Impact overview

Foreign aid turns heg
Herrling and Radelet 8. [Sheila, Senior Policy Analyst, Manger of the Center for Global Development’s Foreign Assistance Initiative, Steve, Senior Fellow, “U.S. Foreign Assistance for the Twenty-first Century” Center for Global Development -- August 8 --http://www.cgdev.org/content/publications/detail/16559]
Meeting today’s foreign policy challenges requires a new vision of American global leadership based on the strength of our core values, ideas, and ingenuity. It calls for an integrated foreign policy that promotes our ideals, enhances our security, helps create economic and political opportunities for people around the world, and restores America’s image abroad. We cannot rely exclusively or even primarily on defense and security to meet these goals. Instead, we must make greater use of all the tools of statecraft, including diplomacy, trade, investment, intelligence, and a strong and effective foreign assistance strategy. Foreign policy experts on both sides of the political aisle recognize that foreign assistance is a vital tool for strengthening U.S. foreign policy and restoring American global leadership. But they also recognize that our foreign assistance programs are out of date and must be modernized to meet the challenges of the twenty-first century.
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China relations solve heg
Pollack 1. (Jonathon A., US Naval War College, American Perceptions of Chinese Military Power, 1-11 http://www.nwc.navy.mil/apsg/papers/Chinese%20Military%20Power2.htm)
Slowly but inexorably, the Chinese are acquiring the requisite military capabilities that will enable Beijing to assume a more pivotal role in shaping the future security contours of East Asia.  These capabilities are not fully realized at present, nor would they automatically translate into a more assertive state intent on intimidating its neighbors.  But the emergence of China as a more capable military power is a core component of East Asia’s ineluctable strategic realignment.  China seems determined to assume what it sees as its rightful place in the regional political and security order.  Its position will be rooted both in its future military capabilities and in the political-economic role it has already begun to assume throughout the region, including with important U.S. allies and security partners. These developments underscore the centrality of future U.S.-Chinese relations to the regional order as a whole.  The United States has substantial incentives to seek larger security understandings with Beijing, given that China will ultimately have the capability to challenge or to complicate American strategic primacy in East Asia.  American policymakers have yet to achieve closure on how best to ensure long term U.S. interests in a region of genuine strategic import to the United States, but where U.S. strategy cannot reflexively assume (as in Europe) a coalition of the like minded.  Nor is there a clear consensus on what the United States deems within the legitimate scope of China’s future military capabilities, or whether both countries will prove able to reconcile their respective security interests over the longer run. The United States hopes to preserve its current strategic advantage, which presumes the absence of a major power adversary (or adversaries) who by intention, action, or capability could put U.S. vital interests at risk.  The pivotal policy question, therefore, is how to retain America’s existing advantage without incurring strategy and resource commitments that are neither warranted nor sustainable.  This will require a prudent hedging option, but without this option proving self-fulfilling.  In essence, the United States seeks fallback without lock in.  A benign outcome with China, though clearly preferable, cannot be assumed.  But an insurance strategy in relation to China must not render meaningful security collaboration with Beijing impossible.  Squaring this circle will remain among the preeminent international challenges the United States will face in the decades to come.

Trade war kills the economy
Liu ’05 (Henry C., Chair – New York Private Investment Group, The Coming Trade War Part 6, Asia Times Online, 8-20, http://atimes.com/atimes/Global_Economy/GH20Dj01.html)
US geopolitical hostility toward China will manifest itself first in trade friction, which will lead to a mutually recriminatory trade war between the two major economies that will attract opportunistic trade realignments among the traditional allies of the United States. US multinational corporations, unable to steer US domestic politics, will increasingly trade with China through their foreign subsidiaries, leaving the US economy with even fewer jobs, and a condition that will further exacerbate anti-China popular sentiments that translate into more anti-free-trade policies generally and anti-China policies specifically. The resultant global economic depression from a trade war between the world's two largest economies will in turn heighten further mutual recriminations. An external curb from the US of Chinese export trade will accelerate a redirection of Chinese growth momentum inward, increasing Chinese power, including military power, while further encouraging anti-US sentiment in Chinese policy circles. This in turn will validate US apprehension of a China threat, increasing the prospect for armed conflict.  A war between the US and China can have no winners, particularly on the political front. Even if the US were to prevail militarily through its technological superiority, the political cost of military victory would be so severe that the US as it currently exists would not be recognizable after the conflict and the original geopolitical aim behind the conflict would remain elusive, as the Vietnam War and the Iraq war have demonstrated. By comparison, the Vietnam and Iraq conflicts, destructive as they have been to the US social fabric, are mere minor scrimmages compared with a war with China.  US policymakers have an option to make China a friend and partner in a peaceful world for the benefit of all nations. To do so, they must first recognize that the world can operate on the principle of plentitude and that prosperity is not something to be fought over by killing consumers in a world plagued with overcapacity.

Romney win causes Russian aggression – Obama solves
Weir 12. [3-27 -- Fred, Obama asks Russia to cut him slack until reelection, Minnesota Post, p. http://www.minnpost.com/christian-science-monitor/2012/03/obama-asks-russia-cut-him-slack-until-reelection]
Russian experts say there's little doubt the Kremlin would like to see Obama re-elected. Official Moscow has been pleased by Obama's policy of "resetting" relations between Russia and the US, which resulted in the new START treaty and other cooperation breakthroughs after years of diplomatic chill while George W. Bush was president. The Russian media often covers Obama's lineup of Republican presidential challengers in tones of horror, and there seems to be a consensus among Russian pundits that a Republican president would put a quick end to the Obama-era thaw in relations. "The Republicans are active critics of Russia, and they are extremely negative toward Putin and his return to the presidency," says Dmitry Babich, a political columnist with the official RIA-Novosti news agency. "Democrats are perceived as more easygoing, more positive toward Russia and Putin." Speaking on the record in Seoul, Mr. Medvedev said the years since Obama came to power "were the best three years in the past decade of Russia-US relations.… I hope this mode of relations will maintain between the Russian Federation and the United States and between the leaders." During Putin's own election campaign, which produced a troubled victory earlier this month, he played heavily on anti-Western themes, including what he described as the US drive to attain "absolute invulnerability" at the expense of everyone else. But many Russian experts say that was mostly election rhetoric, and that in office Putin will seek greater cooperation and normal relations with the West. "Russian society is more anti-American than its leaders are," says Pavel Zolotaryov, deputy director of the official Institute of USA-Canada Studies in Moscow. "Leaders have to take popular moods into account. But it's an objective fact that the US and Russia have more points in common than they have serious differences. If Obama wins the election, it seems likely the reset will continue."

