AT: States
Fed doesn’t model states-gridlock and lobby influence

Bryne, 7 -- Center for Energy and Environmental Policy 
(John, et al, "American policy conﬂict in the greenhouse," 2007, www.ceep.udel.edu/energy/publications/documents/2007_es_EP_American_policy_conflict_in%20the%20greenhouse_Byrne%20et%20al.pdf?_encoding=UTF8, accessed 10-20-12, mss)

5. Explaining the divergence in national, state and local climate change policy action in the US The divergence in national, state and local government policy activity on climate change and renewable energy development demands explanation. Below we offer a multidimensional response. One evident factor is popular support for green energy and climate policy action. Over 90% of Americans in 2001 favored investment in alternative power sources such as solar and wind energy (Gillespie, 2001). In 2006, 77% said that developing alternative and renewable energy should be the ‘‘top priority’’ for US energy policy (Opinion Research Corporation, 2006), and 98% said that meeting 25% of US domestic energy consumption from renewable sources by 2025 was important for the country (McInturf and McCleskey, 2006). Regarding climate change, a recent poll indicated that, although 85% of Americans oppose a higher gasoline tax, 59% would support gas tax increases if it would ‘‘reduce global warming’’ compared to only 24% that would support the tax if it would be used to ‘‘ﬁght terrorism’’ (Uchitelle and Thee, 2006). Moreover, 83% support more leadership from the national government to address global warming, and support state and local efforts to curb global warming and develop renewable energy in the absence of federal action (Opinion Research Corporation, 2006). This support suggests practical political reasons for emerging leadership at the state and local level. But left unexplained is why the federal level of the US government has been less responsive. ‘‘Institutional gridlock’’ is a term often used to characterize policymaking at the US federal level, where a complex system of rules and procedures governs legislative action. Draft bills are assigned to specialized committees for review, and alternately ‘‘recommended’’ for passage, revision, or ‘‘tabling,’’ with the latter action setting aside perhaps indeﬁnitely action on a bill. For bills released from committees in either chamber of the US Congress, majority votes are required for passage, after which differing versions of the legislation must be reconciled before the legislation is submitted to the US president for signature or veto. If the president vetoes the legislation, a two-thirds majority vote in both bodies of the US Congress can still secure its passage into law. However, instances of overridden vetoes remain rare, especially because in the US Senate, one senator acting alone can prevent legislation from being voted upon by invoking a ﬁlibuster, a tactic that may only be curtailed by the votes of 60 members (Johnson, 2003; Rabe, 2002). In brief, it is usually easier to prevent legislative action than it is to pass new policies. While this factor plays a role in slowing national action on energy policy, it cannot readily explain the gulf between state, local and federal initiatives on climate and green energy policies. Most American states have similar procedures for legislative action. More compelling is the differential power of the energy lobbies at the federal level (Rajan, 2006), which have consistently demonstrated the ability to pressure federal politics (compared to those of the 50 states). This stems from several factors, but high among these are the national and, indeed, international scale of their operations and their critical role in funding federal political campaigns (Sussman et al., 2002). The consequences of special interest involvement are exacerbated by the way in which groups claim representation in the political process. More speciﬁcally, the US federal system is dominated by a ‘‘winner take all,’’ majoritarian form of democratic rulemaking (Hill, 2002), rather than the system of proportional representation and coalition governments found in many European nations. In the latter, green parties and other groups supportive of climate change mitigation have gained power in recent years (Tjernshaugen, 2005). By contrast, popular environmental initiatives in the US supported by substantial numbers of American citizens may ultimately fail to be represented in national elections and national politics. Although a similar barrier can exist for state and local initiatives, there are reasons why civil society may nonetheless be able to exercise a greater voice in state and local policymaking. For one thing, 23 states allow citizens to petition for direct vote on a policy initiative (Initiative and Referendum Institute, 2007). This method of ‘‘direct democracy’’ has been used to win environmental and energy policy adoption in some states (e.g., the State of Washington passed an RPS initiative by ballot in 2006— see Initiative and Referendum Institute, 2007). The less costly conditions of citizen participation in state and local, compared to national, politics may also create more fertile ground for civil society inﬂuence. In this regard, civil society mobilization and activism can have local feasibility when it is less effective or more difﬁcult at the national level. By contrast, national political culture in the US appears to be especially vulnerable to interest-group lobbies, perhaps nor more so than in the areas of energy and environment. Leggett’s (2001) analysis of the ‘‘carbon club’’ in the US underscores this point. Analyses by others (e.g., Public Citizen, 2005; NRDC, 2001) of the inordinate inﬂuence of the automobile and fossil fuel industries in US energy and environmental policy likewise points to why it has been so difﬁcult to adopt an aggressive national policy to reduce GHG emissions. As noted earlier, the National Energy Policy Development Group received information and advice ‘‘principally’’ from those representing the petroleum, nuclear, natural gas, coal, automobile, and electricity industries (US General Accounting Ofﬁce (GAO), 2003). In addition, former top executives, lobbyists, and representatives from the oil, natural gas, electric, auto, and mining industries have assumed leadership positions in the current national Administration, including posts in the White House, the Department of the Interior, the Department of Commerce, the Department of Energy, and the Environmental Protection Agency (Bogardus, 2004; Drew and Oppel Jr., 2004; NRDC, 2001).

