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Dems Good 1NC (1/3)
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.
<Insert Plan Unpopular>

National security policy determines Democratic success in the midterms
Fisher 2/22 (Max, “Why Democrats Should Run on National Security”, Feb 22) 

 Beyond the Tea Party focus on taxes and health care, Republicans are preparing to put national security center stage. This weekend, CPAC attendees listed national security as their third most important issue after the size and spending of federal government. Many conservatives see national security as key to Republican Scott Brown's victory in Massachusetts and are urging future GOP candidates to redouble that focus. Former Vice President Dick Cheney, though unpopular nationally, is using his sway within the GOP establishment to pressure Republicans on national security. Whether the White House wants it or not, a national debate on national security is coming. Because the White House continues its unpopular policies without making a bold defense of them, congressional Democrats up for reelection are stuck with a difficult choice. Either they break with the White House, halting Obama's agenda as Senate Democrats did in voting down funding to close Guantanamo, or they side with the White House and defend its policies when Republican challengers inevitably bring them up. But if voters mistrust Democrats on national security, they especially mistrust congressmen, who are often seen as bureaucrats lacking the "commander-in-chief" sheen of the president. Congressional Democrats know they can't campaign on Obama's unpopular policies and can't make them popular. They have been so sheepish on national security, in fact, that they refuse to even establish a party message. Understandably, few are likely to risk reelection just to defend Obama's policies for him. With Democrats mum on national security, Republicans have significant control over the national conversation on the issues. Unchecked, they've had marked success in painting Democratic policies as motivated by abstract moral and civil right concerns. This allows Republicans to position themselves as prioritizing safety first. If the GOP can frame national security debates as a zero-sum compromise between American safety and abstract moral ideals, they will win every time. If they succeed in making this narrative stick, 2010 could be simply the beginning in Democratic losses over national security.
Dems Good 1NC (2/3)
Republican majority blocks START, tanking Russian relations accelerating prolif, causing Afghanistan to fail and triggering US/Russian conflict

Dmitry V. Suslov 6/22/10  (Deputy Director for Research at the Council on Foreign and Defense Policy, “U.S. political elite: different views on “Reset” Policy”, http://en.rian.ru/valdai_op/20100622/159530336.html)

An analysis of the current U.S.-Russian relationship shows that both sides are willing to expand the positive agenda and to go beyond the disarmament and non-proliferation questions, where they have achieved considerable success. Considering the state of relations with Russia Obama inherited from the Bush administration, this can be judged as major progress.  Obama’s other achievement is the adoption of the UN Security Council sanctions against Iran. But then again, they would not have been approved without Russia’s contribution because it was the U.S.-Russian cooperation on Iran that has allowed Obama to reach that goal.  In other words, all the positive and progressive achievements in Obama’s foreign policy were made possible thanks to a major contribution from Russia.  Among them are the success of the nuclear summit in Washington in April 2010 and Obama’s nuclear achievements such as the restoration of the U.S. global leadership through a demonstration of its desire to support disarmament regimes and promote a nuclear-free world. They would have been impossible without Russia, and in particular the new START agreement the United States signed with it in Moscow.  The situation in Afghanistan is another proof of Russia’s importance; Russia’s contribution is crucial for the success of that war, Obama’s main foreign policy project. Given all of the above, Russia is crucial for strengthening Obama’s credentials regarding the success of his foreign policy. This is why the U.S. elite groups that support Obama clearly view the resetting of relations with Russia as successful.  But they consider it only moderately successful because there are quite a few unresolved problems, and much in this sense will depend on the path the sides choose.  The unresolved problems include the situation in the South Caucasus and the uncertain prospects for Russia’s accession to the World Trade Organization. The Obama administration has shown clearly that it is not ready to admit Russia to the WTO on Russia’s terms and continues to advance additional requirements. The Jackson-Vanik Amendment has not been lifted either, also because the Obama administration has been overzealously protecting its interests like in case of the WTO.  But by and large, the Democrats have a positive view of the policy of resetting relations with Russia.  At the same time, the Republicans think the reset project is Obama’s big foreign policy mistake and even betrayal of the U.S. national interests. However, I don’t think the reason for this is traditional hostility toward Russia; there are two factors that can explain the Republicans’ approach.  The first factor is a strong right-wing drift in the Republican Party. Its moderate core is becoming diluted, while the conservative, hawkish and even neo-conservative wing, which has always pursued a more aggressive policy, including regarding Russia, is growing stronger.  The second and most important factor is the growing polarization of U.S. society. The Republicans are becoming a “No” party that is using every opportunity to criticize Obama so as to weaken his positions and prevent his hypothetic re-election. They are using his relations with Russia as the main instrument in this policy.  They have accused Obama of making excessive concessions to Russia, allegedly without getting anything in return. In particular, the Republicans claim that the United States has not ensured a sufficiently strong response on Iran from Russia. They argue that the new START treaty limits the U.S. ability to pursue its ballistic missile defense and conventional weapons programs. They also say that Obama has weakened the United States’ national security by agreeing to excessive cuts of nuclear weapons.  None of this is true, of course.  The Republicans have also criticized Obama for his soft attitude to Russia’s policy in the CIS, in particular Kyrgyzstan, Ukraine and the South Caucasus. They demand that Obama “torpedo” Russia and strongly resist its policy in the region, pursuing instead the policy of George W. Bush. By demanding that, they forget that Bush’s policy resulted in a new round of confrontation with Russia.  It is argued that Obama, seeking to ensure a closer relationship with Russia on issues of vital concern to the United States, such as anti-Iran sanctions, agreed to tone down some contradictions in relations with Russia, in particular regarding Georgia and Russia’s recognition of Abkhazia and South Ossetia’s independence. This wave of criticism will grow stronger by November 2010, when midterm elections to Congress are to be held.  Of crucial importance in this situation will be President Dmitry Medvedev’s visit to Washington and the sides’ ability to win one more victory in bilateral relations and to carry on their positive development, which will benefit not only Russia but also the United States.  If the Kremlin tries to use the U.S. dependence on Russia in Afghanistan and Iran and demands more concessions from Obama without giving some tangible proof of his policy’s success in return, this will damage Russia’s long-term interests. It would be in Russia’s interests to see Obama’s political positions strengthen, because the future of the reset policy and development of sustainable partnership with the United States depend on Obama.  If Obama loses his standing in the United States – and he will lose it if his policy towards Russia fails – the U.S.-Russian relationship could be pushed back into confrontation in a foreseeable future. 

Dems Good 1NC (3/3)
Extinction
Bostrom Professor of philosophy at Yale, 2002 

(Nick, Professor of Philosophy at Yale. “Existential Risks: Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards,” 2002, www.transhumanist.com/volume9/risks.html) 

A much greater existential risk emerged with the build-up of nuclear arsenals in the US and the USSR. An all-out nuclear war was a possibility with both a substantial probability and with consequences that might have been persistent enough to qualify as global and terminal. There was a real worry among those best acquainted with the information available at the time that a nuclear Armageddon would occur and that it might annihilate our species or permanently destroy human civilization.[4] Russia and the US retain large nuclear arsenals that could be used in a future confrontation, either accidentally or deliberately. There is also a risk that other states may one day build up large nuclear arsenals. Note however that a smaller nuclear exchange, between India and Pakistan for instance, is not an existential risk, since it would not destroy or thwart humankind’s potential permanently.
Dems Bad 1NC (1/3)
2010 could be a blow-out year for republicans, and democrats could lose their majority

Gandelman 06/21/10 (Joe Gandelman, editor in-chief in politics, June 21st 2010, http://themoderatevoice.com/77370/poll-republican-enthusiasm-for-mid-term-elections-vote-at-all-time-high/)
A new Gallup poll has more bad news for Democrats and good news for Republicans: it shows Republicans’ and Republican leaning independents’ enthusiasm for voting in the mid-term elections as being at an all time high — and Democrats’ enthusiasm as seriously sagging. It’s no small deal: mid-term elections traditionally have lower turnout than a general election so the name of the game is party enthusiasm. And it looks at this point as if the Democrats are losing this game — badly: An average of 59% of Republicans and Republican-leaning independents have said they are more enthusiastic than usual about voting this year compared with past elections, the highest average Gallup has found in a midterm election year for either party since the question was first asked in 1994. The prior high for a party group was 50% more enthusiastic for Democrats in 2006, which is the only one of the last five midterm election years in which Democrats have had an enthusiasm advantage. In that election, Democrats won back control of the U.S. House of Representatives for the first time since 1994. The current average is based on four measures of this enthusiasm question since February, including the recent June 11-13 USA Today/Gallup poll. In that poll, 53% of Republicans said they were more enthusiastic than usual about voting and 39% were less enthusiastic, while 35% of Democrats said they were more enthusiastic about voting and 56% were less enthusiastic. And here’s the truly good news (for GOPers)/bad news (for Democrats): Gallup notes that “Republicans’ net score of +14 more enthusiastic in the latest poll compared with the Democrats’ net score of -21 represents the largest relative party advantage Gallup has measured in a single midterm election-year poll.” This raises the possibly that 2010 will be an election year when: # It will be a blowout election for Republicans and the Democrats run the real risk of losing control of Congress — if this remains the same. Right now Obama is under fire from his own party’s progressive wing which seems disappointed in his general performance, continuation of some Bush era policies, and willingness to compromise with centrists and some conservatives. They perceived Obama’s election as a liberal mandate (which polls suggest was not the case at all). # The Democrats can negate some of this bad outlook by doing an effective get out the vote — which means motivating party members to get to the polls. Recent reports indicate the Dems plan on trying to get the first time young voters and minorities out in force in particular. And there is much speculation on how many Latino voters will get out and vote given the new anti-immigration law in Arizona and Hispanic voters souring on Republicans. # The mid term results could lead to consequences within each party. A huge Democratic route will be blamed on Obama and will further reduce his already-reduced clout. If the Democrats do better — especially if they do much better — than expected, it will increase intra-party tensions and divisions in the GOP. # An already tense, polarized nation will be more polarized than ever as both parties try to whip up their bases by throwing out “red meat” to get their parties’ voters to the polls. 

<Insert Plan Popular>

National security policy determines Democratic success in the midterms
Fisher 2/22 (Max, “Why Democrats Should Run on National Security”, Feb 22) 

 Beyond the Tea Party focus on taxes and health care, Republicans are preparing to put national security center stage. This weekend, CPAC attendees listed national security as their third most important issue after the size and spending of federal government. Many conservatives see national security as key to Republican Scott Brown's victory in Massachusetts and are urging future GOP candidates to redouble that focus. Former Vice President Dick Cheney, though unpopular nationally, is using his sway within the GOP establishment to pressure Republicans on national security. Whether the White House wants it or not, a national debate on national security is coming. Because the White House continues its unpopular policies without making a bold defense of them, congressional Democrats up for reelection are stuck with a difficult choice. Either they break with the White House, halting Obama's agenda as Senate Democrats did in voting down funding to close Guantanamo, or they side with the White House and defend its policies when Republican challengers inevitably bring them up. But if voters mistrust Democrats on national security, they especially mistrust congressmen, who are often seen as bureaucrats lacking the "commander-in-chief" sheen of the president. Congressional Democrats know they can't campaign on Obama's unpopular policies and can't make them popular. They have been so sheepish on national security, in fact, that they refuse to even establish a party message. Understandably, few are likely to risk reelection just to defend Obama's policies for him. With Democrats mum on national security, Republicans have significant control over the national conversation on the issues. Unchecked, they've had marked success in painting Democratic policies as motivated by abstract moral and civil right concerns. This allows Republicans to position themselves as prioritizing safety first. If the GOP can frame national security debates as a zero-sum compromise between American safety and abstract moral ideals, they will win every time. If they succeed in making this narrative stick, 2010 could be simply the beginning in Democratic losses over national security.
Dems Bad 1NC (2/3)

Democratic majority passes the Climate bill that doesn’t solve global warming and kills the economy
Michaels 06/21/10 (“Bam's Climate Rx: All Pain, No Gain” by Patrick J. Michaels, Cato Institute senior fellow and a distinguished senior fellow at the School of Public Policy, George Mason University. Added tocato.org on June 21, 2010 This article appeared in The New York Post on June 21, 2010.http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11909)

 

The cap-and-trade bill that the House passed last summer aims to force Americans to reduce those dreaded carbon emissions by 83 percent in less than four decades — to the same per-capita level as 1867. Yet, even under the Al Gore-approved climate-science models, the bill would do nothing to stop global warming. The bill is 1,000-plus pages of rules, regulations, handouts, subsidies and whatever else House leaders deemed necessary. Not one of the 435 members read the whole monstrosity — because the leadership dropped 300 new pages on their desks the night before they voted. Yet the central point is clear enough: The bill simply drives up the price of fossil-fuel based energy so high that the nation will have to somehow get along with only 17 percent of the gasoline and fossil-fuel-powered electricity that it uses today. Don't ask how much it will cost. No one really knows, since you can't put a price on something that has yet to be defined. Last Tuesday, President Obama cited the BP blowout as reason for the Senate to pass its version of the House bill. But senators know that expensive emission reductions are profoundly unpopular. Congress members found this out last summer when protests erupted nationwide within 24 hours of the bill's passage. Polls also suggest that a vote for the warming bill (especially on top of a vote for the health-care bill) is not a good way to keep a job in Congress this November. And, again, the bills (neither the House-like Kerry-Lieberman tome, nor the climate-change lite by Indiana's Sen. Richard Lugar) would do nothing measurable about climate change. The median guess from the United Nations is that, if we do nothing to change our ways, the average world surface temperature will rise about 5 degrees Fahrenheit this century. (In fact, the trends in recent decades strongly suggest that this is an overestimate — but let's accept it for the sake of the argument.) Now, if only the United States does change its ways, by adopting something like the House bill, we'd prevent about two-tenths of a degree of that warming, according to the UN's climate calculator. That is, the temperature in 2100 gets reduced to what it would otherwise be in 2096. All pain, no gain. Even if every nation that has "obligations" under the UN's Kyoto Protocol on global warming also adopts and enforces it, it would cut warming a mere 7 percent below the "business as usual" level, an amount probably too small to measure with confidence. Why would such drastic action on the part of America, Europe and Japan do so little to change the world? Because the older industrial nations are fast becoming bit players when it comes to global CO2 emissions. America's been pretty stagnant in the last decade — while China's have been staggering. In eight years, China's annual totals will be equal to what they emit now plus everything we emit. So if we stopped emitting completely, China completely counters our effort. Add to that a simple fact which no cap-and-trade bill admits: That legislation would push even more of our industry into migrating to China, India and other nations that have no intention of reducing emissions by making energy more expensive. Bottom line: This legislation won't lower global temperatures — but merely make life more expensive. It'll force you to buy things you don't want, like much more expensive cars, and to use energy sources you'd normally bypass, like ethanol, solar and windmills. All have to be massively subsidized — with your tax dollars — to compete with today's mix of coal, gasoline and natural gas.

Dems Bad 1NC (3/3)

Extinction

Austin 9 (Michael, Resident Scholar – American Enterprise Institute, and Desmond Lachman – Resident Fellow – American Enterprise Institute, “The Global Economy Unravels”, Forbes, 3-6, http://www.aei.org/article/100187)
What do these trends mean in the short and medium term? The Great Depression showed how social and global chaos followed hard on economic collapse. The mere fact that parliaments across the globe, from America to Japan, are unable to make responsible, economically sound recovery plans suggests that they do not know what to do and are simply hoping for the least disruption. Equally worrisome is the adoption of more statist economic programs around the globe, and the concurrent decline of trust in free-market systems. The threat of instability is a pressing concern. China, until last year the world's fastest growing economy, just reported that 20 million migrant laborers lost their jobs. Even in the flush times of recent years, China faced upward of 70,000 labor uprisings a year. A sustained downturn poses grave and possibly immediate threats to Chinese internal stability. The regime in Beijing may be faced with a choice of repressing its own people or diverting their energies outward, leading to conflict with China's neighbors. Russia, an oil state completely dependent on energy sales, has had to put down riots in its Far East as well as in downtown Moscow. Vladimir Putin's rule has been predicated on squeezing civil liberties while providing economic largesse. If that devil's bargain falls apart, then wide-scale repression inside Russia, along with a continuing threatening posture toward Russia's neighbors, is likely. Even apparently stable societies face increasing risk and the threat of internal or possibly external conflict. As Japan's exports have plummeted by nearly 50%, one-third of the country's prefectures have passed emergency economic stabilization plans. Hundreds of thousands of temporary employees hired during the first part of this decade are being laid off. Spain's unemployment rate is expected to climb to nearly 20% by the end of 2010; Spanish unions are already protesting the lack of jobs, and the specter of violence, as occurred in the 1980s, is haunting the country. Meanwhile, in Greece, workers have already taken to the streets. Europe as a whole will face dangerously increasing tensions between native citizens and immigrants, largely from poorer Muslim nations, who have increased the labor pool in the past several decades. Spain has absorbed five million immigrants since 1999, while nearly 9% of Germany's residents have foreign citizenship, including almost 2 million Turks. The xenophobic labor strikes in the U.K. do not bode well for the rest of Europe. A prolonged global downturn, let alone a collapse, would dramatically raise tensions inside these countries. Couple that with possible protectionist legislation in the United States, unresolved ethnic and territorial disputes in all regions of the globe and a loss of confidence that world leaders actually know what they are doing. The result may be a series of small explosions that coalesce into a big bang. 

Dems Win – 2NC Wall (1/4)
Democrats have hope to gain seats—enthusiasm gap may still shift, and Republicans have infighting.

Feldman 06/21/10 (Christian Science Monitor, http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Politics/2010/0621/Gallup-poll-shows-just-how-pumped-Republicans-are-for-midterms)

We already knew the Republicans were pumped about the fall midterm elections. But a new Gallup poll shows just how big the enthusiasm gap is: An average 59 percent of Republicans and Republican-leaning independents are “more enthusiastic than usual” about voting in November than in previous elections, the highest such figure for either party in a midterm since Gallup started asking the question in 1994. Democrats and Democratic-leaning voters clock at 44 percent “more enthusiastic than usual” – not bad compared with previous midterm years. In 1994, when the Democrats lost control of the House for the first time in 40 years, only 32 percent of Democrats were enthusiastic. In 1998, Democratic enthusiasm came in at 36 percent, and in 2002, it was 38 percent. In all three of those prior years, Republican enthusiasm was higher, and the GOP ended up doing better than the Democrats in the midterms. “The enthusiasm question has generally provided an accurate indication of which party will fare better in the midterm elections,” Gallup analyst Jeffrey Jones writes. The Gallup averages are based on four measures of enthusiasm taken since February. The USA Today/Gallup poll taken June 11-13 showed an enthusiasm gap that was particularly alarming for Democrats: Fifty-three percent of Republicans were more enthusiastic than usual, compared with 39 percent who were less enthusiastic. Among Democrats, 35 percent were more enthusiastic and 56 percent were less. The Republicans’ net positive of 14 percentage points, combined with the Democrats’ net negative of 21 points, makes for the largest relative party advantage for the GOP ever taken by Gallup in a single midterm-election-year poll. But the Democrats, who currently enjoy large majorities in both houses of Congress, aren’t giving up. They fully expect to lose seats this fall, so the real question is how to limit the losses and prevent the Republicans from taking over either or both chambers. The Democratic National Committee is trying to build on its voter-registration success in 2008, particularly in terms of young and minority voters. But without President Obama on the ballot, the Democrats could have a hard time turning out the first-time voters of ’08, let alone new voters in 2010. Democratic leaders are trying to frame the election as a choice, not a referendum. Last week’s apology to BP by Rep. Joe Barton (R) of Texas – who called the oil giant’s new $20 billion escrow fund for Gulf oil-spill victims a “shakedown” by Mr. Obama – handed the Democrats an easy talking point. "There is a choice that Joe Barton has offered the American people, a philosophy for the Republican Party, which is that BP is the aggrieved party," White House Chief of Staff Rahm Emanuel said Sunday on ABC’s “This Week.” "That's a governing philosophy. In the coming weeks, you'll see the president speak to the country about these competing different philosophies. That is, do you have only the energy executives in the room, or do you have energy executives, environmentalists, and other people from the venture-capital community to come to a consensus on energy policy?” The Republican establishment distanced itself from Representative Barton almost as soon as he made his statement – and extracted an apology from him, on penalty of losing his ranking committee position. But Democrats are ignoring that part and trying to make Barton into a GOP poster boy for laissez faire capitalism. In addition, while Democrats are grappling with internal divisions, they are hopeful that the Republicans’ own intramural battles – the conservative tea-party movement versus more-mainstream GOP candidates – will help save some endangered Democrats, including Senate majority leader Harry Reid. Democrats can also look hopefully at the one midterm, in 1998, in which the Republicans enjoyed an enthusiasm gap most of the year until the gap shifted slightly in the final poll to the Democrats’ favor. The Democrats ended up gaining seats. 
Democrats still have a chance –internal approval ratings are higher, and the Democrat/Republican line is blurred.
Guzzman 06/22/10 (http://www.caivn.org/article/2010/06/22/republican-enthusiasm-midterm-elections-may-not-lead-political-change)
With the Democratic-controlled Congress weighed down by a devastatingly low twelve percent approval rating, Republican leadership might be tempted to flaunt the political pummeling that Democrats could face in November. The GOP certainly has some merit for their midterm optimism. The Christian Science Monitor notes the party with more enthusiasm going into the midterms is usually an indicator of how those elections will materialize. “The enthusiasm question has generally provided an accurate indication of which party will fare better in the midterm elections,” says Jeffrey Jones, whom the Monitor cites in their report. Heading into November, 59 percent of Republican and Republican-leaning Independents hold the “enthusiasm” advantage over Democratic voters. By comparison, a mere 44 percent of Democratic-leaning voters hold a “more enthusiastic than usual” mindset. For Republicans, it appears as if a change in leadership favoring them is certainly coming. However, to slightly spin off a phrase from the Bill Clinton era, it depends on what the meaning of “change” is. That’s certainly what many voters are feeling at the moment. According to a recent Rasmussen Reports telephone poll taken of 1,000 likely voters, 72 percent of GOP voters “continue to believe that GOP members of Congress have lost touch with the party base throughout the nation over the past several years.” A mere 21 percent of Republican voters believe that current Republicans in Congress are actually doing a “good job.” However, with a 61 percent approval from Democratic supporters, confidence in Democratic members of Congress is higher among their supporters than Republican support of Republican members. Branching out to survey all voters, a shocking 18 percent of them say that the Republican members of Congress have done a “good job” of representing the party’s values. Rating the consistency of a party’s actions with its values, voters had higher marks for Democrats. 38 percent of all voters say that Democratic members of Congress have done a “good job” at representing the party’s values. What essentially seems to be the case here is that there’s a blurring of the lines between the two parties. Given that voters perceive Republicans as being more inconsistent with party principles, what distinguishes them from Democrats? The most telling statement of the report from Rasmussen’s poll is that voters are “unconvinced” that a Republican takeover in November would make a “noticeable” difference. As a matter of fact, 35 percent believe a new party is needed because the difference between Democrats and Republicans is not noticeable. Right now, given the low approval ratings of the Democratic-controlled Congress, voters might perceive Republicans to be the lesser of two evils in the upcoming elections. At the same time, the “lesser” option still has the word “evil” tagged to the label. The Rasmussen poll demonstrates that Republicans must bring fresh solutions to the table if they are to change voters’ perceptions of making a difference after the midterms. Is the time coming for Republicans to party like it’s 1994? Perhaps, but their work is certainly cut out for them
Dems Win – 2NC Wall (2/4)
Democrats can expect to be successful in the midterms – BP oil spill provides momentum
Witt 06/19/10 (http://www.examiner.com/x-5738-Political-Buzz-Examiner~y2010m6d19-Midterms-2010-Democrats-begin-attacking-Republicans-for-their-defense-of-BP-over-Gulf-oil-spill, “Midterms 2010: Democrats begin attacking Republicans for their defense of BP over Gulf oil spill,” Ryan Witt, Political Buzz Examiner)
 Before the Gulf oil spill, 2010 looked to be a banner year for Republicans. Most voters are angry toward any incumbent and right now Democrats control most seats in Congress. In addition, the party controlling the White House usually loses seats in Congress in a midterm election. In general, Americans like split power in government, so there was a real danger of Republicans taking back both the House and Senate. However, developments over the last month may have given the Democrats an opening to keep their large majorities in Congress. Prominent Republican and conservative leaders have consistently defended BP even though the company was undoubtedly negligent, if not reckless, in their behavior leading up to the spill. Notable incidents of Republicans gaffes over the spill include, but are not limited to: (1) Kentucky Senate Candidate Rand Paul calling criticism of BP "un-American." (2) Rep. Michelle Bachmann (R-Minn.) urging BP to stand firm and not be "chumps" when facing off with the federal government. (3) Governor Haley Barbour saying that the oil spill was nothing like Exxon Valdez in the early days of the spill. In fact, the spill is now estimated to be at least four times larger than the Valdez spill. Gov. Barbour also blamed the media, not BP, for decreased tourism along the Gulf Coast. (4) House Minority Leader John Boehner (R-OH) reportedly agreed with the Chamber of Commerce in saying that taxpayers should help pay for cleanup costs in addition to BP. Rep. Boehner would later claim he misunderstood the question and that he supports making BP pay for every dime of the disaster. (5) Finally, most infamously, Rep. Joe Barton (R-TX) actually apologized to BP in congressional hearings calling the agreement BP made with the White House a "shakedown." After the financial crisis it was essentially political death to be associated to closely with companies like Lehman Brothers or Goldman Sachs. The same may be the case with BP after the Gulf oil spill crisis. In a time when most Americans see large corporations as part of the problem, the GOP seems all too willing to align themselves with BP. Democrats have not missed this point quickly calling out Republicans. Democrats have now also released their first ad attacking Republicans for their stance with BP. In the ad below, Minnesota State Sen. Tarryl Clark takes Rep. Michelle Bachmann to task for her comments defending BP. Many liberals, such as Keith Olbermann, are urging Democrats to start referring the opposing party as "GOBP." The White House has already mentioned the fact that, as ranking Republican member of the Energy Committee in the House, Rep. Joe Barton would become one of the more powerful people overseeing big oil if Republicans took back the House. Republicans have countered by arguing Democrats are politicizing the oil spill. Indeed, Democrats do have to be careful to not be seen as taking advantage of real life human tragedy. However, in reality politics and real life are mixed. As we saw through the current spill. politics affect policy, and bad policies ultimately result in disaster such as these. Therefore Democrats believe criticizing Republicans for their defense of BP to be fair game in the 2010 midterm elections.
Dems Win – 2NC Wall (3/4)
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.

Dems Win – 2NC Wall (4/4)
Democrats will maintain a slim majority, and newly elected Republicans will oppose cap and trade.

