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Winners Win

Winners win – our evidence is from the future
Bryan W. MARSHALL, Miami University, Department of Political Science AND Brandon C. PRINS, University of Tennessee & Howard H. Baker, Jr. Center for Public Policy, September 2011

“Power or Posturing? Policy Availability and Congressional Inﬂuence on U.S. Presidential Decisions to Use Force”,  Presidential Studies Quarterly, http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1741-5705.2011.03885.x/pdf, [Stolarski] 
Presidents rely heavily on Congress in converting their political capital into real policy success. Policy success not only shapes the reelection prospects of presidents, but it also builds the president’s reputation for political effectiveness and fuels the prospect for subsequent gains in political capital (Light 1982). Moreover, the president’s legislative success in foreign policy is correlated with success on the domestic front. On this point, some have largely disavowed the two-presidencies distinction while others have even argued that foreign policy has become a mere extension of domestic policy (Fleisher et al. 2000; Oldﬁeld and Wildavsky 1989) Presidents implicitly understand that there exists a linkage between their actions in one policy area and their ability to affect another. The use of force is no exception; in promoting and protecting U.S. interests abroad, presidential decisions are made with an eye toward managing political capital at home (Fordham 2002).

Wins key to public support, which is key to the agenda
SPITZER Prof of Poli Sci, State University of New York, 93
[Robert J., President and Congress:  Executive Hegemony at the Crossroads of American Government] [Stolarski]
 

An important empirical study of the relationship between the President’s public standing and presidential support in Congress concluded that the two are inextricably linked.  Presidents who manage to satisfy public expectations are rewarded by high and stable public support.  In turn, public support translates directly into success for the President in Congress.  According to the data analysis of political scientists Charles Ostrom, Jr., and Dennis Simon, “the cumulative rate of roll-call victories [for the President in Congress] will decline by three points for every ten-point drop in [public] approval.”  In turn, “Presidential effectiveness in the legislative arena is an important component in maintaining public support.”  Naturally, many of the factors that influence the President’s standing are beyond direct control, such as the onset of a sharp economic downturn at the start of an administration.  But Ostrom and Simon conclude that a shrewd President can influence public support and that the typical long-term decline in a President’s public standing is by no means inevitable.
Winners Lose

Political capital is finite
Feehery, President of Feehery Group, a Washington-based advocacy firm for News Corp., Ford Motor Co. and the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, 2009 
July 21, http://www.cnn.com/2009/POLITICS/07/21/feehery.obama.matrix/, [Stolarski]
 A president enters office with the highest popularity ratings he will ever get (barring a war or some other calamity that brings the country together), which is why most presidents try to pass as much as possible as early as possible in their administrations. The most famous example of that was Franklin Roosevelt's Hundred Days. But there are other examples. Ronald Reagan moved his agenda very early in his administration, George Bush passed his tax proposals and the No Child Left Behind law very early in his White House. They understood the principle that it is important to strike while the iron is hot.  President Bush famously misunderstood this principle when he said that he was going to use the "political capital" gained in his re-election to pass Social Security reform. What he failed to understand was that as soon as he won re-election, he was a lame duck in the eyes of the Congress, and he had no political capital.  President Obama believes he has a lot of political capital, and perhaps he does. But each day he is in office, his political capital reserve is declining. And each time he goes to the well to pass things like "cap and trade" makes it more difficult for him to pass his more important priorities like health care. 

Can’t get a win – resources are more important than popularity

Boulie, BA, Political & Social Thought, Writing Fellow of The American Prospect, 5/5

“Political Capital”, http://prospect.org/csnc/blogs/tapped_archive?month=05&year=2011&base_name=political_capital , 5/5/11, [Stolarski]
Indeed, for liberals who want to see Obama use his political capital, it’s worth noting that approval-spikes aren’t necessarily related to policy success. George H.W. Bush’s major domestic initiatives came before his massive post-Gulf War approval bump, and his final year in office saw little policy success. George W. Bush was able to secure No Child Left Behind, the Homeland Security Act, and the Authorization to Use Military Force in the year following 9/11, but the former two either came with pre-9/11 Democratic support or were Democratic initiatives to begin with. To repeat an oft-made point, when it comes to domestic policy, the presidency is a limited office with limited resources. Popularity with the public is a necessary part of presidential success in Congress, but it’s far from sufficient.
Winners lose

Andres et al, Dutko Group, Griffin -- Griffin, Johnson, Dover and Stewart, and Thurber, '2k 
American University, Presidential Studies Quarterly, 30:3) [Stolarski]
Designing a legislative road map to success would be much less daunting if powerful presidents only had to build winning coalitions. Unfortunately, most presidential actions cause reactions in peculiar places, in the world of trade-offs. Winning in one arena may cause a major loss in another. Presidents Bush and Clinton, for example, faced divided party government conditions during most—or in the case of Bush, throughout—their administrations. Each could have offered legislation aimed at the median legislators’ policy position and bargained or offered other inducements to win a simple majority. Yet, that model was unrealistic because of the trade-offs facing both presidents. The most obvious example of this is the trade-off between forging majority coalitions and party building and winning elections. This was a constant struggle for President Bush and his team. Throughout his administration, legislation such as the Clean Air Act Amendments, the Savings and Loan Recapitalization Act, and “fast-track” trade legislation required bipartisan support from Democratic Party committee chairs and rank-and-file members to generate majority support for his policies. Bush’s own party members often met discussions with the Democratic Party leadership with apprehension and suspicion. The White House’s task during these exercises was to balance the needs of the president’s party members for consultation and attention with the demands of the majority to compromise and move legislation forward. Although President Bush could have negotiated with Democratic Party members in furthering his legislative agenda, the need to build and promote his own party’s particular policies and preferences were limiting factors. President Clinton faced similar trade-offs during the last six years of his administration, confronting a Republican majority in Congress. Trade-off problems for a president are not isolated to his own party, however. The trade-off issue faced the Bush administration when he advocated legislation that was more ideologically conservative and attempted to build coalitions with the more moderate Republicans and conservative Southern Democrats. The White House targeted many U.S. House districts represented by conservative Democrats as the best places to pick up additional seats. On several occasions during the height of a White House lobbying push on legislation, conservative Democrats routinely noted to presidential aides as represented in the following quote from one House member: I’ll consider voting with you on this bill, but you need to talk to (an administration political representative) and tell him that he can’t come down to my district and campaign against me this weekend. You guys have got to understand that you can’t ask me for my vote today and then try to beat my brains in politically tomorrow. 
Pop k2 Agenda

