Overview

Relations ensure US china relations
Graham 09, Thomas, senior director at Kissinger Associates, Inc. He served as special assistant to the president and senior director for Russia on the National Security Council staff “ Resurgent Russia and U.S. Purprposes” The Century Foundation, foreign policy and economic think tank, http://tcf.org/events/pdfs/ev257/Graham.pdf NEH )

 The rise of China already is having a major impact on the global economy, including increasing the scarcity of critical commodities, such as oil, gas, and metals. China’s geopolitical weight will only grow as its economy expands, reshaping in particular the balance of power in Northeast and Central Asia. The U.S. interest is in integrating China as a responsible stakeholder into global economic and security structures.  Russia’s massive territorial presence in Northeast Asia and its continu• ing political, economic, and security presence in Central Asia make it a major player in the construction of new security structures in both those regions, along with China, the United States, and other powers. Its treasure trove of natural resources in Siberia and its Far Eastern region could play a central role in fueling Chinese economic growth. A continued strong Russian presence increases the possibilities for building stable security structures; a weak Russia would make those tasks harder. The United States, of course, could work with others, minus Russia, to build these structures, but cooperation with Russia would ease the task. 

Relations solve Iranian prolif
Rojansky and Collins 10 (Matthew, Deputy Director @ Russia and Eurasia Program @ Carnegie, and James, Director @ Russia and Eurasia Program @ Carnegie, “Why Russia Matters,” 8/18, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=41409,)

8. The roads to Tehran and Pyongyang go through Moscow. Russia maintains unique relationships with Iran and North Korea -- both top concerns on Washington's nuclear nonproliferation radar. In the past, the Kremlin has used its leverage to keep the path open for negotiations, sending senior diplomats to Tehran and offering carrots such as civilian nuclear assistance and weapons sales (though it has deferred the sale of advanced S-300 ground-to-air missiles that could be used to blunt a U.S. or Israeli air strike). Now more than ever, Washington needs allies with that kind of leverage to help punish violators and discourage cascading nuclear proliferation worldwide. Leading by example on nonproliferation is also a must; as the world's biggest nuclear powers, the United States and Russia are looked to as the standard-setters. If they fail to ratify their latest modest step forward on bilateral nuclear arms control, it will be difficult to push other countries to take similar counter-proliferation measures. 

Relations solve middle east war
Rojansky and Collins 10 (Matthew, Deputy Director @ Russia and Eurasia Program @ Carnegie, and James, Director @ Russia and Eurasia Program @ Carnegie, “Why Russia Matters,” 8/18, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=41409,)

9. Russia can be a peacemaker. Moscow has the potential to play a role in the settlement of key regional conflicts -- or if it chooses, to obstruct progress. Russia is a member of the Middle East "Quartet," the six-party talks dealing with North Korean denuclearization, and each of the working groups addressing conflicts in the post-Soviet space, such as the OSCE Minsk group on Nagorno-Karabakh, and the 5+2 group on Transnistria. In such post-Soviet regions in particular, Russia has a unique capacity to contribute to peaceful resolution of territorial disputes by facilitating trade and economic engagement with and between former adversaries, and acting as a peacekeeper once a final settlement is reached. In the Middle East, Russia still controls a network of commercial and intelligence assets and has substantial influence with the Syrians, who should be pushed to play a more productive role in the Arab-Israeli peace process. 
Romney results in escalating protectionist wars with China—tanks relations
WSJ 11. [Wall Street Journal -- “Mitt Romney’s 59 Economic Flavors” September 7  --http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424053111904537404576554692126810066.html?mod=googlenews_wsj]
By far the most troubling proposal is Mr. Romney's call for "confronting China" on trade. This is usually a Democratic theme, but Mr. Romney does Mr. Obama one worse by pledging to have his Treasury brand China a "currency manipulator" if it doesn't "move quickly to bring its currency to full value." He'd then hit Beijing with countervailing duties. Starting a trade war is a rare policy mistake that Mr. Obama hasn't made, but Mr. Romney claims it is a way to faster growth. His advisers say he doesn't favor a 25% tariff on Chinese goods as some in Congress do, but once a President unleashes protectionist furies they are hard to contain. His economic aides say this idea comes directly from Mr. Romney himself, which is even less reassuring. It looks like a political maneuver to blunt the criticism he'll receive because some of Bain Capital's companies sent jobs overseas, or perhaps this is intended to win over working-class precincts in Pennsylvania and Ohio. But giving Americans the impression that a trade war will bring those jobs back to the U.S. is offering false hope. It also distracts from the other fiscal and regulatory reforms that are needed to attract capital and create jobs.