Politico 5.18.10 (John Breshnahan, Politico, www.politico.com)

Even if Democrats drop by the dozens in the midterm elections, Speaker Nancy Pelosi’s hold on power will be as safe as ever if Democrats retain a thin majority in the House. In a smaller majority, Pelosi will be even more surrounded by loyalists, because most of the losers on the Democratic side of the ballot would likely be moderates and conservatives who have been the least reliable Pelosi supporters. In interviews with more than two dozen Democratic lawmakers, none suggested Pelosi should be replaced, and nobody predicted a serious challenge to Pelosi’s authority, provided Democrats hold onto power. Majority Leader Steny Hoyer of Maryland and Majority Whip Jim Clyburn of South Carolina also would keep their leadership titles in a Democratic majority, lawmakers said, though there might be contests for some junior leadership posts. Republicans who have demonized Pelosi may actually be cementing her hold on power within the Democratic Caucus. With GOP leaders openly predicting that Republicans will seize control of the House, any failure to do so will be portrayed by Democrats as a triumph for Pelosi and solidify her reputation as a survivor in a tough political environment. “The bar is taking over the House. They’ve been clear about it,” Rep. Michael Capuano (D-Mass.) said of his Republican counterparts. “So if they don’t take over the House, I think it’s a big win.” Pelosi loyalists will draw even closer to her within a smaller majority. “I think that win, lose or draw in November, Nancy’s stock has gone up because of the way she has pulled us together and gotten tough stuff done that we’re going to be campaigning on,” said Rep. Anthony Weiner of New York. “Pelosi was acting on the will of the caucus and has done a pretty remarkable job.” Pelosi has history on her side as well, because efforts to oust sitting speakers are rare in House history. Speaker Newt Gingrich (R-Ga.) stepped down after a dismal performance by his party in the 1998 midterm elections, but he had already seen his support dwindle within the GOP Conference, including an attempted “coup” the previous year. Jim Wright (D-Texas) left the speakership in June 1989 under an ethical cloud. Speaker Tom Foley (D-Wash.) lost his seat and the majority in 1994, while Speaker Dennis Hastert (R-Ill.) left office after the Democratic victory in the 2006 elections. The House historian’s office could find no other case since the start of the 20th century in which the majority party had held onto power but replaced a sitting speaker. Pelosi won’t talk publicly about her plans for next year; indeed, she won’t indulge any discussion, either in public or private, that assumes a Republican takeover after the midterms. “I think all assumptions are false when it comes to politics. I really do,” Pelosi told reporters last week. “They’re all stale, and every race has to be judged as to what it brings to it. Do you have to take into consideration an overarching mood? Certainly. But we win our races one district at a time.” Several of Pelosi’s allies argue that her power would actually be enhanced if she has a smaller majority, because she won’t have to cater to as many Blue Dog moderates. “Some of the people who will lose are probably some of the people who are hardest for us to get when we need them to line up with the Democrats,” said Energy and Commerce Committee Chairman Henry Waxman (D-Calif.). But, while her power within the Democratic Caucus could only grow in a smaller majority, Pelosi would face a much bigger challenge to move a substantive Democratic agenda. She struggled to get moderate and conservative Democrats on board for health care reform and cap-and-trade legislation, and it would be much harder — if not impossible — to pick up that support from newly elected Republican lawmakers. Pelosi would also have no margin for error on tough votes, and she wouldn’t be able to cut nervous lawmakers loose to vote against Democratic bills. “I am a supporter of the speaker. I think she’s done an extraordinary job,” said Rep. Jesse Jackson Jr. (D-Ill.), who also backs Hoyer and Clyburn. “My thinking is that I don’t expect any successful challenges [to her leadership]. I do expect there to be significant concerns about the narrowing of the majority and what it means to some of the institutional ways the Democratic Caucus functions.” Pelosi might also have to deal with a new political dynamic with the White House. President Barack Obama will be more focused on his reelection, and his relationship with Congress will be driven by 2012 politics, meaning Pelosi’s priorities could be sidetracked. Some Democrats are also unhappy that Pelosi hasn’t pushed back harder against the White House for outright or implied criticism of her stewardship of the House during the health care fight and other legislative contests. Those tensions will remain after the midterms. “Who do you know that could stand up to the pummeling she gets [from Republicans] and a lot of the disses that she gets — intentional or unintentional — she receives from our own administration?” asked Democratic Caucus Chairman John Larson of Connecticut. Internal Democratic projections show the party losing 25 to 30 seats, in line with traditional losses for the midterm elections during a new presidency but short of the 40-seat gain Republicans need to propel Minority Leader John Boehner of Ohio into the speaker’s chair. Political prognosticator Charlie Cook now says there are 63 Democratic seats in play, versus only five GOP seats. “We will keep the House,” said Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee Chairman Chris Van Hollen of Maryland. “Speaker Pelosi has displayed remarkable leadership on a difficult legislative agenda. ... There are clear signs that things are improving.” “The House is in play, there’s no question about that. But I think we keep the majority,” a top Democratic strategist said. But the recent retirement of longtime Rep. Dave Obey of Wisconsin and the defeat of 14-term incumbent Rep. Alan Mollohan of West Virginia also play into Democratic angst. The conservative Democrats who do stick around may grumble but don’t seem poised to make an issue of Pelosi’s speakership. Rep. Gene Taylor of Mississippi, a conservative Democrat, stopped short of saying there would be an outright challenge to Pelosi or other members of the elected leadership if Democrats are still in charge after Election Day, though he did signal his unhappiness with some of their decisions. “We all have to earn our jobs every day, no matter what that job is,” Taylor said, declining to go further. 
Dems Win – Money

Money is the most important factor in the midterms elections, and Democrats are ahead.
Kingsbury 06/21/10 (“Money Race Could Decide the Midterm Elections,” Alex Kingsbury, June 21st 2010, http://politics.usnews.com/news/articles/2010/06/21/money-race-could-decide-the-midterm-elections---.html?PageNr=2)
All told, from donors large and small, for expenses ranging from television ads to paper clips, the 2010 elections will cost an estimated $3.7 billion, according to experts. At this point, Democrats hold a slight overall edge in fundraising over Republicans for contests in the House and Senate. That margin is small but significant in a year when the public's opinion of Congress, and the two political parties in general, is at a historic low. Then again, in first-quarter fundraising, Republicans held an advantage over Democrats in a handful of pivotal Senate races, including Pennsylvania, Florida, Ohio, and Illinois—important bellwethers for what could be a "throw the bums out" election year. The election is still several months away, of course, and the vote could yet end either in landslide or photo finish. Still, the so-called money race has often been a strong indicator of which candidate will eventually triumph at the ballot box. Individual donations will be key, but so too will funding from political action committees and other outside sources. One potentially key though as-yet-unknown variable will be the recent Supreme Court decision giving corporations the right to spend money to support or oppose candidates. [See which industries donate the most.] Both parties face challenges. For Republicans, the main task is how to capitalize on the unpopularity of the party in power while at the same time unifying their own fractured base of voters and donors. The sluggish economy and the prospect of increased taxes, coupled with their objections to President Obama's healthcare legislation, are obvious points of emphasis in their pleas to donors. But though recent polling shows voters unhappy with Democrats, just as many say they are unhappy with the GOP. Moreover, many conservatives have loudly bemoaned the Republican National Committee's prodigal spending and its inability to muster more from donors. By the end of May, the Democratic National Committee had $15 million in cash-on-hand, while the RNC had $12 million. Part of the problem has been conservative supporters dividing both their time and money between traditional Republican candidates and those backed by the more conservative Tea Party groups. While creative tensions between the Republican Party and its more activist right-wing doppelganger may rally voters to the polls, they also threaten to divide a finite pool of donors between Tea Party-backed upstarts and GOP stalwarts—not to mention scaring off independent and moderate voters, poll watchers say. In the U.S. Senate race in Florida, for instance, Tea Party-backed Marco Rubio pulled both likely GOP votes and funding from sitting Republican Gov. Charlie Crist, who later decided to run as an independent. Meanwhile, in Pennsylvania, former Rep. Pat Toomey, another Republican favorite of the Tea Party, has already secured a war chest of several million dollars for his U.S. Senate race, ensuring a competitive campaign in the fall against Democratic primary winner Joe Sestak for the seat currently held by Republican turned Democrat Arlen Specter. But whatever the impact of the duplication of effort, conservative voter enthusiasm and the well-documented history of midterm election losses for the ruling party both suggest GOP gains. [See where Sestak's campaign cash is coming from.] The Democrats, for their part, are looking to hold the line at the polls and have one big advantage, incumbency. Incumbents are becoming harder and harder to oust from office, election statistics show, a fact of which big campaign donors, often looking to back a winner, are all too aware. Over the past four decades, the average re-election rate for a sitting congressional representative has been north of 94 percent. Sitting senators also enjoy a large advantage over challengers, though by less substantial average margins than in the House, according to statistics compiled by the Center for Responsive Politics. The advantage that a sitting politician brings to an electoral contest stems from many things. Gerrymandering that can concentrate voters of like mind within the district boundaries is one. Others include name recognition and the ability, for Democrats this year, to call in a sitting president to appear at campaign events and fundraisers. Obama was unsuccessful in frenzied late efforts to help Democrat Martha Coakley defeat Republican challenger Scott Brown, who secured Ted Kennedy's former Senate seat in this year's Massachusetts special election, but the president has crisscrossed the country ever since, helping Democrats top off campaign coffers for November contests. All of this contributes to an enormous advantage for incumbents of both parties in the money race. In 2010, that trend is all but certain to play an important role. In House races, incumbents have already outraised challengers by more than 4 to 1. Senators enjoy a more than 8 to 1 fundraising advantage over their challengers. The midterm elections will also be the first since the Supreme Court ruled that bans on corporate spending on political ads are unconstitutional. How the controversial decision will affect the election is one of the wild cards about which political operatives can only speculate. If the decision triggers a vast influx of corporate money into this year's vote, as some expect, it could turn much of the conventional money-in-politics wisdom on its head. Corporate cash could favor Republicans, the traditional ally of big business and generally lower taxes. On the other hand, it could favor Democrats because they are the majority party and thus statistically more likely to hold their elected offices and, with them, control of the congressional committees overseeing so much legislation and regulation that corporate donors hope to influence. Or, in the end, the expected influx of corporate cash could be a wash, not significantly influencing the election one way or the other. And yet, despite all the hand-wringing over corporate contributions and the impact of the Supreme Court decision, most of the campaign cash still comes from a very few individuals. In the 2008 elections, of the more than 220 million adults in the country, fewer than 0.6 percent of them donated sums greater than $200 to politicians. A mere 0.13 percent of adults gave sums larger than $2,300, according to federal elections data. The limit for an individual donating to a federal campaign is $2,400 for the primary and $2,400 for the general election. As in past elections, individual donations will be central to electoral contests. Thus far in the 2010 cycle, individual donations make up the majority of the candidates' war chests. The average Democratic candidate running for Congress, for instance, has already collected more than $250,000 from individual donors, compared with less than $200,000 from political action committees. The average Republican, meanwhile, has pulled in just over $140,000 from individuals and $60,000 from PACs. In the Senate, the reliance on individual contributors is even more pronounced. The average Democrat has netted nearly $1.3 million from individuals and $300,000 from PACs, while Republican candidates averaged $750,000 and $160,000 respectively, according to campaign finance disclosure statements.

Republicans lacking on cash going into midterm elections

Hallow 06.23.10 (The Washington Times, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/jun/23/rnc-looking-low-on-cash-as-midterm-elections-loom/)

Just months before critical midterm elections, the Republican National Committee is hurting for cash more than at any similar period in memory, according to figures reported this week to the Federal Election Commission. Next month's shortfall is shaping up to be as bad or even worse, a senior official with knowledge of committee's financial status told The Washington Times. The RNC is typically the big engine driving donations to the party. But with a reported $12.6 million in May available to help candidates and their campaigns, the Republican Party's national governing body badly trails its sister organization, the National Republican Senatorial Committee (NRSC), which had $18.2 million in cash on hand for the same period. RNC spokesman Doug Heye said in interview that the numbers understate the group's financial clout. The RNC has transferred some $2 million each to the party's Senate and House campaign committees, cutting into its own cash-on-hand totals. In addition, the RNC under Chairman Michael S. Steele spent some $12 million to help win the off-year gubernatorial races in New Jersey and Virginia last fall, and spent an additional $500,000 on the unsuccessful bid to win a special congressional election in Pennsylvania. "All that could have boosted our cash on hand to $29 million," Mr. Heye said. Nonetheless, the RNC's total for May of this year is well below the average cash on hand of $35,434,123.45 that the RNC reported each May between 2002 and 2009. The RNC also slightly trails even the National Republican Congressional Committee (NRCC), the party's House-oriented campaign arm, which is traditionally the smallest of the party's campaign organs. The NRCC reports having $12 million in cash for May - on paper $600,000 less than the RNC. But the RNC is carrying over from April unpaid bills to the tune of $760,141, which should be subtracted from its $12.6 million cash on hand for May. That leaves the RNC with slightly less cash than even the NRCC. The RNC debt is the first reported to the FEC for any one-month period since then-RNC Chairman Haley Barbour - now governor of Mississippi and head of the Republican Governors Association (RGA) - borrowed funds to help finance what was to be the 1994 GOP electoral sweep of both houses of Congress. 
Ext. Dems Win

Help from Bill Clinton could help raise money, send the right messages, and preserve Democratic majorities.

NewsMax 06/20/10 (http://www.newsmax.com/Politics/clinton-congress-democrats-midterms/2010/06/20/id/362479)
Bill "The Comeback Kid" Clinton is trying to help fellow Democrats rebound from poor public opinion ratings and retain control of the U.S. Congress in November 2 elections. The former president helped Senator Blanche Lincoln overcome anti-incumbent fervor and win a bruising Democratic primary in their home state of Arkansas on June 8. Last month, Clinton provided a hand in snuffing out Republican hopes of picking up a seat in the House of Representatives from Pennsylvania by stumping for Mark Critz, the Democrat who went on to win the race. "A lot of people still like Bill Clinton, particularly Democrats," said Quinnipiac University pollster Peter Brown. "They remember the Clinton years as prosperous and relatively peaceful." A Democratic Party aide said scores of House and Senate candidates have requested help from Clinton, who left office in 2001 with the U.S. enjoying record budget surpluses that have since become record deficits. Clinton campaigned this month for Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid as he fights for political survival in Nevada, and has helped Senate Democratic candidates in Florida and New York. "We're going to take as much of Bill Clinton as we can get," said Senator Robert Menendez, the Senate Democratic campaign chairman. "No one can deliver a message better." While Clinton may give Democrats a boost, analysts say they do not expect him to end voter ire about the ailing economy and immunize his party against anticipated Election Day loses. 'HE'S STILL TOXIC' And they note that, particularly in Republican-dominated areas, Clinton could do Democrats more harm than good. "Bill Clinton can't be used everywhere. In some places, he's still toxic," said Paul Light, a political scientist at New York University. Clinton earned the moniker "Comeback Kid" in his 1992 campaign for the Democratic presidential nomination. A sex scandal nearly knocked him out, but he rallied to capture the White House. He presided over relative peace and prosperity, yet his presidency was hit by another sex scandal that threatened to drive him from office. He survived and ended his second term in 2001 with a public approval rating of more than 60 percent. But the sex scandals, the investigation of the Clintons' investment in a failed real estate deal and the first lady's ill-fated foray into healthcare reform helped make Clinton some inveterate enemies among conservative Republicans. Democrats currently control the U.S. Senate and the House. The entire House and 36 Senate seats are up for grabs in the November elections. With opinion polls showing Congress with an approval rating of only about 25 percent, Republicans are expected to gain seats, but it is unclear if they will take control of either chamber. Clinton's own stock dipped during the campaign for the 2008 Democratic presidential nomination that saw Barack Obama defeat Hillary Clinton. Relations between the former and current president had become strained. But they improved after the former first lady became Obama's secretary of state. Last year, Bill Clinton went to Capitol Hill to help win passage of Obama's plan to revamp the U.S. healthcare system. 'BACK FROM THE BRINK' "We've made real progress already -- from bringing our economy back from the brink to delivering dramatic health insurance reform," Clinton wrote in a recent letter to raise funds for House Democrats. Clinton, 63, has remained on the world stage, largely with humanitarian efforts, including visits to Haiti early this year to help victims of the poor country's devastating earthquake. He has been slowed, but not stopped, since 2004 by a pair of heart surgeries, the most recent in February to open a blocked artery. While Democrats embrace Clinton, Republicans avoid former Republican President George W. Bush. He left office in January 2009 with an approval rating about half that of Clinton's. Senator John Cornyn, the Senate Republican campaign committee chairman, said Democrats' election-year problems are bigger than Clinton. "What's going to be an albatross around the neck of Democrats in November is the unpopular policies, spending and debt that people are responding to in dramatic fashion," Cornyn said. But Cornyn conceded Clinton can be a good fund-raiser. "The amount of money that a former president can help raise is something that I'm worried about," he said.
Pelosi says Democrats will gain seats

Newmeyeys 02/09/10 (http://www.rollcall.com/news/43160-1.html)
Speaker Nancy Pelosi (D-Calif.) is literally laughing off the suggestion House Democrats could lose their majority in the midterm elections. In an interview with Roll Call Tuesday, the top House Democrat said her party would “definitely” retain control of the chamber and emerge from the November balloting with “much more than a simple majority.” That was a rosier view than the one offered last month by Majority Leader Steny Hoyer (D-Md.), when he told an interviewer he would consider Democrats successful if they simply managed to outnumber Republicans after the elections. The assessment comes as political forecasters hike their predictions of Democratic losses and begin to discuss the possibility — remote but real — that the party could actually lose enough seats to cost them the majority. But Pelosi, Speaker since Democrats assumed House control in January 2007, also made clear she is gearing up for a tough midterm battle in which she intends to scrap for each of her incumbents. “We will not be taken by surprise,” she said emphatically, echoing a pledge her lieutenants have made to not repeat Democrats’ mistake in 1994 when the GOP caught them napping amid a rising tide of voter anger and swept them from power. “I am not yielding one grain of sand. My responsibility is to protect and preserve my incumbents and that’s what I intend to do… I’m fighting for every seat.” Pelosi alluded to her own fundraising prowess — she had helped bank $21.3 million for House Democrats as of late last month, an internal fundraising tally showed — in making the case that her candidates would have all the resources they need. It’s one category where Democrats have a commanding edge over Republicans, having stashed $16.7 million in cash on hand through the end of the year to $2.7 million for the National Republican Congressional Committee, the GOP’s campaign arm. But Democrats have plenty of other headaches, among them the dragging talks on a health care overhaul they had hoped to see passed into law by now so they could start selling it as a landmark achievement. The party’s stunning upset loss in the special Senate race in Massachusetts scrambled those plans, forcing more tough negotiations on the issue and complicating House Democratic leaders’ aim to carry a light legislative load as they look to focus on the elections. Republican Scott Brown secured the seat of the late Sen. Edward Kennedy (D-Mass.) and gave the GOP the power of 41 votes, enough to sustain a filibuster. “We’re still in our legislative mode in a very important way,” said Pelosi, who at the end of last year, with a health care reform endgame in sight, declared herself “in campaign mode.” She acknowledged Tuesday that lawmakers “have a lot of work to do before we go into the campaigns, and now sadly we have another campaign, with Mr. Murtha” — a reference to the yet-to-be-scheduled Special Election to succeed the late Rep. John Murtha (D-Pa.) And while the Democratic defeat in the Bay State reordered both the Senate and the calendar, Pelosi, a tough-minded political operator, said she is taking a “cold-blooded” approach to assessing the race and internalizing its lessons. “You cannot underestimate what happened but you can’t overestimate it either. You have to weigh it,” she said. “What really went into this? And there’s no question that an element of it was concern about the deficit and the rest.” To the extent the special election was a referendum on health care reform, Pelosi argued that voters in a state that already has near-universal coverage were concerned they would face new taxes on their plans under a provision the Senate bill. “That was not a positive message,” she said. “We don’t have that in our House bill, so we don’t have to defend that position.” 

AT: Oil Spill
Democrats are using oil spill to undermine Republicans

Witt 6/19 (Ryan, Ann Arbor political examiner, The Ann Arbor Examiner, “Midterms 2010: Democrats begin attacking Republicans for their defense of BP over Gulf oil spill” Jun 19 2010 http://www.examiner.com/x-5738-Political-Buzz-Examiner~y2010m6d19-Midterms-2010-Democrats-begin-attacking-Republicans-for-their-defense-of-BP-over-Gulf-oil-spill LM)

However, developments over the last month may have given the Democrats an opening to keep their large majorities in Congress. Prominent Republican and conservative leaders have consistently defended BP even though the company was undoubtedly negligent, if not reckless, in their behavior leading up to the spill. Notable incidents of Republicans gaffes over the spill include, but are not limited to: (1) Kentucky Senate Candidate Rand Paul calling criticism of BP "un-American." (2) Rep. Michelle Bachmann (R-Minn.) urging BP to stand firm and not be "chumps" when facing off with the federal government. (3) Governor Haley Barbour saying that the oil spill was nothing like Exxon Valdez in the early days of the spill. In fact, the spill is now estimated to be at least four times larger than the Valdez spill. Gov. Barbour also blamed the media, not BP, for decreased tourism along the Gulf Coast. (4) House Minority Leader John Boehner (R-OH) reportedly agreed with the Chamber of Commerce in saying that taxpayers should help pay for cleanup costs in addition to BP. Rep. Boehner would later claim he misunderstood the question and that he supports making BP pay for every dime of the disaster. (5) Finally, most infamously, Rep. Joe Barton (R-TX) actually apologized to BP in congressional hearings calling the agreement BP made with the White House a "shakedown." After the financial crisis it was essentially political death to be associated to closely with companies like Lehman Brothers or Goldman Sachs. The same may be the case with BP after the Gulf oil spill crisis. In a time when most Americans see large corporations as part of the problem, the GOP seems all too willing to align themselves with BP. Democrats have not missed this point quickly calling out Republicans. Democrats have now also released their first ad attacking Republicans for their stance with BP. In the ad below, Minnesota State Sen. Tarryl Clark takes Rep. Michelle Bachmann to task for her comments defending BP. Many liberals, such as Keith Olbermann, are urging Democrats to start referring the opposing party as "GOBP." The White House has already mentioned the fact that, as ranking Republican member of the Energy Committee in the House, Rep. Joe Barton would become one of the more powerful people overseeing big oil if Republicans took back the House

Dems Lose – 2NC Wall 

Republicans will win the midterms – enthusiasm gap proves

Cillizza 06/21/10 (The Washington Post, http://voices.washingtonpost.com/thefix/morning-fix/1-2-weld-county-district.html)
 New data from Gallup on Monday suggests that Republican voters are significantly more enthusiastic about the 2010 midterm elections than in years past, further evidence of an energized GOP base heading into the fall campaign. Nearly six in 10 Republicans described themselves as "more enthusiastic" about 2010 than previous midterm elections, while 44 percent of Democrats said the same. The previous "enthusiasm high" in Gallup data was in 2006, when 50 percent of Democrats described themselves as more enthusiastic than in past, non-presidential election years (40 percent of Republicans said the same). Democrats picked up 30 seats and the House majority that year. While the Gallup numbers are gathered from four national polls conducted throughout the year, the latest survey to be included -- from earlier this month -- paints an even rosier picture for the GOP than the overall data. In the June poll, 53 percent of Republicans said they were more enthusiastic about voting in this election than they had been in previous midterms, while 39 percent said they were less enthusiastic; just 35 percent of Democrats called themselves more enthusiastic in2010, while 56 percent said they were less so. "The enthusiasm question has generally provided an accurate indication of which party will fare better in the midterm elections," writes Gallup's Jeffrey Jones. "Since 1994, the party that has had a relative advantage on the enthusiasm measure has gained congressional seats in that midterm election year." Put simply: Midterm elections tend to be low turnout affairs, making the two party bases -- the most reliable of voters -- even more important. When one party's base is, to borrow a phrase, fired up and ready to go and the others isn't, major change can happen. (See President Obama winning 365 electoral votes, including former GOP strongholds like Indiana and North Carolina, in 2008.) There are still more than four months for Democratic voters to find their electoral mojo, and entities like the White House and the Democratic National Committee will be devoting significant time and resources to try and engineer that enthusiasm. But, at least today, an enthusiasm gap favoring Republicans exists -- and that's good news for the GOP heading into the fall.
Democratic gridlock could doom midterm elections

Lightman 06/25/10 (http://www.mcclatchydc.com/2010/06/25/96550/eyeing-voters-house-dems-have.html, McClatchy Newspapers)

It's become a familiar Tuesday ritual: Another member of Congress loses his bid for re-nomination, and incumbents in Washington shudder — and get more timid about taking politically risky votes on economic matters. That's making it hard for the increasingly fractured House of Representatives Democratic caucus, which has an overwhelming majority, to complete even the most routine matters. That then calls into question how soon, if at all, lawmakers can approve more funding for the war in Afghanistan and for thousands who've lost jobless benefits lately, let alone tackle the nation's ballooning debt. This week, the political victim was Rep. Bob Inglis, a South Carolina Republican, who fell hard as opponent Trey Gowdy got 71 percent of the vote. Inglis, a six-term veteran, was the third House member to lose a bid for re-nomination this year; two senators also have been defeated. That's an unusually high toll, with more primaries to come, and legislative survivors are hearing a clear message. "The American people are not happy with incumbents across the board, and the election could come down to how we individualize these races," said House Democratic Caucus Chairman John Larson of Connecticut. That means voting one's district as never before, and in a House in which Democrats control 255 of the 435 seats and represent a wide variety of districts, it's hard to find common ground on Capitol Hill. The resulting paralysis sends the kind of message that no incumbent wants, though. "It gets to competence and whether you can govern," said Merle Black, a professor of politics and government at Emory University in Atlanta. The most outstanding symbol of the gridlock is the emergency spending legislation, which languishes, even though funding for hundreds of thousands of jobless workers' benefits expired earlier this month. House Democratic leaders originally proposed a $200 billion plan. Most of the 54-member Blue Dog — or moderate Democratic — coalition balked, however, concerned about increased budget deficits. The plan was scaled back dramatically, and it finally passed last month, but 34 Democrats voted no. The Senate came up with a further scaled-down version, but it's died largely because Republicans, joined by moderate Democratic Sen. Ben Nelson of Nebraska, refused to cut off debate on it. That scaled-back measure never made it to the House. If it had, chances are that liberals would have been fine with the deficit spending, saying the economy still needs a jolt, but the moderates, who tend to represent the most politically vulnerable areas, would cite a crying need for fiscal discipline. "What you have here is that everyone is reflecting the view of their own district," said Rep. Henry Cuellar, D-Texas, who's a Blue Dog. "And the more conservative among us see spending fatigue." House Majority Leader Steny Hoyer, D-Md., tried to placate the centrists Tuesday by pledging to consider dramatic long-term steps such as raising the Social Security retirement age and extending the Bush administration's middle-class tax cuts only temporarily, not permanently as the White House long has urged. So far, liberals are reacting icily to the idea, and House Speaker Nancy Pelosi, D-Calif., chose her words about it carefully, saying Hoyer "made a very important statement about putting everything on the table." In the meantime, Republicans have gained political traction by hammering away at Democrats as being too eager to spend. GOP lawmakers gleefully point out that for the first time since the 1974 budget law went into effect, House leaders had no plans to vote on a budget outline, which usually includes the majority party's five-year plan for reducing deficits. Instead, Democratic leaders said they'd push for a vote on a one-year plan that would spend less than President Barack Obama proposed, but liberals had other thoughts: trimming defense costs. Democrats are divided over that, too, however. The Senate passed a $58.8 billion bill last month to pay for the Afghan war as well as other emergencies, but House Democratic budget writers wanted to add $23 billion to help states pay education costs. Some also want the chance to cast a vote that expresses lawmakers' views on the war. "We have to stop to evaluate — to re-evaluate — what's happening in Afghanistan," said Congressional Black Caucus Chairman Barbara Lee, D-Calif. The schism is hardly new. Earlier this year, 60 House Democrats voted for a resolution calling on Obama to withdraw troops from Afghanistan by the end of the year. Democratic leaders sense another potentially ugly dispute and are proceeding carefully. Though Defense Secretary Robert Gates said earlier this week that the war funding was needed by July 4 or else "we will have to start doing stupid things," Larson wouldn't commit to that goal. "There's great skepticism in the caucus about the war," he said, particularly since Army Gen. Stanley McChrystal was relieved of his command in Afghanistan this week. The latest twist showed that nothing is easy in this climate, Larson said. "Every issue has become difficult," he said, "because people are looking at its impact on their district."

Ext. Dems Lose
Obama’s poor approval ratings means dems will lose seats 

Cillizza  6/25/10- Washington Post staff writer (Chris, June 25, “ The most important number in the midterms”, http://voices.washingtonpost.com/thefix/the-line/the-most-important-number-in-t.html?wprss=thefix)

 Midterm elections -- particularly the first midterm of a president's first term in office -- tend to be nationalized, serving as an early referendum on how the chief executive is doing in the eyes of voters. Given that, the most important number when trying to analyze how many seats Republicans will win this fall may well be President Barack Obama's job approval number. The better the president is doing in the eyes of voters, the less likely they will be to punish his party at the ballot box. The most recent NBC/Wall Street Journal poll pegged Obama's job approval rating at 45 percent while 48 percent disapproved. It marked the first time in Obama's presidency that those disapproving of how he is handling the office outnumbered those approving of the job he is doing in the NBC/WSJ numbers.

