of immigrants to American history and progress while also acknowledging the fear and frustration many people now feel with a system that seems "fundamentally broken." 

Obama pushing for reform now – ready to fight for it.

Wong, ’10, Staff Writer for The Fredericksburg News [Scott Wong, “Obama still pressing immigration”, The Fredericksburg News, 6/28/10, http://fredericksburg.com/News/Web/politico?p_id=2318]

The Obama administration is preparing a lawsuit against Arizona, challenging that state’s toughest-in-the-nation immigration law. And the president told participants Monday that he plans to give a major speech soon urging Congress to pass comprehensive immigration reform.

“The president reaffirmed his commitment to immigration reform. We reaffirmed our commitment to supporting him, pushing back the Republican wall that has opposed immigration reform,” the Rev. Sam Rodriguez, president of the evangelical National Hispanic Christian Leadership Conference, said Monday after leaving the White House. “The president is clearly on our side. He is our senior ally.”

Imgrtn – Bipart key

bipart key to immigration passage

Fowler 07-01-10 (Peter, a reporter for Newsroom America, “Obama Calls For Bi-Partisan Immigration Reform”, Newsroom America, pg. http://www.newsroomamerica.com/story/30010.html)

President Obama said government had a threshold responsibility to secure its borders, and he had directed Secretary of Homeland Security, Janet Napolitano to improve enforcement policy without having to wait for a new law.

"Today, we have more boots on the ground near the Southwest border than at any time in our history," he said.

But he said the key question now is whether politicians have the courage and the political will to pass an immigration reform bill through Congress.

"I’m ready to move forward; the majority of Democrats are ready to move forward; and I believe the majority of Americans are ready to move forward. But the fact is, without bipartisan support, as we had just a few years ago, we cannot solve this problem.

"Reform that brings accountability to our immigration system cannot pass without Republican votes. That is the political and mathematical reality. The only way to reduce the risk that this effort will again falter because of politics is if members of both parties are willing to take responsibility for solving this problem once and for all," he said. 

Bipart key to Immigration passage

Webb, ’10, Writer for IndyPosted [Ted Webb, Immigration Reform: Bipartisanship Needed, Obama Says, IndyPosted, 7/1/10, http://indyposted.com/30241/immigration-obama-bipartisanship-reform-border-mexico/]

President Obama said today that bipartisan support is needed to secure the border, in his first major speech on immigration reform.

“The question now is whether we will have the courage and the political will to pass a bill through Congress, to finally get it done. I’m ready to move forward, the majority of Democrats are ready to move forward and I believe the majority of Americans are ready to move forward. But the fact is that without bipartisan support, as we had just a few years ago, we cannot solve this problem,”

Obama told an audience at American University.

Imgrtn – GOP key
Republicans Necessary for Passage

GILLMAN, ’10, Staff writer for The Dallas Morning News [TODD J. GILLMAN, “Texas Sen. John Cornyn rips Obama after immigration reform speech”, The Dallas Morning News, 7/1/10, http://www.dallasnews.com/sharedcontent/dws/news/nationworld/stories/070210dnnatcornynimmigration.f9200acd.html]

Obama put the onus on Republicans to set aside political posturing, as he and key aides, notably Homeland Security Secretary Janet Napolitano have demanded many times before.

"We've made progress. I'm ready to move forward. The majority of Democrats are ready to move forward. And I believe the majority of Americans are ready to move forward," Obama said. "… Reform that brings accountability to our immigration system cannot pass without Republican votes. That is the political and mathematical reality."

Imgrtn – Won’t Pass

Immigration won’t pass – GOP united against it
O’Brien 04/20/10 (Michael, a reporter at the Hill, “McCain: Senate GOP will oppose immigration reform until borders secured”, The Hill, pg. http://thehill.com/blogs/blog-briefing-room/news/93265-mccain-senate-gop-will-oppose-immigration-reform-until-borders-secured)

 Senate Republicans will block any immigration reform bill until they're satisfied that borders are secure, Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.) said Tuesday.

McCain, a longtime proponent of comprehensive immigration reform, said he believed that he and his Arizona colleague, Sen. John Kyl (R-Ariz.), could convince their fellow Senate Republicans to oppose an immigration bill for now.

The effect of all 41 Republicans opposing any bill in the Senate would be a de-facto filibuster of any immigration bill.

"I believe that we can convince our Republican colleagues that we have to secure the border first," McCain said during an appearance on KFYI radio in Arizona. "There's no point of having immigration reform unless you can have the borders secure first."
"That must be done for us to move forward with any immigration reform," McCain added of immigration reform during a separate interview on KQTH radio.

Immigration won’t pass – election distractions
Bazinet 07-01-10 (Kenneth R., the White House correspondent for Daily News, “Obama plans to ‘plain talk’ on immigrants”, Daily News, Lexis)

 WASHINGTON - President Obama lays out his vision for comprehensive immigration reform today, but that's not expected to prod Congress to move toward passing legislation this year.