Obama will strike Iran as October Surprise if he’s losing turns all of your link turn args isreal would also join the strike turning your aff
Chemi Shalev is an Israeli journalist and political analyst. Chemi Shalev is a US foreign correspondent for Haaretz newspaper 12-27-2011 http://www.haaretz.com/blogs/west-of-eden/will-a-u-s-attack-on-iran-become-obama-s-october-surprise-1.403898

Will a U.S. attack on Iran become Obama’s ‘October Surprise’? Israelis and many Americans are convinced that President Obama will ultimately back away from attacking Iran. They may be wrong. 1. “When American officials declare that all options are on the table, most Israelis do not believe them. They have concluded, rather, that when the crunch comes (and everyone thinks it will), the United States will shy away from military force and reconfigure its policy to live with a nuclear-armed Iran.” This was the bottom line of “What Israelis Hear When Obama Officials Talk About Iran”, an article written by William Galston, a senior research fellow at Brookings, after he canvassed the Israeli participants in the recent Saban Forum held in Washington in early December. Since that diagnosis, rendered only three weeks ago, the content, tone and intensity of American pronouncements on Iran have undergone progressively dramatic changes. These include: • December 16: President Obama, in a speech before the Union of Reform Judaism, goes from the passive “a nuclear Iran is unacceptable” to the assertive “We are determined to prevent Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons.” • December 19: Secretary of Defense Panetta, hitherto the main articulator of the pitfalls of an attack on Iran, suddenly ups the ante by declaring that Iran might be only a year away from acquiring a nuclear bomb, that this the “red line” as far as the U.S. is concerned, and that Washington “will take whatever steps necessary to deal with it." • December 20: General Martin Dempsey, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, tells CNN that “the options we are developing are evolving to a point that they would be executable, if necessary”, adding: 'My biggest worry is that they (Iranians) will miscalculate our resolve'. • December 21: Dennis Ross tells Israel’s Channel 10 television that President Obama would be prepared to “take a certain step” if that is what is required and “this means that when all options are on the table and if you’ve exhausted all other means, you do what is necessary". • December 22: Israeli Defense Minister Ehud Barak, commenting on the above statements, says that they "make clear a fact that was already known to us from closed-door (discussions). It makes clear to Iran that it faces a real dilemma." • December 23: Matthew Kroenig, former Special Adviser on Iran at the Pentagon, publishes an article in the prestigious Foreign Affairs, entitled “Time to Attack Iran”, in which he lays out the case for an American offensive against Iran – sooner rather than later. Israeli analysts, however, remain unconvinced. Influenced, perhaps, by their own experience with Israel’s cynical political leadership, they have ascribed much of this newly-found oomph in American utterances to an elections-inspired attempt by the Obama Administration to “show support for Israel” at a time of political need. Conversely, they maintain that the change in the American tone is a result of new intelligence information that was presented by Barak to Obama in their December 16 meeting in Washington. Both of these assessments may or may not be true, but they fail to tell the whole story. The timing of the reinvigorated American rhetoric is undoubtedly tied to the December 18 withdrawal of the last American troops from Iraq. The U.S. Army and the Pentagon have long opposed inflammatory rhetoric toward Tehran during the withdrawal, for fear it might endanger U.S. troops in Iraq. With the withdrawal complete, the Administration felt free to adopt a much more belligerent tone, literally overnight. As to the substance of American policy, Israelis appear to have persuaded themselves that, despite his vigorous prosecution of the war in Afghanistan and his successful and deadly pursuit of al-Qaida, Obama remains “soft” on Iran and will ultimately back down when push comes to shove. This perception has been fed by Obama’s ill-fated attempt to “engage” with Iran, his initial courtship of the Arab and Muslim world, what is widely perceived as his pro-Palestinian tendencies – and the overall animosity and prejudice directed at the president by many of his detractors. The Republicans are so convinced, in fact, that they are basing much of their foreign policy campaign against Obama on the assumption that he will ultimately capitulate to Tehran. That may be a dangerous assumption on their part. In his speech at the Nobel Peace Prize ceremony in December 2009 – possibly forgotten because of the ridiculously premature or spectacularly misdirected awarding of the prize - Obama spoke of a "just war" which can be waged “as a last resort or in self-defense”. After warning of the danger posed by Iran’s nuclear campaign, he said “those who seek peace cannot stand idly by as nations arm themselves for nuclear war.” In the days after that speech in Oslo, Christian