Obama will see huge losses in seats- his poor approval ratings guarantee 
Cillizza  6/25/10- Washington Post staff writer (Chris, June 25, “ The most important number in the midterms”, http://voices.washingtonpost.com/thefix/the-line/the-most-important-number-in-t.html?wprss=thefix)

The NBC/WSJ poll reflects a broad trend in Obama's approval numbers that has to be at least somewhat concerning for Democratic party strategists. The history of first-term, midterm elections suggest that President Obama will almost certainly see considerable losses -- no matter where his job approval stands on November 2nd. In every election of that sort since World War II, the president's party has lost House seats with the exception of the Sept. 11-impacted 2002 election. Where Obama's job approval rating will matter is on the margins. If he is over 50 percent on election day, it's hard to see marginal Democrats losing solely because their Republican opponent sought to tie them to the chief executive. (That is, by the way, clearly the Republican strategy heading into the fall; Democrats, meanwhile, will try to localize races.) If Obama is at 45 percent or lower, however, it's uniquely possible that GOP attacks linking Democratic candidates to him could drive up the number of seats that his party losses. 
Dems won’t be able to keep majority- Republican voters are 15% more likely to vote than Dems

Earle 6/22/10- NY Post Staff writer (Geoff, June 22, “GOP Voters Primed for Midterms'”
http://www.leagle.com/unsecure/news.do?feed=yellowbrix&storyid=146528302)

WASHINGTON - Republicans are fired up and ready to vote in the November midterm elections, says a new poll spelling trouble for Democrats. A remarkable 59 percent of Republicans and GOP-leaning Independents say they are more enthusiastic than usual about voting this year - the highest numbers on record at Gallup, which conducted the poll. Yet only 44 percent of Democrats and Democratic-leaners are enthusiastic about voting - setting up what already looks like a dangerous environment for the majority party. In 2006 elections that swept Democrats into power, the party had a 50 percent enthusiasm rating, while Republicans were down at 40 percent - 19 points below where they are today. 
A2: Dems Have More Money
Even the millions Dems are putting into campaigning won’t save them

Rove 10 – former senior adviser and deputy chief of staff to President George W Bush (Karl, June 24, “Obama and the Woes of the Democrats”, The Wall Street Journal, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704629804575324732508609048.html?mod=googlenews_wsj). 
But cash won't save the Democrats. Complex combinations of factors decide elections, and this year the driving forces are the president's low standing, his mishandling of the economy, his failure to respond to the oil spill, and the interconnected issues of jobs, spending, deficits and ObamaCare. It is an explosive mix for Democrats. All these measures—from his job approval to handling the economy and the Gulf oil leak to the generic ballot to intensity—will remain roughly where they are unless a dramatic event causes a shift. That's unlikely: The president can do little to radically improve the landscape. It has taken a year and a half of bad policies to put Mr. Obama and Congressional Democrats in their precarious position. As voters hold them accountable for misdeeds, mistakes and misjudgments, Democrats will endure a beating this year they are not likely to forget soon.
Republican Momentum

Republicans have momentum – Massachusetts proves

Bolger and Newhouse 1/25 (Glen and Neil, partners at Public Opinion Strategies for the Washington Post, “How Republicans Can Win the Midterm Elections” Jan 25 2010 http://www.pressdemocrat.com/article/20100125/OPINION/100129646?p=5&tc=pg LM)

The lesson for GOP midterm hopefuls: Welcome the president to your state. Stage counter-rallies and highlight doubts about his policies, but do not attack him personally. Show respect for the man and the office, but shine a bright light on your substantive differences. (A corollary to that is that George W. Bush is now firmly in the electorate's rearview mirror. If Democrats couldn't make him resonate in Massachusetts, New Jersey and Northern Virginia, it's not going to work elsewhere, except maybe Manhattan and Los Angeles.) • The Republican base is fired up. After more than three years in the wilderness, GOP voters are chomping at the bit. Virginia Republicans were consistently more interested in the election — by 20 points — than Democrats throughout our daily October tracking polls. In Massachusetts, even after Obama came to the state, Republicans were seven points more interested. Nationally, an NBC News/Wall Street Journal poll found that voters who rate their interest in this fall's elections as a nine or a 10 on a one-to-10 scale prefer GOP control of Congress by 15 points.
No Democratic Momentum
Democratic base losing faith 

Bolton 09 (Alexander, The Hill, “Liberals warn Obama that base may skip midterm elections” Dec 3 2009 http://thehill.com/homenews/administration/70355-liberals-warn-obama LM)
Prominent liberal activists are warning Democratic leaders that they face a problem with the party’s base heading into an election year. The latest issue to roil relations between President Barack Obama and the liberal wing of the party is his decision to send 30,000 more troops to Afghanistan, which liberals fear could become a debacle like Vietnam. [image: image1.png]


 The left is also concerned the administration and party leaders have drifted too far to the center or are caving in to non-liberal interest groups in key policy battles, including healthcare reform, climate change and energy reform and financial regulatory reform. In some cases, liberals fear the White House is backing away entirely from core issues, such as the closing of the Guantánamo Bay detention camp and ending the “Don’t ask, don’t tell” policy that prevents gays and lesbians form serving openly in the military. “I think there’s a growing concern that Washington is losing battles to entrenched lobbying interests and the administration is not effectively in charge and a sense that things aren’t going well,” said Robert Borosage, co-director of the Campaign for America’s Future, a liberal advocacy group “I think the Democratic base is getting a little nervous out there about where we’re headed,” said Sen. Tom Harkin (Iowa), a leading liberal within the Senate Democratic Conference who shares concerns over Obama’s commitment of troops to the Afghan war

A2: Can’t Predict

Results are easily predicted
Moran 9 (Rick, Political Analyst and Blogger – The American Thinker, “Experts see significant GOP gains in 2010 but not enough to win back House” American Thinker http://www.americanthinker.com/blog/2009/08/experts_see_significant_gop_ga.html)

Actually, the value of predictions today is relevant to the current political debate over health care. Leading analysts who gauge the mood of the public on a month to month, even week to week basis, see outliers that may - or may not - be indicative of trends.   Trends represent long term outlooks rather than the "snapshot" that polls generally give us. Get enough snapshots of how people are thinking, and you can trace how people are feeling about an issue on a graph. That's the essence of strategic polling and politicians - even this far out from the 2010 election - ignore the information at their own peril.  So when several of the best analysts in the industry examine the trendlines, as well as the 50-60 congressional districts where vulnerable members from both parties are fighting to remain in office, they put two and two together and come up with scenarios for the election based on science, their own experience, and hunches born out of their insights gleaned over many years of watching politics.

Presidential Approval Key

Midterm results depend upon Obama’s approval rating which is at an all time low

Cillizza, 6/25/10.– Writer of "The Fix", a politics blog for the Washington Post (The most important number in the midterms) http://voices.washingtonpost.com/thefix/the-line/the-most-important-number-in-t.html
Midterm elections -- particularly the first midterm of a president's first term in office -- tend to be nationalized, serving as an early referendum on how the chief executive is doing in the eyes of voters. Given that, the most important number when trying to analyze how many seats Republicans will win this fall may well be President Barack Obama's job approval number. The better the president is doing in the eyes of voters, the less likely they will be to punish his party at the ballot box. The most recent NBC/Wall Street Journal poll pegged Obama's job approval rating at 45 percent while 48 percent disapproved. It marked the first time in Obama's presidency that those disapproving of how he is handling the office outnumbered those approving of the job he is doing in the NBC/WSJ numbers. The NBC/WSJ poll reflects a broad trend in Obama's approval numbers that has to be at least somewhat concerning for Democratic party strategists. The history of first-term, midterm elections suggest that President Obama will almost certainly see considerable losses -- no matter where his job approval stands on November 2nd. In every election of that sort since World War II, the president's party has lost House seats with the exception of the Sept. 11-impacted 2002 election. Where Obama's job approval rating will matter is on the margins. If he is over 50 percent on election day, it's hard to see marginal Democrats losing solely because their Republican opponent sought to tie them to the chief executive. (That is, by the way, clearly the Republican strategy heading into the fall; Democrats, meanwhile, will try to localize races.) If Obama is at 45 percent or lower, however, it's uniquely possible that GOP attacks linking Democratic candidates to him could drive up the number of seats that his party losses.
Voter Motivation Key

Voter motivation is key to midterm elections

Cilizza 4/19/10 (Chris, Wash Post, "Why people dislike government (and why it matters for 2010)," http://voices.washingtonpost.com/thefix/house/why-people-dislike-government.html)

All elections are about intensity and passion -- and midterm elections are even more so. Democrats saw across-the-board gains in 2006 because the party base as well as lots of Democratic-leaning independents were dead-set on sending President George W. Bush a message. Republicans -- and Republican-leaning independents, on the other hand, were significantly less energized to vote, feeling as though Bush had abandoned them on spending and size of government issues, not to mention the cloud cast by his Administration's handling of Hurricane Katrina. The White House and congressional Democrats insisted that the best political outcome from the passage of the health care bill last month was that it re-energized what had been a very listless party base since Obama's election in 2008. Perhaps. But, the Pew numbers suggest that Republicans today still hold the high ground in the intensity battle heading into the fall campaign. Eliminating that edge may well be impossible -- the party out of power is always more motivated to "throw the bums out" -- but Democrats must find ways to mitigate it if they hope to keep their losses at historic norms (or below) in November.
Voter enthusiasm key

Cillizza  6/21 (Chris, Washington Post, “ Republicans' enthusiasm about 2010 midterms at historic high,” June 21, http://voices.washingtonpost.com/thefix/morning-fix/1-2-weld-county-district.html#more)
“The enthusiasm question has generally provided an accurate indication of which party will fare better in the midterm elections,” writes Gallup’s Jeffrey Jones. “Since 1994, the party that has had a relative advantage on the enthusiasm measure has gained congressional seats in that midterm election year.” Put simply: Midterm elections tend to be low turnout affairs, making the two party bases — the most reliable of voters — even more important. When one party’s base is, to borrow a phrase, fired up and ready to go and the others isn’t, major change can happen. (See President Obama winning 365 electoral votes, including former GOP strongholds like Indiana and North Carolina, in 2008.) There are still more than four months for Democratic voters to find their electoral mojo, and entities like the White House and the Democratic National Committee will be devoting significant time and resources to try and engineer that enthusiasm.

National Security Key
The Christmas bombing has made national security a priority
Malone 1/11 (Jim, Voice of America News, “Security and Economy Issues Top Obama’s Agenda for 2010” Jan 11 2010 http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/usa/Security-and-Economy-Issues-Top-Obamas-Agenda-for-2010-81168942.html LM)

National security concerns are now center-stage for Mr. Obama as he tries to rebut critics who say his administration was slow to react to the Christmas bombing attempt aboard a passenger plane bound for Detroit. "I am less interested in passing out blame than I am in learning from and correcting these mistakes to make us safer," said President Obama. "For ultimately, the buck stops with me. As president, I have a solemn responsibility to protect our nation and our people. And when the system fails, it is my responsibility." Republicans and even a few Democrats were critical of what they believe was the administration's slow and uneven early response to the failed terror attack. Senator Jon Kyl, a Republican from Arizona, told Fox News Sunday the president must do more to demonstrate his commitment to fighting the war on terror. "And when the president says that we are at war, what he needs to do is back that up with a sense of urgency and instruct the people that work for him that they have to treat this like a war, including gathering all the intelligence you can gather," said Jon Kyl. For much of President Obama's first year in office, the focus was on domestic issues, the economy, bank and auto bailouts, and health-care reform. Republicans were generally unified in opposition to the president's domestic agenda, though many of them supported Mr. Obama's decision to send an additional 30,000 troops to Afghanistan. But the re-emergence of terrorism and security issues presents the president with a new set of political challenges this year, says University of Virginia expert Larry Sabato.
Foreign Policy Key

Foreign policy is key – responsible for Rand Paul’s surprise win

Keating and Kenner 5/20 (Joshua E. and David, Foreign Policy, “Five Primaries Where the World Matters” May 20 2010 http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/05/19/five_primaries_where_the_world_matters?page=full LM)

It's political season once again in the United States of America, with midterm elections due in the fall and a series of fierce primary battles already underway this spring. Most voters are clearly concerned with the state of the U.S. economy above all, but in a few key races, foreign policy is making a showing. And it's appearing in often surprising ways. Consider Rand Paul's 24-point victory in Kentucky's Republican Senate primary on Tuesday, after which conservative pundit David Frum fretted that Paul's national security views will make him a "walking target" for Democratic attack ads in the general election. Paul, an ophthalmologist by training and the son of former Republican presidential candidate Ron Paul, has adopted a watered-down version of his father's isolationist agenda, calling for slashing the U.S. defense budget and scaling back the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq. More controversially, he asserted that Iran's possession of a nuclear weapon wasn't a threat to the United States.
AT: Econ Determines Election

1. Public sees withdrawal as fixing government spending

Mulrine 6/10 (Anna, U.S. News, “5 Key Issues in the 2010 Elections” Jun 10 2010 http://politics.usnews.com/news/slideshows/5-key-issues-in-the-2010-elections/5  LM)

While Afghanistan has faded from the public consciousness in the wake of economic collapse and healthcare reform, this summer promises to put it back on the front pages. As the last of Obama's surge troops arrive on the ground in Afghanistan, most in the volatile south, the Pentagon has made no secret of the fact that it is planning a major offensive. The target will be Kandahar, the spiritual heartland of the Taliban, and senior U.S. military officials have already told members of Congress to brace their constituents for a tough period of fighting, with more casualties. As troops surge, of course, so too does the cost of the war. The price tag for Afghanistan alone is more than $300 billion to date, with another $100 billion expected to be spent in 2010, according to the Obama administration's supplemental budget request. The president has promised to begin withdrawing U.S. troops by July 2011, conditions permitting. But U.S. military officials currently engaged in a brutal war against a committed network of Taliban insurgents warn that, indeed, conditions may not permit. As the midterm elections approach, the fiscal cost of war in Afghanistan may draw the ire of a public increasingly mobilized against government spending—and of those, too, weary of the human toll of war.

2. Military expenses put enormous strain on econ

Mull 4/21 (Josh, Afghanistan Blogging Fellow for Brave New Foundation/The Seminaland Community Director for Small World News, “2010 Midterms: Jobs vs. Wars in California” April 21 2010 http://www.huffingtonpost.com/josh-mull/2010-midterms-jobs-vs-war_b_546874.html LM)

California's economy is in a tailspin. One in 5 Californians is out of work. Over three quarters of a million have lost their homes. Desperately needed social services have been cut to the bone. Yet residents of our state continue to pay for a senseless war in Afghanistan that's not making us safer -- a war that has cost California taxpayers nearly $38 billion already. OK, hold on a minute. $38 billion for war? Just from California? Take a look at California's financial situation: Jaws dropped from coast to coast at the size of [California's] $26.3 billion shortfall, a quarter of the general fund. Even more astounding was state leaders' difficulty in reaching a budget deal -- not just this year, but year after year. With its repeated use of borrowing and IOUs, the Golden State has become the poster child for fiscal irresponsibility. That's right, their apocalyptic budget crisis is actually much less than they're spending on the war in Afghanistan. $26 billion for the budget vs $38 billion for war. And what do they actually get for that money? It's not like it's way better to live in California thanks to the war. In fact, it's actually getting much, much worse. The depth of the crisis faced by California screams out from the cold hard data. Over one in five Californians are unemployed, underemployed, or have simply given up searching for work. Nearly another one in five lives in poverty. Low-income workers fortunate to have a job have seen their wages decline since 2006 - with middle income worker salaries remaining stagnant. 8.2 million Californians -- up from 6.4 million in 2007 -- lack health coverage.[...] Over three-quarters of a million California families were ousted from their homes in 2008 and 2009. The Center for Responsible Lending projects another 2 million foreclosures through 2012 -- with nearby homes losing an average of over $50,000 in value. 2.4 million California borrowers -- 35 percent of all properties with a mortgage - are currently under water (e.g. owe more on their home than it's currently worth). By 2011, that number will increase to nearly 70 percent of homeowners.

3. Military deployment is key internal link into the economy, we spend billions to station troops abroad and for base upkeep, withdrawal would be perceived as decreasing spending massively.
Troop Reduction Key

Troop reduction could tip midterms in favor of the democrats, and could free funds necessary for Democratic agenda.
Winship 12/04/09 (Michael Winship is senior writer of the weekly public affairs program Bill Moyers Journal, which airs Friday night on PBS. Check local airtimes or comment at The Moyers Blog at www.pbs.org/moyers, December 4, 2009, “The Afghan Ambush”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/michael-winship/the-afghan-ambush_b_380570.html)
The decision has been made. The months of meetings and briefings are over. Tuesday night, the President made it official: 30,000 more American troops to Afghanistan. Along with Friday's announcement of an additional 7,000 from our NATO allies, after all those weeks of debate and consultation, the result's pretty much exactly what our commander over there, General Stanley McChrystal, asked for in the first place. As they used to say in the old war movies, we're in it now, up to our necks. More than ever, this is Obama's War. The mess he inherited from the previous administration is now his mess. And while many Republicans may don their helmets, rattle their empty rusty scabbards and shout that escalation is the only way to go, their temporary declarations of support are just that -- temporary. Pats on the back are simply their way of finding the proper place to stick the knife. Last week's Gallup Poll showed that while 65 percent of Republicans support sending all the troops McChrystal wants, only seventeen percent of Obama's own Democrats do; 57 per cent want a troop reduction. In other words, ignoring the entreaties of a majority in his own party Obama is going to war cheered on by the opposition that will do everything in its power next fall to bring him and his fellow Democrats down. Friday's New York Times reported, "President Obama's decision to send[ing] more troops to Afghanistan over the objections of fellow Democrats on Capitol Hill is straining a relationship already struggling under the weight of an administration agenda that some Democratic lawmakers fear is placing them in a politically vulnerable position." Next year's midterm elections could be a disaster for the Democrats. That's what happened to Lyndon Johnson. After winning by the largest plurality ever in 1964, bringing with him huge majorities in the House and Senate, in 1965 he escalated the Vietnam War. The next year, Democrats lost 50 seats in Congress. That's just one of the possible effects of this fateful decision, one that could scuttle Obama's campaign promises of social and other reforms just as surely as the Vietnam War did President Johnson's. Guns and butter, LBJ said; for a time he thought we could pay for both. We could not. Money that could be spent generating jobs, improving education, fighting global warming and world hunger is poured into this bottomless chasm of war. Some estimates put the ultimate cost of occupying Afghanistan at a trillion dollars. Add that figure to the mind-numbing numbers we've already spent on the occupation of Iraq. It keeps mounting even as our cities and states are running out of cash, unemployment benefits are drying up, and we're trying to figure out how to pay for health care reform - which some politicians are suggesting we back burner so that we can "focus" on the war in Afghanistan. Yet nothing is certain about our objectives there. The original goal of capturing Osama bin Laden was lost long ago, and so scattered now are our motives and so shaky our rationale that, prior to President Obama's speech, the Pentagon was asking the public to Twitter what "points and/or issues" they thought the President should highlight. Nor is there any real evidence that the administration is serious about the 18-month timetable for withdrawal that the President announced in his West Point address. As The New Republic's Michael Crowley wrote, "The pledge is a largely empty one: In a conference call, White House officials made it amply clear that the extent and pace of any drawdown would be based on conditions on the ground. Theoretically, Obama's promise tonight could entail withdrawing 100 troops in July 2011 and pulling out the rest ten years later. Much as the White House wants to deny it, what we've got here is an open-ended commitment." Our own military says Osama bin Laden's true believers have been reduced to a relative few, chased across the border into Pakistan or scattered as far as Yemen and Somalia. As for the Taliban, there seems to be a growing belief among many generals that at least certain factions can be bought off, much as the support of certain Sunni insurgents was paid for in Iraq, fueling the so-called "surge" that's increasingly mythologized as victory. But what part of "take the money and run" does the Pentagon not understand? And when it comes to training the Afghan police and army, and continuing to support the corrupt and dysfunctional government of Hamid Karzai -- such a wager has all the makings of the sucker bet to end all sucker bets. Toss into that pot disputatious warlords fueled by self-interest, the opium trade and hostility toward any outside occupier, and the already slim odds fade to mathematical improbability. You've made your decision, Mr. President, and good uck with it. But turn back as fast as you can. It's an ambush.
Bringing troops home allows a domestic job focus – helps Democrats win midterms.

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.” 

Troop Reduction Key
Troop reduction policy causes Democrats to gain seats in the midterms
Hulse 12/06/09 (Carl Hulse, December 6th 2009, “ Congressional Memo: Obama’s War Plan May Shape Midterms,” http://query.nytimes.com/gst/fullpage.html?res=9D07EFD71F31F935A35751C1A96F9C8B63&sec=&spon=&pagewanted=1)
Congressional Democrats successfully capitalized on antiwar anger aimed at the White House in the last two elections. Now, the commander in chief presiding over a troop buildup is not a Republican, but one of their own -- a fact likely to add to Democratic difficulties in what was already looming as a treacherous midterm election. At a minimum, President Obama's decision to send an additional 30,000 troops to Afghanistan could hold down the enthusiasm, and perhaps the desire to contribute, of voters who backed Mr. Obama and Congressional Democrats in the expectation that they would wind down conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan. Any depression of Democratic support could be problematic. Given the public's frustration over economic turmoil, which is threatening the governing party, Democrats will need every vote they can get. ''If the left is as antiwar as I believe they are, why would they turn out to elect more Democrats who might support the president's policy in Afghanistan?'' asked Senator John Cornyn of Texas, chairman of the National Republican Senatorial Committee. ''It creates a real split and perhaps demoralizes Democrats.'' The president's war plan has already injected a volatile element into Democratic primaries, with candidates in developing races around the country taking sides on what could be a defining issue in primary battles. In Pennsylvania, Senator Arlen Specter, a former Republican who converted to the Democratic Party this year, quickly staked out a position in opposition to the troop escalation, while his opponent, Representative Joe Sestak, a former military officer who has been trying to run to the left of Mr. Specter, came out in favor it. Other House and Senate candidates have seized on the buildup, siding both for and against it, making it likely that the president's Afghanistan policy will be a central topic in primary races and perhaps general elections as well. With national liberal advocacy groups already mobilizing against the troop increase, the president's policy could conceivably prompt additional primary contests against Democratic incumbents, forcing them into races that consume money before general election showdowns with Republicans. Even if they do not instigate primaries, some groups can be expected to run advertisements and stage rallies against Democrats backing escalation. Despite the possible negative impact, Democrats and some experts do see a potential benefit arising out of the party division over Afghanistan. For the most vulnerable Democrats -- those in more conservative states and districts -- a vote on the troop escalation presents an opportunity to side with Republicans on a national security issue. At the same time, it would allow a lawmaker to showcase a split with the liberal forces of the party and perhaps -- depending on her ultimate view -- with Speaker Nancy Pelosi herself. ''That will help some Democrats in moderate districts, because it cuts into Republican opponents running against them as out-of-touch liberals,'' said Martin Frost, a former congressman from Texas who headed the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee during his tenure. ''It is harder for a Republican opponent to go after the Democrat in a moderate district who votes with the president on the war.'' Mr. Frost, who was engaged in voter turnout efforts in the last election, said a stance in favor of the buildup could spur criticism from some Democratic constituents. But he said it was unlikely that those voters would then turn around and support a Republican. Some top Democrats played down the electoral ramifications of Mr. Obama's Afghanistan policy, saying the president was simply fulfilling his campaign promise to return the American military focus from Iraq to Afghanistan and its potential as a base of terrorism operations. 
Democrats Get Credit
Popular plans prevent fear, keeps Democrats from losing seats

Rothenberg 3/20/09 editor of the The Rothenberg Political Report, and a regular columnist for Roll Call Newspaper

Triggering that fear causes voters to punish dems

Stuart Rothenberg, “Should Democrats Worry About Obama Disconnect in 2010?,” http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2009/03/should_democrats_worry_about_o.html

Their fear is that even if Obama remains personally popular, voters will not look kindly on their party's candidates for Congress and governor if the economy remains weak and the public mood is sour and frightened. And even if the economy is showing signs of life, public concern over the deficit, taxes or cultural issues could drive turnout among voters wanting - you guessed it - change. The concern is well-founded, and you don't have to believe me to take this danger seriously. Here is what noted Democratic pollster/strategist Stanley Greenberg wrote in his article "The Revolt Against Politics" in the Nov. 21, 1994, issue of "The Polling Report," just two years into a Democratic president's first term and only weeks after a midterm election in which the GOP gained more than 50 House seats and won control of the House for the first time since the 1950s: "Voters this year voted against Democratic-dominated national politics that seemed corrupt, divisive and slow to address the needs of ordinary citizens. In that, they were voting their disappointment with the spectacle of a Democratic president and a Democratic Congress promising change, but seemingly unable to produce it. Many voted to change a government that spends too much and accomplishes too little, and to shift the public discourse away from big government solutions." Midterm elections are about anger, so if there isn't any, incumbents of both parties do just fine. But if there is some - watch out. Blaming the previous administration works for six months or a year, but after that, it's a much tougher sell. In focus groups in Macomb County, Mich., and Riverside, Calif., Greenberg wrote in his article, "one hears an electorate acutely conscious that the Democrats came to power promising change, but produced only turmoil." It's not hard to imagine some voters feeling that very same way next fall, especially if the Obama administration continues to spread itself so thin by dealing with an endless number of problems, yet solving none. As for the issue of corruption that Greenberg referred to in 1994, it, too, could be a problem for Democrats next year. Democratic operatives are still regurgitating old e-mails trying to hang Jack Abramoff around the necks of GOP candidates, but how will those same operatives deal with Democratic Reps. Charlie Rangel (N.Y.), John Murtha (Pa.), Eliot Engel (N.Y.), Maxine Waters (Calif.) and Alan Mollohan (W.Va.), all of whom have their own issues to deal with, to say nothing of the tax problems of Obama Cabinet nominees? Republicans aren't likely to give Democrats a free pass on ethics nationally. Later in his 1994 article, Greenberg made another crucial point that is certain to be applicable for 2010: "Democrats lost ground because of the composition of those who went to the polls." The makeup of the midterm electorate always differs from that in a presidential year, and next year's electorate will be less sympathetic to Obama and Democrats. The 2010 electorate is likely to be less black than was the electorate of 2008, and it's almost certain to be older. Given those factors, it's also likely to be at least a bit more Republican. Military is politically active – key voting block CORBETT & DAVIDSON 10 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. 
Democrats Get Credit
Obama and the liberals get credit for the plan
CNN Late Edition with Wolf Blitzer 4/28/2002
Bruce Morton, Cnn Correspondent: Networks will often air whatever the president says, even if he's praising the Easter Bunny. Blitzer: Competing for face time on the cable news networks. Stay with us. Blitzer: Welcome back. Time now for Bruce Morton's essay on the struggle for balanced coverage on the cable networks. Morton: The Democrats have written the three cable news networks -- CNN, Fox and MSNBC -- complaining that the Bush administration gets much more coverage than elected Democrats. They cite CNN, which they say, from January 1 through March 21, aired 157 live events involving the Bush administration, and 7 involving elected Democrats. Fox and MS, they say, did much the same thing. The coverage gap is certainly real, for several reasons. First, since September 11, the U.S. has been at war in Afghanistan, so the president has been an active commander in chief. And covering the war, networks will often air whatever the president says, even if he's praising the Easter Bunny. Plus, the White House press secretary's briefing, the Pentagon's, maybe the State Department's. Why not? It's easy, it's cheap, the cameras are pooled, and in war time, the briefings may make major news. You never know. But there's a reason for the coverage gap that's older than Mr. Bush's administration. In war or peace, the president is a commanding figure -- one man to whose politics and character and, nowadays, sex life, endless attention is paid. Congress is 535 people. What it does is complicated, compromises on budget items done in private, and lacks the drama of the White House. There's a primetime TV show about a president. None about the Congress. If a small newspaper has one reporter in Washington, he'll cover two things, the local congressional delegation and, on big occasions, the White House. So the complaining Democrats have a point, but it's worth remembering that coverage of a president, while always intense, isn't always positive. You could ask the Clintons. 9 Presidents will always get more coverage than Congresses. They're sexier. But it won't always be coverage they like.
Base key to the agenda

Kornacki 09 (Steve, columnist for PolitickerNY, “It's Time for Obama to Spend Some Political Capital”, 6-30-09, http://www.politickerny.com/4277/its-time-obama-spend-some-political-capital)

Perhaps, then, this would be a good time to point out what the White House may not fully appreciate: that Mr. Obama is in a vastly stronger position within the Democratic Party than the last two Democratic presidents were in their first terms—meaning that he is far better positioned to exercise clout with unruly Congressional Democrats. Mr. Clinton, don’t forget, rode to office in 1992 by defining himself in opposition to his party’s liberal traditions. To a country that had just soundly rejected Michael Dukakis and Walter Mondale, he proclaimed himself a “New Democrat,” a centrist who believed in tax cuts and free trade, viewed welfare programs with suspicion, and welcomed clashes with his party’s old-guard establishment (hence his “Sister Souljah” diss of Jesse Jackson during the campaign). This approach, which worked great in the campaign, limited Mr. Clinton’s moral authority within his own party as president. Old-time liberals in Congress didn’t trust him, and neither did many liberal interest groups and commentators. At the same time, Mr. Clinton had terrible personal relationships with some of his party’s more popular faces—specifically, Paul Tsongas and Bob Kerrey, who had both competed with him in the ’92 primaries. As a result, there were several forces within the Democratic Party that in ’93 and ’94 that weren’t invested in the president’s success—and that were eager to capitalize on his failures (which proved to be many in those first two years). Starting in the late spring of ’93, Mr. Clinton was subject to steady talk—much of it openly propelled by his fellow Democrats—of a primary challenge in 1996. From the left, Mr. Jackson touted himself, arguing that Mr. Clinton had abandoned minorities and urban issues. Mr. Kerrey, who came close to single-handedly defeating Mr. Clinton’s controversial ’93 budget, publicly flirted with running, too—with Tsongas egging him on from the sidelines. Pennsylvania’s governor, Bob Casey, still miffed that Mr. Clinton had silenced his pro-life voice at the ’92 convention, put his name out there, too. And when Democrats suffered a bloodbath in the ’94 midterms, Bill Bradley even toyed with the idea. Those ’94 midterms, of course, were actually the best thing that ever happened to Mr. Clinton, who stunningly reversed his fortunes in 1995. Still, his presidency was nearly ruined by the personal and ideological fissures in his own party. Mr. Carter’s fate was worse. Like Mr. Clinton, he was elected as a centrist, rejecting the traditional, unions-first economic liberalism that had defined the Democratic Party. He, too, faced threats of an intraparty challenge for re-nomination from the early months of his term. By late 1977, California Governor Jerry Brown, whose late-starting campaign defeated Mr. Carter in five primaries in ’76, made it clear he’d oppose the president from the left, and by the end of the year the then-influential Americans for Democratic Action formally chastised Mr. Carter for failing to live up to his campaign promises. A poll in the spring of 1978 found Ted Kennedy crushing Mr. Carter in a hypothetical ’80 primary match-up. In Mr. Carter’s case, this dissent was lethal, both to his legislative agenda and to his reelection chances, which were badly damaged when Mr. Kennedy and Mr. Brown followed through on their threats and opposed him in ’80. But in the middle of his first year in office, Mr. Obama is in a far different place. There is grumbling from interest groups here and there, but the Democratic Party—both its leaders and its rank-and-file members—are solidly behind him and committed to his (and their) success. It’s true that he barely won the party’s nomination last year, but his contest with Hillary Clinton wasn’t about ideology; it was about personality. Unlike Mr. Clinton and Mr. Carter, he didn’t win power by repudiating his party’s traditions and values. This gives Mr. Obama something neither of those men ever enjoyed in their dealings with Democrats in Congress: real moral authority. It’s probably time for him to start using it.
Democratic Base Key
That’s re-establishes the democratic agenda
Willis 6/15/10 (NPR Poll: Base Issues For Dems For 2010 Midterms, http://www.oliverwillis.com/2010/06/15/npr-poll-base-issues-for-dems-for-2010-midterms/)
That said, the base Democratic voter is a bigger concern for me in a midterm. His assessment of what ails the Democrats is dead-on: Timidity in the face of conservative extremism. Even if the GOP doesn’t win back the House (yesterday Ari Fleischer indicated that he’d rather the GOP get close enough to cause problems, but not actually win so they could still carp until 2012), the Dems are unlikely to have the margins they had after 2008. And especially thanks to conservative Democrats they haven’t advanced the ball nearly as much as they should have. We should be on a repeat trip to the end zone, when in fact we’re at about the 54 yard line on the first drive. In a midterm election, incremental progressive advancement isn’t a great message to sell base voters on, and that incremental movement doesn’t set things up great down the line for that independent voter two years from now. 
Democratic Base Key – AT: Independents outweigh
The Democratic base is the exclusive deciding factor

Robert Creamer 4/1/10 (The leading strategist for the Democratic Party, Creamer: Ten Rules for Democratic Success in Midterm Elections, http://www.thedemocraticstrategist.org/strategist/2010/04/creamer_ten_rules_for_democrat.php)

Rule #2: Midterm elections are all about turnout. In 1994 Democrats did not lose control of Congress because of a huge swing among persuadable voters. We lost because Republican voters turned out, and ours stayed at home. That means two things. * First, for the next six months we have to be all about inspiring the Democratic base. Of course victory in legislative battles is itself enormously inspiring. The polling shows that the health care reform victory caused the level of "intensity" among Democratic voters to pull even with Republicans. We have to continue winning. And we have to continue to draw clear distinctions between our positions and those of the Republicans - particularly on issues where we have the high political ground, such as holding the big Wall Street Banks accountable. For immigrant voters - and especially Latinos - we have to deliver on fixing the broken immigration system

Democratic Base Key – AT: Local Focus not National

National focus outweighs local focus
Robert Creamer 4/1/10 (The leading strategist for the Democratic Party, Creamer: Ten Rules for Democratic Success in Midterm Elections, http://www.thedemocraticstrategist.org/strategist/2010/04/creamer_ten_rules_for_democrat.php)

Rule #6: In midterm elections, whichever party nationalizes the contest almost always wins. In 2002, the Democrats made the giant mistake of trying to "localize" the midterms -- to focus on local issues -- while Republicans generated a national narrative. Republicans expanded their margins in the House and re-took control of the Senate. A national narrative is key to victory.

