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1NC Shell
Jobs reform will pass-Obama push and necessary momentum
WSJ 8/5 (Kristina Peterson “White House Renews Push to Extend Payroll-Tax Cut,” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424053111903454504576490623948066948.html?mod=googlenews_wsj//HT)
With few policy options left to revitalize the economy, the White House and Democrats renewed their push Friday to extend one of the tax cuts Congress enacted last year. But the proposal—a payroll-tax holiday for employees—is poised to collide with Washington's turn toward fiscal austerity. Extending the tax break, which is set to expire at the end of 2011, would cost about $112 billion over a year. Mr. Obama is asking Congress to extend the payroll-tax cut, as well as expiring unemployment-insurance benefits, as soon as it returns in September. "There's no contradiction between us taking some steps to put people to work right now and getting our long-term fiscal house in order," Mr. Obama said during a speech to veterans on Friday. 
***INSERT LINK***
Pol cap key to jobs

Reuters 8/4 (Alister Bull, “Obama to Head Out on Listening Bus Tour for Jobs,” http://us.mobile.reuters.com/article/politicsNews/idUSTRE7724OM20110804//HT)
President Barack Obama will take a three-day campaign-style bus tour through the American Midwest this month, as he tries to refocus attention on jobs seen as vital to his chances of winning re-election in 2012. The president will be on the road between Aug. 15 and Aug. 17 "listening" to the American people about jobs and the economy, White House press secretary Jay Carney said. Obama's approval ratings have been dented by persistently high U.S. unemployment and acrimonious negotiations in Washington to raise the country's $14.3 trillion debt ceiling. These talks dragged on for months and hammered the stock market as they crept right up to an Aug. 2 deadline to avoid default, disgusting many Americans and dimming their view of politicians of all stripe. Polls showed that many blame Republicans more than they do Obama, a Democrat, for the mess. But his party knows that it has a lot to lose from public anger toward Washington. This provides a strong incentive for Obama to change the conversation to jobs, the dominant concern among voters ahead of the 2012 election, as he heads to the U.S. heartland after being trapped in Washington for weeks by the deficit talks. Obama wants Congress to extend the payroll tax cut and emergency unemployment benefits, due to expire at the end of this year, and says he will be talking about other ideas to lift the economy in coming weeks. "The American people have been continuing to worry about the underlying state of the economy, about jobs, about their wages," he told reporters before a Cabinet meeting. Obama's remarks came as he heralded a deal to shrink the deficit by $2.1 trillion over the next 10 years, which removes the risk of default but could limit the scope for additional government spending to encourage more hiring. Carney, acknowledging there was "no magic bullet" to bring the level of unemployment down, said the administration was refocusing attention on jobs now the debt deal was done

Jobs are the key internal to the economy

John Liptak, CNN staff writer, 8/6/2011 [“Obama, GOP lawmakers shift their focus back to jobs”, http://politicalticker.blogs.cnn.com/2011/08/06/obama-gop-lawmakers-shift-their-focus-back-to-jobs/]
Washington (CNN) - After weeks of wrangling over increasing the federal debt ceiling, President Barack Obama and Republican lawmakers returned their focus to the U.S. job crisis in their weekly addresses Saturday, each calling on the other to take specific steps to get more Americans back to work. "Our urgent mission has to be getting this economy growing faster and creating jobs," Obama said in his address. "That’s what’s on people’s minds; that’s what matters to families in this country." Obama called on Congress, which has left Washington for its August recess, to take measures he said would stimulate job growth. "We need Democrats and Republicans to work together to help grow this economy," Obama said. "We’ve got to put politics aside to get some things done. That’s what the American people expect of us. And there are a number of steps that Congress can take right away, when they return in September." Obama's remarks come a day after a better-than-expected July jobs report, which showed 117,000 jobs were created last month. The American unemployment rate improved slightly to 9.1%, from 9.2% in June. Economists estimate that 150,000 jobs need to be created each month to keep pace with population growth. Obama's remarks were released Saturday, but recorded before the ratings agency Standard and Poor's announced it was downgrading America's long-term debt. In the Republican address, Rep. Michael Grimm (R, New York) called on the president to change course in his job-creation efforts. "The latest jobs report shows that President Obama’s ‘stimulus’-driven policies are simply not working," Grimm said. "The overspending, overtaxing, and overregulating coming out of Washington is creating uncertainty and holding our job creators back. Every day, I hear the frustration in the voices of my neighbors and constituents who ask ‘where are the jobs?’ and this reminds me, this is not the country we grew up in. The good news is that we can, and will, get it back … if we change course." Grimm offered a few examples of job creation techniques, including tax reform and energy production. "Republicans are focused on implementing a strong roadmap for job creation that reduces burdensome regulations, calls for a simpler and fairer tax code, and expands American energy production," Grimm said. "These are the kinds of common-sense solutions that would get government out of the way and give our job creators the certainty they need to invest, plan and create jobs. Grimm called on Obama and congressional Democrats to embrace these proposals, some of which have passed the Republican-controlled House of Representatives. For his part, Obama offered a separate list of job-creating proposals, including eliminating bureaucratic hassles for entrepreneurs, passing new sets of trade deals with other countries and giving loans to companies that employ construction workers. He also mentioned a new program, outlined earlier this week, that would reward firms for hiring veterans. 
Nuclear war

Mead 9 – Walter Russell Mead, the Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2-4, 2009, “Only Makes You Stronger,” The New Republic, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2