1AR- Jobs Thumper

Jobs report thumps

Miller 10-16

Zeke, Buzzfeed staff writer, “Obama Campaign Fears Election-Eve Jobs Dip ('Thankfully, most people will have voted by then')”

WILLIAMSBURG, Va. — Last week’s jobs report provided President Barack Obama with perhaps the only bit of good news since his disastrous debate against Mitt Romney, but there are suggestions that the figure could wind up having been too much, too soon for Obama. The unexpected decline in the unemployment rate based off the monthly household survey from 8.1 percent to 7.8 percent was a needed boost for Obama at one the worst moments of his political career. The next one is due out at 8:30 a.m. on November 2, four days before Election Day. The results offered such a boost that they sparked suggestions from the political right that the numbers were somehow manipulated by the labor market — a complaint that overshadowed the simple fact that these numbers fluctuate, often wildly, largely because of standard statistical error, itself raising the potential of a political nightmare in the days leading up to the election. Obama’s poll numbers have not typically been linked to fluctuations in the jobs report and the unemployment rate this year, but the anticipated jobs headline on November 2, 96 hours before polls open across the country, has the potential to be one of the only items to break through the pre-election news jam. And bad jobs news would be a big story. “Of course we’re worried about it,” admitted an Obama campaign aide, on the prospect of an eleventh hour jobs report showing a spike in the unemployment rate. “But thankfully a large portion of the country will have voted by then.” Indeed, a higher figure is not just possible; many on both sides see it as likely. “The unemployment rate in the next jobs report will likely be higher than 7.8,” said American Enterprise Institute economist Michael Strain. “Whether that is 7.9, 8.0, 8.1, I don’t know.”

Jobs report thumps the DA – outweighs the link

Love 10/22 – the Executive Editor of BlackCommentator.com, where his Color of Law column appears weekly. He is a contributor to the Huffington Post, the Progressive Media Project, McClatchy-Tribune News Service, theGrio, News One, In These Times and Philadelphia Independent Media Center (David A., “What could be the October surprise in Obama v. Romney?” http://thegrio.com/2012/10/22/what-could-be-the-october-surprise-in-obama-v-romney/)

With barely more than two weeks left until Election Day, the numbers suggest that President Obama maintains a tightening lead over Mitt Romney. But what could radically alter the outcome over the final 15 days? One factor that could influence voter attitudes is the October jobs report. Signs of an even weaker economy — including higher unemployment and anemic job growth — could work against the president. The sudden September unemployment drop from 8.1 to 7.8 percent, an unexpected development, was the lowest jobless rate since March 2009, only a few months after Obama was inaugurated. This was a positive development for Obama, given that no U.S. president has been reelected with unemployment above 8 percent. The jobs report for October will be released Nov. 2 , only four days before voters head to the polls. Jobs and the economy are the issues foremost in voters’ minds. If unemployment increases in the coming weeks, Romney could use it to his advantage by painting the president as a purveyor of failed economic policies, and by continuing to portray himself as a “job creator” who worked in the private sector and knows how to grow the economy. Meanwhile, the president and his allies would point out that Romney provides no evidence to support his promise of the 12 million jobs he would create if elected.

Only the jobs report matters

Benson 10-18

Guy, Political Editor, Townhal.com “Jobless Claims Spike to Four-Month High”

Yes, many Americans will have already voted by November 2, but early voters tend to be high-information, motivated partisans.  The large majority of people will show up on election day itself, including a vast swath of low-information, 'gut feeling' voters.  A bad jobs report being fresh in the news certainly won't help matters for the incumbent.  To some extent, the Obama campaign is right, however:  Obsessing over any single month of data isn't especially enlightening.  Broader trends are more important, such as the slowing GDP growth rate, and disheartening projections like this.