Democratic Base Key – A2: GOP Turn

Popular policies for the GOP are irrelevant - the election is a referendum on the Democrats 
Cook 06/22/2010 (Charlie Cook, “What not to do,” www.NationalJournal.com)

For months, I had been suggesting to my Republican friends that their party was facing good news and bad news. The bad news was that voters don't like Republicans these days and feel as though they have learned few, if any, lessons from 2006, when the GOP's majorities in Congress were abruptly terminated, or from 2008 when the party was unambiguously evicted from the White House. The most recent NBC News/Wall Street Journal poll indicates that only 30 percent of Americans have a positive view of the Republican Party, 42 percent negative, 26 percent neutral. The GOP's absence from power has not made the public's hearts grow fonder. The poll was conducted May 6-10 and has a 3-point error margin. The good news for Republicans is that this election isn't about them. When one party holds the White House and has majorities in both the Senate and House, the midterm election is invariably a judgment on the performance of that party.  The vast majority of Americans have never heard of Joe Barton and probably won't appreciate the significance of his colossally stupid remark. But maybe they heard some top Republican was defending BP.  We have never had a midterm election that turned into a referendum on a party that had no power. Sure, Democrats can try to frame it as a choice between competing visions -- and I would if I were them -- but if they were successful, it would be the first time. Similarly, I have long thought that while we have all seen countless times when political candidates and elected officials lost an election because of something stupid that they had said or done -- even seeing their careers prematurely ended by some transgression -- few of these gaffes, at least below the presidential level, infected their entire party. One possible exception was the fall 2006 scandal involving former Florida Rep. Mark Foley's overtures with a congressional page, a turn of events that was just the final nail in the Republicans' 2006 midterm election coffin. But generally speaking, moronic statements by individual members of or candidates for Congress are not transcendent events that hurt the party as a whole and other party candidates. Last week's gaffe by House Energy and Commerce ranking member Joe Barton of Texas, who apologized to BP for what he called President Obama's "shakedown" of the oil giant for his part in getting BP to establish a $20 billion escrow account, will test that thesis. Putting aside that Barton's statement may well be one of the most politically tone-deaf remarks by a member of Congress in a generation or two, one that some of the most senior Republicans clearly thought was criminally stupid, the basic question is whether it will make a difference in this fight for control of the U.S. House. The vast majority of American voters, even the smaller subset of midterm election voters, have never heard of Barton, will never hear of Joe Barton and probably won't ever know or appreciate the significance of his colossally stupid remark. But then again, what's more likely is that they heard that some top Republican was defending BP. Whether they could win a "Jeopardy" round on "this senior Republican member of Congress apologized to BP after the Gulf oil spill" is beside the point. They know one did. The political significance of this event will test that theory, and it's a better measure than North Carolina Democratic Rep. Bob Etheridge's sidewalk skirmish with young, khaki-and-blazer-clad, conservative and/or Republican staffers, interns or activists who questioned whether he "fully supports the Obama agenda," which received somewhat less attention. It would seem that for a Democrat representing conservative North Carolina's 2nd District, the only response worse than "yes" would have been to assault someone on camera, which is basically what Etheridge did. Having said that, it would seem that this incident might not hurt Etheridge, one of the few white Southern Democrats not facing a tough challenge. His district is one place where the GOP has not fielded a top-tier challenger. While Barton was probably just reflecting the values and points of view of many in his oil and gas-dependent district, when you are the party's top person on a critical committee like the Energy and Commerce Committee, you take on national party leadership status, and parochial views that might play well back home but are politically tone-deaf on a national scene need to be punished. Conversely, incidents like Etheridge's should be captured on videotape and plugged into a film, patterned after the gruesome driver's education films from years ago with horrific wrecks and dead bodies, designed to scare young drivers into becoming more careful. Party leaderships should put together the same thing, maybe titled Stupid Things That Members and Candidates Do That Prematurely End Careers. For me, I am planning on writing a book on the 100 dumbest mistakes made by candidates and campaigns, an effort that will surely not lack for good material. This past week provided a bit more material for my book!
Troop Withdrawal Popular

Majority of Americans oppose troops in Afghanistan 
Aiyar 9 – Cato Institute (Swaminathan S. Anklesaria, September 20, “Coming Triumph of the Taliban and Pakistan?”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10572), 
Even as US military commanders seek a troop increase in Afghanistan to check a resurgent Taliban, US voter support is fast eroding. A CNN poll in September showed that 58% of Americans oppose the war while only 39% support it. Among Democrats, only 23% support the war, and the number keeps falling. President Obama initially called the war in Afghanistan one of necessity, and proposed a big US troop increase. But with voter support slipping, Obama now says he will not rush the decision. Democratic Congressmen say in private that US withdrawal is a matter of time. One told me, "The British couldn't pacify Afghanistan, the Russians couldn't, and we can't either." 

Public hates Afghan war- troop withdrawal popular 
Naiman 9- Cato Institute (Robert, November December, “Should the United States Withdraw from Afghanistan?”, http://www.cato.org/pubs/policy_report/v31n6/cpr31n6-3.html) 

 The U.S. public does not support the war in Afghanistan. Since the majority of Americans don't support the war, the U.S. prosecution of the war should not continue. Some say such important decisions can't be made according to the vagaries of public opinion polls. But the most important decisions should be decided democratically, and U.S. public opinion is not volatile on questions of war and peace. Once the public turned against the Iraq war, it never turned back. Some say the war is making Americans safer. But the American public is the highest judge on this question. Since the American people oppose the war, they must believe it is not making them safer, or that whatever contribution the war is making to their safety is too small to justify the human and financial costs. Some argue against a "precipitous" withdrawal. In practice, this is a straw argument. The probability of a "precipitous" U.S. withdrawal is minuscule. The overwhelming likelihood is that as the U.S. moves towards withdrawing its troops, it will do so gradually, as it is doing in Iraq.

Public sides with democrats to withdraw troops from Iraq
Murray 7 –  Deputy political director at NBC News (Mark, April 26, “America siding with Dems against Bush”, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/18312789/#storyContinued)
WASHINGTON - As the Democrat-controlled Congress and the White House clash over an Iraq spending bill, with President Bush vowing to veto it because it contains withdrawal deadlines, the latest NBC News/Wall Street Journal poll finds that a solid majority of Americans side with the Democrats. In addition, a nearly equal number believe that victory in Iraq isn't possible, and about only one in eight think the war has improved in the three months since Bush called for a troop increase there. "They don't see the surge working," says Democratic pollster Peter D. Hart, who conducted the survey with Republican pollster Neil Newhouse. Instead, they are saying "we need to get out." With those opinions, it's perhaps not surprising the poll also shows that the Democratic presidential front-runner who opposed the Iraq war from the start — Sen. Barack Obama, D-Ill. — has gained ground on Sen. Hillary Clinton, D-N.Y., who voted to authorize the war and hasn't apologized for it, despite her increasingly antiwar rhetoric. And the candidate whose fortunes seem to be tied the most to the situation in Iraq — Sen. John McCain, R-Ariz. — continues to trail former New York City Mayor Rudy Giuliani by double digits. In favor of a troop deadline The poll — which was taken of 1,004 adults from April 20-23, and which has an overall margin of error of 3.1 percentage points — comes as Congress considers an supplemental spending bill that would begin withdrawing troops from Iraq no later than Oct. 1, with the goal of having all combat troops leave by March 2008.  The House on Wednesday passed the bill containing the troop withdrawal timetable. The Senate was expected to follow suit on Thursday. Bush opposes the bill and has threatened to veto it. "They know I'm going to veto a bill containing these provisions, and they know that my veto will be sustained," the president said on Tuesday. "But instead of fashioning a bill I could sign, the Democratic leaders chose to further delay funding our troops, and they chose to make a political statement. That's their right. But it is wrong for our troops and it's wrong for our country." Yet the poll shows that 56 percent say they agree more with the Democrats in Congress who want to set a deadline for troop withdrawal, versus the 37 percent who say they agree with Bush that there shouldn't be a deadline. 
Troop Withdrawal Unpopular 

Majority of the public wants troops to stay in Afghanistan 

Montopoli 9 (Brian, December 9, “ CBS News/New York Times Poll”, http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-5955120-503544.html) 

 President Obama said he would begin troop withdrawal from Afghanistan in 2011, but on this a majority disagrees with the president. 55% of the public thinks setting a deadline for troop withdrawal is a bad idea; just 41% think it is a good idea.  President Obama’s partisans agree with him on this point. Democrats support a timetable for troop withdrawal, while Republicans and independents do not. 
Plan is massively popular with democrats 

Holland 7 – Reuters (Steve, May 30, “Bush envisions U.S. presence in Iraq like S.Korea”, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSN3041621320070530), 

The United States has had thousands of U.S. troops in South Korea to guard against a North Korean invasion for 50 years. Democrats in control of the U.S. Congress have been pressing Bush to agree to a timetable for pulling troops from Iraq, an idea firmly opposed by the president. White House spokesman Tony Snow said Bush would like to see a U.S. role in Iraq ultimately similar to that in South Korea in which "you get to a point in the future where you want it to be a purely support model." "The Korean model is one in which the United States provides a security presence, but you've had the development of a successful democracy in South Korea over a period of years, and, therefore, the United States is there as a force of stability," Snow told reporters. Senate Democratic Leader Harry Reid of Nevada said in a statement he believes it is time for Bush to "recognize the reality on the ground in Iraq," that U.S. troops are mired in an Iraqi civil war and a change in course is urgently needed. 

Afghanistan Withdrawal Unpopular
Public Fear Outcome of Withdrawal
Michael Cohen, 6/11/10.  Senior Fellow at the American Security Project  (Why Has the Left Been So Silent on Afghanistan?) www.cbsnews.com

Second, in contrast to the war in Iraq, liberals generally support the objectives of the war in Afghanistan-and for a good part of the past seven years have been calling on the U.S. to devote more attention to the war there, rather than Iraq. They recall Afghanistan’s role in the planning of September 11 and are aware of the continued presence of al Qaeda in the region. And many fear that a precipitous withdrawal from Afghanistan would subject Afghans, and in particular Afghan women, to a return of the human rights abuses that defined previous Taliban rule. That makes even those with serious misgivings about the Obama administration’s strategy more willing to give it the benefit of a doubt.
Majority of the public wants troops to stay in Afghanistan 

Montopoli 9 (Brian, December 9, “ CBS News/New York Times Poll”, http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-5955120-503544.html) 

 President Obama said he would begin troop withdrawal from Afghanistan in 2011, but on this a majority disagrees with the president. 55% of the public thinks setting a deadline for troop withdrawal is a bad idea; just 41% think it is a good idea.  President Obama’s partisans agree with him on this point. Democrats support a timetable for troop withdrawal, while Republicans and independents do not. 
Afghanistan Withdrawal Unpopular – Money 
High military costs could turn voters away from the Democrats. 
US News 06/22/10 (http://www.usnews.com/news/slideshows/5-key-issues-in-the-2010-elections/)
With his December decision to send 30,000 additional U.S. troops to Afghanistan, President Obama made the war his own. And what a war it has become: The U.S. military marked a grim milestone in Afghanistan this year with more than 1,000 U.S. soldiers killed there since October 2001. Roadside bombings are on the rise, causing double the number of fatalities in 2009 that they did in 2008. And 2010 is on track to be even worse by that measure. While Afghanistan has faded from the public consciousness in the wake of economic collapse and healthcare reform, this summer promises to put it back on the front pages. As the last of Obama's surge troops arrive on the ground in Afghanistan, most in the volatile south, the Pentagon has made no secret of the fact that it is planning a major offensive. The target will be Kandahar, the spiritual heartland of the Taliban, and senior U.S. military officials have already told members of Congress to brace their constituents for a tough period of fighting, with more casualties. As troops surge, of course, so too does the cost of the war. The price tag for Afghanistan alone is more than $300 billion to date, with another $100 billion expected to be spent in 2010, according to the Obama administration's supplemental budget request. The president has promised to begin withdrawing U.S. troops by July 2011, conditions permitting. But U.S. military officials currently engaged in a brutal war against a committed network of Taliban insurgents warn that, indeed, conditions may not permit. As the midterm elections approach, the fiscal cost of war in Afghanistan may draw the ire of a public increasingly mobilized against government spending—and of those, too, weary of the human toll of war.

Afghanistan Withdrawal Popular

Majority of Americans oppose troops in Afghanistan 
Aiyar 9 – Cato Institute (Swaminathan S. Anklesaria, September 20, “Coming Triumph of the Taliban and Pakistan?”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10572), 
Even as US military commanders seek a troop increase in Afghanistan to check a resurgent Taliban, US voter support is fast eroding. A CNN poll in September showed that 58% of Americans oppose the war while only 39% support it. Among Democrats, only 23% support the war, and the number keeps falling. President Obama initially called the war in Afghanistan one of necessity, and proposed a big US troop increase. But with voter support slipping, Obama now says he will not rush the decision. Democratic Congressmen say in private that US withdrawal is a matter of time. One told me, "The British couldn't pacify Afghanistan, the Russians couldn't, and we can't either." 

Public hates Afghan war- troop withdrawal popular 
Naiman 9- Cato Institute (Robert, November December, “Should the United States Withdraw from Afghanistan?”, http://www.cato.org/pubs/policy_report/v31n6/cpr31n6-3.html) 

 The U.S. public does not support the war in Afghanistan. Since the majority of Americans don't support the war, the U.S. prosecution of the war should not continue. Some say such important decisions can't be made according to the vagaries of public opinion polls. But the most important decisions should be decided democratically, and U.S. public opinion is not volatile on questions of war and peace. Once the public turned against the Iraq war, it never turned back. Some say the war is making Americans safer. But the American public is the highest judge on this question. Since the American people oppose the war, they must believe it is not making them safer, or that whatever contribution the war is making to their safety is too small to justify the human and financial costs. Some argue against a "precipitous" withdrawal. In practice, this is a straw argument. The probability of a "precipitous" U.S. withdrawal is minuscule. The overwhelming likelihood is that as the U.S. moves towards withdrawing its troops, it will do so gradually, as it is doing in Iraq.

Dems want withdrawal
Lachlan Carmichael, 6/16/10.– AFP's State Department corresponden (US insists exit strategy in Afghanistan on track) afp.com

Senator Carl Levin, the Democratic chairman of the commission, said he was glad to hear of the general's "support for that July 2011 beginning of US troop reduction decision.

"I continue to strongly believe that it is essential for success in Afghanistan for everyone to understand the urgency for the Afghans to take responsibility for their own security," he told the general. Obama's fellow Democrats support the 2011 deadline for beginning a withdrawal following a surge of tens of thousands of troops this year and are anxious to avoid an open-ended commitment of troops.
Afghanistan Flip Flop Link

US expressed unconditional commitment to Afghanistan—despite the McChrystal incident. 

Buel 06/24/10 (Meredith Buel, “Defense Chief Reiterates US Commitment to Afghan Mission,” VOA News, http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/asia/Defense-Chief-Reiterates-US-Commitment-to-Afghan-Mission-97110334.html)

U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates said Thursday that he fully supports President Barack Obama's decision to replace the commander of NATO and American forces in Afghanistan. Gates said the change does not mean a reduction in America's commitment to the war. Speaking to reporters at the Pentagon, Secretary Gates said he deeply regrets the circumstances leading to the decision to replace Army General Stanley McChrystal. Gates said the move does not signal a change in America's determination in Afghanistan. "No one, be they adversaries or friends or especially our troops, should misinterpret these personnel changes as a slackening of this government's commitment to the mission in Afghanistan. We remain committed to that mission and to the comprehensive civil-military strategy ordered by the president to achieve our goals there," he said. Gates said President Obama's decision to replace McChrystal with Army General David Petraeus is the "best possible outcome to an awful situation." The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Navy Admiral Michael Mullen, says he was stunned and physically ill when he read McChrystal's remarks in a magazine article that quoted the general and his aides disparaging members of the Obama administration. Mullen says there is no excuse for McChrystal's poor judgment. "We do not have the right, nor should we ever assume the prerogative to cast doubt upon the ability or mock the motives of our civilian leaders, elected or appointed. We are and must remain a neutral instrument of the state, accountable to and respectful of those leaders, no matter which [political] party holds sway or which person holds a given office," he said. McChrystal was summoned to Washington and submitted his resignation following publication of a profile in Rolling Stone magazine. McChrystal has called the interview a mistake that never should have happened. The developments come as thousands of U.S. troops pour into southern Afghanistan as part of Mr. Obama's strategy to counter the Taliban and defeat al-Qaida. That strategy has been widely criticized as June has become the deadliest month for international forces since the conflict began in 2001. Military progress has been slower than expected in southern Afghanistan and there are continuing problems with corruption in the Afghan government. Secretary Gates told reporters that the fight is more difficult than originally expected. "I do not believe we are bogged down. I believe we are making some progress. It is slower and harder than we anticipated," he said. Admiral Mullen says the United States should know whether President Obama's military strategy for Afghanistan is working by the end of this year. Mullen says he is leaving immediately for Afghanistan and Pakistan to tell allies and troops that there will be no change in America's mission to win the war.
South Korea Withdrawal Popular
Public think South Korea should defend itself
Hanson 08 (Victor Davis, military historian, Ph.D. from Stanford University, and recipient of the 2007 National Humanities Medal, The Journal of the American Enterprise Institute, “That Old Isolationist Tug” 3/25/08 http://american.com/archive/2008/march-april-magazine-contents/that-old-isolationist-tug/ LM)

But there are new dangers to this internationalism, and they don’t just come from the far left and right. The mainstream of the Democratic Party sees political advantage in damning George W. Bush for his post-9/11 commitment to spreading democracy. Republican realists agree, and want to deal with the world as it is, rather than what it might become. There is also another new isolationist impulse—growing American anger at Europe. The European Union’s economy, population, and territory are getting larger than our own. Yet the EU spends little on its self-defense, preferring instead to invest billions in entitlements and in protecting European agriculture. In the heart of the most ardent internationalist there now grows the feeling that it might just be good for Europe or South Korea to defend itself—and for once take the flak that concrete action, not armchair moralizing, invites. Americans of every persuasion are beginning to think that a reduction in our global profile might be both profitable for ourselves and also good medicine for our friends—like when 30-something-year-old children are finally asked to move out of the house and make their own car payments. 

Public against military in South Korea

Gordon Cucullu, 10/27/05. – (author of Separated at Birth: How North Korea became the Evil Twin and is a columnist) Military.com

Many Americans are angry and frustrated by what they perceive as South Korean ingratitude for the 56,000+ casualties that the US alone took in keeping that country free. But it is important to realize that South Koreans are not monolithic in their political beliefs. The present incumbent party of President Roh Moo Hyun is decidedly anti-American in tone, and pro-appeasement in behavior. Roh and his predecessor, Kim Dae Jung, made conscious decisions to abandon human rights considerations for their fellow Koreans in the North in favor of “stability,” however false, and retention of political power.
The public wants troops out of South Korea 

Horween 9 (Matt, August 29, “ Opinion: Time to Remove U.S. Troops From South Korea”, The Street, http://www.thestreet.com/story/10555800/opinion-time-to-remove-us-troops-from-south-korea.html)
South Korea is my first example of our total disregard of any strategy in deploying 20,000-30,000 troops in a country that does not allow most of our products to be imported and where a large part of public opinion is unhappy with us for various reasons dating back to our support of the dictatorship of Syngman Rhee.

Not satisfied with our present untenable situation in Korea, with our troops held hostage to the fear of a massive North Korean surprise attack, our Department of Defense now wants to send the dependents of our troops that were formerly at the DMZ in South Korea to live with the troops in South Korea. Of course, this would lead to more balance of payments deficits and deprive the domestic U.S. economy of the spending the dependents now make in the USA. 
South Korea Withdrawal Popular
The public wants troops out of South Korea 

Horween 9 (Matt, August 29, “ Opinion: Time to Remove U.S. Troops From South Korea”, The Street, http://www.thestreet.com/story/10555800/opinion-time-to-remove-us-troops-from-south-korea.html)
South Korea is my first example of our total disregard of any strategy in deploying 20,000-30,000 troops in a country that does not allow most of our products to be imported and where a large part of public opinion is unhappy with us for various reasons dating back to our support of the dictatorship of Syngman Rhee.

Not satisfied with our present untenable situation in Korea, with our troops held hostage to the fear of a massive North Korean surprise attack, our Department of Defense now wants to send the dependents of our troops that were formerly at the DMZ in South Korea to live with the troops in South Korea. Of course, this would lead to more balance of payments deficits and deprive the domestic U.S. economy of the spending the dependents now make in the USA. 

Plan’s Popular

Woo-Cumings 03 (Meredith, professor of political science at the University of Michigan and a member of JPRI’s Board of Advisers, “South Korean Anti-Americanism”, July 2003, http://www.jpri.org/publications/workingpapers/wp93.html) 
In the United States, the reaction to the alleged South Korean “anti-Americanism” was one of shock, and petulance—above all, because more than 53,000 Americans lost their lives during the Korean War. Soon, American reporters were sending dispatches back from Seoul, dismayed that South Korean students did not seem to know much about their own history, including the fact that it was actually North Korea that invaded the South in 1950, and that the United States was the deus ex machina that saved South Korea from communist invaders. Instead the students seemed resentfully focused on the fact that it was the United States that divided Korea in half, in the first place, before the Korean War. If South Koreans couldn’t figure out who their friends and enemies were, some Americans argued, it was about time that the U.S. and South Korea called it quits. “South Korea has tired of the Americans,” columnist Robert Novak wrote on January 6, 2003, “and the Americans have grown impatient with South Korea.” Perhaps the U.S. should pull the plug on South Korea, bring home its 37,000 troops home, and make ungrateful Korea “responsible for itself, at long last.” 

South Korea Withdrawal Unpopular

Only small amount of Americans support troop withdrawal
Rasmussen Reports 05/26/10 (“47% Say U.S. Should Aid South Korea Militarily,” Wednesday, May 26, 2010, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/politics/current_events/north_korea/47_say_u_s_should_aid_south_korea_militarily, Rasmussen Reports is an electronic publishing firm specializing in the collection, publication, and distribution of public opinion polling information.)

As the saber-rattling increases on the Korean Peninsula, 47% of U.S. voters think the United States should provide military assistance to South Korea if it is attacked by its Communist neighbor to the north. A new Rasmussen Reports national telephone survey finds that only 25% oppose U.S. military assistance to South Korea if it is attacked by North Korea, but another 28% are undecided. Fifty-six percent (56%) say it is at least somewhat likely there will be a war between the two Koreas in the near future, but only 14% say it’s Very Likely. Twenty-nine percent (29%) say war between North Korea and South Korea is not very or not at all likely any time soon. These findings are little changed from a year ago when tensions between the two countries last heightened. The United States now has roughly 30,000 military personnel stationed in South Korea, mostly U.S. Army troops. Tensions have been mounting in recent days over charges that North Korea sank a South Korean naval vessel, and the Obama administration is pushing for United Nations action against North Korea. However, U.S. voters have little confidence that the UN will take effective action against North Korea. (Want a free daily e-mail update? If it's in the news, it's in our polls). Rasmussen Reports updates are also available on Twitter or Facebook. The survey of 1,000 Likely U.S. Voters was conducted on May 24-25, 2010 by Rasmussen Reports. The margin of sampling error is +/- 3 percentage points with a 95% level of confidence. Field work for all Rasmussen Reports surveys is conducted by Pulse Opinion Research, LLC. See methodology. Voters have little question which side they’re on. Sixty-four percent (64%) view South Korea as an ally of the United States. Just four percent (4%) see South Korea as an enemy, while 22% rate it as somewhere in between the two. By contrast, 66% say North Korea is an enemy of the United States. Two percent (2%) view North Korea as an ally, and 21% place it somewhere in between. Still, Iran remains at the top of the list of countries seen as the biggest threats to U.S. national security, with China second and North Korea third. Seventy-five percent (75%) of voters say they are following recent news stories about the two Koreas at least somewhat closely. Twenty-three percent (23%) are not following very closely, if at all. Male voters are twice as likely as female voters to think the United States should provide South Korea military assistance if it is attacked by North Korea. Most Republicans (61%) and the plurality (48%) of voters not affiliated with either party agree that America should assist South Korea militarily. Democrats are evenly divided on the question. Republicans and unaffiliateds believe more strongly than Democrats that North Korea is an enemy of the United States. But there is little disagreement that South Korea is an ally. The Political Class is much less convinced than Mainstream voters that war between North Korea and South Korea is likely in the near future. But most Political Class voters (58%) favor military assistance to South Korea in the event of such an attack, a view shared by just 48% of Mainstream Americans. Most Americans are willing to militarily defend only five countries around the globe – Great Britain, Israel, Germany, Canada and Mexico.
South Korea Withdrawal Unpopular – Money 
High military costs could turn voters away from the Democrats. 
US News 06/22/10 (http://www.usnews.com/news/slideshows/5-key-issues-in-the-2010-elections/)
With his December decision to send 30,000 additional U.S. troops to Afghanistan, President Obama made the war his own. And what a war it has become: The U.S. military marked a grim milestone in Afghanistan this year with more than 1,000 U.S. soldiers killed there since October 2001. Roadside bombings are on the rise, causing double the number of fatalities in 2009 that they did in 2008. And 2010 is on track to be even worse by that measure. While Afghanistan has faded from the public consciousness in the wake of economic collapse and healthcare reform, this summer promises to put it back on the front pages. As the last of Obama's surge troops arrive on the ground in Afghanistan, most in the volatile south, the Pentagon has made no secret of the fact that it is planning a major offensive. The target will be Kandahar, the spiritual heartland of the Taliban, and senior U.S. military officials have already told members of Congress to brace their constituents for a tough period of fighting, with more casualties. As troops surge, of course, so too does the cost of the war. The price tag for Afghanistan alone is more than $300 billion to date, with another $100 billion expected to be spent in 2010, according to the Obama administration's supplemental budget request. The president has promised to begin withdrawing U.S. troops by July 2011, conditions permitting. But U.S. military officials currently engaged in a brutal war against a committed network of Taliban insurgents warn that, indeed, conditions may not permit. As the midterm elections approach, the fiscal cost of war in Afghanistan may draw the ire of a public increasingly mobilized against government spending—and of those, too, weary of the human toll of war.