Popularity key to the agenda
Jeffrey E. Cohen, Professor of Political Science, Fordham University, 18/07/2011
“Presidential Rhetoric and the Public Agenda”, American Journal of Political Science, http://www.jstor.org/stable/2111759, [Stolarski] 

Presidential influence over the public's policy agenda is a function of his resources and the public's receptivity to his influence attempts. Some presidential resources are constant across presidents-associate with the office, rather than individual occupants. For instance, all presidents have easy access to the mass public. The office is highly prestigious, and the glow of prestige shines on all its occupants. No other politician or office is accorded such a role; none can compete effectively with the president in terms of prestige, status, media access, public attention and interest. Other presidential resources are more variable. They may include experience and preparation for the job, ability to articulate positions, and possession of other political skills. Perhaps the most important variable resource is popularity, whose possession may enhance the president's credibility with the public, thereby increasing his ability to influence public opinion

Popularity is key for salient bills
Brandice Canes-Wrone, Massachusetts Institute of Technology and Scott de Marchi, Duke University, 02

“Presidential Approval and Legislative Success”, THE JOURNAL OF POLITICS, http://journals.cambridge.org/action/displayFulltext?type=1&fid=1886900&jid=JOP&volumeId=64&issueId=02&aid=1886892&bodyId=&membershipNumber=&societyETOCSession=, [Stolarski]
Ever since Neustadt (1960) characterized public prestige as a keystone of presidential power, political scientists have been interested in whether approval ratings facilitate presidential success in Congress. Our main contribution has been to establish the necessary conditions for this relationship. In particular, we find that only for legislation that is both complex and salient will popularity translate into policy influence. That different researchers have found varying results when considering bills in the aggregate is thus not surprising. It is only when these attributes are taken into account jointly that the role of presidential approval is explained. This finding resurrects approval as a significant resource for presidents in the legislative arena. Furthermore, our explanation is useful not only for post hoc analysis but also for predicting a president’s chance of capitalizing upon approval for a given legislative item.
Moreover, while highly popular presidents may bemoan the finding that approval does not facilitate influence over all types of legislation, a good deal of reassurance can be offered. First, the class of legislation over which approval does facilitate influence is not at all trivial. Even focusing exclusively upon the complex and highly salient sample, it comprises one-third of our data, and we have excluded foreign policy issues, which are generally complex. Second, presidents can increase the salience of issues through plebiscitary activities such as speechmaking (Canes-Wrone 2001; Cohen 1995). Given that even marginal increases in salience augment the impact of approval for complex issues, this capacity offers a valuable means by which presidents can translate popularity into legislative influence.
Finally, although presidents cannot alter issue complexity, they have some degree of choice over the legislation that they promote. In the example with which we began this paper, Bush was not forced to expend his historic approval ratings on the simple issue of crime. Our results indicate that a president can capitalize on such popularity if he champions legislation that is salient and complex. Thus, our analysis not only has implications for the relationship between a president’s approval and legislative success, but also for the type of policy agenda that a popular president should adopt.

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

David Paul Kuhn, Chief Political Correspondent for RealClearPolitics, 7/23/09
“Obama's Public Support Cracking at 6 Months” Real Clear Politics, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2009/07/23/obamas_public_support_cracking_at_6_months_97574.html, [Stolarski]
Obama has legislative victories: the $787 billion economic stimulus package, new government regulation of tobacco products, the expansion of children's health insurance and legislation that makes it easier to win pay-discrimination lawsuits. But the stimulus was a consequence of the recession, not Obama. And none of that legislation was either hard won, or a central tenet of his campaign. Obama's greatest ambitions remain ahead, especially health care reform--which he had hoped to sign into law before the August recess. The tick tock is growing louder. A president's influence in Congress is directly tied to the perception of his public support. That bully pulpit is also traditionally strongest during the first year in office. Next year Congress will face midterm elections. At that point, policy becomes only that much more political and legislative victories that much more difficult.

Popularity key to the agenda
SPITZER Prof of Poli Sci, State University of New York, 93
[Robert J., President and Congress:  Executive Hegemony at the Crossroads of American Government] [Stolarski]
 

An important empirical study of the relationship between the President’s public standing and presidential support in Congress concluded that the two are inextricably linked.  Presidents who manage to satisfy public expectations are rewarded by high and stable public support.  In turn, public support translates directly into success for the President in Congress.  According to the data analysis of political scientists Charles Ostrom, Jr., and Dennis Simon, “the cumulative rate of roll-call victories [for the President in Congress] will decline by three points for every ten-point drop in [public] approval.”  In turn, “Presidential effectiveness in the legislative arena is an important component in maintaining public support.”  Naturally, many of the factors that influence the President’s standing are beyond direct control, such as the onset of a sharp economic downturn at the start of an administration.  But Ostrom and Simon conclude that a shrewd President can influence public support and that the typical long-term decline in a President’s public standing is by no means inevitable.