Also turns Iran
Allison and Blackwill 11, Graham, director of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard’s Kennedy School and a former assistant secretary of defense in the Clinton administration, Robert, Henry A. Kissinger senior fellow for U.S. foreign policy at the Council on Foreign Relations and served as U.S. ambassador to India and as deputy national security adviser for strategic planning in the Bush administration [“10 Reasons Why Russia Still Matters,” 10/31http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1011/67178_Page2.html]
That central point is that Russia matters a great deal to a U.S. government seeking to defend and advance its national interests. Prime Minister Vladimir Putin’s decision to return next year as president makes it all the more critical for Washington to manage its relationship with Russia through coherent, realistic policies. No one denies that Russia is a dangerous, difficult, often disappointing state to do business with. We should not overlook its many human rights and legal failures. Nonetheless, Russia is a player whose choices affect our vital interests in nuclear security and energy. It is key to supplying 100,000 U.S. troops fighting in Afghanistan and preventing Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons. Ten realities require U.S. policymakers to advance our nation’s interests by engaging and working with Moscow. First, Russia remains the only nation that can erase the United States from the map in 30 minutes. As every president since John F. Kennedy has recognized, Russia’s cooperation is critical to averting nuclear war. Second, Russia is our most consequential partner in preventing nuclear terrorism. Through a combination of more than $11 billion in U.S. aid, provided through the Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction program, and impressive Russian professionalism, two decades after the collapse of the “evil empire,” not one nuclear weapon has been found loose. Third, Russia plays an essential role in preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons and missile-delivery systems. As Washington seeks to stop Iran’s drive toward nuclear weapons, Russian choices to sell or withhold sensitive technologies are the difference between failure and the possibility of success. Fourth, Russian support in sharing intelligence and cooperating in operations remains essential to the U.S. war to destroy Al Qaeda and combat other transnational terrorist groups. Fifth, Russia provides a vital supply line to 100,000 U.S. troops fighting in Afghanistan. As U.S. relations with Pakistan have deteriorated, the Russian lifeline has grown ever more important and now accounts for half all daily deliveries. Sixth, Russia is the world’s largest oil producer and second largest gas producer. Over the past decade, Russia has added more oil and gas exports to world energy markets than any other nation. Most major energy transport routes from Eurasia start in Russia or cross its nine time zones. As citizens of a country that imports two of every three of the 20 million barrels of oil that fuel U.S. cars daily, Americans feel Russia’s impact at our gas pumps. Seventh, Moscow is an important player in today’s international system. It is no accident that Russia is one of the five veto-wielding, permanent members of the U.N. Security Council, as well as a member of the G-8 and G-20. A Moscow more closely aligned with U.S. goals would be significant in the balance of power to shape an environment in which China can emerge as a global power without overturning the existing order. Eighth, Russia is the largest country on Earth by land area, abutting China on the East, Poland in the West and the United States across the Arctic. This territory provides transit corridors for supplies to global markets whose stability is vital to the U.S. economy. Ninth, Russia’s brainpower is reflected in the fact that it has won more Nobel Prizes for science than all of Asia, places first in most math competitions and dominates the world chess masters list. The only way U.S. astronauts can now travel to and from the International Space Station is to hitch a ride on Russian rockets. The co-founder of the most advanced digital company in the world, Google, is Russian-born Sergei Brin. Tenth, Russia’s potential as a spoiler is difficult to exaggerate. Consider what a Russian president intent on frustrating U.S. international objectives could do — from stopping the supply flow to Afghanistan to selling S-300 air defense missiles to Tehran to joining China in preventing U.N. Security Council resolutions. So next time you hear a policymaker dismissing Russia with rhetoric about “who cares?” ask them to identify nations that matter more to U.S. success, or failure, in advancing our national interests.

and heg
SIMES 2003 (Dmitri, President of the Nixon Center, FDCH Political Testimony, 9-30)
At the same time, U.S. leaders increasingly recognized the emerging, inter-related threats of terrorism and proliferation. Though policy makers and experts had devoted some attention to these issues earlier, the tragic events of September 11 rapidly crystallized American thinking about these threats and transformed the struggle to contain them into the principal aim of American foreign policy. Notwithstanding its diminished status and curtailed ambition, Russia has considerable influence in its neighborhood and a significant voice elsewhere as well. Moscow can contribute importantly to U.S. interests if it chooses to do so. Accordingly Russia can markedly decrease, or increase, the costs of exercising American leadership both directly (by assisting the United States, or not) and indirectly (by abetting those determined to resist, or not).


Romney will cut funding for NNSA- turns terrorism
Easley 11-  political columnist and the politics editor at 411mania.com, Bachelor’s Degree in Political Science, chief editor at politicusa.com (Jason, “Rachel Maddow Calls Out The GOP For Budget Cuts That Enable al-Qaeda” March 25, 2011, http://www.politicususa.com/en/rachel-maddow-gop-al-qaeda)
On her MSNBC program, Rachel Maddow took on the hypocrisy of a Republican congressional leadership that talks tough on national security but is risking giving al-Qaeda nuclear weapons with their budget cuts. Maddow said, “Republicans really have proposed making it $500 million easier for terrorists to get nuclear material.” Here is the video from MSNBC: Visit msnbc.com for breaking news, world news, and news about the economy Maddow began, “There is a long, dirty history in American politics of using terrifying threats about terrorism to pursue some other totally unrelated political goal. She cited Rush Limbaugh claiming that a “Ground Zero Mosque” is a victory for the terrorists, Jim DeMint claiming that unionized TSA screeners is a victory for terrorists, and George W. Bush saying in 2006 that a vote for Democrats is victory for the terrorists. She then discussed how Republicans upped the ante by using the threat of a mushroom cloud to justify and scare the nation into supporting the Iraq invasion. She pointed out that there is a small US agency that is charge of locking down loose nuclear material, “America’s fear mongering history about the nuclear end of the world is kind of too bad because it is not fear mongering to talk about the nuclear end of the world if you are actually working directly to stop the nuclear end of the world. That is the job of one part of the United States government. It’s an obscure office in the Department of Energy called the National Nuclear Security Administration. They lock down unprotected loose nuclear material around the world to keep it off the black market and out of terrorist hands, which without being hysterical about it, does seem like an important job when you consider that groups like al Qaeda have said over and over again they want to buy nuclear material so they could use it in a terrorist attack and there is evidence they have tried to buy it on the black market.” Rachel Maddow continued, “There is part of the US government that finds the most vulnerable nuclear material in the world and secures it, so if you’re worried about this sort of thing the appropriate response is, good I’m glad we’re doing that. After that agency locked down 111 pounds of nuclear material in Ukraine around Christmas time we hosted the head of the nuclear administration here on this show and christened him the undersecretary for saving the world.” The MSNBC host highlighted the GOP’s proposed budget that would jeopardize national security, “Now the Republicans in Congress want to strip the funding for that agency. Even though they said they wouldn’t make any national security cuts, they want to cut $550 million from the agency that locks down unprotected loose nuclear material to keep it off the black market around the world which means that for what may be the first time in US history an ad that starts this way is actually true and is not fear mongering. ‘What I am about to tell you sounds crazy but it’s true. Speaker John Boehner is making it easier for terrorists to get nuclear weapons.’” Rachel Maddow continued, “Sounds crazy? Also true. It sounds like a generic be afraid ad from the Bush administration era. In this case, Republicans really have proposed making it $500 million easier for terrorists to get nuclear material. That was the first line of a new ad voiced by retired Lieutenant General Robert Gard part of a counter proliferation group running these ads against the nuke terrorism cuts in key congressional districts.” After playing the ad, Maddow said, “The ads are targeting not just John Boehner, but Mitch McConnell, Eric Cantor, Paul Ryan, Hal Rogers and Thad Cochran, all elected Republicans who are supporting this big cut. This big cut to the part of the US government that actually works on that whole smoking mushroom cloud problem instead of just freaking you out about it to accomplish some other unrelated political thing. We do not have a word in the English language that means the opposite of fear mongering but if we ever do have that word, this will be the example next to that word in the political science dictionary.” In this case it is appropriate to use the past decade of Republican rhetoric against them. Republican congressional leaders are literally jeopardizing the nation’s security in order to shave $500 million off of the budget, in an ideological attack on what they consider to be big government. This is more evidence that the Republican Party has now moved so far to the right side of the political spectrum that they view all federal government as big government, even when that agency is performing a function that is vital to national security. Unlike the GOP claims of mushroom clouds over America that were used to justify invading Iraq, the threat of al-Qaeda getting nuclear material/weapons and deploying them somewhere in the world is very real. It is one of their stated goals. The hypocrisy is that these same Republicans who puff out their chests and talk tough about keeping America safe are the same individuals who stand poised to sacrifice national security on the alter right wing ideological purity The same John Boehner who once said, “During the 1990s, world leaders looked at the mounting threat of terrorism, looked up, looked away, and hoped the problem would go away,” is now poised to look the threat of a nuclear enabled al-Qaeda in the eye, and aid in furthering their goal of carrying out a catastrophic nuclear attack. Of course, we shouldn’t really be surprised, because Mitch McConnell took the same not my job attitude towards capturing Bin Laden during the Clinton administration, “Domestic terrorism is not a cause we have to fight or a project we need to fund. We are not interested in capturing bin Laden. Even though he has been offered to us. We are not the world’s policemen. It’s not our job to clean up other countries messes or arrest its bad guys.” The conclusion to be drawn here is that Republican views on national security are malleable and wholly contingent on whether not they control the White House. It is this kind of valueless shape shifting that leads many Americans especially those on the left to speculate that Republicans are intentionally trying to make America less safe in order to undermine the Obama administration. It isn’t like they haven’t used national security as a political weapon before, or must we be reminded of the elevated terror alert levels before the elections of 2002, 2004, 2006, and 2008?By their own actions, Republicans have given credibility to the perception that they treat national security as a means to an electoral end. The consequences of allowing Republican neglect and nonchalance about national security to go unchecked could be, to use the language of the GOP, a mushroom cloud over New York, Los Angeles, Washington, D.C. or some city in between. This is why Republican incompetence must be stopped before it enables the realization of al-Qaeda’s nuclear ambitions and dreams.