Operation costs of bases in South Korea are near 223 billion per year

Hani 06/23/08 (The Hankyoreh, http://english.hani.co.kr/arti/english_edition/e_international/300292.html) 

South Korea and the United States held their first round of negotiations with high-level officials on July 21 in Washington to sign a special agreement on how to share the cost of maintaining U.S. troops stationed in South Korea.During the day-long talks, the United States was believed to have demanded that South Korea increase its cost-sharing ratio to 50 percent, from the current 42 percent. It was also reported that the United States had asked South Korea to divert its share of the burden toward funding the expansion of the U.S. military base to Pyeongtaek, about 65 kilometers southeast of Seoul. Instead, South Korea was reported to have said that it wanted to pay for the cost of maintaining U.S. troops in goods, rather than in cash. The talks were led by Cho Byeong-je, the director of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade’s U.S. bureau, and Jackson McDonald, the ambassador for defense cost-sharing negotiations at the U.S. State Department. The South Korean government has financed the U.S. military presence here since 1991. Defense costs are broken down into four parts: wages for South Korean workers hired by the U.S., costs associated with the construction of military facilities, costs related to enhancing the allies’ defenses and military supplies. Since South Korea began funding the U.S. military, Seoul has increased its cost-sharing burden by about 10 percent annually. This year, South Korea was required to pay a total of 741.5 billion won (US$728.6 million). The high-level talks in Washington were aimed at negotiating how to share the cost from 2010. As for the U.S. request to divert the cost-sharing funds to help finance the relocation of the U.S. military base to Pyeongtaek, the National Assembly’s committee for unification, diplomacy and trade had already demanded in March that the South Korean government “come up with measures to improve the situation because funds for the cost-sharing program are already being used for relocation of the U.S. base.” The parliamentary committee’s reaction came as it was giving preliminary approval to a pact to share the cost of stationing U.S. troops for 2007 and 2008. Under a mutual agreement between the two nations on land management planning for the expansion of the U.S. military base to Pyeongtaek, made in April 2003, the cost of relocating the U.S. 2nd Infantry Division to Pyeongtaek is to be shouldered by the U.S. government. In spite of this, however, the National Assembly committee decided to accept that the United States had already begun to use South Korea’s portion of the cost-sharing burden to finance the expansion of the base. The South Korean government is believed to have made a compromise by letting the United States divert the funds it has already paid for the cost-sharing program and is beginning to pay its share of the cost in goods, not cash, to improve transparency in spending in the future. In addition, the United States will likely be required to provide details on how the funds are disbursed. However, the United States was reported to have opposed South Korea’s proposal, saying it could undermine its freedom to use the funds as necessary.

South Korea Flip Flop Link
The White House has promised full-on support for South Korea’s defense, and continued training and military exercises.

Martinez 06/02/2010 (Luis Martinez, Washington, June 2nd 2010, “U.S. to Join South Korean Military Exercise Off North Korea Coast” ABC News)

The U.S. aircraft carrier USS George Washington will participate in a joint naval exercise with South Korea next week in the Yellow Sea, the same waters west of the Korean peninsula where North Korea is accused of sinking a South Korean warship last March, ABC News has learned. A U.S. official said the carrier, which operates from its home port in Japan, "will be sent to the waters off South Korea within coming days to participate in joint exercises" with the South Korean navy. Slated to begin June 8, the official said this exercise will be "separate and distinct" from an upcoming anti-submarine warfare exercise that Pentagon officials had said recently would be occurring "in the near future." The upcoming exercise was first reported by South Korea's Yonhap News Agency. Another U.S. official says additional U.S warships will be participating in the exercise, including a Japan-based Aegis destroyer and a Hawaii-based nuclear submarine. South Korea will also deploy a destroyer, a submarine and F-15 fighter jets to participate in the exercise. This won't the first time American aircraft carriers have participated in a major military exercises with South Korea. Last October, the USS George Washington participated in a practice operation in the Yellow Sea with the South Korean navy, and every year in March, the U.S. typically joins its southeast Asian ally for exercises at sea. But the latest involvement of the U.S. military in South Korean exercises comes at a time of heightened tensions between North and South Korea after 46 South Korean sailors died in March when its warship Cheonan sunk under mysterious circumstances near a disputed maritime border. Following a months-long international investigation that included salvaging the ship from the ocean floor, South Korea accused North Korea last week of using a mini-submarine to launch a torpedo that sunk the warship. In a statement issued by the White House after South Korea announced its findings, the United States said South Korea could count on its full support. It also said "U.S. support for South Korea's defense is unequivocal." Pentagon spokesman Bryan Whitman said last week that as part of that commitment, the South Korean findings had prompted the U.S. and South Korea to hold two military exercises with South Korea in the "near future." He said the U.S. had committed to holding an anti-submarine exercise and was in discussions about conducting a maritime interdiction training exercise. 

Flip-flopping will crush Obama’s influence, allowing a Republican takeover in the midterms.

Fitts 96 (Michael A., University of Pennsylvania Law Review, January, Lexis)

Centralized and visible power, however, becomes a double-edged sword, once one explores the different ways in which unitariness and visibility can undermine an institution's informal influence, especially its ability to mediate conflict and appear competent. In this context, the visibility and centralization of the presidency can have mixed effects. As a single visible actor in an increasingly complex world, the unitary president can be prone to an overassessment of responsibility and error. He also may be exposed to a normative standard of personal assessment that may conflict with his institutional duties. At the same time, the modern president often does not have at his disposal those bureaucratic institutions that can help mediate or deflect many conflicts. Unlike members of Congress or the agencies, he often must be clear about the tradeoffs he makes. Furthermore, a president who will be held personally accountable for government policy cannot pursue or hold inconsistent positions and values over a long period of time without suffering political repercussions. In short, the centralization and individualization of the presidency can be a source of its power, as its chief proponents and critics accurately have suggested, as well as its political illegitimacy and ultimate weakness.

Withdrawing Nukes Popular

American public want to reduce nuclear weapons

Canseco  4/8 (Mario, Vice President of Public Affairs at Vision Critical, a strategic research organization, “Americans call for global elimination or reduction of nuclear weapons” 4/8/10 http://www.visioncritical.com/2010/04/americans-call-for-global-reduction-or-elimination-of-nuclear-weapons/ LM)
In the online survey of a representative national sample of 1,005 American adults, 61 per cent of respondents would endorse a global agreement that would force all nuclear-armed countries to eliminate their arsenals. Only 22 per cent of Americans agree with the notion that nuclear weapons are “morally wrong” and the United States should get rid of its arsenal regardless of what other nations do. Two-in-five respondents (43%) think that the U.S. is in a strategically sound position having nuclear arms and it is not in the country’s best interest to participate in international treaties that would reduce or eliminate its arsenal. More than two-thirds of Americans would like the U.S. government to pursue the goal of either eliminating nuclear armament globally (36%) or reducing it considerably (35%). Only 12 per cent of respondents say the government should seek to maintain the current amount of nuclear weapons in the world, and a mere six per cent think the U.S. should develop new weapons.
Majority of American public wants to reduce numbers of nukes

WPO 07 (World Public Opinion, a global public opinion polling group, “American and Russian public strongly support steps to reduce and eliminate nuclear weapons” 11/9/07 http://www.worldpublicopinion.org/pipa/articles/international_security_bt/432.php?nid=&id=&pnt=432 LM)

The goal of eliminating all nuclear weapons, established in the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, is endorsed by 73 percent of Americans and 63 percent of Russians. Seventy-nine percent of Americans and 66 percent of Russians want their governments to do more to pursue this objective. Majorities of both Democrats and Republicans agree on these points, although the Democratic majorities are larger. Steven Kull, director of WorldPublicOpinion.org, comments, "In contrast to the growing tension between their governments, publics in the US and Russia show enthusiasm for dramatic cooperative steps to reduce the nuclear threat." John Steinbruner, director of CISSM notes, "Current US security policies do not reflect underlying public opinion." One of the first steps called for in the Reykjavik Revisited plan is to take nuclear weapons off high alert so as to increase warning time and reduce the danger of their accidental or unauthorized use. Eight in ten Americans and two in three Russians favor this idea. Provided there is a system for verifying international compliance, 64 percent of Americans and 59 percent of Russians would favor taking all nuclear weapons off high alert. The UN Disarmament Committee recently voted 124-3 in favor of total de-alerting with the United States, France and Britain opposed. Deep cuts in nuclear arsenals also receive robust support. Eighty-eight percent of Americans and 65 percent of Russians endorse the US-Russian Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty (SORT) to reduce the number of active nuclear weapons in each arsenal to about 2,000 weapons by the end of 2012. In fact, most Americans (71%) and Russians (55%) favor reaching this level even sooner. Furthermore, 71 percent of Americans and 58 percent Russians favor reducing their arsenals to significantly less than 2,000 weapons. Majorities of both Americans (59%) and Russians (53%) would even support cutbacks to 400 nuclear weapons each (38% of Americans and 21% of Russians are opposed). This would make the US and Russian arsenals comparable to those of other nuclear powers. 

Iraq Withdrawal Popular
Iraq ensures democratic win in the midterms
USA Today 07 (USA Today, “House passes bill giving troop withdrawal timeline” 3/23/07 http://www.usatoday.com/news/washington/2007-03-22-senate-funding-deadline_N.htm LM)

One reason the Democrats are so eager for a fight, even if the measure does not become law: Their short-term setback could yield long-term political gains. Democratic pollster Celinda Lake said it's important for Democrats to work to oppose Iraq, even if their efforts are doomed. "For the Democratic base, this is the No. 1 issue that motivated them to vote," she said. Win or lose, there's a political payoff in the Iraq fight for Democrats, she said, because "it puts people on record for the 2008 elections."
Public sides with democrats to withdraw troops from Iraq
Murray 7 –  Deputy political director at NBC News (Mark, April 26, “America siding with Dems against Bush”, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/18312789/#storyContinued)
WASHINGTON - As the Democrat-controlled Congress and the White House clash over an Iraq spending bill, with President Bush vowing to veto it because it contains withdrawal deadlines, the latest NBC News/Wall Street Journal poll finds that a solid majority of Americans side with the Democrats. In addition, a nearly equal number believe that victory in Iraq isn't possible, and about only one in eight think the war has improved in the three months since Bush called for a troop increase there. "They don't see the surge working," says Democratic pollster Peter D. Hart, who conducted the survey with Republican pollster Neil Newhouse. Instead, they are saying "we need to get out." With those opinions, it's perhaps not surprising the poll also shows that the Democratic presidential front-runner who opposed the Iraq war from the start — Sen. Barack Obama, D-Ill. — has gained ground on Sen. Hillary Clinton, D-N.Y., who voted to authorize the war and hasn't apologized for it, despite her increasingly antiwar rhetoric. And the candidate whose fortunes seem to be tied the most to the situation in Iraq — Sen. John McCain, R-Ariz. — continues to trail former New York City Mayor Rudy Giuliani by double digits. In favor of a troop deadline The poll — which was taken of 1,004 adults from April 20-23, and which has an overall margin of error of 3.1 percentage points — comes as Congress considers an supplemental spending bill that would begin withdrawing troops from Iraq no later than Oct. 1, with the goal of having all combat troops leave by March 2008.  The House on Wednesday passed the bill containing the troop withdrawal timetable. The Senate was expected to follow suit on Thursday. Bush opposes the bill and has threatened to veto it. "They know I'm going to veto a bill containing these provisions, and they know that my veto will be sustained," the president said on Tuesday. "But instead of fashioning a bill I could sign, the Democratic leaders chose to further delay funding our troops, and they chose to make a political statement. That's their right. But it is wrong for our troops and it's wrong for our country." Yet the poll shows that 56 percent say they agree more with the Democrats in Congress who want to set a deadline for troop withdrawal, versus the 37 percent who say they agree with Bush that there shouldn't be a deadline. 
60% of Americans favor pullout
CNN 10 (May 21 23, “/Opinion Research Corporation Poll.”, http://www.pollingreport.com/iraq.htm)
 "Barack Obama has announced that he will remove most U.S. troops from Iraq by August of this year but keep 35 thousand to 50 thousand troops in that country longer than that. Do you favor or oppose this plan?" N=524 (Form A), MoE ± 4.5

2009: "Barack Obama has announced that he will remove most U.S. troops from Iraq by August of next year but keep 35,000 to 50,000 troops in that country longer than that. Do you favor or oppose this plan?"
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Iraq Withdrawal Popular

Plan is massively popular with democrats 
Holland 7 – Reuters (Steve, May 30, “Bush envisions U.S. presence in Iraq like S.Korea”, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSN3041621320070530), 

The United States has had thousands of U.S. troops in South Korea to guard against a North Korean invasion for 50 years. Democrats in control of the U.S. Congress have been pressing Bush to agree to a timetable for pulling troops from Iraq, an idea firmly opposed by the president. White House spokesman Tony Snow said Bush would like to see a U.S. role in Iraq ultimately similar to that in South Korea in which "you get to a point in the future where you want it to be a purely support model." "The Korean model is one in which the United States provides a security presence, but you've had the development of a successful democracy in South Korea over a period of years, and, therefore, the United States is there as a force of stability," Snow told reporters. Senate Democratic Leader Harry Reid of Nevada said in a statement he believes it is time for Bush to "recognize the reality on the ground in Iraq," that U.S. troops are mired in an Iraqi civil war and a change in course is urgently needed.
Iraq Withdrawal Unpopular

Americans are less supportive of Iraq withdrawal now that it’s started
Coleman 6/2 (Jonathan, Gallup Polls data examiner for the Ann Arbor Examiner, “Americans say military pullout in Iraq is for the worse” 6/2/10 http://www.examiner.com/x-14820-Gallup-Polls-Examiner~y2009m7d2-Americans-say-military-pullout-in-Iraq-is-for-the-worse LM)

Of the political party members, Republicans are the most supportive of the U.S. military and the most pessimistic about the military pullout of Iraq. Almost three quarters, 72%, of Republicans say that the troop pullout will result in negative consequences, compared to 13% who say the situation in Iraq will now get better. Almost half of Democrats say the situation will get worse, and 56% of Independents think Iraq's security situation will deteriorate. In a detailed questionnaire created by Gallup, 27% of Americans say the situation will get a lot worse, and 31% say it will get a little worse. On the flip side, 17% say the situation will get a little better, and only 4% say the situation will get a lot better. And even though phase one of military reduction was carried out by the June, 30 deadline, only 27% of Americans feel the U.S. will complete its full withdrawal by 2011, compared to 69% who say they will not. There is a significant difference in security views between those who say America will complete its full withdrawal by 2011 and those who don't. 22% who say America will pullout by 2001 expect security in Iraq to worsen, and 37% say security will get better. On the flip side, 76% of Americans who don't think the U.S will withdraw by 2011 expect security to get worse, and surprisingly, 61% expect security to improve. Gallup has polled Americans on this situation since 2005, and Americans have always favored removing troops from Iraq at a favorable majority. Now that phase one has begun, not many Americans are optimistic about the situation
Troop Removal from Afghanistan Unpopular

CNN Wire Staff, 5/29/10.– National news organization and website (CNN poll: Instability in Iraq could hurt support for U.S. withdrawal) CNN.com

Support for President Obama's planned removal of U.S. troops from Iraq by the end of the August could drop significantly if Iraq cannot solve its current problems in time, according to a new national poll.

A CNN/Opinion Research Corp. survey released Saturday indicates that 64 percent of Americans favor the president's plan to keep just 50,000 U.S. troops in Iraq by the end of the summer, with 35 percent opposed.
Isolationist Policy Popular
Recession has prompted the public to lobby for a reduction of America’s role in the world  

Kull 6/2 (Steven, political psychologist on the Council on Foreign Relations, paper presented at the Center for International Security Studies Second Annual Symposium at Princeton University, “Americans and the World in Difficult Times” 6/2/10 http://www.visionofhumanity.org/info-center/vision-of-humanity-themes/peace-and-society/americans-and-the-world-in-difficult-times/ LM)
Stated briefly I think there are some signs that the public is feeling overextended and would like to lighten the burden of America’s role in the world. This has actually been true for sometime, but it has been significantly exacerbated by the economic crisis and the effect of conducting the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. They feel the pressure of the budget deficit–something that concerns them. However, I do not think that this should be interpreted as a simple move toward isolationism. In response to poll questions that pose only two response options–basically for the US to disengage or not–we see some signs of an increasing desire to disengage. But when given more response options, we find more complex response. There is a clear preference for a reducing America’s dominant role. But there is also clear support for the US to stay engaged in the world, though in a less hegemonic and more cooperative form even if this means relinquishing some control. So what are the findings that suggest that Americans are increasingly looking to disengage? Asked by Pew whether they agreed or disagreed that “The U.S. should mind its own business internationally and let other countries get along the best they can on their own,” for the first time in more than 40 years of polling, a plurality of 49% agreed with this position. Questions that ask people to prioritize problems at home over problems abroad have always found majorities putting a higher priority on problems at home. But this majority has become larger. A new high of 76% agreed that “We should not think so much in international terms but concentrate more on our own national problems and building up our strength and prosperity here at home.” Seventy-three percent want the president to focus on domestic policy more than on foreign policy. Again, this is commonly a majority preference, but 73% is the largest such majority since 1997.
Americans want less intervention abroad

Yale Global Online 09 (Yale Global online, the Yale Center for the Study of Globalization, 2/10/09 http://yaleglobal.yale.edu/content/us-opinion-turns-against-globalism-their-president LM)

All of President Obama’s internationalist and multi-lateral policies may come to naught if he cannot convince Americans that such a strategy is in their best interest. Moreover, if American public opinion cannot be reversed, an insular country could erode US international standing and weaken its ability to obtain a consensus on a wide range of issues, according to columnist Bruce Stokes. Americans have never been more isolationist and unilateralist than today compared with the last four decades. Such attitudes have no doubt led to considerable public skepticism or outright disagreement with much of Obama’s agenda: from the troop surge in Afghanistan to climate change to immigration to dealing with terrorists. Indeed, many Americans simply believe the rest of the world should sort out its own problems. Though Obama might be one of the most articulate presidents in recent times, he has failed to convince the American public of the value of an internationalist agenda; one could say he has failed to convince the public how US well-being and prosperity are inextricably linked to the fate of the world. If this gap between American perception and US policy persists, as Stokes argues, the US’ stature abroad is bound to diminish.
Isolationist Policy Popular

Americans want to decrease overseas involvement

Stokes 09 (Bruce, international economics columnist for the “National Journal, ” Yale Global online, the Yale Center for the Study of Globalization, 2/10/09 http://yaleglobal.yale.edu/content/us-opinion-turns-against-globalism-their-president LM)
But opinion polls show the American people are moving in another direction. Reeling from the worst economic downturn since the Great Depression and convinced that the world is an increasingly dangerous place, Americans despair about their country’s future leadership role in the world. They have turned inward and once again become defiantly self-assertive. Americans are now more isolationist and more unilateralist than at any time in recent history. For the first time in more than four decades of polling, a plurality of Americans now says that the US should “mind its own business internationally” and let other countries get along the best they can on their own, according to the recent America’s Place in the World survey conducted by the Pew Research Center for the People & the Press. This isolationist sentiment surpasses that at the end of the Vietnam War. Complicating matters further for a Democratic administration, a majority of the president’s own party now holds isolationist attitudes. In addition, more than four-in-five of those surveyed think the US should go its own way on the international stage, not worrying too much about whether other countries agree or not. That is by far the greatest degree of unilateralist sentiment since the question was first asked in 1964. This unprecedented isolationism and support for unilateralism runs at cross purposes to Obama’s avowed goal of international engagement. The president talks the talk of internationalism, but he has yet to convince the American public to walk that walk. In fact, some would argue that he sought to please the labor unions by imposing tariffs on some Chinese imports while pledging to uphold free trade. Nowhere is this friction between US foreign policy objectives and American attitudes more evident than with regard to Afghanistan. Only one-in-three Americans backed president Obama’s troop surge, before his announcement, including just one-in-five Democrats.  If American casualties mount in the months ahead, as they undoubtedly will, if there is new evidence of the Afghan government’s corruption or ineffectiveness and if the US is drawn even deeper into Pakistan to fight the Taliban, the Obama administration has no reservoir of public good will to draw upon to ride out the storms that are bound to rise. Maintaining the military initiative could then prove difficult, especially as public dissatisfaction makes Congress restive in the run up to the 2010 election. 
Japan Withdrawal Popular
Americans don’t want to continue alliance with Japan

Stokes 09 (Bruce, international economics columnist for the “National Journal, ” Yale Global online, the Yale Center for the Study of Globalization, 2/10/09 http://yaleglobal.yale.edu/content/us-opinion-turns-against-globalism-their-president LM)
Isolationism and unilateralism may also complicate future US defense relations with Japan. The new government in Tokyo has called into question American military bases on Okinawa and has expressed a desire for closer ties with other Asian nations, effectively beginning to distance itself somewhat from Washington. Such actions could spark resentment among Americans who are already turning their backs on the world. And, with the Obama administration focusing most of its Asian energies on China, the US-Japan alliance, the bulwark of Asian security for the last two generations, could erode out of neglect and disinterest on both sides. Americans’ unilateralist impulses similarly threaten to derail Obama’s delicate handling of Iran. The White House is slowly ratcheting up international pressure on Tehran in an effort to get it to dismantle its nuclear weapons program. But six-in-ten Americans support a military strike against Iran if it is certain Tehran has a produced a nuclear weapon. Resisting that public pressure may become ever more difficult if the Iranian government continues to flaunt the United Nations on this issue.

Japan Withdrawal Unpopular – Money 
High military costs could turn voters away from the Democrats. 
US News 06/22/10 (http://www.usnews.com/news/slideshows/5-key-issues-in-the-2010-elections/)
With his December decision to send 30,000 additional U.S. troops to Afghanistan, President Obama made the war his own. And what a war it has become: The U.S. military marked a grim milestone in Afghanistan this year with more than 1,000 U.S. soldiers killed there since October 2001. Roadside bombings are on the rise, causing double the number of fatalities in 2009 that they did in 2008. And 2010 is on track to be even worse by that measure. While Afghanistan has faded from the public consciousness in the wake of economic collapse and healthcare reform, this summer promises to put it back on the front pages. As the last of Obama's surge troops arrive on the ground in Afghanistan, most in the volatile south, the Pentagon has made no secret of the fact that it is planning a major offensive. The target will be Kandahar, the spiritual heartland of the Taliban, and senior U.S. military officials have already told members of Congress to brace their constituents for a tough period of fighting, with more casualties. As troops surge, of course, so too does the cost of the war. The price tag for Afghanistan alone is more than $300 billion to date, with another $100 billion expected to be spent in 2010, according to the Obama administration's supplemental budget request. The president has promised to begin withdrawing U.S. troops by July 2011, conditions permitting. But U.S. military officials currently engaged in a brutal war against a committed network of Taliban insurgents warn that, indeed, conditions may not permit. As the midterm elections approach, the fiscal cost of war in Afghanistan may draw the ire of a public increasingly mobilized against government spending—and of those, too, weary of the human toll of war.

Pulling troops out of Japan could save the US over $4 billion per year 

The Institute for Policy Studies May 2010 (http://closethebase.org/us-military-bases/japan/) 

There are approximately 90 U.S. military facilities including major military bases throughout mainland Japan and Okinawa, with an area total of 3,130,000 sq.meters, 75% of which are in Okinawa. They are concentrated in a few areas (prefectures), 37 in Okinawa, 15 in Kanagawa, 11 in Nagasaki, and 7 in Tokyo. About 52,000 U.S. troops are stationed in these bases, 26,000 in mainland and 25,000 in Okinawa (2001). In mainland Japan, the largest contingent is the air force with 6,600 and that in Okinawa marines (15,500).The main U.S. bases in mainland Japan include Misawa airbase in Aomori Prefecture up in the north of Honshu Island, Yokota Airbase in Tokyo, Yokosuka naval base in Kanagawa Prefecture, Atsugi base in the same prefecture, Iwakuni marine base near Hiroshima, and Sasebo naval base in Nagasaki Prefecture. Also there are munitions depots, communication bases, port facilities, warehouses, military barracks, and residential estates….Unlike most other countries that host U.S. military bases, Japan shoulders most of the cost of maintaining them: more than $4 billion per year in direct or indirect support. U.S. troops in Japan are hardly something new. Some 50,000 of them are spread among 73 bases on the main islands and Okinawa, and the Japanese shell out $2.6 billion yearly to keep them there. Maintaining 50,000 U.S. troops in Japan requires millions of dollars each year to rotate GIs for three-year tours, which includes shipping their children, pets, and household goods. In addition, mainland Japan is an unpopular duty station because of cold weather, high costs, and polite yet unfriendly locals. Since housing costs for military families and American civilian employees are twice that of the USA, the U.S. military also spends millions of dollars for additional housing costs and “locality” pays.
Japan Flip Flop Link

US has expressed commitment to remaining in Japan
News Blaze 05/28/10 (http://newsblaze.com/story/20100528135141stat.nb/topstory.html)

On May 28, 2010, the members of the United States-Japan Security Consultative Committee (SCC) reconfirmed that, in this 50th anniversary year of the signing of the Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security, the U.S.-Japan Alliance remains indispensable not only to the defense of Japan, but also to the peace, security, and prosperity of the Asia-Pacific region. Recent developments in the security environment of Northeast Asia reaffirmed the significance of the Alliance. In this regard, the United States reiterated its unwavering commitment to Japan's security. Japan reconfirmed its commitment to playing a positive role in contributing to the peace and stability of the region. Furthermore, the SCC members recognized that a robust forward presence of U.S. military forces in Japan, including in Okinawa, provides the deterrence and capabilities necessary for the defense of Japan and for the maintenance of regional stability. The SCC members committed to promote and deepen security cooperation in wide-ranging areas to enable the Alliance to adapt to the evolving challenges of the 21st century. The Ministers reaffirmed the commitment to reduce the impact on local communities, including in Okinawa, thereby preserving a sustainable U.S. military presence in Japan. In this context, the SCC members expressed their shared commitments to relocate Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Futenma and return the base to Japan as part of the Alliance transformation and realignment process. The Ministers confirmed their commitment to implement steadily the realignment initiatives described in the May 1, 2006, SCC Document, "United States-Japan Roadmap for Realignment Implementation," as supplemented by this SCC Statement. The Ministers reaffirmed that, as provided for in the Guam Agreement of February 17, 2009, the relocation of approximately 8,000 III Marine Expeditionary Force (MEF) personnel and their approximately 9,000 dependents from Okinawa to Guam is dependent on tangible progress toward the completion of the replacement facility. The relocation to Guam will realize the consolidation and return of most of the facilities south of Kadena. Bearing this in mind, the two sides intend to verify and validate that this Futenma relocation plan appropriately considers factors such as safety, operational requirements, noise impact, environmental concerns, and effects on the local community. Both sides confirmed the intention to locate the replacement facility at the Camp Schwab Henoko-saki area and adjacent waters, with the runway portion(s) of the facility to be 1,800 meters long, inclusive of overruns, exclusive of seawalls. In order to achieve the earliest possible return of MCAS Futenma, the Ministers decided that a study by experts regarding the replacement facility's location, configuration and construction method would be completed promptly (in any event no later than the end of August, 2010), and that the verification and validation would be completed by the time of the next SCC. Both sides confirmed the intention to locate, configure, and construct the replacement facility in such a manner as to ensure that environmental impact assessment procedures and construction of the replacement facility can be completed without significant delay. The Ministers recognized the importance of responding to the concerns of the people of Okinawa that they bear a disproportionate burden related to the presence of U.S. forces, and also recognized that the more equitable distribution of shared alliance responsibilities is essential for sustainable development of the Alliance. Based on the aforementioned recognition, the Ministers directed that, as progress is made toward the replacement facility, concrete measures should be taken expeditiously in the following areas: Training Relocation The two sides committed to expand the relocation of the U.S. forces activities, to include both bilateral and unilateral training, outside of Okinawa. In this regard, utilization of Tokunoshima will be considered, subject to development of appropriate facilities. Japan Self-Defense Forces (SDF) facilities and areas in mainland Japan may also be utilized. Both sides also committed to examine the relocation of training outside of Japan, such as to Guam. Environment In view of shared responsibilities on environmental stewardship, the Ministers instructed their staffs to discuss the potential for the United States and Japan to take a "Green Alliance" approach to our bases and the environment. U.S.-Japanese collaboration on a "Green Alliance" would consider ways to introduce renewable energy technology into U.S. bases in Japan and under development in Guam, including as a component of Host Nation Support. The Ministers instructed their staffs to consider promptly and seriously an agreement on the environment, including reasonable access to U.S. facilities and areas in cases of environmental incidents, and reasonable access to U.S. facilities and areas for environmental surveys prior to land returns. Shared Use of Facilities The two sides intend to study opportunities to expand the shared use of facilities between U.S. forces and the SDF, which would contribute to closer bilateral operational coordination, improved interoperability, and stronger relations with local communities. Training Areas The two sides decided on the partial lift of restrictions on the use of the "Hotel/Hotel training area" and committed to continue to consult on other measures. Guam Relocation The two sides confirmed that, in accordance with the Guam Agreement of February 17, 2009, the relocation of approximately 8,000 III MEF personnel and their approximately 9,000 dependents from Okinawa to Guam will be steadily implemented. The relocation to Guam is dependent on tangible progress made by the Government of Japan toward completion of the replacement facility. The U.S. side will examine the unit composition of III MEF personnel remaining on Okinawa in the context of overall theater security, including deterrence, while accounting for the concerns of local communities. Facilitation of the Return of Facilities and Areas South of Kadena The two sides confirmed that the return of facilities and areas south of Kadena will be steadily implemented in accordance with the Realignment Roadmap. In addition, the two sides decided that the "Industrial Corridor" of Camp Zukeran (Camp Foster) and a part of Makiminato Service Area (Camp Kinser) are priority areas for early return. Noise Reduction at Kadena The two sides affirmed their commitment to further noise reduction at Kadena through such measures as expansion of both bilateral and unilateral training outside of Okinawa, including improvements to the aviation training relocation program, and steady implementation of the Special Action Committee on Okinawa (SACO) Final Report. Communication and Cooperation with Communities in Okinawa The two sides affirmed their intention to intensify communication with communities in Okinawa on issues of concern related to the presence of U.S. forces. The two sides committed to explore cooperation in such areas as information technology initiatives, cultural exchanges, education programs and research partnerships. As part of the effort to deepen security cooperation, the SCC members emphasized the importance of ensuring a shared understanding of the regional security environment and the role of the U.S.-Japan Alliance in advancing common strategic objectives. Toward this end, the SCC members committed to intensify the ongoing bilateral security dialogue. This security dialogue will address traditional security threats, as well as focus on new areas for cooperation.
Turkey TNWs Withdrawal Popular
Plan’s popular with the dems and the public
WPO 7 (World Public Opinion, a global public opinion polling group, “American and Russian public strongly support steps to reduce and eliminate nuclear weapons” 11/9/07 http://www.worldpublicopinion.org/pipa/articles/international_security_bt/432.php?nid=&id=&pnt=432 LM)