Pop not k2 Agenda

Pol Cap more outweighs
Boulie, BA, Political & Social Thought, Writing Fellow of The American Prospect, 5/5

“Political Capital”, http://prospect.org/csnc/blogs/tapped_archive?month=05&year=2011&base_name=political_capital, 5/5/11, [Stolarski]
Unfortunately, political capital isn't that straightforward. As we saw at the beginning of Obama's presidency, the mere fact of popularity (or a large congressional majority) doesn't guarantee support from key members of Congress. For Obama to actually sign legislation to reform the immigration system, provide money for jobs, or reform corporate taxes, he needs unified support from his party and support from a non-trivial number of Republicans. Unfortunately, Republicans (and plenty of Democrats) aren't interested in better immigration laws, fiscal stimulus, or liberal tax reform. Absent substantive leverage -- and not just high approval ratings -- there isn't much Obama can do to pressure these members (Democrats and Republicans) into supporting his agenda.  Indeed, for liberals who want to see Obama use his political capital, it's worth noting that approval-spikes aren't necessarily related to policy success. George H.W. Bush's major domestic initiatives came before his massive post-Gulf War approval bump, and his final year in office saw little policy success. George W. Bush was able to secure No Child Left Behind, the Homeland Security Act, and the Authorization to Use Military Force in the year following 9/11, but the former two either came with pre-9/11 Democratic support or were Democratic initiatives to begin with.  To repeat an oft-made point, when it comes to domestic policy, the presidency is a limited office with limited resources. Popularity with the public is a necessary part of presidential success in Congress, but it's far from sufficient.

A2: Pop k2 public support

Popularity key to the agenda
Jeffrey E. Cohen, Professor of Political Science, Fordham University, 18/07/2011
“Presidential Rhetoric and the Public Agenda”, American Journal of Political Science, http://www.jstor.org/stable/2111759, [Stolarski] 

Popular presidents may have more impact over public opinion than unpopular ones. Popularity may lend credence and weight to what the president says, increasing his leverage over public opinion (see the studies cited above). To test this notion, I created a weighted popularity variable, multiplying presidential emphasis on the three policy areas by presidential popularity at the time of the president's speech. The weighted popularity variables strongly correlated with the original presidential-emphasis variables, with correlations from .89 to .94. With these high intercorrelations it is difficult to disentangle the separate effects of presidential emphasis from popularity-weighted emphasis. In an attempt to do so, I ran three equations for each policy area, one each containing either the emphasis or popularity-weighted- emphasis variable and the third containing both. Comparison of the R2's with an F test (Pindyck and Rubinfeld 1981, 116-126) produced equivocal results. Popularity-weighted emphasis for foreign- and civil- rights policy shows very slight impact beyond non-weighted emphasis, while no impact was found for economic policy. In all, popularity does not seem to increase the president's ability to affect the public's agenda very much
Pol Cap k2 the economy
Obama using ALL of his political capital on debt crisis – plan removes his focus and collapses the economy

AP 7/15 (7/15/11, "Obama's hands-on negotiation a political necessity ", http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5jEh84nbuj_Ei28mJcPHMRq5ka28A?docId=3d2adbdbf71e456593f0198494d7dc15) 
WASHINGTON (AP) — President Barack Obama's decision to haul lawmakers in day by day to negotiate a debt deal comes down to reality: He has no other choice. The president has essentially cleared his agenda to deal with one enormous crisis. The threat of an unprecedented government default, combined with the shrinking time left to prevent it, has prompted an extraordinary dynamic in a town of divided government and divisive politics. For five straight days, the president and leaders of Congress have gathered in the Cabinet Room to try to work it out. "It's absolutely remarkable," said Allan Lichtman, a presidential historian at American University. Whether it is working is still in question. From the White House perspective, Obama's all-consuming role as direct negotiator with the top House and Senate lawmakers is essential for maximizing leverage, conveying a sense of urgency and finding the votes in Congress so that both chambers will agree to raise the nation's borrowing limit by Aug. 2. Without that vote, the government says it will not have the money to pay its existing bills, an outcome big enough potentially to wallop the world economy. The Republicans who control the House insist the debt limit should not be raised without a corresponding package to slash the deficit. The debate over the size and composition of such a major debt-cutting package has kept Obama and lawmakers in tense talks for days. So Obama is spending most of his time negotiating, reviewing options with staff, calling lawmakers, making his case in the media. "It's really the only option we have," said White House communications director Dan Pfeiffer. "The consequences of not solving this problem are catastrophic."

Obama winning
Obama’s won before – tax cuts
Lori Montgomery, Shailagh Murray and William Branigin, Washington Post Staff Writers, December 17, 2010
“Obama signs bill to extend Bush-era tax cuts for two more years”, The Washington Post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/12/16/AR2010121606200.html, [Stolarski] 
President Obama signed into law the most significant tax bill in nearly a decade Friday, a day after overcoming liberal resistance in Congress to continue for two more years tax breaks enacted under president George W. Bush and to provide a fresh federal boost for the tepid economic recovery. In remarks before signing the bill, Obama called it "a substantial victory for middle-class families across the country." He added: "They're the ones hardest hit by the recession we've endured. They're the ones who need relief right now." Obama described the bill as "a package of tax relief that will protect the middle class, that will grow our economy and will create jobs for the American people."

