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=====CASE DEBATE=====

*****NORTH KOREA ADVANTAGE ANSWERS*****

A2: North Korea war advantage

1. War won’t escalate – China and Russia won’t back North Korea

Bandow, 8 - senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Reagan, he is the author of Foreign Follies: America's New Global Empire (Doug, “Seoul Searching”, 11/11, 

http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=20218)

Moreover, the North’s one-time military allies, Russia and China, both recognized Seoul as the cold war concluded. The ROK now does more business with Beijing than with America. The likelihood of either Moscow or Beijing backing North Korea in any new war is somewhere between infinitesimal and zero. The rest of East Asia would unreservedly stand behind South Korea.
2. No risk of war – threats only

Christian Science Monitor 5/26 (Donald Kirk, 5/26/10, " Diplomatic stance trumps tough talk on North Korea ", http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-Pacific/2010/0526/Diplomatic-stance-trumps-tough-talk-on-North-Korea)

Secretary of State Hillary Clinton appeared in full accord with her South Korean hosts during a four-hour stopoff Wednesday in which the language was tough – but diplomacy rather than a military response toward the North was clearly taking top priority.

At a press conference, Mrs. Clinton called on North Korea “to halt its provocations and its policy of threats and belligerence,” as seen in the in the sinking of the Cheonan, the South Korean Navy corvette, that resulted in the death of 46 sailors. 

But when it came to the bottom-line issue of how to achieve these goals, according to a spokesman for South Korea’s President Lee Myung-bak, Clinton and Mr. Lee agreed that “strategic patience” was the way to go.

“Time is on our side,” the spokesman was quoted by South Korean media as saying after the meeting. “We shouldn’t go for an impromptu response to each development but take a longer-term perspective.”

The ultimate goal appears to be avoiding another clash that could turn the standoff into a war.

“Things are not going to escalate beyond a certain level,” says Lee Jong-min, dean of the Graduate School of International Studies at Yonsei University. “The objective is to make sure it does not go beyond a certain point.”

That strategy portends a period of rhetoric and recriminations, intermingled with threats from North Korea, while the United States mounts a massive campaign to bring about international condemnation of North Korea and more sanctions by the UN Security Council. 

3. Deterrence solves North Korean aggression

Bolton 2009 – former US ambassador to the UN (7/3, John, Fox, “North Korea Fires Four More Test Missiles: Should U.S. Be Worried?”, http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,529932,00.html, WEA)

VAN SUSTEREN: Is any risk they're going to turn it towards Seoul? I mean, there's -- I mean, it -- I mean, it's not that far away. And if they're really so unwilling and irrational, why do we think they're rational and won't hit Seoul?
BOLTON: Well, I think, fundamentally, they recognize that if they were to attack South Korea, particularly if they were to use chemical or biological weapons, the retaliation would be unbelievable. Secretary Colin Powell, when he was a civilian, after he was chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, used to say to people that if North Korea ever attacked the south with chemical or biological weapons, that we would turn North Korea into a charcoal briquette. And I think even they understand that.

A2: North Korea war advantage

4. South Korea would crush them, and any war would end fast.

MEYER 2003 - served one year with the US Marine Corps in Asia and participated in the massive TEAM SPIRIT 1990 military exercise in Korea. (Carlton, “The Mythical North Korean Threat”, http://www.g2mil.com/korea.htm) 

When Pentagon officials talk about the need to maintain a “two-war” capability, they often refer to Korea.  This  is absurd since South Korea can crush North Korea without  American help.  North Korea’s million-man army  may look impressive on paper, but remember that Iraq had a million-man army, which also had modern  equipment, combat experience, and plenty of fuel.         In contrast, North Korean soldiers suffer from malnutrition and rarely train due to a scarcity of fuel and  ammo.  Most North Korean soldiers could not attack because they are needed to defend the entire DMZ and  coastal approaches (they remember the 1950 landing at Inchon) while entire divisions must remain throughout  North Korea to fend off heliborne offensives, food riots, and probable coups.        On the other hand, the entire 700,000 man South Korean active duty army can be devoted to the defense of  Seoul.  The modern South Korean army is backed by over 5,000,000 well-trained reservists who can be called  to duty in hours.  South Korea has twice the population of the North, thirty times its economic power, and  spends three times more on its military each year.  South Korean military equipment is first class whereas most  of the North Korean military equipment is over 30 years old and much is inoperable due to a lack of  maintenance.  If war broke out, South Korea has a massive industrial capacity and $94 billion in foreign  currency reserves to sustain a war, while North Korea has no industry and no money.  As a result, South Korea  is roughly five times more powerful than North Korea.       If North Korea insanely attacked, the South Koreans would fight on mountainous and urban terrain which  heavily favors defense, and complete air superiority would shoot up anything the North Koreans put on the  road.  Assuming the North Koreans could start up a thousand of their old tanks and armored vehicles, they  cannot advance through the mountainous DMZ.  The South Koreans have fortified, mined, and physically  blocked all avenues through these mountains, and it would take North Korean infantry and engineers weeks to  clear road paths while under fire.       The North Korean military could gain a few thousand meters with human wave assaults into minefields and  concrete fortifications.  However, these attacks would bog down from heavy casualties, and a lack of food and  ammo resupply.  Fighting would be bloody as thousands of South Korean and American troops and civilians  suffer from North Korean artillery and commando attacks.  Nevertheless,  the North Korean army would be  unable to breakthrough or move supplies forward.  Even if North Korea magically broke through, all military  analysts scoff at the idea that the North Koreans could bridge large rivers or move tons of supplies forward  while under attack from American airpower.

5.  U.S. military presence is key to deter a number of Asian conflicts – perception of decline will gut U.S. credibility

Auslin, 10– resident scholar at AEI (Michael, 3/17/10, “U.S.-Japan Relations: Enduring Ties, Recent Developments,” House Foreign Affairs Subcommittee on Asia, the Pacific, and the Global Environment, http://www.aei.org/speech/100130, JMP)

 

Despite this litany of problems both real and perceived, the U.S.-Japan alliance, and the broader relationship it embodies, remains the keystone of U.S. policy in the Asia-Pacific region.  There is little doubt that America and Japan share certain core values that tie us together, including a belief in democracy, the rule of law, and civil and individual rights, among others, which should properly inform and inspire our policies abroad.  Moreover, after the cataclysm of World War II, we have worked together to maintain stability in the western Pacific, throughout the Cold War and after.  Without the continued Japanese hosting of U.S. forces, our forward-based posture is untenable, particularly in a period of growing Chinese military power in which the acquisition of advanced weapons systems indicates increased vulnerability of U.S. forces over time.

There are over 35,000 U.S. military personnel in Japan, and another 11,000 afloat as part of the 7th Fleet, while three-quarters of our military facilities are in Okinawa.  Maintaining this presence is a full-time job for officials on both sides of the Pacific.  Both Washington and Tokyo have revised the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) governing the U.S. military in Japan to respond to local concerns over judicial access to U.S. service members, and domestic pressures to reduce Japan's $4 billion annual Host Nation Support (HNS) are a continuing feature of bilateral discussions.  The new Japanese government has indicated its desire to consider further revision of SOFA and HNS, which portends continued, sometimes difficult negotiations between both sides, though I would be surprised by any significant changes in either.  

It is clear, however, that the presence of U.S. military forces is welcomed by nearly all nations in the Asia-Pacific region and sends a signal of American commitment to the region.  From a historical standpoint, the post-war American presence in the Asia-Pacific has been one of the key enablers of growth and development in that maritime realm.  And today, for all its dynamism, the Asia-Pacific remains peppered with territorial disputes and long-standing grievances, with few effective multilateral mechanisms such as exist in Europe for solving interstate conflicts.  Our friends and allies in the area are keenly attuned to our continued forward-based posture, and any indications that the United States was reducing its presence might be interpreted by both friends and competitors as a weakening of our long-standing commitment to maintain stability in the Pacific. The shape of Asian regional politics will continue to evolve, and while I am skeptical of what can realistically be achieved by proposed U.S.-Japan-China trilateral talks, it seems evident that we must approach our alliance with Japan from a more regionally oriented perspective, taking into account how our alliance affects the plans and perceptions of other nations in the region.

A2: North Korea war advantage

6. Withdrawal will cause North Korea invasion of Seoul – Carpenter agrees

Huessy, 03 – Senior Defense Associate at National Defense University Foundation who specializes in nuclear weapons, missile defense, terrorism and rogue states (8/13/2003, Peter, “Realism on the Korean Peninsula: Real Threats, Real Dangers,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=18560, JMP)

However, Carpenter has long advocated a unilateral withdrawal of our U.S. forces from the Republic of Korea, under the guise of arguing that such a reduction of U.S. forces would save tax-payer dollars, as well as U.S. lives, should there be an armed conflict on the Korean Peninsula. 

In fact, Carpenter, in conversations I have had with him, readily agrees that a U.S. withdrawal from the Korean Peninsula might very well precipitate an invasion by the communists in the North with the aim of quickly capturing Seoul and then suing for peace in an agreement that would eventually give control over a unified country to the communists.

Apart from the fact that U.S. forces withdrawn from the ROK would be redeployed elsewhere in the U.S. and thus save the U.S. taxpayers nothing and given that U.S. military forces deployed overseas and at home have declined by over 1 million soldiers since the end of the Cold War, a withdrawal from the ROK by the United States would do nothing except cause another Korean War, kill millions of Korean civilians and soldiers and place in danger the ability of Japan to maintain its economy in the face of a Korean Peninsula in communist hands. As every Commander of U.S. forces in Korea since 1979 has told Congress in public testimony, Japan is not defensible if Korea is taken by the communists. A blockade of trade routes to and from Japan would become a realistic weapon in the hands of the PRC, not dissimilar to a blockade of Taiwan by the PRC portrayed by Patrick Robinson in Kilo Class.

7. Will escalate to global nuclear war

Huessy, 03 – Senior Defense Associate at National Defense University Foundation who specializes in nuclear weapons, missile defense, terrorism and rogue states (8/13/2003, Peter, “Realism on the Korean Peninsula: Real Threats, Real Dangers,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=18560, JMP)

It may be wishful thinking, but I believe China has the ability to help shape the future in the region in a positive way. For the U.S. to withdraw from the ROK, as proposed by Carpenter, might very well initiate not only another Korean War but also possibly another World War. When I lived in Seoul and attended Yonsei University in 1969-70, my Korean father and Yonsei professor, Hahm Pyong Choon, later to become Ambassador to the United States and national security adviser to the President of the Republic of Korea, told me there were always those who sought to purchase liberty and freedom on the cheap. At an embassy reception in Washington, he reminded me what he had told me in class: “Those on the left think you are imperialists; those on the right do not want to spend the money”.

In 1985, the communists planted bombs in Burma where the ROK cabinet was meeting. Professor Hahm was killed by the very same North Korean communists whom wish to see the withdrawal of American forces from the region.  To save a few dollars, however unintentionally, we might end up the North Korean army in downtown Seoul.  Certainly, armed with nuclear weapons, the North will be difficult at best to deter from such an attack.  To the people of the Republic of Korea: America will not leave, we will not run, we will not forget the extraordinary sacrifices we both have made to secure the freedom of your country and ours. This is the basis for the Bush Administration’s strategy, and with that sufficient reason it should be supported. 

Extension 2: No war risk

No risk of war

Reuters UK 5/26 (Jack Kim, Jonathan Thatcher, 5/26/10, " Q+A: How serious is the crisis on the Korean peninsula? ", http://uk.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE64N1SD20100525)

Most analysts doubt there will be war, as long as South Korea holds its fire.

North Korea's obsolete conventional armed forces and military equipment mean quick and certain defeat if it wages full-scale war and Pyongyang is well aware of its limits.

South Korea has made it clear it will not retaliate despite investigations that found a torpedo fired by a North Korean submarine sank the Cheonan corvette in March, killing 46 sailors.

It knows the investment community will take fright if it does attack.

Extension 3: Deterrence solves war

Military power key to credible threats against North Korea and China
Blumenthal, 09 – resident fellow at AEI (5/1/2009, Dan, Far Eastern Economic Review, “The Erosion of U.S. Power in Asia,” http://www.aei.org/article/100445, JMP)

The president also will pronounce a nuclear North Korea "unacceptable" to the U.S. He will pontificate about the need for more attentiveness to South East Asia. The problem is that without the military power to back up America's diplomatic goals, these policy proclamations will increasingly ring hollow. America's allies know it. And, even worse, China and North Korea know it.
Kim Jong Il’s track record proves he isn’t irrational.