theologian Reinhold Niebuhr was often cited as a source of inspiration for Obama, and it was Niebuhr who wrote, “contemporary history refutes the idea that nations are drawn into war too precipitately. It proves, on the contrary, that it is the general inclination of democratic nations at least to hesitate so long before taking this fateful plunge that the dictator nations gain a fateful advantage over them.” Obama may not want to fall into that pattern. People believe what they want to believe, but Obama has already proven - in Afghanistan, in Libya, in the offensive against al-Qaida, in the drone war in Somalia, Pakistan and Yemen – that he is no pacifist and does not shy way from using military force when necessary. And while he has stuck to his prepared script that “all options are on the table," people who have heard Obama speak about Iran in closed sessions have no doubt that if all else fails, including “crippling” sanctions and international isolation, Obama would order a U.S. attack on Iran, if he was convinced, as he appears to be, that it posed a clear and present danger to America’s national security. 2. And there can be no doubt - notwithstanding claims by the radical left and the isolationist right - that a nuclear Iran would be an unmitigated disaster for American interests, above and beyond the existential threat to Israel. Arab countries would be confronted by a stark choice between subservience to Tehran and the dangerous pursuit of their own nuclear prowess; Muslim extremism would flourish at a particularly precarious juncture in Arab history, compelling newly-emergent Muslim parties, especially in Egypt, to opt for extreme belligerence toward America and Israel; under a protective nuclear umbrella, Hamas and Hezbollah and others of their ilk would be able to run amok with impunity; the entire Middle East would be destabilized and America’s oil supplies held hostage by a self-confident and bellicose Iran. The standing of the U.S., after it is inevitably perceived as having lost out to the Ayatollahs, would reach an all-time low. Russia and China would gradually become the dominant powers in the region. Tehran would be free to expand and further develop its nuclear arsenal and ballistic missile capability. And Israel, America’s main ally in the region – perhaps in the world – would face a continuous mortal and ultimately paralyzing threat from an increasingly implacable enemy. Given their doubts about Obama’s resolve to order a U.S. military attack, Israeli analysts have tended to focus on the existence, or lack thereof, of an American “green light” for an Israeli attack on Iranian nuclear facilities. Indeed, one of the arguments made by Kroenig in Foreign Affairs is that a U.S. attack “can also head off a possible Israeli operation against Iran, which, given Israel’s limited capability to mitigate a potential battle and inflict lasting damage, would likely result in far more devastating consequences and carry a far lower probability of success than a U.S. attack.” But it is far from clear whether America’s acknowledged operational and logistical advantage is the most compelling argument against an Israeli attack, and whether Israel is indeed incapable of “inflicting lasting damage” on Iran. After years and years of preparation, and with the wily Barak at the helm, one should “expect the unexpected” from an Israeli attack. It would definitely not be a rerun of the 1981 bombing raid on Iraq’s nuclear reactor at Osirak, not in scope, not in intensity, not in the means of delivery and not in the yield and sophistication of the weapons that will be thrown into battle. But there are other profound drawbacks to an Israeli attack and corresponding advantages to an American offensive. An Israeli attack would rally the Arab and Muslim world behind Iran, strengthen radical Islamists, neutralize potentially sympathetic countries as Saudi Arabia and further distance Turkey from Israel and the West. The U.S. would have no choice but to support Israel, even though such support would inflame animosity toward Washington throughout the Muslim world. An American attack, on the other hand, would restore Washington’s stature and power of deterrence in the Arab world, could unite most of the Sunni monarchies and oil Sheikdoms in tacit assistance, at the very least, for the military effort, could facilitate Turkish neutrality and enable European support, and would sideline the incendiary issue of Israel, just as it did when Jerusalem maintained a “low profile” during the first two Gulf wars. It might also decrease the intensity of a combined Iranian-Hamas-Hezbollah and possibly Syrian counterattack against Israel, and would, in any case, free Israel to defend itself and to effectively deal with such an onslaught. And yes, though hardly devoid of risks, it might very well ensure Barack Obama’s reelection next November. 