Obama winning now
Kim Dixon, Correspondent for Reuters and Richard Cowan, Journalist for Reuters, Dec 15, 2010 
“Senate passes Obama's $858 billion tax-cut plan”, Reuters, http://www.reuters.com/article/2010/12/15/us-usa-taxes-idUSTRE6A44K020101215, [Stolarski]
(Reuters) - A deal that President Barack Obama struck with Republicans to extend tax cuts for nearly every working American and spur job growth sailed through the Senate on Wednesday. The Senate passed the legislation 81 to 19, with Democrats and Republicans delivering a rare display of bipartisanship. The drama now moves to the House of Representatives, where many of Obama's fellow Democrats strongly oppose the measure as favoring the wealthy and are still angry with him for cutting the deal with Republicans without them. The House will start debate on the tax deal on Thursday, a senior Democratic aide said, and is likely to approve it. The legislation would extend for two years the income tax cuts enacted under Republican former President George W. Bush, with Democrats backing off their earlier fervent opposition to extending the cuts for the richest Americans. The Bush-era cuts are due to expire at the end of 2010 unless Congress acts. The measure also would prevent a spike in taxes on capital gains and dividends, renew long-term unemployment insurance, and provide new tax relief for students, working families and businesses. House Democrats are becoming more resigned to passage of the $858 billion package. Experts predict that the measures will probably boost economic growth but add to the $1.3 trillion budget deficit, which has unsettled the bond market. "At the end of the day I think we are going to have to pass a bill," said liberal Democratic Representative Henry Waxman. Most of the 255 House Democrats may oppose the overall tax package, but it is expected to be approved with overwhelming support among the chamber's 179 Republicans. Obama called on the House to approve the bill "as soon as possible" to avoid tax increases across the board in January. Many economists predict the tax package could add up to 1 percentage point to economic expansion next year, due partly to a one-year cut in the payroll tax and removal of uncertainty about taxes in general. Obama's position on taxes marked a huge shift in the debate from earlier this year when he and his fellow Democrats fought against renewing tax reductions for the wealthiest Americans -- those with household incomes above $250,000 -- while supporting continuation of the cuts for middle-class taxpayers. At the time, they said that with budget deficits at record levels, the United States could not afford to give the tax breaks to the wealthiest. But with Republicans drawing a line in the sand on the issue and scoring major victories in November 2 congressional elections -- taking control of the House and making gains in the Senate -- Obama acquiesced on tax cuts for upper-income Americans. Democrats did win their desired extension of unemployment benefits that were expiring for millions of people shut out of jobs 

in the lackluster economy.
Obama losing
Obama losing GOP support – energy bill
JIM ABRAMS, Ph.D., J.D., 7/16/11
“House passes energy bill $6B below Obama's request,” Associated Press, http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5jZCMTCL0HaIpyoKYjHpa9lUl6D2g?docId=5755a4163f3d42e387c5aa6554ad60c2, [Stolarski]
House passes energy bill $6B below Obama's request. WASHINGTON (AP) — The House has signed off on a nearly $31 billion bill to fund Energy Department programs and Army Corps of Engineers water projects. The Republican-crafted bill is almost $6 billion less than what President Barack Obama requested. The vote was 219-196 with almost every Democrat voting against it. Democrats objected to environmental cuts and a decision to take $1 billion that had been designated for high-speed rail projects and spend it instead on Midwest flood relief. The legislation also bars the administration from using money to close the Yucca Mountain nuclear waste repository in Nevada and adds $10 million for regulators to review a license application for Yucca. The Democratic-controlled Senate is likely to take a different approach to the bill.

Obama hasn’t gotten a win since the stimulus package
Peter S. Goodman, business editor for the Huffington Post, 06/3/11
“No Jobs, No Leadership: Obama's Big Fail”, The Huffington Post, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/06/03/obama-jobs-leadership-fail_n_870946.html, [Stolarski] 
But we have every right to demand that the president of the moment lay out a serious and ambitious plan to dig ourselves out of this hole. On that score, Barack Obama -- who came into office with such grand plans and such a capacity to instill hope -- has proved a disappointing failure. His task was no less than finding a way to engineer an economic transformation, one that would restore the traditional promise of middle-class American life: ample reward to finance the necessities of life -- housing, food, health care -- for anyone willing to work for them. The disaster he inherited had rendered that promise inoperative. The economy had become dependent on the next fix from the fantasy dealer. First, the technology bubble of the 1990s, which juiced job growth through the willingness of investors to pour money into anything connected to the Internet. Then, the housing bubble, which unleashed a lucrative orgy on Wall Street while handing paper riches to anyone willing to buy a home -- all premised on the crackpot notion that housing prices could only rise.Obama had to help us back to reality, forging a sustainable form of commerce. That was never going to be easy. It would require investments into education and national infrastructure, and into potentially productive emerging industries, such as clean energy and the life sciences. Yet time and again, faced with the need to reach for something dramatic and game-changing, Obama started out in compromise mode, quickly settling for initiatives that satisfied little more than the ability to declare progress on one front or another. Early on, he delivered the $800 billion stimulus spending plan, which certainly made things less awful than they would have been absent that government largess, but fell well short of injecting the economy with lasting vigor. And virtually everything he has engineered since has been weak, ineffectual and -- worst of all -- seemingly calculated for political benefit more than appreciable economic impact. 

Obama gets blame

Obama gets blamed for issues concerning spending – empirics 

Washington Post 7/15 (Ezra Klein, 7/15/11, " Sides: Default will hurt Obama ", http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/ezra-klein/post/sides-default-will-hurt-obama/2011/07/11/gIQApy42FI_blog.html)  

For one, I'd be impressed that more Americans say they'll blame the GOP and not Obama if most Americans actually wanted to increase the debt ceiling in the first place. See Mark Blumenthal's thorough rundown of the polls. Second, during the 1995 shutdown, Clinton's popularity went down during this time — although this fact seemingly cannot penetrate the conventional wisdom. See my earlier post. Yes, the polls also weren't kind to Gingrich and the GOP, but it is hard to claim that Clinton benefited in the eyes of voters. There is certainly no evidence that I know of that the shutdown helped re-elect Bill Clinton. It's interesting that McConnell thinks that, if only because it appears to guide his actions now. But I don't think it's true. Finally, even though this fight over the debt ceiling is unusual, I have a hard time imagining that Obama is going to emerge unscathed if the ceiling isn't lifted and the economy suffers. After all, incumbent politicians are punished by voters for a thousand trivial things, even losses in college football games. I am hardpressed to imagine that voters will suddenly exonerate Obama from possible economic disruptions and simply blame the GOP. To be clear, I don't think either party would come out of a debt ceiling meltdown smelling like roses. But let's not pretend that Obama will somehow avoid that. Or put it this way: what if the meltdown led to, say, 1-2 months of bond rating markdowns, stock market convulsions, disruptions of key government services, and wall-to-wall media coverage of the same? What happens to Obama's approval rating in that time? My bet is that, just as with Clinton in 1995, it goes down.
Obama gets blamed for bad policies