Stratfor 2009 (5/29, “Debunking Myths About Nuclear Weapons and Terrorism,” http://www.stratfor.com/analysis/20090528_debunking_myths_about_nuclear_weapons_and_terrorism, WEA)

Kim Jong Il undoubtedly ranks very high among the world’s most idiosyncratic world leaders. But he has deftly transferred and consolidated control over a country that was run by a single individual, his father, for nearly 50 years. By balancing various groups and interests, he has both maintained internal control and loyalty and kept the attention of some of the world’s most powerful countries focused on North Korea for more than 15 years. Indeed, he has overseen the allocation of resources necessary to build both crude intercontinental ballistic missiles and crude nuclear devices while faced with crushing international sanctions. This is the track record of a competent (if annoying) leader, not a crazy one.

If Kim was merely suicidal, he has had the artillery, artillery rockets and short-range ballistic missiles at hand to destroy Seoul and invite a new Korean War since before his father died — a choice that would be far quicker, cheaper and even more complete than the prototype nuclear devices that North Korea has so far demonstrated. Rather, his actions have consistently shown that his foremost goal has been the survival of his regime. Indeed, he has actually curtailed much of the more aggressive activity that occurred during his father’s reign, such as attempting to assassinate South Korea’s president.

While Kim’s actions may seem unstable (and, indeed, they are designed to seem that way in order to induce an element of uncertainty at the negotiating table), Pyongyang regularly uses ballistic missile tests and even its nuclear tests as part of a larger strategy to not only keep itself relevant, but to ensure regime survival.

Deters and effectively influences China’s strategic moves

Cossa, et. al, 09 – President of Pacific Forum CSIS (February 2009, Ralph A. Cossa, Brad Glosserman, Michael A. McDevitt, Nirav Patel, James Przystup, Brad Roberts, The United States and the Asia-Pacific Region: Security Strategy for the Obama Administration, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA498204&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, JMP)

As China’s capabilities improve, so too have U.S. capabilities in the region. The United States is intent on maintaining the current advantages that allow it to shape China’s strategic choices and deter any potential aggression. As Thomas J. Christensen, former Deputy Assistant Secretary for East Asian and Pacific Affairs, noted, U.S. officials believe a “strong U.S. presence in Asia, backed by regional alliances and security partnerships, combined with a robust policy of diplomatic engagement, will help maximize the chance that China will make the right choices moving forward.” This “shaping” must be done transparently and in the context of a broader Asia-Pacific strategy that reassures allies and friends of Washington’s continued commitment to the region. 

*****SOUTH KOREA/JAPAN ADVANTAGE ANSWERS*****

A2: South Korea Japan Relations Advantage

1. Japan-South korean relations are high now

Auslin, 10 – director of Japan studies at the American Enterprise Institute. (Michael, “Korea Takes Up the Mantle of Leadership,” Wall Street Journal, 5/10, 

http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703866704575225162588210380.html?mod=wsj_india_main)

Korea-Japan relations have traditionally been beset by a host of problems relating to the past, primarily the issue of middle-school-level textbooks that most Koreans believe whitewash Japan's World War II atrocities. Even more painful is the issue of the "comfort women," for whose enforced sexual abuse during the war Tokyo has made apologies that many Koreans, including former comfort women themselves, consider inadequate. 

Yet the weight of history does not obviate the fact that Japan and Korea today are far more like each other than dissimilar. Both are thriving democracies with personal freedoms, a free press, consumer-oriented free markets and enviable higher educational systems, all bound by the rule of law. They are two powerhouses of the global economy, participate in a wide array of global multilateral institutions and are the central U.S. allies in Asia.

South Korean President Lee Myung-bak has also reset the tone of his country's foreign policy. He has reached out to the leaders of the U.S., Japan and India, and even shares a close personal friendship with Indonesian President Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono. Mr. Lee has done this while juggling severe domestic political pressures back home, not least of which is North Korea's sinking of the South Korean naval corvette Cheonan last month, which killed 46 sailors. He also sports an impressive economic record: South Korea's GDP expanded at an annualized rate of 7.5% in the first quarter of 2010, driven largely by exports. 

Across the water, worries overshadow the Japanese landscape. Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama's approval ratings are down to 20% after only six months in office. His government's confused handling of the Futenma airbase relocation issue has strained relations with the U.S. Yet in Japan there is a deeper malaise, just the opposite from South Korea: the sense that the country is becoming more isolated and less relevant in world affairs. Prime Minister Hatoyama's call for a new East Asian Community, for example, was seen as a vague attempt to reassert some level of Japanese leadership in an Asia increasingly responsive to Chinese influence and policies.

Hence it was not surprising that South Korean officials I've spoken with recently are taking the initiative in pushing the idea of closer relations with Japan. They are fully aware of the sensitive nature of the Korea-Japan relationship and the need to overcome historical grievances. Yet they also have one eye firmly fixed on the future. That future is dominated by an unstable North Korea and a growing China, which Seoul's policy makers recognize are the greatest challenges to the South's stability. 

Bowing to reality, the South Korean officials I talked with all saw a triangular U.S.-Korea-Japan relationship as the most likely way for Seoul and Tokyo to work together. High on their list was improving Korea's ballistic-missile defenses, along with continued pressure on Pyongyang to denuclearize. Beyond that, though, they understood that America's security posture in East Asia is not credible without its Japanese bases and a close working relationship between Tokyo and Washington. They worry about the current tension between Japan and America over the Futenma base and are equally concerned that problems between the two could impede the functioning of the alliance, should a crisis on the Korean peninsula erupt. 

2. Pro democratic peace studies are flawed

Henderson, 02 - Assistant Professor, Dept. of Political Science at the University of Florida, (Errol Henderson,  Democracy and War The End of an Illusion?, p. 14-15

To my mind, the empirical evidence in support of both the dyadic and the nomadic DPP is problematic for several reasons. The most recent studies alluded to earlier, which indicate that democracies are less likely to fight each other and are more peaceful, in general, than non-democracies, are beset by research design problems that severely hinder their reliability (e.g., Oneal and Russett, 1997; Oneal and Ray, 1997; Russett and Oneal, 2001). For example, many of them rely on a questionable operationalization of joint democracy that conflates the level of democracy of two states with their political dissimilarity. Only by teasing out the effects of each factor are we in a position to confi​dently argue that shared democracy, rather than other factors, is actually the motivating force driving democratic states toward their alleged​ly more peaceful international relations. In addition, the findings used to support monadic DPP claims also rely on questionable research designs that exclude whole categories of international war—namely, extrastate wars, which are usually imperialist and colonial wars. The exclusion of these wars from recent tests of the DPP leaves us unable to determine the actual applicability of the DPP to the full range of international war. In addition, given that some scholars suggest that the DPP is applicable to civil wars (Krain and Myers, 1997; Rummel, 1997), it is important to determine to what extent we observe a “domes​tic democratic peace” for the most civil war prone states—the post​colonial, or third world, states. Previous work has not tested the DPP for this specific group of states, and it is important that our research design address this omission. 

A2: South Korea Japan Relations Advantage

3. Democracies start more wars

Henderson, 02 - Assistant Professor, Dept. of Political Science at the University of Florida, (Errol Henderson,  Democracy and War The End of an Illusion?, p. 146

Are Democracies More Peaceful than Nondemocracies with Respect to Interstate Wars? The results indicate that democracies are more war-prone than non-democracies (whether democracy is coded dichotomously or continu​ously) and that democracies are more likely to initiate interstate wars. The findings are obtained from analyses that control for a host of political, economic, and cultural factors that have been implicated in the onset of interstate war, and focus explicitly on state level factors instead of simply inferring state level processes from dyadic level observations as was done in earlier studies (e.g., Oneal and Russett, 1997; Oneal and Ray, 1997). The results imply that democratic enlargement is more likely to increase the probability of war for states since democracies are more likely to become involved in—and to ini​tiate—interstate wars.

4.  Democratic transitions lead to civil wars

Henderson, 02 - Assistant Professor, Dept. of Political Science at the University of Florida, (Errol Henderson,  Democracy and War The End of an Illusion?, p.147-148

Are Democracies in the Postcolonial World Less Likely to Experience Civil Wars? The results fail to support the democratic peace for civil wars in post-colonial states since democracy is not significantly associated with a decreased probability of intrastate war in postcolonial states. Instead, the results corroborate previous findings that semidemocracy is associ​ated with an increased likelihood of civil war. Therefore, although coherent democracy does not appear to reduce the likelihood of post​colonial civil wars, partial democracy exacerbates the tensions that result in civil war. Given the findings from Chapter 6, these results sug​gest that democratic enlargement as a strategy for peace is not likely to succeed for those states that need it most—the postcolonial, or third world, states. Further, even if full-fledged democracy were to engender peace within these states—which is not indicated by the findings reported here—it would likely generate conflict, internationally, since democracies are more prone to initiate and become involved in inter​state wars and militarized disputes. As noted earlier, the promise of egalitarianism, which is the true appeal of democracy, seems to involve a Hobson’s choice for citizens of postcolonial states: equality with an increased likelihood of domestic instability or inequality with a decreased likelihood of international stability.
Extension 1: Relations are high

Relations high – North Korean tension brought them together

Agence France Presse, 10 (“US leads warnings to N.Korea, China seeks restraint,” 5/21, lexis)

Experts also see China as benefiting from the division of the Korean peninsula, which provides a buffer state separating it from the US troops in South Korea.

There was no immediate reaction from Russia, another member of the six-nation talks, which historically has enjoyed warm relations with Pyongyang.

Japan, which has long advocated a hard line against North Korea, said it fully supported South Korea.

Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama called the torpedo attack "unforgivable" and offered for Japan to spearhead any resolution at the UN Security Council against North Korea.

The United Nations said the findings against North Korea were "deeply troubling," while Australia, Britain, France and the European Union offered condemnation.

Japan fully supports South Korea

Kyodo News, 10 (“Japan offers support to South Korea in dealing with sinking incident,”
BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific - Political Supplied by BBC Worldwide Monitoring, May 16, 2010, lexis)

Gyeongju, South Korea, 16 May (Kyodo): Japanese Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada offered support to his South Korean counterpart Yu Myung Hwan on Sunday in dealing with the sinking of a South Korean warship in March.

"We will spare no effort in offering cooperation to South Korea," Okada told Yu at the outset of their meeting that took place in South Korea following a meeting of foreign ministers from Japan, China and South Korea on Saturday.

Okada also said he respects the stand of the South Korean government, which is responding "resolutely and calmly in a difficult situation." During the trilateral ministers' meeting the previous day, the three countries agreed to "calmly" await the outcome of the ongoing investigation into the sinking, while suspicions grow about North Korea's involvement in the incident.

South Korea has said that determining the cause of the incident must come before a resumption of the stalled six-party talks aimed at ending North Korea's nuclear ambitions, a stance also supported by Japan. The multilateral framework brings together the two Koreas, China, Japan, Russia and the United States.

The outcome of the investigation, conducted by South Korea and experts from the United States and other countries, is expected to be announced around Thursday.

If North Korea's involvement becomes clear, or there are very strong suspicions that Pyongyang is involved, then South Korea may seek to have sanctions imposed on the North by raising the issue at the UN Security Council.

North Korea has denied involvement in the incident, which occurred near the South's western sea border with the North on 26 March and killed 46 sailors.

Okada and Yu were also to have discussed ways of creating a future-oriented relationship between their countries in various areas, including the economic field.

Extension 2-4: Democracies increase war

Democracies are more likely to start wars

Henderson, 02 - Assistant Professor, Dept. of Political Science at the University of Florida, (Errol Henderson,  Democracy and War The End of an Illusion?, p.68-70

My findings refute the monadic level DPP, which suggests that democracies are more peaceful than nondemocracies, and they reveal that democracies are more likely than nondemocracies to be involved in—and to initiate—interstate wars and MIDs. Wedding these findings to those in Chapter 2, it appears that the spread of democracy may precipitate an increase in the likelihood of wars as individual states become democratic and, subsequently, more war-prone. Further, cast​ing these findings in the light of recent studies of the DPP highlights some daunting prospects for global peace. For example, recent empirical findings indicate that regime changes are much more likely to occur during or following wars and that losing states are much more likely to experience regime change (Bueno de Mesquita et al., 1992). Since democracies are more likely to win wars as compared to nondemocracies (Lake, 1992; Stain, 1996; Reiter and Stain, 1998a), it follows that nondemocracies are more likely to experience regime change, which in some cases may result in their full democratization. The result is that war involvement may actually increase the proportion of democratic states in the system and, subsequently, increase the likelihood of war​fare for those newly democratic states. From this perspective, the spread of democracy will create more of the most war-prone states, thereby increasing the likelihood of war involvement and initiation for those states. These relationships hardly encourage a sanguine view of the prospects for peace with a democratic enlargement strategy.

New studies prove democratization doesn’t stop war

Henderson, 02 - Assistant Professor, Dept. of Political Science at the University of Florida, (Errol Henderson,  Democracy and War The End of an Illusion?, p.146

Are Democracies Less Likely to Fight Each Other? The replication and extension of Oneal and Russett (1997), which is one of the most important studies on the DPP, showed that democracies are not significantly less likely to fight each other. The results demon​strate that Oneal and Russett’s (1997) findings in support of the DPP are not robust and that joint democracy does not reduce the probability of international conflict for pairs of states during the postwar era. Simple and straightforward modifications of Oneal and Russett’s (1997) research design generated these dramatically contradictory results. Specifically, by teasing out the separate impact of democracy and political distance (or political dissimilarity) and by not coding cases of ongoing disputes as new cases of conflict, it became clear that there is no significant relationship between joint democracy and the likelihood of international war or militarized interstate dispute (MID) for states during the postwar era. These findings suggest that the post—Cold War strategy of “democratic enlargement,” which is aimed at ensuring peace by enlarging the community of democratic states, is quite a thin reed on which to rest a state’s foreign policy—much less the hope for international peace.

The democratic peace theory is obsolete

Henderson, 02 - Assistant Professor, Dept. of Political Science at the University of Florida, (Errol Henderson,  Democracy and War The End of an Illusion?, p.145

I n this chapter, I summarize the main findings of the study and briefly discuss their research and policy implications. The main finding resulting from the statistical analyses is that democracy is not significantly associated with a decreased likelihood of internation​al wars, militarized disputes, or civil wars in postcolonial states. There does not appear to be a dyadic democratic peace or a monadic one. To the extent that a democratic peace obtains, it does for extrastate wars, which are more than likely relics of a bygone era; nevertheless, even for these wars, while democracies in general are less likely to become involved in them, Western states—especially Western democracies— are more likely to fight them. These findings result from analyses using straightforward research designs, similar data, and identical sta​tistical techniques as those found in research supporting the DPP. They suggest that politico-economic factors in the postwar era greatly con​tributed to the phenomenon that is erroneously labeled the “democrat​ic peace.” Further, they imply that foreign policy strategies aimed at increasing the likelihood of peace in the future by spreading democra​cy are likely to be ineffective, at best, or conflict exacerbating, at worst.

Extension 2-4: Democracies increase war
Even if democratic peace theory is true, it will only minimally dampen propensity for conflict

Randall Schweller, Professor of Political Science at Ohio State University, 2000, American Democracy Promotion, p. 43

The bad news is that extending the democratic zone will not lead to a per​petual peace among nations. This is because the fundamental causes of inter​national conflict will remain, for they cannot be transcended. The spread of democracy promises to dampen potential conflicts but it will not effect a major ‘qualitative change’ in international politics, which will remain much as it has always been: a struggle for power and influence in a world of, at a min​imum, moderate scarcity. Though I am willing to concede the point—though other realists have challenged it—that democracies have not fought each other in the past, I, like Kydd, ‘find it perfectly possible that democracies could fight—indeed could fight long and bloody wars against each other—so long as the aims of the populations are in fundamental conflict’

Countless examples disprove democratic peace

Schwartz and Skinner, 2 - * Professor of Political Science at UCLA, AND ** Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations and the Hoover Institution and Assistant Professor of History and Political Science at Carnegie Mellon University, (Thomas and Kiron, “The myth of the democratic peace,” Orbis, v46 issue 1, Winter

Democratic pacifism combines an empirical generalization with a causal attribution: democracies do not fight each other, and that is because they are democracies. Proponents often present the former as a plain fact. Yet regimes that were comparatively democratic for their times and regions have fought each other comparatively often bearing in mind, for the purpose of comparison, that most states do not fight most states most of the time. The wars below are either counter-examples to democratic pacifism or borderline cases. Each is listed with the year it started and those combatants that have some claim to the democratic label. American Revolutionary War, 1775 (Great Britain vs. U.S.) Wars of French Revolution (democratic period), esp. 1793, 1795 (France vs. Great Britain) Quasi War, 1798 (U.S. vs. France) War of 1812 (U.S. vs. Great Britain) Texas War of Independence, 1835 (Texas vs. Mexico) Mexican War, 1846 (U.S. vs. Mexico) Roman Republic vs. France, 1849 American Civil War, 1861 (Northern Union vs. Southern Confederacy) Ecuador-Columbia War, 1863 Franco-Prussian War, 1870 War of the Pacific, 1879 (Chile vs. Peru and Bolivia) Indian Wars, much of nineteenth century (U.S. vs. various Indian nations) Spanish-American War, 1898 Boer War, 1899 (Great Britain vs. Transvaal and Orange Free State) World War I, 1914 (Germany vs. Great Britain, France, Italy, Belgium, and U.S.) Chaco War, 1932 (Chile vs. Argentina) Ecuador-Peru, 1941 Palestine War, 1948 (Israel vs. Lebanon) Dominican Invasion, 1967 (U.S. vs. Dominican Republic) Cyprus Invasion, 1974 (Turkey vs. Cyprus) Ecuador-Peru, 1981 Nagorno-Karabakh, 1989 (Armenia vs. Azerbaijan) Yugoslav Wars, 1991 (Serbia and Bosnian-Serb Republic vs. Croatia and Bosnia; sometimes Croatia vs. Bosnia) Georgia-Ossetia, 1991 (Georgia vs. South Ossetia) Georgia-Abkhazia, 1992 (Georgia vs. Abkhazia and allegedly Russia) Moldova-Dnestr Republic, 1992 (Moldova vs. Dnestr Republic and allegedly Russia) Chechen War of Independence, 1994 (Russia vs. Chechnya) Ecuador-Peru, 1995 NATO-Yugoslavia, 1999 India-Pakistan, 1999 Whether these examples refute democratic pacifism depends on how one answers two questions. Question 1. What is a democracy? Some democratic pacifists prefer "republic" or "liberal state"; none favors "democracy" in the etymological sense of popular rule. Whatever the label, most would accept six criteria: broad adult suffrage (ideally universal and equal), competitive elections, the usual civil liberties, the rule of law, equality before the law, and a fair measure of either popular choice or legislative control of the executive. Because those criteria admit of degree, we can always save democratic pacifism from disconfirmation by demanding ever higher degrees of fulfillment, by raising the bar of democracy. But every time we do that we shrink the democratic category, and that makes the theory weaker, less testable, less interesting. If we raise the bar so high that there are no democracies or only one, we make the theory vacuous: there can be no disconfirming evidence, but for that very reason there also can be no confirming evidence. In examining the examples above, we do not insist on setting the bar of democracy high or low: we accept any setting that helps the democratic pacifist make his case for an interesting theory. We do insist on not tilting the bar¯¯on not imposing tougher standards of democracy on some states than others. We also insist on counting the United States as a democracy, now and in times past, if any state counts: at some times maybe even the United States did not count, but then no state counted. We are not chauvinists, but the United States has long been so powerful (latently at least) and so staunch in its advocacy of democracy that a "democratic peace" that excluded the United States would not amount to much. Question 2. Is democratic pacifism to be read as an exceptionless law or a mere tendency? To be generous we shall read it as a tendency: owing to their shared form of government, democracies fight each other proportionately less than states in general do. That allows exceptions but opens a problem of measurement. One cannot measure fighting between states by counting wars between them. If democracy-democracy wars were numerous but unusually low in magnitude¯¯in duration, casualties, expenditures, and damage to property¯¯there would indeed be proportionately less fighting between democracies than between states in general, but to show that one would have to go beyond counting wars and weight them by magnitude. Besides, a mere counting of wars would be highly sensitive to how one divides belligerent activity into distinct wars, and the conventional ways of doing that are somewhat arbitrary. Obviously what matters is how much fighting has taken place between two states, not how finely politicians or journalists have, in the heat of the moment, divided that fighting by christening parts of it with episodic names containing the morpheme "war." Yes, it is often easy to see causal connections between episodes of a single war, conventionally so called. But likewise between whole wars. Witness King George's War, the Seven Years' War, and the American Revolution, also the French Revolutionary and Napoleonic wars (jointly plural, severally anonymous), the Texas Independence and Mexican wars, the two Balkan wars, the Franco-Prussian and First World wars, and especially World Wars I and II.
=====APPEASEMENT DISAD=====

*****Appeasement EXPLANATION & SHELL*****
Appeasement Explanation Page

Appeasement is the theory that when a leader gives in to the demands of the people, the people will respond by thinking, “hey, that leader sure is weak, look how she gave us all this stuff.”  As a result, they will ask for even more stuff from her.  The dictionary defines it as – “satisfaction of an aggressor by granting of concessions.”  Satisfaction meaning, doing what they want.  An Aggressor being anyone that is being aggressive, or hostile.  And, “granting of concessions” means to give people what they want.  

In other words, there are a lot of countries in the world that really hate the United States, for a whole bunch of different and random reasons.  They all want the US to decrease the number of troops we have deployed abroad and quit messing with them.  The plan does exactly what our enemies want, it decreases the number of troops we have out there.  The disad is based around this concept.

The Appeasement disad is likely to be, in some form, one of the most popular disads on this topic.  

UNIQUENESS – right now Obama is keeping our troop levels high.  He is seen internationally as credible.  When countries think about the President they respect him and still recognize that he has the will and the power to really rough them up if they need to.  The best way to think about it is that Obama is a really muscular nice guy who is also a trained MMA fighter.

LINK – decreasing troops sends the signal that we are weak.  Our enemies will see us backing out of a country and take it as a sign that what they are doing is working.  North Korea, for example, would respond to us removing troops from South Korea as a sign that all of their recent misbehavior [trying to get nuclear weapons, building up missiles, and moving their troops towards South Korea] is working.  Other countries will also see that behavior and think Obama is showing a sign of weakness.  Think of it as Obama is no longer seen as muscular, instead he shows people that he’s actually weaker than they thought he was.

IMPACT – every enemy country in the world would act up.  Which means global wars would happen.  Iran would start to act even more aggressive.  Russia would invade Georgia [not the state the foreign country].  North Korea would get more missiles.  The Palestinians would take steps to agitate the Israelis.  In short, the world would become a much much nastier place.  The impact to this disad is interesting because it is really just that the world itself would become less peaceful.  If you are looking for a very specific war, the evidence on the page entitled “wars around the globe” talk about several places where very big and scary wars would break out.
The affirmative answers to appeasement should focus on the following:
A.  we are already decreasing the number of troops we have in places like Afghanistan and Iraq

B.  the number of troops that the aff decreases aren’t that many.  In fact, compared to the total number we have in the world there are actually a lot more still out there.

C.  The theory of appeasement is wrong.  Countries would see the decrease in troops as a sign that the U.S. is willing to work with them – not as a sign that they should take advantage of the weakness.  This answer is the reason it is important you understand the theory of appeasement itself.  

Appeasement 1nc Shell

A.  UNIQUENESS – Obama is a strong commander in chief – he is keeping troop levels steady

Guardiano 10 - Writer and analyst who focuses on political, military, and public-policy issues. [John R. Guardiano “Obama's Defense Budget,” The American Spectator, 2.4.10 @ 6:07AM, pg. http://spectator.org/archives/2010/02/04/obamas-defense-budget]

Historical perspective and contextual understanding also are required. Obama, remember, inherited two wars, an omnipresent terror threat, and the greatest military in the history of the world. So it is not surprising that as president, and as commander-in-chief, he hasn't simply and recklessly dismantled and disarmed the U.S. military. 

Yet, that seems to be the ridiculous and ahistorical standard against which the media judge the president. And, of course, given this standard (or grading curve), the president looks like a stellar performer and a strong commander-in-chief. 
Give Obama credit for not being reckless; he is not. If he were reckless, then he would have foolishly and precipitously withdrawn troops from Iraq and Afghanistan. Obama, however, has not done that; in fact, quite the opposite: He has sent tens upon thousands of more troops to Afghanistan and is adhering, essentially, to the Bush administration's deliberative, conditions-based plan for troop withdrawals from Iraq. 

The president recognizes that a sudden and precipitous withdrawal from Iraq and Afghanistan would be an unmitigated national security disaster for the United States. 
B.  LINK – decreasing troops sends a signal that Obama is weak.  Our enemies will respond

Morris 09 - Former political adviser to Sen. Trent Lott (R-Miss.) and President Bill Clinton [Dick Morris, “Obama's Weakness Issue,” RealClearPolitics, June 24, 2009, pg. http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2009/06/24/obamas_weakness_issue_97145.html] 
If foreign policy issues actually involve war and the commitment of troops, they can be politically potent. But otherwise, the impact of international affairs on presidential image is largely metaphoric. Since foreign policy is the only area in which the president can govern virtually alone, it provides a window on his personality and use of power that domestic policy cannot.
When President Clinton, for example, dithered as Bosnia burned, he acquired a reputation for weakness that dragged down his ratings. It was only after he moved decisively to bomb and then disarm the Serbs that he shed his image of weakness. It took President H.W. Bush's invasion of Iraq to set to rest concerns that he was a "wimp." Jimmy Carter never recovered from the lasting damage to his reputation that his inability to stand up to Iran during the hostage crisis precipitated.

So now, as North Korea defies international sanctions and sends arms to Myanmar and Iran slaughters its citizens in the streets, President Obama looks helpless and hapless. He comes across as not having a clue how to handle the crises.

And, as North Korea prepares to launch a missile on a Hail Mary pass aimed at Hawaii, the Democrats slash 19 missile interceptors from the Defense Department budget.

The transparent appeasement of Iran's government -- and its obvious lack of reciprocation -- make Obama look ridiculous. Long after the mullahs have suppressed what limited democracy they once allowed, Obama's image problems will persist.

While Americans generally applaud Obama's outreach to the Muslims of the world and think highly of his Cairo speech, they are very dissatisfied with his inadequate efforts to stop Iran from developing -- and North Korea from using -- nuclear weapons. Clearly, his policies toward these two nations are a weak spot in his reputation.

His failure to stand up to either aggressor is of a piece with his virtual surrender in the war on terror. Documented in our new book, "Catastrophe," we show how he has disarmed the United States and simply elected to stop battling against terrorists, freeing them from Guantanamo as he empowers them with every manner of constitutional protection.

Obviously, the Iranian democracy demonstrators will not fare any better than their Chinese brethren did in Tiananmen Square. But the damage their brutal suppression will do to the Iranian government is going to be huge. The ayatollahs of Tehran have always sold themselves to the world's Islamic faithful as the ultimate theocracy, marrying traditional Muslim values with the needs of modern governance. But now, in the wake of the bloodshed, they are revealed as nothing more than military dictators. All the romance is gone, just as it faded in the wake of the tanks in Budapest and Prague. All that remains is power.

China, of course, fared better after Tiananmen because of its economic miracle. But Iran has no such future on its horizon. The loss of prestige in the Arab world and the end of the pretense of government with popular support will cost Iran dearly.

In the meantime, Obama's pathetic performance vis-a-vis Iran and North Korea cannot but send a message to all of America's enemies that the president of the United States does not believe in using power. That he is a wimp and they can get away with whatever they want. A dangerous reputation, indeed.

C.  IMPACT – Global wars will erupt.  Just one act will open the floodgates
Hanson 09 – Senior Fellow in Residence in Classics and Military History @ Hoover Institution, Stanford University [Dr. Victor Davis Hanson, “Change, Weakness, Disaster, Obama: Answers from Victor Davis Hanson,” Interview with the Oregon Patriots, Resistnet.com, December 7, 2009 at 3:52pm, pg. http://www.resistnet.com/group/oregon/forum/topics/change-weakness-disaster-obama/showLastReply.]

BC: Are we currently sending a message of weakness to our foes and allies? Can anything good result from President Obama’s marked submissiveness before the world?
Dr. Hanson: Obama is one bow and one apology away from a circus. The world can understand a kowtow gaffe to some Saudi royals, but not as part of a deliberate pattern. Ditto the mea culpas. Much of diplomacy rests on public perceptions, however trivial. We are now in a great waiting game, as regional hegemons, wishing to redraw the existing landscape — whether China, Venezuela, Iran, North Korea, Pakistan, Syria, etc. — are just waiting to see who’s going to be the first to try Obama — and whether Obama really will be as tenuous as they expect. If he slips once, it will be 1979 redux, when we saw the rise of radical Islam, the Iranian hostage mess, the communist inroads in Central America, the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, etc.
BC: With what country then — Venezuela, Russia, Iran, etc. — do you believe his global repositioning will cause the most damage?
Dr. Hanson: I think all three. I would expect, in the next three years, Iran to get the bomb and begin to threaten ever so insidiously its Gulf neighborhood; Venezuela will probably cook up some scheme to do a punitive border raid into Colombia to apprise South America that U.S. friendship and values are liabilities; and Russia will continue its energy bullying of Eastern Europe, while insidiously pressuring autonomous former republics to get back in line with some sort of new Russian autocratic commonwealth. There’s an outside shot that North Korea might do something really stupid near the 38th parallel and China will ratchet up the pressure on Taiwan. India’s borders with both Pakistan and China will heat up. I think we got off the back of the tiger and now no one quite knows whom it will bite or when. 

******APPEASEMENT UNIQUENESS*****

Appeasement – Uniq – Troop Levels will remain steady
Congress will prevent base drawdowns now.  They are off-limits 

Dayen 10 [David Dayen, “Defense Spending Cuts Face Likely Congressional Override,” Monday May 17, 2010 9:18 am, http://news.firedoglake.com/2010/05/17/defense-spending-cuts-face-likely-congressional-override/]

The lesson of Congress in the modern age is that it’s much harder to eliminate a program than it is to enact one. Every program has a champion somewhere on Capitol Hill, and it probably only needs one to be saved – but 218 and 60 to be put into motion.
A case in point: our bloated military budget. The Obama Administration has generally tried to cancel out unnecessary defense programs, with meager success in the last budget year. Congress will probably assert themselves in an election year, however.

Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates has vowed to impose fiscal austerity at the Pentagon, but his biggest challenge may be persuading Congress to go along.

Lawmakers from both parties are poised to override Gates and fund the C-17 cargo plane and an alternative engine for the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter — two weapons systems the defense secretary has been trying to cut from next year’s budget. They have also made clear they will ignore Gates’s pleas to hold the line on military pay raises and health-care costs, arguing that now is no time to skimp on pay and benefits for troops who have been fighting two drawn-out wars.

The competing agendas could lead to a major clash between Congress and the Obama administration this summer. Gates has repeatedly said he will urge President Obama to veto any defense spending bills that include money for the F-35’s extra engine or the C-17, both of which he tried unsuccessfully to eliminate last year.

Last year, after a similarly protracted struggle, Gates succeeded in getting Congress to end funding for the F-22, a plane which tended to malfunction in the rain. Seriously. But Congress did not move on the F-35 engine or the C-17, and they seem similarly positioned this year. Ike Skelton and Carl Levin support the F-35 engine, for example, and included it in their appropriation requests out of the House and Senate Armed Services Committees, which they separately chair.

I fully recognize that the off-limits discussion about military spending concerns the bases in over 100 countries and continued adventures abroad in places where “victory” means almost nothing. But it is a symptom of the same problem – the persistent inertia that aids the military-industrial complex to keep the war machine moving. And so we get new engines to planes that don’t need new engines.

No withdrawal from Japan will happen

Schlesinger & Spiegel 10 [JACOB M. SCHLESINGER in Tokyo and PETER SPIEGEL, “Future of U.S. Bases Bolstered in Japan,” Wall Street Journal, MAY 23, 2010, pg. http://tiny.cc/oqejb] 

Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama gave up on a bedrock campaign pledge and accepted a longstanding U.S. proposal for positioning American troops in Japan, backing down from a battle with Washington as the two nations grapple with North Korea's aggression and China's rising power in the region.

The move hands the Obama administration an important foreign-policy victory, allowing Washington to avoid what, for a time, appeared to be an unwelcome need to rearrange its regional defense strategy in North Asia while fighting two wars and navigating other tense diplomatic and economic tussles around the world.

Appeasement – Uniq – Now is key

Now is a key time. Other countries are watching – a decrease now will influence the globe   

Kissinger 09 - Former National Security Adviser (69-75) and Former US Secretary of State (73-77). [Henry Kissinger, “The world must forge a new order or retreat to chaos,” The Independent, Tuesday, 20 January 2009 pg. http://www.independent.co.uk/opinion/commentators/henry-kissinger-the-world-must-forge-a-new-order-or-retreat-to-chaos-1451416.html]  

Not since the inauguration of president John F Kennedy half a century ago has a new administration come into office with such a reservoir of expectations. It is unprecedented that all the principal actors on the world stage are avowing their desire to undertake the transformations imposed on them by the world crisis in collaboration with the United States. 
The extraordinary impact of the President-elect on the imagination of humanity is an important element in shaping a new world order. But it defines an opportunity, not a policy. The ultimate challenge is to shape the common concern of most countries and all major ones regarding the economic crisis, together with a common fear of jihadist terrorism, into a strategy reinforced by the realisation that the new issues like proliferation, energy and climate change permit no national or regional solution. 

The new administration could make no worse mistake than to rest on its initial popularity. The role of China in a new world order is crucial. A relationship that started on both sides as essentially a strategic design to constrain a common adversary has evolved over the decades into a pillar of the international system. China made possible the American consumption splurge by buying American debt; America helped the modernisation of the Chinese economy by opening its markets to Chinese goods. 

Each side of the Pacific needs the cooperation of the other in addressing the consequences of the financial crisis. Now that the global financial collapse has devastated Chinese export markets, China is emphasising infrastructure development and domestic consumption. It will not be easy to shift gears rapidly, and the Chinese growth rate may fall temporarily below the 7.5 per cent that Chinese experts define as the line that challenges political stability. 

What kind of global economic order arises will depend importantly on how China and America deal with each other over the next few years. A frustrated China may take another look at an exclusive regional Asian structure, for which the nucleus already exists in the ASEAN-plus-three concept. At the same time, if protectionism grows in America or if China comes to be seen as a long-term adversary, a self-fulfilling prophecy may blight the prospects of global order. Such a return to mercantilism and 19th-century diplomacy would divide the world into competing regional units with dangerous long-term consequences. 

The Sino-American relationship needs to be taken to a new level. This generation of leaders has the opportunity to shape relations into a design for a common destiny, much as was done with trans-Atlantic relations in the postwar period – except that the challenges now are more political and economic than military.

The complexity of the emerging world requires from America a more historical approach than the insistence that every problem has a final solution expressible in programmes with specific time limits not infrequently geared to our political process. We must learn to operate within the attainable and be prepared to pursue ultimate ends by the accumulation of nuance. An international order can be permanent only if its participants have a share not only in building but also in securing it. In this manner, America and its potential partners have a unique opportunity to transform a moment of crisis into a vision of hope.
*****APPEASEMENT LINK****

Appeasement – Link – Troop Decrease send a signal of Weakness

Forward deployment is a key signal of US readiness to act 

Thomason 02 - Senior Analyst in the Strategy, Forces and Resources Division @ Institute for Defense Analyses [James S. Thomason (Ph.D. in International Relations @ Northwestern University (78)), “Transforming US Overseas Military Presence:

Evidence and Options for DoD Volume I: Main Report,” Institute for Defense Analyses, IDA Paper P-3707, July 2002]

Richard Haass - Also writing in the mid-1990s, Richard Haass, then of the Brookings Institution, alluded explicitly to what he viewed as the use of US forces deployed and stationed forward in a deterrent role and, implicitly at least, to their value in that role [Haass, 1999]. Force is used every day [by the US] for deterrence; examples include maintaining strategic nuclear forces on some kind of alert, stationing large numbers of forces in Europe and Korea, and the US Navy sailing the high seas to signal US interests and a readiness to act on their behalf. [p. 20] Haass, like Dismukes, alluded to the importance of appropriate signaling behavior in successful deterrence:

The movement and use of military forces is obviously a critical component of a deterrent strategy. Forces can be positioned, deployed, and/or exercised to signal the existence of interests and the readiness to respond militarily if those interests are either threatened or attacked….Deterrence can be the purpose behind long-term deployments, such as the US military presence on the Korean Peninsula or in Europe since the end of World War II. Such deployments are structural, to remain until the political map or international situation fundamentally changes….Deterrence can also take the form of a response to a specific or tactical situation that emerges suddenly—say the perceived threat to shipping in the Persian Gulf in the late 1980’s when the United States decided to reflag Kuwaiti vessels, or the stationing of US and coalition forces in Saudi Arabia under Desert Shield to deter Iraqi aggression against Saudi Arabia following the invasion of Kuwait. [pp. 50–51]. Pg. II-5

Allies and adversaries measure US commitment by its forward deployment strategy  

Thomason 02 - Senior Analyst in the Strategy, Forces and Resources Division @ Institute for Defense Analyses [James S. Thomason (Ph.D. in International Relations @ Northwestern University (78)), “Transforming US Overseas Military Presence:

Evidence and Options for DoD Volume I: Main Report,” Institute for Defense Analyses, IDA Paper P-3707, July 2002]

There is a widespread habit of equating the degree of US commitment to the security of any overseas region to the number of military personnel the US maintains in that theater in peacetime. The US has worked in recent years to convince the parties concerned that a better measure is the United States’ demonstrated willingness and capabilities to conduct the type of military operations important to success in each theater, while keeping enough force and support in theater to demonstrate such willingness and to facilitate the capability. Pg. ix9  
Force deployment is the key determinant of international perceptions of Obama 

SSQ 09 [Editorial, “Obama’s “Eisenhower Moment” American Strategic Choices and the Transatlantic Defense Relationship,” Strategic Studies Quarterly, Winter 2009]

Instilling confidence among Americans in his party’s foreign policy competence and credibility requires that Obama articulate and implement diplomatic, military, and economic strategies, the ends of which attract broad-based support both at home and abroad, and the ways and means of which reflect the realities of a global economic crisis more profound than any since the 19 0s. But 20 years after the end of the Cold War, defining a framework for Euro-Atlantic cooperation and implementing tasks to accomplish common purposes will be even more difficult than for leaders of the Atlantic alliance in the 1950s. The greatest difficulties, both conceptually and practically, will arise over strategies projecting, and possibly using, military force. Despite the departure of the Bush administration, it remains unclear whether there is a consensus within Europe on the desirability of cooperating with the United States on such strategies.  Pg. 3 

Withdrawal undermines our military and emboldens adversaries 

Mauro 07 – geopolitical analyst, specializes in tracking and assessing terrorist threats. [Ryan Mauro “The Consequences of Withdrawal from Iraq,” Global Politician, 5/7/2007, pg. http://www.globalpolitician.com/22760-foreign-iraq]

Military Consequences 
Senator John McCain, a former POW in Vietnam, said it best this week when he stated that “the only thing worse than a stressed military, is a broken and defeated military.” Withdrawal would mean the complete collapse of morale in the military and a reluctance to support a responsible military budget. Failing to support and fund our military leaves our troops without the armor they need and our political leaders without the option of force in dealing with foreign enemies.


Appeasement – Internal Link – Weakness Emboldens our Enemies

Lack of credibility will make the U.S. a helpless giant 

Posner & Vermeule 07 - Professor of Law @ University of Chicago & Professor of Law @ Harvard Law School [Eric A. Posner & Adrian Vermeule “ARTICLE: The Credible Executive,” University of Chicago Law Review, Summer, 2007, 74 U. Chi. L. Rev. 865

For presidents, credibility is power. With credibility, the formal rules of the separation of powers system can be bargained around or even defied, as Lincoln and FDR demonstrated. Without credibility, a nominally all-powerful president is a helpless giant. Even if legal and institutional constraints are loose and give the president broad powers, those powers cannot effectively be exercised if the public believes that the president lies or has nefarious motives.

But presidential credibility can benefit all relevant actors, not just presidents. The decline of congressional and judicial oversight has not merely increased the power of ill-motivated executives, the typical worry of civil libertarians. It also threatens to diminish the power of well-motivated presidents, with indirect harms to the public. Such presidents would, if credibly identified, receive even broader legal delegations and greater informal trust -- from legislators, judges, and the public -- than presidents as a class actually have. Absent other credibility-generating mechanisms, such as effective congressional oversight, presidents must bootstrap themselves into credibility through the use of signaling mechanisms. In this Article, we suggest a range of such mechanisms, and suggest that under the conditions we have tried to identify, those mechanisms can make all concerned better off.

Weakness leads to belligerence from our adversaries 

Bolton 09 - Senior fellow at the American Enterprise Institute [John R. Bolton (Former U.S. ambassador to the United Nations) “The danger of Obama's dithering,” Los Angeles Times, October 18, 2009, pg. http://articles.latimes.com/2009/oct/18/opinion/oe-bolton18]

Weakness in American foreign policy in one region often invites challenges elsewhere, because our adversaries carefully follow diminished American resolve. Similarly, presidential indecisiveness, whether because of uncertainty or internal political struggles, signals that the United States may not respond to international challenges in clear and coherent ways.

Taken together, weakness and indecisiveness have proved historically to be a toxic combination for America's global interests. That is exactly the combination we now see under President Obama. If anything, his receiving the Nobel Peace Prize only underlines the problem. All of Obama's campaign and inaugural talk about "extending an open hand" and "engagement," especially the multilateral variety, isn't exactly unfolding according to plan. Entirely predictably, we see more clearly every day that diplomacy is not a policy but only a technique. Absent presidential leadership, which at a minimum means clear policy direction and persistence in the face of criticism and adversity, engagement simply embodies weakness and indecision.

Obama is no Harry Truman. At best, he is reprising Jimmy Carter. At worst, the real precedent may be Ethelred the Unready, the turn-of the-first-millennium Anglo-Saxon king whose reputation for indecisiveness and his unsuccessful paying of Danegeld -- literally, "Danish tax" -- to buy off Viking raiders made him history's paradigmatic weak leader.
Beyond the disquiet (or outrage for some) prompted by the president's propensity to apologize for his country's pre-Obama history, Americans increasingly sense that his administration is drifting from one foreign policy mistake to another. Worse, the current is growing swifter, and the threats more pronounced, even as the administration tries to turn its face away from the world and toward its domestic priorities. Foreign observers, friend and foe alike, sense the same aimlessness and drift. French President Nicolas Sarkozy had to remind Obama at a Sept. 24 U.N. Security Council meeting that "we live in the real world, not a virtual 

one."

*****APPEASEMENT IMPACT****

Appeasement – Wars Around the globe

There are multiple scenarios for wars happening around the globe

Peters 08 – Former Foreign Area Officer, in the  Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Intelligence. [Ralph Peters (Retired United States Army Lieutenant Colonel. Currently is a reporter who fouses on politics in troubled countries), “AMERICA THE WEAK: US RISKS TURMOIL UNDER PREZ O,” Last Updated: 4:51 AM, New York Post, October 20, 2008, pg. http://www.nypost.com/p/news/opinion/opedcolumnists/item_GS5vnNwCO6UjfBPf3uobyM.]

IF Sen. Barack Obama is elected president, our republic will survive, but our international strategy and some of our allies may not. His first year in office would conjure globe-spanning challenges as our enemies piled on to exploit his weakness. 

Add in Sen. Joe Biden - with his track record of calling every major foreign-policy crisis wrong for 35 years - as vice president and de facto secretary of State, and we'd face a formula for strategic disaster. 

Where would the avalanche of confrontations come from? 

* Al Qaeda. Pandering to his extreme base, Obama has projected an image of being soft on terror. Toss in his promise to abandon Iraq, and you can be sure that al Qaeda will pull out all the stops to kill as many Americans as possible - in Iraq, Afghanistan and, if they can, here at home - hoping that America will throw away the victories our troops bought with their blood. 

* Pakistan. As this nuclear-armed country of 170 million anti-American Muslims grows more fragile by the day, the save-the-Taliban elements in the Pakistani intelligence services and body politic will avoid taking serious action against "their" terrorists (while theatrically annoying Taliban elements they can't control). The Pakistanis think Obama would lose Afghanistan - and they believe they can reap the subsequent whirlwind. 

* Iran. Got nukes? If the Iranians are as far along with their nuclear program as some reports insist, expect a mushroom cloud above an Iranian test range next year. Even without nukes, President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad would try the new administration's temper in Iraq, Afghanistan and the Persian Gulf. 

* Israel. In the Middle East, Obama's election would be read as the end of staunch US support for Israel. Backed by Syria and Iran, Hezbollah would provoke another, far-bloodier war with Israel. Lebanon would disintegrate. 

* Saudi Arabia. Post-9/11 attention to poisonous Saudi proselytizing forced the kingdom to be more discreet in fomenting terrorism and religious hatred abroad. Convinced that Obama will be more "tolerant" toward militant Islam, the Saudis would redouble their funding of bigotry and butchery-for-Allah - in the US, too. 

* Russia. Got Ukraine? Not for long, slabiye Amerikantsi. Russia's new czar, Vladimir Putin, intends to gobble Ukraine next year, assured that NATO will be divided and the US can be derided. Aided by the treasonous Kiev politico Yulia Timoshenko - a patriot when it suited her ambition, but now a Russian collaborator - the Kremlin is set to reclaim the most important state it still regards as its property. Overall, 2009 may see the starkest repression of freedom since Stalin seized Eastern Europe. 

* Georgia. Our Georgian allies should dust off their Russian dictionaries. 

* Venezuela. Hugo Chavez will intensify the rape of his country's hemorrhaging democracy and, despite any drop in oil revenue, he'll do all he can to export his megalomaniacal version of gun-barrel socialism. He'll seek a hug-for-the-cameras meet with President Obama as early as possible. 

* Bolivia. Chavez client President Evo Morales could order his military to seize control of his country's dissident eastern provinces, whose citizens resist his repression, extortion and semi-literate Leninism. President Obama would do nothing as yet another democracy toppled and bled. 

* North Korea. North Korea will expect a much more generous deal from the West for annulling its pursuit of nuclear weapons. And it will regard an Obama administration as a green light to cheat. 

* NATO. The brave young democracies of Central and Eastern Europe will be gravely discouraged, while the appeasers in Western Europe will again have the upper hand. Putin will be allowed to do what he wants. 

Specifically, Israel would start a global nuclear war

Morgan 09 - Professor of Current Affairs @ Hankuk University of Foreign Studies, South Korea (Dennis Ray Morgan, “World on fire: two scenarios of the destruction of human civilization and possible extinction of the human race”, Futures, Volume 41, Issue 10, December 2009, Pages 683-693, ScienceDirect)

In a remarkable website on nuclear war, Carol Moore asks the question ‘‘Is Nuclear War Inevitable??’’ [10].4 In Section 1, Moore points out what most terrorists obviously already know about the nuclear tensions between powerful countries. No doubt, they’ve figured out that the best way to escalate these tensions into nuclear war is to set off a nuclear exchange. As Moore points out, all that militant terrorists would have to do is get their hands on one small nuclear bomb and explode it on either Moscow or Israel. Because of the Russian ‘‘dead hand’’ system, ‘‘where regional nuclear commanders would be given full powers should Moscow be destroyed,’’ it is likely that any attack would be blamed on the United States’’ [10]. Israeli leaders and Zionist supporters have, likewise, stated for years that if Israel were to suffer a nuclear attack, whether from terrorists or a nation state, it would retaliate with the suicidal ‘‘Samson option’’ against all major Muslim cities in the Middle East. Furthermore, the Israeli Samson option would also include attacks on Russia and even ‘‘anti-Semitic’’ European cities [10]. In that case, of course, Russia would retaliate, and the U.S. would then retaliate against Russia. China would probably be involved as well, as thousands, if not tens of thousands, of nuclear warheads, many of them much more powerful than those used at Hiroshima and Nagasaki, would rain upon most of the major cities in the Northern Hemisphere. Afterwards, for years to come, massive radioactive clouds would drift throughout the Earth in the nuclear fallout, bringing death or else radiation disease that would be genetically transmitted to future generations in a nuclear winter that could last as long as a 100 years, taking a savage toll upon the environment and fragile ecosphere as well.
Appeasement – the impact outweighs the aff

Forward presence is key to prevent crisis escalation.  Conflicts are much worse without it.  Our Disad impact means that every war will be worse 

Johnson & Krulak 09 - Chief of Naval Operations & Commandant of the Marine Corps [Admiral Jay L. Johnson, & General Charles C. Krulak,  “Forward presence essential to American interests,” United States Navy, Reviewed: 17 August 2009, pg. http://www.navy.mil/navydata/navy_legacy_hr.asp?id=274] 
Also this morning, United States Navy amphibious assault ships carrying 4,400 combat-ready American Marines are forward deployed in the waters of the Mediterranean Sea and the Persian Gulf. And at sea in the 

Mediterranean and in the Persian Gulf are aircraft carrier battle groups with 16,000 Sailors and two air wings of combat ready aircraft. And finally, in the Far East, the United States has permanently deployed a third aircraft carrier battle group and a third amphibious ready group. The vigilant "forward presence" of these forces is vital, but not always as visible to Americans as it is to the rest of the world. Their routine daily efforts don't always make the headlines, but they are vitally important to world peace and stability.

Some argue that the forward presence these forces represent is no longer necessary. They argue that forces reacting from the United States are enough to maintain international stability. They further maintain that "brushfires," or outbreaks of regional instability, are insignificant, or incidental at best. And they argue that America can no longer afford the forward presence of these forces on what amounts to a near continuous basis.

We would argue just the opposite. Forward deployed U.S. forces, primarily naval expeditionary forces — the Navy-Marine Corps team — are vital to regional stability and to keeping these crises from escalating into full-scale wars. To those who argue that the United States can't afford to have this degree of vigilance anymore, we say: The United States can't afford not to.

These brushfires, whether the result of long-standing ethnic tensions or resurgent nationalism in the wake of the Cold War will only continue. The Cold War was an anomaly.

Never again will we live in a bipolar world whose nuclear shadow suppressed nationalism and ethnic tensions. We have, in some respects, reverted back to the world our ancestors knew: A world in disorder. Somalia, Bosnia, Liberia, Haiti, Rwanda, Iraq and the Taiwan Straits are merely examples of the types of continuing crises we now face. Some might call this period an age of chaos.

The United States and the world cannot afford to allow any crisis to escalate into threats to the United States', and the world's, vital interests. And while the skies are not dark with smoke from these brushfires, today's world demands a new approach. The concepts of choice must be selective and committed engagement, unencumbered global operations and prompt crisis resolution. There is no better way to maintain and enforce these concepts than with the forward presence of the U.S. Navy-Marine Corps team.

There are four basic tenets to international security in today's world; prevention, deterrence, crisis resolution and war termination. The underlying assumption of these tenets is that the U.S. and its allies should not be forced into winning a war in an overwhelming (and expensive) fashion. Instead, it is much better — and cheaper — to resolve a crisis before it burns out of control.

Prevent: The key to prevention is continuous presence in a region. This lets our friends know we have an interest and lets potential foes know that we're there to check any move. Both effects occur without any direct action taken. Although hard to measure, the psychological impact of naval expeditionary forces is undeniable. This regional presence underwrites political and economic stability.

This is forward presence.

Deter: Presence does not prevent every crisis. Some rogues are going to be tempted to strike no matter what the odds, and will require active measures to be deterred. When crises reach this threshold, there is no substitute for sustained actual presence. Naval expeditionary forces can quickly take on the role of the very visible fist. Friends and potential enemies recognize naval expeditionary forces as capable of defending or destroying. This visible fist, free from diplomatic and territorial constraints, forms the bedrock of regional deterrence. For example, the mere presence of naval expeditionary forces deterred Chinese attempts to derail the democratic process in Taiwan and countered Iraqi saber-rattling toward Jordan. It's hard to quantify the cost savings of deterring a crisis before it requires our intervention. But the savings are real — in dollars, and often in blood and human misery.

This is forward presence.

Resolve: If a crisis can be neither prevented nor deterred, then prompt and decisive crisis resolution is imperative before the crisis threatens vital interests. U.S. Naval expeditionary forces are a transoceanic key that finds and opens — forcibly if necessary — any gateway into a fiery world. This ability is equally expandable and retractable according to the situation. Perhaps most importantly, naval expeditionary forces don't need permission from foreign governments to be on scene and take unilateral action in a crisis. This both unencumbers the force and takes the pressure off allies to host any outside forces.

Over the past two years, for example, U.S. naval expeditionary forces simultaneously and unilaterally deployed to Liberia and to the Central African Republic (1,500 miles inland) to protect U.S. and international citizens. They also launched measured retaliatory Tomahawk strikes to constrain unacceptable Iraqi behavior, and conducted naval air and Tomahawk strikes which brought the warring parties in Bosnia to the negotiating table.

This is forward presence.

Terminate: Each of the above tenets is worthy of the United States paying an annual peace insurance premium. Otherwise we, and our allies, risk paying the emotional, physical and financial costs of a full-blown conflagration that began as just another brushfire. If there is a war, naval expeditionary forces will be first to fight. They are inherently capable of enabling the follow-on forces from the United States for as long as it takes. And they will remain on-scene to enforce the settlement that ends the conflict.

This is forward presence.

The Iraqis, Central Africas, Somalias and Bosnias inevitably destabilize and erode world order and respect for the rule of law. Indeed, a failure to respond to them encourages future — more serious — crises.

The United States must foster stability around the world, today and tomorrow. The peace insurance premium is a small price and is the cost of leadership. Who else is capable of this type of forward presence on a global basis? For the United States, maintaining a steady commitment to stability will be a challenge. But maintain it we must, or the price, literally and figuratively, will be much greater down the road. The example of fighting forest fires is precisely applicable. The philosophy is simple: Prevention through living in the environment; deterrence through vigilance; and resolution through quick and selective engagement. Ninety-five percent of all forest fires are contained — the direct result of the watchful presence of the local initial attack crews who attack flashpoints. As for the other five percent, once the window of opportunity for decisive early action is missed, firefighters must be brought in from outside the region, and it is exponentially more expensive. Sometimes there are casualties — casualties that would not have been incurred had the fire been contained before it had the opportunity to flare.

America's Navy-Marine Corps team is underway, ready and on-scene at trouble spots around the world. Forward presence makes it — and will keep it — the right force, tailor-made for these uncertain and sometimes fiery times.
Appeasement – Weakness hurts the U.S.

Perceived weakness will trigger challenges to US dominance around the globe 

Eaglen 09 - Research fellow for National Security Studies @ The Heritage Foundation.  [Mackenzie Eaglen, “How to Dismantle a Military Superpower,” Defense News, Published: 13 September 2009, pg. http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=4275078]

As militaries expand and modernize, the probability of miscalculation grows. Military weakness, real or perceived, encourages enemies to act. Threats to the global system of trade (which rests on the foundation of the U.S.-led security structure) would increase. This delicate system would become more vulnerable to attempts to disrupt access to vital resources. Weakness opens the opportunity for hostile powers to more likely dominate East Asia, Europe or the Persian Gulf. 

The U.S. defense budget will continue to favor people over platforms and immediate needs over long-term readiness. The procurement holiday of the 1990s instituted by the Clinton administration and agreed to by a Republican-led Congress put the United States on course to relinquish its superpower military status. The Bush administration, after Sept. 11, was able to slow the advancement down that path, but couldn't reverse course.
Another procurement holiday championed by President Obama would see the United States move further away from where it needs to be, and perhaps, ultimately, relinquish its position as the world's sole military superpower. ■ 

Doubts about US commitment will force a nuclear arms race throughout Asia 

Mauro 07 – geopolitical analyst, specializes in tracking and assessing terrorist threats. [Ryan Mauro “The Consequences of Withdrawal from Iraq,” Global Politician, 5/7/2007, pg. http://www.globalpolitician.com/22760-foreign-iraq]

China’s rise in power would become inevitable and accelerated, as our Asian allies doubted our commitments, and would decide on appeasement and entering China’s sphere of influence, rather than relying upon America.
The new dynamics in Asia, with allies of America questioning our strength, would result in a nuclear arms race. Japan would have no option but to develop nuclear weapons (although she may do so regardless). Two scenarios would arise: China would dominate the Pacific and America’s status as a superpower would quickly recede, or there would be a region wide nuclear stalemate involving Burma, China, India, Pakistan, North Korea, South Korea, Japan, and possibly Taiwan and Australia.

=====MIDTERMS DISAD=====

*****MIDTERMS EXPLANATION & SHELL*****

Midterms Explanation Page

Congress has a major election coming up in November.  Every single member of the House of Representatives is up for election and 36 of the Senate seats up for election as well.  This is an important part of the democratic process because obviously President Obama can get more things done if there are a bunch of Democrats in congress with him instead of a bunch of Republicans that disagree with his general governing philosophy.  Currently the Senate has 57 Democrats, 2 independents, and 31 Republicans.  The House currently has 256 Democrats, 178 Republicans, and last time I checked one vacant seat.  It takes 217 seats to have a majority in the House.

UNIQUENESS – Right now the Republicans are going to win a bunch of seats in both the House and the Senate.  Historically, the President who is elected loses seats for his party the following November.  So, since Obama is a democrat the democrats stand to lose a number of seats.  The question is really how many will they lose.  The uniqueness for the disad argues that the Democrats will lose a good number but will ultimately be able to keep their majority of more than 217.  The majority is important since they are in the majority they can all just agree on something and pass it even if the Republicans don’t like it.  The Senate will still stay in the majority of the democrats.  Given how few seats are up for election [36] few people think that the Republicans will be able to get a majority in that part of congress.

LINK – Plan is a decrease in our military.  That decreasing the force of our military is what many people would refer to as a “weak national security strategy.”  Obama, as a result of such a policy, would lose some of the critical support he needs in the midterms.  Many of the voters who may still be leaning towards supporting the Democrats may switch their votes – OR just simply not vote anymore – because the Democratic party is seen as jeopardizing America’s national security.  Losing some seats in the House and the Senate means that the Republicans might get the majority as a result of the “weak national security” image Obama would be displaying so close to the election.

IMPACT – If the Democrats lose their majority then there is no chance that the republicans will pass legislation to help combat global warming.  Most Republicans don’t even admit that global warming is a problem.  The U.S., as the largest economy in the world and the most influential country, needs to act on warming so that other countries start to act as well.  Warming could be really really bad for the planet as it would possibly make it impossible for humans to survive if it got hot enough that it started messing up our ability to grow food, the oceans began to rise, or countries began to fight over decreasing global resources. 

The affirmative will respond by contesting each of the parts of the disad – 

A.  NON UNIQUE – some people say the Republicans are going to win a majority of the House right now.

B.  LINK ANSWERS – many voters like a decrease in troop levels, other simply don’t care about them.

C.  NO IMPACT – global warming won’t be that bad.  AND, a bill passing through congress won’t do much to convince people that warming needs to be stopped.

Finally, if you are interested in trying to learn how to research your own debate evidence, this is probably the easiest place to start.  You can search for any of the following:

A.  Newer evidence for Uniqueness.  Looking for articles that say Democrats will keep the majority, won’t keep the majority, etc.

B.  Cards for the link.  As you hear about specific affs – look for cards that talk about whether each of those affs is popular or not.  For example, there are many Asian-American voters in the United States, how do you think their votes may change if we pulled our troops out of Japan or South Korea?  Could those votes make a difference in the congressional election.

C.  New Impact Scenarios.  What other reasons would a Republican majority be bad?

Midterms 1nc Shell
A.  UNIQUENESS – Democrats will keep their majorities in congress now – all the best analysis proves.  

WITT  5 – 10 – 10   JD., Prof of Government and Politics.  The Examiner’s “Political Buzz” Columnist and Election Monitor

Ryan Witt (5/10/10, " Taking back the House, an analysis of the Republicans' chances in the 2010 ... ", http://www.examiner.com/x-5738-Political-Buzz-Examiner%7Ey2010m5d10-Taking-back-the-House-an-analysis-of-the-Republicans-chances-in-the-2010-midterm-elections)

There is still a ton of time between now and election day.  Still, that has not kept the experts from making their best guesses of what will happen in six months.  Here is what the best of the best say about Republicans' chances to take back the House:

-  Nate Silver of FiveThirtyEight.com has now come out yet with his predictor for the House.  He has written an excellent article comparing 1994 with 2010.  In 94 the Republicans were able to take the House from the Democrats by gaining 54 seats.  If the Republicans can repeat that performance they will easily be able to take back the House.  Silver's article describes the various similarities and differences between 1994 and 2010.  He concludes that a repeat performance is possible, but hedges on whether it will actually happen.

-  Real Clear Politics has 22 seats being gained for Republicans under their "Likely Republican&quot; or "Lean Republican&quot; ratings.  However, they also have Democrats stealing two districts from Republicans.  That gives Democrats a net gain of 20 seats.  There are then 35 seats rated as toss up elections and 34 of those seats are held by Democrats. If one does the math, you see that Republicans need to win 20 of those 34 toss ups in order to take back the House.

-  The New York Times has a much better outlook for Democrats.  They have 164 seats being rated as "Solid Democrat&quot; with 64 seats rated "Leaning Democrat."  Those numbers would give Democrats a total of 228 which is enough to keep their majority.  The paper has 30 seats rated as toss up with with 177 rated either "Solid Republican&quot; or "Leaning Republican."

-  CQ Politics has 172 seats rated as "Safe Democrat”; with 35 seats rated as "Likely Democrat."  Those numbers alone give Democrats 217 seats, just one short of what they need for a majority.  CQ then has 24 seats rated as "Lean Democrat."  On the Republican side, the breakdown is 157 "Safe", 12 "Likely", and 9 "Lean."

-  Intrade currently gives Republicans a 46% chance of taking back the House.  InTrade operates by individual trades.  People buy credits and then can use the credit to bet on a given scenario.  The reliability of InTrade as a predictor is constantly debated.

I apologize, but I do not have the time to post the polls for every single House race.  If you are interested in any particular race you can check them using the resources above.  Right now polling is available for some of the closer districts.  As the election nears I will post some polls on the key races that may determine who controls the House.

For now, polls on the overall ballot will have to do.  Here are the latest polls on the 2010 midterms:

- Rasmussen has Republicans leading Democrats on the generic ballot by seven points (44%-37%).  Historically that is a very large margin that should allow Republicans to gain many seats if it holds.  The debate is how accurate the Rasmussen generic ballot actually is.  For a closer look at that issue you can click here.

-  Talking Points Memo has a much better outlook for Democrats.  They have averaged out all the polls and Democrats leading Republicans by a very slight margin (44.3%-44.1%).  Once again the predictive nature of this compilation is debatable as most polls are thought to be too favorable to the Democrats in their results.

-  What is clear is that most Americans do not like the incumbents right now.  According to an ABC poll, six in ten Americans are looking to replace their current Congressman or Congresswoman with someone new.  That is bad news for Democrats since they obviously have the highest number of incumbents running.

There is thought among many analysts that Republicans may have peaked too soon.  Things looked very bad for Democrats just four months ago as health care reform was on life support and Republicans rode a wave of anti-Washington fury.  Since then, Democrats have been able to re-energize some of their own base with the passage of health care reform.  What is worse for Republicans, they now seem more like the "establishment" with their recent opposition to Wall Street reform.  The recent stories about Republicans fundraising money being spent at a bondage style, lesbian strip club also hurt the GOP.  Finally, the last jobs report was a positive for the Democrats and if that trend continues they could benefit from a "stay the course" mantra.  Right now the momentum is definitely with Democrats, thought there is plenty of time for that to change.

Generally the party in power has an easier time raising money and that principle is holding true thus far.  Democrats have out raised Republicans nearly every quarter and are believed to have more cash-on-hand as a party than Republicans.  This will enable Democrats to purchase ads in the closer districts as the election date nears.

As a disclaimer I should mention I only had a 50% success rate at predicting the 2009 elections.  Elections with lower turnouts like midterms and special elections are much harder to predict.  This is especially true when you throw in the wild card of the Tea Party which has a significant influence on many elections.

Having said that, barring a major change of events (i.e. a right-wing terrorist attack or economic boom) Republicans can be assured of gaining some seats in November.  The real question is not whether Republicans gain seats, but how many they are able to obtain. 

Using the projections seen above, the polls, and the recent trends I believe Republicans will gain 25-30 seats in the House.  This is a very significant number, but not enough to gain a majority.  In the end, I believe the Democrats will benefit from more good news on the jobs front over the coming months.  In addition, the Democrats significant financial advantage will start to come into play.  Republicans lack the kind of organization and unifying message they had in 94 elections.  While they may wish for a sequel, at this point I rate it unlikely.
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B.  LINK – Adopting a “weak” foreign policy will hurt Obama and the Democrats 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.

AND – Obama’s approval rating is key to the outcome

CHINNI  11 – 25 – 09    Christian Science Monitor Staff

Dante Chinni, What Obama’s approval ratings could mean for midterm elections, http://patchworknation.csmonitor.com/csmstaff/2009/1125/what-obama%E2%80%99s-approval-ratings-could-mean-for-midterm-elections/

With less than a year until midterm elections, special interest is being paid to President Obama’s approval rating. A few new polls show him below 50 percent for the first time since his inauguration.

As the president’s support goes, so goes the support of his party – or at least that’s what recent history says. Look at the approval ratings of Presidents Bill Clinton and George W. Bush and the congressional results of midterm elections during their tenures.

So what does this mean for Mr. Obama?

For one thing, a president’s approval rating is a slippery thing. It can change in a moment.

C.  IMPACT – The Democrats must keep their majority to pass legislation to combat global warming in 2011

HIGH PLAINS JOURNAL  1 – 29 – 10  

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. 
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The U.S. must act – if congress takes steps the rest of the globe will help us solve global warming

PEGG 08   Staff Writer for the Environmental News Service

 [J.R., “U.S. Lawmakers Urged to Lead Global Warming Battle” The Environmental News Wire February 1 http://www.ens-newswire.com/ens/feb2008/2008-02-01-10.asp]

The head of the United Nations scientific climate panel spoke with U.S. lawmakers Wednesday, encouraging them lead to the world in cooling the overheated planet. "We really don't have a moment to lose," said Rajendra Pachauri, chair of the UN Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, IPCC. The massive reductions in greenhouse gas emissions needed to avoid serious disruptions to Earth's climate system are impossible without U.S. leadership, Dr. Pachauri told members of the House Select Committee on Energy Independence and Global Warming. "It is essential for the U.S. to take action," said Pachauri, who also spoke at a public briefing Wednesday afternoon convened by the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee. The United States is responsible for some 22 percent of current greenhouse gas emissions. Although China recently emerged as the leading emitter, U.S. emissions are four times greater than China's on a per capita basis. Despite broad criticism from across the world, President George W. Bush and his administration have rejected mandatory limits on greenhouse gases. And many U.S. lawmakers remain reluctant to commit their nation to deep cuts without similar obligations from China, India and other developing nations. The IPCC chairman said that view is misplaced. "The rest of the world looks to the U.S. for leadership [but] the perception round the world is that the U.S. has not been very active in this area," Pachauri said, adding that strong action would "undoubtedly reestablish confidence in U.S. leadership on critical global issues."    Pachauri presented the House committee with an overview of the key messages contained in recent reports issued by the IPCC panel, which shared the 2007 Nobel Peace Prize with former U.S. Vice President Al Gore.   The IPCC includes some 2,500 scientists from across the United States and around the world. The panel does no original research but rather assesses the scientific, technical and socio-economic information relevant for the understanding of the risk of human-induced climate change.   A native of India, Dr. Pachauri is an economist and engineer who has served on the Board of Directors of the Indian Oil Corporation Ltd., a Fortune 500 company, and on the Economic Advisory Council to the Prime Minister of India. He has taught at several American universitites, including the Yale School of Forestry and Environmental Studies.   Pachauri told lawmakers that greenhouse gas emissions must peak in 2015 - and drop 25 to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2020 - if the world is to keep global average temperatures from rising above 2.4 degrees Celsius.   Without such restraint, the world faces a variety of potential troubling humanitarian and environmental problems. Pachauri cited concern over rising sea levels, the increased frequency of drought, heat waves and severe storms, as well as threats to agriculture and adverse impacts on the environment.   Committee chair Ed Markey, a Massachusetts Democrat, said the work of the IPCC "highlights our moral obligation to reduce global warming pollution and prepare for those impacts that have become unavoidable."     It is time for U.S. lawmakers to ensure the nation is a "leader, not a laggard" in the fight against global warming, Markey said.   But it is unclear how serious U.S. lawmakers are about tackling global warming - only five of the nine Democrats on the panel attended the hearing and none of the committee's six Republicans were present.  

Global Warming risks extinction of the planet

Tickell, 8-11-2008  , Climate Researcher

(Oliver, The Gaurdian, “On a planet 4C hotter, all we can prepare for is extinction”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/aug/11/climatechange)

We need to get prepared for four degrees of global warming, Bob Watson told the Guardian last week. At first sight this looks like wise counsel from the climate science adviser to Defra. But the idea that we could adapt to a 4C rise is absurd and dangerous. Global warming on this scale would be a catastrophe that would mean, in the immortal words that Chief Seattle probably never spoke, "the end of living and the beginning of survival" for humankind. Or perhaps the beginning of our extinction. The collapse of the polar ice caps would become inevitable, bringing long-term sea level rises of 70-80 metres. All the world's coastal plains would be lost, complete with ports, cities, transport and industrial infrastructure, and much of the world's most productive farmland. The world's geography would be transformed much as it was at the end of the last ice age, when sea levels rose by about 120 metres to create the Channel, the North Sea and Cardigan Bay out of dry land. Weather would become extreme and unpredictable, with more frequent and severe droughts, floods and hurricanes. The Earth's carrying capacity would be hugely reduced. Billions would undoubtedly die. Watson's call was supported by the government's former chief scientific adviser, Sir David King, who warned that "if we get to a four-degree rise it is quite possible that we would begin to see a runaway increase". This is a remarkable understatement. The climate system is already experiencing significant feedbacks, notably the summer melting of the Arctic sea ice. The more the ice melts, the more sunshine is absorbed by the sea, and the more the Arctic warms. And as the Arctic warms, the release of billions of tonnes of methane – a greenhouse gas 70 times stronger than carbon dioxide over 20 years – captured under melting permafrost is already under way. To see how far this process could go, look 55.5m years to the Palaeocene-Eocene Thermal Maximum, when a global temperature increase of 6C coincided with the release of about 5,000 gigatonnes of carbon into the atmosphere, both as CO2 and as methane from bogs and seabed sediments. Lush subtropical forests grew in polar regions, and sea levels rose to 100m higher than today. It appears that an initial warming pulse triggered other warming processes. Many scientists warn that this historical event may be analogous to the present: the warming caused by human emissions could propel us towards a similar hothouse Earth. 

*****MIDTERMS UNIQUENESS****

Midterms – Uniq – Dems will keep majorities now

Democrats will lose seats – but keep majorities in the midterms

JOURNAL OF ACCOUNTANCY  5 – 25 – 10 

(Alexandra Defelice, 5/25/10, " Election Analyst Questions Whether Republicans Can Take House ", http://www.journalofaccountancy.com/Web/20102958.htm)

Republicans may not be able to secure a majority in the House this November despite the potential for a tidal wave election, political analyst Charlie Cook told AICPA Council members Monday at a meeting in San Diego. Cook addressed the Council, providing his view of the political environment in light of the profession's advocacy work.

“I wonder whether despite the gigantic Republican wave… they have the mechanics to ride the wave skillfully and maximize their number,” he said, adding they may only pick up 20 to 30 seats, not the 40 they need for a majority. Moreover, Democratic losses in mid-term elections would not necessarily indicate a loss for President Barack Obama in 2012, Cook said.

Cook, a nationally known election analyst who appears frequently on cable news networks and National Public Radio, said his skepticism about Republican victories this fall stems from last week's special election in Pennsylvania's 12th District, where Democrat Mark Critz upset Republican Tim Burns 53% to 45% in a district where Obama's approval rating is about 38%. That rating is roughly 10 percentage points lower than Obama's national average of 48%, according to a recent Gallup Poll.

“Last week, Republicans got out-hustled, out-planned and out-organized. Democrats simply did a better job than they did,” Cook said. “If there's one race on their plate right in front of them and Republicans don't get that one right, how will they do it with 60 or 70 [races] when trying to get 40 or 50 seats to control the House in November? A few weeks ago, I was sure they'd get the majority back. Now I'm not sure.”

A Republican Senate is in the future as nearly double the number of Democratic seats than Republican are up in 2012 and 2014, Cook said, but 2010 likely won't be the year that happens, he added. Republicans won majority control of the House in 1994 after 40 years of Democratic Party rule. Democrats regained control in 2006.

This year will be a bad one for Democrats, it's just a question of how bad, Cook said. But people should not base Obama's future on what happens in 2010, he cautioned.

GOP will win seats – but won’t get a majority

Larison 4/28/10 (Daniel, The American Conservative, "Still Waiting For the Pushback," http://www.amconmag.com/larison/2010/04/28/still-waiting-for-the-pushback-2/)

If we look more carefully at some of the indicators, there is reason to doubt not only Ruffini’s far-fetched prediction of a gain of 50+ seats, but also the more basic assumption that Republicans will win control of the House. For instance, Ruffini cites the report  that just 49% say that they would re-elect their representative against 40% who say they would vote out the incumbent. This is an interesting measure of how disgusted many people are with Congress, but as an indicator of voting behavior I doubt that it is very meaningful. In the last forty years, re-election rates for House members have dipped to 90% or below just five times, and in all the elections after 1994 re-election rates have not gone below 94%. Thanks partly to the gerrymandering of the last twenty years, fewer incumbents lose than in previous decades, and it is much harder for public discontent to translate into seat gains for the opposition party.

Four years ago, a presidential party in the sixth year of a deeply unpopular President’s administration lost just 30 seats. This year, the presidential party is coming off of two elections in which they won over 50% of the vote, and we are headed into the first midterm election during the administration of a President whose RCP average approval rating is currently 48%. It would be extremely odd for a presidential party to lose more than 30 seats with Presidential approval that high, especially when that average rating has never dipped below 46% since inauguration. Indeed, it has remained remarkably stable over the last five months. In 1993-94, Clinton’s Gallup approval rating dropped into the mid-30s on occasion before recovering to 46% by the time of the election, and Obama’s Gallup approval rating currently stands at 51% and has never dropped below 45%. If that 51% rating were to hold, the average loss for a presidential party with a presidential approval rating of 50-59% is 12 seats. Obviously, economic weakness and political issues specific to this Congress are going to make things worse for the Democrats than that, but it is still something of a reach under these circumstances to project a 30-seat loss, to say nothing of 50 or the absurd 70.

My view is that a 30-seat prediction is at least reasonable, but Republican gains of more than 25 seats still seem unlikely. Depending on how toss-up seats fall, my guess is that Democrats will lose between 18-23 House seats and probably five seats in the Senate. It is difficult to find the actual districts where this 40-seat takeover is going to happen. Yes, things could change, we could continue to have a recovery without any decrease in unemployment, and the majority could foolishly pursue an immigration bill this year that could seriously harm them. It is also possible that enough voters will remember how the Republicans governed when they were in power and recoil from them as the year goes on much as people in Britain have started recoiling from Labour as polling day approaches.

Republican pundits and analysts who have been enthusing over the impending mega-victory they are going to win have already made sure that they will lose the expectations game. Not content with aggressive predictions of winning control of the House, which has already potentially set them up for the appearance of failure, some have been pushing the expectations of Republican gains beyond what any modern American political party can possibly deliver under present circumstances. Between Marco Rubio’s “single greatest pushback in American history” hype, increasingly unrealistic claims about Democratic weakness, and wild predictions of unprecedented postwar midterm gains, anything short of a resounding Republican triumph will be seen as a missed opportunity at best and a disaster at worst.

Something Ruffini does not address in his post is the extent to the which the public continues to blame Bush for both deficit and economic woes. That doesn’t mean that Democrats can rely on anti-Bush sentiment for a third straight election, but it has to weaken the appeal of the GOP when the party’s prominent figures continue to try to rehabilitate and praise Bush and effectively reinforce the identification between the current party and the Bush era. According to the new ABC/Post poll, the GOP itself continues to have very poor favorability ratings, its Congressional leadership loses in match-ups against Obama on most issues, and it continues to trail Democrats on being trusted to handle “the main problems” the country faces. Even in the generic ballot, respondents have been moving back to the Democrats (a three-point GOP lead has turned into a five-point deficit since February in the ABC poll), and the generic ballot average now gives Republicans just a 1-point advantage. Perhaps I am missing something, but this does not seem to have the makings of an unprecedentedly large Republican blowout win. Instead, it looks like things are shaping up for a modest and perhaps even below-average performance for the non-presidential party.

*****MIDTERMS LINK *****

Midterms – Military is Important vote
Military is politically active – key voting block

CORBETT & DAVIDSON   2010   History Prof for Central Texas College at Fort Lewis, US Army War College Grad. & Lieutenant Colonel (retired) - attorney in the fed gov't.
Steve Corbett and Michael J. Davidson, The Role of the Military in Presidential Politics, Parameters, Winter 2009-10

Despite being officially politically neutral, however, military members vote, and these votes are actively courted by political parties. Indeed, votes from Union soldiers and sailors are widely believed to have been decisive in Lincoln’s victory over McClellan in 1864.23   Further, despite the military’s official position, there has been a growing concern that the officer corps is becoming increasingly politicized.24  The current officer corps regularly votes and “identif[ies] with a political philosophy

and party,” usually Republican.25  Indeed, military voting patterns indicate that members of the armed forces vote “in greater percentages than that of the general population.”26 The long-term pro-Republican trend may have tapered off during the most recent election, however.27

No definitive explanation exists for the military’s increasing politicization.  The politicization of the military since WWII has been a gradual process, with a number of factors contributing to its present problematic state. Despite Marshall’s counsel, General Eisenhower did successfully pursue the presidency, striking a very visible blow to the career military’s wall

of political neutrality.

Midterms – Adding Foreign Policy Issues Hurts Obama

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 First

Perhaps 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.” 

*****MITERMS IMPACT*****

Midterms – GOP majority Prevents Cap & Trade

Republican majorities will doom any chance of cap & trade legislation

Page 4/28/10 (Susan, USA Today, "Six months to November, with dates to watch," http://www.usatoday.com/news/politics/2010-04-28-six-months_N.htm)

Eighteen months after Barack Obama was elected president and Democratic margins in Congress widened, Republicans boast that they're poised to regain control of the House in November and be in a position to stymie the White House agenda.

Democrats argue that they have enough time amid signs of a brightening economy to improve their prospects and minimize their losses in the midterm elections.

With six months to go, there are road signs to watch for that will indicate which side is right.

At stake is the future of the Bush administration tax cuts that expire this year, the ambitious cap-and-trade climate bill now stalled on Capitol Hill, even the efforts to reshape or repeal the health care law that was enacted just last month and is a signature of Obama's administration. A Republican takeover presumably would dispatch the president to a land of diminished expectations, where a GOP rout sent then-president Bill Clinton for a time after his disastrous 1994 midterms.

GOP majority would destroy Obama’s agenda

WITT  5 – 10 – 10   JD., Prof of Government and Politics.  The Examiner’s “Political Buzz” Columnist and Election Monitor

Ryan Witt (5/10/10, " Taking back the House, an analysis of the Republicans' chances in the 2010 ... ", http://www.examiner.com/x-5738-Political-Buzz-Examiner%7Ey2010m5d10-Taking-back-the-House-an-analysis-of-the-Republicans-chances-in-the-2010-midterm-elections)

We are now nearly only six months away from the 2010 midterm elections.  Republicans have been waiting for this day every since their disastrous defeats in 2008.  Democrats now dominate both Houses of Congress and the White House.  The most important political battle of 2010 will be over the House of Representatives.  President Obama has another two years before he is up for reelection and the Senate is seen as a long shot for Republicans.  However, every U.S. House Representative is up for election, and so Republicans have a much better shot at the House.  Here is a breakdown of where things stand right now.

There are 435 seats in the House.  Currently Democrats hold 253 seats with Republicans holding 178 seats.  There are 4 vacancies.  It takes a majority of 218 to to gain control of the House of Representatives.  Republicans will therefore need to gain 40 seats to gain a majority.

If Republicans were able to gain a majority they likely still will not be able to pass legislation.  First, the Democrats will have at least 40 seats in the Senate with which they can filibuster.  As Democrats found over the past year, the filibuster can be very difficult to overcome.  Secondly, the President could veto any legislation passed by the House and Senate.  It would take a 2/3rd vote to overcome a filibuster, and none of the current projections have Republicans gaining that many seats.

What Republicans could do with a majority is score political points.  Investigations of the Obama administration and Democratic members of the House could be undertaken by the Republican majority.  Hearings could be done, among other things, on allegations against Rep. Charlie Rangel (D-NY).  The Republicans would have subpoena power with which they could force Obama administration to testify.  Basically, imagine every Glenn Beck conspiracy theory getting serious consideration by a House committee with subpoena power.

Finally, the Republicans would have significantly more power over the budget if they gained control of the House.  Every fiscal bill must first pass through the House.  In the Senate, budget measures qualify for reconciliation which allows Democrats to win with merely 50 votes.  Republicans would have significantly more power over what is in the budget if they could vote down the President's proposals.  It is possible we could see another government shutdown along the lines of the President Clinton/Speaker Gingrich showdown of 1995.

Midterms – US action solves Warming

US action solves – creates a global act & delay makes it worse

GUARDIAN  9 – 16 – 09 

http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2009/sep/16/senate-delay-climate-change-legislation

Todd Stern, the state department envoy, acknowledged as much last week, telling Congress: "Nothing the United States can do is more important for the international negotiation process than passing robust, comprehensive clean energy legislation as soon as possible."

There is also widespread concern a delay to next year would make it even more difficult for the Senate to take up difficult legislation, such as climate change, before congressional elections in November.
US action key to global action

AP  9 - 16 - 09

http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5hdbnLCgcJEg0cdgYQvCnxJqMlOqQD9AOKO080

 Industry, economic and environmental groups are making a final push to influence a climate bill that may go before the Senate within weeks.

Investors managing more than $13 trillion in assets called for new global emissions laws Wednesday, illustrating how the issue has divided even groups that traditionally have opposed new curbs.

Speaking at the International Investor Forum on Climate Change, Lord Nicholas Stern, among Britain's most influential economists, said the global debate over curbing greenhouse gases has reached a critical point.

If the U.S. does not pass substantial climate legislation, few believe other nations, particularly developing countries, will cut emissions on their own.

"We have to act now," said Stern, chair of the Grantham Research Institute on Climate Change and the Environment at the London School of Economics. "Some things you can postpone. This is not one of them."

Stern three years ago issued an influential report on the global costs of climate change. Greenhouse gases from burning coal and other fossil fuels are blamed for global warming.

He supports the cap-and-trade system that was passed in the U.S. House in June. The new cap-and-trade rules would, for the first time, place national limits on the amount of carbon dioxide that companies can release into the atmosphere.

The eventual cost to businesses and consumers is at the heart of what has become an intense informational and lobbying campaign on both sides. Environmentalists and some money managers see cap-and-trade as the best way to control carbon emissions while oil refiners warn the House bill could make foreign petroleum products cheaper and lead to even more imports.

How the U.S. will proceed on climate change legislation was a major topic at the World Economic Forum in China last week, and it is expected to be discussed in coming days when President Barack Obama speaks at a ministerial meeting of the U.N. General Assembly.

Todd Stern, the U.S. State Department's special envoy for climate change, said last week that it's crucial for the Senate to pass a climate bill. Doing so would give the U.S. the "credibility and leverage" needed to convince other countries like China and India to cut their pollution.

Midterms - A2 – Past was warmer

Past wasn’t warmer ---- and when it was catastrophe ensued

Hansen in ‘5

(James, Director @ NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies and Adjunct Prof. Earth and Env. Sci. @ Columbia U. Earth Institute, Climatic Change, “A SLIPPERY SLOPE: HOWMUCH GLOBALWARMING CONSTITUTES “DANGEROUS ANTHROPOGENIC INTERFERENCE”?” 68:269-279, Springer, http://pubs.giss.nasa.gov/docs/2005/2005_Hansen.pdf)

The first two assumptions, about global mean temperature at the peaks of the Holocene and preceding interglacial periods, are important, but I argue that they are unlikely to be far off the mark, and our argument is not sensitive to the precise values. Although some local ice sheet temperatures have larger variations, climate simulations show that 1 ◦C global mean warming above current levels is already a large climate change, so it is unlikely that recent interglacial periods could have been much warmer than that globally. Temperatures inferred from ocean cores support this conclusion (cf. references below). Nevertheless, improved reconstructions of global temperature during previous interglacials are needed. The third assumption, that the Earth is out of energy balance, is confirmed by observed increase of ocean heat content (Levitus et al., 2000). The fourth assumption, that sea level was higher than today during some prior interglacial periods, and that this was due to global warming, is harder to prove. Sea level at some locations was several meters higher than today during the Eemian period, although Lambeck and Nakada (1992) argue that this could have been a regional effect of isostatic uplift. Beach deposits and elevated reef terraces suggest that sea level in the interglacial period that occurred about 400,000 years ago (called stage 11) when global temperature was not much greater than in the Holocene (King and Howard, 2000; Droxler et al., 2003), may have stood as much as 20 m higher than today (Hearty et al., 1999), although a range of evidence suggests that sea level may have been only a few meters higher (Kennett, 2003). Additional uncertainty is caused by the difficulty in dating beach terraces of that age and the possibility that tectonic processes could change the volume of the ocean basin. Although it is hard to establish precise global temperature and sea level during prior interglacial periods, it is reasonably clear that the Earth was not more than about 1 ◦C warmer (global mean) than today during recent interglacials, sea level has changed substantially and almost synchronously with changes in global temperature, and there is no basis to expect that sea level should be capped at its present level. These conclusions, together with the discussion above about time constants, imply that global warming of more than 1◦C above today’s global temperature would likely constitute “dangerous anthropogenic interference” with climate. In turn, given the current planetary energy imbalance and empirical modeling evidence that climate sensitivity is about 3/4 ◦C per W/m2, this implies that we should seek to keep long-term additional climate forcings from exceeding about 1 W/m2. Such limits on additional globalwarming and climate forcing are well belowany IPCC (2001) scenario, even for CO2 alone (Figure 3), let alone the air pollutants black carbon (BC) and tropospheric ozone (O3), and the O3 precursor CH4, all of which IPCC (2001) has at higher levels in 2050 than in 2000. The “alternative scenario” (Hansen et al., 2000; Hansen, 2004) has CO2 peaking at ∼475 ppm in 2100. CH4 peaks at 1787 ppb in 2014, decreasing to 1530 in 2050. O3 and BC decrease moderately in this scenario. This scenario has peak added forcing ∼1.4 W/m2 in 2100, with the forcing declining slowly thereafter. Because of the climate system’s thermal inertia, the maximum warming does not exceed ∼1 ◦C.
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