The goal of eliminating all nuclear weapons, established in the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, is endorsed by 73 percent of Americans and 63 percent of Russians. Seventy-nine percent of Americans and 66 percent of Russians want their governments to do more to pursue this objective. Majorities of both Democrats and Republicans agree on these points, although the Democratic majorities are larger. Steven Kull, director of WorldPublicOpinion.org, comments, "In contrast to the growing tension between their governments, publics in the US and Russia show enthusiasm for dramatic cooperative steps to reduce the nuclear threat." John Steinbruner, director of CISSM notes, "Current US security policies do not reflect underlying public opinion." One of the first steps called for in the Reykjavik Revisited plan is to take nuclear weapons off high alert so as to increase warning time and reduce the danger of their accidental or unauthorized use. Eight in ten Americans and two in three Russians favor this idea. Provided there is a system for verifying international compliance, 64 percent of Americans and 59 percent of Russians would favor taking all nuclear weapons off high alert. The UN Disarmament Committee recently voted 124-3 in favor of total de-alerting with the United States, France and Britain opposed. Deep cuts in nuclear arsenals also receive robust support. Eighty-eight percent of Americans and 65 percent of Russians endorse the US-Russian Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty (SORT) to reduce the number of active nuclear weapons in each arsenal to about 2,000 weapons by the end of 2012. In fact, most Americans (71%) and Russians (55%) favor reaching this level even sooner. Furthermore, 71 percent of Americans and 58 percent Russians favor reducing their arsenals to significantly less than 2,000 weapons. Majorities of both Americans (59%) and Russians (53%) would even support cutbacks to 400 nuclear weapons each (38% of Americans and 21% of Russians are opposed). This would make the US and Russian arsenals comparable to those of other nuclear powers.
Kuwait Withdrawal Popular

Plan’s popular with the public

PR Watch  9 –   (April 16, “How Sold the War in the Persian Gulf”, http://www.prwatch.org/books/tsigfy10.html)

 Unlike Grenada and Panama, Iraq had a substantial army that could not be subdued in a mere weekend of fighting. Unlike the Sandinistas in Nicaragua, Hussein was too far away from US soil, too rich with oil money, and too experienced in ruling through propaganda and terror to be dislodged through the psychological-warfare techniques of low-intensity conflict. Waging a war to push Iraq's invading army from Kuwait would cost billions of dollars and require an unprecedented, massive US military mobilization. The American public was notoriously reluctant to send its young into foreign battles on behalf of any cause. Selling war in the Middle East to the American people would not be easy. Bush would need to convince Americans that former ally Saddam Hussein now embodied evil, and that the oil fiefdom of Kuwait was a struggling young democracy. How could the Bush Administration build US support for "liberating" a country so fundamentally opposed to democratic values? How could the war appear noble and necessary rather than a crass grab to save cheap oil? "If and when a shooting war starts, reporters will begin to wonder why American soldiers are dying for oil-rich sheiks," warned Hal Steward, a retired army PR official. "The US military had better get cracking to come up with a public relations plan that will supply the answers the public can accept."71

Kuwait Withdrawal Unpopular

Kuwait paid law and lobby firms to convince public to support troops in Kuwait 

PR Watch  9 –   (April 16, “How Sold the War in the Persian Gulf”, http://www.prwatch.org/books/tsigfy10.html)

US Congressman Jimmy Hayes of Louisiana - a conservative Democrat who supported the Gulf War - later estimated that the government of Kuwait funded as many as 20 PR, law and lobby firms in its campaign to mobilize US opinion and force against Hussein.72 Participating firms included the Rendon Group, which received a retainer of $100,000 per month for media work, and Neill & Co., which received $50,000 per month for lobbying Congress. Sam Zakhem, a former US ambassador to the oil-rich gulf state of Bahrain, funneled $7.7 million in advertising and lobbying dollars through two front groups, the "Coalition for Americans at Risk" and the "Freedom Task Force." The Coalition, which began in the 1980s as a front for the contras in Nicaragua, prepared and placed TV and newspaper ads, and kept a stable of fifty speakers available for pro-war rallies and publicity events.73 Hill & Knowlton, then the world's largest PR firm, served as mastermind for the Kuwaiti campaign. Its activities alone would have constituted the largest foreign-funded campaign ever aimed at manipulating American public opinion. By law, the Foreign Agents Registration Act should have exposed this propaganda campaign to the American people, but the Justice Department chose not to enforce it. Nine days after Saddam's army marched into Kuwait, the Emir's government agreed to fund a contract under which Hill & Knowlton would represent "Citizens for a Free Kuwait," a classic PR front group designed to hide the real role of the Kuwaiti government and its collusion with the Bush administration. Over the next six months, the Kuwaiti government channeled $11.9 million dollars to Citizens for a Free Kuwait, whose only other funding totalled $17,861 from 78 individuals. Virtually all of CFK's budget - $10.8 million - went to Hill & Knowlton in the form of fees.74 

UQ – Climate Bill Won’t Pass 
Democrats won’t pass cap and trade

Friend 06/23/10 (By Kristen Friend, staff U.S. Supreme Court writer – June 23, 2010, http://www.seolawfirm.com/2010/06/senate-democrats-wrestle-over-climate-change-cap-and-trade/)

President Obama hopes to reinvigorate the push for comprehensive climate change legislation in a meeting with Senate lawmakers today. Climate change legislation has succumbed to the familiar fate of many recent Democratic measures: a perceived failure to be able to hit the 60-vote threshold needed to overcome a Republican filibuster in the Senate. While the House answered Obama’s call for climate chance legislation in 2009 with the passage of the House American Clean Energy and Security Act, the conventional wisdom moving into the summer of 2010 is that climate change legislation in the Senate is now dead on arrival. Several bills are competing for primacy, none of which seem to have the support they need to pass anytime soon. In an apparent attempt to prove cliché that (recent) history is destined to repeat itself, Senate Democrats are causing as many headaches for themselves in the debate over climate change legislation as is their Republican opposition. Two Democratic bills, the Kerry-Lieberman American Power Act and the Cantwell-Collins CLEAR Act offer competing views on how emissions should be regulated. Liberal-leaning Senators, having already been snubbed on the issues of the public option in Health Insurance Reform and tougher regulation of banks and financial institutions during the financial reform debate, are threatening to walk and pull support for any bill that does not include strong incentives to limit carbon emissions. [1] And, Senator Jay Rockefeller (D-W.Va.), has gone so far as to call for the Senate to abandon efforts to enact comprehensive climate change legislation altogether, urging lawmakers instead to focus on preventing the EPA from regulating greenhouse gases. [2] Democrats are currently trying to regroup and produce a new summer strategy that reconciles some of the opposing viewpoints within the caucus. But efforts to enact energy and climate legislation did not have such a muddled beginning. President Obama introduced his New Energy for America plan during the campaign in 2008. The plan laid out several initiatives, including an increase in fuel economy standards, ensuring that 25 percent of U.S. electricity comes from renewable sources by 2025, the development of green jobs through investment and, notably, an economy wide cap and trade program. The cap and trade program proposed in then candidate Obama’s initial plan aimed to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 80 percent by 2050. [3] In his inaugural address, President Obama reasserted his goals of increasing the use of renewable energy, and, immediately upon taking office in January of 2009, the President issued two memorandum addressing energy policy: one calling for an increase in fuel economy standards beginning in model year 2011, and one asking the EPA to revisit California’s request that the state be able to implement their own fuel economy standards. (The request that was initially declined by the EPA would have set California’s fuel economy standards higher than national standards). The President also praised cap and trade in his first budget proposal. [4] The House took up the subject shortly after passing its version of Health Insurance Reform, narrowly passing the Clean Energy and Security Act with a vote of 219-212 in June of 2009. It was unclear up to the time of voting how the critical “yeas” and “nays” would be cast, but pressure from the Obama Administration and House leadership managed to keep Democrats united enough to pass the bill. The legislation puts forth some of the most sweeping changes in energy policy in decades, and would significantly change the way the U.S. handles regulation of carbon emissions. The centerpiece of the bill is a new economy wide cap and trade system aimed at cutting carbon emissions 17 percent by 2020 and 83 percent by 2050. [5] In the Senate, however, June of 2009 was only the beginning of the infamous summer of Health Insurance Reform, with heated town hall meetings across the country and a more in-depth look at the painful sausage making process that is emblematic of the creation of complex legislation than some care to remember. Instead of leading on the issue, President Obama let Congress set the terms of the debate, which soon blossomed out of control, taking the focus off of all other legislative priorities. The President appears to be taking the same cautious approach to climate change legislation; even after the BP gulf oil spill thrust the stark need for concrete action on energy policy back into the spotlight. In a prime time speech last Tuesday that has been widely criticized as short on actual policy suggestions, President Obama failed to call for any big changes to current energy strategy. While he did stress the need to double down on efforts to pass climate change legislation in the Senate, the President did not mention cap and trade at all, a move that is being considered a political blow to the idea and an indication that he may be backing away from support for the program. [6] In response to the President’s most recent call for a “national mission” to find alternative sources of energy, Senate Democrats met last Thursday in an attempt to solidify thinking on several climate change bills that are currently languishing on the Senate floor. Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-NV) emerged from the meeting without having achieved a consensus within his caucus, but still voiced his goal of voting on an energy bill that addresses greenhouse gas emissions and the BP oil spill before the August recess. Reid stated, “One of the many lessons of the BP disaster is we can’t afford to continue business as usual,” and added that “stalling for political purposes” will not be tolerated. [7] Senator Reid has his work cut out for him with several competing proposals already vying for support. Senators Kerry (D-MA) and Lieberman (I-CT) have introduced the American Power Act. The Kerry-Lieberman proposal, initially supported by Senator Graham, is the most aggressive measure under consideration. It would place a cap on carbon emissions and set up a market-based system for buying and selling credits. Senator Cantwell (D-Wash.) with support from Senator Collins (R-Maine) is promoting her CLEAR (Carbon Limits and Energy for America’s Renewal) Act, which establishes a “cap and dividend” system for regulating carbon emissions. Under this system, permits would be auctioned (not granted) to polluters and 75 percent of any profits gleaned from the system would be returned directly to consumers. A bill introduced by Senator Bingaman (D-N.M.) last year, which cleared the Energy and Natural Resources Committee 15-8, is getting little attention. It would establish a new national renewable energy standard but does not address cap and trade. Republicans have also thrown their hat in the ring with a bill brought to the floor by Senator Lugar (R-IN) that offers loan guarantees as incentives for new nuclear energy production, new standards for energy-efficient building construction and expands domestic oil production. The bill also does not mention cap and trade. Cap and trade is arguably the most contentious aspect of President Obama’s original energy plan, and it is considered to be a critical part of any new energy strategy by many environmental groups and Democrats. The idea of cap and trade is not new to American political thought, nor is it something originally envisioned by liberals or even Democrats. The policy originally gained favor in the 1980s under the first Bush administration in order to control the pollutants primarily responsible for acid rain. [8] According to supporters of a cap and trade system, two important ideas factor into the working of a market based emissions regulation system. First, pollutants have a “cost” that is not being factored into the cost of doing business. Polluters get to release pollutants for free, the cost of which is then absorbed by the public in the form of externalities like rising health care costs due to pollution based illnesses. A market based system places these costs onto the market players who are actually producing the pollution, in effect forcing the market to realize the full cost of pollutants. Second, the best way to regulate emissions is through an economy-wide approach rather than regulation of individual polluters on a plant-by-plant basis. To this end, an overall cap is set for emissions across the board that declines slowly over time, forcing polluters to find the most cost effective means of lowering emissions to meet the lower market cap. [9] A provision of the 1990 Clean Air Act aimed at reducing acid rain established such a market system with a decreasing cap placed on sulfur dioxide emissions. The provision also gave utility companies the ability to buy and sell permits in order to comply with the new caps. The EPA, environmental groups and economists have recognized the program as a success; hailing it as one of the most effective pollution control measures enacted in the U.S. to date. According to the Pacific Research institute, emissions of sulfur dioxide in 2007 were down 40 percent from 1990 levels. [8] The current arguments against an economy wide cap and trade market for carbon emissions are taking the same shape as those voiced in the 1980s preceding the enactment of the Acid Rain Program: the system will kill jobs and crash the economy. The White House Chief of Staff at the time, John Sununu insisted the cap on emissions “was going to shut the economy down,” an eventuality that did not come to be. Even in the face of such opposition from within his own White House, President Bush still pushed for a cap and trade program with a strong ten million-ton cut in acid rain emissions favored by environmentalists. [10] Republicans have also expressed recent bipartisan support for a cap and trade program to regulate greenhouse gas emissions. Senator Lindsey Graham (R-S.C.) supported the idea before he opposed it. Newt Gingrich, who, as a potential Republican presidential candidate has taken the obligatory anti-cap and trade stance, said in 2007, “I think if you have mandatory carbon caps combined with a trading system, much like we did with sulfur, and if you have a tax-incentive program for investing in the solutions, that there’s a package there that’s very, very good. And frankly, it’s something I would strongly support.” And in 2008, now California Senate candidate and cap and trade opponent Carly Fiorina said that such a system would “both create jobs and lower the cost of energy.” [9] How did the push for comprehensive climate change legislation, and in particular cap and trade, fall from favor? Like many ideas that have to meet the approval of a diverse group of interests, some of President Obama’s original goals predictably ran into a wall of opposition from entrenched industries. Regardless of historical bipartisan support, groups opposed to cap and trade systems have successfully demonized the approach as a “tax” rather than a comprehensive market based strategy. Fred Krupp, president of the Environmental Defense Fund, says that the decline is typical of the current political climate. “Economywide cap and trade died of what amounts to natural causes in Washington,” he said, continuing, “The term itself became too polarizing and too paralyzing in the effort to win over conservative Democrats and moderate Republicans to try to do something about climate change and our oil dependency.” [6] Democrats floated a trial balloon on Monday in advance of today’s meeting, calling for a cap and trade system limited exclusively to electric utility companies. Manufacturing and transportation sectors would not be subject to caps, kicking the controversial economy wide emissions caps down the road to be dealt with by some future Congress. The response to such an idea has been mixed. Both the White House and Senator Leiberman have indicated they could consider such a compromise. Other Senate Democrats and some Environmental groups worry that a limited power plant only approach would not come close to addressing the daunting problem of carbon emissions and climate change. Power companies are split with some, including Duke Energy Corp. and Constellation Energy, expressing tentative support for the idea as a last resort and others, like American Electric Power Corp., expressing support for an economy wide cap and trade program but objecting to being singled out for unique regulation. [11] President Obama will once again try to conjure up bipartisan support for some sort of climate change legislation in his meeting with senators today. Members from both parties have been invited. Regardless of the outcome, Senate Democrats must come together behind one strategy if they hope to meet the ambitious goal of passing climate change legislation before the August recess. Lawmakers have a chance to address the challenges of climate change and continued dependence on fossil fuels with real change and new thinking, as Republicans did under the first Bush administration in the 1990s. Polls indicate that the country is ready for new energy policy. [12] Congress may or may not catch up to such thinking this year.
Ext. Won’t Pass 

Democrat’s won’t pass cap and trade—don’t have the votes

Bravender 06/18/10 (“Senate Democrats Getting More Pessimistic on Cap and Trade in Energy Bill,” June 18th 2010, Robin Bravender of ClimateWire, http://www.nytimes.com/cwire/2010/06/18/18climatewire-senate-democrats-getting-more-pessimistic-on-29916.html)

Senate Democrats may have emerged from their much-hyped caucus meeting without a clear plan for this summer's energy bill, but they appeared to agree on one point: Cap and trade doesn't have the votes. Several senators say the chamber is unlikely to pass a measure that sets a price on carbon emissions this year, despite President Obama's support for such an approach and a push from many Democrats who say pricing carbon is needed to stop the adverse effects of climate change. "I don't see 60 votes for a price on carbon right now," Sen. Claire McCaskill (D-Mo.) said yesterday. Sen. Bernie Sanders (I-Vt.), an ardent supporter of setting carbon limits, said he does not think the Senate can get 60 votes this year on a "strong" climate bill. "For a variety of reasons, with virtually no Republicans supporting us, it would mean that every Democrat has to step up to the plate," Sanders said yesterday. "Do I think we have 60 votes to come up with strong global warming legislation? No. I think that's a tragedy, but that's the way it is." Sen. Byron Dorgan (D-N.D.) said he does not think there are 60 votes in the Senate for a cap-and-trade bill like the "American Power Act (pdf)" advanced by Sens. John Kerry (D-Mass.) and Joe Lieberman (I-Conn.), which would cap greenhouse gas emissions across multiple sectors of the economy. "There's a better chance of having 60 votes with a straight energy bill," said Sen. Ben Nelson (D-Neb.). And Sen. Kent Conrad (D-N.D.) said he has always thought cap and trade "was a long shot this year, given all the other things that are before Congress -- the short nature of the session and because of the election." It is unclear whether Obama and Senate Democratic leadership intend to push aggressively for cap and trade or any mechanism to price carbon this year. Obama failed to call for it directly in his Oval Office address this week and Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) yesterday declined to promise to include a price on carbon in an energy package slated for floor debate next month. Reid said yesterday that his goals for energy legislation are dealing with the crisis in the Gulf of Mexico, creating jobs and cutting pollution. "There are many strong passions and arguments about the best way to achieve these goals," Reid said yesterday after the Democratic caucus met to discuss an energy bill. "And I'm always focused on what is possible." But what is possible remains a contentious issue within Reid's party. Reid said he would work with committee leaders to come up with a bill that sets "reasonable goals with a reasonable timeframe" and will "overcome whatever hurdles opponents put in our way." But he would not say whether that bill would include a price on carbon. One of those chairmen said it is not a lock that the Senate can even get 60 votes on an "energy only" bill like the measure (S. 1462 (pdf)) the Energy and Natural Resources Committee passed last summer. "I can't say yes," Commerce Chairman Jay Rockefeller (D-W.Va.) said when asked whether the Senate could pass an energy bill this year. That is due to the "hesitation factor" in the Senate, he said, "knowing you have absolutely no Republican votes at all." In a statement yesterday afternoon, Rockefeller said, "the Senate should be focusing on the immediate issues before us -- to suspend EPA action on greenhouse gas emissions, push clean coal technologies, and tackle the Gulf oil spill. "We need to set aside controversial and more far-reaching climate proposals and work right now on energy legislation that protects our economy, protects West Virginia and improves our environment," he added. Despite the pessimism, supporters of a cap-and-trade approach say the discussion is not over. "I don't believe it's not politically possible yet, and we're just going to keep working ahead to see where we're at," Kerry said yesterday. Kerry also eschewed the term "cap and trade," calling the mechanism in his bill a "pollution target." "I don't think the president and Harry [Reid] and others -- we haven't had a full discussion on it yet -- so I don't know how they can draw that conclusion," Kerry said. Kerry co-sponsor Sen. Joe Lieberman (I-Conn.) said he believes that "a majority of members of the Democratic caucus believe that we're not going to be able to achieve what we want -- which is a strong energy independence bill that creates millions of jobs -- without putting a price on carbon." He said yesterday's Democratic caucus meeting marked "the beginning of a real focus by the caucus on the issue of energy independence, and we'll keep talking about it." Democrats hope that another caucus meeting slated for next week will help push them closer to a consensus about how to proceed. "There were a number of discussions today as to how we can arrive at what's best for the country, and of course pricing carbon is part of the discussion," Reid said after yesterday's meeting. Still, he added, "We're not going today to tell you what we're going to have in this legislation, because that's a work in progress." Energy and Natural Resources Chairman Jeff Bingaman (D-N.M.) said yesterday's meeting was a presentation of various Senate energy bills. "So it wasn't a chance for people to really interact." He said he hopes they will get that chance at the meeting next week. "Sooner or later, hopefully sooner, people will come together and come up with a comprehensive plan," said Sen. Carl Levin (D-Mich.). "There's a lot of hurdles to be jumped." 
Ext. Won’t Pass

Cap and trade won’t pass – EPA carbon rules vote proves

Lomax 06/10/10 (http://industry-news.org/2010/06/10/senate-vote-on-epa-regulation-splits-democrats-before-cap-and-trade-debate/ Senate Vote on EPA Regulation Splits Democrats Before Cap-and-Trade Debate, Simon Lomax, June 10.)
A failed Republican move to block a U.S. agency from regulating greenhouse gases under existing law may have drawn enough votes to damage Democratic hopes of a passing a bigger pollution-reduction plan this year. Six Senate Democrats joined the Republican effort to challenge the Environmental Protection Agency ’s planned regulations for carbon dioxide and other gases linked to climate-change. The motion to disapprove the EPA’s carbon regulations from Lisa Murkowski , an Alaska Republican, was defeated 47-53 in a procedural vote. EPA carbon rules are the Obama administration’s backup plan for limiting greenhouse gases if its preferred approach, cap- and-trade legislation that charges polluters a price for the carbon dioxide they released into the atmosphere, doesn’t pass Congress this year. “We need to pass a cap-and-trade bill,” Senator Dianne Feinstein , a California Democrat, said after the vote on Murkowski’s measure. “I think it can certainly get passed next year; it can’t this year.” Under cap-and-trade, the government issues a declining number of carbon dioxide allowances that power plants, factories and oil refineries buy and sell. Cap-and-trade legislation that narrowly passed the House last year stalled in the Senate. Senators John Kerry , a Massachusetts Democrat, and Joseph Lieberman , a Connecticut independent, released a revamped cap- and-trade bill last month and are lobbying with President Barack Obama ’s help to get the new carbon-pricing proposal included in energy legislation that may get a vote as soon as July. ‘Much Different’ Senator Richard Durbin of Illinois, the Democrats’ chief vote-counter, said after today’s vote “the Senate is likely to consider legislation much different than the House” cap-and- trade bill. The bill to be considered next month will “deal with energy and clean-energy jobs,” Durbin said. Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid told reporters after the vote he’ll wait for a meeting with Democrats next week before deciding what should be in next month’s energy legislation, although it won’t be branded as “cap-and-trade.” “We don’t use the word cap-and-trade; that’s something that’s been deleted from my dictionary,” Reid said. “Carbon pricing is something we’re talking about.” Reid said this week he is weighing whether to add the carbon caps in Kerry and Lieberman’s legislation to a bill approved by the Senate energy committee last year that ramps up electricity generation from renewable sources such as wind farms and sets new energy-efficiency standards. Six Democrats It usually takes 60 out of 100 votes to pass major legislation through the Senate. Democrats hold 59 seats in the chamber, meaning the support of at least one Republican is needed for most bills to pass. Today, all 41 Republicans voted against the EPA’s proposed carbon regulations. The six Democrats to side with them today were Evan Bayh of Indiana, Ben Nelson of Nebraska, Jay Rockefeller of West Virginia, Mary Landrieu of Louisiana and Mark Pryor and Blanche Lincoln of Arkansas. They joined Republicans in arguing that the EPA regulations, which would take effect next year, are impractical and damaging to the economy. The regulations are a “back-door national energy tax” that would deal “a devastating blow to an economy that’s already in rough shape,” said Senate Republican Leader Mitch McConnell of Kentucky. ‘A Big Gift’ Democrats who opposed the motion said it ignored climate- change science and would shield energy firms, especially oil companies, from environmental controls. Blocking the rules would be “a great big gift to Big Oil,” Reid said. The EPA’s authority to regulate greenhouse gases under existing law stems from a 2007 Supreme Court decision on the scope of the Clean Air Act. Rockefeller, who voted with the Republicans today, has introduced a bill to block the EPA from exercising its authority over greenhouse gas emissions from industrial sources such as power plants for two years. Lawmakers need the extra time to work out the best way to deal with climate-change because most “have no idea” how a cap-and-trade program works, he said. Lieberman said he and Kerry will continue to push for the revamped cap-and-trade bill to be included in Reid’s planned energy legislation so it can become law this year. The defeat of the Murkowski resolution today should “increase momentum to develop comprehensive energy and climate legislation this year,” he said. Support Seen From 61 Eileen Claussen , president of the Arlington, Virginia-based Pew Center on Global Climate Change, said there is still hope of getting climate-change legislation passed this year. During the debate, eight senators who voted to strip EPA of its authority over greenhouse gases said they supported the idea of cutting back the pollution that scientists have linked to climate change, Claussen said. That means 61 senators “through their votes or statements” showed support for cutting carbon pollution, she said. It may be possible to persuade some of the senators who voted against the EPA regulations today to support legislation that includes limits on greenhouse gases this year, Kevin Book , a managing director at Washington-based policy analysis firm ClearView Energy Partners LLC, said in a report today. Some senators who voted against the regulations, including “green-leaning Republicans” such as South Carolina’s Lindsey Graham , who was once a supporter of the Kerry-Lieberman bill, now have a chance “to negotiate even greater provisions on behalf of their constituents in return for offering the decisive votes” on a climate bill, Book said. Negotiations of that kind are unlikely with lawmakers starting to focus on November elections, Feinstein said. “I think it’s difficult to pass a big bill a few months before a big election,” she said. To contact the reporter on this story: Simon Lomax in Washington at slomax@bloomberg.net
UQ – Climate Bill Will Pass