AP 7/15 (7/15/11, " Obama's hands-on negotiation a political necessity ", http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5jEh84nbuj_Ei28mJcPHMRq5ka28A?docId=3d2adbdbf71e456593f0198494d7dc15) 

The White House says Obama is the one who has shown leadership and willingness to compromise. Faced with steadfast GOP opposition to tax increases, he asked Republican leaders directly what "shared sacrifice" they were offering. At another point, he used a Republican icon to congratulate himself for his deep involvement in the talks, insisting that Ronald Reagan never spent as much time as he has haggling with lawmakers over policy details. "Obama has got to get this done," Lichtman said. "Even if people blame the Republicans in Congress, he's the president. And if things go rotten on his watch, he pays for it. This is his moment. And he knew it was going to be trouble, because Republicans have very little incentive to make a deal."
Further spending is blamed on Obama

Spokesman Review 7/16 (7/16/11, " Obama's history lesson ", http://www.spokesman.com/stories/2011/jul/16/obamas-history-lesson/)

Who remembers who was the House majority leader in 1929? Who was the Senate majority leader? Who was the treasurer of the United States? Who was vice president? The answer is nobody remembers. What they do remember about the stock market crash of October 1929 and the beginning of the Great Depression is that Herbert Hoover was president. Hoover and the Great Depression are inseparable in the annals of history. So as President Obama continues to play chicken with the pending debt crisis before us, he should heed this warning. He can blame Speaker Boehner, Eric Cantor, the Tea Party or whoever he chooses. But when the United States credit rating falls, we default on our debt and the subsequent collapse of our economy, history will only blame Obama. History is the only true measure of leadership, or the lack thereof.

Obama Doesn’t Get Blamed
Republicans get blame for spending crisis – Obama trying to compromise 

National Journal 7/15 (7/15/11, " Cook: Blame Republicans for Debt Crisis ", http://www.nationaljournal.com/columns/cook-report/cook-blame-republicans-for-debt-crisis-20110714)  

Republicans don’t seem to understand the symbiotic relationships in this negotiation. Democrats hate entitlement cuts just as much as Republicans despise tax hikes. Likewise, just as Republicans dislike defense cuts, Democrats dislike domestic spending cuts. Yet, both are necessary. If Republicans expect Democrats to go along with entitlement cuts, the GOP has to be willing to go along with some revenue increases. If Republicans expect Democrats to swallow deep hits to domestic spending, the GOP has to swallow deep hits to defense. Instead, the Republicans’ position seems to be that they should be allowed to stand on their principles while Democrats are required to compromise theirs. A deal to raise the debt limit will surely pass, and the United States will probably avoid default. But the business community and the financial markets will see no sign that Washington is committed to fiscal sanity. The eventual deal will give them little reason for confidence in the country’s political leadership and economic future, and they will likely keep sitting on the cash in their corporate coffers. The current equation seems to be: Big Hopes and Big Talk = Small Cuts and No Progress. Republicans want to stand on their principles, while Democrats are required to compromise on theirs. Republicans will be able to smugly walk away from the table knowing that they didn’t give an inch, but President Obama may well come out the winner. The public will see the president as having tried to negotiate a balanced approach whereby each side allowed its own ox to be gored and made sacrifices for the broader national good. Washington will not succeed in bending the deficit and debt curve, and Obama will be able to blame Republicans for their unwillingness to meet Democrats halfway.

Obama will blame Republicans to get re-elected

Asia Times Online 7/18 (7/18/11, " Obama could stir a Tea Party crisis ", http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Global_Economy/MG19Dj01.html)
President Barack Obama's best hope of re-election lies in provoking Republicans to force the United States into technical default, engineering a brief but severe financial crisis in order to appear as crisis-manager-in-chief. The Tea Party movement may be marching into a political ambush, in which Obama will be able to portray the born-again budget-cutters as irresponsible fanatics who threaten to tip America into a new depression. The now unpopular president then would assume the role of national savior in time of crisis. What would happen if August arrives without an increase in the US debt ceiling? There is no good reason for a new financial crisis to erupt. But there are bad reasons. The standard scenario was rehearsed July 15 on the Financial Times' Alphaville blog, [1] which notes that "the United States runs a monthly fiscal deficit totaling $124bn, and that there are almost $60bn of T-bills maturing in the two weeks after August 2, all requiring redemption payments. (Plus a $20bn coupon payment on August 15 - Fitch has said this would be the trigger for restricted default, if missed.)" Technical default is likely, and so perhaps, as the rating agencies have threatened, is permanent loss of America's AAA rating. The bigger danger lies in the "vast role Treasuries serve as collateral - a role which usually sees them safely locked up in the day to day operation of the money markets, but which we already know is vulnerable to a sell-off - a Lehman, 2008-style margin spiral - in the event of the debt ceiling remaining in place. You'd hardly wait for ratings agency downgrades." The market for repurchase agreements (short-term loans against bonds) amounts to $4 trillion globally. If banks, hedge funds and others who borrowed against bonds had to put up more collateral because Treasuries were in trouble, they would have to sell huge volumes of securities into a falling market. That is what happened after the Lehman failure in 2008. Just how that might transpire is up to the central banks. After 9/11 the central banks offered unlimited amounts of short-term financing against any dead cat that financial institutions cared to offer as collateral. There are no automatic triggers in such things: ultimately the question of what collateral is good depends on the say-so of the monetary authorities. In that event, the Obama administration would declare an emergency, summon bankers to Washington for crisis-management sessions, slash every form of spending except for coupon payments on Treasuries, and so forth. Markets would swoon over the uncertainty. And the president would be on television denouncing the lunatics who brought things to this point. Congress would pass emergency legislation, markets would snap back, and Obama would declare himself a national savior. Obama, meanwhile, would play the populist against the banks, demanding tougher government controls, consumer protection, and perhaps even the right to dictate that banks make loans to the Democrats' pet projects in the name of job-creation (just as the Clinton administration forced banks into the subprime market, supposedly to help poor people buy homes). No good crisis should go to waste, Rahm Emanuel said. As Stanley Kurtz documented in his 2011 book Radical-in-Chief [2], Obama is a socialist of pure pedigree, trained by socialists from his university days and promoted by a nexus of socialist foundations in Chicago throughout his political career. He passed up an opportunity to nationalize American banks in March 2009, when Paul Krugman, Simon Johnson and other leftist economists urged him to do so. Evidently he thought that a compromise with Wall Street would benefit the economy and improve his chances of re-election. That did not pan out, and Obama has nothing to lose by running against Wall Street. A new financial crisis would give him the opportunity to do so. If I were an Obama speechwriter, here's what I would put on the teleprompter after a federal default, as stock markets tanked and individuals cashed out their money market funds: My fellow Americans, the Republican party has been in the pocket of the big banks for too long. After the last Republican administration led the country into the worst economic crisis since the Great Depression, you elected me to restore the balance in favor of working people. Now the Republicans have pushed America into yet another crisis, and again we are faced with the danger of depression. 