1AR – Solar Popular
Plan wins Obama the election- best evidence proves

Shahan, 10-9 – Scientific American writer 
(Zachary, "People Love Solar Power (Even US Republican Voters…)," 10-9-12, planetsave.com/2012/10/09/people-love-solar-power-even-us-republican-voters/, accessed 10-20-12, mss)
People Love Solar Power (Even US Republican Voters…)
Everyone loves solar. Well, ok, not everyone, but the HUGE majority of people. It’s been like this probably as long as the idea of solar power has been around. Thomas Edison was clearly a huge fan: Now, a new study conducted by Hart Research on behalf of the Solar Energy Industries Association, shows that Americans of all stripes are still fully in love with solar. Here are the bullet points: 92 percent of voters believe it’s important for the US to develop and use more solar energy. 85 percent of voters view solar energy favorably (60 percent very favorable). 78 percent of voters say government should support growth of solar energy with incentives. This is the 5th year in a row that the survey has been conducted, and it’s the 5th time solar has been the popular kid on the block. As stated above, even Republicans (voters, not Congresspeople, that is) love solar: “The poll found that more than nine out of 10 (92 percent) of likely voters feel that the U.S. should develop and use more solar energy. This support was strong across the political spectrum with 84 percent of Republicans, 95 percent of independents, and 98 percent of Democrats agreeing.” If there’s one issue worth supporting loud and clear and basing an election on, its clean energy, and especially solar. Clearly, that’s not what the Romney/Ryan ticket is doing, and even the Obama administration isn’t being very clear about it. Obama’s energy message is all about “all of the above” — I wonder how much more popular he might be if he went on a really strong clean energy push with a focus on solar? Geoff Garin, president of Hart Research Associates, says: “These results clearly show that American voters across the political spectrum have a strong favorable view of solar energy and the solar industry, and they believe that government has an important role to play in allowing this industry to grow and succeed.” “The consistency of these findings is also impressive,” said Molly O’Rourke, partner at Hart Research. “Voters express the same high levels of support across a variety of measures, from their very positive perceptions of solar energy to their enthusiasm for policies that promote greater use of solar.” And these weren’t just general or non-competitive questions! Take a load of these stats: “Voters’ favorable view of solar translates directly into widespread bipartisan support for federal incentives fostering solar energy. Nearly four out of five (78 percent) of voters say the government should provide tax credits and financial incentives to encourage the development and use of solar energy. Fully two-thirds of swing voters (67 percent) chose solar above any other energy source to receive tax and financial incentives.” Voters identify solar as the energy source they are most eager to have the federal government and U.S. policy support through tax credits and financial incentives. In fact, when presented with eight different forms of energy that the federal government should encourage (in addition to the option of saying none), 64% of voters, including 67% of swing voters, say that solar should be on that list (the next highest is wind power at 57%). Taking their enthusiasm for government support to the next level, 78% of voters say the federal government should provide tax credits and financial incentives to encourage the development and use of solar energy and only 22% say the federal government should not do this. This sentiment is shared by swing voters (79% to 21%), as well as by Democrats (91% to 9%), independents (78% to 22%), and Republicans (63% to 37%). Yes! And yes, please — give us more solar!