3. To be sure, despite Republican protestations to the contrary, American voters are ambivalent about a U.S. attack on Iran. In a recent Quinnipiac University Survey, 55 per cent of voters said the U.S. should not take military action against Iran – but 50 per cent would nonetheless support it, if all else fails. And 88 per cent believe that a nuclear Iran posed a serious threat or a somewhat serious threat to American national security. In the end, it would all come down to timing. The closer to elections that an American attack on Iran would take place, the more it would work in Obama’s favor. Though his left wing flank and possibly large chunks of the Democratic Party would not differentiate between Iraq and Iran, would draw historic parallels with the Bush Administration’s bogus evidence of Iraq’s WMD capabilities and would vehemently criticize Obama for “betraying his principles” - Obama would probably sway most independents and even moderate Republicans who would be swept up in the initial, patriotic wave of support for a campaign against a country that the Republican candidates for the presidency have described as America’s number one enemy. And Obama could point out to the American public that contrary to Iraq, no ground troops would be involved in Iran. A significantly earlier attack, however, would be far riskier. The initial patriotic fervor might dissipate and the wider ramifications would begin to sink in, including potential Iranian retaliation against American targets, and, perhaps more significantly, the disruption of oil supplies, an unprecedented spike in oil prices and an ensuing and crippling blow to U.S. economic recovery. If one wants to be absolutely cynical, perhaps Panetta’s one-year deadline was intentionally calibrated with this election timeline. Though there is no basis to suspect Obama of making political calculations, and without detracting from what is sure to be a serious American effort to get sanctions and possibly regime change to do the trick – October would be ideal. That’s the month that Henry Kissinger chose in 1972 to prematurely declare that “peace is at hand” in Vietnam, thus turning Richard Nixon’s certain victory over George McGovern into a landslide; that’s the month that Ronald Reagan feared Jimmy Carter would use in 1980 in order to free the Iran hostages and stop the Republican momentum; and that’s the month that many of Obama’s opponents are already jittery about, fearing the proverbial “October Surprise” that would hand Obama his second term on a platter. Two things are certain: the Republicans, who are now goading Obama for being soft on Iran and beating their own war drums, would reverse course in mid air with nary a blink and accuse the president of playing politics with American lives and needlessly embroiling it in a war which probably could have been avoided if he had been tough on Iran in the first place. And what about the Jewish vote? That would be Obama’s, lock, stock and barrel, including those Jewish voters who cannot forgive him for the Cairo speech, the bow to King Abdullah, the 1967 borders, the lack of chemistry with Netanyahu and that the fact that he has yet to produce evidence that he isn’t, after all, a closet Muslim. And in Israel, no doubt about it, he would be forever revered as the ultimate Righteous Gentile.
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Obama is winning but it’s not locked up – events could still swing the race. 
Harwood 9-18. [John, Chief Washington Correspondent, "Obama widens lead in polls as Romney faces challenges" CNBC -- www.cnbc.com/id/49073716]
President Barack Obama has emerged from the conventions of both political parties with a clear lead over Republican challenger Mitt Romney, the latest NBC News/Wall Street Journal poll has found.¶ In the poll, Obama led Romney by 50 percent to 45 percent among Americans judged "likely" to vote by Peter Hart and Bill McInturff, who conducted the NBC/WSJ survey.¶ The Democratic incumbent also reached the 50 percent mark, to Romney's 44 percent, among the larger group of all registered voters.¶ The findings come at a challenging time for Romney's campaign. Two weeks before his first general election debate against Obama, and 7 weeks before Election Day, the former Massachusetts governor faces backbiting within his campaign and finds himself on the defensive over his secretly-taped remarks at a Florida fundraiser. (Read More: Romney Derides Obama Supporters in Damaging Video.)¶ Obama benefited in the survey from an uptick in optimism over the economy as well as the general state of the country.¶ Some 39 percent of registered voters said the country is "headed in the right direction," up from 32 percent before the Republican and Democratic conventions. Some 42 percent predicted the economy will get better in the next year, while just 18 percent predicted it will get worse. In July, voters split evenly on the question. (Read More: Why Obama's Up in Swing States Despite Bad Economy.)¶ The shift marks "an important inflection point" in a race that has resisted movement for most of the year, said McInturff, a Republican pollster. Hart, a Democrat, ascribed the change to an increasing number of voters "getting comfortable with the next four years" of Obama in the White House.¶ "Barack Obama has moved a clear step ahead" in the race against Romney, Hart concluded. But he noted that "it's only a step" — and subsequent events could wipe out the president's advantage.¶ In the survey, Obama's overall job approval also hit the 50 percent mark, which political analysts generally consider an important sign of an incumbent's ability to win re-election.