Obama already blamed now
NUQ – Obama being blamed now 

International Business Times 7/12 (7/12/11, " Republicans Blame President Obama For Debt Deadlock ", http://tv.ibtimes.com/republicans-blame-president-obama-for-debt-deadlock/1218.html) 

Ahead of a third straight day of White House debt talks, Republicans ratcheted up pressure on Obama and his fellow Democrats who have blamed Republicans for failing to compromise in a budget deal. "After years of discussions and months of negotiations, I have little question that as long as this President is in the Oval Office a real solution is probably unobtainable,” Senate Republican Leader Mitch McConnell on the Senate floor. Over on the House side of the Capitol, the Republican leader said finding a way to raise the United States' $14.3 trillion debt ceiling before the country runs out of money is Obama’s responsibility. "This debt limit increase is his problem," House of Representatives Speaker John Boehner told reporters. Failure to seal a deal by August 2 could scare investors, causing U.S. interest rates to surge, stock prices to plummet and put the United States at risk of another recession.
Flip-Flop Now
Obama will flip-flop if necessary – benefit of the US

National Journal 7/15 (7/15/11, " Cook: Blame Republicans for Debt Crisis ", http://www.nationaljournal.com/columns/cook-report/cook-blame-republicans-for-debt-crisis-20110714)  

What has happened is that the New Republican Party has come to hate taxes a lot more than it hates deficits and the country’s growing indebtedness. It has rewritten history to omit any acknowledgment that President Reagan, when it was necessary, went along with tax increases. The memory of Reagan accepting tax increases, however reluctantly, has been supplanted by President George H.W. Bush’s fateful decision to go along with tax increases in the 1990 budget negotiations. What the New Republican Party remembers is Bush losing reelection, not the fact that those tax increases were pivotal in eliminating the federal budget deficit under President Clinton and in the resulting period of strong economic growth. Bush’s loss is remembered, and the period of fiscal responsibility is forgotten. At least history will treat Bush 41 with more gratitude than his own party does. Everywhere you look in Washington these days, you see gray heads shaking. Veteran Democrats and Republicans alike have grown increasingly depressed as they watch this horrible play unfold. They remember a better day when politicians behaved more responsibly. Although the old days were never as good as a lot of old-timers like to think, people seemed to do the right thing a bit more often than they do now.
NUQ Impact: Obama flip-flopped on corporate-jet taxes

Oregon Catalyst 7/5 (7/5/11, " President Obama flip-flops on tax breaks for corporate jets ", http://oregoncatalyst.com/10450-president-obama-flipflops-tax-breaks-corporate-jets.html) 

In his press conference last week, President Obama made numerous references to corporate-jet owners, including this challenge to Republicans “You go talk to your constituents…and ask them, are they willing to compromise their kids’ safety so that some corporate-jet owner continues to get a tax break?” The problem is, it's President Obama's corporate-jet owner tax break. President Obama gave it to corporations in his 2009 stimulus package and again when he signed the 2010 Small Business Lending Fund Act. But based on his press conference last Wednesday, it sounds like President Obama no longer supports his tax breaks for corporate-jet owners. In fact, it appears that now he's trying to hide the fact that he gave those tax breaks to corporations, and he's trying to blame his actions on the Republicans. Unfortunately for President Obama, it wasn’t Republicans. It was Democrats who controlled the US Senate and the US House and the White House when President Obama gave those tax breaks to corporate-jet owners – twice.