If current market turmoil seriously damaged the performance and prospects of India and China, the current crisis could join the Great Depression in the list of economic events that changed history, even if the recessions in the West are relatively short and mild. The United States should stand ready to assist Chinese and Indian financial authorities on an emergency basis--and work very hard to help both countries escape or at least weather any economic downturn. It may test the political will of the Obama administration, but the United States must avoid a protectionist response to the economic slowdown. U.S. moves to limit market access for Chinese and Indian producers could poison relations for years. For billions of people in nuclear-armed countries to emerge from this crisis believing either that the United States was indifferent to their well-being or that it had profited from their distress could damage U.S. foreign policy far more severely than any mistake made by George W. Bush. It's not just the great powers whose trajectories have been affected by the crash. Lesser powers like Saudi Arabia and Iran also face new constraints. The crisis has strengthened the U.S. position in the Middle East as falling oil prices reduce Iranian influence and increase the dependence of the oil sheikdoms on U.S. protection. Success in Iraq--however late, however undeserved, however limited--had already improved the Obama administration's prospects for addressing regional crises. Now, the collapse in oil prices has put the Iranian regime on the defensive. The annual inflation rate rose above 29 percent last September, up from about 17 percent in 2007, according to Iran's Bank Markazi. Economists forecast that Iran's real GDP growth will drop markedly in the coming months as stagnating oil revenues and the continued global economic downturn force the government to rein in its expansionary fiscal policy. All this has weakened Ahmadinejad at home and Iran abroad. Iranian officials must balance the relative merits of support for allies like Hamas, Hezbollah, and Syria against domestic needs, while international sanctions and other diplomatic sticks have been made more painful and Western carrots (like trade opportunities) have become more attractive. Meanwhile, Saudi Arabia and other oil states have become more dependent on the United States for protection against Iran, and they have fewer resources to fund religious extremism as they use diminished oil revenues to support basic domestic spending and development goals. None of this makes the Middle East an easy target for U.S. diplomacy, but thanks in part to the economic crisis, the incoming administration has the chance to try some new ideas and to enter negotiations with Iran (and Syria) from a position of enhanced strength. Every crisis is different, but there seem to be reasons why, over time, financial crises on balance reinforce rather than undermine the world position of the leading capitalist countries. Since capitalism first emerged in early modern Europe, the ability to exploit the advantages of rapid economic development has been a key factor in international competition. Countries that can encourage--or at least allow and sustain--the change, dislocation, upheaval, and pain that capitalism often involves, while providing their tumultuous market societies with appropriate regulatory and legal frameworks, grow swiftly. They produce cutting-edge technologies that translate into military and economic power. They are able to invest in education, making their workforces ever more productive. They typically develop liberal political institutions and cultural norms that value, or at least tolerate, dissent and that allow people of different political and religious viewpoints to collaborate on a vast social project of modernization--and to maintain political stability in the face of accelerating social and economic change. The vast productive capacity of leading capitalist powers gives them the ability to project influence around the world and, to some degree, to remake the world to suit their own interests and preferences. This is what the United Kingdom and the United States have done in past centuries, and what other capitalist powers like France, Germany, and Japan have done to a lesser extent. In these countries, the social forces that support the idea of a competitive market economy within an appropriately liberal legal and political framework are relatively strong. But, in many other countries where capitalism rubs people the wrong way, this is not the case. On either side of the Atlantic, for example, the Latin world is often drawn to anti-capitalist movements and rulers on both the right and the left. Russia, too, has never really taken to capitalism and liberal society--whether during the time of the czars, the commissars, or the post-cold war leaders who so signally failed to build a stable, open system of liberal democratic capitalism even as many former Warsaw Pact nations were making rapid transitions. Partly as a result of these internal cultural pressures, and partly because, in much of the world, capitalism has appeared as an unwelcome interloper, imposed by foreign forces and shaped to fit foreign rather than domestic interests and preferences, many countries are only half-heartedly capitalist. When crisis strikes, they are quick to decide that capitalism is a failure and look for alternatives. So far, such half-hearted experiments not only have failed to work; they have left the societies that have tried them in a progressively worse position, farther behind the front-runners as time goes by. Argentina has lost ground to Chile; Russian development has fallen farther behind that of the Baltic states and Central Europe. Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies. As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight.
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Dems pushing job bills
Brian Montolpoi, CBS News, 8/2/2011 [“Debt fight over, Democrats vow focus on jobs”, http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-20087089-503544.html]
Now that the contentious debate over raising the debt limit has finally come to an end, Democrats are vowing to pivot to a "single-minded focus on jobs," in the words of Sen. Charles Schumer of New York. "While Washington has been consumed with averting a default, our nation's unemployment problem has been worsening. It's time for jobs to be moved back to the front burner," said Schumer, the Senate's number three Democrat. Schumer, speaking immediately after the Senate passed the debt limit bill, vowed to "reset the debate," telling reporters that "the jobs issue won't have to play second fiddle to the deficit issue anymore." "The public is glad to see we've moved to rein in our deficits, but now they will put the political premium on efforts to create jobs," he said. "As Democrats, that's our strong suit, our high ground." House Democratic leader Nancy Pelosi, also speaking Thursday, said: "Enough talk about the debt. We have to talk about jobs." To underline the point, she added: "Jobs, jobs, jobs, jobs, jobs. You cannot say it enough." 

Congress is focused on passing job bills immediately – working during recess

Brian Montolpoi, CBS News, 8/2/2011 [“Debt fight over, Democrats vow focus on jobs”, http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-20087089-503544.html]
Speaking at the Capitol on Monday, Vice President Joe Biden said that if Democrats had their way, Congress would have been focused on job creation, not the debt limit. He called for investment in education, infrastructure and innovation. Biden said the one "overwhelming redeeming feature" of the debt limit deal was that it extended the nation's borrowing authority until 2013, keeping the issue off the table through the end of next year. He said Democrats will be talking about nothing but jobs in the wake of Mr. Obama signing the debt deal. Speaking after the Senate vote Monday, Democratic Sen. Patty Murray called on lawmakers to "get back to our priority number one: getting our economy back on track and people back to work." Asked what specifically Senate Democrats would do on job creation, Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid said Democrats will be "working on it" during the August recess. He pointed to efforts to pass a patent bill and completion of a bill to reauthorize the federal highway program, which lapses Sept. 30. "So there are many things we can do," he said. "And we also, of course, are concerned about the new energy jobs that are out there, and we have a lot of other things that we -- we don't have them finalized yet, but we will." Among the measures being worked on in the Senate are a bill to set up an infrastructure bank that would combine federal and private funds, a bill that would provide job training for veterans of Iraq and Afghanistan, and plug-in electric vehicles and clean energy bills. 
Obama vowed to push for job bills

PTI News, 8/3/2011 [“Obama vows to create jobs as debt bill is passed”, http://www.rediff.com/business/report/obama-vows-to-create-jobs-as-debt-bill-is-passed/20110803.htm]
US President Barack Obama on Tuesday vowed to focus on job creation and faster economic growth as the US senate passed the debt celing bill to avert a major economic crisis at the last moment. "In the coming months I'll continue also to fight for what the American people care most about: new jobs, higher wages and faster economic growth," Obama said in his address to the nation from the White House, after the Senate passed the bill that would increase borrowing limit and reduce deficit by $2.4 trillion. Obama, who is soon expected to sign the bill that was also passed by the House of Representatives, said: "While, Washington has been absorbed in this debate about deficits, people across the country are asking, what can we do to help the father looking for work? What are we going to do for the single mom who's seen her hours cut back at the hospital? What are we going to do to make it easier for businesses to put up that 'now hiring' sign?" "I've said it before. I will say it again. We can't balance the budget on the backs of the very people who have borne the biggest brunt of this recession. We can't make it tougher for young people to go to college or ask seniors to pay more for health care or ask scientists to give up on promising medical research because we couldn't close a tax shelter for the most fortunate among us," he said. Obama said: "Everyone's going to have to chip in. That's only fair. That's the principle I'll be fighting for during the next phase of this process." 