Silver says 76% chance. 
Silver 9-21. [Nate, political polling genius, "Sept. 20: Obama’s Convention Bounce May Not Be Receding" Five Thirty Eight -- fivethirtyeight.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/09/21/sept-20-obamas-convention-bounce-may-not-be-receding/#more-34814]
President Obama’s position inched forward in the FiveThirtyEight forecast on Thursday. His chances of winning the Electoral College are 76.1 percent, according to the forecast, up from 75.2 percent on Wednesday. Mr. Obama’s projected margin of victory in the national popular vote also increased slightly, to 3.4 percentage points.¶ By and large, the story that Thursday’s polls told was the same one as on Wednesday. Mr. Obama continues to get very strong results in state polls that use industry-standard methodology, meaning that they use live interviews and place calls to mobile phones along with landlines.¶ In the 10 states that have generally been ranked the highest on our tipping-point list — Ohio, Virginia, Florida, Wisconsin, Colorado, Nevada, Iowa, Pennsylvania, New Hampshire and Michigan — there have been 21 such polls since the Democratic convention ended. Mr. Obama has led in all 21 of these surveys — and usually by clear margins. On average, he has held a six-point lead in these surveys, and he has had close to 50 percent of the vote in them.


Base mobilization. 
Leighton 9-19. [Kyle, Editor of TPM Media's PollTracker, "Pew: Obama Leads By 8 Points, DNC Bolsters Dem Enthusiasm" Talking Points Memo -- 2012.talkingpointsmemo.com/2012/09/pew-dnc-obama-romney-poll-democratic-enthusiasm.php]
President Obama has an 8-point lead over Mitt Romney among likely voters, bolstered by renewed Democratic enthusiasm in the wake of the Democratic National Convention, according to a new poll from the Pew Research Center.¶ “At this stage in the campaign, Barack Obama is in a strong position compared with past victorious presidential candidates,” said Pew President Andrew Kohut. “Obama holds a bigger September lead than the last three candidates who went on to win in November, including Obama four years ago. In elections since 1988, only Bill Clinton, in 1992 and 1996, entered the fall with a larger advantage.”¶ Obama leads Romney 51 percent to 43 percent. A poll from NBC News and the Wall Street Journal released Tuesday night showed a 5-point Obama advantage.¶ President Obama leads almost all public polls taken after the conventions, and he has a 4.1 edge in the PollTracker Average of the national race.


Approval ratings and economic optimism. 
WSJ 9-18. ["Obama extends lead in new poll" -- online.wsj.com/article/SB10000872396390443720204578004562877476102.html]
Buoyed by an upswing in economic optimism, President Barack Obama has strengthened his support among voters and is now rated as equal to Mitt Romney on which candidate can best improve the economy, a new Wall Street Journal/NBC News poll finds.¶ The survey gives the president his highest job approval since March, at 50%, and shows him leading Mr. Romney among likely voters, 50% to 45%, with two weeks before the campaign hits a major landmark with the first candidates' debate.¶ The election snapshot comes as Mr. Obama tries to win reelection with the highest pre-election jobless rate since World War II, and with an estimated 23 million Americans unemployed or underemployed.¶ The survey was the first Journal poll of the campaign to assess which voters are likely to cast ballots and to ask their preferences. Among the slightly larger set of registered voters, the poll showed Mr. Obama widening his lead by two percentage points over the prior month, giving him 50% support, compared to Mr. Romney's 44%.¶ The poll surveyed 900 registered voters, including 736 who are considered likely to cast ballots. The survey was taken from Sept. 12 to Sept. 16 and had a margin of error of plus or minus 3.27 percentage points for registered voters.¶ The poll found Mr. Obama to be on a generally stronger footing than President George W. Bush had been in September, 2004, before Mr. Bush went on to win re-election in a close contest. Mr. Obama holds a wider lead over his rival than did Mr. Bush, and voters give him higher marks for handling foreign policy and the economy.

Obama winning Ohio – NBC Journal poll. 
Salant 9-21. [Jonathan, money and politics reporter, "Obama Takes Lead Over Romney in Three More Swing-State Polls" Businessweek -- www.businessweek.com/news/2012-09-20/obama-up-over-romney-in-three-more-swing-state-polls]
President Barack Obama polls 50 percent among likely voters in three swing states, according to the latest survey that shows him pulling ahead of Republican nominee Mitt Romney in many of the election’s battlegrounds.¶ The NBC News/Wall Street Journal/Marist College poll gave Obama identical five-percentage point leads, 50 percent to 45 percent, in Colorado and Wisconsin, and an eight-point advantage in Iowa, 50 percent to 42 percent.¶ An NBC/Journal poll of likely voters released last week put Obama ahead of Romney 49 percent to 44 percent in Florida and Virginia, and leading with 50 percent to 43 percent in Ohio. No Republican has won the White House without carrying Ohio.¶ Obama has opened a lead in many national and state polls since the Democratic National Convention earlier this month in Charlotte, North Carolina.¶ “When you get to 50” percent in polls, “that’s the magic number,” said Lee Miringoff, director of the Marist Institute for Public Opinion in Poughkeepsie, New York. “Things are definitely moving his way,” he said of Obama. “He hasn’t closed the sale, but these are a lot of states Romney has to carry and that’s not happening at the moment.”

Swing States lead. 
TRNS 9-19. [Talk Radio News Service “Poll: Swing States Still Competitive” -- http://www.talkradionews.com/news/2012/09/19/poll-swing-states-still-competitive.html]
President Barack Obama and Mitt Romney are caught in a tight race in the nation’s swing states, according to a new poll from Gallup/USA Today conducted between September 11th and 17th.¶ In the twelve battleground states, Obama leads with 48 percent among registered voters while Romney trails closely at 46 percent. The close divide mirrors the trend for the majority of the year, save a brief period during the spring wherein Obama took a 9 point lead.¶ Despite the lack of a major shift, approximately 22 percent of swing state voters responded that there minds may not be made up. 17 percent said they could realistically change their mind, including 10 percent of Obama supporters and 7 percent of those backing Romney.¶ 5 percent of respondents said that they have not yet determined who they will¶ The twelve states considered up for grabs this yea are Colorado, Florida, Iowa, Michigan, New Hampshire, Nevada, New Mexico, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Virginia, and Wisconsin.¶ The poll was conducted among 1,096 registered voters spread throughout the dozen states.

Lead among likely voters and in swing states. 
Salant 9-19. [Jonathan, money and politics reporter, "Poll finds Obama in better shape than any nominee since Clinton" Bloomberg -- www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-09-19/obama-leads-among-likely-voters-in-colorado-virginia-wisconsin.html]
NBC/Journal Poll¶ A poll of likely voters taken during the same period by NBC News and the Wall Street Journal gave Obama a five-point lead among likely voters, 50 percent to 45 percent. Still, the Gallup tracking poll covering the Sept. 12-18 period showed Obama with a one-point lead, 47 percent to 46 percent. That is down from a seven-point lead, 50 percent to 43 percent, Obama had in the tracking poll during the period Sept. 5-11. A Sept. 11-17 USA Today/Gallup poll of registered voters in the swing states of Colorado, Florida, Iowa, Michigan, Nevada, New Hampshire, New Mexico, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Virginia, and Wisconsin, put Obama ahead by two points, 48 percent to 46 percent.

Political scientists predict Obama but it’s close. 
Camia 9-20. [Catalina, political reporter, "8 of 13 forecasts say Obama wins popular vote" USA Today -- content.usatoday.com/communities/onpolitics/post/2012/09/20/obama-romney-forecasting-models-election/70000816/1#.UFxW-KRSSAE&__utma=14933801.194491038.1346898590.1348232799.1348237052.4&__utmb=14933801.1.10.1348237052&__utmc=14933801&__utmx=-&__utmz=14933801.1348237052.4.4.utmcsr=google|utmccn=(organic)|utmcmd=organic|utmctr=(not%20provided)&__utmv=14933801.|8=Earned%20By=msnbc%7Cpolitics%7Cfirstread=1^12=Landing%20Content=Original=1^13=Landing%20Hostname=firstread.nbcnews.com=1^30=Visit%20Type%20to%20Content=Earned%20to%20Original=1&__utmk=107584898]
What happens when 20 eminent political scientists crunch data to predict the outcome of the 2012 election?¶ Eight of their 13 forecasting models predict President Obama will win the popular vote over Mitt Romney, but the race could be close.¶ After crunching a wide range of data -- from public opinion polls to leading economic indicators to the impact of war -- these forecasts range from predicting a 53.8% popular vote for Obama to a 53.1% vote for Romney.


Futures markets say Obama is winning. 
Weidner 9-18. [David, WSJ reporter, "Obama is stealing Wall Street from Romney" Market Watch -- articles.marketwatch.com/2012-09-18/commentary/33904463_1_romney-wall-street-president-obama]
Intrade, a futures market set up for bettors looking to cash in on such probabilities, has Obama as a 66.3% favorite to reclaim the White House. Obama has seen a nearly 10-point gain since mid-June. See Intrade’s page for Obama’s reelection chances.

Link work

More evidence – China bashing is critical for swing state politics 
Xinhua 9/19/12 (“Campaign Politics Should Not Risk Sino-US-Ties”) 
With less than 60 days to go before the presidential election, the ObamaAdministration has resorted to China-bashing to win over swing states. It is nothing but hypeand may backfire by losing votes and even risking China-US trade relations. US Trade Representative Ron Kirk said Monday the federal government had requested disputesettlement consultations with China at the World Trade Organization regarding China'ssubsidies to auto and auto parts exporters, alleging China's export subsidies "severely distorttrade" and "provide an unfair advantage." US President Barack Obama later touted the latest trade enforcement action in front ofthousands gathering in Cincinnati, Ohio, trying to outdo Republican presidential challenger MittRomney in cranking up the rhetoric against China. It is rather ironic that Romney retorted thatthe trade lawsuit was a "campaign season" move. It is not a coincidence that both Obama and Romney chose Ohio as the campaignbattleground. The swing state is home to 850,000 auto workers, or one in eight jobs in Ohio, asWhite House spokesman Josh Earnest told Monday's press gaggle. US voters cannot be more familiar with these words, especially in election years. Just days ago,Romney, campaigning in Ohio, accused Beijing of "cheating" and vowed to be tougher on itstrade and currency practices. In fact, every four years since the Bill Clinton era, all US presidential candidates have takenturns to bombard the electorate with aggressive speeches and assertive policies against China. When Obama slammed China's auto subsidies in Ohio, he seemed to forget it was the tens ofbillions of dollars under the auto industry bailout bill he signed that helped save thousands ofjobs and revive auto plants. With the support of government subsidies, General Motors and Chrysler have seen a robustrecovery in recent years. Days ago, the two auto giants reported a more than 10-percentincrease year-on-year in August auto sales, respectively. The US auto industry also needs to thank China. In the auto and auto parts trade, US andChina has a relatively even balance sheet. Based on large volumes of quality auto partsimports, the US enjoys a motor vehicle export surplus of billions of dollars with China, more thanany other market.


China bashing is massively popular with the public – 
**the flip flop super charges the link argument 
The Washington Post 9/18/12 (“An Election Year Ploy: Get Tough on China”) http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/candidates-are-ramping-up-the-rhetoric-on-china/2012/09/18/cbe4c68c-01c6-11e2-9367-4e1bafb958db_story.html
IT’S AN IRON LAW of U.S. politics: You can’t go wrong bashing China. Polls show the public believes that this country is losing jobs due to unfair economic competition from abroad, especially from China. And so, every four years, presidential candidates fall all over themselves promising to get tough on imports. Still, there are more and less blatant ways to go about it. President Obama’s announcementMonday of a new international trade case against China in swing-state Ohio strikes many as a transparently political use of his incumbency. The crassness is mitigated only somewhat by the fact that the president was responding to Republican challenger Mitt Romney’s ads promising to do more than Mr. Obama has done to punish China for manipulating the value of its currency on international markets — or “cheating,” as the ads describe it.



Plan will be spun as a China takeover of our industry – sparks backlash. 
Merrill 11. [Margaret, B.A. Tufts University; J.D. Columbia Law School, “Overcoming CFIUS Jitters: A Practical Guide for Understanding the Committee on Foreign Investment in the United States” Quinnipiac Law Review -- lexis]
¶ Political outcry over China National Offshore Oil Corporation's (CNOOC) unsolicited bid for the American-based energy company Unocal Corporation was a stark reminder, however, that foreign government controlled investment still provided a fertile means of capitalizing on nationalistic and protectionist anxieties.¶ ¶ In June 2005, CNOOC announced its (unsolicited) intention to acquire Unocal for $ 18.5 billion in cash and shortly thereafter filed voluntary notification of the proposed acquisition with CFIUS. 135 The  [*24]  announcement was immediately met with fierce hostility by a number of U.S. policymakers. 136 Theoretically, this concern was related to the fact that 70% of CNOOC was owned by a Chinese government-controlled company, China National Offshore Oil, which was also heavily involved in financing the deal on very favorable terms. 137 Critics also voiced their concerns about the potential for the transfer of critical technologies to China and the lack of reciprocity in the countries' respective attitudes towards FDI. 138 The bid was construed by some politicians and political pundits as an effort by the Chinese government to bolster its own oil reserves to the detriment of the American consumer. 139 Congressional antagonism towards CNOOC's bid for Unocal likely stemmed, however, at least in part, from the fact that Chevron Corporation, the fourth largest U.S. oil company at the time, had agreed to buy Unocal for $ 16.4 billion a few months earlier. 140


Ohio Link 

Weak on China swings Ohio for Romney – Obama is vulnerable. 
Chang 12. [Gordon, contributor, “China could deliver Ohio to Romney” Forbes -- September 2 -- http://www.forbes.com/sites/gordonchang/2012/09/02/china-could-deliver-ohio-to-romney/]
Enter Peter Navarro. Last month, the famed University of California economist released his highly controversial documentary, Death by China, which makes the case that currency manipulation is one of Beijing’s “weapons of job destruction.”¶ AFL-CIO President Richard Trumka, filmed with the White House in the background, is featured prominently, as are other labor figures. “Five-and-a-half million manufacturing jobs gone,” he says as he talks about China’s effect on the U.S. economy.¶ Not everyone would agree with that number—some talk about 2.7 million jobs lost and others think the figure is much lower—but the fact that Trumka talks about the issue is significant. Navarro’s grab-you-by-the-throat documentary has its Ohio premier on the 7th of this month in Youngstown. That’s followed by showings in Cleveland, Akron, Dayton, Portsmouth, Cincinnati, Beavercreek, Columbus, Athens, and Toledo, all bound to attract large blue-collar crowds. The film has openings in other swing states, including Pennsylvania and industrial Michigan.¶ Beijing, not surprisingly, is helping Navarro by going on the attack against him. That puts the professor, who is not a partisan, in the company of Romney, in the sense that both have become the object of Chinese government displeasure over the same general set of issues.¶ The risk for President Obama is that Navarro drives home his arguments about currency manipulation in a critical battleground state with the unsolicited help of Beijing’s anti-Romney broadsides and the Republican candidate himself. Navarro, therefore, could change the national conversation on a hot topic on which the President is vulnerable. After all, his administration has little to show for all its behind-the-scenes efforts to persuade the Chinese to float their currency.¶ China has been largely absent from the campaign. But that will change soon. The election is all about the economy, and the economy is all about jobs. As China and Romney collide, Beijing’s currency practices are bound take center stage in a state with 18 electoral votes up for grabs in an extremely tight race.