___________________

***SKFTA Ups

Will Pass – Kelly 
Republican Kelly supports SKFTA
Tim McNulty 7-18-2011, writer for the Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, “Kelly defends S. Korea FTA”, [http://earlyreturns.sites.post-gazette.com/index.php/early-returns-20/53-post-gazette-staff/3057-kelly-defends-s-korea-fta]
Pa's congressional delegation is split on pending free trade agreements with South Korea, Colombia and Panama. But one guy firmly in favor is Butler Republican Mike Kelly, who deals in South Korean-made cars and traveled three times to the country. From Dan Malloy's story yesterday: Mr. Kelly's Kia and Hyundai car dealerships stand to benefit from passage of the South Korea agreement, which would gradually eliminate tariffs on imported Kias and Hyundais and allow more competitive pricing and better profit margins for American dealers. Eliminating a 25 percent tariff on pickup trucks would, in effect, open the U.S. market to South Korean trucks for the first time. Mr. Kelly rejects the notion that his advocacy stems at all from his personal gain. "There are people who politically would use that," Mr. Kelly said. "I'd say, 'C'mon, c'mon, stop it.' If you can't see the benefit of an $11 billion to $12 billion boost to our economy and you want to say, 'Does that benefit Mike Kelly?' Not only Mike Kelly but everyone else in America, too. So I think it's kind of foolish, and those are the kinds of games that get played." 
Will Pass – Hatch
Hatch is onboard – pushing for bipartisanship and SKFTA passage
Lee Chi-Dong, 7-12-2011, Yonhap News, “Senator proposes congressional conference on pending FTA bills” [http://english.yonhapnews.co.kr/national/2011/07/12/4/0301000000AEN20110712000800315F.HTML]
WASHINGTON, July 11 (Yonhap) -- A senior U.S. senator on Monday proposed a joint "mock conference" by the Senate and the House of Representatives to help resolve a deadlock over trade deals with South Korea, Colombia and Panama. President Barack Obama's push for the ratification of the free trade agreements (FTAs) has been complicated, as he has sought to link it with a controversial labor assistance program. Members of Congress largely support the FTAs, which are expected to expand exports and create many jobs. But Republicans are staunchly opposed to the Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA) program, designed to provide job training, health care aid and other benefits to workers displaced by foreign competition. Last week, both the Senate and the House passed the ball to Obama, approving their own draft implementing bills in so-called mock mark-ups. It is Obama's turn to send a final version of the bill to Congress. Sen. Orrin Hatch (R-Utah), however, called for congressional leadership to be more assertive. He suggested that Congress hold a mock conference. "Reconciling the two bills is the exclusive prerogative of Congress, a prerogative which cannot rightfully be devolved to the Executive branch," he wrote in a letter to Senate Majority leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.), Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell (R-Ky.), House Speaker John Boehner (R-Ohio) and House Minority Leader Nancy Pelosi (D-Calif.) He added, "It is my expectation that a mock conference will be scheduled shortly, thereby providing Congress with the opportunity to present to the president a template for drafting a final implementing bill, which has the support of both Houses." 

Brink/Pol Cap Key
Obama will make the next move – what he does will determine SKFTA’s passage

Lee Chi-Dong, 7-8-2011, Yonhap News, “(LEAD) Congress passes ball to Obama on FTA with S. Korea” [http://english.yonhapnews.co.kr/national/2011/07/08/78/0301000000AEN20110708000600315F.HTML]
WASHINGTON, July 7 (Yonhap) -- The U.S. Congress on Thursday took a step forward in the long-overdue process of ratifying a major trade pact with South Korea, as key committees backed draft implementing legislation. In a "mock" mark-up, the Democrat-controlled Senate Finance Committee voted for the free trade agreement (FTA), signed in 2007, with the renewal of an expensive pro-workers program, despite Republican members' opposition. Republicans support the FTA itself but disapprove of the Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA) program, aimed at helping workers adversely affected by trade. The House Ways and Means Committee had a separate hearing and endorsed the bill on the FTA with South Korea, called KORUS FTA. The TAA issue was excluded in the draft bill of the House committee, dominated by Republicans. The agreements at the mock markups are not binding, only intended as a recommendation to President Barack Obama. It is uncertain when Obama will submit the bill to Congress. It is also unclear whether he will continue to attach the controversial TAA to the KORUS. His priority is apparently a deal in federal debt-limit talks. Republican senators remain critical of the connection between the TAA and KORUS. "Placing the TAA spending program in the South Korea bill was not an acceptable outcome," said Sen. Orrin Hatch (R-Utah), the senior member of the committee. Sen. Max Baucus (D-Mont), chairman of the committee, emphasized it is Obama's call. "It's up to the president what he sends up," he said. Obama is pushing to get trade deals with South Korea, Colombia and Panama ratified in a package before Congress enters summer recess on Aug. 5. Meanwhile, South Korea's ruling Grand National Party (GNP) is also seeking to pass the country's own bill on KORUS next month, while the main opposition Democratic Party demands more time for further discussions. Congress holds such mock markups under the Trade Promotion Authority Act, also known as "fast track" procedures, so that related committees can recommend to the administration the provisions that should be included in the final version of bills. But any agreed-upon amendments are nonbinding and may only be sent back to the White House for consideration. Eventually, the president will send a complete agreement to the Senate and the House of Representatives for an "up or down" vote. 

***Impacts
EU Trade

SKFTA k2 EU trade
Evan Ramstad, 7-18-2011, The Wall Street Journal (Korea Realtime), “ EU-SK Trade Jumps as FTA Takes Effect” [http://blogs.wsj.com/korearealtime/2011/07/18/eu-sk-trade-jumps-as-fta-takes-effect/]
It’s been working for just over two weeks, but the South Korea-EU free trade agreement clearly increased trade between them. Trade volume between South Korea and the EU nations rose 17.4% from July 1 to July 13, the Korea Customs Service reported over the weekend. In June, South Korea’s overall exports were up 14%. Exports from South Korea to the EU nations rose 19%. Exports from the EU nations to South Korea rose 16%. The EU nations still maintained a slight surplus in the relationship. The customs service estimated that 55% of the Korean goods shipped to the EU in the period benefited from tariffs that dropped on July 1, the day the ratified agreement took effect. It estimated that 13% of the European goods that came to South Korea benefited. The EU is South Korea’s second-largest trading partner after China. Two-way trade between the EU and South Korea amounted to $92.2 billion last year. Meanwhile, South Korea’s National Assembly is waiting to ratify two other FTAs. One is with the United States and Korean politicians, wary of being embarrassed if the U.S. doesn’t ratify it, is waiting for Congress to act first. 
Tech

SKFTA k2 US tech industry
Slim, 7-12-11, Korea’s Global TV: Airang, “US Silicon Valley Expects Boost from KOR-US FTA’ [http://www.arirang.co.kr/News/News_View.asp?nseq=118018&code=Ne4&category=3]
With Korea already accounting for 9 percent of its foreign trade Silicon Valley is expecting a further boost from the long-delayed Korea-US Free Trade Agreement. According to the San Jose Mercury News the new trade deal would not only lower tariffs but allow Silicon Valley companies greater access to Korean lawmakers whose regulations can make or break market conditions. TechNet a lobby which represents tech issues in Washington calls the FTA a model on "how to do a trade agreement in the 21st century" for the deal's clarity and account of changing technology. 