Obama, who met with the Hispanic Caucus this week, plans in his remarks to remind Latino voters he opposes Arizona's tough new anti-immigration law. He also will emphasize that generating GOP support for putting new laws on the books has been a hurdle.

Congress isn't likely to take up immigration reform before the November midterm elections, but Obama "thought this was a good time to talk plainly with the American people about his views," said spokesman Bill Burton.

"Most specifically, he thinks this debate is about accountability - accountability for securing the border, accountability for employers who are hiring illegal immigrants, and accountability for those who are in this country illegally," Burton added.

Imgrtn – Won’t Pass
Won’t Pass:  No Dem Support

 Wong, ’10, Staff Writer for The Fredericksburg News [Scott Wong, “Obama still pressing immigration”, The Fredericksburg News, 6/28/10, http://fredericksburg.com/News/Web/politico?p_id=2318]

Even with Washington distracted by the oil spill, a change in generals in Afghanistan and a Supreme Court nomination, President Barack Obama and his congressional allies are stoking the immigration debate, ignoring signals that the issue is dead for the year.
Key Hispanic lawmakers such as Sen. Bob Menendez (D-N.J.) have already concluded there isn’t the political will in Congress to tackle immigration legislation, and centrist Democrats want nothing to do with the issue — beyond pushing border security — in an election year.

Won’t pass – lacks democrat votes

Wong, ’10, Staff Writer for The Fredericksburg News [Scott Wong, “Obama still pressing immigration”, The Fredericksburg News, 6/28/10, http://fredericksburg.com/News/Web/politico?p_id=2318]

Labor Secretary Hilda Solis and Interior Secretary Ken Salazar attended Monday’s White House meeting, along with Ali Noorani, executive director of the National Immigration Forum; Richard Trumka, AFL-CIO president; Janet Murguia, president and CEO of the National Council of La Raza; Eliseo Medina, an SEIU executive; Juan Rodriguez of the Florida Trail of Dreams organization; and Karen Narasaki, president of the Asian American Justice Center.

On Tuesday, Menendez and Democratic Reps. Nydia Velazquez of New York, chairwoman of the Congressional Hispanic Caucus; Raul Grijalva of Arizona; and Luis Gutierrez of Illinois are headed to the White House.

Gutierrez has turned dour on prospects of immigration reform this year.

“There are an insufficient number of Democratic votes to pass this in the Senate or in the House. I’ve said it. There are an insufficient number,” he said at a Friday news conference. 

Won’t Pass: Republicans

Jackson, ’10, CBS News Capitol Hill Producer [Jill Jackson, “Boehner: "Not a Chance" Immigration Reform will Pass this Year”, CBS News, 4/29/10, http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-20003781-503544.html]

House Republican Leader John Boehner said Arizona's tough new immigration law is the result of federal government inaction on the issue, but said there's "not a chance" Congress will pass immigration legislation this year.

"We ought to have an immigration reform move through congress" Boehner said at this weekly press conference, "but you can't do immigration reform in the middle of a boiling, political pot here in Washington, D.C."

Boehner said that Senator Charles Schumer's (D-NY) effort to get GOP backing on an immigration bill is "nothing more than a cynical ploy to try to engage voters-some segment of voters- to show up in this November's elections."

Won’t pass – not enough time & climate first

Jackson, ’10, CBS News Capitol Hill Producer [Jill Jackson, “Pelosi: Immigration Reform Would Require ‘Presidential Leadership’”, CBS News, 6/29/10, http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-20003818-503544.html?tag=contentMain;contentBody]

On whether the House will take any action to condemn Arizona's immigration law, Pelosi said that she would prefer to exhaust other options first, leaving it to the courts or even a referendum that would allow Arizona voters to stay the implementation of the law. 

Pelosi's comments were made as Senate Democrats prepared to unveil an outline of an immigration bill this afternoon that would attempt to secure the border first, before allowing any illegal immigrants to change their status. 

Democrats hope they can attract some Republican support, but time is not on their side for floor action as the November election rapidly approaches. The Senate is currently debating financial reform and could be on it for weeks. And Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid said yesterday that the Senate will take up climate legislation before bringing up any immigration reform bill. 

Imgrtn – Won’t Pass

Won’t Pass:  Not enough momentum

Cordes, ’10, CBS News Congressional correspondent [Nancy Cordes, “Obama: Congress May Not Tackle Immigration Soon”, CBS News, 4/6/10, http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2010/04/28/politics/main6442377.shtml?tag=stack]

 President Barack Obama said Wednesday that there "may not be an appetite" in Congress to deal with immigration immediately after going through a tough legislative year. 
With energy legislation on the table and midterm elections approaching, Obama said he didn't want to force an immigration bill through Congress "just for the sake of politics." Still, he said discussions on the issue must move forward in a way that can garner the support of the American people. 
"We've gone through a very tough year and I've been working Congress very hard, so I know there may not be an appetite immediately to dive into another controversial issue," the president told reporters aboard Air Force One returning with him to Washington from a Midwest trip.