NNSA cuts kill GTRI
Wand 11 (Womens Action for New Directions, March http://www.wand.org/take-action/wand-bulletins/2011-march-bulletin/)
Congress is in the midst of an epic budget battle. Drastic funding cuts are proposed for vital programs like education and health care, while the bloated Pentagon budget grows. This is the time to weigh in about our nation’s budget priorities!  On Friday, WAND began circulating an annual budget letter calling on Congress to cut excessive military spending and support smart budget priorities. The letter will be delivered to all members of Congress by the end of next month. We invite any organizations that you know– community, religious, human needs, environmental, women’s organizations and others– to sign onto this letter to Congress. Please help us to gather hundreds of organizations to sign this letter! In April 2010, President Obama hosted 47 nations at a Nuclear Security Summit in Washington, D.C. where world leaders pledged their support to secure vulnerable nuclear materials. Numerous bipartisan reports have highlighted the urgency of the danger and warned that more needs to be done to prevent nuclear terrorism. Many Senators voiced concerns about nuclear terrorism in the course of debate on the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty  (New START) and Congress was set to approve FY 2011 funding increases requested by the Administration for programs that would secure vulnerable nuclear materials.  Unfortunately these funds were not secured and in the current budget battles these programs are in serious jeopardy. The recently passed House Continuing Resolution would drastically cut funding for the National Nuclear Security Administration’s (NNSA) Nonproliferation programs by 22% (more than $600 million) below the Administration’s FY 2011 Request. Funding must be increased to maintain U.S. leadership in these crucial efforts.  One example of an especially important program is the NNSA Nonproliferation's  Global Threat Reduction Initiative. Without a funding increase, this program would face dangerous and costly delays in completing critical conversion, removal, and protection activities in Russia, Kazakhstan, South Africa, and Mexico.  

GTRI key to solve prolif
Patrick 10. [Stewart, Director of the program on international institutions and global governance, “The Global Nuclear Nonproliferation Regime” Council on Foreign Relations -- Sept 20 -- http://www.cfr.org/world/global-nuclear-nonproliferation-regime/p18984]
Possibly the most successful element of the nonproliferation regime has been the effort to secure so-called loose nukes and fissile material throughout the former Soviet Union. This is critical given that some 135 nuclear facilities worldwide use highly enriched uranium (HEU) as fuel—enough HEU to create some 400 nuclear weapons. If terrorist or criminal groups were able to buy or steal even a small portion of this material, they could use it to construct (PDF) a crude nuclear weapon or dirty bomb. The United States and Russia have led this effort since 1991. By 2008, some 75 percent of sites in the former Soviet Union with weapons-usable nuclear material had been secured. U.S.-funded efforts such as the Cooperative Threat Reduction program, the Global Threat Reduction Initiative, and the Global Initiative to Combat Nuclear Terrorism have been complemented by other multilateral initiatives, such as the G8 Global Partnership against the Spread of WMD, which has provided funding and technical assistance to secure nuclear facilities, repatriate fissile material to origin countries, and promote international cooperation to counter proliferation. 

uq

Obama winning now – debate made it close
Silver 10-4. [Nate, polling stud, "Polls show a strong debate for Romney" Five Thirty Eight -- fivethirtyeight.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/10/04/polls-show-a-strong-debate-for-romney/?utm_source=twitterfeed&utm_medium=twitter]
There may be some mitigating factors for Mr. Obama. First, although the conventional wisdom was that Mr. Obama had a lackluster performance throughout most of the debate — he certainly had an extremely cautious and defensive strategy — there were few obvious moments in which he said things that will make for compelling YouTube clips or cable news soundbites.¶ Second, head-to-head polls throughout the election cycle have been hard to influence for any reason. There are few undecided voters remaining — and undecided voters may be less likely than others to have actually watched the debates.¶ Still, it seems likely that Mr. Romney will make at least some gains in head-to-head polls after the debate, and entirely plausible that they will be toward the high end of the historical range, in which polls moved by about three percentage points toward the candidate who was thought to have the stronger debate.¶ The FiveThirtyEight “now-cast” — our estimate of what would happen in an election held immediately — had Mr. Romney trailing by a wider margin than three points in advance of the debate. (Instead, it put his deficit at about five points nationwide.) But our Nov. 6 forecast anticipated that the race would tighten some. It’s going to take a few days for any reaction to the debate to filter through the FiveThirtyEight model.¶ My own instant reaction is that Mr. Romney may have done the equivalent of kicking a field goal, perhaps not bringing the race to a draw, but setting himself up in such a way that his comeback chances have improved by a material amount. The news cycle will be busy between now and Nov. 6, with a jobs report coming out on Friday, a vice-presidential debate next week and then two more presidential debates on Oct. 16 and Oct. 22.

Silver rocks
Leigh Bureau 10. [“Nate Silver” Leigh Bureau – the world’s preeminent lecture bureau-- http://www.leighbureau.com/speaker.asp?id=498]
Nate Silver has been called a "spreadsheet psychic" and "number-crunching prodigy" by New York Magazine.¶ Nate comes out of the world of baseball statistics, but during the 2008 presidential election primaries, he turned his sights and his amazing predictive abilities and forecasting models to the game of politics and current events — with incredible results.¶ He began by predicting 2008 primary election results with stunning accuracy — and often in opposition to the better-known political pollsters. He then moved on to the general election, where he correctly predicted the presidential winner in 49 states and the District of Columbia.¶ As Newsweek put it at the time: "an all star in the world of baseball stats, may be the political arena’s next big draw." Newsweek was right.¶ Nate Silver is about to publish his first book on predictions titled, The Signal and The Noise: Why Most Predictions Fail—But Some Don’t (Sept. 2012). Silver examines the world of prediction, investigating how we can distinguish a true signal from a universe of noisy data. He looks at successful forecasters that predict a range of areas such as, hurricanes, sports, the stock market and politics, and studies what lies behind their success. ¶ PECOTA ¶ Nate originally gained his reputation as a baseball statistical analyst, where his mathematical models have been accurately forecasting baseball outcomes for years. He has received wide acclaim for his famous PECOTA (Player Empirical Comparison and Optimization Test Algorithm) system for predicting player performance, career development, and seasonal winners and losers. ¶ FiveThirtyEight.com ¶ Nate’s award winning political website is FiveThirtyEight.com. The name comes from the total number of votes in the electoral college. On the website, he crunches data, statistical studies, polls, election results, demographics, and voting patterns to publish a running forecast of a wide variety of current events, including the UK elections, the US midterm elections, health care passage, immigration issues, and more. ¶ Honors ¶ Accuracy of his predictions have brought him acclaim throughout the world. He has been honored as —¶ One of the World’s 100 Most Influential People, 2009, Time Magazine¶ Blogger of the Year, The Week¶ Rolling Stone 100: Agents of Change, by Rolling Stone Magazine¶ FiveThirtyEight.com - for Best Political Coverage, 2008 Weblog Awards
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Energy key election issue. 
Skorobogatov 12. [Yana, intern @ StateImpact Texas – a collaboration of public radio stations focused on environmental and energy issues coordinated by NPR,“Poll: Consumers favor domestic energy production, natural gas” State Impact -- April 10 -- http://stateimpact.npr.org/texas/2012/04/10/poll-consumers-favor-domestic-energy-production-natural-gas/]
Americans will likely take their views on energy issues to the voting booth this November, according to a new national poll by The University of Texas at Austin. The survey found that 65 percent of respondents considered energy to be an important presidential issue.