Trade and Economic Dominance
SKFTA key to solve global trade and prevent Chinese economy takeover

Kim Young-gyo, 7-7-2011, Yonhap News, “ China should pay attention to S. Korea-EU FTA: media” [http://english.yonhapnews.co.kr/business/2011/07/07/80/0503000000AEN20110707006000320F.HTML]
 HONG KONG, July 7 (Yonhap) -- China should pay attention to the potential impact of a bilateral free trade pact between South Korea and the European Union (EU) as it will intensify competition among exporters in the region, a state-run news media said Thursday. The free trade agreement (FTA), which took effect on Friday, is the first of its kind between an East Asian country and the EU. Seoul has said that the FTA could help two-way trade with the 27-member economic bloc go up by as much as 20 percent in the long run. The China Economic Times, a Chinese-language newspaper sponsored by the Chinese cabinet State Council's Development Research Center, said the South Korea-EU FTA will enhance the competitiveness of South Korean companies in Europe, which is also the largest export destination for Chinese companies. "If South Korean goods can enter the EU market at lower prices, it will pose a great threat to Chinese firms," the newspaper said in a column. "Policymakers must re-examine China's FTA strategy in an aim to maximize the country's strategic interests aimed at growing competition among the regional economies." As the FTA between South Korea and EU comes into force, South Korea and the United States will likely speed up the pace to ratify their own trade pact, the media predicted. "South Korea may become the only country in the region to have the world's two largest markets opened up for it," it said. "It will not only give South Korea direct economic benefits but will also enhance the image of the country in the global arena." The China Economic Times urged the government to establish a target and to execute proper measures to carry out FTAs with its trading countries, saying progresses in China's FTAs have been "disproportionate." It also stressed that the FTA among South Korea, China and Japan needs to be accelerated. "East Asia is the world's most dynamic region in terms of economy. China, Japan and South Korea are the world's largest trading nations," it said. "Trade within the Northeast Asia region accounts for 50 percent of their total trade." The three countries had long before agreed to seek a three-way FTA but appear to be away from striking a deal. A joint government study on the feasibility of a three-way FTA was launched last year and is still under way. South Korea is currently considering signing separate and bilateral FTAs with China and Japan. 
Japanese Auto Industry
SKFTA threatens Japanese auto industry

Kensuke Nakazawa and Takeshi Nagata, 4-7-11, Asia News Network, “S. Korea-EU FTA threatens Japan” [http://www.asianewsnet.net/home/news.php?id=19736]
The free trade agreement implemented Friday (July 1) between South Korea and the European Union is expected to boost the competitiveness of South Korean corporations in the EU market, making them an even greater threat to their Japanese rivals. The FTA will reduce tariffs on industrial products to zero within five to seven years. South Korea's advantage contrasts starkly to Japan's lack of progress in concluding an economic partnership agreement with the EU. This country only recently agreed to begin preliminary negotiations with the EU on the issue. Industrial circles in Japan now have even more reason to press the government to make headway in EPA talks with the EU. The EU's gross domestic product totals about US$16.3 trillion, accounting for a quarter of the world's total and about 16 times South Korea's GDP. A South Korean government-affiliated research institute estimated the country's FTA with the EU will increase its real GDP by up to 5.6 per cent. South Korea's automobile industry is expected to see remarkable benefits. As the EU's 10 per cent tariff on car imports from South Korea will be abolished, the country's automobile exports are expected to grow $1.41 billion a year. Japanese automakers have been wary of this prospect for some time. According to the European Automobile Manufacturers' Association, South Korea's Hyundai Kia Automotive Group sold 605,400 units in Europe in 2010, surpassing Toyota Motor Corporation's 567,300. South Korean cars are about 15 per cent cheaper than the equivalent Japanese models , and have been selling well mainly in Eastern Europe, Japanese car industry experts said. Economists predict that South Korean companies will take advantage of the tariff abolishment to cut prices, expand sales networks and secure talented human resources. It is inevitable that Japanese companies will be put at a disadvantage compared with their South Korean rivals. Japanese companies aim to emphasise such advantages of their products as green technologies and high quality. Even so, Naoya Taniguchi, chairman of Toyota's British unit, said: "The gap in competition now exceeds anything we can overcome by our own efforts." South Korean companies' price advantage will not be limited to cars. They will also have the edge in such products as high-performance digital home electric appliances and batteries. Unless the Japanese government accelerates the EPA talks with the EU and signs an agreement, a trade policy source said, "Japanese companies will have only two choices: expand local production or withdraw from the European markets." The new FTA may also hurt Japanese firms in the South Korean market. The agreement may enable European corporations to take a lion's share of the South Korean domestic market in industrial machinery and chemical products, both fields that Japanese companies have long dominated. Also on Friday, Japanese finance minister Yoshihiko Noda and South Korean strategy and finance minister Bahk Jae Wan confirmed the two countries will continue efforts to resume talks on a bilateral FTA. Noda and Bahk held a meeting in the Finance Ministry in Tokyo as part of the fourth Japan-South Korean economic talks by finance authorities. The talks on a Japan-South Korea FTA have been suspended since the sixth meeting held in November 2004, but the two governments have continued working-level negotiations to resume the talks. The two ministers agreed the bilateral FTA would strengthen ties between their countries and contribute to the integration of East Asian economies. 