The link turns case—public uproar about the aff would disrupt FDI
Merrill 11. [Margaret, B.A. Tufts University; J.D. Columbia Law School, “Overcoming CFIUS Jitters: A Practical Guide for Understanding the Committee on Foreign Investment in the United States” Quinnipiac Law Review -- lexis]
The second measure relates to the public's perception of the proposed covered transaction. Considering the highly politicized nature of the CFIUS process, creating a positive public image is crucial for any deal. As discussed above, the negative publicity surrounding past FDI misfires has often played a key role in a transaction's collapse. Time and time again, generating negative media coverage in regards to potential FDI transactions has been a potent tool for private interests looking to gain from the transaction's undoing. This type of maneuvering, however, can also be employed by those who would like to see the transaction consummated. Given the prominent and widespread trepidation over the future strength of economic stability in this country, FDI transactions are likely to be viewed more favorably than they have been in a long time. n232 Proactively reaching out to suitable media outlets with information regarding the benefits of any proposed FDI transaction allows the foreign investor to shape the conversation rather than being on the defensive. The resulting public support for the transaction will make it that much more resistant to political attack.



CFIUS Links 

Tough on China through CFIUS is a key election issue
Barron 12. [Lisa, New York correspondent, “Republicans, Democrats Come Together To Oppose Chinese Oil Deal” Mint Press News -- July 30 -- http://www.mintpress.net/chinese-oil-deal-becoming-political-football-in-u-s/]
2012 elections¶ CFIUS lawyers have said they believe the deal will not face regulatory obstacles, but it’s not clear whether the transaction could become a political issue in a tight election year.¶ One of the main driving forces behind the company’s problem with Unocal in 2005 was the fact that it was competing against Chevron, a U.S. oil major with strong allegiances on Capitol Hill.¶ CNOOC does not have a U.S. rival in the Nexen deal. And in May, it hired Hill & Knowlton Strategies to lobby Congress on issues relating to the environment and natural gas.¶ It is clearly going to remain a divisive issue. Both sides may want to seize the opportunity to look tough on China, but foreign investment overall helps the economy and investment in the oil and gas sector in particular helps the U.S. become less dependent on oil from overseas.
***Note: CNOOC = China energy giant, CFIUS = Committee on Foreign Investment in the US 



Impact work
And Romney rhetoric sparks latent paranoia in Russian officials – GOP victory guarantees collapse of relations. (duplicated in Obama Key)
Bandow 12. [Doug – senior fellow at the Cato Institute, Romney and Russia: Complicating American Relations, National Interest -- April 23 -- http://nationalinterest.org/blog/the-skeptics/romney-russia-complicating-american-relationships-6836]
[bookmark: _GoBack]Mitt Romney has become the inevitable Republican presidential candidate. He’s hoping to paint Barack Obama as weak, but his attempt at a flanking maneuver on the right may complicate America’s relationship with Eastern Europe and beyond. Romney recently charged Russia with being America’s “number one geopolitical foe.” As Jacob Heilbrunn of National Interest pointed out, this claim embodies a monumental self-contradiction, attempting to claim “credit for the collapse of the Soviet Union, on the one hand [while] predicting dire threats from Russia on the other.” Thankfully, the U.S.S.R. really is gone, and neither all the king’s men nor Vladimir Putin can put it back together. It is important to separate behavior which is grating, even offensive, and that which is threatening. Putin is no friend of liberty, but his unwillingness to march lock-step with Washington does not mean that he wants conflict with America. Gordon Hahn of CSIS observes: Yet despite NATO expansion, U.S. missile defense, Jackson-Vanik and much else, Moscow has refused to become a U.S. foe, cooperating with the West on a host of issues from North Korea to the war against jihadism. Most recently, Moscow agreed to the establishment of a NATO base in Ulyanovsk. These are hardly the actions of America’s “number one geopolitical foe.” Romney’s charge is both silly and foolish. This doesn’t mean the U.S. should not confront Moscow when important differences arise. But treating Russia as an adversary risks encouraging it to act like one. Moreover, treating Moscow like a foe will make Russia more suspicious of America’s relationships with former members of the Warsaw Pact and republics of the Soviet Union—and especially Washington’s determination to continue expanding NATO. After all, if another country ostentatiously called the U.S. its chief geopolitical threat, ringed America with bases, and established military relationships with areas that had broken away from the U.S., Washington would not react well. It might react, well, a lot like Moscow has been reacting. Although it has established better relations with the West, Russia still might not get along with some of its neighbors, most notably Georgia, with its irresponsibly confrontational president. However, Washington should not give Moscow additional reasons to indulge its paranoia.