Their ohio distinction is backwards- Ohio voters support the plan even more
NRDC, 9-27 
(NRDC Action Fund, "PPP Survey," 9-27-12, http://www.nrdcactionfund.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/09/092712-NRDCAF-battleground-poll-news-release-OHIO-FINAL.docx, accessed 10-23-12, mss)
WASHINGTON, D.C. – September 27, 2012 – Undecided voters in Ohio decisively favor candidates for president and Congress who support clean air and clean energy policies over candidates who don’t, a new poll shows. The Public Policy Polling (PPP) survey conducted for the NRDC Action Fund of likely voters in Ohio finds undecided voters side with President Barack Obama’s position as a candidate who “supports EPA standards to reduce dangerous carbon pollution” over the position of Republican challenger Mitt Romney, presented as a candidate who “says that these limits would be bad for business and EPA should not limit carbon pollution,” by a wide margin (53 percent versus 27 percent). Among all likely voters in Ohio, the margin on the same question is still wide, at 53 percent to 38 percent. The survey also finds that undecided voters favor congressional candidates who, like Ohio Sen. Sherrod Brown, support “standards to reduce toxic mercury pollution from power plants” over those who oppose them (55 percent versus 23 percent). Among all likely voters in Ohio, the margin on the same question is still wide at 54 percent to 34 percent. Tom Jensen, director of Public Policy Polling, said: “Mitt Romney is running behind in Ohio and he’ll need to win over most of the remaining undecided voters to win this critical state. But his stances on environment and energy issues could hurt his ability to do that – Ohio voters who are still making up their minds decisively favor candidates who support standards to reduce carbon pollution and mercury pollution. Romney’s views are at odds with the very centrist voters he needs. And, clearly Obama’s and Senator Brown’s shared views on clean air and energy can only help them with these undecided voters.” Similar support among Ohio voters for clean air and clean energy are seen across the board on such issues as curbing tax breaks for oil & gas companies, increasing federal fuel efficiency standards for vehicles, reducing toxic mercury pollution, and boosting incentives for wind and solar energy according to the NRDC Action Fund survey. NRDC Action Fund director Heather Taylor-Miesle said: “No wonder dirty energy companies and polluters need to spend tens of millions of dollars on advertising in an attempt to snooker voters into going along with their agenda. The reality on the ground in Ohio is that likely voters are not buying what the polluters are selling. Even more importantly, the people who will decide this election – the undecided – are not in the market for it either.
Solar incentives are nearly as popular as killing Osama

Romm, 12 -- Climate Progress editor

(Joe, Ph.D. in physics from MIT, American Progress fellow, former acting assistant secretary of energy for energy efficiency and renewable energy, "Government Investment in Renewable Energy Nearly as Popular With Swing Voters as Death of Osama bin Laden," Think Progress, 1-25-12, thinkprogress.org/climate/2012/01/25/411355/government-investment-in-renewable-energy-popular-with-swing-voters-death-of-osama-bin-laden/?mobile=nc, accessed 10-19-12, mss)
Government Investment in Renewable Energy Nearly as Popular With Swing Voters as Death of Osama bin Laden Voters just love government investment in renewable energy — much more than their representatives in Washington, it seems. I was reading an analysis of the State of the Union Address based on the response of “a group of 50 swing voters armed with dial meters” and came across this nugget: Not surprisingly, the moment in the speech that brought the most positive reaction was Obama’s mention of the death of Osama bin Laden. It drew an average reading of 80 on the 0-100 scale used by the meters. Obama’s call for more investment in renewable energy drew nearly as strong a reaction, however, said Andrew Baumann, another of the pollsters who conducted the study. The passages of the speech that talked about phasing out subsidies for oil companies and competing with China and Germany for new developments in wind power and solar energy did particularly well. And while small dial groups are hardly definitive by themselves, Climate Progress readers know that poll after poll after poll show the same thing (see Democrats Taking “Green” Positions on Climate Change “Won Much More Often” Than Those Remaining Silent and links to polls therein). This enthusiasm has not waned even with all the attacks on clean energy — see Independents Support Federal Investment in “Green Jobs” 2-to-1 Despite Solyndra Media Storm: In dozens of focus groups we have conducted this month across the country on a wide variety of subjects, when voters are asked where they would like new jobs in their state to come from, the first words out of their mouths are almost always the same – clean energy and related technology. Voters believe that the clean energy economy is here and is growing, and they want their state to have a part of it.
Their polls use flawed methodology- massively under-estimates support