Democrats will pass cap and trade – oil spill provides momentum

Murphey 06/16/10 (http://www.politicsdaily.com/2010/06/15/after-oil-spill-need-for-cap-and-trade-bill-is-urgent-dems-say/)
With as many as 60,000 barrels of oil spilling into the Gulf of Mexico every day, top Democrats on Capitol Hill said Tuesday that the oil spill in the gulf demands that Congress pass comprehensive climate change legislation to wean Americans off fossil fuels. A broad climate change bill passed the House last year, and a bill in the Senate sponsored by John Kerry and Joe Lieberman, would create a similar cap-and-trade mechanism to put a price on carbon. The cap-and-trade plan would allow utilities to emit a limited amount of carbon every year. If a utility exceeded the cap, it would have to pay for each cubic ton of carbon above the limit. Although the Senate effort on the legislation has been stalled for more than a year, Democrats believe that the oil spill can end the stalemate. Hours before the president's Oval Office speech to the nation, he reached out to supporters through e-mail on the climate change issue. "Our continued dependence on fossil fuels will jeopardize our national security," he wrote. "It will smother our planet. And it will continue to put our economy and our environment at risk. We cannot delay any longer. Please stand with me today in backing clean energy." But in his address to the nation, President Barack Obama disappointed environmental advocates by stopping short of calling for Congress to pass a specific climate change bill. Earlier in the day, Rep. Ed Markey (D-Mass.) chaired the House hearing featuring five top oil company executives, and was one of several Democrats in the hearing to say that the events of the last two months demand a series of legislative remedies, especially a bill to move America to what Markey called "a safer, clean energy future so that we don't have to rely as much on oil to power our cars and our economy." Later, Speaker Nancy Pelosi's office distributed a poll from the Pew Research Center, which her staff said proves the time for climate change legislation is now. The poll shows that 87 percent of Americans support requiring utilities to produce more energy from renewable sources and 78 percent support comprehensive energy legislation that includes tougher efficiency standards. "The Gulf Coast catastrophe underscores the need for comprehensive energy and climate reform to rein in Big Oil and reduce our reliance on dirty and foreign fuels," her staff wrote in a memo. Her staff did not include the fact that the same poll had 68 percent of Americans supporting new exploration for coal, gas and oil. While Democrats pressed the need for climate change legislation, Republicans complained they were taking advantage of the crisis to push their own agenda. "Americans want us to stop the oil spill first," Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell said on the Senate floor. "And until this leak is plugged, they're not in any mood to hand over even more power in the form of a new national energy tax to a government that, so far, hasn't lived up to their expectations in its response to this crisis." Rep. Fred Upton (R-Mich.) echoed that sentiment in the House hearing. "Instead of taking time to talk about cap and tax or cap and trade, let's figure out how to cap the well," Upton said. While Republicans roundly rejected Democrats' calls for a new energy policy, the case for reform found support in an unexpected corner -- the oil company chief executives whom Markey had called in for the hearing. CEO of BP America, Lamar McKay, said his company supports several provisions in the Kerry-Lieberman bill. "We favor an economy-wide price for carbon based on fair and equitable application across all sectors," McKay said. "Market-based solutions like a cap-and-trade or linked fee are the best solutions to manage greenhouse gas emissions." Shell Oil chief Marvin Odum agreed. "Shell supports legislating a solution to energy and climate issues as a means to create and secure a U.S. energy future, to reduce dependence on imported oil, and to decrease greenhouse gas emissions," Odum testified. "This requires setting a price for carbon." 
Obama using oil spill to push cap and trade

Rossomando 06/20/10 http://www.newsmax.com/Headline/dick-army-spill-tea/2010/06/20/id/362500
President Obama’s vow to help Gulf states recover from the catastrophic BP oil spill rings hollow because he failed to take decisive action early, former House Majority Leader Dick Armey tells Newsmax.TV. The president also is using the 2-month-old crisis to advance his political agenda, says Armey, who now chairs the FreedomWorks organization and is a tea party movement leader. Obama and his administration acted incompetently after the Deepwater Horizon oil rig exploded April 20, killing 11 people, and sank two days later, Armey says. Asked during a Newsmax.TV interview whether the administration can handle the burgeoning environmental crisis and economic devastation, Armey responds: “Given the way this administration has responded to this catastrophe as it has developed, [the question] is can you trust them at all? They don’t know what they’re doing.” He faults other branches of government as well, saying that, “with respect to the White House, with respect to the Senate leadership today, and with respect to the House leadership today, there are real competency issues.” Obama’s Oval Office speech about the oil spill Tuesday night had more to do with political damage control, in light of his sagging popularity, than offering solutions, Armey says. The former majority leader sees a political agenda springing from the crisis, in Obama’s renewed push for cap and trade. “This is certainly the most current and certainly won’t be the last demonstration of what I call ‘Armey’s axiom’ that every politician uses every crisis as a new biggest reason why he has to do what he was wanting to do anyway,” Armey says. “The fact of the matter is cap and trade is bad legislation. It’s bad for the economy. It’s unnecessary, and it’s probably not beneficial for the environment or the atmosphere. 
Ext. Will Pass
Climate bill will pass-Obama pushing after gulf spill

Los Angeles Times 6/27 (6/27/10, " Senate Democrats poised to start energy bill ", http://www.latimes.com/news/nationworld/nation/la-na-energy-congress-20100627,0,4030045.story?track=rss)

Reporting from Washington — With the gulf oil spill creating political opportunity, Senate Democrats will begin crafting a sweeping energy bill this week that could include a first-ever, though more modest, cap on global-warming pollution, believing they must act now despite differences within their ranks and political jitters in an election year. Instead of regulating all sources of greenhouse gas emissions as originally proposed, lawmakers are considering placing a carbon cap initially only on utility companies. That idea was once dismissed by environmentalists as too incremental, but now is seen by some as better than no cap at all. President Obama will meet Tuesday with a bipartisan group of senators to push for a new energy policy. "We are prepared and ready to move forward on a new energy strategy that the American people desperately want but for which there's been insufficient political will," Obama said recently. "It is time for us to move to a clean-energy future."
Dems will pass climate bill-Gulf spill ensured 60 votes
NYT 6/25 (Josh Voorhees, Robin Bravender, 6/25/10, " Senate Democrats Plot 'Impenetrable' Path to Victory for Unwritten Climate Bill ", http://www.nytimes.com/cwire/2010/06/25/25climatewire-senate-democrats-plot-impenetrable-path-to-v-66658.html)
Senate Democrats believe they've found a surefire way to force Republicans to support a sweeping climate and energy bill that directly addresses greenhouse gas emissions. A blog about energy, the environment and the bottom line. Now all they need is the actual legislation. Democrats admitted yesterday that they have yet to rally around any of the legislative proposals currently on the table but now believe they know how to use the Gulf of Mexico oil spill to secure the necessary Republican votes once they do. According to a staff-written summary of yesterday's closed-door caucus meeting obtained by E&E, senators discussed a legislative strategy "more akin to the financial regulatory legislation than of health care, with Democrats bringing to the floor an impenetrable package that Republicans could not roadblock." Democratic senators declined to discuss the exact details of their strategy after emerging from the hourlong talks. But its basic thrust appears to be a plan to anchor the climate and energy effort to widely popular legislation that would overhaul offshore drilling regulations in the wake of the Gulf spill, and then dare Republicans to vote against it. "We're going to challenge some of our Republican colleagues to do what I know they know is the right and necessary thing for America, and we're going to get 60 votes or more," Sen. Joe Lieberman (I-Conn.) told reporters.
Obama’s top priority is climate bill
USA today 6/23/10 (“Senate Dems want obama to take charge of climate bill” http://content.usatoday.com/communities/greenhouse/post/2010/06/obama-climate-senate/1

I think it's pretty clear we have to do something," Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, D-Nev., told POLITICO. "The question is what do we do. Now a lot of that depends on what the White House is going to do to help us get something done." Obama has another meeting today with Gen. Stanley McChrystal after the top commander in the in a magazine article. The House narrowly passed legislation last June that would curb greenhouse gases 17% below 2005 levels by 2020. It would take 60 votes in the Senate to pass a bill that creates a higher price on carbon emissions. White House chief of staff Rahm Emanuel told ABC Sunday that Obama's three main goals for energy legislation were reducing U.S. dependence on foreign oil, making investments in clean energy technology and dealing with carbon pollution.

2NC – Dem Majority Causes Climate Bill
A democratic majority will achieve a climate bill

 Michael O'Brien; 6/17/10; “Kerry: Climate change bill critical to keeping Dem majority”; The Hill; http://thehill.com/blogs/twitter-room/other-news/103825-kerry-climate-change-bill-critical-to-keeping-dem-majority 
Climate change legislation is key to building a long-term Democratic majority in Congress, Sen. John Kerry (D-Mass.) suggested Thursday. Kerry, the author of a comprehensive energy and climate bill in the Senate, along with Sen. Joe Lieberman (I-Conn.), said that passing such legislation would be key to Democrats' political success. Kerry tweeted Thursday: No building a long term [Democratic] majority [without] action on climate, young voters feel it intensely, good policy is good politics: http://bit.ly/bYjjDx The link in the Massachusetts senator's tweet follows a story suggesting that younger voters are more supportive of climate change legislation. Kerry has taken more to Twitter personally, becoming an active vote online for including measures to rein in climate change within the energy package that Congress hopes to move this summer. The scope of the legislation could hinge to a large extent, though, on the looming midterm elections this fall, where Republicans believe they can use climate change legislation to their advantage. The GOP has called new climate change rules a "national energy tax," and made it a key part of its election-year messaging against Democrats. 

Maintaining democratic majority through midterms is key to passage of climate bill

 Charles Digges; 1/20/10; “U.S. Senate loses key 'yes' vote for climate change bill in Massachusetts special election”; The Bellona; http://www.bellona.org/articles/articles_2010/mass_upset
The fight over the climate bill has been delicate from the outset: Partisan politics have pitted the majority of Republican’s against it, and Democrats from key coal producing an reliant states have created tricky waters to navigate. To make matters more difficult, the partisan tendencies that have managed to stick themselves to the proposed climate change bill in the Senate are, in the view of many analysts, misdirected anger over other tricky issues. Brown’s victory was the most recent in a string of Republican wins. In November, Republicans won governorships in two states – New Jersey and Virginia – states that both voted for Obama in 2008. These results were followed by the announcement of two Democratic retirements by potentially vulnerable politicians including Senator Byron Dorgan of North Dakota and Representative Bart Gordon of Tennessee, with perhaps more to come. Officials in Brown’s offices in Boston were unavailable for comment on how his election would affect the advancement of the climate legislation in the Senate, but so far Brown has not come down for or against the issue in public statements. Leaders on the climate bill, like Massachusett Democratic Senator John Kerry, who co-authored it, had hoped maintaining a Democratic majority in the Senate would aid in passing the key legislation, if only along party lines, and the Brown victory therefore takes away what would have been a definite “yes” vote for the climate legislation that would have been cast by Ted Kennedy, who died of a brain tumor on April 25th. Such partisanship has been the fate of climate legislation during President Barack Obama’s tenure. Last June, the House of Representatives narrowly passed a cap and trade bill that would require reductions in industrial emissions of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases over the next four decades. It also would allow pollution permits to be traded in a new regulated market. It garnered two republican votes, and one democratic defection. Ever since, the climate change bill has languished in the Senate, where some members have been trying to find a compromise. Once Brown takes office, Democrats will hold 59 of the 100 votes in the Senate and the Republicans 41. 

Democratic majority is key

Lisa Mascaro and Richard Simon 6/27/10 (Staff Writers for the Tribune Washington Bureau, “Senate Democrats poised to start energy bill”, http://articles.latimes.com/2010/jun/27/nation/la-na-energy-congress-20100627)

A broad carbon-pricing system would essentially require power plants, manufacturers and transportation industries to limit the pollution that scientists say is causing climate change and would tax entities that exceed their caps. Republicans dismiss such a cap-and-trade system as a new tax on households and business — "cap-and-tax," they call it. With the Democrats' 59-member caucus intensely divided on energy issues, crossover support from Republicans would be needed. Still, a majority of Democrats appear willing to risk legislative failure, believing a robust summer discussion on energy would establish a stark contrast between the parties before the fall election.

2NC Kills Economy
Cap and trade kills the economy- jobs, GDP, energy costs, businesses

The Foundry, 7/21/09 (“A Baker’s Dozen of Reasons to Oppose Cap and Trade”, The Foundry, July 21st 2009, http://blog.heritage.org/2009/07/21/a-baker’s-dozen-of-reasons-to-oppose-cap-and-trade/)
The cap and trade debate, like most debates in Washington, has become a numbers game. One side says it’s cheap; the other says it’s expensive. Depending on what side of the political isle you fall on, selective hearing can dictate what you believe Waxman-Markey will do to the economy and how it will affect global warming. You hear it’s a jobs bill – that investing billions of dollars in new green technologies that will create or save millions of jobs, stimulating the economy while igniting a green revolution. You hear it won’t cost Americans families very much – about a stamp per day is what proponents of the bill say. Nothing could be further from the truth. Here are thirteen reasons to oppose cap and trade. 1.) It will destroy 1.15 million jobs. The Heritage Foundation’s Center for Data Analysis found that, for the average year over the 2012-2035 timeline, job loss will be 1.1 million greater than the baseline assumptions. By 2035, there is a projected 2.5 million fewer jobs than without a cap-and-trade bill. But Heritage isn’t alone in these estimates. The Brookings Institute, a supporter of a carbon tax, projects that cap and trade will increase unemployment would by 0.5% in the first decade below the baseline. Using U.S. Census population projection estimates, that’s equivalent to about 1.7 million fewer jobs than without cap and trade. A study done by Charles River Associates prepared for the National Black Chamber of Congress projects higher unemployment of 2.3-2.7 million jobs in each year of the policy through 2030–after accounting for “green job” creation. 2.) It will reduce economic growth. All three aforementioned studies found significant losses in Gross Domestic Product (GDP), our primary measure of economic activity. Heritage found the average GDP lost is $393 billion, hitting a high of $662 billion in 2035. From 2012 to 2035, the accumulated GDP lost is $9.4 trillion (in 2009 dollars). Brookings predicts GDP in the United States would be lower by 2.5 percent in 2050 and the National Black Chamber estimates that in GDP will be 1.3 percent ($350 billon) below the baseline in 2030 and 1.5 percent ($730 billion) below the baseline in 2050. 3.) It will increase your energy bills. Since 85 percent of America’s energy needs come from carbon emitting fossil fuels, cap and trade would be massive tax on energy consumption. The carbon dioxide reduction targets are still the same at the end of the day, and the way they will be met is by raising the price of energy high enough so people use less. Heritage’s CDA found that by 2035 gasoline prices would increase 58 percent, natural gas prices would increase 55 percent, home heating oil would increase 56 percent, and worst of all, electricity prices would jump 90 percent. CRA’s and the Black Chamber’s study found that relative to the baseline, natural gas prices would rise by an estimated 16%, electricity prices go up by 22% and gasoline increases by 23 center per gallon, all in the year 2030. 4.) It hits low-income households hardest. Cap and trade is an energy tax that falls disproportionately on the poor. Although upper income families tend to use more energy (and thus emit more carbon per household), since low-income households spend a larger percentage of their income on energy, the poor suffer most. Proponents of a carbon cap acknowledge this, saying, “Relative to total expenditure, however, the poor pay more […]. This means that carbon emission-reduction policies have a regressive impact on income distribution – unless coupled with revenue-recycling policies that protect the real incomes of the poor and middle classes.” Policymakers sought to protect consumers, especially the poor, from higher energy prices by handing out rebate checks or tax cuts. If only a small portion (15 percent) of the energy tax revenue is given back to the consumer, the burden on the poor obviously becomes heavier. Rebates or not, the higher energy prices would reduce economic activity by forcing businesses to cut costs elsewhere, by reducing their workforce for example, and thus doing damage that no check would cover. 5.) It will cost a family-of-four an additional $3,000 per year. When all the tax impacts have been added up, we find that the average per-family-of-four costs rise by almost $3,000 per year. In the year 2035 alone, the tax impact is $4,600. And if you add up the costs per family for the whole energy tax aggregated from 2012 to 2035, the years in which we modeled the bill, it’s about $71,500. That’s a lot of postage stamps—162,500 to be exact. 6.) More subsidies for unproven technologies and energy sources. The bill also include a renewable electricity standard that mandates 15 percent of the nation’s electricity from renewable energy by 2020 as well as hundreds of billions of investments (read: taxpayer subsidies) for efficiency improvements and renewable energy technology. A federally mandated RES is proposed only because renewables are too expensive to compete otherwise. In effect, Washington is forcing costlier energy options on the public. Since renewables are lavished with substantial tax breaks, a national mandate will cost Americans both as taxpayers and as ratepayers. If cap and trade were so sure to work, why is all this even necessary?

Ext. Climate Bill Kill Economy
Climate bill will decimate economic growth – higher costs and trade restrictions

Markheim 2009 - Jay Van Andel senior trade policy analyst int he Center for International Trade and Economics at Heritage (4/24, Daniella, Heritage Foundation, "Climate policy: free trade promotes a cleaner environment", WebMemo #2408, http://author.heritage.org/Research/tradeandeconomicfreedom/wm2408.cfm, WEA)

The projected cost of a climate scheme on the U.S. economy--evidenced from Europe's problematic climate program and the Kyoto Protocol's failure to affect emissions in signatory nations--illustrate how difficult it is for governments to impose binding climate restrictions without undermining economic growth.[1] If Congress and the President do embark on such a potentially treacherous course, households and firms will face much higher costs for energy and energy-intensive goods, categories that include virtually every product in our economy. Hard-pressed U.S. consumers and producers will find no relief from artificially inflated prices by turning to lower-cost imports, as the climate change zealots propose to erect trade barriers to raise the costs of foreign products produced under less severe environmental policy constraints. Some U.S. companies and policymakers may find it fair for the government to prop up domestic businesses, whose profitability will have been destroyed by new climate change regulations, against foreign competitors whose governments have chosen to be less draconian. America's trade partners are unlikely to agree. Many such trade restrictions could violate World Trade Organization (WTO) rules and lead to legal sanctions against the U.S. Even if some of the proposed measures hold up against legal scrutiny in the WTO, the potential for nations to retaliate against U.S. trade measures is very real. Any U.S. restrictions, whether consistent with WTO agreements or not, would undermine development in poorer countries and make it more difficult to achieve a multilateral consensus on the rules of trade that best support environmental objectives. When all these negative effects are taken into account, it is clear that the adoption of protectionist polices as a part of a U.S. climate regime does far more harm than good and should be avoided. 

Cap and trade destroys economic growth – taxes all energy use, ensures billions of dollars lost from the GDP each year and increases unemployment 

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

Above anything else, any attempt to reduce carbon dioxide would be poison to an already sick economy. Even when the economy does recover, the EPA's proposed global warming policy would severely limit economic growth. Since 85 percent of the U.S. economy runs on fossil fuels that emit carbon dioxide, imposing a cost on CO2 is equivalent to placing an economy-wide tax on energy use. The Heritage Foundation's Center for Data Analysis study of the economic effects of carbon dioxide cuts found cumulative gross domestic product (GDP) losses of $7 trillion by 2029 (in inflation-adjusted 2008 dollars), single-year GDP losses exceeding $600 billion in some years (in inflation-adjusted 2008 dollars), energy cost increases of 30 percent or more, and annual job losses exceeding 800,000 for several years. Hit particularly hard is manufacturing, which will see job losses in some industries that exceed 50 percent.[1] High energy costs result in production cuts, reduced consumer spending, increased unemployment, and ultimately a much slower economy. But importantly, higher energy prices fall disproportionately on the poor, since low-income households spend a larger percentage of their income on energy. 

Ext. Climate Bill Kills Economy
Cap and trade kills the economy—taxes would prevent consumer spending and thousands of jobs will be lost

Kyl, 7/16/09- US Senator (Jon, R-AZ, “President Obama has pledged not to raise taxes on middle-income Americans, but legislation he and congressional Democrats are backing would do just that”, Eloy News, July 16th 2009, http://www.zwire.com/site/news.cfm?newsid=20346352&BRD=1817&PAG=461&dept_id=222077&rfi=6) 
On June 26, the House of Representatives passed legislation described by Harvard University economist Martin Feldstein as "a stealth strategy for a massive long-term tax increase." All Americans, regardless of income, will feel the effects of this tax hike. At a time when the economy remains shaky and unemployment has reached a 25-year high, Congress should not be considering new taxes. They would be bad for families and would slow the economic recovery as well. The Senate could take up the House legislation, known as the American Clean Energy and Security Act, though it may not do so until September. That would give all Americans time to register their opinions on the bill. The bill would implement a "cap-and-trade" program with the ostensible purpose of reducing emissions of carbon dioxide into the atmosphere. Cap-and-trade programs set strict, mandatory limits on carbon emissions from various sources (like electric utilities). Those sources would then either reduce carbon emissions or buy or trade emission allowances to achieve the required overall emissions reductions. Rather than directly raising taxes on Americans, cap-and-trade raises the cost of living for everyone by raising energy costs and consumer prices for virtually everything. The effect is the same as if they had had their taxes raised. When the nonpartisan Congressional Budget Office analyzed the cost of reducing carbon emissions by 15 percent below 2005 levels, it estimated a family's cost of living would increase by $1,600 a year. "To put that $1,600 carbon tax in perspective, a typical family of four with earnings of $50,000 now pays an income tax of about $3,000," Feldstein wrote recently in the Weekly Standard. "The tax imposed by the cap-and-trade system is therefore equivalent to raising the family's income tax by about 50 percent." That's $1,600 that families won't be able to spend or invest in the economy. In addition to the tax increase, Americans would also feel the pinch because cap-and-trade will hurt economic growth. The Heritage Foundation concluded that it would slow long-term growth by almost $10 trillion over 26 years. And jobs would be lost. The Heritage Foundation's analysis found that Arizona would lose thousands of jobs, over 30,000 in the first year alone. Proponents of the cap-and-trade proposal argue that job losses will be offset by the creation of new, "green" jobs. But it's not certain those jobs will materialize, let alone make up for the jobs that are lost. In Spain, whose government has invested heavily in "green" jobs, two jobs are lost for every green job created, according to a Spanish economist. This year won't be the first time that the Senate has considered cap-and-trade. In 2008, similar legislation went down to defeat, and this year's version will once again face opposition from Senate Republicans and some moderate Democrats. If Americans communicate their opinions about this bill to their representatives in Congress, I am convinced it can be defeated again.
Ext. Climate Bill Kills Economy

Cap and trade prevents growth—businesses and families won’t be able to compete in the global economy

Corsi, 6/17/09- Ph. D. in Political Science from Harvard (Jerome R., Staff reporter for WND, “G8 falls flat on Carbon Ban”, Review Messenger, July 17th 2009, http://www.reviewmessenger.com/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=1997:g8-falls-flat-on-carbon-ban&catid=19:guest-opinion)
In a bad sign for the Obama administration, Sen. Robert Byrd, D-W.Va., blasted the cap-and-trade legislation, saying in a statement that "I cannot support the bill in its present form." Byrd insisted that clean coal can be a "green energy." "Those of us who understand coal's great potential in our quest for energy independence must continue to work diligently in shaping a climate bill that will ensure access to affordable energy for West Virginians," Byrd said. "I remain bullish about the future of coal, and am so very proud of the miners who labor and toil in the coalfields of West Virginia." West Virginians may not be the only Americans that will suffer economically if cap and trade passes the Senate. The truth is that government schemes designed to reduce carbon emissions will inevitably place new taxes on middle-class Americans in the form of increased energy bills and will cost jobs as those manufacturers who remain in the U.S. contemplate going to countries such as China where carbon emission caps are unlikely to be taken seriously. Economist Peter Orszag, director of the Office of Management and Budget in the Obama administration, testified before Congress on cap-and-trade in 2008, when he was the director of the Congressional Budget Office in the Bush administration. From his testimony before he joined the Obama administration, it was clear Orszag believed global climate change resulting from human causes was a serious, perhaps even catastrophic problem. "Human activities are producing increasingly large quantities of greenhouse gases, particularly CO2," he testified. "The accumulation of these gases in the atmosphere is expected to have potentially serious and costly effects on regional climates throughout the world." Admitting that a cap-and-trade program amounts to a "carbon tax," Orszag argued that cap and trade was a "market-oriented" approach to reducing carbon emissions" that would be more efficient in reducing carbon dioxide emissions than a "command-and-control" approach as typified in a system of government regulations that would require across-the-board emission reductions by all firms. Orszag estimated a cap-and-trade emissions program could generate as much as $145 billion a year in revenue for the federal government. Acknowledging that the cap-and-trade program would function as a tax corporations would most likely pass on to consumers in the form of higher prices, Orzag testified that "price increases would be essential to the success of a cap-and trade program because they would be the most important mechanisms through which businesses and households would be encouraged to make investments and behavioral changes that reduced CO2 emissions." The truth is that: Cap-and-trade will increase gasoline prices and the cost of energy in the 25 states that get more than 50 percent of their electricity from coal. Businesses that emit carbon dioxide, including manufacturing companies, will face yet one more cost of operations in paying cap-and-trade costs, at a time the businesses are trying to compete in a global economy.  Moreover, the imposition of what amounts to a cap-and-trade tax may further depress the economy, at a time when families are struggling just to keep jobs, not lose homes and pay monthly living expenses, including those involved in raising children. Proponents of cap-and-trade schemes typically assume the economic costs of what they perceive as the "climate change catastrophe" produced by man-made carbon dioxide emissions far outweigh the economic cost of the scheme itself. Red Alert recommends we concern ourselves with the climate change catastrophe later, when the science behind climate hysteria is more certain. In the meantime, Red Alert calls on the American people to make sure the Senate knows that any senator voting for the Obama administration cap-and-trade legislation faces strong and determined opposition that will work actively to defeat them in the next election cycle.

Climate Bill Bad – Warming – 2NC (1/2)
Cap and trade increases global warming – causes companies to shift overseas and release more emissions

Buckner, 6/29/09- Professor of Organizational Leadership at Columbia University (David, “Will Cap-and-Trade Cripple U.S. Production?”, Fox News, June 29th 2009, http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,529487,00.html)
Cap-and-trade might not only hurt American competitiveness, but also, do the exact opposite of what it sets out to do. According to the EPA — EPA, the policy may, quote, "cause domestic production to shift abroad." Why would that happen? When those companies take their businesses overseas, they're going to will wind up in countries, most likely, without cap-and-trade rules because they can make their products cheaper there. That will actually increase greenhouse emissions. DAVID BUCKNER, COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY PROFESSOR: How are you doing? BECK: Well, I'm good. I don't think I could design a taking down of this country any better than the people — if I were an enemy of this country, I don't think I could design anything like this.BUCKNER: You slide it in on a Friday, would you? BECK: Yes, I am. BUCKNER: You slide in on a Friday night so it doesn't hit the news cycle until Monday. And the reality of it is... BECK: Not even that, you go on vacation — they go on vacation after this. So, they're gone for a week, so they won't feel the public wrath, and next week is a holiday. BUCKNER: Yes. What they don't recognize here is that we're not seeing the full picture. On the one side, they're saying that prices have to be inherently increased so that will be an incentive to not produce products. On the other side, they're saying it's not going to cost us anything. How can you have — the very thrust of this legislation is based upon the fact that you're going to raise prices so that people won't produce and create greenhouse emissions. On the flip side of it, they're saying, "But it won't cost you anything." It can't be, if it doesn't cost anything, it loses the thrust of the legislation.And so, the arguments on both sides are intellectually and economically dishonest. BECK: So, I have — I have to tell you, the — it's not an environmental plan. It can't be. BUCKNER: No. We don't know whether it can ever resolve that. And not only that, for America to say we can solve the global changes... BECK: Well, the president said that we have to act first, that we — that China and India — we can't go to, where is it, Copenhagen in December, and we can't convince them to do it. Why? BUCKNER: So, we're going to take the cost on us, is what he's saying. And everyone will follow. They won't. Here's what they'll do. You saw when our labor costs went up. We increased minimum wage. Labor unions exercise their right to petition for greater salaries and they got them. What happened? Labor left America; it went to India and China. India and China aren't raising their labor costs. They're not running around going, "You're right, we need to give more money to our people." They're going to take the markets. There is no way in which the increase in costs in America will ever remain — will keep us productive and keep us competitive. It will shift our production overseas. This is an exportation of labor. BECK: If I — if I look at this — I mean, this is from the governor of Virginia, talked about this and he said, "Well, we just — we have to get this passed as a nation, but we could never pass it just as a state, because that would hurt us competitively and we'd lose business here." I mean... BUCKNER: How does it work for the federal, too? But how does it work nationwide if it doesn't... (CROSSTALK) BUCKNER: Because it's going to be — well, it's actually saying for these states that it wouldn't work independently, we're going to shift — it's a redistribution. So, the ones that get hurt, oh, we're going to even it out across the country. BECK: David, how long does it take — I mean, you know — I mean, I don't know if you are as pessimistic as I am. I mean, I think we are witnessing the destruction of our country. I really do. I don't — I don't know if it's in two months, two years or 20 years, but we are seeing unsustainable ideas happening here. BUCKNER: We are seeing the cannibalization of capitalism. I agree with that. We are seeing policies in five months that have cannibalized five corporations and brought them underneath the umbrella of one government — which I never would have imagined in a capitalist environment in America we would see. We are seeing — even these environmental bills with no science and no way to pay for them — fully validated. There is not economic honesty in the dialogue. That's what concerns me. And it's not just about politics. It is the economics of it. Tell me how you're going to raise the cost of something such that people will be dissuaded from producing and not cost anything on the other side. The thrust of the argument is the increase in talks.
Climate Bill Bad – Warming – 2NC (2/2)

Warming destroys all life on earth

Brandenberg 99 (Dr. John, Physicist, Dead Mars, Dying Earth, p. 232-233)
The world goes on its merry way and fossil fuel use continues to power it.  Rather than making painful or politically difficult choices such as inventing in fusion or enacting a rigorous plan of conserving, the industrial world chooses to muddle through the temperature climb.  Let’s imagine that America and Europe are too worried about economic dislocation to change course. The ozone hole expands, driven by a monstrous synergy with global warming that puts more catalytic ice crystals into the stratosphere, but this affects the far north and south and not the major nations’ heartlands.  The seas rise, the tropics roast but the media networks no longer cover it.  The Amazon rainforest becomes the Amazon desert.  Oxygen levels fall, but profits rise for those who can provide it in bottles. An equatorial high pressure zone forms, forcing drought in central Africa and Brazil, the Nile dries up and the monsoons fall.  Then inevitably, at some unlucky point in time, a major unexpected event occurs—a major volcanic eruption, a sudden and dramatic shift in ocean circulation or a large asteroid impact (those who think freakish accidents do not occur have paid little attention to life on Mars), or a nuclear war that starts between Pakistan and India and escalates to involve China and Russia… Suddenly, the gradual climb in global temperatures goes on a mad excursion as the oceans warm and release large amounts of dissolved carbon dioxide from their lower depths into the atmosphere.  Oxygen levels go down as oxygen replaces lost oceanic carbon dioxide.  Asthma cases double and then double again.  Now a third of the world fears breathing.  As the oceans dump carbon dioxide, the greenhouse effect increases, which further warms the oceans, causing them to dump even more carbon.  Because of the heat, plants die and burn in enormous fires which release more carbon dioxide, and the oceans evaporate, adding more water vapor to the greenhouse.  Soon, we are in what is termed a runaway greenhouse effect, as happened to Venus eons ago.  The last two surviving scientists inevitably argue, one telling the other, “See, I told you the missing sink was in the ocean!” Earth, as we know it, dies.  After this Venusian excursion in temperatures, the oxygen disappears into the soil, the oceans evaporate and are lost and the dead Earth loses its ozone layer completely. Earth is too far from the Sun for it to be a second Venus for long.  Its atmosphere is slowly lost – as is its water—because of the ultraviolet bombardment breaking up all the molecules apart from carbon dioxide.  As the atmosphere becomes thin, the Earth becomes colder.  For a short while temperatures are nearly normal, but the ultraviolet sears any life that tries to make a comeback.  The carbon dioxide thins out to form a thin veneer with a few wispy clouds and dust devils. Earth becomes the second Mars – red, desolate, with perhaps a few hardy microbes surviving.