The GOP will attack Obama on energy. 
Belogolova 12. [Olga, energy and environment policy reporter, “Insiders: Outreach to Oil Industry Won't Help Obama” National Journal -- May 17 -- lexis]
Insiders said that energy issues will continue to be a sticking point in this election to the very end. "Energy is one of the president's biggest vulnerabilities. From Solyndra to 'cap and tax,' the administration has pursued one energy flop after another. The president's campaign team must agree, since their first ad was a defensive spot on their energy record, and the follow-up was a campaign swing through the country's energy heartland," said another Insider. "Republicans are going to continue to pound away on the president's energy record to make sure he doesn't get away with trying to mask it."

Energy is key – taps into econ key themes. 
Shesgreen 12. [Deirdre, Gannett Washington Bureau reporter, “Energy issues electrify political landscape” Gannett News Service -- June 1 -- lexis]
On May 24, Rep. Billy Long drove about 135 miles west of Springfield, to a small oil field near St. Paul, Kan., where the Republican lawmaker touted the need for increased domestic energy production. The location provided just the right backdrop: 45 recently refurbished oil wells on a 160-acre lot run by a Kansas small businessman, Derek Morris, of Morris Energy. Long was joined by Rep. Lynn Jenkins, R-Kan., and their appearance was part of a public relations blitz that House Republicans had ordered up for the Memorial Day break. President Barack Obama, meanwhile, was in Iowa at a wind turbine manufacturer, where he called on Congress to renew expiring tax credits for clean energy companies. The dueling events highlight just how much energy issues will be front and center this summer, as vacationers feel the pinch of high gasoline prices and consumers cope with steep electricity bills. "In the currently slow economic environment, people's first concern will be the price of energy, although the nation faces serious long run energy challenges," said Michael Greenstone, a professor of environmental economics at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology who worked for the White House's Council of Economic Advisers until 2010. But whether the White House and lawmakers can find any room for agreement on how to address the energy crunch is unclear. House Republicans plan to roll out new legislation in July, including a bill to encourage energy exploration on federal lands. That's not likely to go anywhere in the Senate, where Democrats have touted items like a federal "renewable electricity standard," which would require utilities to generate a portion of their power from wind, solar and similar sources Rather than grounds for compromise, Greenstone and others say, energy will probably become a major point of contrast in the fall elections, from the presidential race to congressional contests. "Each side will try to use energy as a proxy for the economy and jobs," said Chris Foreman, a professor of public policy at the University of Maryland. And "both sides will use energy to play to potential swing voters in presidential swing states." Long is a member of the "House Energy Action Team," or HEAT, a GOP initiative launched in early May with the goal of highlighting Republican energy proposals. While Long and Jenkins were on the Southeast Kansas oil field, other GOP lawmakers were on a rig off the coast of Louisiana, touring a refinery in California, and visiting a pipeline manufacturer in Arkansas. "It was a nationwide effort to point outaÂ€| that we've got tons of oil here, if we'll go after it," said Long, R-Springfield. Long said he thinks energy issues will play a "very big" role in the elections, noting that he hears from constituents regularly about the price of gas.

Obama winning independents now
Easley 10-3. [Jonathan, staff writer, "Rise in support from independents helping Obama gain in polls" The Hill -- thehill.com/blogs/ballot-box/presidential-races/259907-rise-in-support-from-independents-helping-obama-gain-steam-in-polls]
President Obama has caught Mitt Romney among independent voters, helping to fuel his recent rise in the polls.¶ Romney led among independents earlier in the election cycle, when the race remained statistically tied for weeks.¶ An ABC News-Washington Post poll on July 10 showed the candidates tied at 47 percent. Romney at the time held a 53 percent to 39 lead over Obama among independents.¶ On Monday, the ABC-Post poll found the two tied among independent voters, and Obama enjoying a 49 percent 47 lead overall. ¶ Similar changes can be seen in other polling. ¶ Romney led 48 percent to 42 among independents in a Pew Research survey from April, which showed Obama ahead by 4 points nationally. Pew’s latest poll shows Obama overtaking Romney 44 percent to 42 among independents and opening up a 7-point lead nationally.¶ The role of independents in 2012 is magnified by the increasing number of voters who tell pollsters they don’t identify with either of the major parties.¶ For example, the 2008 exit polls in Florida showed a breakdown that was 37 percent Democratic, 34 percent Republican and 29 percent independent.¶ The New York Times-CBS-Quinnipiac poll of Florida released in September included 36 percent Democrats, 27 percent Republicans and 33 percent independents. Obama and Romney are statistically tied among independents in the state, with Romney holding a 49-46 percent edge, though overall the poll still shows Obama coming out on top by 9 percentage points.¶ The Ohio data is nearly identical. In 2008, exit polls showed 39 percent of voters were Democrats compared to 31 percent Republicans and 30 percent independents.¶ The Times-CBS-Quinnipiac 2012 poll was 35 percent Democratic, 26 Republican and 35 independent. Romney again edged Obama 47 percent to 46 among independents, but trails by 10 points in the state, according to the poll.¶ In many polls, the number of independents sampled will exceed the number of Republicans sampled, and in some cases independents make up a greater percentage than either party.¶ In the latest ABC News-Washington Post poll, 34 percent identified as independent, 33 percent as Democrat and 28 percent as Republican.¶ The latest Pew survey breaks down similarly, with 36 percent identifying as Democrats, 31 percent as independent and 30 percent as Republican.¶ Obama’s national lead remains small, and if Romney can tilt independent support back in his favor, it would wipe out the narrow Democratic advantage in party identification that has been instrumental in boosting the president nationally.¶ Some conservatives have griped recently that polling has been skewed in favor of Obama, arguing that pollsters are oversampling Democrats.¶ In 2008, Democrats had a 7 percentage-point advantage in party identification over Republicans, which was close to the final margin of victory for Obama. ¶ Pollsters typically bake a similar party identification disparity into their statistical assumptions by weighting 2012 turnout projections on 2008, when Democrats — and Hispanics, blacks and young voters in particular — turned out in record numbers. ¶ Many analysts are predicting a party-identification margin somewhere between 2008’s 7-point Democratic advantage and the even split between Democrats and Republicans in the 2010 midterm election, in which the GOP posted massive gains.¶ While the party identification gap is likely to narrow in favor of Republicans, the problem for Romney doesn’t seem to be the oversampling of Democrats but rather that the Republican pool is shrinking amid the growing number of independents, who in recent polls have been giving the Democratic Party a second look.¶ But that could change easily.¶ Four years ago, Obama won the independent vote 52 percent to 44 over McCain. However, Obama trailed his GOP rival among independent voters early in the cycle.¶ According to a Pew Research poll conducted in early September 2008, which showed the candidates tied at 48, McCain led Obama 45 percent to 38 among independents¶ That changed following the financial collapse in September of that year, and after McCain’s selection of Sarah Palin as his running mate.¶ The final Pew survey before the election showed Obama ahead 52 percent to 46 nationally, and leading 45 percent to 39 among independents. ¶ While Obama has regained his footing with independents in 2012, countless events could provoke this voting bloc to take another look at Romney, including Wednesday’s leadoff general-election debate.