Romm, 10 – Climate Progress editor
(Joe, Ph.D. in physics from MIT, American Progress fellow, former acting assistant secretary of energy for energy efficiency and renewable energy, "Opinion polls underestimate Americans’ concern about the environment and global warming," Think Progress, 5-13-10, thinkprogress.org/climate/2010/05/13/206000/opinion-polls-underestimate-americans-concern-about-the-environment-and-global-warming/, accessed 10-19-12, mss)
Opinion polls underestimate Americans’ concern about the environment and global warming When asked “What do you think is the most important problem facing the country today?” about 49 percent of respondents answered the economy or unemployment, while only 1 percent mentioned the environment or global warming. But when asked, “What do you think will be the most serious problem facing the world in the future if nothing is done to stop it?” 25 percent said the environment or global warming, and only 10 percent picked the economy. In fact, environmental issues were cited more often than any other category, including terrorism, which was only mentioned by 10 percent of respondents. I have written about the work of Stanford’s Jon Krosnick before (see “USA Today: Some scientists misread poll data on global warming controversy” and “Large majority of Americans continue to believe global warming is real and trust scientists“). I hope to come back to explore this work in more detail when the BP oil disaster and climate bill news slow down a bit. For now, here’s the news release by Mark Shwartz from Stanford’s Woods Institute for the Environment at Stanford: When pollsters ask Americans to name the most important problem facing the country, the environment is rarely mentioned. But this time-honored polling question masks the public’s true concern about environmental issues, according to Stanford University researchers. “For years, the wording used in traditional surveys has systematically underestimated the priority that the public has placed on global warming and the environment,” said Jon Krosnick, a professor of communication and of political science at Stanford. “To fully understand public concern about these issues, traditional surveys should be asking a different question.” In a recent study, Krosnick and his colleagues focused on what public opinion experts call the “most important problem” (MIP) question. Developed by pollster George Gallup in the 1930s, the MIP question has become a staple of many national surveys. As an example, the researchers cited the following question from a September 2009 New York Times/CBS News Poll: “What do you think is the most important problem facing the country today?” In that poll, only 1 percent of respondents mentioned the environment, while 41 percent said the economy or jobs. “In prior surveys going back to 2007, the percentage of those who mentioned environmental issues never rose above 3 percent,” Krosnick said. “These results seem to suggest that few if any Americans place top priority on the government dealing with global warming or the environment.” But the Stanford study revealed that when the question was reframed in terms of the most serious problem facing the planet if left unchecked, the environment and global warming rose to the top. “How a question is phrased can significantly change the results,” said Krosnick, a senior fellow at Stanford’s Woods Institute for the Environment. Internet survey For the Stanford study, the research team analyzed the results of two national surveys. The first was a September 2009 Internet poll of 906 adults, conducted by the polling firm Abt SRBI. Respondents were randomly asked one of the following open-ended questions: 1. “What do you think is the most important problem facing the country today?” In this traditional MIP question, about 49 percent answered the economy or unemployment, while only 1 percent mentioned the environment or global warming. 2. “What do you think is the most important problem facing the world today?” Substituting the word “country” with “world” produced a significant change: 7 percent mentioned environmental issues, while 32 percent named the economy or unemployment. 3. “What do you think will be the most important problem facing the world in the future?” When asked to consider the future of the planet, 14 percent chose the environment or global warming, while economic issues slipped to 21 percent. 4. “What do you think will be the most serious problem facing the world in the future if nothing is done to stop it?” This time, 25 percent said the environment or global warming, and only 10 percent picked the economy or unemployment. “Thus, when asked to name the most serious problem facing the world in the future if nothing is done to stop it, one-quarter of all Americans mentioned either global warming or the environment,” Krosnick said. “In fact, environmental issues were cited more often in response to question 4 than any other category, including terrorism, which was only mentioned by 10 percent of respondents.” Stanford-AP Environment Poll The researchers found similar results when they analyzed a November 2009 telephone survey of 1,055 adults sponsored by the Woods Institute for the Environment and the Associated Press (AP). When asked the traditional MIP question, “What do you think is the most important problem facing the country today,” 54 percent said economic issues, and just 2 percent mentioned environmental problems. But when asked, “What do you think will be the most serious problem facing the world in the future if nothing is done to stop it,” only 16 percent named the economy and unemployment, while 21 percent said global warming and the environment. The Sanford-AP Environment Poll also asked, “How much effort do you think the federal government in Washington should put into dealing with the serious problems the world will face in the future if nothing is done to stop them?” Three out of four respondents said they wanted the government to devote “a great deal” or “a lot” of effort to combat serious problems, such as global warming, in the future. “Contrary to what traditional surveys suggest, we found strong evidence that Americans attach a great deal of significance to global warming and the environment,” Krosnick said. “Therefore, to accurately measure the American public’s issue priorities, it may be useful for national surveys to include alternative questions that emphasize future problems and their solutions.” The Stanford study is co-authored by undergraduate student Samuel B. Larson; graduate student David Scott Yeager; and Trevor Tompson, director of surveys at AP. The study was funded by the Woods Institute for the Environment. In short, much of the public does, in fact, get it. And this all helps explain why public polls consistently show Americans support strong action NOW to reduce emissions:
