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Obama Good 1NC (1/3)

1. Democrats could still win both House and Senate
Michael Luo. Democrats see signs of Hope in Job Trends. (The New York Times). 6-24-2010.
But digging deeper, beyond the national numbers, reveals at least a few glimmers of hope for Democrats — still fairly distant and faint, but bright enough to get campaign strategists scanning the horizon and weighing the odds. That is because different parts of the country are recovering at different rates — and, in a bit of electoral good luck for the Democrats, some of the areas that are beginning to edge upward more quickly, like parts of Ohio, Pennsylvania and New York, happen to be in important battlegrounds for the House and the Senate.
2. Weak foreign policy  hurts the Democrats and Obama in the  midterms.

FLY  1 – 28 – 10   Executive Director - Foreign Policy Initiative & Research associate at the Council on Foreign Relations 

Jamie M. Fly, Does Obama Have a Foreign Policy?, http://www.weeklystandard.com/blogs/does-obama-have-foreign-policy 

While it is understandable that given the state of the economy and lingering recession, most Americans are perhaps more focused on their job security than about what is happening in Kabul, Tehran, or Pyongyang, it is troubling that this president does not seem to have a clear agenda on these issues other than a retro-80s approach to twenty-first century challenges.  If the Christmas Day bomber, growing concern about Yemen, instability in Iran, continued uncertainty about nuclear Pakistan, and the difficult months (and years) ahead in Afghanistan are any indication, 2010 will be just as consequential for U.S. foreign policy as any year in recent memory with the exception of 2001. President Obama came into office with a foreign policy agenda that was essentially limited to expressing concern about nuclear weapons and showing the world that he was not George W. Bush.  He has now done the latter through speech after speech in Istanbul, Accra, Cairo, to cite just a few of the exotic venues.  Despite focusing on the former with his “reset” of the U.S.-Russian relationship, the foreign policy challenges he faced during 2009 were largely thrust upon him by events.  Despite several courageous decisions as commander in chief, he was clearly uncomfortable (witness the Afghanistan Strategy Review) with the issue set he was forced to focus on during year one. In this very political White House, foreign policy is viewed through the lens of mid-term elections in 2010 and the president’s reelection in 2012, just like any other issue.  Thus, it is important for Team Obama to act tough on security and kill terrorists (preferably using classified means), but most other foreign policy issues become time consuming obstacles to the pursuit of a robust domestic agenda.  This is foreign policy as a political tactic, not as a grand strategy or a coherent formulation of America’s global interests (with the exception of a headlong rush for disarmament). Despite the challenges the country faces on the domestic front, it would behoove the president in 2010 to do what he failed to do last night -- speak more frequently to the American people about what is at stake overseas and what his vision is for keeping Americans safe and advancing U.S. interests around the world.  Otherwise, he risks being nothing more than a reactionary president doing little more than what is required to avoid the wrath of the electorate.  He runs the risk of becoming an inconsequential commander in chief in very consequential times.
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3. The Democrats must keep their majority to pass cap and trade in 2011

High Plains Journal 1/29 (Sara Wyant, 1/29/10, " How a topsy-turvy political world got turned upside down again ", google news)

Cap-and-trade legislation also seems destined for retooling, perhaps in favor of a much broader energy bill focused on job creation.  "We will likely not do climate change this year but will do an energy bill instead," said Sen. Byron Dorgan during a recent speech. The North Dakota Democrat says he supports "fuel economy standard increases, moving toward electric drive transportation systems, renewable energy production, modern transmission grid, conservation, and efficiency" as part of U.S. energy policy.  Dorgan's assessment is that "In the aftermath of a very, very heavy lift on health care, I think it is unlikely that the Senate will turn next to the very complicated and very controversial subject of cap-and-trade climate change kind of legislation."  Fight, fight, fight   Several Democratic Party members expect the president to learn from the recent elections and hit the "reset" button on his far-reaching agenda. Independent voters are fleeing their party in droves. To get them back in the fold and re-energized, they expect him to move more toward the middle, focusing on bread and butter issues like jobs and the economy, just as Bill Clinton did after the Republican takeover of the House and Senate in 1994.  Yet, many other Democrats are pushing President Obama to charge ahead with a very liberal agenda--despite the recent Senate loss in Massachusetts and losses in gubernatorial races in New Jersey and Virginia last fall. It's now or never, they reason, and if Democrats lose their majorities in 2010, it will be impossible to pass health care reform the following year. They want a fight to the finish, even if there is barely anyone left to take credit. 
4. Cap and trade will stimulate the economy and prevents global warming.

Frank, 7/2 [The Choices That Pay Us Back By ROBERT H. FRANK Published: July 2, 2010 http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/04/business/04view.html?_r=1&src=busln]

Another useful measure would be a carbon tax — or its approximate equivalent, a cap-and-trade system — scheduled for a gradual phase-in after the economy has again reached full employment. This would stimulate an immediate, huge jump in private investment without the government having to spend a penny. Why? Investment is currently depressed because companies can already produce much more than people want to buy. But once a carbon tax was announced, the design of nearly every existing machine or structure that uses or produces energy would be rendered suddenly obsolete. Motor vehicle engines, electric power plants, refrigerators, air-conditioners, furnaces — all would have to be redesigned for greater efficiency. The resulting flood of research and investment would enhance our ability to cope with future energy shortages and would serve another crucial purpose. Taxing carbon could eliminate the catastrophic risk of vastly rising global temperatures by the end of this century; it would be a prudent act, quite apart from its utility as an economic stimulus. The tax would generate no revenue until its phase-in, so it wouldn’t reduce the current deficit. But deficits are a long-run problem, and its enactment alone would increase creditors’ confidence that we are committed to solving it.
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5. Failure to improve the economy means World War III
Mead 9 – Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations (Walter Russell, “Only Makes You Stronger,” The New Republic, 2/4/09, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-
92e83915f5f8&p=2)

History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight.
6. Emissions limits prevent catastrophic warming – extinction 

David Stein, Science Editor, The Canadian, 2007, Scientists say Humanity ignores Antarctic melting and Greenhouse gas time-bombs with the price of Mass-Extinction, http://www.agoracosmopolitan.com/home/Frontpage/2007/02/26/01381.html

Global Warming continues to be approached by governments as a "luxury" item, rather than a matter of basic human survival. Humanity is being taken to its destruction by a greed-driven elite. These elites, which include 'Big Oil' and other related interests, are intoxicated by "the high" of pursuing ego-driven power, in a comparable manner to drug addicts who pursue an elusive "high", irrespective of the threat of pursuing that "high" poses to their own basic survival, and the security of others. Global Warming and the pre-emptive war against Iraq are part of the same self-destructive prism of a political-military-industrial complex, which is on a path of mass planetary destruction, backed by techniques of mass-deception. "The scientific debate about human induced global warming is over but policy makers - let alone the happily shopping general public - still seem to not understand the scope of the impending tragedy. Global warming isn't just warmer temperatures, heat waves, melting ice and threatened polar bears. Scientific understanding increasingly points to runaway global warming leading to human extinction", reported Bill Henderson in CrossCurrents. If strict global environmental security measures are not immediately put in place to keep further emissions of greenhouse gases out of the atmosphere we are looking at the death of billions, the end of civilization as we know it and in all probability the end of humankind's several million year old existence, along with the extinction of most flora and fauna beloved to man in the world we share. 
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Weak foreign policy positions hurt Obama’s standing

STAROBIN  2 – 1 – 10     National Journal Contributor [Paul Starobin, Obama's Weakened Position: What Does It Mean For U.S. Foreign Policy?, http://security.nationaljournal.com/2010/02/obamas-weakened-position-what.php]

President Obama is in a rough political patch with the apparent demise of his top domestic priority, universal health care; with the loss of a 60-vote Democratic supermajority in the Senate; with improved Republican prospects for the midterm elections in November; and with his once sky-high approval rating now below 50 percent. So, what does his weakened position mean for his handling of foreign affairs and for the tack that allies, rivals and outright enemies take toward the U.S.? With his focus on "jobs, jobs, jobs," Obama devoted a grand total of nine minutes to national security issues in his State of the Union address. Does this suggest less activism on the foreign policy front? If so, Obama would be going against the historical pattern, which suggests that a president weakened on the domestic front is likely to become more energetic in foreign affairs as the realm that is less subject to congressional and political control at home (Bill Clinton and Richard Nixon are examples). In any case, what is the best course for Obama at this juncture? Should he try to improve his standing at home with a prestige-enhancing triumph abroad? Are there such opportunities out there -- for example, a bold deal with the Russians on nuclear disarmament, a tough package of sanctions against Iran, a breakthrough on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict? Are the Russians, the Chinese, the Pakistanis, the Iranians, the Indians, the Japanese, the Europeans, likelier to be tougher or more accommodating with Obama facing troubles at home? (Or to put it another way: Do any of them want to see Obama fail?) Is a weakened Obama in danger of being seen as another Jimmy Carter -- that is, as an ineffectual president not likely to serve another term? (The analyst Les Gelb of the Council on Foreign Relations is already likening Obama to Carter.) Is his damaged domestic position likely to matter in any way to Al Qaeda and other anti-U.S. Islamic militant groups? Any and all speculations on this theme are welcome.
Unilateral nuclear cuts means GOP can paint him as weak on national security. 

Barry M. Blechman, Ph.D., co-founder of the Henry L. Stimson Center, a nonpartisan think tank, 1-21-2009. [Stimson Center, Don’t Reduce the US Nuclear Arsenal Unilaterally: We Need Levers to Move the World Toward Disarmament, http://www.stimson.org/pub.cfm?id=734]
President Obama also should be aware of the political implications. The announcement by a new president that he is making significant unilateral reductions in US nuclear forces, in the hope the Russians will follow suit, would play into the hands of those seeking to tar him and his party as “weak on defense.”
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Weak on national security crushes Dems in the midterm

ROVE  11 – 11 – 09    former senior adviser and deputy chief of staff to President George W. Bush

Karl Rove, “'A Referendum on This White House': Obama's plan to nationalize the midterm elections may backfire,” Wall Street Journal, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704402404574529583347899774.html

Republican victories in New Jersey and Virginia governors' races last week—despite eight campaign appearances in the two states by President Barack Obama—have unnerved Democrats. Over the weekend, White House Senior Adviser David Axelrod tried to calm jittery Democrats who might go wobbly on the president's ambitious agenda by telling NBC's Chuck Todd that next year's congressional elections will be "nationalized." Because they "will be a referendum on this White House," he said, voters will turn out for Mr. Obama. Mr. Todd summed up Mr. Axelrod's plans by saying, "It's almost like a page from the Bush playbook of 2002." I appreciate the reference. Only two presidents have picked up seats in both houses of Congress for their party in their first midterm elections. One was FDR in 1934. The other was George W. Bush in 2002, whose party gained House seats and won back control of the Senate. But those midterm elections might not be a favorable comparison for this White House. The congressional elections were nationalized seven years ago largely because national security was an overriding issue and Democrats put themselves on the wrong side of it by, among other things, catering to Big Labor. At the time, there was a bipartisan agreement to create the new Department of Homeland Security. Democrats insisted that every inch of the department be subject to collective bargaining. They pushed for this even though sections of every other department can be declared off-limits to unionization for national security reasons. What Democrats wanted was shortsighted and dangerous. Voters pounded them for it.

Republicans are making the democrats appear weak on foreign policy a key issue in the midterms

Wallsten, 2.2.10 (Peter writes for the Wall Street Journal, “GOP Seizes on Security as Issue”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB126239113219413017.html)

WASHINGTON -- Political furor over the attempted bombing of Northwest Flight 253 has thrust national security back to the center of American politics, with Republicans and the White House scrambling to blame each other for intelligence lapses and present themselves to voters as tougher on terrorism. Strategists in both parties believe that terrorism and, more broadly, foreign policy could emerge in the November midterm elections and in President Barack Obama's 2012 re-election campaign as key issues for voters who have been focused primarily on the economy. GOP opinion leaders such as former Vice President Dick Cheney have seized on the attack to question President Barack Obama's grasp of foreign affairs. Republican Party officials have sent fund-raising appeals that take aim at Mr. Obama's response to the episode. Republican strategists said in interviews that they saw an opportunity to regain the traditional advantages on security issues that failed them in the past two national campaigns, as the economic downturn and public opposition to President George W. Bush's policies in Iraq took primacy in voters' minds. The White House and its allies, meanwhile, have responded by mounting a campaign to assert Mr. Obama's bona fides as a strong commander in chief while blaming Bush policies in Iraq for emboldening al Qaeda to plan attacks such as the one Christmas Day in the skies over Detroit. Their efforts include using a White House Web site posting personally rebuking Mr. Cheney for "seven years of bellicose rhetoric" and arguing that al Qaeda during Mr. Bush's tenure "regenerated" to establish "new safe havens" in Yemen and Somalia. Umar Farouk Abdulmutallab, the man accused in the botched effort to down Northwest Flight 253, allegedly trained in Yemen.
."
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Strong stance on foreign policy key to Dems winning midterms
Greenwald, 3.11.10 (Glen, “Carville/Greenberg strategists and national security”, http://www.salon.com/news/opinion/glenn_greenwald/2010/03/11/democrats)
Earlier this week, a new poll and accompanying "strategic analysis" was released by Democracy Corps (the Democratic firm founded by James Carville, Stan Greenberg and Bob Shrum), co-sponsored by Greenberg Quinlan Rosner ("GQR") and the "centrist" Third Way.  It spat out decades-old, warmed-over, fear-driven conventional wisdom:  Democrats are in danger of being seen as Weak on National Security and Terrorism, etc. etc., and specifically warned of the dangers from abandoning Bush/Cheney Terrorism policies (while suggesting ways for Democrats to appear Strong when they do).  In response, Andrew Sullivan rightly urged caution about taking seriously any such analysis from this inside-Washington, "centrist"-Democratic faction, because -- as he put it -- "they always, always reeked of fear"; have been dominated by a "refusal to stand up against the Cheneyite right on critical matters such as national security and American values"; and "very few represent that kind of politics more than Jim Carville, Stan Greenberg and, yes, Rahm Emanuel, still traumatized after all these years." Today, Jeremy Rosner of GQR wrote an email strenuously objecting to Sullivan's claims ("I have never, ever believed or advised that Democrats should 'cede national security' to the Republicans, and neither has my partner Stan Greenberg, or my friends James Carville and Rahm Emanuel").  He quotes from several memos issued by that faction -- mostly from 2006-2009 -- urging Democrats to exploit various national security weaknesses of Bush and the GOP, along with one from late 2003.  Obviously -- as support for the Iraq War crumbled and the public began doubting the GOP 's national security approach -- these strategists advised Democrats to exploit that change in public opinion (November, 2007:  "For the first time in decades, national security has become a potentially winning issue for Democrats").  A child would have known to do that; that oh-so-bold advice proves nothing. But when it actually matters -- back in 2002, as Bush was pushing for the invasion of Iraq, and now -- James Carville and Stan Greenberg (along with chronic loser Bob Shrum), as part of Democracy Corps, did exactly what Sullivan described (and what Rosner astoundingly denies they ever did).  Contrary to Rosner's claim that Democracy Corps' memos are available online, all memos prior to 2007 are archived on a site that appears to be not publicly accessible, but no matter:  for years, Digby has been chronicling the central (and quite effective) role played by Carville/Greenberg in urging Democrats to capitulate to Republicans on national security. In 2002, shortly before the Congressional vote on Iraq, Carville/Greenberg/Shrum distributed a memo to Democrats advising them that the most politically productive course would be to support the AUMF so that Iraq was off the table for the midterm elections, and the focus would instead be on domestic issues, where Democrats were stronger -- exactly the fear-driven, profoundly immoral and excruciatingly stupid advice which Congressional Democrats followed.  From their 2002 memo:This decision [the Iraq vote] will take place in a setting where voters, by 10 points, prefer to vote for a Member who supports a resolution to authorize force (50 to 40 percent).2 In addition, we found that a Democrat supporting a resolution runs stronger than one opposing it.  For half the respondents, we presented a Democratic candidate supporting the resolution. Among these voters, the generic congressional vote remained stable, with the Democrats still ahead by 2 points at the end of the survey. In the other half of the sample, we presented a Democrat opposed to the resolution. In this group, the Democratic congressional advantage slipped by 6 points at the end of the survey.[...]The debate and vote on the resolution will bring closure on the extended Iraq debate that has crowded out the country’s domestic agenda as Congress concludes.  But there is substantial evidence, as we indicated at the outset, that voters are very ready to turn to domestic issues. It is important that Democrats make this turn and provide a compelling reason to vote Democratic and turn down the Republicans.In this survey, we tested two message frameworks – one offers a transition to the domestic agenda ("We need independent people in Washington who will be a check on what is going on and pay attention to our needs at home") and one focuses on corporate influence ("Washington should be more responsive to the people and less to big corporate interests").  Both frameworks defeat the Republican alternative that begins with support for the President’s efforts on security.The memo did say that the Iraq vote was one of conscience and provided some strategic advice for those who intended to vote against it, but most key Democrats (including Carville's patron, Hillary Clinton, 2004 presidential nominee John Kerry and vice presidential nominee John Edwards) followed their advice perfectly -- they "supported the President's efforts on security" by voting for the invasion of Iraq.  In fact, it is clear that both Edwards as well as John Kerry -- guided by Shrum as his campaign manager -- voted for the Iraq War at least in part due to this strategic advice: The 2004 election proved that the Democratic Party needs leaders -- not poll-driven consultants, who too often sacrifice principle for what appears expedient.For example, Kerry voted for Bush's Iraq war resolution, following the "guidance" offered by Democracy Corps, a non-profit "dedicated to making the government of the United States more responsive to the American people."On October 3, 2002, prior to the Iraq war resolution votes, Democracy Corps (founded in 1999 by James Carville, Stan Greenberg and Bob Shrum) advised Capitol Hill Democrats: "This decision [to support or oppose an Iraq war resolution] will take place in a setting where voters, by 10 points, prefer to vote for a member who supports a resolution to authorize force (50 to 40 percent)." Needless to say, the Democrats' support for Bush's "security policies" hardly "brought closure" to the Iraq debate, nor did it move the focus to domestic issues.  Instead, the Republicans in 2002 and 2004 ran -- and resoundingly won -- by depicting as Weak on Terror even Democrats who voted for the Iraq War (such as Max Cleland), and even more effectively, by bashing the muddled, confused, contradictory and unprincipled national security position of leading Democrats (I voted for it before I voted against it -- yes, I voted for the invasion of Iraq but. . . .).  It was that deep-seated fear of taking a stand, which voters could easily smell, far more than any specific policy position, that made (and still makes) Democrats appear so pitifully "weak." 
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Strong stance on foreign policy is a key issue in 2010 midterm.
Wallsten, 2009 (Peter is a staff writer at the Los Angeles Times, “GOP targets Obama's foreign policy”, http://articles.latimes.com/2009/oct/02/nation/na-iran-politics2 ) 

WASHINGTON — As he embraces direct talks with Iran and weighs his strategy in Afghanistan, President Obama is facing a new political threat from Republicans: Be hawkish on foreign policy or risk letting your party be painted as weak in next year's midterm elections. Top Republicans have adopted that line of attack in recent days, led by congressional leaders and at least two of the party's possible 2012 presidential contenders. Their warnings to the president mark a shift in tone and tactics for a Republican Party that had been largely supportive of Obama administration policies in Iraq and Afghanistan. The GOP lost its long-held advantage as the party of national security when the public rejected the policies of former President George W. Bush in the 2006 and 2008 elections. But now, Republican strategists say that foreign policy could prove to be a potent weapon in 2010. The Republican strategists are poring over Obama speeches, such as his June address to the Muslim world, that they can portray as apologies for American actions abroad. Additionally, GOP strategists are homing in on Obama's recent policy shift on missile defense, in which the administration decided to cancel a radar installation in the Czech Republic and ground-based interceptors in Poland that had been proposed by Bush to protect Europe from Iranian long-range missiles. Obama wants to focus instead on combating short-range missiles that some intelligence officials say are a more likely threat. Republicans are panning that shift as a unilateral concession to Russia, which viewed the Bush missile plan as a threat. "The agenda is coming down the pike on national security, and Republicans are going to see an opportunity to regain the mantle," said Vin Weber, a former congressman from Minnesota who is advising the governor of that state, Tim Pawlenty, on a possible White House bid in 2012.
Afghan troops and national security issues are important for the midterms
Zogby, 12.31.09 ( John is an American political pollster and first senior fellow at The Catholic University of America's Life Cycle Institute. “Obama's Unappreciated First Year”, http://www.forbes.com/2009/12/30/obama-president-polls-first-year-opinions-columnists-john-zogby.html )

Meanwhile, Obama's decision to add 30,000 troops in Afghanistan brings the total to more than 100,000. Short of the capture of Osama bin Laden or dramatic military gains in Afghanistan, it is unlikely national security will be a positive issue for Democrats. In our December poll, 30% gave Obama's handling of Afghanistan positive ratings (7% excellent and 23% good) and 67% of likely voters gave him negative ratings (30% said fair and 37% poor). Midterm elections are historically bad for the president's party. Unless voter attitudes toward Obama and the Democrats change, 2010 will be no exception.
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Fears mean voters punish dems

ROTHENBERG  3 – 20 – 09  editor of the The Rothenberg Political Report, and a regular columnist for Roll Call Newspaper Triggering that fear causes voters to punish dems (Stuart Rothenberg, “Should Democrats Worry About Obama Disconnect in 2010?,” http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2009/03/should_democrats_worry_about_o.html)
Their fear is that even if Obama remains personally popular, voters will not look kindly on their party's candidates for Congress and governor if the economy remains weak and the public mood is sour and frightened. And even if the economy is showing signs of life, public concern over the deficit, taxes or cultural issues could drive turnout among voters wanting - you guessed it - change. The concern is well-founded, and you don't have to believe me to take this danger seriously. Here is what noted Democratic pollster/strategist Stanley Greenberg wrote in his article "The Revolt Against Politics" in the Nov. 21, 1994, issue of "The Polling Report," just two years into a Democratic president's first term and only weeks after a midterm election in which the GOP gained more than 50 House seats and won control of the House for the first time since the 1950s:Voters this year voted against Democratic-dominated national politics that seemed corrupt, divisive and slow to address the needs of ordinary citizens. In that, they were voting their disappointment with the spectacle of a Democratic president and a Democratic Congress promising change, but seemingly unable to produce it. Many voted to change a government that spends too much and accomplishes too little, and to shift the public discourse away from big government solutions." Midterm elections are about anger, so if there isn't any, incumbents of both parties do just fine. But if there is some - watch out. Blaming the previous administration works for six months or a year, but after that, it's a much tougher sell. In focus groups in Macomb County, Mich., and Riverside, Calif., Greenberg wrote in his article, "one hears an electorate acutely conscious that the Democrats came to power promising change, but produced only turmoil." t's not hard to imagine some voters feeling that very same way next fall, especially if the Obama administration continues to spread itself so thin by dealing with an endless number of problems, yet solving none. As for the issue of corruption that Greenberg referred to in 1994, it, too, could be a problem for Democrats next year.Democratic operatives are still regurgitating old e-mails trying to hang Jack Abramoff around the necks of GOP candidates, but how will those same operatives deal with Democratic Reps. Charlie Rangel (N.Y.), John Murtha (Pa.), Eliot Engel (N.Y.), Maxine Waters (Calif.) and Alan Mollohan (W.Va.), all of whom have their own issues to deal with, to say nothing of the tax problems of Obama Cabinet nominees? Republicans aren't likely to give Democrats a free pass on ethics nationally. Later in his 1994 article, Greenberg made another crucial point that is certain to be applicable for 2010: "Democrats lost ground because of the composition of those who went to the polls." The makeup of the midterm electorate always differs from that in a presidential year, and next year's electorate will be less sympathetic to Obama and Democrats. The 2010 electorate is likely to be less black than was the electorate of 2008, and it's almost certain to be older. Given those factors, it's also likely to be at least a bit more Republican.

Adding Foreign Policy issues distracts from a domestic job focus – that hurts the democrats

KOSU NEWS  12 – 22 – 09   For Obama, A Foreign Policy To-Do List For 2010, http://kosu.org/2009/12/for-obama-a-foreign-policy-to-do-list-for-2010/
Put Domestic Priorities FirstPerhaps Obama’s top goal will be trying to prevent or avoid any time-consuming international crises that would distract him from his domestic agenda. The 2010 midterm elections will be all about the U.S. jobless rate, which stands at 10 percent and is expected to remain high for most of the year. Obama will want to be seen spending most of his time trying to create jobs at home and getting the massive health care overhaul bill through Congress.“It’s going to be tougher for him on the domestic front in many ways,” says Ian Bremmer, president of Eurasia Group. “He needs to try to keep foreign policy as much off his agenda as possible, and he knows it’s going to be hard.” 
Uniqueness – Dems Winning – Generic
With Some help Democrats could retake House

Nate Silver. Senate Forecast: After Primaries, Picture Slightly Improved for Dems. 6-28-2010.

http://www.fivethirtyeight.com/2010/06/senate-forecast-after-primaries-picture.html
 

If Democrats somehow got a wind at their backs, they have enough offensive opportunities to take advantage of it. Suppose on the other hand that the Democrats got a 3-point boost nationally (or the current average of polls is biased 3 points against them, which is effectively the same thing). In that case, they would have about a 27 percent chance of actually regaining a 60-seat majority, and closer to a 40 percent chance if they could persuade Charlie Crist to caucus with them. There's no particular reason to think that this will happen, however, particularly with economic momentum being rather tepid.
Chance of Democratic Victory in midterms raises
Nate Silver. Senate Forecast: After Primaries, Picture Slightly Improved for Dems. 6-28-2010.
http://www.fivethirtyeight.com/2010/06/senate-forecast-after-primaries-picture.html
 

Locally, Democrats helped themselves in the primaries. Democratic fortunes were improved by the primaries in Nevada and Pennsylvania, California, North Carolina, and Kentucky, and worsened probably only in Arkansas (and South Carolina, which they had almost no chance of winning anyway.) This accounts for most of the movement in the rankings. Whereas, as of our last update, or simulations were projecting an average of 54.0 Democratic and 46.0 Republican seats, we now show 55.2 Democrats, 44.2 Republicans, and 0.6 Charlie Crists. 
Democrat campaigning will turn current midterm tides
John Anzalone. Top of the Ticket (Los Angeles Times). 7-1-2010. http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/washington/
“No, it’s not set. From August 2009 until now Democrats have been on the defensive because we’ve been pushing a very activist agenda because of the economic crisis and the problems the country’s faced. The news media and Republicans have driven the debate on that…. In August, September and October we’re going to be able to drive the debate…. Our incumbents have the money to get out their message, to respond, to pivot, to contrast. Unlike 1994” -- the GOP landslide year -- ”there won’t be any Democratic incumbents who will be surprised. Will some Democrats be taken down because of the political environment… or because they didn’t run good campaigns? Of course. But they won’t be caught flat-footed.”

Democrats could still win both House and Senate
Michael Luo. Democrats see signs of Hope in Job Trends. (The New York Times). 6-24-2010.
http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/25/us/politics/25memo.html
But digging deeper, beyond the national numbers, reveals at least a few glimmers of hope for Democrats — still fairly distant and faint, but bright enough to get campaign strategists scanning the horizon and weighing the odds. That is because different parts of the country are recovering at different rates — and, in a bit of electoral good luck for the Democrats, some of the areas that are beginning to edge upward more quickly, like parts of Ohio, Pennsylvania and New York, happen to be in important battlegrounds for the House and the Senate. 
Uniqueness – Dems winning – Senate

GOP will not likely take the Senate giving Democrats opportunity

Nate Silver. Senate Forecast: After Primaries, Picture Slightly Improved for Dems. 6-28-2010.

http://www.fivethirtyeight.com/2010/06/senate-forecast-after-primaries-picture.html
 

Republicans will need a lot of luck to take over the Senate. There are eleven Democratic-held seats that we show Republicans with a nontrivial chance of winning. In four of them, they are heavy favorites: North Dakota, Arkansas, Indiana, and Delaware. Four more are toss-ups: Pennsylvania, Nevada, Illinois, and Colorado. Finally, there are three where they are underdogs: Washington, California, and Wisconsin. Republicans would need to win 10 of these 11 races to take over the Senate; even if they gained further momentum nationally (our model does not assume that the races behave independently), this is somewhat unlikely, given the idiosyncrasies involved in many of the contests. Meanwhile, they would need to hold Ohio, which is a toss-up with a slight Democratic tilt, and Missouri, which is a toss-up with a slight Republican tilt, as well as retain Kentucky, North Carolina and New Hampshire, either have Marco Rubio win in Florida or persuade Charlie Crist to caucus with them, and avoid a wildcard somewhere like Arizona or Louisiana.

Immigration Will Pass After Midterm

Democrats will pass Immigration after Midterms
Molly K. Hooper, reporter for The Hill, June 24 2010, http://thehill.com/homenews/house/105503-key-democrat-immigration-bill-lacks-votes-
Gutierrez was quick to say on Thursday that he holds out hope that an immigration bill will move this year and has indicated he is very open to compromise on a measure that will attract enough support to pass.
Obama’s Popularity Key to Midterms 
Presidential popularity key to Democrats’ fate in midterms. 

Robert Creamer, political strategist, 4-1-2010. [The Democratic Strategist, Creamer: Ten Rules for Democratic Success in Midterm Elections, p. http://www.thedemocraticstrategist.org/strategist/2010/04/creamer_ten_rules_for_democrat.php]
Rule #5: The outcome of midterm elections are hugely dependent on the popularity of the President. History shows that whether Members of Congress vote with him or not, his popularity impacts the ambient level of their support. That means that Members of Congress have an enormous personal political interest in passing his agenda. And many need to remember that if the political tide goes out, it is those in the shallowest political water who will be left aground.

Winning Key to Democrats

Winning is key to Democrats in November. 

Robert Creamer, political strategist, 4-1-2010. [The Democratic Strategist, Creamer: Ten Rules for Democratic Success in Midterm Elections, p. http://www.thedemocraticstrategist.org/strategist/2010/04/creamer_ten_rules_for_democrat.php]
Rule #9: Keep winning. People vote for - and turn out for - winners not losers. The bandwagon is also a critical independent variable. Winning, by itself, increases candidate favorability. The progressive bandwagon is now out of the mud and rolling again. We can't let up. We have to press our advantage to win on financial reform, fixing the broken immigration system, clean energy and jobs - as well as appointments and remaking education reform. Process won't matter at all to voters. Even the "process" debates of the last few weeks have already begun to fade. No one cares about how something is done... only that it is done and how it affects them.
Democrats Key To Cap and Trade

If democrats win midterms, Cap and Trade will pass.

Rossomado, 7/1 [Inhofe: Obama Trying to Trade Border Security for Sweeping Amnesty Thursday, 01 Jul 2010 07:48 PM By: John Rossomando http://www.newsmax.com/Newsfront/inhofe-obama-amnesty-immigration/2010/07/01/id/363634]

Regarding cap and trade, meanwhile, Inhofe tells Newsmax that he remains confident it is dead in the Senate and likely would be defeated even if the Democrats try bringing it up in a modified form during the lame-duck session following the midterms. Nonetheless, Obama plans to do everything he can to get a carbon-emissions tax passed. He recently met with moderate-to-liberal GOP senators such as Olympia Snowe of Maine, seeking their backing for a restriction on CO2 emissions. “Well, they can call it anything they want, but cap and trade is cap and trade,” says Inhofe, ranking member of the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works. “And these guys all know now that. Even the more mushy Republicans who used to be hard for me to deal with all realize that cap and trade is the largest tax increase in the history of America.” Democrats reportedly intend to pass some sort of “benign” sounding energy legislation before the August recess, put it into conference with Waxman-Markey — the House cap-and-trade bill — and pass it after the midterms
GOP Block Cap and Trade

GOP blocks Cap and Trade.

Newton, 6/7 [The End of Cap & Trade? Posted by Jay Newton-Small Monday, June 7, 2010 at 5:27 pm http://swampland.blogs.time.com/2010/06/07/bp-the-end-of-cap-trade/?xid=rss-topstories]

Bingaman's bill does not include cap and trade, or as Republicans call it cap and tax. For years, Democrats and a dwindling number of Republicans have tried to pass cap and trade: the Lieberman/McCain bill failed 43-55 in 2003 and again in 2005 38-60 (McCain's no longer a supporter of the bill). Lieberman/Warner failed 48-36 in 2008 (Virginia's John Warner has since retired). Schumer's suggestion this morning that Kerry/Lieberman be added by amendment to Bingaman's bill -- and here he really means the cap and trade program -- essentially means the Democratic leadership will give it an up and down vote but they know it won't garner the 60 votes it needs to pass. Even if Lindsey Graham, Kerry/Lieberman's once-and-remains-to-be-seen-future GOP co-sponsor came back on board, it's pretty clear that without offshore drilling and other sweeteners attached, he would have a hard time bringing on board many -- if any -- fellow Republicans. 

GOP is key to block the expensive Cap and Trade bill.
Feldmann, 6/29 [By Linda Feldmann, Staff writer / June 29, 2010 http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Politics/2010/0629/Obama-wants-price-on-carbon-emissions.-Republicans-see-tax.]

Washington President Obama urged a bipartisan group of senators Tuesday to put a “price” on carbon pollution, as they draft energy and climate legislation the White House hopes to pass this year. Many Republicans call carbon pricing a “tax” that would harm the already-ailing economy, and therefore they oppose it. But in the eyes of many Democrats, including Mr. Obama, a “polluter pays” provision in the legislation will help reduce America's unhealthy dependence on fossil fuels. “The president told the senators that he still believes the best way for us to transition to a clean energy economy is with a bill that makes clean energy the profitable kind of energy for America’s businesses by putting a price on pollution – because when companies pollute, they should be responsible for the costs to the environment and their contribution to climate change,” according to a White House readout of the closed-door session with about 20 senators.

GOP victory will kill cap and trade. 

Alan Abramowitz, Ph.D., Professor of Political Science at Emory, 9-3-2009. [Center for Politics, Forecasting the Midterm Election: An Early Look at What to Expect in 2010, p. http://www.centerforpolitics.org/crystalball/articles/aia2009090301/]
Democrats are likely to lose at least 15 seats in the House of Representatives in 2010 and their losses could go as high as 30-40 seats. The Senate looks more promising for Democrats because there are as many Republican as Democratic seats up for election next year but a loss of 3-4 seats is entirely possible. Given the deep partisan divide in both chambers, diminished majorities will make it much more difficult for Democrats to pass any major legislation in the next Congress. If anything, Republican leaders emboldened by a successful election are likely to be even less interested in compromise with the White House and Democratic leaders than now. If Democrats can’t pass health care, carbon caps, and immigration reform in the current Congress, they probably won’t have another chance until at least 2013.

GOP Block Cap and Trade

GOP victory in November means no cap and trade for at least 2 years. 

Bryan Walsh, staff writer, 6-29-2010. [TIME, Hope Seems to Dim for Cap and Trade, p. http://ecocentric.blogs.time.com/2010/06/29/hope-seems-to-dim-for-cap-and-trade/?xid=rss-topstories]
Would a weak climate bill even be worth passing? At this point, the likelihood of a Republican resurgence in November—which could put climate and energy legislation out of reach for at least two years—would make many environmentalists take whatever they can get. Indeed, mainstream green groups like the Environmental Defense Fund—which has led the way on cap-and-trade—released statements praising the President for his strong leadership on climate and energy, which frankly seems a little strong. But a weak bill could provide even less revenue to fund the research and development needed to innovate tomorrow's energy solutions. As Andrew Revkin points out over at Dot Earth, lowering the price of renewable energy and energy efficiency is the other part of the carbon equation—and that's being left behind by concerns over the deficit and simple lack of political will. Nothing that happened today in the West Wing seems likely to change that.

AT: Kills Econ

Economic benefits outweigh costs

Keith Johnson, Wall Street Journal, September 8, 2009, Waxman-Markey: Benefits Far Outweigh Costs, New Study Finds, http://blogs.wsj.com/environmentalcapital/2009/09/08/waxman-markey-benefits-far-outweigh-costs-new-study-finds/

So much of the wailing and gnashing of teeth around the climate bill in Congress revolves around the costs of curbing greenhouse-gas emissions. What about the benefits?  That is, seemingly everybody—the Environmental Protection Agency, the Congressional Budget Office, the Energy Information Administration, not to mention private-sector lobbies—has tried to tally how much it will cost to nudge America toward cleaner energy and fewer greenhouse-gas emissions. None have sought to figure out what kind of benefits the bill could bring.  That got some folks thinking. “Climate change is arguably one of the most complex issues to face Congress in recent memory, and yet Congress is essentially conducting its deliberations after having reviewed barely half the data,” says a new brief out from NYU Law School’s Institute for Policy Integrity, an outfit basically created to bring cost-benefit analysis back to the environmental arena.  The upshot? As flawed as it may be, the Waxman-Markey climate bill makes economic sense, offering benefits worth at least twice as much as it costs, if not more.  “From almost any perspective and under almost any assumption, H.R. 2454 is a good investment for the United States to make in our own economic future and in the future of the planet,” the paper concludes. But what’s the math look like?  The authors set out to see how much a ton of carbon is worth—not what it trades for on carbon exchanges, but how much a ton of carbon not emitted to the atmosphere is worth society in terms of avoiding climate change.  Turns out, even though the U.S. government does not have a hard and fast figure, it has a rough idea—around $19 a ton. (There is a huge array of estimates for the “social cost of carbon”; those so inclined will have fun on pages 21-30 here.)  So, given that the Waxman-Markey bill would curb emissions over the next 40 years, it’s a pretty simple job to tally up the potential benefits: about $1.5 trillion on the middle-of-the-road estimate. The benefits could be as low as $382 billion or as high as $5.2 trillion, depending on how you fiddle with the numbers.  Since Waxman-Markey is meant to cost about $660 billion, that means the bill provides $2.27 in benefits for every dollar spent, the brief concludes. That doesn’t include extra benefits—cleaner air from a cleaned-up power sector, for instance. And it suggests that even tougher greenhouse-gas targets in the Senate version of the bill would make an even more compelling economic argument

AT: EPA Will Regulate 

Obama backing down on EPA regulation. 

Newsweek 7-2-2010. [Obama May Back Down on Carbon Regulation Deadline to Court Republicans, p http://www.newsweek-interactive.org/blogs/the-gaggle/2010/07/01/obama-may-back-down-on-carbon-regulation-deadline-to-court-key-republicans.html?from=rss]
How much is President Obama willing to compromise with Republicans in order to produce an energy bill this month? A GOP senator present at Obama’s Cabinet Room meeting to discuss energy on Tuesday said that Obama appeared prepared to postpone one of his most serious threats to the country’s top emitters of greenhouse gases in order to bring a handful of Republicans on board.

According to an aide, Alaska Senator Lisa Murkowski, one of seven Republicans who attended the meeting, said that after several senators explained their concerns about the Environmental Protection Agency’s plan to begin regulating top emitters in January, Obama appeared to concede that the deadline could be flexible. “Well, we may have to push EPA back a little bit,” he told the group, according to Murkowski, suggesting that the president may be willing to appease key Republicans in return for their votes on the climate bill. (Another senator, who asked not to be identified, confirmed the exchange.)

Dems Key to Immigration

Democrats support Immigration 

Christina Bellantoni, Senior reporter at TPMDC, April 27 2010, http://tpmdc.talkingpointsmemo.com/2010/04/inside-the-new-immigration-push----an-election-year-boost-for-reid-boxer-bennett.php
Making a genuine attempt at a comprehensive immigration plan that includes a pathway to citizenship has dual potential to help Democrats politically -- they motivate Latino voters and labor unions who have long championed the issue, and they can portray unwilling Republicans as anti-Hispanic. Demographic shifts in the West have helped Democrats scoop up more Congressional seats and win electoral college battles in recent years.
Democrats will pass immigration  

Christina Bellantoni, Senior reporter at TPMDC, April 27 2010, http://tpmdc.talkingpointsmemo.com/2010/04/inside-the-new-immigration-push----an-election-year-boost-for-reid-boxer-bennett.php
Rosenberg said Democrats would rather get something done this year and blamed in part the long health care debate that postponed something that topped their agenda. He thinks they are well positioned politically because they will either find legislative agreement and achieve something that's been talked about for years, or mount "a spirited advocacy effort to get Republicans to step up and play ball, knowing there is a chance they will walk." Either way, Latino voters will see that Democrats delivered on a promise to try, he said. With immigration back on the table the GOP could face a repeat of 2006 and 2007, when the party was bitterly divided on what anti-immigrant protesters said was "amnesty." 

GOP Blocks Immigration

Democratic control of Congress is key to immigration reform. 

Andrew Leonard, staff writer, 10-16-2009. [Salon Magazine, Obama's secret plan for a successful presidency, p. http://www.salon.com/tech/htww/2009/10/16/obamas_secret_plan_for_a_successful_presidency/index.html]
The Kaus thesis is predicated on Obama getting healthcare reform passed, after which the Democrats get clobbered by a still-crippled economy in the 2010 midterm elections. That, in turn, will mean that the rest of the "controversial big Dem bills that got backed up in 2010" -- climate change, card-check, immigration reform -- will die stillborn.

GOP victory will block immigration reform. 

Alan Abramowitz, Ph.D., Professor of Political Science at Emory, 9-3-2009. [Center for Politics, Forecasting the Midterm Election: An Early Look at What to Expect in 2010, p. http://www.centerforpolitics.org/crystalball/articles/aia2009090301/]
Democrats are likely to lose at least 15 seats in the House of Representatives in 2010 and their losses could go as high as 30-40 seats. The Senate looks more promising for Democrats because there are as many Republican as Democratic seats up for election next year but a loss of 3-4 seats is entirely possible. Given the deep partisan divide in both chambers, diminished majorities will make it much more difficult for Democrats to pass any major legislation in the next Congress. If anything, Republican leaders emboldened by a successful election are likely to be even less interested in compromise with the White House and Democratic leaders than now. If Democrats can’t pass health care, carbon caps, and immigration reform in the current Congress, they probably won’t have another chance until at least 2013.

Keeping a House majority is key to immigration reform.

Darrell West, Director of Governance Studies at Brookings, and Thomas Mann, Senior Fellow of Governance Studies at Brookings, July 2009. [Brookings Immigration Series, “Prospects for Immigration Reform in the New Political Climate,” http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/papers/2009/07_immigration_mann_west/07_immigration_mann_west.pdf]

Still, on controversial subjects requiring intricate compromise, it helps to have one party clearly in charge. This institutional position makes it easier to negotiate policy differences because it narrows the range of principles that must be negotiated. Such a dynamic is especially the case during periods of extreme polarization of the sort witnessed in recent years. With each party striving for electoral advantage and extremes from each party demanding ideologically pure responses, it is difficult to enact comprehensive measures. Contentious issues such as immigration reform require some support within the opposition party to firm up or compensate for majority party members that might defect under cross-pressures. The supermajority hurdles in the Senate that flow from the filibuster also necessitate bargaining across party lines. The new climate facilitates reform because it features renewed attention to big ideas and bold policy actions. The 2008 election took place against a backdrop of a global Prospects for Immigration Reform in the New Political Climate 2 recession, destabilized financial institutions and a strong sense among the American public that old policy approaches were failing and new ones were required. An October 2008 CBS/New York Times national survey found that only 7 percent of Americans thought the country was headed in the right direction while 89 percent felt it was seriously off track. After President Obama’s first 100 days, that 7 percent had jumped to nearly 50 percent. With massive public discontent and big majorities, President Obama has pledged a new policy course in areas from financial regulation and education to 

AT: Plan boosts Obama’s popularity 

Obama can only lose popularity this year. 

Rhodes Cook, political writer for the Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, author of America Votes, a biennial compilation of nationwide election data, 1-8-2010. [Rhodes Cook Political Analyst, If Obama Thought His First Year Was Difficult, p. 

After seeing his presidential approval rating plummet by roughly 20 percentage points during his first year in office, the question now is whether President Barack Obama may be able to fashion a comeback in 2010. If history is a guide, don’t bet on it.

A few presidents have seen their job approval rating go up during their first year in office.

But over the last half century, every newly elected president has lost ground during his second year – that according to the Gallup Poll, measuring presidential popularity from the end of the first year to the eve of the midterm election the following November.

The decline has ranged from 1 point for Richard Nixon in 1970 to 23 points for George W. Bush in 2002, whose approval rating had risen to stratospheric heights the previous fall in the wake of 9/11.

AT: Jobs/Econ Key to Midterms 
Research proves—no connection between unemployment and midterm results. 

John Harwood, staff writer, 12-1-2009. [Unemployment and Midterms, http://amoreconservativeunionelection.blogspot.com/2009/12/unemployment-and-midterms.html]

If they crave comfort, Democratic candidates can grab onto this: political science research finds little historical connection between unemployment and midterm Congressional elections.
The parties of Harry S. Truman and Dwight D. Eisenhower lost a comparable number of House seats in midterm elections in 1950 and 1954 despite differing unemployment rates.

Research proves—no correlation between joblessness and midterms. 

John Harwood, staff writer, 12-1-2009. [Unemployment and Midterms, http://amoreconservativeunionelection.blogspot.com/2009/12/unemployment-and-midterms.html]
After matching data on joblessness and elections, Seth Masket, a political scientist at the University of Denver, asserted in a recent blog post, “There’s not much evidence unemployment has any effect at all.”
Reagan-era Republicans lost 26 House seats amid the high joblessness of the 1982 recession. Yet Democrats lost a comparable number under Mr. Truman in 1950, as did Republicans under Mr. Bush in 2006, when unemployment remained low.

GOP Gains Kill Democrats’ Agenda 

Severe Democratic losses will block Obama’s agenda. 

Julian E. Zelizer, professor of history and public affairs at Princeton’s Woodrow Wilson School, 1-20-2010. [CNN, Midterms could sap Obama's power, p. http://www.cnn.com/2010/OPINION/01/20/zelizer.democrats.midterm.woes/index.html]
In 1982, two years after conservatives boasted of a Reagan revolution, with Republicans gaining control of the White House and Senate, Democrats increased their majority in the House. The terrible condition of the economy, with 10 percent of the workforce unemployed, had allowed Democrats to organize an effective campaign that focused on "fairness" and attacked the "Reagan recession."

Pollster Richard Beal warned in a White House memo that the elections were crucial and were "pivotal in American political history; it is crucial to sustaining the Reagan revolution beyond his first two years in office."

Democrats expanded their control by 26 seats in the House, as the conservative coalition diminished in size after having surged in 1980.

The newly elected Democrats opposed Reagan's efforts to cut domestic programs, voted for restrictions to prevent Reagan from providing assistance to anti-communist forces in Nicaragua, and supported a freeze on the production of nuclear weapons. With the new division of power in the House, the president found it extraordinarily difficult to obtain support in Congress.

If President Obama suffers through a similar kind of midterm experience, he will have to deal with a Congress where his opponents have enough votes to force even bigger compromises than this year, thus angering liberals, or to block progress on his agenda altogether. That process has already begun as a result of Massachusetts, and now the White House must do everything possible to make sure that the situation does not get even worse in November.

**Obama Bad**

Obama Bad 1NC (1/3)

1. Recent polls suggest opportune election for GOP
Caitlin Huey-Burns. GOP Has Edge in Voter Enthusiasm. U.S. News and World Report (Politics and Policy). 6-30-2010.
http://politics.usnews.com/news/articles/2010/06/30/gop-has-edge-in-voter-enthusiasm.html
A series of recent polls show anti-incumbency sentiments are at a record high and Republicans are more enthusiastic than ever about voting in the midterm elections when compared to Democrats. The results suggest it could be a favorable election year for the GOP. A recent Gallup poll shows 60 percent of those surveyed said most members of Congress should not be reelected. Frank Newport, editor in chief of the Gallup Poll, says that percentage "is the highest in our history." When asked to explain why, 29 percent of those surveyed said lawmakers are "not doing a good job." According to the poll, 15 percent cited a need for fresh faces in office and another 15 percent were concerned that lawmakers were not representing their interests. Many cited general worries about partisanship and congressional self-interest. Another Gallup poll shows Republicans leading Democrats in voter enthusiasm by 28 percentage points. Newport says Republicans "have had more fervor" about voting in recent midterms, except for in 2006 when Democrats gained control of Congress. But this is the largest enthusiasm gap between the parties the poll has found since first asking the question in 1994, the year Republicans historically took over the House. 
2. Troop surge helps dems in the Midterms,. 
Ackerman, 12.2.9 ( Spencer, “Obama Announces 30K more troops for Afghanistan”, 
http://minnesotaindependent.com/50905/obama-announces-30k-more-troops-for-afghanistan)

Keeping congressional support for a controversial war now certain to last past the 2010 midterm elections, and most likely Obama’s first term in office, will be “a challenge” for the administration, said Rep. Joe Sestak (D-Penn.), a retired Navy admiral who is running for a seat in the Senate next year and who supports the troop increases. The war is unpopular, particularly within Democratic and progressive circles, constituencies the Democrats in Congress need to retain their majorities. Traditional Obama allies like the netroots giant MoveOn and the progressive veterans group VoteVets announced opposition to the strategy on Tuesday. And a just-released estimate by Todd Harrison, an analyst at the Center on Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, claims that Obama’s “extended surge” will  “increase costs by approximately $30 billion per year,” and speculated that a supplemental appropriation — something the administration has pledged not to seek — may be necessary in fiscal 2010. Still, Sestak believed that Obama could retain congressional and national support. “People believe in him,” the congressman said, adding that Obama’s “non-political” approach to decisionmaking in the war would earn him popular support. Obama’s weeks of deliberation on Afghanistan have come under significant conservative criticism. Although Dick Cheney, the former vice president, presided in part over the deterioration of the Afghanistan war before handing it off to Obama, he has said Obama was “dithering” on the war and described the administration as weak. Undeterred, the administration has said the result of the process would be a clear strategy and stronger national consensus. And senior officials said that the administration would launch another overall review of the strategy in late 2010, even ahead of the “strategic inflection point” on July 2011.
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4. Troop withdrawal is seen as anti-Bush policy – its what the voters want and will mobilize the democrats

Kilkenny, 11.29.09 (Allison, “New poll paints ugly 2010 picture, http://trueslant.com/allisonkilkenny/2009/11/29/new-poll-paints-ugly-2010-picture/)

The reasons for the lack of base enthusiasm are pretty clear: Democrats haven’t delivered on many of their promises. There’s no climate bill or finalized healthcare bill, and yet Democrats managed to pull off the none too easy feat of pissing off both gays and women with their respective sluggishness on repealing Don’t Ask Don’t Tell, and allowing the Stupak Amendment to slip into the House’s version of the healthcare bill. People are losing their jobs and their homes, and all the while they see Washington working tirelessly to protect the bonuses of Wall Street executives who helped tank the economy. Credit card and insurance companies continue to exploit the suffering majority. US troops are still occupying Iraq, President Obama has decided to surge in Afghanistan, and the only thing worse than two wars is three wars, which appears to be the direction we’re heading. Voters wanted change and hope, and all they’ve gotten is more of the same Bush era policies. Who wants to vote to uphold that kind of sick system? Despite what some village relics argue, President Obama’s election was a liberal mandate. Voters wanted an anti-Bush administration. There was enormous momentum for change in this country, which is why Democrats won overwhelming victories in both houses. Whenever there’s a dip in the polls like this, your Fred Barnes, or whatever Neo-Con hack can get to a keyboard the quickest, copies and pastes the same “This is a center-right country!!” platitude into another wholly terrible column. However, this poll actually shows Obama is damaging his party — not by being too liberal — but by abandoning his base, those liberals that totally don’t matter because this is (I got your back, Fred-o) a center-right country. And sure, the Republicans have been behaving like a pack of petulant assholes, but that doesn’t account for the total lack of productivity in Washington as Firedoglake points out. You can account for some of this by citing the historic obstructionism of the GOP and the major hole in which the Administration found themselves on January 20, 2009. But you can’t account for all of it, and even if you could, it wouldn’t change the basic dynamic – the right has been worked into a frenzy hell-bent on defeating the man they are told is the second coming of Hitler, while the left is waiting for that long-promised “change” they can believe in. This really isn’t complicated: Democrats just need to do what they were elected to do, and they’ll be fine. If they water down the healthcare bill, and betray the voters, they’ll lose seats in 2010.
5. Mobilization is the most important factor for Democrats this year. 

Ed Kilgore, political strategies, 4-2-2010. [The Democratic Strategist, That Ancient Choice: Mobilization Versus Persuasion, p. http://www.thedemocraticstrategist.org/strategist/2010/04/that_ancient_choice_mobilizati.php]
In other words, winning elections is rarely "about" any one thing, though if you had to pick one factor this year, maximizing Democratic turnout would be far and away the most important thing. For those interested in this topic, The Democratic Strategist published a roundtable discussion of the whole base-versus-swing, and mobilization-versus-persuasion debate back in early 2008 (Robert Creamer, in fact, was one of the participants) and most of it remains entirely relevant.

6. Democrats make SKFTA passage impossible


Korea Herald ‎1/8 (‎1/8/10‎, " [EDITORIAL] KORUS FTA in limbo ", http://www.koreaherald.co.kr/NEWKHSITE/data/html_dir/2010/01/09/201001090027.asp)
Korea has crucial local elections in June, which will serve as a mid-term appraisal of the Lee Myung-bak government currently pressured by the Sejong City project and the need for economic recovery. In the United States, the 435 members of the House and one-third of the Senate are already looking ahead to the November elections, calculating the impact of a sensitive FTA on votes.  The worst detriment to the FTA between Korea and the U.S. was the fact that changes of power took place in both countries after the signing of the pact. A great irony is that the Democratic Party, the ruling force throughout the two years of hard negotiations for the FTA, has now become the diehard opponent of its ratification. 
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7.  SKFTA key to job creation. 

New York Times ‎11/5 (Jack Kim, Mohammad Zargham, staff writers.  ‎11/5/09‎, " USTR Kirk Says Skouras Trade Pact Needs New Auto Deal ", http://www.nytimes.com/reuters/2009/11/05/us/politics/politics-us-usa-southkorea-trade.html)

However, many business groups argue it has become more urgent to pass the agreement now that the 27-nation European Union has struck its own free trade pact with Seoul. "As the economy struggles to rebound, this agreement is an immediate job-creating stimulus," said Myron Brilliant, outgoing president of the U.S.-Korea Business Council. 

8. Failure to improve the economy means World War III
Mead 9 – Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations (Walter Russell, “Only Makes You Stronger,” The New Republic, 2/4/09, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-
92e83915f5f8&p=2)

History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight.
Link – Afghan Troop withdraw key to midterm (1/3)

Afghan troops and national security issues are important for the midterms
Zogby, 12.31.09 ( John is an American political pollster and first senior fellow at The Catholic University of America's Life Cycle Institute. “Obama's Unappreciated First Year”, http://www.forbes.com/2009/12/30/obama-president-polls-first-year-opinions-columnists-john-zogby.html )

Meanwhile, Obama's decision to add 30,000 troops in Afghanistan brings the total to more than 100,000. Short of the capture of Osama bin Laden or dramatic military gains in Afghanistan, it is unlikely national security will be a positive issue for Democrats. In our December poll, 30% gave Obama's handling of Afghanistan positive ratings (7% excellent and 23% good) and 67% of likely voters gave him negative ratings (30% said fair and 37% poor). Midterm elections are historically bad for the president's party. Unless voter attitudes toward Obama and the Democrats change, 2010 will be no exception.
Democats want withdrawal from Afghanistan. 

Agence France Presse 7-1-2010. [US lawmakers pass Afghan war funding, http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5hrIVooBldlIZuML9BBGBLKt1MiKw]
Lawmakers approved the monies -- including funds necessary to Obama's plan to deploy another 30,000 troops to turn the faltering campaign around -- only after giving voice to a growing chorus of Democratic calls for a withdrawal. Democrats backing the war, allied with the president's Republican foes, turned aside three amendments that posed stiff challenges to Obama's strategy. The House struck down one measure to cut all military spending from the bill by a 376-25 margin, and killing another to restrict the money to pay for a withdrawal of US forces by a 321-100 margin. n a 260-162 vote, they also defeated a Democratic amendment aimed at requiring Obama, who has set a July 2011 deadline for starting a US withdrawal, to set a complete timetable for that process. Democrats accounted for the lion's share of the yes votes in each case. But the fate of the bill was still clouded after Democrats attached more than 15 billion dollars in jobs and education programs in a 239-182 that defied a presidential veto threat over cuts designed to pay for the measure. The House changes meant the Senate, which approved the administration's request for the vastly unpopular Afghan war in May, would have to take up the measure the week of July 12 after the week-long July 4 recess. The amendments reflected growing US public pessimism about the war, by some measures now the longest in US history, ahead of key November mid-term elections.
Link – Afghan Troop Withdraw (2/3)

Afghanistan key issue in midterms

U.S. News & World Report 6/11 (Anna Mulrine, 6/11/10, " Will Cost of Afghanistan War Become a 2010 Campaign Issue?    ", http://www.usnews.com/articles/news/2010/06/11/will-cost-of-afghanistan-war-become-a-2010-campaign-issue.html)

 

With his December decision to send 30,000 additional U.S. troops to Afghanistan, President Obama made the war his own. And what a war it has become: The U.S. military marked a grim milestone in Afghanistan this year with more than 1,000 U.S. soldiers killed there since October 2001. Roadside bombings are on the rise, causing double the number of fatalities in 2009 that they did in 2008. And 2010 is on track to be even worse by that measure. While Afghanistan has faded from the public consciousness in the wake of economic collapse and healthcare reform, this summer promises to put it back on the front pages. As the last of Obama's surge troops arrive on the ground in Afghanistan, most in the volatile south, the Pentagon has made no secret of the fact that it is planning a major offensive. The target will be Kandahar, the spiritual heartland of the Taliban, and senior U.S. military officials have already told members of Congress to brace their constituents for a tough period of fighting, with more casualties. As troops surge, of course, so too does the cost of the war. The price tag for Afghanistan alone is more than $300 billion to date, with another $100 billion expected to be spent in 2010, according to the Obama administration's supplemental budget request. The president has promised to begin withdrawing U.S. troops by July 2011, conditions permitting. But U.S. military officials currently engaged in a brutal war against a committed network of Taliban insurgents warn that, indeed, conditions may not permit. As the midterm elections approach, the fiscal cost of war in Afghanistan may draw the ire of a public increasingly mobilized against government spending—and of those, too, weary of the human toll of war
Removal of troops from Afghanistan popular among Congress and public
Josh Mull, Community Director for Small World News, April 19 2010, http://seminal.firedoglake.com/diary/39882
What, only a letter urging something? It doesn’t seem like much, but it’s a positive sign that both parties are realizing the futility of Afghanistan. And they’re not turning against the war on their own, they’re listening to the American people. At a time when the CIA is writing memos on the best way to subvert democracies, it’s a good sign that at least our democracy is still working. Last month, the anti-war movement got its 3 hour debate on H.Con.Res 248, and while the resolution itself ultimately failed, it did serve as a shot across the bow of the House leadership. While some may claim the movement is irrelevant, it proved we could still get even our wildest fantasies, like an immediate and complete withdrawal, all the way to the House floor for debate. Have the Repeal Obamacare folks done anything close to that? Nope, but it helps us keep this in perspective when we talk about which movements actually have real momentum and power, and which ones are just shameless partisan pandering. The movement to end the US conflict in Afghanistan does have momentum, and as we’ll see, it’s affecting both parties.

Link – Afghan Troop Withdraw (3/3)

Removal of troops from Iraq is an important factor in midterm elections
Associated Press, Part of Msnbc, June 16 2006, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/13338901/3677250
Angling for political advantage, House Republicans engineered the debate and vote, four and one-half months before midterm elections that will decide who runs Congress — and as polls show voters favoring Democrats to replace Republicans as the controlling party. Those same polls show the public increasingly frustrated with the war as the death toll and price tag continue to rise. Voters could hold it against incumbent candidates, regardless of political party, come November. Republicans across Capitol Hill are sensitive to those political realities. GOP leaders in both the House and Senate sought to put lawmakers of both parties, and particularly Democrats, on record on the conflict, and looked to draw attention to deep Democratic divisions on the war. Senate Republicans succeeded in doing that Thursday. In a maneuver Democrats assailed as a political stunt, GOP leaders brought up legislation calling for withdrawing combat troops by year’s end and quickly dismissed it on a 93-6 vote. Six Democrats were in the minority. It was the House Republicans’ turn a day later. They scheduled a vote on their symbolic resolution that also praises U.S. troops and labels the Iraq war part of the larger global fight against terrorism.
Uniqueness – GOP Winning –  Generic

GOP retaking Senate and House likely
Bill Egnor. 2010 Election—Republican Ugliness. 6-25-2010. http://www.squarestate.net/diary/593/2010-election-republican-ugliness
We all know that the results not even close. The combination of the 9/11 attacks and the Republican continued fear mongering and, frankly, some pretty shrewd political maneuvers led them to re-take the Senate and widen their majority in the House. If you look at the indicators, the CW says that Republicans should be able to win many seats in both the House and Senate this year.
 
 GOP senate and house midterm gains promising

Michael Luo. Democrats see signs of Hope in Job Trends. (The New York Times). 6-24-2010.
http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/25/us/politics/25memo.html
A struggling economy has historically meant trouble for the president’s party in midterm elections. So it comes as no surprise that Democrats are girding for a tough November. They should be. The economy is slowly recovering but remains on its sickbed, and most signs still point to a rough cycle for the party. Political analysts expect Republicans to make gains — possibly significant ones — in Congress in November, threatening to retake the House and maybe even the Senate.

 Majority of Independent Voters choose GOP candidate in next election
Jeffrey M. Jones. Independent Voters Favor GOP in 2010 Election Tracking. 7-1-2010.
http://www.gallup.com/poll/141086/Independent-Voters-Favor-GOP-2010-Election-Tracking.aspx
By an average 10 percentage-point margin since March, 45% to 35%, independent registered voters have consistently preferred the Republican to the Democrat when asked which congressional candidate they would vote for in their district. Independents' preference for Republicans has been generally consistent over this time, with the gap in favor of Republicans increasing slightly since March, from 8 to 12 points.

GOP voting enthusiasm could bring victory in upcoming elections
Voting Intentions Even, Turnout Indicators Favor GOP. 7-1-2010.
http://people-press.org/report/630/
 
With four months to go before Election Day, voting intentions for the House remain closely divided, and neither party has gained or lost much ground over the course of 2010. However, Republicans are much more engaged in the coming election and more inclined to say they are certain to vote than are Democrats. This could translate into a sizable turnout advantage for the GOP in November that could transform an even race among registered voters into a solid victory for the Republicans. Fully 56% of Republican voters say they are more enthusiastic about voting this year than in previous elections – the highest percentage of GOP voters expressing increased enthusiasm about voting in midterms dating back to 1994. While enthusiasm among Democratic voters overall is on par with levels in 2006, fewer liberal Democrats say they are more enthusiastic about voting than did so four years ago (52% then, 37% today). The Republican Party now holds about the same advantage in enthusiasm among its party’s voters that the Democratic Party held in June 2006 and the GOP had late in the 1994 campaign. Moreover, more Republicans than Democrats are now paying close attention to election news (64% vs. 50%). At this stage in previous midterms, news attentiveness was about the same for voters in both parties. 

Uniqueness - GOP Winning – Generic

GOP will likely win House and Senate, coule have drastic effects
Factbox-Key political risks to watch in U.S. and Canada. 7-1-2010.
http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSRISKUS20100702
 
Political analysts say Democrats could lose up to 25 of their 258 seats in the House and, more importantly, several of their votes in the Senate -- which would strip them of the ability to override Republican roadblocks and could badly hinder Obama's legislative agenda.

 
Uniqueness – GOP Winning – Independents

Independents are voting GOP

Felicia Sonmez and Aaron Blake. Independents move toward Republicans, away from Obama. 7-1-2010.
http://voices.washingtonpost.com/thefix/morning-fix/1-2-3-ohio-lt.html
 
New data from Gallup shows that independent voters now favor a generic Republican candidate for Congress over a generic Democratic candidate by 12 points, a trend that appears to be tied to their feelings about President Obama. In more than 6,000 interviews conducted in June, 46 percent of independents said they would support a Republican candidate while 34 percent said they would vote for a Democrat. In April and May, Gallup polls showed Republicans with a 10-point edge among independents on the generic ballot while in March it was an eight-point margin.

Obama’s recent leadership causes independents to lean Republican
Felicia Sonmez and Aaron Blake. Independents move toward Republicans, away from Obama. 7-1-2010.
http://voices.washingtonpost.com/thefix/morning-fix/1-2-3-ohio-lt.html
 
The Gallup numbers suggest that Obama himself is the prime motivator for independent movement toward Republicans on the generic ballot. More than half (51 percent) of independent registered voters -- a more useful demographic slice when analyzing election outcomes -- disapprove of the job the president is doing. Of that group, more than seven in 10 said they preferred a generic Republican candidate to a generic Democratic one.
Dems Key to SKFTA Passing

Democrats key to SKFTA passage – bipartisanship and allow a push from Obama

New York Times ‎11/5 (Jack Kim, Mohammad Zargham, ‎11/5/09‎, " USTR Kirk Says Skouras Trade Pact Needs New Auto Deal ", http://www.nytimes.com/reuters/2009/11/05/us/politics/politics-us-usa-southkorea-trade.html)
MANY DEMOCRATS DISLIKE TRADE DEALS Trade agreements are unpopular with many of Obama's fellow Democrats in Congress, whose support he needs for his top domestic priority of passing healthcare reform. Tami Overby, president of the U.S.-Korea Business Council, said she hoped the Obama-Lee meetings would inject new urgency in efforts to resolve the U.S. auto sector's "very real and legitimate concerns."

Democrat opposition prevents Obama from pushing free trade

Cooney and Palmer ‎10/29 (Doug Palmer, Peter Cooney, ‎10/29/09‎, " Lawmakers see trade deal chance after healthcare ", http://www.reuters.com/article/politicsNews/idUSTRE59S5BK20091029)
Representative Henry Cuellar said he believed a desire to keep peace among Democrats during the healthcare debate was the reason Obama had not sent a trade deal with Panama to Congress for a vote, although U.S. Trade Representative Ron Kirk indicated back in April or May that could happen soon. "I still have faith the Obama administration will do the right thing," said Cuellar, a Texas Democrat. "I think they're trying to figure something out without upsetting their base."
SKFTA Pass After Midterms

SKFTA is set for passage in November after the midterms.

Ide, 7.1.10 (William is a staff writer for Voice of American News, “Analysts: President’s Pledge on US-South Korea Trade Agreement Is Significant, http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/asia/Analysts--Presidents-Pledge-on-US-South-Korea-Trade-Agreement-Is-Significant-97617674.html)

At the recently concluded G-20 summit, President Barack Obama pledged to resolve remaining issues in a U.S.-South Korea Free Trade Agreement and send it on to Congress for approval.  Analysts say that after being stalled for three years, the pledge is a significant step forward that would boost U.S. trade ties with South Korea, as well as with the rest of Asia.  Three years ago this week, the U.S.-South Korea Free Trade Agreement was signed by then-U.S. President George W. Bush and his South Korean counterpart, Roh Moo-hyun, in Seoul.  Since then, the bill, along with two other trade deals signed by former President Bush - one with Panama and another with Colombia - has faced opposition from Democratic Party lawmakers in the U.S. Congress.  Troy Stangarone, director of congressional affairs at the Korea Economic Institute in Washington, says President Obama's pledge to push the U.S.-South Korea Free Trade Agreement is a significant step that should move Congress to vote on the measure.  "By taking and setting a deadline, what he [President Obama] has done is, he has provided impetus to try to finally move the agreement forward,"  said Stangarone.  During a meeting with South Korean leader Lee Myung-bak last Sunday on the sidelines of the G-20 summit, President Obama pledged to work out remaining sticking points with the agreement before G-20 leaders hold their next meeting in November in Seoul. Mr. Obama said he would then submit the agreement to Congress.   "If we look at the timeframe going forward, what we are likely to see is the two sides work on resolving the outstanding issues between now and November," said Stangarone.  "At that point, the mid-term elections will have passed.  And while I do not expect that we will see the agreement go up during the lame duck session, I do think what we are likely to see is a submission in early 2011."  Much of the opposition to the agreement from U.S. lawmakers comes from the fear that it could open the American market to more South Korean cars and endanger the jobs of U.S. autoworkers.  Stangarone says that although there are on average up to 1.4 million vehicles sold in South Korea each year, 

SKFTA Pass After Midterm

Obama is going to focus on SKFTA after the midterms

The Wall Street Journal, 7.1.10 (“Free-Trade Winds May Be Blowing Again”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704334604575338793673236632.html?mod=googlenews_wsj )
Mr. Obama suddenly revived a U.S.-South Korea free-trade pact, aiming for a handshake deal when he visits Seoul in November while conveniently deferring any congressional vote until after this fall's U.S. elections. Three, leaders of the Group of 20, the de facto board of directors of the world economy, publicly acknowledged the obvious: The nine-year-old Doha round of world trade talks won't end in agreement this year. But privately, they had a candid conversation about what it would take to end the current stalemate. Economists argue that trade helps both exporters (yes, jobs) and importers (not only more, cheaper goods, but also competition from abroad that keeps domestic producers on their toes). Embracing that view, President Bill Clinton persuaded skeptical Democrats to approve the North American Free Trade Agreement, the Uruguay Round and the admission of China into the world-trading system. Mr. Obama, who took office in an economy far worse and far more hostile to trade than the one Mr. Clinton inherited, appears less convinced of the virtues of free trade per se. He loves exports, easily sold as creating jobs. But he seems to view world trade like a basketball game: He wants to win, and doesn't like feeling that others are taking advantage of his team. He needles aides who worked in the Clinton administration that they let China into the WTO with a better hand than the one he has to play. Aides counter that China would be even more of a threat if not bound by WTO rules. He is unpersuaded. The attempt to revive the South Korea deal began several weeks ago in a late-afternoon conversation between the president and his chief of staff, Rahm Emanuel. The president was looking for ways to shore up U.S. backing for South Korea after North Korea's new aggressiveness, had promised to increase U.S. exports and wanted to reinforce US. economic ties to Asia. Mr. Emanuel saw the South Korea deal as addressing all three objectives.

Mobilization Key

Base mobilization is the only way for Democrats to win in the midterms. 

Chris Cilizza, staff writer, 4-19-2010. [Washington Post, "Why people dislike government (and why it matters for 2010), 

http://voices.washingtonpost.com/thefix/house/why-people-dislike-government.html]

All elections are about intensity and passion -- and midterm elections are even more so.
Democrats saw across-the-board gains in 2006 because the party base as well as lots of Democratic-leaning independents were dead-set on sending President George W. Bush a message.

Republicans -- and Republican-leaning independents, on the other hand, were significantly less energized to vote, feeling as though Bush had abandoned them on spending and size of government issues, not to mention the cloud cast by his Administration's handling of Hurricane Katrina.

The White House and congressional Democrats insisted that the best political outcome from the passage of the health care bill last month was that it re-energized what had been a very listless party base since Obama's election in 2008.

Perhaps. But, the Pew numbers suggest that Republicans today still hold the high ground in the intensity battle heading into the fall campaign. Eliminating that edge may well be impossible -- the party out of power is always more motivated to "throw the bums out" -- but Democrats must find ways to mitigate it if they hope to keep their losses at historic norms (or below) in November.

Mobilization is the most important factor for Democrats this year. 

Ed Kilgore, political strategies, 4-2-2010. [The Democratic Strategist, That Ancient Choice: Mobilization Versus Persuasion, p. http://www.thedemocraticstrategist.org/strategist/2010/04/that_ancient_choice_mobilizati.php]
In other words, winning elections is rarely "about" any one thing, though if you had to pick one factor this year, maximizing Democratic turnout would be far and away the most important thing. For those interested in this topic, The Democratic Strategist published a roundtable discussion of the whole base-versus-swing, and mobilization-versus-persuasion debate back in early 2008 (Robert Creamer, in fact, was one of the participants) and most of it remains entirely relevant.

Troop Withdrawal Mobilizes Base

Afghan troop withdrawal before the midterm is key to mobilize the democratic base.

Feaver, 4.28.10 (Peter, “What’s Dictating the Iraq withdrawal timeline?”, http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/04/28/whats_dictating_the_iraq_withdrawal_timeline)

The original timeline was supposedly dictated by the Iraqi election clock: whatever newly elected Iraqi government took power would need the reassurance of a sizable U.S. combat troop presence for some period of time (months, not weeks) to ensure a smooth transition. On the original political calendar, an August deadline for completing the withdrawal seemed ambitious but doable. The Iraqis are now well off the original political calendar, however, and it now seems likely that by the time of the August deadline there will be no new government seated, or at best one only seated for a few weeks.  The article dangles tantalizingly the possibility that it is the American political calendar that is dictating the timeline now: "... With his liberal base angry at the Afghan troop buildup, any delay of the Iraq drawdown could provoke more consternation on the left." It is hard to predict where August will fall in the Iraqi political trajectory, but it is a rock-solid certainty that August comes comfortably before the U.S. midterm election. The reporters are right that letting the August deadline slide could pose an enormous political headache for an administration already struggling to mobilize its base when the national mood favors the Republicans. But a failure to heed the situation on the ground in Iraq would, I suspect, pose much greater headaches down the road for the administration so I fervently hope that the U.S. midterm elections are not dictating the timeline.  Even without domestic politics confounding the calculation, the strategic challenge would be vexing. One of the hardest things to do in war is to ascertain when developments on the ground require a change in plans and when the plan is still viable despite some setbacks. The Bush administration did not always get this right. It came under withering and justifiable criticism for being slow to adjust to Iraqi realities in the months after the invasion. Even though the unfolding events revealed that several of the assumptions of the original Phase IV plan had been overly optimistic, critics charged that Secretary Rumsfeld stuck with the original military plan.
Troop withdrawal is seen as anti-Bush policy – its want the voters want and will mobilize the democrats

Kilkenny, 11.29.09 (Allison, “New poll paints ugly 2010 picture, http://trueslant.com/allisonkilkenny/2009/11/29/new-poll-paints-ugly-2010-picture/)

The reasons for the lack of base enthusiasm are pretty clear: Democrats haven’t delivered on many of their promises. There’s no climate bill or finalized healthcare bill, and yet Democrats managed to pull off the none too easy feat of pissing off both gays and women with their respective sluggishness on repealing Don’t Ask Don’t Tell, and allowing the Stupak Amendment to slip into the House’s version of the healthcare bill. People are losing their jobs and their homes, and all the while they see Washington working tirelessly to protect the bonuses of Wall Street executives who helped tank the economy. Credit card and insurance companies continue to exploit the suffering majority. US troops are still occupying Iraq, President Obama has decided to surge in Afghanistan, and the only thing worse than two wars is three wars, which appears to be the direction we’re heading. Voters wanted change and hope, and all they’ve gotten is more of the same Bush era policies. Who wants to vote to uphold that kind of sick system? Despite what some village relics argue, President Obama’s election was a liberal mandate. Voters wanted an anti-Bush administration. There was enormous momentum for change in this country, which is why Democrats won overwhelming victories in both houses. Whenever there’s a dip in the polls like this, your Fred Barnes, or whatever Neo-Con hack can get to a keyboard the quickest, copies and pastes the same “This is a center-right country!!” platitude into another wholly terrible column. However, this poll actually shows Obama is damaging his party — not by being too liberal — but by abandoning his base, those liberals that totally don’t matter because this is (I got your back, Fred-o) a center-right country. And sure, the Republicans have been behaving like a pack of petulant assholes, but that doesn’t account for the total lack of productivity in Washington as Firedoglake points out. You can account for some of this by citing the historic obstructionism of the GOP and the major hole in which the Administration found themselves on January 20, 2009. But you can’t account for all of it, and even if you could, it wouldn’t change the basic dynamic – the right has been worked into a frenzy hell-bent on defeating the man they are told is the second coming of Hitler, while the left is waiting for that long-promised “change” they can believe in. This really isn’t complicated: Democrats just need to do what they were elected to do, and they’ll be fine. If they water down the healthcare bill, and betray the voters, they’ll lose seats in 2010.

Troop Withdrawal Mobilizes Base

Decrease in military presence mobilizes democratic base

Vanden Heuval and Borosage, 2.1.10 (Katrina and Robert L., “Change Won’t Come Easy” , http://www.thenation.com/article/change-wont-come-easy?page=0,)

Because of the botched terrorist attempt to bomb a plane on Christmas Day, the administration enters the year on the defensive on terrorism. The furor will add to bipartisan support for an enlarged military budget and for military escalation in Afghanistan, Yemen and elsewhere. The president will sound more bellicose notes on terrorism. The opposition to escalation in Afghanistan, which probably still enjoys majority support among Democrats in the House, will have to redouble its work, educating Americans about the costs and the stakes and offering common-sense alternative strategies to meet the threat of terrorism. Challenge Those Who Stand in the Way Democratic prospects look grim for the fall elections. In low-turnout midterm elections, the passion of base supporters plays a large role. Clearly, the right will be mobilized. Progressives will have to confound the widespread expectation that they will not match the right's fervor. The elections will turn into a national referendum on the country's direction. Will Americans punish those pushing for reform, or those standing in the way? The clear focus must be to make certain that Republicans pay for their irresponsible strategy of obstruction. Here the GOP's opposition to creating jobs and curbing banks should provide a clear picture of what side they are on. But this cannot be a purely partisan effort. Democrats who have consistently opposed or weakened vital reforms should not get a free pass. Progressives should be organizing primary challenges against the most egregious Blue Dogs--exemplified by Representative Melissa Bean, who gilded her campaign war chest by leading the banks' lobby efforts to weaken financial reform. It would be best to do this in districts or states where Democrats are strong, so the seats are not lost; but that may not be possible. Organizing formidable challenges in a couple of districts will send an important message.
Troop Withdrawal Mobilizes Base

Troop increases alienate the democratic base – withdrawal is key
BOLTON  12 – 3 – 09    The Hill Staff Writer, [Alexander Bolton, Liberals warn Obama that base may skip midterm elections, http://thehill.com/homenews/administration/70355-liberals-warn-obama]

Prominent liberal activists are warning Democratic leaders that they face a problem with the party’s base heading into an election year. The latest issue to roil relations between President Barack Obama and the liberal wing of the party is his decision to send 30,000 more troops to Afghanistan, which liberals fear could become a debacle like Vietnam. The left is also concerned the administration and party leaders have drifted too far to the center or are caving in to non-liberal interest groups in key policy battles, including healthcare reform, climate change and energy reform and financial regulatory reform. In some cases, liberals fear the White House is backing away entirely from core issues, such as the closing of the Guantánamo Bay detention camp and ending the “Don’t ask, don’t tell” policy that prevents gays and lesbians form serving openly in the military. “I think there’s a growing concern that Washington is losing battles to entrenched lobbying interests and the administration is not effectively in charge and a sense that things aren’t going well,” said Robert Borosage, co-director of the Campaign for America’s Future, a liberal advocacy group“I think the Democratic base is getting a little nervous out there about where we’re headed,” said Sen. Tom Harkin (Iowa), a leading liberal within the Senate Democratic Conference who shares concerns over Obama’s commitment of troops to the Afghan war
Ending military commitments helps in elections – Korea & Japan prove

TAGO  09  (PhD in Advanced Social and Int’l Studies.  Associate Prof of Int’l Politics, Grad School of Law, Kobe University, Japan. Atsushi Tago, When Are Democratic Friends Unreliable? The Unilateral Withdrawal of Troops from the `Coalition of the Willing', Journal of Peace Research 2009; 46; 219)

The Democratic Political Cycle The democratic political cycle is closely related to the reliability of commitment. During national elections, it is very important for a democratic political leader to secure the support of a majority of voters and hold on to power (Bueno de Mesquita et al., 2003; Mayhew, 2004). Therefore, to maximize her/his chances of winning the election, a leader may terminate unpopular policies during the election campaign, including costly international commitments. International commitments often entail unavoidable material costs for a state and thus sometimes come into disfavor among domestic audiences. A leader may reverse an ongoing committed policy in exchange for additional electoral support from the public. For instance, the South Korean (ROK) government’s pledge to host US military bases on its soil was not supported by a majority of voters in the 1990s (Cooley, 2005: 213). Because voters did not support further fortifications in the US–ROK alliance, before major elections, the South Korean government is seeking a realignment of the alliance with more favorable conditions. A similar situation can be observed in Japan. Okinawa hosts more than 70% of the US military bases in Japan. When Okinawa’s municipal elections were imminent, to obtain more votes in Okinawa, Tokyo’s central government announced its willingness to open negotiations with the USA for transferring some of the bases from the island (Mulgan, 2000). These episodes suggest that close attention should be paid at the time of key elections to the incentives of a leader to break an international commitment that is unpopular with the domestic audience. There are two plausible explanations for connecting national elections with a political leader’s decision to reverse a course of committed action. The first is the strategic position-taking of an incumbent leader (Canes-Wrone, 2004; Mayhew, 2004: 61–77; Conley, 2005). Opposition parties usually politicize unpopular commitments and criticize the administration’s entanglement in costly international obligations. An incumbent leader, facing a challenger who opposes an international commitment, may announce the termination of the ongoing commitment policy to counter the opposition parties’ campaigns. I hypothesize that democratic leaders value their re-elections above all else, and thus there is a good chance that they will reverse an unpopular commitment to win national election. An election may accelerate the timing of the abandonment of commitments.
AT: GOP will only retake the House /OR Senate 
Even the loss of one house would crush the Democrats’ agenda. 

Robert Creamer, political strategist, 4-1-2010. [The Democratic Strategist, Creamer: Ten Rules for Democratic Success in Midterm Elections, p. http://www.thedemocraticstrategist.org/strategist/2010/04/creamer_ten_rules_for_democrat.php]
The political conventional wisdom has already concluded that Democrats will suffer major losses in November midterm elections. Indeed, if the election were held today, that might be true. There have been very few midterms in modern political history where the party that holds the White House has not lost a lot of seats in the first midterm after its President first took office. But there are six months and a great deal that Democrats can do to succeed this fall. Rule #1: Keep our eyes on the prize. Democrats have four goals in the coming midterms that should define our allocation of financial and political resources. In descending order of importance they are:     * Maintain control of both houses of Congress. Loss of control of one of the two houses would be a catastrophic blow to achieving a transformative progressive political agenda.

Turnout is the only way for Democrats to win in the midterms. 

Robert Creamer, political strategist, 4-1-2010. [The Democratic Strategist, Creamer: Ten Rules for Democratic Success in Midterm Elections, p. http://www.thedemocraticstrategist.org/strategist/2010/04/creamer_ten_rules_for_democrat.php]
The political conventional wisdom has already concluded that Democrats will suffer major losses in November midterm elections. Indeed, if the election were held today, that might be true. There have been very few midterms in modern political history where the party that holds the White House has not lost a lot of seats in the first midterm after its President first took office. But there are six months and a great deal that Democrats can do to succeed this fall. Rule #1: Keep our eyes on the prize. Democrats have four goals in the coming midterms that should define our allocation of financial and political resources. In descending order of importance they are:     * Maintain control of both houses of Congress. Loss of control of one of the two houses would be a catastrophic blow to achieving a transformative progressive political agenda.     * Assure our ability to actually pass progressive legislation. All Democratic seats are not created equal. We lost 34 Democratic votes on the recently passed health care legislation. Obviously the loss of ten Members who voted yes for the legislation would be a much bigger problem for the health care agenda than the loss of ten "no" votes. That means that all things being equal, our resources should be focused on candidates that support the President's agenda rather than those who consistently vote no. Let's face it, from a legislative point of view, nobody noticed when Alabama's Parker Griffith suddenly became a Republican instead of a Democrat - he always voted like a Republican anyway.     * Use the elections to prove that support for a progressive agenda is good politics. Of course succeeding in the first two goals will go a long way to generate that kind of narrative. But our resources should be focused with special concern to show Members of Congress that the Party as a whole - and Progressives in particular - have the backs of the Members that stood tall for progressive values even though they represented marginal districts.     At the same time, it would be enormously useful if we made examples of several Members who abandoned that agenda - especially those that represent safe Democratic seats. Several come to mind where the filing deadline for the Democratic primary has not yet passed. And as Niccolo Machiavelli noted, you don't have to punish all of your enemies - just hang one in the public square.     * Take beachheads for Democratic power. As we maximize the goals above, we should remember that it is almost always better to elect any Democrat to any district than to elect a Republican. That's especially true in areas where we need to build a Democratic presence over the long haul. Two examples come to mind. In Illinois' 13th Congressional District, Scott Harper is challenging Republican Judy Biggert. The 13th District includes big portions of Illinois' DuPage County that has a growing Democratic base. Electing a Democratic Congressman there would greatly strengthen the ability of Democrats to win state and local office by strengthening the Party's infrastructure and presence there.     The other is Florida's heavily Cuban 25th District that has been dominated by Republicans but is trending more Democratic. Joe Garcia, who did well there last cycle against an incumbent, is considering a run for what is now an open seat. A victory there would help Democrats continue to woo young Cuban Americans away from their traditional Republican roots. Rule #2: Midterm elections are all about turnout. In 1994 Democrats did not lose control of Congress because of a huge swing among persuadable voters. We lost because Republican voters turned out, and ours stayed at home. That means two things.     * First, for the next six months we have to be all about inspiring the Democratic base. Of course victory in legislative battles is itself enormously inspiring. The polling shows that the health care reform victory caused the level of "intensity" among Democratic voters to pull even with Republicans. We have to continue winning. And we have to continue to draw clear distinctions between our positions and those of the Republicans - particularly on issues where we have the high political ground, such as holding the big Wall Street Banks accountable. For immigrant voters - and especially Latinos - we have to deliver on fixing the broken immigration system.     * Second, we have to remember that turnout is about execution. Studies show that one knock on the door within 72 hours of the election increases the propensity to turn out by 12.5% -- a second knock, almost as much. One of the most powerful messages in the upcoming election is: "I won't get off your porch until you vote." Field operations must have a bigger priority this cycle than ever before.

AT: Auto Industry Turn

Wont hurt auto industry.

Manyin, Cooper, Jurenas, Manzer  4-20 [William H. Cooper, Coordinator Specialist in International Trade and Finance Mark E. Manyin Specialist in Asian Affairs Remy Jurenas Specialist in Agricultural Policy Michaela D. Platzer Specialist in Industrial Organization and Business. 2009 “The Proposed U.S.-South Korea Free Trade Agreement (KORUS FTA): Provisions and
Implications” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA501319&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf]
But Tom Walsh, writing in the Detroit Free Press, presents data to show that while the net U.S. bilateral automotive deficit will probably not decline substantially, the trends are favorable to the United States since 2004. Data attached to his article show that while the total value of U.S. imports from Korea rose by less than 1% from 2004 to 2007, the total value of U.S. exports in the other direction nearly doubled (up 87%)

Auto trade problem will be resolved

Manyin, Cooper, Jurenas, Manzer  4-20 [William H. Cooper, Coordinator Specialist in International Trade and Finance Mark E. Manyin Specialist in Asian Affairs Remy Jurenas Specialist in Agricultural Policy Michaela D. Platzer Specialist in Industrial Organization and Business. 2009 “The Proposed U.S.-South Korea Free Trade Agreement (KORUS FTA): Provisions and
Implications” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA501319&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf]
The Obama Administration has not indicated if and when it will send the draft implementing bill to Congress. The Administration has stated that it is developing “benchmarks for progress” on resolving “concerns” it has with the KORUS FTA, particularly over market access for U.S. car exports. While U.S. Trade Representative Ron Kirk has called attention to the economic opportunities the KORUS FTA presents, he also has said that if the Administration’s concerns are not resolved, “we'll be prepared to step away.... ” Presidents Obama and Lee Myung-bak met on April 2, 2009, and “committed to working together to chart a way forward”on the agreement. The next milestone may come at the two Presidents’ next meeting on June 16, in Washington, DC.
**Divided Government**

Divided Government Necessary 

Historically, Government division proves necessary      
Michael Goodwin. Here’s my dream ticket: Why divided government’s good for America. 11-1-2008.
http://www.nydailynews.com/opinions/2008/11/02/2008-1102_heres_my_dream_ticket_why_divided_govern.html
 
My strong preference for a check and balance on the accumulation of power leads me to hope Republicans salvage a sliver of power from this Democratic tide.  James Madison wrote in Federalist paper 51, and later added - "Ambition must be made to counteract ambition. If men were angels, no government would be necessary. If angels were to govern men, neither external nor internal controls on government would be necessary."  Any case where government has been able to 'control itself' would be the exception. Most examples of one-party rule are cautionary tales of excess as the minority party is shut up and shut down. Monopolies are seldom in the public interest, and political monopolies are no exception."  John Adams - "Divided we ever have been, and ever must be."[1]  Ben Franklin - "It is not enough that your Legislature should be numerous; it should also be divided."[2]  Thomas Jefferson - "Divided we stand, united we fall."[3]
 
President’s party and Senate majority of that party augments progression
Senator Claire McCaskill. D-Missouri. Presidents can effectively control members of their own Party. October 2008
http://debatepedia.idebate.org/en/index.php/Debate:_Divided_government_vs._one-party_rule
 
If there were huge majorities in the House and the Senate and John McCain were president, it is more likely that Congress would flex their muscle and do whatever they wanted to do regardless of John McCain — because they wouldn’t need John McCain’s approval. On the other hand, if you have Barack Obama in the White House, he believes in bipartisan cooperation. He wants to change this ‘I control the mountain and therefore I will move the mountain mentality’ in Washington."

Divided Government Good

Government Division allows both GOP and Democrats to be heard
Michael Goodwin. Here’s my dream ticket: Why divided government’s good for America. 11-1-2008.
http://www.nydailynews.com/opinions/2008/11/02/2008-11-02_heres_my_dream_ticket_why_divided_govern.html
 
"A dependence on the people is, no doubt, the primary control on the government; but experience has taught mankind the necessity of auxiliary precautions," Madison wrote. Political parties are important expressions of "auxiliary precautions," especially when the minority has a share of governmental authority with which to wage dissent. For example, if Obama wins the White House, a Republican Senate would at least have advise and consent power on key nominations as well as a say in legislation. Parliamentary rules are a lesser defense against one-party abuse. If Democrats win the Senate with 60 seats, a real possibility, they would be able to silence GOP voices on virtually any issue.

 

Divided government will diminish worst ideas of both parties
Robert Samuelson. The Lure of Divided Government (The Atlantic).  6-12-2008.
http://www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/2008/06/the-lure-of-divided-government/8548/
 
For me, McCain does have one provisional and accidental advantage. By most appraisals, the Republicans will get slaughtered in the congressional elections, and I have a visceral dislike of one-party government. It didn't work well under Bill Clinton or George W. Bush. Divided government doesn't ensure good government, but it may limit bad government by checking the worst instincts of both parties.
 
Historically, Divided Governments have been successful
Robert Samuelson. The Lure of Divided Government (The Atlantic).  6-12-2008.
http://www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/2008/06/the-lure-of-divided-government/8548/
 
Politicians compromise because they have to, not because they like to. Divided government forces them to compromise as a fact of daily life. Although compromise does not guarantee sound or successful policy-making, it does draw both parties toward the center and produce bipartisan buy-in. It's no coincidence that divided government produced the 1986 tax reform and the 1996 welfare reform, the great reforms of their respective eras.Two-party rule also helps to marginalize partisan extremists and curb ideological excess. The Democratic Congress moderated President Reagan's unsustainable tax cuts and defense buildup, safeguarding his legacy. In the Clinton era, divided government produced a miraculously frugal fiscal detente. Ronald Reagan and Bill Clinton both succeeded not in spite of divided government but because of it.
Divided Government Bad

Giving excessive power to one party could have devastating consequences
Michael Kinsley. McCain’s Last Mistake: Undivided Government won’t be as bad as he warned it would be. 11-4-2008.
http://www.slate.com/id/2203839
 
John McCain's last, desperate argument to the voters was the danger of undivided government. Give the Democrats the White House, both houses of Congress, maybe even a flibuster-proof majority in the Senate, and they will be unstoppable. And then God knows what they'll do.

Divided Government leading to Budget Deficits is a reoccurring theme
Mathew D. McCubbins. Party governance and U.S. Budget Deficits: Divided Government and Fiscal Stalemate. January 1991.
http://www.nber.org/chapters/c5415.pdf
 
Taken together, the effect of divided government on revenue and spending decisions, and the effect of the tax cut of 1981, produced the runaway deficits of the 1980s. The pattern is not new, it has recurred throughout the twentieth century: since 1929, divided government has yielded sizable increases in the national debt. Indeed, the increase in the debt attributable to divided government exceeds the effects of national unemployment and inflation by an order of magnitude (these results are reported in the appendix below). If the Democrats continue to hold majorities in the House and Senate, and the Republicans continue to occupy the White House, then little progress will be made toward reducing the national debt.
 
Divided Government causes Budget Deficits
Mathew D. McCubbins. Party governance and U.S. Budget Deficits: Divided Government and Fiscal Stalemate. January 1991.
http://www.nber.org/chapters/c5415.pdf
 
The central thesis of my paper is that parties exert substantial control over the policy-making apparatus in Congress. It follows that divided government will lead to increased budget deficits. In this appendix, I examine the effects of party politics on the level of the deficit for the period from 1929 to 1988.
 
Divided Government makes progress in Government impossible
 Mathew D. McCubbins. Party governance and U.S. Budget Deficits: Divided Government and Fiscal Stalemate. January 1991.
http://www.nber.org/chapters/c5415.pdf
The Constitution established a bilateral veto game between the two chambers, and each chamber holding a check on the actions of the other. The cooperation and coordination necessary to overcome these constitutional checks and balances is frequently inadequate. Budget deficits present members of Congress with a collective dilemma: everyone would be better off if deficits could be reduced, but, individually, members are not willing to reduce spending on their preferred programs or to raise taxes for their constituents. Party discipline is often required to solve such collective dilemmas. Neither congressional party is likely to go along with a solution to a problem such as the deficit for which the other party can claim credit, and each will use its institutional position to defeat the other party’s attempts to solve the problem.  What is implied by divided control, then, is that the cooperation to solve collective problems, like the deficit, will largely be nonexistent.
 

Divided Government Bad

Empirically, Divided government brings budget deficits
Mathew D. McCubbins. Party governance and U.S. Budget Deficits: Divided Government and Fiscal Stalemate. January 1991.
http://www.nber.org/chapters/c5415.pdf
 
The deficits of the 1980s are the consequence of a structural problem: divided government. Once the deficits of the 1980s were in full bloom, the check Ronald Reagan held over increases in revenue was sufficient to prevent Congress from enacting a tax increase.  The compromise required to overcome the mutual checks held by the House Democrats and the Senate Republicans over each other’s spending programs led to increased spending on nearly every function of government. Though spending has been held in check since the Democrats took control of both houses of Congress in 1986, especially spending for Republican programs such as defense, Republican threats to veto tax increases will keep budget deficits in the headlines for some time to come.

**Impacts**

Cap and Trade Good – Warming

Cap and trade jumpstarts private clean energy investment – that solves warming

Fred Krupp, Environmental Defense Fund, 2008, Earth: The Sequel The Race to Reinvent Energy and Stop Global Warming, p. 249

But international agreement to binding limits will not happen without the United States—which is now the only developed country in the world not under a carbon cap—playing a central and catalytic role. As the nation responsible for the largest portion (nearly 30 percent) of man-made greenhouse gases already in the atmosphere, the United States has the obligation to lead. And as the richest nation on earth, and the sole superpower in economic as well as geopolitical terms, the United States has the unique ability to lead. Developing nations racing to modernize cannot be expected to act if the largest and richest emitter will not. Some argue that the United States should not make a move until China and India do. But the United States has never followed China's lead in foreign policy—nor should it do so now. If Congress creates what will likely become the world's largest carbon market, however, and offers other nations the chance to participate in that market if they too cap arid cut emissions, that will provide a powerful lure for them to join us, and bring enormous amounts of financial capital into new low-carbon investment opportunities all over the world. The starting point must be the U.S. Congress. Mobilization on the necessary scale will occur only when U.S. leaders pass the law that will allow alternative energy sources to compete fairly with oil and coal: a hard cap on global warming pollution. The legislative limits must rely on the most rigorous definitions of carbon reduc­tions, establish strong monitoring and verification systems, and impose severe penalties for cheating. The new law must mandate substantial short-term and long-term reductions, so that businesses not only know they need to take action, make investments, and find new technology now, but also have the certainty that the mar­ket for low-carbon technologies will surely and steadily improve. The magnitude of the emergency places these principles above politics, beyond ideology. Only when legislators make it a regulatory certainty that global warming pollution will be limited will U.S. companies invest seri­ously in solar, biofuels, wave energy, and clean cars. DuPont CEO Chad Holiday echoes the sentiments of many of the executives, entrepreneurs, and investors you have met on these pages. He thinks about doubling the number of scientists he has working on cellulosic ethanol. But without knowing what the regulations on carbon emissions are going to be, he and DuPont's sharehold­ers cannot evaluate the market or calculate how much to invest in research. In Holiday's words, "You need some certainty on the incentives side and on the market side, because we are talking about multiyear investments, billions of dollars that will take a long time to pay off." The CEOs who lead the World Business Council for Sustainable Development endorse that assessment: "To scale up investment flows into new low-greenhouse-gas technologies and . . . rapidly deploy those technologies across the world, policy efforts must align with long-range business investment cycles. The bulk .of potential private capital will remain uncommitted until definitive policies emerge." That caution is commensurate with the high risk attached to these investments, which is why the accelerating effect of a carbon cap is so vitally needed. The capital risk for clean energy is much higher than it was for information technology, says John Doerr. Where Google needed just $25 million of venture capital and only two years to get to positive cash flow, Bloom Energy (a fuel cell company Doerr is now backing) will require ten times that much money and five to seven years to get to positive cash flow. The technology risk is also higher, because the industry is newer and the reservoir of trained talent shallower. "There aren't that many engineers and scientists who can take what we know about thin film sputtering from semiconductor manufacturing and apply it to the particular chemistry, or who can design better fuel molecules and then modify bugs to eat sugar and secrete those molecules," says Doerr. "These founders require multidisciplinary talents, not just biology or chemistry but both, and also fuels-supply chain expertise. They have to pay more attention to policy, whether it's California's global warming bill or renewable standards or cap and trade." But, Doerr adds, "that also means they're going to be more nimble as we get more change. And I think this is a marathon, not a sprint." In fact, the sheer scale of the problem is one reason our sense of alarm has given way to excitement and hope. The question is no longer just how to avert the catastrophic impacts of climate change, but which nations will produce—and export—the green technologies of the twenty-first century. A cap-and-trade system for carbon dioxide will mean billions of dollars for the innovators who figure out how to save the planet, and provide the opportu­nity to mobilize virtually every realm of economic activity.   Over the next thirty years, according to the International Energy Agency, governments and private investors will spend no less than $10 trillion to update and expand the global electricity infrastruc­ture. How that money gets spent will be largely determined by what we demand of our political leaders today. We have before us an extraordinary opportunity: to harness the power of the United States of America's huge and dynamic mar­kets to ensure a safe future. None of us any longer can stand by and watch; all of us must engage as citizens to demand that our country lead the world to solve the climate crisis. Enacting a cap on carbon will gather U.S. ingenuity and resourcefulness to serve a higher purpose: protecting this planet for generations to come. We have the talent and a brief window of time to create the world of possibilities. All we need is the resolve.

Warming Bad – Disease

Warming causes disease spread
IPCC 07 (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, “Climate Change 2007: Synthesis Report”, 12/12-17, p. 26)
The health status of millions of people is projected to be affected through, for example, increases in malnutrition; increased deaths, diseases and injury due to extreme weather events; increased burden of diarrhoeal diseases; increased frequency of cardio-respiratory diseases due to higher concentrations of ground-level ozone in urban areas related to climate change; and the altered spatial distribution of some infectious diseases. {WGI 7.4, Box 7.4; WGII 8.ES, 8.2, 8.4, SPM} Climate change is projected to bring some benefits in temperate areas, such as fewer deaths from cold exposure, and some mixed effects such as changes in range and transmission potential of malaria in Africa. Overall it is expected that benefits will be outweighed by the negative health effects of rising temperatures, especially in developing countries. {WGII 8.4, 8.7, 8ES, SPM}
Extinction
Dutta-Roy 07 (Debajyoti, software technician and general badass, “The Coming Pandemic and the Threat of Human Extinction”, 5/31, http://globalstudy.blogspot.com/2007/05/coming-pandemic-threat-of-human.html)

As we are relying more and more on antibiotics, modern medical marvels, IMHO…we humans, the hairless apes who are now dominating this Blue Planet….are living on an “artificial life support system”. This might sound shocking to you, but many experts agree this is the TRUTH. Look around us……observe closely those “inferior” creatures who are around us – starting from the domesticated animals to the creatures of the wild. Let’s say, bird flu or a dangerous strain of the ebola virus hits us. WHO DO YOU THINK HAS A BETTER CHANCE OF SURVIVING? The so-called “inferior” animals, through millions of years, developed a robust immune system…..they have been through hundreds of such bacterial & viral outbreaks…..the weakest have died in the beginning….much the stronger ones have survived. Now, they are much equipped to fight off a pandemic like the Bird Flu. Sure, millions would die. But the majority will survive. But, I don’t think humans have much chance. Man of today, though much advanced in his “cranial capacity” is, from a biological point of view, a much poorer specimen than the Man of, say, 10,000 years back. 

Cap and Trade Good – Leadership
Climate bill key to leadership

San Francisco Examiner 9/1/09, http://www.examiner.com/x-2903-Energy-Examiner~y2009m9d1-Energy-and-climate-legislation-meanders-through-Senate#

Unlike with the healthcare debate, the fate of the energy and climate bill before the Senate is being watched by every nation on earth.  For the whole second half of the twentieth century, America has prided itself on being the 'Leader of the Free World', but this leadership position is now up for review.  The Bush Doctrine and Cheney's Torture Program, combined with their dueling disregard for international law and opinion have seriously undermined America's ability to assume a postion of leadership on the world stage.  It used to be our morals that other nations looked toward for inspiration, now it seems like it is our financial wealth that is used as their source of inspiration. The climate and energy bill before the Senate is part of the process that the Obama Administration is using in order to raise America's standing in the world.  Overwhelmingly, citizens of the world are requesting action be taken to mitigate the effects of climate change and to prevent environmental conditions from getting worse.  Only in the most privileged of countries, where people can remain sheltered from reality, is there a debate going on around the science behind the phenomena.  (Even if the contrary argument was correct, would that mean it was acceptable to sit back and watch suffering continue.)  The world is waiting, watching to see how America responds to this environmental and energy crisis.

Continued U.S. hegemony is key to prevent global nuclear war. 

Khalilzad ‘95

(Zalmay-, Spring, Washington Quarterly, “Losing the Moment? The United States and the World After the Cold War”, Vol. 18 #2, P. 84, Lexis; Jacob)  

Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.

Cap and Trade Good – Econ

Cap and Trade stimulates the economy- 540 thousand new jobs.

AFP, 6/15 [US greens say climate overhaul means massive jobs boost (AFP) – Jun 15, 2010 http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5hdIu8U0Hw0Dzxl43jrnuf61yerPw]

WASHINGTON — New rules to cap US carbon emissions and promote clean energy could create as many as 540,000 US jobs a year, a green group claimed Tuesday, as the BP oil spill fueled debate over reform. With the massive Gulf of Mexico slick pushing energy reform to the top of the US political agenda, ClimateWorks -- a climate lobby group -- said reforms could also help the struggling US economy. Offering lawmakers the tantalizing prospect of curbing emissions while helping the economy, the report's authors said cutting 2005 emissions levels by 17 percent by 2020 would create or save 440,000 jobs a year. The United States is still battling to escape from the grasp of a debilitating recession that has cost over eight million jobs and pushed the unemployment rate close to ten percent. The report's authors said a cap and trade system would speed up the use of new technologies and spur an "increase in public and private capital investments that stimulate the economy."

AT-Warming Good 

More comprehensive studies predict cooling – their studies have substantial measurement errors

Hiserodt – Aerospace engineer and president of Controls & Power, Inc – 4/1
Ed, A Cooling Trend Toward Global Warming, http://www.thenewamerican.com/tech-mainmenu-30/environment/942

Satellite data from NASA shows no increase in average global temperature since 1998, a year when El Niño caused a worldwide spike having nothing to do with carbon dioxide. Alarmists contend this is just a pause in a continuous rise in temperatures and that it will begin to increase again. Ironically that is the same argument that the warming skeptics have been using for years. There was warming for the first 40 years of the 20th century — until the very time CO2 began to climb significantly — and then came cooling, which sparked concerns in the '70s about a looming Ice Age. Then rising temperatures resumed until 1998 and now we're back on a cooling trend. This fits well with a general planetary warm up, but is in conflict with climate forcing by CO2 that calls for a continuous upward temperature movement.  Unfortunately for the alarmists, nothing seems sacred these days. It has long been known that the disintegration of the Soviet Union ended temperature data from large parts of that country, especially Siberia. Without massive re-calculations to exclude temperature readings from these stations during the Soviet era, a significant increase in global temperatures would be seen from the absence of thi`s data during the post-Soviet period. From available literature there is no indication that any meteorological body went to such trouble. But what about the weather data from the United States — the "best in the world"? In his presentation at the International 2009 Conference on Climate Change, 25-year veteran meteorologist Anthony Watts showed alarming data for the global-warming alarmists. But first we should note that the global temperature rise that we are supposed to be concerned over was less than 1°C for the entire 20th century, meaning minor errors in measurements can contribute significantly to an apparent warming trend. Watts was certainly aware of the "urban island" effect that causes cities like Tucson to have temperature increases three times those of surrounding rural measurement stations. But how have reporting stations, "urbanized" by a spreading population, been affected? With 650 volunteers, more than 860 of the National Weather Service's 1,221 climate-monitoring stations were inspected and photographically documented. Of these, 89 percent did not meet the Weather Service's own requirement of being 30 meters away from artificial heating or reflecting sources such as pavements or building
Cap and Trade Bad - Economy

Cap and Trade only drives the economy down- lost jobs and energy prices.

Furchott, 7/2 [Diana Furchtgott-Roth: Why President Obama has not created more jobs By: Diana Furchtgott-Roth Examiner Columnist July 2, 2010 http://www.washingtonexaminer.com/opinion/columns/Why-president-Obama-has-not-created-more-jobs-97618189.html]

The proposed cap-and-trade bill would raise energy prices, impose strict new efficiency standards on automobiles and appliances, require firms to use imaginary future technology, and mandate greenhouse gas emissions per person be reduced back to 19th-century levels by 2050. Speaking about the bill in Racine, the president said, "And you know what, it will be good for our economy. It is going to drive our economy in the 21st century." Speaking at an American Enterprise Institute conference on Capitol Hill yesterday, Rep. Paul Ryan, R-Wis., who represents Racine, disagreed, saying, "Cap and trade is a job killer." The only direction cap and trade can drive our economy is down. Sure, if passed, it would create jobs building expensive solar panels and windmills, and inventing the technology to comply with the government's new requirements. But the bill's $800 billion plus price tag comes from new taxes, higher prices for cheaper energy such as oil and gas, and increased borrowing. This is money lost that businesses and consumers can no longer spend on products they actually value. Higher energy prices drive companies offshore.
Cap and Trade Bad – Warming

Cap and trade increases global warming – causes companies to shift overseas and release more emissions
Buckner, 6/29/09- Professor of Organizational Leadership at Columbia University (David, “Will Cap-and-Trade Cripple U.S. Production?”, Fox News, June 29th 2009, http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,529487,00.html)
Cap-and-trade might not only hurt American competitiveness, but also, do the exact opposite of what it sets out to do. According to the EPA — EPA, the policy may, quote, "cause domestic production to shift abroad." Why would that happen? When those companies take their businesses overseas, they're going to will wind up in countries, most likely, without cap-and-trade rules because they can make their products cheaper there. That will actually increase greenhouse emissions. DAVID BUCKNER, COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY PROFESSOR: How are you doing? BECK: Well, I'm good. I don't think I could design a taking down of this country any better than the people — if I were an enemy of this country, I don't think I could design anything like this.BUCKNER: You slide it in on a Friday, would you? BECK: Yes, I am. BUCKNER: You slide in on a Friday night so it doesn't hit the news cycle until Monday. And the reality of it is... BECK: Not even that, you go on vacation — they go on vacation after this. So, they're gone for a week, so they won't feel the public wrath, and next week is a holiday. BUCKNER: Yes. What they don't recognize here is that we're not seeing the full picture. On the one side, they're saying that prices have to be inherently increased so that will be an incentive to not produce products. On the other side, they're saying it's not going to cost us anything. How can you have — the very thrust of this legislation is based upon the fact that you're going to raise prices so that people won't produce and create greenhouse emissions. On the flip side of it, they're saying, "But it won't cost you anything." It can't be, if it doesn't cost anything, it loses the thrust of the legislation.And so, the arguments on both sides are intellectually and economically dishonest. BECK: So, I have — I have to tell you, the — it's not an environmental plan. It can't be. BUCKNER: No. We don't know whether it can ever resolve that. And not only that, for America to say we can solve the global changes... BECK: Well, the president said that we have to act first, that we — that China and India — we can't go to, where is it, Copenhagen in December, and we can't convince them to do it. Why? BUCKNER: So, we're going to take the cost on us, is what he's saying. And everyone will follow. They won't. Here's what they'll do. You saw when our labor costs went up. We increased minimum wage. Labor unions exercise their right to petition for greater salaries and they got them. What happened? Labor left America; it went to India and China. India and China aren't raising their labor costs. They're not running around going, "You're right, we need to give more money to our people." They're going to take the markets. There is no way in which the increase in costs in America will ever remain — will keep us productive and keep us competitive. It will shift our production overseas. This is an exportation of labor. BECK: If I — if I look at this — I mean, this is from the governor of Virginia, talked about this and he said, "Well, we just — we have to get this passed as a nation, but we could never pass it just as a state, because that would hurt us competitively and we'd lose business here." I mean... BUCKNER: How does it work for the federal, too? But how does it work nationwide if it doesn't... (CROSSTALK) BUCKNER: Because it's going to be — well, it's actually saying for these states that it wouldn't work independently, we're going to shift — it's a redistribution. So, the ones that get hurt, oh, we're going to even it out across the country. BECK: David, how long does it take — I mean, you know — I mean, I don't know if you are as pessimistic as I am. I mean, I think we are witnessing the destruction of our country. I really do. I don't — I don't know if it's in two months, two years or 20 years, but we are seeing unsustainable ideas happening here. BUCKNER: We are seeing the cannibalization of capitalism. I agree with that. We are seeing policies in five months that have cannibalized five corporations and brought them underneath the umbrella of one government — which I never would have imagined in a capitalist environment in America we would see. We are seeing — even these environmental bills with no science and no way to pay for them — fully validated. There is not economic honesty in the dialogue. That's what concerns me. And it's not just about politics. It is the economics of it. Tell me how you're going to raise the cost of something such that people will be dissuaded from producing and not cost anything on the other side. The thrust of the argument is the increase in talks.
Cap and Trade Bad – Competitiveness

Cap and trade kills competitiveness- increases costs for businesses and encourages offshoring

Vargus, 7/14/09- San Diego Economic Examiner (Mark, San Diego Examiner, "Cap-and-Trade is a job killer", July 14th 2009, http://www.examiner.com/x-2988-San-Diego-Economy-Examiner~y2009m7d14-CapandTrade-is-a-job-killer)
I've had a family member remind me that one study of the Cap-and-Trade bill that passed in the House of Representatives recently claimed that the average family of four would see only a modest $300 per year increase in their energy bills. More than a few people have used this as a sign that the bill will not impact the economy heavily. Sadly, the damage from Cap-and-Trade is not going to be from its direct impact. The bill in any form will quickly prove to be a job killer as the regulations and costs it imposes on manufacturing and logistics drives businesses to move operations out of the country. There are too many elements of this to list them all, but there are three that generate the largest push for companies to move their operations. The first is the fact that as the cost of energy increases due to the effects of Cap-and-Trade, the competitive advantage a nation such as China, which has refused to participate in any carbon reduction treaties, has against US based manufacturers grows. This is obvious, but it’s not just the direct energy costs that come into play. Energy availability also becomes a factor as companies planning large expansions of factories must consider if the local power supply is sufficient. Right now Austin, Texas, which created a major program to sell wind-derived electricity through the local utility company, has discovered that the inability of the wind-farms to ramp up production to meet the growing need of customers has increased the cost of the green energy enough to make it uncompetitive in the local market. This was noted in an article published at the statesman.com website, which noted: The reason is that GreenChoice prices have risen more than fivefold since the program started. GreenChoice now would add about $58 a month to the electricity bill of an average home. Businesses need to be able to control their costs and plan for profitability. The massive disruption of the energy production market that Cap-and-Trade would cause is not going to be welcomed by companies needing cost certainty. For many manufacturers moving operations to China or India, which will have no carbon controls and therefore less expensive and more abundant energy is not a difficult choice. And this issue will have a higher impact on any manufacturing that actually produces carbon on its own. One area the US once dominated is Steel. Part of why some people call part of the Midwest the "Rust Belt' is the fact that the region used to have massive steel mills working round the clock preparing raw steel for other factories to use. But such operations are power intensive and generate copious amounts of "greenhouse gases". The industry in the US has already suffered greatly as lower labor costs in other nations ravaged profit margins, but a few mills have managed to remain in business, often finding niche markets that foreign mills aren't willing to enter. But the increased cost from having to purchase carbon credits will drive the price they must demand for the same products higher, and open the door for foreign competitors to jump in with an alternative material or product. Once again, the US manufacturers will see foreign factories gain a competitive advantage not because of better schools or training, but because of regulations they must obey while their competitors do not suffer under the same restrictions. The final area where costs will rise is logistics. Transporting products to markets is another energy intensive arena that businesses compete in. I've talked to more than a few semi drivers who make the long hauls of goods and materials around this nation. Most admit that their rigs get less than 8 miles-per-gallon on a good day. Moving goods is less expensive by train, but only a few locations are directly on or by the tracks on which trains run, so most goods still have to travel the last legs of their journey by truck. 
Card Continues….
However, if Cap-and-Trade goes through and increases the cost of fuel for trains and trucks permanently, then that cost will impact business decisions and pricing. Now, these three issues all mostly concern the costs that businesses will face, but anyone who does not see the truth that businesses will react negatively to Cap-and-Trade is ignoring reality. Businesses in the US are not run as non-profit organizations, and if any business failed to make major changes to maintain its profitability once Cap-and-Trade goes into effect, the CEOs tenure can be measured in days before the stockholders demand a new CEO be appointed who will protect their investments. Production will shift overseas as rapidly as companies can find alternative sites and prepare them for production. If a company already has a factory overseas and one in the US, the US one will likely be closed or sold off as the cost of running it rises. The availability of goods also will change. With costs of transport increasing, companies will be less willing to ship products long distances unless prices can rise at the destinations. Areas near the coasts will likely seen only a limited impact, but the interior of the nation will have to pay for the increased cost of moving goods to their cities and towns. All of this will mean lost jobs. A factory closes due to increased energy costs and the workers lose jobs. A store finds that it can no longer obtain goods at a low enough price to sell them at a profit, and the workers there lose jobs. With consumer spending already dropping rapidly and unemployment rising, there is no sign that any business will welcome Cap-and-Trade and even less possibility that companies will add jobs after it goes into effect. It raises costs far too broadly to be avoided and with other nations making it clear that they will not join in and kill their own economies, the penalties to the US markets for passing this will be legion
Immigration Key to the Economy

Immigration reform would lead to rapid economic recovery. 

Diana Furchtgott-Roth, Senior Fellow at the Hudson Institute, and former Chief Economist at the U.S. Department of Labor, 4-29-2009. [The Immigration Policy Center, Economists and Other Experts Agree on the National Economic Benefits of Immigration," http://www.immigrationpolicy.org/images/File/perspective/Economics%20of%20CIR%20Quotes%204-28-09.pdf, WEA]

 “Economic recovery will happen more quickly if both high- and low-skill immigrants are permitted to  enter the United States and work legally. A rational immigration policy would have numerous  advantages: undocumented workers would pay taxes to federal and state governments rather than to grey-  market check cashing services; payments for health care through insurance could be collected more  easily, rather than burdening hospital emergency rooms with immigrants without health insurance;  foreigners who want to work here could pay the government for visas rather than pay smugglers for  unsafe, illicit transportation; and improvements in security.  Legal visas and bank accounts would make it  far easier to identify and track potential terrorists, dubious financial transactions, and those who simply  overstay visas.”  

Reform is key to the economy—increases productivity and demand. 

Raúl Hinojosa-Ojeda, Executive Director, UCLA North American Integration and Development Center, , 4-29-2009. [The Immigration Policy Center, Economists and Other Experts Agree on the National Economic Benefits of Immigration," http://www.immigrationpolicy.org/images/File/perspective/Economics%20of%20CIR%20Quotes%204-28-09.pdf, WEA]

“Legalization of the nation’s undocumented workers will provide a strong economic stimulus, and must  be integrated as a necessary component of President Obama’s economic recovery strategy…. Moving  workers out of a vulnerable underground status produces both short term and long term economic gains  by strengthening the ability of working families to become more productive with higher levels of income,  job generating consumption and increase their net contributions to tax revenues.  Legalization also creates  higher household investments in family wide education, boosting college-going rates among children, as  well as creating very high rates of home ownership and small business investments that have historically  been economic engines of job creation and community revitalization.” 

Immigration Key to Competitiveness

Reform is key to U.S. competitiveness

Jeb Bush, former Florida Governor and former White House Chief of Staff, Thomas F. McLarty III and Edward Alden, co-chairs of the Council of Foreign Relations Task Force On Immigration Policy, 7-21-2009. [AJC, Nation needs comprehensive, flexible immigration reform, p. http://www.ajc.com/opinion/nation-needs-comprehensive-flexible-97393.html]

Our immigration system has been broken for too long, and the costs of that failure are growing. Getting immigration policy right is fundamental to our national interests — our economic vitality, our diplomacy and our national security. In the report of the bipartisan Council on Foreign Relations’ Independent Task Force on U.S. Immigration Policy, we lay out what is at stake for the United States. President Barack Obama has made it clear that reform is one of his top priorities, and that is an encouraging and welcome signal. Immigration has long been America’s secret weapon. The U.S. has attracted an inordinate share of talented and hardworking immigrants who are enticed here by the world’s best universities, the most innovative companies, a vibrant labor market and a welcoming culture. Many leaders in allied nations were educated in the U.S., a diplomatic asset that no other country can match. And the contributions of immigrants — 40 percent of the science and engineering Ph.D.s in the U.S. are foreign-born, for example — have helped maintain the scientific and technological leadership that is the foundation of our national security. But the U.S. has been making life much tougher for many immigrants. Long processing delays and arbitrary quota backlogs keep out many would-be immigrants, or leave them in an uncertain temporary status for years. Background and other security checks are taking far too long in many cases. Other countries are taking advantage of these mistakes, competing for immigrants by opening their universities to foreign students and providing a faster track to permanent residency and citizenship.

Immigration reform is key to U.S. competitiveness and economy. 

Darrell West, Director of Governance Studies at the Brookings Institution, 7-22-2009. [Brookings, “The Path to a New Immigration Reform,” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/0721_immigration_reform_west.aspx]

Skeptics need to understand how important a new immigration policy is to American competitiveness and long-term economic development. High-skill businesses require a sufficient number of scientists and engineers. Many industries such as construction, landscaping, health care and hospitality services are reliant on immigrant labor. Farmers need seasonal workers for agricultural productivity. Critics who worry about resource drains must understand that immigrants spend money on goods and services, pay taxes and perform jobs and start businesses vital to our economy. Beyond the economy, immigration reform prospects improve considerably across a fresh political landscape that features a popular Democratic president armed with substantial Democratic majorities in the House and Senate, many who appear receptive to comprehensive reform. Obama has called repeatedly for big ideas and bold policy actions. The country needs new policies that emphasize the importance of immigrant workers _ across the skills spectrum _ to our country's long-term financial future. Our universities invest millions in training foreign students but then send them home without any U.S. job opportunities that would take advantage of their new skills. And investing in the children of middle- and lower-skilled immigrants is wise as we recognize their majority role in our workforce as the next generation rises.

Competitiveness Key to Heg/Econ

Competitiveness key to economy and hegemony

Adam Segal, Senior Fellow in China Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations, December 2004. [Foreign Affairs, “Is America Losing Its Edge?” http://www.foreignaffairs.org/20041101facomment83601/adam-segal/is-america-losing-its-edge.html]

The United States' global primacy depends in large part on its ability to develop new technologies and industries faster than anyone else. For the last five decades, U.S. scientific innovation and technological entrepreneurship have ensured the country's economic prosperity and military power. It was Americans who invented and commercialized the semiconductor, the personal computer, and the Internet; other countries merely followed the U.S. lead. Today, however, this technological edge-so long taken for granted-may be slipping, and the most serious challenge is coming from Asia. Through competitive tax policies, increased investment in research and development (R&D), and preferential policies for science and technology (S&T) personnel, Asian governments are improving the quality of their science and ensuring the exploitation of future innovations. The percentage of patents issued to and science journal articles published by scientists in China, Singapore, South Korea, and Taiwan is rising. Indian companies are quickly becoming the second-largest producers of application services in the world, developing, supplying, and managing database and other types of software for clients around the world. South Korea has rapidly eaten away at the U.S. advantage in the manufacture of computer chips and telecommunications software. And even China has made impressive gains in advanced technologies such as lasers, biotechnology, and advanced materials used in semiconductors, aerospace, and many other types of manufacturing. Although the United States' technical dominance remains solid, the globalization of research and development is exerting considerable pressures on the American system. Indeed, as the United States is learning, globalization cuts both ways: it is both a potent catalyst of U.S. technological innovation and a significant threat to it. The United States will never be able to prevent rivals from developing new technologies; it can remain dominant only by continuing to innovate faster than everyone else. But this won't be easy; to keep its privileged position in the world, the United States must get better at fostering technological entrepreneurship at home. receptive to comprehensive reform. Obama has called repeatedly for big ideas and bold policy actions. The country needs new policies that emphasize the importance of immigrant workers _ across the skills spectrum _ to our country's long-term financial future. Our universities invest millions in training foreign students but then send them home without any U.S. job opportunities that would take advantage of their new skills. And investing in the children of middle- and lower-skilled immigrants is wise as we recognize their majority role in our workforce as the next generation rises.

SKFTA Good – Relations

SKFTA key to SK relations 
US Korea Business Council 2006 [ “Strategic Imperative”  http://www.uschamber.com/portal/uskbc/issues/strategicimperative.htm]

The U.S.-Korea FTA has significant implications for broader U.S. political and economic goals on the Korean Peninsula and in Asia. 

It will strengthen the United States’ partnership with Korea, a critical strategic ally. It will give U.S. exporters a preferential position in Korea’s market at a time when Korea and other Asian countries are rapidly integrating their economies through bilateral trade agreements and the cross-border investment of billions of dollars each year—especially in China. For these reasons, the FTA is a strategic imperative for the United States in promoting American competitiveness and leadership, as well as regional and global security. Strengthening a Critical PartnershipThe U.S.-Korea FTA will reinforce the U.S.-Korea political and security partnership: Korea is a close and long-standing U.S. ally and one of our strongest partners in advancing regional and global security. The U.S.-Korea security alliance has contributed to peace and stability in Asia since 1953, and U.S. and Korean forces have stood together in Vietnam, Somalia, Afghanistan, and Iraq. Currently, more than 27,000 members of the U.S. military serve side by side with the Korean armed forces to protect peace and prosperity on the Korean Peninsula and in Asia. The FTA is an important step in updating our countries’ critical partnership. U.S.-Korea ties have long focused on defense and security. By expanding trade and investment, the FTA deepens the economic links between our two countries and broadens our relationship. It reaffirms to the Korean people that the United States is a strong and reliable partner. The FTA is a powerful display of unity between the United States and Korea as our two countries work together to address regional security challenges and promote shared strategic goals—including removing North Korea’s nuclear threat, maintaining regional stability, and guaranteeing a prosperous and secure Asia. The FTA contributes to Korea’s efforts to reform its economy and promote its global competitiveness. Korea’s tremendous economic growth and prosperity testify to the benefits of market economies and global trade. Advancing reform in Korea benefits both U.S. and Korean businesses and offers a model for other Asian economies to emulate.

SKFTA Good – Relations

Strong SK relations key to asian stability.

Klingner 2008 [Bruce Klingner is the Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia at The Heritage Foundation's Asian Studies Center. October 9 “Forging a New Era in the U.S.—Japan Alliance” http://www.heritage.org/Research/AsiaandthePacific/bg2196.cfm]
The U.S. has critical national interests in Asia and must remain fully and energetically engaged in the region. Washington must employ all of the instru­ments of national power—diplomatic, informa­tional, military, and economic—to attain its strategic objectives. The U.S. cannot do it alone; it relies on its indispensable allies Japan and South Korea to achieve mutually beneficial goals.

The U.S. must convince these two allies that the U.S.–South Korea and U.S.–Japan alliances are not a zero-sum equation. Both are critically important to achieving U.S. strategic objectives. Washington should make clear we stand shoulder to shoulder with both allies since we share common values. Strong trilateral cooperation between Washing­ton, Tokyo, and Seoul is critically important. Peri­odic political or societal flare-ups that strain relations between Japan and South Korea must not be allowed to detract from steady long-term progress in strengthening the military partnership among the three countries. While the U.S.–Japanese security alliance is in a far better position to address the 21st century threat environment than it was five years ago, much work remains.

This instability leads to thermonuclear war. 
Chol Director Center for Korean American Peace’02 (Chol,  2002 10-24, http://nautilus.org/fora/security/0212A_Chol.html)

Any military strike initiated against North Korea will promptly explode into a thermonuclear exchange between a tiny nuclear-armed North Korea and the world's superpower, America. The most densely populated Metropolitan U.S.A., Japan and South Korea will certainly evaporate in The Day After scenario-type nightmare. The New York Times warned in its August 27, 2002 comment: "North Korea runs a more advanced biological, chemical and nuclear weapons program, targets American military bases and is developing missiles that could reach the lower 48 states. Yet there's good reason President Bush is not talking about taking out Dear Leader Kim Jong Il. If we tried, the Dear Leader would bombard South Korea and Japan with never gas or even nuclear warheads, and (according to one Pentagon study) kill up to a million people." Continues…The first two options should be sobering nightmare scenarios for a wise Bush and his policy planners. If they should opt for either of the scenarios, that would be their decision, which the North Koreans are in no position to take issue with. The Americans would realize too late that the North Korean mean what they say. The North Koreans will use all their resources in their arsenal to fight a full-scale nuclear exchange with the Americans in the last war of mankind. A nuclear-armed North Korea would be most destabilizing in the region and the rest of the world in the eyes of the Americans. They would end up finding themselves reduced to a second-class nuclear power.
SKFTA Bad – Auto Industry

SKFTA kills auto industry.

Manyin, Cooper, Jurenas, Manzer  4-20 [William H. Cooper, Coordinator Specialist in International Trade and Finance Mark E. Manyin Specialist in Asian Affairs Remy Jurenas Specialist in Agricultural Policy Michaela D. Platzer Specialist in Industrial Organization and Business. 2009 “The Proposed U.S.-South Korea Free Trade Agreement (KORUS FTA): Provisions and
Implications” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA501319&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf]
The United Auto Workers (UAW) union is strongly opposed to the FTA, and its literature on the subject includes a joint statement of opposition issued together with the South Korean Metal Workers’ Union (KMWU).67 In testimony before the House Ways and Means Committee’s Trade Subcommittee, UAW Legislative Director Alan Reuther endorsed the negotiating strategy proposed by Members of Congress, described above.68 He stated that the final agreement as contemplated instead “would exacerbate the totally one-sided auto trade imbalance between South Korea and the U.S. and jeopardize the jobs of tens of thousands of American workers.”69 Reuther further criticized the labor rights record of South Korea as “very problematic.” He noted “numerous areas of worker rights violations in South Korea,” cited in the U.S. Department of State’s 2005 Country Reports on Human Rights Practices and the arrest of the KMWU president in 2006 in a protest against government efforts to change South Korean labor laws in a manner unfavorable to the union movement there.70 In a February 2008 speech in Washington, UAW President Ron Gettelfinger criticized the proposed FTA in these terms: “That’s not free trade and that’s not fair trade. That is the theft of American jobs.”71 President Gettelfinger reiterated these views in testimony before Congress in September 2008.72
Auto industry key to US economy – key jobs and stabilizes economy

Mcalinden, Hill, and Swecki 2003 [Sean P. McAlinden, Ph.D. Kim Hill, MPP Bernard Swiecki Economics and Business Group Center for Automotive Research  “Economic Contribution of the Automotive Industry to the U.S. Economy – An Update” http://www.cargroup.org/pdfs/Alliance-Final.pdf]
This overview so far has investigated a number of well-known measures of the contribution of the automotive industry to the U.S. economy. We have shown the U.S. industry to be the largest automotive industry in the world. It is an industry that has matched its peak historical employment and maintained its share of GDP. In recent years, the industry has contributed to higher rates of economic growth and lower rates of U.S. unemployment. Finally, the industry ranks among the top industries in the nation in terms of R&D spending and the compensation of employees. Yet this overview does not fully cover the widespread linkages the automotive industry maintains with many other large manufacturing and service industries in the United States. A full accounting of the presence of the automotive industry in the economy must estimate the industry’s creation of jobs and income throughout the U.S. economy. This involves the estimation of jobs and income created in the production of commodities and services supplied to the industry by other industries; and jobs and income created as a result of spending
by industry employees on products and services produced by other industries.

SKFTA Bad – Auto Industry

Best internal link - Automotive Industry provides 10 percent of US jobs. 

Mcalinden, Hill, and Swecki 2003 [Sean P. McAlinden, Ph.D. Kim Hill, MPP Bernard Swiecki Economics and Business Group Center for Automotive Research  “Economic Contribution of the Automotive Industry to the U.S. Economy – An Update” http://www.cargroup.org/pdfs/Alliance-Final.pdf]
In Appendix 3, we estimate total downstream and socioeconomic employment resulting from the sale and use of the automobile to be 9.1 million. We combine this total estimate of employment related to automobiles with our table 1.3 estimates of employment contributed by new vehicle employment and sales in table 3.3. The total sum employment (netted for double-counting) is 13.3 million. The U.S. Department of Labor estimates total U.S. employment in 2001 to be 135 million. Therefore, we believe new vehicle production, sales, and other jobs related to the use of automobiles are responsible for 1 out of every 10 jobs in the U.S economy.

**Aff Answers**

Cap and Trade Won’t Pass

Cap and trade is dead- Obama’s looking for new ideas.

Norris, 6/16[Teryn Norris Director, Americans for Energy Leadership Posted: June 16, 2010 04:04 AM Obama Signals Need for New Energy Agendahttp://www.huffingtonpost.com/teryn-norris/obama-signals-need-for-ne_b_613835.html]

The biggest news from President Obama's Oval Office address is that cap and trade legislation is probably dead for the foreseeable future, and the administration is seeking new ideas. Instead of using last night's prime-time opportunity to push cap and trade in the form of the Kerry-Lieberman American Power Act -- as many climate advocates saw as their last hope for "comprehensive" climate reform -- President Obama pressed the reset button on energy and climate policy, saying he was "happy to look at other ideas and approaches from either party, as long they seriously tackle our addiction to fossil fuels." He made no mention of setting a price on carbon or establishing an emissions cap and trade system. As Andrew Revkin observed at New York Times Dot Earth, the president "signaled that he is leaving open a variety of paths on energy and climate policy and no longer hewing tightly to the idea of a cap and trade system for restricting heat-trapping emissions -- which he never wavered from during his campaign." David Roberts of Grist, one of the few remaining hopefuls for cap and trade reform, wrote "Final thought: Obama didn't drive the carbon cap tonight, so there won't be a carbon cap in the energy bill this year."
Cap and Trade is dead- democrats know it’s a bad idea.

EPW, 6/14 [Inhofe Urges Obama to Focus on Gulf Spill, Not Cap-and-Trade By EPW Blog  Monday, June 14, 2010 http://canadafreepress.com/index.php/article/24279]

That choice, of course, was based on flawed scientific conclusions. During the debate on the Murkowski resolution last week, I spoke briefly about the collapse of the science behind catastrophic global warming theory. But I said the debate was not about science; rather, it was about stopping job-killing regulations,. There is no doubt there is a wide spectrum of belief about the science, even in the Republican Party, but I am pleased that last week we stood united in standing up for protecting American jobs. We all agreed that EPA regulation of greenhouse gases under the Clean Air Act is a monumental mistake that will shackle the American economy with bureaucracy and higher energy taxes. I think Democratic leaders understand this-or at least they know the political consequences of what they’re proposing. That’s evident by the amusing fact that the term “cap-and-trade” has become so toxic that Democratic leaders refuse to acknowledge it. Just last week, Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid said, “We don’t use the word ‘cap and trade’...That’s something that’s been deleted from my dictionary.” And Roll Call reported last week that Democrats in the House said much the same thing: “Both Speaker Nancy Pelosi (D-Calif.) and House Majority Leader Steny Hoyer (D-Md.) bristled at a question about Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell’s (R-Ky.) declaration that the House’s cap-and-trade energy proposal is dead.

No Impact – Climate

No impact – Obama will regulate emissions through the EPA 

Hansen – NPR – 10/18

Liane, 'The EPA Is Back On The Job' National Public Radio (NPR), lexis
HANSEN: Let's talk about whether it's going to come out of Congress or going to come out of the EPA. There was a recent op-ed in The New York Times. Democratic Senator John Kerry, Republican Senator Lindsay Graham said this, and I'll quote about the climate change legislation that's working its way through the Senate. "If Congress does not pass legislation dealing with climate change, the Obama administration will use the Environmental Protection Agency to impose new regulations. Imposed regulations are likely to be tougher, and they certainly will not include the job protections and investment incentives, we," meaning the Senate, "are proposing." What is your response to them?
Cap and Trade Fails

Cap and trade only reduces temperature by .2 degrees

Loris and Lieberman 2009 - *senior policy analyst in Energy and the Environment for the Heritage Foundation, **research assistant in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies (4/23, Heritage Foundation WebMemo #2407, "Five Reasons the EPA Should Not Attempt to Deal with Global Warming", http://www.heritage.org/Research/EnergyandEnvironment/wm2407.cfm, WEA)

The extraordinary perils of CO2 regulation for the American economy come with little, if any, environmental benefit. In fact, analysis by the architects of the endangerment finding, the EPA, strongly suggests that a 60 percent reduction in carbon-dioxide emissions by 2050 will reduce global temperature by 0.1 to 0.2 degrees Celsius by 2095.[2]

Cap and trade won’t solve warming- doesn’t low temperatures, and other countries are key
The Foundry, 7/21/09 (“A Baker’s Dozen of Reasons to Oppose Cap and Trade”, The Foundry, July 21st 2009, http://blog.heritage.org/2009/07/21/a-baker’s-dozen-of-reasons-to-oppose-cap-and-trade/)
10.) There’s no environmental benefit. Even the flawed and significantly biased cost estimates of $140 per year or $170 per year aren’t worth the alleged benefits since the bill would lower temperatures by only hundredths of a degree in 2050 and no more than two-tenths of a degree at the end of the century. The fact that EPA Administrator Lisa Jackson confirmed the bill would do nothing for global temperatures without commitment from large emitters like India and China following suit, as well as Greenpeace’s adamant opposition due to all the corporate handouts in the bill should be telling signs that the environmental benefits are nonexistent.
SKFTA – AT: Relations

1. No brink – SKFTA has been waiting for ratification since 2007 and relations have not been tanked. 

2.  SKFTA wont affect relations with South Korea 

Manyin, Cooper, Jurenas, Manzer  4-20 [William H. Cooper, Coordinator Specialist in International Trade and Finance Mark E. Manyin Specialist in Asian Affairs Remy Jurenas Specialist in Agricultural Policy Michaela D. Platzer Specialist in Industrial Organization and Business. 2009 “The Proposed U.S.-South Korea Free Trade Agreement (KORUS FTA): Provisions and
Implications” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA501319&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf]
Many observers have argued that in addition to its economic implications, the KORUS FTA would have diplomatic and security implications. For example, they have suggested that it would help to deepen the U.S.-South Korean alliance. The United States and South Korea have been allies since the United States intervened on the Korean Peninsula in 1950 and fought to repel a North Korean takeover of South Korea. Over 33,000 U.S. troops were killed and over 100,000 were wounded during the three-year conflict.7 South Korea subsequently has assisted U.S. deployments in other conflicts, most recently by deploying over 3,000 troops to play a non- combat role in Iraq. However, some counter this by positing that the KORUS FTA need not be seen as a necessary, let alone sufficient, condition for enhancing the U.S.-ROK alliance. Mutual interests on critical issues pertaining to North Korea and the rest of the region will continue to require close cooperation between the two countries in the national security sphere. Indeed, in many respects, the KORUS FTA’s fate may have more profound implications for U.S. trade policy and East Asia policy than for U.S.-South Korean relations. For instance, some have also suggested that a KORUS FTA would help to solidify the U.S. presence in East Asia to counterbalance the increasing influence of China while failure to pass it could harm the alliance.
SKFTA – AT: Dems Key

Dems not key – either the auto trade dilemma will be resolved or SKFTA wont pass 

Manyin, Cooper, Jurenas, Manzer  4-20 [William H. Cooper, Coordinator Specialist in International Trade and Finance Mark E. Manyin Specialist in Asian Affairs Remy Jurenas Specialist in Agricultural Policy Michaela D. Platzer Specialist in Industrial Organization and Business. 2009 “The Proposed U.S.-South Korea Free Trade Agreement (KORUS FTA): Provisions and
Implications” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA501319&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf]
The Obama Administration has not indicated if and when it will send the draft implementing bill to Congress. The Administration has stated that it is developing “benchmarks for progress” on resolving “concerns” it has with the KORUS FTA, particularly over market access for U.S. car exports. While U.S. Trade Representative Ron Kirk has called attention to the economic opportunities the KORUS FTA presents, he also has said that if the Administration’s concerns are not resolved, “we'll be prepared to step away.... ” Presidents Obama and Lee Myung-bak met on April 2, 2009, and “committed to working together to chart a way forward”on the agreement. The next milestone may come at the two Presidents’ next meeting on June 16, in Washington, DC.
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