Job bills are Obama’s top priority – Obama needs passage for election campaign

Laura Meckler, Wall Street Journal, 8/5/2011 [“Obama Pushes Jobs Agenda”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424053111903454504576490154219717390.html?mod=googlenews_wsj]
President Barack Obama said Friday he is committed to reviving the U.S. economy and Americans' job prospects, as the White House struggles with market turmoil, slow job growth and a divided Congress focused on reducing the deficit. President Barack Obama addresses the woes of the economic uncertainty in the U.S. in a press conference on Friday. Video courtesy of Fox News. "My concern right now—my singular focus—is the American people. Getting the unemployed back on the job, lifting their wages. Rebuilding that sense of security the middle class has felt slipping away for years," Mr. Obama said Friday as he announced a plan to spur hiring of veterans, who face particular challenges finding work. The plan would offer tax credits for companies that hire veterans as well as enhanced training for those leaving the military. He spoke a few hours after the government reported better-than-expected new jobs figures. Mr. Obama welcomed the increase in job creation but said it was nowhere near enough yet to make up for more than eight million jobs lost during the recession. Mr. Obama has struggled with a weak economy since taking office, and his latest attempt to pivot to jobs comes amid renewed unease: The Dow Jones Industrial Average plunged more than 500 points Thursday with investors concerned about Europe's debt crisis and an uncertain global economy. He said he wanted the American people and the nation's allies to know "we are going to get through this. Things will get better." As Mr. Obama prepares for a re-election race next year, he faces a political imperative to boost the economy and be seen by voters as focused on jobs. The unemployment rate, now at 9.1%, is expected to remain high through 2012. Later this month, he plans a bus tour through the Midwest and a separate trip to Holland, Mich., where he will visit an advanced battery factory to talk about economic growth. The stock market rout Thursday and continued turmoil Friday creates a new challenge for the administration. White House press secretary Jay Carney had no comment on the market drop. "Our focus has to be on the things that we can control," he said, saying the White House would work with Congress to promote economic growth. The Treasury Department also had no comment on Thursday's market turmoil. Brian Deese, deputy director of the White House National Economic Council, said the White House believes its jobs ideas will spur economic growth, which in turn will calm the markets. "There are things we know work and we know will have a positive impact, and these are the things we're going to push for and fight for," he said. Mr. Obama's ability to affect the economy in the short term is limited under the best of circumstances. In addition, some of his ideas for boosting the economy have languished in Congress. These included an extension of a payroll tax cut enacted last year, an extension of unemployment insurance and an infrastructure bank to spur construction projects. The president cited those three proposals on Friday and said the political parties had a responsibility to work together to boost the economy. "Those are all steps we can take right now that will make a difference," he said Republicans are generally skeptical of Mr. Obama's economic policies. Their ideas for job growth include reducing federal regulation, overhauling the corporate tax code to lower rates, issuing more visas for high-skilled workers and expanding oil drilling. 
Obama pushing job creation bills for veterans

Norman Moody, staff writer for the Florida Today Newspaper, 8/6/2011 [“Obama's plan: Hire a vet, get a tax credit”. http://www.floridatoday.com/article/20110806/NEWS01/108060321/Obama-s-plan-Hire-vet-get-tax-credit?odyssey=nav|head]
President Barack Obama on Friday proposed tax credits and training programs to help thousands of U.S. service members returning from war in Iraq and Afghanistan find jobs in the shaky economy at home. The president announced his proposals just hours after a new report showed the nationwide unemployment rate is still above 9 percent. For some military veterans, the economic outlook is even more dismal. The White House said 1 million military veterans are unemployed. Among those who joined the military after the Sept. 11 attacks, the unemployment rate was 13.3 percent as of June. The president said many of those veterans bring skills from the wars that can be applied in the civilian workforce. "If you can save a life in Afghanistan, you can save a life in an ambulance in Wyoming. If you can oversee millions of dollars of assets in Iraq, you can help a business balance its books here at home," Obama said during remarks at the Washington Navy Yard, a former shipyard that now houses Navy administrative offices. The president's proposals were part of his efforts to return to a focus on jobs after spending weeks mired in the contentious debt-limit debate. "My singular focus is the American people. Getting the unemployed back on the job, lifting their wages," he said. He asked Congress to authorize a "Returning Heroes" credit for 2012-13 that would give companies that hire unemployed veterans up to a $2,400 tax credit. It would increase to $4,800 if the veteran has been unemployed for six months or more. Obama also called for an extension of the "Wounded Warriors" tax credit, which gives companies that hire veterans with service-related disabilities a $4,800 credit. If the veteran has been unemployed for six months or more, the credit increases to $9,600. The administration said the tax credits would cost the government about $120 million. Bill Vagianos, president of the Brevard Veterans Center, said it is often a difficult adjustment from battlefield to civilian work force for many young veterans. Vagianos said that he and many Vietnam veterans experienced what today's young veterans are experiencing, and they deserve the help. "When you put your name on the dotted line, you're committed to making the ultimate sacrifice," he said. "It's pretty significant that high levels of government are looking to make a commitment to those veterans. It's good to see." The president challenged private companies to hire or train 100,000 veterans or their spouses by the end of 2013. The White House said several companies, including Lockheed Martin, Microsoft and Siemans, had already committed to that effort. The president also announced a joint initiative between the Defense and Veterans Affairs departments to come up with a "reverse boot camp" program that would help train service members for the transition to the civilian work force as they wind down their time in the military. 
***Useful Stuff

AT: Dickinson
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Dickinson 9

 (Matthew J. Dickinson is a professor of political science at Middlebury College. He is the author of Bitter Harvest: FDR, Presidential Power and the Growth of the Presidential Branch, 10-15-09, “We All Want a Revolution: Neustadt, New Institutionalism, and the Future of Presidency Research”, http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1741-5705.2009.03703.x/full)
In fact, the aggregate results reinforce Neustadt's recurring refrain that presidents are weak and that, when dealing with Congress, a president's power is “comparably limited” (Neustadt 1990, 184). The misinterpretation of the findings as they relate to PP stems in part from scholars' difficulty in defining and operationalizing presidential influence (Cameron 2000b; Dietz 2002, 105-6; Edwards 2000, 12;Shull and Shaw 1999). But it is also that case that scholars often misconstrue Neustadt's analytic perspective; his description of what presidents must do to influence policy making does not mean that he believes presidents are the dominant influence on that process. Neustadt writes from the president's perspective, but without adopting a president-centered explanation of power. Nonetheless, if Neustadt clearly recognizes that a president's influence in Congress is exercised mostly, as George Edwards (1989) puts it, “at the margins,” his case studies in PP also suggest that, within this limited bound, presidents do strive to influence legislative outcomes. But how? Scholars often argue that a president's most direct means of influence is to directly lobby certain members of Congress, often through quid pro quo exchanges, at critical junctures during the lawmaking sequence. Spatial models of legislative voting suggest that these lobbying efforts are most effective when presidents target the median, veto, and filibuster “pivots” within Congress. This logic finds empirical support in vote-switching studies that indicate that presidents do direct lobbying efforts at these pivotal voters, and with positive legislative results. Keith Krehbiel analyzes successive votes by legislators in the context of a presidential veto and finds “modest support for the sometimes doubted stylized fact of presidential power as persuasion” (1998, 153-54). Similarly, David Brady and Craig Volden look at vote switching by members of Congress in successive Congresses on nearly identical legislation and also conclude that presidents do influence the votes of at least some legislators (1998, 125-36). In his study of presidential lobbying on key votes on important domestic legislation during the 83rd (1953-54) through 108th (2003-04) Congresses, Matthew Beckman shows that in addition to these pivotal voters, presidents also lobby leaders in both congressional parties in order to control what legislative alternatives make it onto the congressional agenda (more on this later). These lobbying efforts are correlated with a greater likelihood that a president's legislative preferences will come to a vote (Beckmann 2008, n.d.). In one of the most concerted efforts to model how bargaining takes place at the individual level, Terry Sullivan examines presidential archives containing administrative headcounts to identify instances in which members of Congress switched positions during legislative debate, from initially opposing the president to supporting him in the final roll call (Sullivan 1988, 1990, 1991). Sullivan shows that in a bargaining game with incomplete information regarding the preferences of the president and members of Congress, there are a number of possible bargaining outcomes for a given distribution of legislative and presidential policy preferences. These outcomes depend in part on legislators' success in bartering their potential support for the president's policy for additional concessions from the president. In threatening to withhold support, however, members of Congress run the risk that the president will call their bluff and turn elsewhere for the necessary votes. By capitalizing on members' uncertainty regarding whether their support is necessary to form a winning coalition, Sullivan theorizes that presidents can reduce members of Congress's penchant for strategic bluffing and increase the likelihood of a legislative outcome closer to the president's preference. “Hence, the skill to bargain successfully becomes a foundation for presidential power even within the context of electorally determined opportunities,” Sullivan concludes (1991, 1188).
2NC Pol Cap “Shotgunner”

Obama distanced himself from debt ceiling-didn’t kill pol cap-there’s still credibility for other proposals

NYT 8/2 (“Debt Fight Over, Obama Promises ActionJobs,”http://www.nytimes.com/2011/08/03/us/politics/03obama.html?_r=10)
Compared with previous landmark legislation, Mr. Obama was uncharacteristically low key in the wake of the Senate vote, in effect keeping the deal at arm’s length. He signed the bill, known as the Budget Control Act of 2011, into law in the Oval Office, with only a few advisers watching and no Congressional leaders on hand. Only a White House photographer recorded the moment. Aside from his remarks in the Rose Garden, he gave no interviews.

While Mr. Obama is hitting the road, White House officials said he would not promote the deal, about which he himself has said he has qualms. If anything, he seems likely to let the matter drop for at least a few days. As one senior aide said, “You want to let the acid out of the air after it’s over.”

Still, heading into an election year, Mr. Obama’s advisers say he will be able to point to his role in the debt negotiations as proof of his ability to be a mature, responsible leader who is able to rise above Washington’s relentlessly partisan fray. The president alluded to that on Tuesday, saying it should not take a “timer ticking down” to disaster to get Republicans and Democrats to work together.

“Voters may have chosen divided government,” Mr. Obama said, “but they sure didn’t vote for dysfunctional government.”

David Axelrod, one of Mr. Obama’s closest advisers, said the negotiations showed that “he’s been willing throughout the presidency to forgo scoring the cheap political point to serve the larger interest.”

After Labor Day, the White House also plans to hold town-hall-style meetings where Mr. Obama can talk about the issues, like Medicare and Medicaid, that dominated the recent fiscal debate and will resurface again when a Congressional committee convenes to hash out a second set of deficit-cutting measures. The president will also challenge Republicans to propose their own ideas for reviving the job market.

Mr. Obama’s willingness to engage in serious deficit reduction, aides said, could buy him credibility for his other economic proposals. But Mr. Obama is unlikely to unveil any major new stimulus proposals, since he has exhausted most of the obvious policy options.
AT: Pol Cap No

Presidential leadership shapes the agenda

Kuttner 11 

(Robert Kuttner is co-founder and co-editor ofThe American Prospect, as well as a distinguished senior fellow of the think tank Demos. He was a longtime columnist for Business Week and continues to write columns in The Boston Globe. He is the author of Obama's Challenge and other books, 5-16-11, “Barack Obama’s Theory of power”, http://prospect.org/cs/articles?article=barack_obamas_theory_of_power )
As the political scientist Richard Neustadt observed in his classic work, Presidential Power, a book that had great influence on President John F. Kennedy, the essence of a president’s power is “the power to persuade.” Because our divided constitutional system does not allow the president to lead by commanding, presidents amass power by making strategic choices about when to use the latent authority of the presidency to move public and elite opinion and then use that added prestige as clout to move Congress. In one of Neustadt’s classic case studies, Harry Truman, a president widely considered a lame duck, nonetheless persuaded the broad public and a Republican Congress in 1947-1948 that the Marshall Plan was a worthy idea. As Neustadt and Burns both observed, though an American chief executive is weak by constitutional design, a president possesses several points of leverage. He can play an effective outside game, motivating and shaping public sentiment, making clear the differences between his values and those of his opposition, and using popular support to box in his opponents and move them in his direction. He can complement the outside bully pulpit with a nimble inside game, uniting his legislative party, bestowing or withholding benefits on opposition legislators, forcing them to take awkward votes, and using the veto. He can also enlist the support of interest groups to pressure Congress, and use media to validate his framing of choices. Done well, all of this signals leadership that often moves the public agenda. The most effective presidents have worked all these levers. Think of Franklin Roosevelt, or Ronald Reagan, or Lyndon B. Johnson during the era of the War on Poverty and the civil-rights crusade. 

And PC is real world 

Shenkman 7

(Michael L. Shenkman is senior counsel in the Office of Legal Policy at the U.S. Department of Justice.  He has previously served as a legislative fellow with the U.S. Senate Judiciary Committee (Subcommittee on Administrative Oversight and the Courts, Chairman Charles E. Schumer) and as research director to U.S. Representative Robert T. Matsui (D-Sacramento). 38 McGeorge L. Rev. 8 (2007), “Eight Steps in the Dance of Legislation” http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?collection=journals&handle=hein.journals/mcglr38&type=Text&id=22) 
  So, I started from scratch trying to capture the major accomplishments through which the Congressman had served Sacramento. In Rancho Seco, as in many cases, he had used his considerable political capital to influence an issue important to his constituency without ever exercising any of the formal powers of his office in the House. On local flood control, the single most important legislative issue for the Congressman throughout his career, there were some bills and votes, but most of the battle took place in the media and in the hallways of the Capitol-where he never tired of reminding his colleagues how important a flood safety plan was to his constituents' physical and economic security.'8 Sure, there were the great votes-on tax reform in 1986, on redress for the Japanese American internment, and on NAFTA, on permanent normalized trade relations with China, and on other significant trade fights of the 1990s-but even on these measures the Congressman's real achievement was reached not by the vote his formal power allowed him to cast, but rather by his ability to persuade his colleagues to follow his leadership. A good congressional staff has to understand all of this-at least, that is how I think the Congressman came to feel with his quarter century of experience and what I came to see through his guidance. Professor Richard Neustadt famously argued that the President's formal powers are limited and the real presidential power is the power to persuade.'9 The Congressman taught me that for most legislators, the political world looks much the same in this respect.

AT: Winners Win

Pol cap is finite

Feehery 9 (July 21, http://www.cnn.com/2009/POLITICS/07/21/feehery.obama.matrix/)
 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. 

Winners lose

Andres et al, 2K (Dutko Group, Griffin -- Griffin, Johnson, Dover and Stewart, and Thurber -- American University, Presidential Studies Quarterly, 30:3)

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. 

AT: Bottom of the Docket

Aff must defend unconditional implementation of the plan-


-Key to neg ground, every disad relies on uniqueness, delaying plan implementation kills this


-No logical limit-every alternative to immediacy is arbitrary, allows for 2AC abuse


-Takes out solvency-the bottom of the docket is not guaranteed to ever get addressed-vote neg on presumption
AT: Intrinsicness
Illegitimate and a voting issue

1. It’s a moving target-the aff gets infinite prep to write out the most strategic plan, allowing revisions after they have heard our strategy is unfair

2. Moots neg ground-most disad can be resolved through us action-there is no logical limit

3. Infinite regression-if we read a disad to their intrinsicness argument-they can make another to get out of it

C/I: aff gets topical intrinsicness arguments 
AT: Vote No
There’s a real cost to getting policies done, and the judge is not congress-the judge is the entire USFG so the plan hasn’t been introduced in congress. And fiat means that we should discuss what happens in a world where the plan is enacted not whether or not it will be. 
***Econ Helpers
2NC Growth Solves War
Growth is key – heightened economic downturn risks war.

Burrows, Director of the Analysis and Production Staff in the National Intelligence Council, 09
(Mathew J. Burrows, Director of the Analysis and Production Staff in the National Intelligence Council, 2009, “Revisiting the Future: Geopolitical Effects of the Financial Crisis,” The Washington Quarterly)

Perhaps more than lessons, history loves patterns. Despite widespread changes in the world today, there is little to suggest that the future will not resemble the past in several respects. The report asserts that, under most scenarios, the trend toward greater diffusion of authority and power that has been ongoing for a couple of decades is likely to accelerate because of the emergence of new global players, the worsening institutional deficit, potential growth in regional blocs, and enhanced strength of non-state actors and networks. The multiplicity of actors on the international scene could either strengthen the international system, by filling gaps left by aging post-World War II institutions, or could further fragment it and incapacitate international cooperation. The diversity in both type and kind of actor raises the likelihood of fragmentation occurring over the next two decades, particularly given the wide array of transnational challenges facing the international community. Because of their growing geopolitical and economic clout, the rising powers will enjoy a high degree of freedom to customize their political and economic policies rather than fully adopting Western norms. They are also likely to cherish their policy freedom to maneuver, allowing others to carry the primary burden or dealing with terrorism, climate change, proliferation, energy security, and other system maintenance issues. Existing multilateral institutions, designed for a different geopolitical order, appear too rigid and cumbersome to undertake new missions, accommodate changing memberships, and augment their resources. Nongovernmental organizations and philanthropic foundations, concentrating on specific issues, increasingly will populate the landscape but are unlikely to affect change in the absence of concerted efforts by multilateral institutions or governments. Efforts at greater inclusiveness, to reflect the emergence of the newer powers, may make it harder for international organizations to tackle transnational challenges. Respect for the dissenting views of member nations will continue to shape the agenda of organizations and limit the kinds of solutions that can be attempted. An ongoing financial crisis and prolonged recession would tilt the scales even further in the direction of a fragmented and dysfunctional international system with a heightened risk of conflict. The report concluded that the rising BRIC powers (Brazil, Russia, India, and China) seem averse to challenging the international system, as Germany and Japan did in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, but this of course could change if their widespread hopes for greater prosperity become frustrated and the current benefits they derive from a globalizing world turn negative. 

2NC US K2 Global Economy

The U.S. is the key player in the global economy

Caploe 09 (David Caploe is CEO of the Singapore-incorporated American Centre for Applied Liberal Arts and Humanities in Asia., “Focus still on America to lead global recovery”, April 7, The Strait Times, lexis)

IN THE aftermath of the G-20 summit, most observers seem to have missed perhaps the most crucial statement of the entire event, made by United States President Barack Obama at his pre-conference meeting with British Prime Minister Gordon Brown: 'The world has become accustomed to the US being a voracious consumer market, the engine that drives a lot of economic growth worldwide,' he said. 'If there is going to be renewed growth, it just can't be the US as the engine.'  While superficially sensible, this view is deeply problematic. To begin with, it ignores the fact that the global economy has in fact been 'America-centred' for more than 60 years. Countries - China, Japan, Canada, Brazil, Korea, Mexico and so on - either sell to the US or they sell to countries that sell to the US.  This system has generally been advantageous for all concerned. America gained certain historically unprecedented benefits, but the system also enabled participating countries - first in Western Europe and Japan, and later, many in the Third World - to achieve undreamt-of prosperity.  At the same time, this deep inter-connection between the US and the rest of the world also explains how the collapse of a relatively small sector of the US economy - 'sub-prime' housing, logarithmically exponentialised by Wall Street's ingenious chicanery - has cascaded into the worst global economic crisis since the Great Depression.  To put it simply, Mr Obama doesn't seem to understand that there is no other engine for the world economy - and hasn't been for the last six decades. If the US does not drive global economic growth, growth is not going to happen. Thus, US policies to deal with the current crisis are critical not just domestically, but also to the entire world. Consequently, it is a matter of global concern that the Obama administration seems to be following Japan's 'model' from the 1990s: allowing major banks to avoid declaring massive losses openly and transparently, and so perpetuating 'zombie' banks - technically alive but in reality dead.  As analysts like Nobel laureates Joseph Stiglitz and Paul Krugman have pointed out, the administration's unwillingness to confront US banks is the main reason why they are continuing their increasingly inexplicable credit freeze, thus ravaging the American and global economies. Team Obama seems reluctant to acknowledge the extent to which its policies at home are failing not just there but around the world as well.  Which raises the question: If the US can't or won't or doesn't want to be the global economic engine, which country will?  The obvious answer is China. But that is unrealistic for three reasons.  First, China's economic health is more tied to America's than practically any other country in the world. Indeed, the reason China has so many dollars to invest everywhere - whether in US Treasury bonds or in Africa - is precisely that it has structured its own economy to complement America's. The only way China can serve as the engine of the global economy is if the US starts pulling it first.  Second, the US-centred system began at a time when its domestic demand far outstripped that of the rest of the world. The fundamental source of its economic power is its ability to act as the global consumer of last resort.  China, however, is a poor country, with low per capita income, even though it will soon pass Japan as the world's second largest economy. There are real possibilities for growth in China's domestic demand. But given its structure as an export-oriented economy, it is doubtful if even a successful Chinese stimulus plan can pull the rest of the world along unless and until China can start selling again to the US on a massive scale.  Finally, the key 'system' issue for China - or for the European Union - in thinking about becoming the engine of the world economy - is monetary: What are the implications of having your domestic currency become the global reserve currency?  This is an extremely complex issue that the US has struggled with, not always successfully, from 1959 to the present. Without going into detail, it can safely be said that though having the US dollar as the world's medium of exchange has given the US some tremendous advantages, it has also created huge problems, both for America and the global economic system.  The Chinese leadership is certainly familiar with this history. It will try to avoid the yuan becoming an international medium of exchange until it feels much more confident in its ability to handle the manifold currency problems that the US has grappled with for decades.  Given all this, the US will remain the engine of global economic recovery for the foreseeable future, even though other countries must certainly help. This crisis began in the US - and it is going to have to be solved there too.

***Impacts

2NC China War Impact
Prolonged recession causes China lashout 

Mead, the Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, 09
(Walter Russell Mead, the Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, February 4, 2009, “Only Makes You Stronger,” http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=1)

The damage to China's position is more subtle. The crisis has not--yet--led to the nightmare scenario that China-watchers fear: a recession or slowdown producing the kind of social unrest that could challenge the government. That may still come to pass--the recent economic news from China has been consistently worse than most experts predicted--but, even if the worst case is avoided, the financial crisis has nevertheless had significant effects. For one thing, it has reminded China that its growth remains dependent on the health of the U.S. economy. For another, it has shown that China's modernization is likely to be long, dangerous, and complex rather than fast and sweet, as some assumed.  In the lead-up to last summer's Beijing Olympics, talk of a Chinese bid to challenge America's global position reached fever pitch, and the inexorable rise of China is one reason why so many commentators are fretting about the "post-American era." But suggestions that China could grow at, say, 10 percent annually for the next 30 years were already looking premature before the economic downturn. (In late 2007, the World Bank slashed its estimate of China's GDP by 40 percent, citing inaccuracies in the methods used to calculate purchasing power parity.) And the financial crisis makes it certain that China's growth is likely to be much slower during some of those years. Already exports are falling, unemployment is rising, and the Shanghai stock market is down about 60 percent.  At the same time, Beijing will have to devote more resources and more attention to stabilizing Chinese society, building a national health care system, providing a social security net, and caring for an aging population, which, thanks to the one-child policy, will need massive help from the government to support itself in old age. Doing so will leave China fewer resources for military build-ups and foreign adventures. As the crisis has forcefully reminded Americans, creating and regulating a functional and flexible financial system is difficult. Every other country in the world has experienced significant financial crises while building such systems, and China is unlikely to be an exception.  All this means that China's rise looks increasingly like a gradual process. A deceleration in China's long-term growth rate would postpone indefinitely the date when China could emerge as a peer competitor to the United States. The present global distribution of power could be changing slowly, if at all.  The greatest danger both to U.S.-China relations and to American power itself is probably not that China will rise too far, too fast; it is that the current crisis might end China's growth miracle. In the worst-case scenario, the turmoil in the international economy will plunge China into a major economic downturn. The Chinese financial system will implode as loans to both state and private enterprises go bad. Millions or even tens of millions of Chinese will be unemployed in a country without an effective social safety net. The collapse of asset bubbles in the stock and property markets will wipe out the savings of a generation of the Chinese middle class. The political consequences could include dangerous unrest--and a bitter climate of anti-foreign feeling that blames others for China's woes. (Think of Weimar Germany, when both Nazi and communist politicians blamed the West for Germany's economic travails.) Worse, instability could lead to a vicious cycle, as nervous investors moved their money out of the country, further slowing growth and, in turn, fomenting ever-greater bitterness. Thanks to a generation of rapid economic growth, China has so far been able to manage the stresses and conflicts of modernization and change; nobody knows what will happen if the growth stops.

Nuke War 

Straits Times 2k (Straits Times, June 25, 2000, “Regional Fallout: No one gains in war over Taiwan,” Lexis)

THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -- horror of horrors -- raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -- truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilisation. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armaggedon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else.
2NC Enviroment Impact
A. Economic growth solves the environment

Martin Gassebner et al ‘6 – Ph.d @ Swiss Economic Institute “Relief for the environment? The importance of an increasingly unimportant industrial sector” April 2006 

Among the more controversial views about economic growth and globalisation is that both will  eventually beneﬁt the environment (Arrow et al., 1995). In part, this view is predicated on the  nature of structural changes that are normally associated with trade liberalisation and economic  development. More speciﬁcally, economic growth and the shift of production away from polluting  sectors and “dirty” technologies help to arrest the deterioration in the environment. In addition,  environmental quality is a normal good and wealthier economies will invest more heavily in environmental improvements and clean-up. According to this line of argument, another implication is that developing countries inevitably focus ﬁrst on manufacturing production and basic forms of  production, while tolerating some degradation in the quality of the environment. Compounding  this feature is the fact that the political pressures associated with industrialisation are also likely  to be inﬂuential. The factor owners employed in manufacturing industries lobby for less regulation  of polluting activities. This accelerates the decay of the environment.  With the inevitable economic decline of basic manufacturing activities in more mature economies,  the declining signiﬁcance of basic manufacturing in industrialised countries may very well create  social pressures that reduce the demand for pollution abatement. For instance, it has been argued  that greater inequality of wealth and income could be bad news for the environment (see Boyce,  1994 and Torras and Boyce, 1998). Other studies show that the pattern of sectoral resource owner-  ship matters and that greater income inequality can yield either stricter or weaker environmental  policies. For example, McAusland (2003) shows that the owners of clean factors of production may  be less green voters because they may bear the burden of pollution taxes through adverse terms of  trade eﬀects on the production of “clean goods”. However, in this paper we propose the argument  that associated with falling industrial wages may be declining political inﬂuence exercised by the  factor owners in the polluting manufacturing industries of the economy. These latter features are  likely to be manifested in the political process, i.e., voting for change and a cleaner environment.  In other words, structural change may not only involve less reliance being placed on the use of  polluting inputs but also may have the signal virtue of altering the demand for environmental  policies.   

B. Extinction.

Diner, Judge Advocate General's Corps, United States Army, 94
(Major David N. Diner, Judge Advocate General's Corps, United States Army, Winter 1994, “The Army and the Endangered Species Act: Who’s Endangering Whom?” Military Law Review. 143 Mil. L. Rev. 161. LEXIS)

By causing widespread extinctions, humans have artificially simplified many ecosystems. As biologic simplicity increases, so does the risk of ecosystem failure. The spreading Sahara Desert in Africa, and the dustbowl conditions of the 1930s in the United States are relatively mild examples of what might be expected if this trend continues. Theoretically, each new animal or plant extinction, with all its dimly perceived and intertwined affects, could cause total ecosystem collapse and human extinction. Each new extinction increases the risk of disaster. Like a mechanic removing, one by one, the rivets from an aircraft's wings, 80 mankind may be edging closer to the abyss.

2NC Clean Tech Impact

Job bills key to clean tech

David Jackson, staff writer for USA Today, 8/5/2011 [“Obama gets a little good news on jobs”, http://content.usatoday.com/communities/theoval/post/2011/08/obama-gets-a-little-good-news-on-jobs/1?csp=34news]
"Bipartisan action is needed to help the private sector and the economy grow," Goolsbee wrote on the White House website. "Such as measures to extend both the payroll tax cut and unemployment insurance, as well as passing the pending free trade agreements with re-employment assistance for displaced workers, the patent reform bill, and a bipartisan infrastructure bill to help put Americans back to work. " While the unemployment rate dropped from 9.2% to 9.1%, Republicans quickly jumped on the still-low jobs numbers to assail Obama's policies. House Speaker John Boehner, R-Ohio, called the report "more proof that all of the Washington spending, taxing and regulating is devastating our economy. " Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, D-Nev., called the jobs report "encouraging" and said that Congress can help create jobs through clean-energy programs and new infrastructure programs -- if the Republicans cooperate. "We need Republicans to stop using common-sense jobs bills as vehicles for the Tea Party's ideological agenda," Reid said. 
Prevents global wars from resource wars, great power competition, and warming

Klarevas 9 (Louis, Professor for Center for Global Affairs at New York University, “Securing American Primacy While Tackling Climate Change: Toward a National Strategy of Greengemony,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/louis-klarevas/securing-american-primacy_b_393223.html)

As national leaders from around the world are gathering in Copenhagen, Denmark, to attend the United Nations Climate Change Conference, the time is ripe to re-assess America's current energy policies - but within the larger framework of how a new approach on the environment will stave off global warming and shore up American primacy. By not addressing climate change more aggressively and creatively, the United States is squandering an opportunity to secure its global primacy for the next few generations to come. To do this, though, the U.S. must rely on innovation to help the world escape the coming environmental meltdown. Developing the key technologies that will save the planet from global warming will allow the U.S. to outmaneuver potential great power rivals seeking to replace it as the international system's hegemon. But the greening of American strategy must occur soon. The U.S., however, seems to be stuck in time, unable to move beyond oil-centric geo-politics in any meaningful way. Often, the gridlock is portrayed as a partisan difference, with Republicans resisting action and Democrats pleading for action. This, though, is an unfair characterization as there are numerous proactive Republicans and quite a few reticent Democrats. The real divide is instead one between realists and liberals. Students of realpolitik, which still heavily guides American foreign policy, largely discount environmental issues as they are not seen as advancing national interests in a way that generates relative power advantages vis-à-vis the other major powers in the system: Russia, China, Japan, India, and the European Union. Liberals, on the other hand, have recognized that global warming might very well become the greatest challenge ever faced by mankind. As such, their thinking often eschews narrowly defined national interests for the greater global good. This, though, ruffles elected officials whose sworn obligation is, above all, to protect and promote American national interests. What both sides need to understand is that by becoming a lean, mean, green fighting machine, the U.S. can actually bring together liberals and realists to advance a collective interest which benefits every nation, while at the same time, securing America's global primacy well into the future. To do so, the U.S. must re-invent itself as not just your traditional hegemon, but as history's first ever green hegemon. Hegemons are countries that dominate the international system - bailing out other countries in times of global crisis, establishing and maintaining the most important international institutions, and covering the costs that result from free-riding and cheating global obligations. Since 1945, that role has been the purview of the United States. Immediately after World War II, Europe and Asia laid in ruin, the global economy required resuscitation, the countries of the free world needed security guarantees, and the entire system longed for a multilateral forum where global concerns could be addressed. The U.S., emerging the least scathed by the systemic crisis of fascism's rise, stepped up to the challenge and established the postwar (and current) liberal order. But don't let the world "liberal" fool you. While many nations benefited from America's new-found hegemony, the U.S. was driven largely by "realist" selfish national interests. The liberal order first and foremost benefited the U.S. With the U.S. becoming bogged down in places like Afghanistan and Iraq, running a record national debt, and failing to shore up the dollar, the future of American hegemony now seems to be facing a serious contest: potential rivals - acting like sharks smelling blood in the water - wish to challenge the U.S. on a variety of fronts. This has led numerous commentators to forecast the U.S.'s imminent fall from grace. Not all hope is lost however. With the impending systemic crisis of global warming on the horizon, the U.S. again finds itself in a position to address a transnational problem in a way that will benefit both the international community collectively and the U.S. selfishly. The current problem is two-fold. First, the competition for oil is fueling animosities between the major powers. The geopolitics of oil has already emboldened Russia in its 'near abroad' and China in far-off places like Africa and Latin America. As oil is a limited natural resource, a nasty zero-sum contest could be looming on the horizon for the U.S. and its major power rivals - a contest which threatens American primacy and global stability. Second, converting fossil fuels like oil to run national economies is producing irreversible harm in the form of carbon dioxide emissions. So long as the global economy remains oil-dependent, greenhouse gases will continue to rise. Experts are predicting as much as a 60% increase in carbon dioxide emissions in the next twenty-five years. That likely means more devastating water shortages, droughts, forest fires, floods, and storms. In other words, if global competition for access to energy resources does not undermine international security, global warming will. And in either case, oil will be a culprit for the instability. Oil arguably has been the most precious energy resource of the last half-century. But "black gold" is so 20th century. The key resource for this century will be green gold - clean, environmentally-friendly energy like wind, solar, and hydrogen power. Climate change leaves no alternative. And the sooner we realize this, the better off we will be. What Washington must do in order to avoid the traps of petropolitics is to convert the U.S. into the world's first-ever green hegemon. For starters, the federal government must drastically increase investment in energy and environmental research and development (E&E R&D). This will require a serious sacrifice, committing upwards of $40 billion annually to E&E R&D - a far cry from the few billion dollars currently being spent. By promoting a new national project, the U.S. could develop new technologies that will assure it does not drown in a pool of oil. Some solutions are already well known, such as raising fuel standards for automobiles; improving public transportation networks; and expanding nuclear and wind power sources. Others, however, have not progressed much beyond the drawing board: batteries that can store massive amounts of solar (and possibly even wind) power; efficient and cost-effective photovoltaic cells, crop-fuels, and hydrogen-based fuels; and even fusion. Such innovations will not only provide alternatives to oil, they will also give the U.S. an edge in the global competition for hegemony. If the U.S. is able to produce technologies that allow modern, globalized societies to escape the oil trap, those nations will eventually have no choice but to adopt such technologies. And this will give the U.S. a tremendous economic boom, while simultaneously providing it with means of leverage that can be employed to keep potential foes in check.The bottom-line is that the U.S. needs to become green energy dominant as opposed to black energy independent - and the best approach for achieving this is to promote a national strategy of greengemony. 

2NC Soft Power Impact
Recession kills soft power 

Burrows and Harris 9, *Director of the Analysis and Production Staff in the National Intelligence Council, * member of the NIC’s Long Range Analysis Unit,  (Mathew J. and Karen, , , “Revisiting the Future: Geopolitical Effects of the Financial Crisis,” The Washington Quarterly, April, http://www.twq.com/09april/docs/09apr_Burrows.pdf)

At the same time, the image of the United States may have suffered anew, and this time not because of the global war on terror or Washington’s policies in the Middle East. Hostility toward the United States as the source of this global crisis, warranted or not, may have received too little credence. With the decoupling myth now gone but U.S. antipathy not forgotten, the commonly described ‘‘unhappy marriage’’ between China and the United States could metastasize into a mistrusting union between Beijing and Washington, spilling over into widespread distrust of the United States among swaths of emerging and mature economies. Global financial protectionism, while not a big feature in the report, represents a new danger. Its forms, such as numerical leverage ceilings and outright bans on entire markets, may be greater and more systemic than traditional trade and investment protectionism. Should imminent domestic regulatory battles aggregate into destructive and futile ‘‘what touches here, clears here’’-style regulation, credit markets would be left balkanized even as regulatory blind spots would grow.

2NC Pakistan Impact
Prolonged economic instability causes Pakistani extremism and nuclear lashout

Washington Post 8 (“Experts See Security Risks in Downturn,” November 15, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2008/11/14/AR2008111403864.html?hpid=topnews) 