Weiss says they hate the plan – they’re key. 
Woodruff 12. [Judy, Journalist, “Woodruff: Will Independents Return to Obama in 2012?” PBS -- February 29 -- http://www.pbs.org/newshour/rundown/2012/02/woodruff-will-independents-return-to-obama-2012.html]
There's a lot of talk thrown around in every election about the influence of independents -- voters who are registered as neither Democrat nor Republican or who swing back and forth. To listen to some pundits (even this reporter has been guilty of this), independent voters hold awesome power in close elections. This may be one election when that conventional wisdom holds up. With a stubbornly polarized atmosphere and partisans on each side fiercely holding to the candidates in their party, the role played by swing voters becomes even more significant. In recent years, independents have made up about 30 percent of the electorate. Republicans and Democrats split most of the other 70 percent, leaving a little room for minority parties. In 2008, President Obama won 52 percent of independent voters, helping propel him to the presidency. This year, there's good reason to believe those same voters who sided with Obama -- rather than the 44 percent of independents who went with Sen. John McCain -- will determine the outcome. First, it's safe to assume almost all self-described Republicans and Democrats will vote for their party's candidate. And it's almost as safe to assume that the McCain independents in 2008 will be reluctant to switch to Obama four years later. That leaves the focus on the Independents who swung to Obama four years ago. They are the subject of a paper by two policy analysts at the Third Way, a Washington, D.C.-based centrist think tank. According to Michelle Diggles and Lanae Erickson, the Obama independents of 2008 have certain qualities that may help us understand which way they'll go in 2012. Diggles and Erickson identify 10 qualities in particular but stress four. First, Obama independents are the most moderate segment of the electorate. Second, they are true swing voters in that nearly half of them did not vote for the Democratic candidate in 2004. Third, they look like the U.S. in that they include more women and are more racially diverse than McCain independents. Fourth, they are secular and attend church less often. With growing signs that independent voters may make up the highest proportion of the electorate since 1976, all eyes are on these prized citizens. But as Diggles and Erickson note: "Not all independents are the same, and the real showdown for 2012 is over who will win the Obama independents." They said that if Obama can win the majority of them, he will win re-election. But if he does no better among them than Democrats did in the 2010 congressional elections when a quarter of the Obama independents voted Republican, the story could be different. Watching how Obama appeals to this crucial voting group is one story we plan to watch throughout this exciting election.


a/t: link turns

And all of their link turns about natural gas being popular are irrelevant – the public sees fracking and natural gas as intrinsically tied and they HATE fracking. 
Marshall 12. [Josh, editor and publisher, "What do you think about fracking?" Talking Points Memo -- June 20 -- talkingpointsmemo.com/archives/2012/06/what_do_you_think_about_fracking.php?ref=fpblg]
Earlier today, TPM’s Carl Franzen flagged a study which reported that most Americans don’t know what hydraulic fracturing (aka ‘fracking’) is — the process of extracting oil and gas from rock by pumping highly pressured water and other liquids into the ground.¶ I wasn’t terribly surprised by that finding. But it reminded me of a very interesting finding from our recent annual TPM Reader Survey about our readers’ views on fracking.¶ As you know if you fill out our annual survey we ask a lot of questions about public policy issues. We do it over a 24 hour period and we get a huge sample — never fewer than 15,000 completed surveys in the six years we’ve done it and usually as high as 25,000.¶ Needless to say, this is only a survey of our audience. But TPM has an audience of 2.5 to 3 million people. The wording of the questions is identical. We administer the survey on the same time cycle each year. We have response rates high enough to have minuscule margins of error. In other words, this is pretty reliable data.¶ In 2010 and 2012 we asked the same question about fracking (in addition to many other questions about energy policy). And the response showed a pretty severe deterioration in public support for the process.¶ We had a battery of questions with the following lead in: “Please tell us how you feel about this statement - The U.S. government should increase investments in the following:”¶ One of the following was “natural gas exploration”. We didn’t use the word ‘fracking’. But they’re inextricably tied together both in the public mind and in reality.¶ So, what’d we find?¶ Here’s the data from both years.¶ “Please tell us how you feel about this statement - The U.S. government should increase investments in the following:” … “natural gas exploration”¶ Strongly Agree 8.5% (2010); 4.9% (2012)¶ Agree 47% (2010); 30.3% (2012)¶ Not Sure 15.5% (2010); 8.7% (2012)¶ Disagree 23.7% (2010); 35.7% (2012)¶ Strongly Disagree 5.3% (2010); 20.4% (2012)¶ There are a lot of different ways you can arrange this data. In 2010, 55.5% either agreed or strongly agreed and two years later 56.1% either disagreed or strongly disagreed. That’s a big difference. And the polarization also increased: substantially fewer people didn’t have an opinion.

Opponents of fracking ensure the plan is spun negatively – guarantees backlash. 
Everley 12. [Steve, Spokesperson for Energy In Depth, a research, education, and public outreach campaign, “Misinformation campaign targets hydraulic fracturing” Legal Backgrounder -- July 13 -- lexis]
Its all in a name, really: Opponents have latched on to a harsh-sounding name -- fracking, a percussive, abbreviated form of hydraulic fracturing -- and used it to fuel public opposition to the exploration of American energy resources. ¶ A closer look at the record, though, suggests that impacts from fracking are rarely based on scientific findings or even on basic facts. Yet opponents have effectively driven their own un- reality into public discourse, saturating the media with so many falsehoods that reporters mischaracterize the process now as a matter of AP- style. Incentivized by the prospect of a catchy headline, reporters ascribe fracking to elements of oil and gas development far removed from the actual process.¶ The result? Despite clear scientific evidence showing otherwise, a still small (but growing) segment of the American public believes the completion of a well via the fracturing process -- something performed safely and successfully since the Truman administration -- is all of a sudden a serious threat to the environment. And unfortunately, a deliberate and well-funded misinformation campaign continues to perpetuate such fears -- not in an attempt to protect the environment, but rather to feed an opposition campaign driven by ideology.¶ What Is HF?¶ It is useful to define carefully and accurately what hydraulic fracturing actually is -- and, equally important, what it isnt. The process is whats known as a well stimulation or well completion procedure (contrary to what weve all read from the media, it is not a drilling technique) used to enhance the flow of hydrocarbons from a well. After a well has been drilled, cased, and undergone numerous tests to ensure its structural and compositional integrity, the drilling equipment leaves the site. Next, trucks, men and equipment arrive to perform the fracturing.¶ The process itself involves pumping a fluid mixture into the well bore and down to the target formation, which is the area from which hydrocarbons will be produced. This fluid consists of about 99.5 percent water and sand, along with a few additives to provide lubrication and prevent bacteria growth. The target formation is typically a mile or two below the surface, separated from groundwater supplies by multiple layers of impermeable rock. The fluid is pumped at a pressure high enough to crack -- or fracture -- the rock. The sand keeps the fractures from closing when the fluid is pumped back to the surface, and the fractures themselves allow for previously trapped oil or natural gas to flow into the well bore and back to the surface.¶ After completion -- for each well, the procedure typically takes between two and five days -- trucks and other equipment leave the site, and a valve is installed to manage the rate at which hydrocarbons flow (a Christmas tree, in industry parlance). In the case of natural gas, the gas is then routed to a processing plant, after which it is connected to pipeline infrastructure and delivered to consumers.¶ Today, hydraulic fracturing is applied to virtually all onshore wells drilled in the United States -- which means the technology is responsible for virtually all onshore natural gas production.¶ Frac v. Frack Of course, if youre in the oil and gas industry -- or know anything about it -- youll know that hydraulic fracturing is nothing new. First used in southwest Kansas in 1947, fracturing has been safely applied more than 1.2 million times over the past 65 years (its first application in Canada was in the Cardium oil field in the 1950s). In fact, the word frac has been a well-known term in the industry for decades, and its history of safety meant that it wasnt considered any more controversial than other common terms, such as annulus, cement bond logs, or production casing.¶ But then again, none of those terms sound like what Ralphie deemed the F-dash-dash-dash word in the movie A Christmas Story. Indeed, opponents of oil and gas development have gleefully taken the word frack and used it to incite fear in the publics mind. It was an easy, three-step argument: (1) The process takes place below ground and utilizes chemicals. (2) Drinking water is also found below ground. (3) Therefore, fracking contaminates drinking water. When your driving purpose in life is to stop oil and gas production, cleverly associating it with a word that sounds profane (starts with f, ends in ck) means half of your work is already done for you.


a/t: ohio

Solid lead in Ohio now. 
Witt 10-3. [Ryan, graduate of Washington University Law School in St. Louis and has extensive experience teaching government and politics,, "The most recent swing state polls ahead of tonight's Romney versus Obama debate" Examiner -- www.examiner.com/article/the-most-recent-swing-state-polls-ahead-of-tonight-s-romney-versus-obama-debate]
Ohio¶ Electoral Votes: 18¶ Most Recent Poll: Obama 51%, Romney 43% (NBC/WSJ 10/1)¶ RCP Average: Obama 49.0%, Romney 43.5%¶ Average of Polls from Last Three Days: Obama 50.33%, Romney 43.33%¶ Nate Silver Probability Analysis: 84.6% chance of Obama win¶ Changes Since Last Update: All of the recent data from Ohio looks positive for President Obama, which is bad news for Romney since early voting has already began in the state Obama has an eight point lead in the most recent poll, and maintains a large lead in the Real Clear Politics average. Obama leads by an even larger margin in polls from just the last three days. Nate Silver increased President Obama's chances for victory by 5.9 percent.

Ohio hates the plan
Kenworthy 12. [Tom, Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress working on the Public Lands team, "Gas Industry Still Has Its Head In The Sand On Fracking" Think Progress -- March 28 -- thinkprogress.org/climate/2012/03/28/453181/gas-industry-head-in-the-sand-on-fracking/]
In Ohio, a January poll conducted by Quinnipiac University found that 72% of Ohio residents favor a moratorium on fracking in their state until the process is better understood. Ohio has been the site of a series of earthquakes which the Ohio Department of Natural Resources said in early March were most likely caused by the underground injection of wastewater produced during fracking of natural gas wells.

Ohio doesn’t break Romney – 11 other maps. 
Joseph 10-4. [Cameron, Campaigns reporter, "GOP takes new tack: Romney can still win while losing Ohio" The Hill -- thehill.com/homenews/campaign/260133-gop-takes-new-tack-romney-can-still-win-while-losing-ohio]
Senior Republican strategists are talking openly about how Mitt Romney’s campaign can win the presidency even if it loses Ohio.¶ That new tack suggests the path to victory could be narrowing for the GOP nominee, who has cut into President Obama’s lead nationally and in some states but continues to trail in the key swing state, which no Republican has ever lost while winning the presidency.¶ The first presidential debate could greatly alter the campaign's strategy, however, following Romney's strong performance. The GOP nominee came out firing at Obama, who spent much of the evening on the defense.¶ Party leaders, including Republican National Committee Chairman Reince Priebus and strategist Karl Rove, have argued in recent days that there is a path to victory for Romney without Ohio.¶ “Ohio is extremely important but I also know that we have other good things going for us right now as well: Wisconsin, Iowa, Colorado, Nevada,” Priebus told The Hill on Wednesday morning.¶ While he described Ohio as “extremely close,” he says he also sees “avenues to 270 [electoral votes] opening up for Mitt Romney in places that weren’t there in ’08.”¶ Priebus’s comments come on the heels of Rove’s remark last week that “There are 11 different ways to win without Ohio.”

a/t: Pennsylvania

Obama winning Pennsylvania now
Mali 9-15. [Meghashyam, web editor @ The Hill, "Poll: Obama widens lead over Romney to 11 points in Pennsylvania" The Hill -- thehill.com/blogs/ballot-box/polls/249665-poll-obama-widens-lead-over-romney-to-11-points-in-pennsylvania]
A new poll finds President Obama opening up a commanding 11-point lead in the battleground state of Pennsylvania.¶ A Philadelphia Inquirer poll released on Saturday shows Obama with 50 percent support to Romney’s 39 among likely voters in the state.¶ Obama has expanded his 8-point lead in the same poll taken last month, where he topped Romney with 51 percent to 42.¶ Among independent voters, Obama leads the GOP Nominee by 47 percent to 36. He also holds a sizeable lead among female voters 52 to 39 and is ahead among men 46 to 40.¶ Obama still holds a net positive rating with 56 percent surveyed holding a favorable view to 40 unfavorable.¶ Romney is underwater, with 48 percent favorable to 46 unfavorable.

They hate the plan
CSI 10. [Civil Society Institute, “SURVEY: CONGRESS, WHITE HOUSE FOCUS ON FOSSIL FUELS, NUCLEAR POWER IS OUT OF TOUCH WITH VIEWS OF MAINSTREAM AMERICA” December 21 -- http://www.civilsocietyinstitute.org/media/110311release.cfm]
Do Pennsylvania residents think natural gas is as "clean" as it is touted as being by the energy industry? Three out of five Pennsylvanians are already very or somewhat aware of the controversy about hydraulic fracturing ("fracking") drilling used to tap cheap natural gas supplies in the state, according to a new Infogroup/Opinion Research Corporation (Infogroup/ORC) survey of 403 state residents conducted for the nonprofit Civil Society Institute (CSI). Among Pennsylvanians who already are aware of "fracking," more than four out of five are concerned about the drilling technique's possible threat to clean drinking water.¶ The Pennsylvania fracking survey conducted by CSI was released today along with two separate survey reports, one of which is national in scope and the other of which focuses on New York State/New York City residents. All three full survey reports are available online at http://www.CivilSocietyInstitute.org.¶ Key findings of the Pennsylvania survey include the following findings:¶ • More than four out of five Pennsylvania residents (81 percent) who are very/somewhat aware of fracking are "very concerned" (44 percent) or "somewhat concerned" (37 percent) "about the potential for Pennsylvania drinking water sources to be compromised by the natural gas drilling process known as 'fracking'." Concerns are strong across party lines, including 67 percent of Republicans, 94 percent of Independents and 91 percent of Democrats.¶ • More than three out of five Pennsylvania residents (62 percent) who are very/somewhat aware of fracking think state and federal officials are either "not doing as much as they should" (47 percent) or "not doing anything at all" (15 percent) to "require proper disclosure of the chemicals used in natural gas drilling." Democrats (73 percent) and Independents (80 percent) are more likely than Republicans (45 percent) to fault government efforts to date.¶ • More than three out of four Pennsylvania residents (76 percent) would tell their Member of Congress, governor or state lawmaker: "When it comes to energy production that requires large amounts of water or where water quality is in jeopardy as a result of the energy production, my vote would be for coming down on the side of the public's health and the environment. We should favor cleaner energy sources that use the least water and involve the lowest possible risk to the public and environment." Only about one five (21 percent) would say the following: "When it comes to energy production that requires large amounts of water or where water quality is in jeopardy as a result of the energy production, my view is that energy production priorities have to come first. There is always going to be some risk involved when it comes to energy production. We have to accept that there are going to be tradeoffs when it comes to the public's health and the environment." Clean water is favored over energy production by Republicans (62 percent), Independents (87 percent), and Democrats (85 percent).¶ In presenting the three surveys, Pam Solo, founder and president, Civil Society Institute, said: "Clean energy production is strongly favored by Americans over energy sources that create a danger to human health and safe drinking water in particular. Fracking is a perfect illustration of the fact that Americans don't think of an energy source as 'cheap' or 'clean' if there is a hidden price in terms of safe drinking water and human health. The message from our new survey is clear: Americans of all political persuasions prefer to see clean energy development that protects water supplies over traditional fossil fuel production that endangers safe drinking water and human health."¶ Commenting on the national, Anthony Ingraffea, PhD, P.E., Dwight C. Baum professor of engineering, Cornell University, said: "The results of this survey indicates that the public has been educated and sensitized to the issues arising from tradeoffs among energy production, the environment, and health. Americans now understand that, especially with the allure of gas production from unconventional gas plays, even 'getting it right' from a technical and regulatory point of view might still be wrong in terms of clean drinking water. The public is increasingly ready to commit to change in its energy use patterns, invest in its children's energy futures, and is no longer willing to accept the notion that a corporate business plan is the same as a national strategic energy plan."¶ Fracking, a technique used to extract natural gas from deep deposits, involves blasting vast amounts of water combined with chemicals and sand into the ground to release the gas from deposits. While industry experts claim that this is a relatively low-risk extraction method, there are growing concerns about the threat of contamination of drinking water supplies.¶ In addition to the national survey, the state-specific polls for Pennsylvania and New York State/City were conducted since: (1) Pennsylvania is a major site today for fracking-based efforts to access the enormous Marcellus Shale deposit stretching along the Appalachians from West Virginia up to the western half of the state of New York; and (2) concerns are rising that the use of hydraulic fracturing could lead to water contamination of the Catskill/Delaware River watershed that is a main source of drinking water for New York City and millions of other regional residents.¶ The nonprofit Civil Society Institute has carried out more than 25 major national- and state-level opinion polls on energy issues since 2003. The 100-percent independent CSI think tank receives no direct or indirect support of any kind from any natural gas industry interest, or any other energy-related company, trade group or related individual.¶ PENNSYLVANIA SURVEY HIGHLIGHTS¶ • More than two out of three Pennsylvania residents (67 percent), either "strongly support" (37 percent) or "somewhat support" (30 percent) "Pennsylvania imposing a severance tax on natural gas drilling companies." Fewer than one in three state residents (29 percent) opposes such a tax. Majority support for the tax is seen across party lines, including Republicans (51 percent), Independents (68 percent), and Democrats (81 percent).¶ • Seven out of 10 Pennsylvanians have at least some awareness of fracking as an issue, including "very aware" (24 percent), "somewhat aware" (36 percent), and "not very aware" (10 percent). (Thus, the smaller subset of residents who are very/somewhat aware account for three out of five adults in the state.) Fewer than one in three state residents (30 percent) say they are "not aware at all" about fracking concerns.¶ • More than four out of five Pennsylvania residents (82 percent, well over the national level of 73 percent) who are very/somewhat aware of fracking would be "very concerned" (67 percent compared to 58 percent nationwide) or "somewhat concerned" (15 percent) to "have such an energy project close enough to your home that there was even a small chance that it could have an impact on your drinking water." A majority of Republicans (73 percent, compared to 56 percent nationwide), Independents (89 percent) and Democrats (92 percent) would be concerned to have such a project near their home.¶ • More than three out of four Pennsylvania residents (79 percent, compared to 69 percent nationwide) who are very/somewhat aware of fracking would be "very likely" (45 percent) or "somewhat likely" (34 percent) to "get involved at the community level to raise concerns about … a 'fracking' project" if one was "proposed close enough to your home that there might be an impact on the quality of your drinking water." Those likely to get involved would include 72 percent of Republicans, 90 percent of Independents, and 85 percent of Democrats.

AT: Creamer Winners Win 

Assumes Obama and democrats campaign on that victory – plan ensures they won’t – only risk of the link, not the link turn. 
Creamer, 11. [Robert, he and his firm, Democracy Partners, work with many of the country’s most significant issue campaigns, one of the major architects and organizers of the successful campaign to defeat the privatization of Social Security, he has been a consultant to the campaigns to end the war in Iraq, pass health care, pass Wall Street reform, he has also worked on hundreds of electoral campaigns at the local, state and national level, "Why GOP Collapse on the Payroll Tax Could be a Turning Point Moment," Huffington Post, 12-23-11, www.huffingtonpost.com/robert-creamer/why-gop-collapse-on-the-p_b_1167491.html]
Now the tide has turned. And when the tide turns -when you have them on the run - that's the time to chase them.
THEIR CARD ENDS
We won't know for sure until next November whether this moment will take on the same iconic importance as Clinton's battle with Gingrich in 1995. But there is no doubt that the political wind has shifted. It's up to Progressives to make the most of it.

Running on the record puts incumbents on the defense – allows the challenger to spin the plan. 
Trent and Friedenberg 8. [Judith, Professor of Communication in the Department of Communication at the University of Cincinnati, Robert, Professor of Communication @ Miami of Ohio University, “Communicative Styles and Strategies of Political Campaigns” Political Campaign Communication: Principles and Practices, Sixth Edition -- p. 104-105]
Disadvantages to Incumbency Campaigning But under what conditions can incumbents lose? In other words, are there burdens of the style as well as benefits? It seems to us that incumbency campaigning has at least four major disadvantages. First, and maybe most important, incumbents must run (at least in part) on their record. While they may cast blame elsewhere or minimize the scope or significance of problem areas within their administration, an effective challenger can make certain that the record of the incumbent (and shortcomings can be found in virtually all records) forms the core of the campaign rhetoric. The incumbent can be kept in a position of having to justify and explain – answering rather than charging, defending rather than attacking. Being forced to run on one’s record can be a severe handicap, particularly in the hands of a skilled challenger.  

Healthcare proves can’t generate support fast enough for the election 
Lashof 10. [Dan, Director of NRDC’s Climate Center, “Coulda, Shoulda, Woulda: Lessons from Senate Climate Fail” SwitchBpard – Nat’l Resources Defense Council Staff Blog -- July 28 -- http://switchboard.nrdc.org/blogs/dlashof/coulda_shoulda_woulda_lessons.html]
Lesson 2: Political capital is not necessarily a renewable resource. Perhaps the most fateful decision the Obama administration made early on was to move healthcare reform before energy and climate legislation. I’m sure this seemed like a good idea at the time. Healthcare reform was popular, was seen as an issue that the public cared about on a personal level, and was expected to unite Democrats from all regions. White House officials and Congressional leaders reassured environmentalists with their theory that success breeds success. A quick victory on healthcare reform would renew Obama’s political capital, some of which had to be spent early on to push the economic stimulus bill through Congress with no Republican help. Healthcare reform was eventually enacted, but only after an exhausting battle that eroded public support, drained political capital and created the Tea Party movement. Public support for healthcare reform is slowly rebounding as some of the early benefits kick in and people realize that the forecasted Armageddon is not happening. But this is occurring too slowly to rebuild Obama’s political capital in time to help push climate legislation across the finish line.  


a/t: enviro not backlash

Obama winning Colorado 
Witt 10-3. [Ryan, graduate of Washington University Law School in St. Louis and has extensive experience teaching government and politics,, "The most recent swing state polls ahead of tonight's Romney versus Obama debate" Examiner -- www.examiner.com/article/the-most-recent-swing-state-polls-ahead-of-tonight-s-romney-versus-obama-debate]
Colorado¶ Electoral Votes: 9¶ Most Recent Poll: Obama 49%, Romney 46% (We Ask America 9/27)¶ RCP Average: Obama 48.8%, Romney 45.7%¶ Average of Polls from Last Week: Obama 49%, Romney 46% (One Poll)¶ Nate Silver Probability Analysis: 74.2% chance of Obama win¶ Changes Since Last Update: The latest poll from We Ask America has Obama up by three in Colorado, and Obama maintains a stable lead of over three points in the RCP average. Nate Silver increased Obama's chances for victory here by 4.6 percent from last week.

They hate the plan
Byron 11. [Eve, Independent Record reporter, “Concerns grow about fracking along Rocky Mountain Front” Billings Gazette -- November 14 -- http://billingsgazette.com/news/state-and-regional/montana/article_0b8988b2-0ee4-11e1-8d9c-001cc4c002e0.html]
As exploration ramps up for oil and natural gas possibly stored in shale deposits along the Rocky Mountain Front and in northcentral Montana, area residents and others are voicing concerns about the techniques used to find and extract the black gold, as well as long-term effects.¶ In particular, they're worried about the use of hydraulic fracturing, called "fracking," and seismic exploration.¶ Fracking, which is widely used throughout the oil and gas industry, typically involves drilling vertically 4,000 feet or more below the surface, then drilling horizontally before injecting water, sand and chemicals underground at high pressure to break up the shale and free oil and gas deposits for extraction.¶ Seismic exploration uses "thumper trucks" to create three-dimensional geologic reports that show underground folds and domes where hydrocarbon reservoirs may be stored.¶ "I'm not opposed to oil and gas exploration if it's done in a reasonable manner and safeguards are in place for possible environmental damage. But fracking concerns me, especially when you're talking about a serous risk to drinking water," said Stoney Burk, an attorney in Choteau. "They need to monitor this and tell us when somebody is putting poison in the water."¶ Frank Smith with the Western Colorado Congress, who tracks oil and gas development, adds that, while seismic activity may not appear to have much of an effect, the vibrations from thumper trucks can crack foundations, affect pets and livestock and spread noxious weeds.¶ "Thumper trucks are a problem, but it's not in the big sort of way like spilling fracking fluid into a creek or a pipeline rupture that spews oil into the Yellowstone River," Smith said. "It's more of a nuisance."¶ State officials, as well as industry representatives, say that both practices are safe and have few, if any, negative effects when done correctly.¶ Mike Marrandino is president of Primary Petroleum, which holds about 200 leases on 290,000 acres in Pondera and Teton counties. He said they're using the thumper trucks to get a better understanding of what's underground, and he thinks that they're doing the work in a careful, sensitive manner.¶ "The impacts of 3D seismologic mapping are very small," Marrandino said. "There may be some crop damage if we've got these big trucks going across the landscape, but, if that happens, there will be some compensation. Seismic exploration is just sound waves with repeaters put on the ground connected to a cable that responds to a vibration."¶ When it comes to fracking, horror stories have emerged, usually in natural-gas bearing formations in some residential areas particularly on the East Coast and Colorado.

Colorado is key. 
Burnett 12. [Sara, staff writer at the Denver Post “Colorado shapes up as a key swing state in presidential election” Denver Post -- June 11 -- http://www.denverpost.com/politics/ci_20828446/colorado-shapes-up-key-swing-state-presidential-election#ixzz1yGkIDaIy]
Colorado basked in its newfound status as a swing state in 2008, playing host to the Democratic National Convention and candidate appearances from Denver to Durango. But for all that attention, several dynamics this year make the Centennial State even more competitive — and critical to winning the White House. Unlike 2008, when then-Sen. Barack Obama rode a wave of anti-Republican sentiment with promises of hope and change, there are fewer states this time around that are truly up for grabs. And while Florida and Ohio with their double-digit electoral votes are the big prizes, Obama and Mitt Romney are eyeing Colorado's nine electoral votes — in combination with other Western states such as Nevada, New Mexico and Arizona — to give them the win. "If you look at the map, Colorado and Nevada are two of the true battleground states," said Ethan Axelrod, communications director for Project New America, a progressive Denver-based research and strategy organization. "Both states are still very, very close, and I think they're going to stay that way until November." Paths to victory The campaigns use a combination of history, demographics and polling to determine which states are solidly or leaning red or blue and which states are considered tossups. From there, it's a matter of doing the math — finding ways to combine victories in winnable states to get the candidate to 270 electoral votes, the total needed to win the presidency. A series of polls released last week showed the race tightening in Colorado. A poll of 600 Coloradans by Purple Strategies found 48 percent favored Obama and 46 percent favored Romney. The poll's margin of error was plus or minus 4 percentage points. A Rasmussen Reports poll of 500 likely voters showed both candidates with 45 percent, while 6 percent preferred another candidate and 5 percent were undecided. The margin of error was plus or minus 4.5 percentage points. 


a/t: not different/gridlock

Palmer 12. [Doug, Reuters reporter, “Romney would squeeze China on currency manipulation-adviser” Reuters -- March 27 -- http://www.reuters.com/article/2012/03/28/us-usa-romney-china-idUSBRE82Q0ZS20120328]
Romney would squeeze China on currency manipulation-adviser¶ Republican presidential candidate Mitt Romney is looking at ways to increase pressure on China over what he sees as currency manipulation and unfair subsidy practices, a Romney campaign adviser said on Tuesday.¶ "I think he wants to maximize the pressure," Grant Aldonas, a former undersecretary of commerce for international trade, said at a symposium on the future of U.S. manufacturing. Aldonas served at the Commerce Department under Republican President George W. Bush.¶ Romney, the front-runner in the Republican race to challenge President Barack Obama for the White House in November, has promised if elected he would quickly label China a currency manipulator, something the Obama administration has six times declined to do.¶ That would set the stage, under Romney's plan, for the United States to impose countervailing duties on Chinese goods to offset the advantage of what many consider to be China's undervalued currency.¶ Last year, the Democratic-controlled Senate passed legislation to do essentially the same thing.¶ However, the measure has stalled in the Republican-controlled House of Representatives, where leaders say they fear it could start a trade war, and the Obama administration has not pushed for a House vote on the currency bill.¶ The U.S. Treasury Department on April 15 faces a semi-annual deadline to declare whether any country is manipulating its currency for an unfair trade advantage. The department, under both Democratic and Republican administrations, has not cited any country since 1994, when China was last named.¶ Asked if Romney was serious about declaring China a currency manipulator, Aldonas answered: "He is."


Romney will label china a currency manipulator
Hufbauer 12. (Gary, Peterson Institute International Economics, 7/12, http://www.piie.com/blogs/realtime/?p=3018)
Republican strategists evidently decided that pandering draws more votes than sensible economics. They decided not to talk about insourcing—the huge number of US jobs created when foreign firms invest in America (Airbus is just the most recent example) and when US firms export sophisticated services, intermediate components and capital goods worldwide. Instead, the strategists distilled a questionable outsourcing list from programs in the 2009 stimulus bill, and labeled Obama “outsourcer-in-chief.”¶ The real problem with the stimulus bill was not a handful of projects with an outsourcing flavor but the misconceived Buy America provisions which prevented outsourcing, no matter the cost. Not only did this provision waste taxpayer money and delay construction, but it also inspired a wave of copycat “local content requirements” (LCRs) around the world. Quite probably LCRs abroad have eliminated a far larger number of potential US jobs than those protected by Buy America. The fact that Congress regularly inserts a Buy America provision in new spending bills only adds to the foreign appetite for LCR measures.¶ Economic illiteracy in political campaigns is nothing new. But this episode is worrisome. Both parties are now on record that it is somehow “un-American” to outsource jobs. By implication, protection by tax or trade policies, however foolish, is described as the way to go. Obama wants to extend the punitive US corporate tax code worldwide; Romney promises to declare China a currency manipulator on day one. Both ideas are nonsense. They might never be implemented here in Washington. But they are sure to fuel protectionist measures abroad, to the great disadvantage of US exporters and US jobs.


Romney will label china a currency manipulator
Mufson, 11 (Stephen, Journalist @ WP, Fiscal Times, 10/4, http://www.thefiscaltimes.com/Articles/2011/10/04/WP-Congress-Turns%20Heat-on-Chinese-Currency.aspx#page1)
Republican presidential candidates, sensing which way the political winds are blowing, also are starting to line up in support of measures to push China into letting its currency increase in value. Former Massachusetts governor Mitt Romney said he would declare China a currency manipulator, which could lead to tariffs on Chinese imports.

Romney win will label china currency manipulator
Robb 11 (Gregory, senior Washington correspondent for 20 years, September 7th, “Romney to China: Bash! Bash!”, MarketWatch, http://blogs.marketwatch.com/election/2011/09/07/romney-to-china-bash-bash/)
Mitt Romney and his advisors have begun to bash China — the traditional political stance of out-of-office presidential candidates. Rather than start slowly and increase the volume later, Romney hit China with the kitchen sink when he laid out his economic plan on Tuesday. He accused the Asian giant of a trifecta of economic abuses: currency manipulator, computer hacker, intellectual property thief. Senior Romney adviser Eric Fehrnstrom insisted Romney would be different from President Clinton, Bush and Obama, who criticized China on the campaign trail but moderated their rhetoric after Election Day. In an interview on MSNBC on Wednesday, Fehrnstrom said that once elected, Romney will present China with a list of offenses and the “specific actions” that the U.S. will take unless China “modifies its behavior.”
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