 Intelligence officials are warning that the deepening global financial crisis could weaken fragile governments in the world's most dangerous areas and undermine the ability of the United States and its allies to respond to a new wave of security threats.  U.S. government officials and private analysts say the economic turmoil has heightened the short-term risk of a terrorist attack, as radical groups probe for weakening border protections and new gaps in defenses. A protracted financial crisis could threaten the survival of friendly regimes from Pakistan to the Middle East while forcing Western nations to cut spending on defense, intelligence and foreign aid, the sources said.  The crisis could also accelerate the shift to a more Asia-centric globe, as rising powers such as China gain more leverage over international financial institutions and greater influence in world capitals.  Some of the more troubling and immediate scenarios analysts are weighing involve nuclear-armed Pakistan, which already was being battered by inflation and unemployment before the global financial tsunami hit. Since September, Pakistan has seen its national currency devalued and its hard-currency reserves nearly wiped out.  Analysts also worry about the impact of plummeting crude prices on oil-dependent nations such as Yemen, which has a large population of unemployed youths and a history of support for militant Islamic groups.  The underlying problems and trends -- especially regional instability and the waning influence of the West -- were already well established, but they are now "being accelerated by the current global financial crisis," the nation's top intelligence official, Director of National Intelligence Mike McConnell, said in a recent speech. McConnell is among several top U.S. intelligence officials warning that deep cuts in military and intelligence budgets could undermine the country's ability to anticipate and defend against new threats.  Annual spending for U.S. intelligence operations currently totals $47.5 billion, a figure that does not include expensive satellites that fall under the Pentagon's budget. At a recent gathering of geospatial intelligence officials and contractors in Nashville, the outlook for the coming fiscal cycles was uniformly grim: fewer dollars for buying and maintaining sophisticated spy systems.  "I worry where we'll be five or 10 years from now," Charles Allen, intelligence director for the Department of Homeland Security, said in an interview. "I am deeply worried that we will not have the funding necessary to operate and build the systems already approved."  Intelligence officials say they have no hard evidence of a pending terrorist attack, and CIA Director Michael V. Hayden said in a news conference Thursday that his agency has not detected increased al-Qaeda communications or other signs of an imminent strike.  But many government and private terrorism experts say the financial crisis has given al-Qaeda an opening, and judging from public statements and intercepted communications, senior al-Qaeda leaders are elated by the West's economic troubles, which they regard as a vindication of their efforts and a sign of the superpower's weakness.  "Al-Qaeda's propaganda arm is constantly banging the drum saying that the U.S. economy is on the precipice -- and it's the force of the jihadists that's going to push us over the edge," said Bruce Hoffman, a former scholar-in-residence at the CIA and now a professor at Georgetown University.  Whether terrorist leader Osama bin Laden is technically capable of another Sept. 11-style attack is unclear, but U.S. officials say he has traditionally picked times of transition to launch major strikes. The two major al-Qaeda-linked attacks on U.S. soil -- the World Trade Center bombing in 1993 and the 2001 hijackings -- occurred in the early months of new administrations.  This year, the presidential transition is occurring as American households and financial institutions are under severe economic strain, and political leaders are devoting great time and effort to that crisis. Frances Fragos Townsend, who previously served as Bush's homeland security adviser, told a gathering of terrorism experts last month that the confluence of events is "not lost" on bin Laden.  "We know from prior actions that this is a period of vulnerability," Townsend said.  As bad as economic conditions are in the United States and Europe, where outright recessions are expected next year, they are worse in developing countries such as Pakistan, a state that was already struggling with violent insurgencies and widespread poverty. Some analysts warn that a prolonged economic crisis could trigger a period of widespread unrest that could strengthen the hand of extremists and threaten Pakistan's democratically elected government -- with potentially grave consequences for the region and perhaps the planet.  Pakistanis were hit by soaring food and energy prices earlier in the year, and the country's financial problems have multiplied since late summer. Islamabad's currency reserves have nearly evaporated, forcing the new government to seek new foreign loans or risk defaulting on the country's debt. The national currency, the rupee, has been devalued, and inflation is squeezing Pakistan's poor and middle class alike.  Shahid Javed Burki, a native Pakistani and former World Bank official, said job cuts and higher food costs are behind much of the anger and desperation he witnessed during a recent trip. "I'm especially worried about the large urban centers," said Burki, author of several books on Pakistan's economy. "If they are badly hurt, it creates incentives for people to look to the extremists to make things better. It's a very dicey situation."  U.S. officials are following developments with particular concern because of Pakistan's critical role in the campaign against terrorism, as well as the country's arsenal of dozens of nuclear weapons. Al-Qaeda has appealed directly to Pakistanis to overthrow their government, and its Taliban allies have launched multiple suicide bombings, some aimed at economic targets such as the posh Marriott hotel in Islamabad, hit in September.  Economic and social unrest has helped drive recruiting for militant groups that cross into Afghanistan to attack U.S. troops.  The Bush administration has counterpunched by striking unilaterally at al-Qaeda-allied militants in the autonomous tribal region along the Afghan border.  More than 15 such strikes, using unmanned Predator aircraft piloted remotely by the CIA, have killed dozens of suspected insurgents since late August 
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Recession causes terrorism 
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Intelligence officials are warning that the deepening global financial crisis could weaken fragile governments in the world's most dangerous areas and undermine the ability of the United States and its allies to respond to a new wave of security threats.
U.S. government officials and private analysts say the economic turmoil has heightened the short-term risk of a terrorist attack, as radical groups probe for weakening border protections and new gaps in defenses. A protracted financial crisis could threaten the survival of friendly regimes from Pakistan to the Middle East while forcing Western nations to cut spending on defense, intelligence and foreign aid, the sources said.
The crisis could also accelerate the shift to a more Asia-centric globe, as rising powers such as China gain more leverage over international financial institutions and greater influence in world capitals.

Some of the more troubling and immediate scenarios analysts are weighing involve nuclear-armed Pakistan, which already was being battered by inflation and unemployment before the global financial tsunami hit. Since September, Pakistan has seen its national currency devalued and its hard-currency reserves nearly wiped out.

Analysts also worry about the impact of plummeting crude prices on oil-dependent nations such as Yemen, which has a large population of unemployed youths and a history of support for militant Islamic groups.

The underlying problems and trends -- especially regional instability and the waning influence of the West -- were already well established, but they are now "being accelerated by the current global financial crisis," the nation's top intelligence official, Director of National Intelligence Mike McConnell, said in a recent speech. McConnell is among several top U.S. intelligence officials warning that deep cuts in military and intelligence budgets could undermine the country's ability to anticipate and defend against new threats.

Annual spending for U.S. intelligence operations currently totals $47.5 billion, a figure that does not include expensive satellites that fall under the Pentagon's budget. At a recent gathering of geospatial intelligence officials and contractors in Nashville, the outlook for the coming fiscal cycles was uniformly grim: fewer dollars for buying and maintaining sophisticated spy systems.

"I worry where we'll be five or 10 years from now," Charles Allen, intelligence director for the Department of Homeland Security, said in an interview. "I am deeply worried that we will not have the funding necessary to operate and build the systems already approved."

Intelligence officials say they have no hard evidence of a pending terrorist attack, and CIA Director Michael V. Hayden said in a news conference Thursday that his agency has not detected increased al-Qaeda communications or other signs of an imminent strike.

But many government and private terrorism experts say the financial crisis has given al-Qaeda an opening, and judging from public statements and intercepted communications, senior al-Qaeda leaders are elated by the West's economic troubles, which they regard as a vindication of their efforts and a sign of the superpower's weakness.

"Al-Qaeda's propaganda arm is constantly banging the drum saying that the U.S. economy is on the precipice -- and it's the force of the jihadists that's going to push us over the edge," said Bruce Hoffman, a former scholar-in-residence at the CIA and now a professor at Georgetown University.

Whether terrorist leader Osama bin Laden is technically capable of another Sept. 11-style attack is unclear, but U.S. officials say he has traditionally picked times of transition to launch major strikes. The two major al-Qaeda-linked attacks on U.S. soil -- the World Trade Center bombing in 1993 and the 2001 hijackings -- occurred in the early months of new administrations.

Extinction.

Speice, J.D., associate in Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher's Washington, D.C. office, 06
(Patrick Speice, J.D., associate in Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher's Washington, D.C. office, February 2006, 47 Wm and Mary L. Rev. 1427, Lexis)

The potential consequences of the unchecked spread of nuclear knowledge and material to terrorist groups that seek to cause mass destruction in the United States are truly horrifying. A terrorist attack with a nuclear weapon would be devastating in terms of immediate human and economic losses. 49 Moreover, there would be immense political pressure in the United States to discover the perpetrators and retaliate with nuclear weapons, massively increasing the number of casualties and potentially triggering a full-scale nuclear conflict. 50 In addition to the threat posed by terrorists, leakage of nuclear knowledge and material from Russia will reduce the barriers that states with nuclear ambitions face and may trigger widespread proliferation of nuclear weapons. 51 This proliferation will increase the risk of nuclear attacks against the United States  [*1440]  or its allies by hostile states, 52 as well as increase the likelihood that regional conflicts will draw in the United States and escalate to the use of nuclear weapons.