Climate Bill Bad – Competitiveness – 2NC
Cap and trade kills competitiveness- increases costs for businesses and encourages offshoring

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

Ext. Climate Bills Hurts Competitiveness

Independent analysis finds cap and trade will destroy competitiveness – raises business costs and forces outsourcing

Zeller, 7/19/09- Editor at New York Times (Tom Jr., Editor and writer for The New York Times covering alternative energy and green business, “Peacocks and Passions in Senate Climate Debate”, July 19th 2009, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/07/20/business/energy-environment/20iht-green20.html?pagewanted=1&_r=1)

With the U.S. House of Representatives having narrowly approved a climate change bill late last month, attention has now moved to the Senate, which is busy debating just how to craft a version of its own. Setting aside leaders like James M. Inhofe, the Republican senator from Oklahoma who has referred to global warming as “the greatest hoax ever perpetrated on the American people,” the chief concern surrounding any potential climate legislation in the United States is this: How will it affect the ability of American industry to compete around the globe? It is a fair question, particularly as rapidly industrializing nations — chiefly China — continue to resist the idea of implementing their own emission caps. “The logic is not difficult to understand,” Mr. Inhofe said in a speech on the Senate floor as his colleagues in the House were preparing to vote on their bill. “Carbon caps, according to reams of independent analyses, will severely damage America’s global economic competitiveness, principally by raising the cost of doing business here relative to other countries like China, where they have no mandatory carbon caps.” Jobs and businesses, Mr. Inhofe said, “will move overseas.” Whether or not that logic is as airtight as Mr. Inhofe suggests is widely debated — not least by a parade of witnesses now being called before various Senate committees and subcommittees to testify on the needs, merits and implications of climate policy generally and a cap-and-trade system specifically. At times, the hearings have provided a sober accounting of the economic hazards posed by overzealous government meddling in the marketplace, weighed against the potentially grave consequences of doing nothing. At other points, they have been a raucous display of political peacocking and sniping among witnesses and elected officials who appear far from consensus. With the prospect for a global climate treaty hinging, in no small part, on the ability of the United States to find common ground on the issue at home, the stakes are particularly high. Earlier this month, as my colleague Kate Galbraith reported at our Green Inc. blog, representatives of the cabinet of President Barack Obama sat before the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee and urged passage of a meaningful bill to combat global warming. Tom Vilsack, the secretary of agriculture, testified that American farmers and ranchers could benefit from carbon offset provisions in cap-and-trade legislation, while Energy Secretary Steven Chu described climate change as an “unprecedented threat to our way of life.” A day later, on July 8, a Foreign Relations subcommittee brought in several representatives of European industry on the premise that they have learned a thing or two about cap-and-trade systems in the four years or so that the European Union has had one in place. After all, the European carbon trading system — the world’s largest and oldest — has been racked by volatile and, more recently, plummeting prices. In addition, its method of initially seeding the market with free emission permits generated windfall profits for some companies — most in the utility sector — causing critics to dismiss the system as fundamentally corrupt. To that point, Felix Matthes, the research coordinator for energy and climate policy at the Öko-Institut in Berlin, told the Senate subcommittee that the E.U. system, now in its “third phase,” had been tweaked. Those industries least likely to be harmed by the increased cost of having to buy emission permits at auction, Mr. Matthes explained, are now being required to do so, and free allocation of permits has been widely curtailed — “because there’s a huge potential for perversion,” he said.

Climate Bill Bad – Trade – 2NC/2AC

Implementation of cap and trade is a more serious threat to trade – tariffs would immediately lead to a new round of protectionism

Feldstein, 6/27/09- Professor Of Economics At Harvard, Formerly Chairman Of President Ronald Reagan’s Council Of Economic Advisors and President Of The National Bureau For Economic Research (Martin, “Martin Feldstein: Cap-and-trade = protectionism?”, Business Standard, June 27th 2009, http://www.business-standard.com/india/news/martin-feldstein-cap-and-trade-=-protectionism/362252/)

The cap-and-trade system imposes a carbon tax without having to admit that it is really a tax, raising the possibility of serious risks to international trade. There is a serious danger that the international adoption of cap-and-trade legislation to limit carbon-dioxide emissions will trigger a new round of protectionist measures. While aimed at reducing long-term environmental damage, cap-and-trade policies could produce significant harmful economic effects in the near term that would continue into the future. Scientific evidence appears to indicate that the accumulation of CO2 in the atmosphere from the burning of fossil fuels (primarily coal, oil, and natural gas) — mainly in electricity production, transportation, and various industrial processes — contributes to gradual global warming, with long-term adverse effects on living conditions around the world. It is with this in mind that representatives of more than 150 countries are scheduled to meet in Copenhagen in December to discuss ways to reduce CO2 emissions. A common suggestion is to impose a tax on all CO2 emissions, which would be levied on companies that emit CO2 in production, or that sell products like gasoline that cause CO2 emissions when used. Such a tax would cause electricity companies and industrial firms to adopt techniques that reduce their CO2 emissions, as long as the cost of doing so is less than the tax that they would otherwise have to pay. The higher cost of production incurred to reduce emissions — and of any emissions tax still due — would, of course, be included in the price charged to consumers. Consumers would respond to the tax-induced increase in the cost of the emissions-intensive products by reducing their consumption of those goods and services in favour of goods and services that create smaller amounts of CO2 emissions. A carbon tax causes each firm and household to respond to the same cost of adding CO2 to the atmosphere. That uniform individual cost incentive allows total CO2 to be reduced at a lower total cost than would be achieved by a variety of administrative requirements, such as automobile mileage standards, production technology standards (eg, minimum renewable fuel inputs in electricity generation), etc. Yet we do not see carbon taxes being adopted. Although governments levy taxes on gasoline, they are reluctant to impose a general carbon tax because of public opposition to any form of taxation. Governments have therefore focused on a cap-and-trade system as a way of increasing the cost of CO2-intensive products without explicitly imposing a tax. In a cap-and-trade system, the government sets total allowable national emissions of CO2 per year and requires any firm that causes CO2 emissions to have a permit per tonne of CO2 emitted. If the government sells these permits in an auction, the price of the permit would be a cost to the firm in the same way as a carbon tax — and with the same resulting increases in consumer prices. The cap-and-trade system thus imposes a carbon tax without having to admit that it is really a tax. A cap-and-trade system can cause serious risks to international trade. Even if every country has a cap-and-trade system and all aim at the same relative reduction in national CO2 emissions, the resulting permit prices will differ because of national differences in initial CO2 levels and in domestic production characteristics. Because the price of the CO2 permits in a country is reflected in the prices of its products, the cap-and-trade system affects its international competitiveness. When the permit prices become large enough to have a significant effect on CO2 emissions, there will be political pressure to introduce tariffs on imports that offset the advantage of countries with low permit prices. Such offsetting tariffs would have to differ among products (being higher on more CO2-intensive products) and among countries (being higher for countries with low permit prices). Such a system of complex differential tariffs is just the kind of protectionism that governments have been working to eliminate since the start of the GATT process more than 50 years ago. Worse still, cap-and-trade systems in practice do not rely solely on auctions to distribute the emissions permits. The plan working its way through the United States Congress (the Waxman-Markey bill) would initially give away 85 per cent of the permits, impose a complex set of regulatory policies, and allow companies to buy CO2 offsets (eg, by paying for the planting of trees) instead of reducing their emissions or buying permits. Such complexities make it impossible to compare the impact of CO2 policies among countries, which in turn would invite those who want to protect domestic jobs to argue for higher tariff levels.
Ext. Climate Bill Hurts Trade

Cap and trades kills trade – higher costs and tariffs

The Foundry, 7/21/09 (“A Baker’s Dozen of Reasons to Oppose Cap and Trade”, The Foundry, July 21st 2009, http://blog.heritage.org/2009/07/21/a-baker’s-dozen-of-reasons-to-oppose-cap-and-trade/)

9.) It would disrupt free trade. When businesses are faced with the higher costs from an energy tax through a carbon capping policy, they can certainly make production cuts. Another logical solution is for these companies to move overseas where they can make more efficient use of labor and capital. To counter this, the bill includes protectionist carbon tariffs to offset the competitive disadvantage U.S. firms would face. China has already threatened retaliatory protectionist policies. To mask the economic pain, the government awarded 15 percent of the allowance allocations to energy-intensive manufacturers. Free allowances do not lower the costs of Waxman-Markey; they just shift them around. Although the government awarded handouts to businesses, the carbon dioxide reduction targets are still there, and the way they will be met is by raising the price of energy and thereby inflicting more economic pain. 
Climate Bill Good – Warming – 2AC/2NC
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.
Warming destroys all life on earth

Brandenberg 99 (Dr. John, Physicist, Dead Mars, Dying Earth, p. 232-233)
The world goes on its merry way and fossil fuel use continues to power it.  Rather than making painful or politically difficult choices such as inventing in fusion or enacting a rigorous plan of conserving, the industrial world chooses to muddle through the temperature climb.  Let’s imagine that America and Europe are too worried about economic dislocation to change course. The ozone hole expands, driven by a monstrous synergy with global warming that puts more catalytic ice crystals into the stratosphere, but this affects the far north and south and not the major nations’ heartlands.  The seas rise, the tropics roast but the media networks no longer cover it.  The Amazon rainforest becomes the Amazon desert.  Oxygen levels fall, but profits rise for those who can provide it in bottles. An equatorial high pressure zone forms, forcing drought in central Africa and Brazil, the Nile dries up and the monsoons fall.  Then inevitably, at some unlucky point in time, a major unexpected event occurs—a major volcanic eruption, a sudden and dramatic shift in ocean circulation or a large asteroid impact (those who think freakish accidents do not occur have paid little attention to life on Mars), or a nuclear war that starts between Pakistan and India and escalates to involve China and Russia… Suddenly, the gradual climb in global temperatures goes on a mad excursion as the oceans warm and release large amounts of dissolved carbon dioxide from their lower depths into the atmosphere.  Oxygen levels go down as oxygen replaces lost oceanic carbon dioxide.  Asthma cases double and then double again.  Now a third of the world fears breathing.  As the oceans dump carbon dioxide, the greenhouse effect increases, which further warms the oceans, causing them to dump even more carbon.  Because of the heat, plants die and burn in enormous fires which release more carbon dioxide, and the oceans evaporate, adding more water vapor to the greenhouse.  Soon, we are in what is termed a runaway greenhouse effect, as happened to Venus eons ago.  The last two surviving scientists inevitably argue, one telling the other, “See, I told you the missing sink was in the ocean!” Earth, as we know it, dies.  After this Venusian excursion in temperatures, the oxygen disappears into the soil, the oceans evaporate and are lost and the dead Earth loses its ozone layer completely. Earth is too far from the Sun for it to be a second Venus for long.  Its atmosphere is slowly lost – as is its water—because of the ultraviolet bombardment breaking up all the molecules apart from carbon dioxide.  As the atmosphere becomes thin, the Earth becomes colder.  For a short while temperatures are nearly normal, but the ultraviolet sears any life that tries to make a comeback.  The carbon dioxide thins out to form a thin veneer with a few wispy clouds and dust devils. Earth becomes the second Mars – red, desolate, with perhaps a few hardy microbes surviving.

Ext. US Action is Modeled
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.

US action is modeled – congress taking steps will break the international logjam

PETONSK  07 J.D., Harvard Law School, Adjunct professor, George Washington University and U. Maryland

 [Annie, “Climate Change- International Issues, Engaging Developing Countries,” March 27, http://energycommerce.house.gov/cmte_mtgs/110-eaq-hrg.032707.Petsonk-testimony.pdf] 

When Congress enacts a climate bill, the rest of the world will be watching closely. In effect, when Congress acts, America will lead by example. Such leadership is urgently needed. The international climate treaty talks have stalled because of the unwillingness of the Executive Branch to engage. Time is running out. America's trading partners are recognizing that the only way the United States will act to cut emissions in the narrow time window for averting dangerous climate change, is if the Congress acts. Sensible Congressional action could yield great benefits for America's environment and economy, and provide a template for the world.

As Congress moves to cap and cut America's GHG emissions, there are a number of steps Congress can take that can have a significant positive effect on developing countries' consideration of, and implementation of, steps to reduce their own emissions. Taking these in coordination with other developed countries will increase their effectiveness. But Congress should not wait for other nations to act. Instead, by taking the lead, Congress can show all nations how to break the climate logjam and correct the mis-steps that led to the logjam in the first place.

Ext. US Action Modeled
India will model US action

TELEGRAPH  6 - 13 - 07

http://www.telegraph.co.uk/earth/earthnews/3297214/India-snubs-West-on-climate-change.html

India will not curb its greenhouse gas emissions as long as the West continues to treat it as a 'second class global citizen' with less right to pollute than the developed world, a senior Indian environment official has said. Pradipto Ghosh, who retired last month as India's environment secretary and now sits on a committee advising India's prime minister on climate change, warned that the West must "get serious" about cutting its own emissions if it wanted progress on the issue. His comments confirm the massive gulf between the West and the world's emerging economies a week after President Bush agreed to enter UN-sponsored climate change negotiations on condition that India and China also agreed to play their part. Mr Ghosh reiterated India's position that it would not compromise its continued 8 per cent economic growth to arrest global warming, arguing that it was historical polluters in the industrialised West who must make the first move. "The fact is that India has a very, very large number of poor people who are living in conditions of which people in the West can have no conception unless they have visited India's villages and urban slums. "The goals of addressing climate change cannot supersede our goals of maintaining our current rates of GDP growth and poverty alleviation programs, as was agreed by everyone at Kyoto," he told The Telegraph in New Delhi. At the heart of India's position on climate change is the notion that India - whose population is predicted to reach 1.5bn by 2050 - must be allowed to pollute on a per capita basis equally with the West. That would imply drastic cuts in emissions in developed countries if the world is meet the target of keeping global warming within the generally agreed 'safe limit' of two degrees, as set out by the UN's Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. "The prime minister [Dr Manmohan Singh] has said that while pursuing our policies of development and poverty alleviation, we will ensure that our per capita emissions will never exceed developing countries," Mr Ghosh added. "This is our challenge to the West. 'You do the best you can, and we'll match it'. If the West thinks that India will subscribe to any long-term solution that is not based on per capita emissions then it is very misguided."

China will model

Revkin 08 Senior Editor of Discover, Staff Writer at the Los Angeles Times, and Senior Writer at the Science Digest 

[Andrew C., “Skeptics on Human Climate Impact Seize on Cold Spell” The New York Times March 2]

Theories abound over how best to help China embrace emissions-reducing policies. One way, many scientists and scholars say, is to make nonpolluting energy sources cheaper than the unfettered burning of abundant fossil fuels. Right now they are far more expensive. That is why several dozen top-flight climate and energy experts sent a letter this month to members of Congress and the presidential candidates seeking a tenfold rise in the federal budget for energy research, now about $3 billion a year. Some economists say the only thing that will speed the change is money, whether it is called aid, technology assistance, or something else. Representatives of developing countries have long made this point, noting that the established powers spent a century building the greenhouse-gas blanket. Speaking in Bali, Munir Akram, Pakistan's United Nations ambassador, said: ''What we have to do is to find a way to reduce emissions by those who can afford to reduce emissions.'' But there are plenty of doubts about the willingness of Congress, particularly, to pay emerging economic competitors. Some experts see the best prospects for change coming from the ground up, pointing to efforts like MetroBus, a program involving the World Resources Institute that greatly expanded the use of mass transit in Mexico City. BinBin Jiang, a research associate in energy and development at Stanford University, sees similar opportunities in creating an efficient infrastructure for China's exploding midsize cities. ''That's where you determine if you are going to leapfrog or go along the old Western path,'' she said. But Ms. Jiang also stressed that meaningful change in energy and climate policy within the United States was critical, too. ''China is clearly responsible for the largest wedge of emissions in the future, but the United States is still the biggest roadblock,'' she said. ''The U.S. is not going to be influential by telling China what to do. It has to lead by example.'' 

The United States is the key actor—modeled globally.

Harris 2k (Paul G. Harris -- The Environment, International Relations, and U.S. Foreign Policy – page 4, September 2000)

The United States can also set an example for much of the world. If it leads in the area of international environmental protection efforts, other countries will likely follow. If it fails to lead by acting more robustly to protect the global environment, many other countries will mirror its failure. Thus, the United States can be a leader on international environmental issues, or it can be a “veto state”, often determining the success or failure of international environmental cooperation and affecting whether that cooperation leads to effective environmental protection on the ground throughout the world. 
A2: No Runaway Warming

Positive feedback loops lead to runaway warming that could collapse civilization

Carolyn Pumphrey, Triangle Institute for Security Studies, May 2008, Global Climate Change National Security Implications http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB862.pdf
There are some who fear that our current estimates fail to take into consideration what may happen if crucial tipping points are reached. If, for example, the Siberian tundra melts and releases its methane, this could act as a catalyst to climate change and make things happen a lot faster than expected. Some scenarios envisage sea-level rise sufficiently great to end civilization as we know it.

Two degrees is the threshold for our impacts

Achim Steiner, 2007-2008, Fighting Climate Change: Human Solidarity in a Divided World, http://hdr.undp.org/en/media/hdr_20072008_en_complete.pdf
There is no hard-and-fast line separating ‘dangerous’ from ‘safe’ climate change. Many of the world’s poorest people and most fragile ecological systems are already being forced to adapt to dangerous climate change. However, beyond a threshold of 2°C the risk of large-scale human development setbacks and irreversible ecological catastrophes will increase sharply.

97% of scientists agree warming is real; those that don’t are biased and unknowledgeable. 

CNN January 20th 2009 

Human-induced global warming is real, according to a recent U.S. survey based on the opinions of 3,146 scientists. However there remains divisions between climatologists and scientists from other areas of earth sciences as to the extent of human responsibility. [image: image2.png]


Against a backdrop of harsh winter weather across much of North America and Europe, the concept of rising global temperatures might seem incongruous. However the results of the investigation conducted at the end of 2008 reveal that vast majority of the Earth scientists surveyed agree that in the past 200-plus years, mean global temperatures have been rising and that human activity is a significant contributing factor in changing mean global temperatures. The study released today was conducted by academics from the University of Illinois, who used an online questionnaire of nine questions. The scientists approached were listed in the 2007 edition of the American Geological Institute's Directory of Geoscience Departments. Two questions were key: Have mean global temperatures risen compared to pre-1800s levels, and has human activity been a significant factor in changing mean global temperatures? About 90 percent of the scientists agreed with the first question and 82 percent the second. The strongest consensus on the causes of global warming came from climatologists who are active in climate research, with 97 percent agreeing humans play a role. Petroleum geologists and meteorologists were among the biggest doubters, with only 47 percent and 64 percent, respectively, believing in human involvement. "The petroleum geologist response is not too surprising, but the meteorologists' is very interesting," said Peter Doran associate professor of earth and environmental sciences at the University of Illinois at Chicago, and one of the survey's authors. "Most members of the public think meteorologists know climate, but most of them actually study very short-term phenomenon." However, Doran was not surprised by the near-unanimous agreement by climatologists. "They're the ones who study and publish on climate science. So I guess the take-home message is, the more you know about the field of climate science, the more you're likely to believe in global warming and humankind's contribution to it. "The debate on the authenticity of global warming and the role played by human activity is largely nonexistent among those who understand the nuances and scientific basis of long-term climate processes," said Doran
A2: G8 Solves

G8 agreements are worthless without Congressional follow-up.

LA Times 7/10/2009 (Newspaper, "Global warming: The heat is on the U.S.", http://www.latimes.com/news/opinion/la-ed-summit10-2009jul10,0,4746209.story,)

Such international pacts are usually meaningless without the backing of Congress; President Clinton, after all, signed the Kyoto Protocol to fight global warming in 1998, but it was never ratified by the Senate. That chamber once again finds itself in a position to overrule the president as it considers a sweeping climate-change bill that was narrowly approved last month in the House. It would fulfill Obama's G-8 promise by meeting the 2050 goal.
A2: Climate Bill collapses economy

The bill’s key to the econ – Jobs, energy competiveness, and market growth
Matt Cover 6/16/10 (Staff writer for CNS News, quotes senators Kerry and Leiberman,  “Kerry, Lieberman Not Worried Cap-and-Trade Bill Will Hurt Democrats”, http://www.cnsnews.com/news/article/67846)

Lieberman acknowledged that the public is concerned with fiscal issues: "Deficit, debt is on the minds of the voters," he said. "The American Power Act has been constructed to be deficit-neutral [and] we're going to get the CBO analysis later this month or early next month." Kerry went on at length, saying that  Americans support many of the provisions in his bill: “When you put the worst arguments characterizing our legislation against the best arguments for energy independence -- for jobs, for health, and cleaning up the environment -- overwhelmingly Americans land on the side of a comprehensive bill,” said Kerry. Kerry said that the debate going forward will not be about convincing the public of the veracity of global warming claims, but about trying to redefine cap and trade legislation as something that will benefit the struggling economy. “Nothing that we do with respect to this bill rides on persuading people ultimately about climate [change],” Kerry said.  “Do Americans want to say no to anywhere from 250,000 to 540,000 jobs a year for the next 10-20 years? I don’t think so,” said Kerry.  “Do Americans want to let China take the lead in solar and wind technologies that we invented? I don’t think so. This is about getting America into the marketplace. This is a $6 trillion market with 6 billion potential users.” 
Helps the economy – California bill proves

Reuters 3/14/10 (Newspaper, UPDATE 2-California: climate change law won't hurt economy, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSN2414731120100325
Three U.S. senators -- Democrat John Kerry, Republican Senator Lindsey Graham and independent Senator Joseph Lieberman -- are working to resuscitate climate change legislation in the U.S. Senate after the House of Representatives passed its version of the measure last year. A parallel study by consultancy Charles River Associates, which worked at the request of the Air Resources Board, put the cost of the climate law at a few hundred dollars per person in 2020 and said success would depend on the state giving itself room to respond to issues, such as high gasoline prices. "It is clear that flexibility matters," said Charles River consultant Paul Bernstein. Many businesses still fear tens or hundreds of thousands of jobs could be lost, spurred by higher energy prices from the law, known locally as AB32. "Their conclusion is that AB32, the most far-reaching regulation in history, won't impact jobs in California," Shelly Sullivan, spokeswoman for the AB 32 Implementation Group, which includes several chambers of commerce, said skeptically. Goulder and the other economists called the new report "valuable information" and said it addressed key concerns by creating a better scenario if the law did not take effect and scenarios if parts of the law did not work as planned. Mary Nichols, chair of the Air Resources Board, told reporters that the new analysis was better than 2008. "We made all the changes and found that the results were pretty much the same as they had been the first time around, which is very modest, almost undetectable overall effect on gross state product by 2020 but some modest improvement in areas of job growth and personal income," she said. (For more environmental news see our Environment blog at blogs.reuters.com/environment) (Reporting by Peter Henderson; Editing by Stacey Joyce)
UQ – Immigration Reform Won’t Pass 

Immigration is too controversial for any legislation to be passed
Sidoti 06/25/10 
(Associated Press, http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5iio6au0VN4EYmFfkhxr8wlYkij5gD9GI87I80, Liz Sidoti, 06/25/10)
TUCSON, Ariz. — With the scrawl of a pen, GOP Gov. Jan Brewer of Arizona awakened the dormant but explosive issue of illegal immigration, sending shock waves across the political spectrum in an election year when both parties had hoped to sidestep the topic. Two months after Brewer signed a law instructing police to demand proof of a questionable person's legal status, voters have refocused on a topic that had faded into the background after Congress failed to overhaul the immigration system in 2007. Protests have flared. Lawsuits have followed. Arizona boycotts are under way. More than 20 states are discussing similar efforts. Polls again put border security and immigration among voters' top concerns. "It's not just a problem in Arizona; it's a problem everywhere. People are just furious," Gary Widemann says of illegal immigration. "Something needs to be done." He would know. Widemann, 59, splits his time between Arizona, a big gateway for illegal immigrants with an estimated 460,000 living there, and South Dakota, which has a small Hispanic population but relies on immigrants — legal or not — to fill jobs at its meatpacking plants. "What the Arizona law did tap into was the idea that we've got to control our borders," said Andrew Kohut, director of the nonpartisan Pew Research Center. "This law really galvanized public opinion on that one aspect of this issue." Politicians from President Barack Obama down find themselves again wrestling with a topic that's politically perilous for Republicans and Democrats alike, particularly in an election year and as both parties seek to court Hispanics, the nation's fastest-growing minority group. They have little choice. An Associated Press-GfK poll this month found that 85 percent of people now rank immigration as an important issue. Every spoke in the wheel of American life is touched by it. Porous borders and undocumented people have national security implications. Foreign workers become an important part of the economy, filling low-paying jobs and possibly depressing wage scales in higher-paying ones. Schools, businesses and most other entities are forced to adapt to immigrant-swelled populations. Family, race and social norms also are at play. Senate Democratic leader Harry Reid, who faces a fierce re-election fight in Nevada, pushed for legislation in the spring to provide an eventual path to citizenship — what critics call amnesty — for many of the estimated 12 million illegal immigrants. Reid was accused of pandering and he shelved the plan when other Democrats declined to jump aboard. In Arizona, Attorney General Terry Goddard opposes the law in a state that overwhelmingly supports it. The Democratic nominee for governor, he's trying to figure out just how to challenge Brewer on the issue. Republican candidates also find themselves in a tight spot. Social conservatives want a get-tough policy on illegal immigrants, agriculture operations fear it will be too tough and businesses want more visas for immigrants possessing high-tech skills. Arizona Sen. John McCain, the GOP champion of a comprehensive immigration reform when Congress last debated the issue, now advocates securing the border first. "Complete the dang fence," McCain says in a TV ad in his GOP primary race against former Rep. J.D. Hayworth, a staunch border-security advocate. "Would I have written the bill? Probably not," McCain said in a recent interview. "But the fact is people in Arizona are frustrated because the federal government didn't act. People feel very passionate about it, here and everywhere." In California, Democratic Sen. Barbara Boxer's GOP challenger, Carly Fiorina, is finding that her defense of the Arizona law during the GOP primary could turn off Hispanics she needs to win in November. Meg Whitman, the state's GOP candidate for governor, shifted to the right on immigration during the primary but is now courting Hispanics with a TV ad that notes her opposition to the Arizona law. Scorching now, the issue is certain to become even hotter as the nation's minority population steadily rises. Boosted by a surge in Hispanic births and people who call themselves multiracial, minorities now make up 35 percent of the U.S. population. Both parties are courting them. Democrats have an edge. But Hispanic support isn't guaranteed. "This is a very tricky issue for the administration and for Democrats, in particular, because the Latino vote has been an important part of the Obama coalition," said Kohut. Obama typifies the conflicted politicians. He called the Arizona law irresponsible. But he also dispatched 1,200 more National Guard troops to the southern border to show he's sympathetic to slowing the tide of illegal immigrants. Obama supports the same legislation that Reid advocates, but the president is not putting it at the top of his priorities. The latest AP-GfK poll shows about half the country now has a sour view of how he's handled the issue.

Ext. Won’t Pass
Even with momentum from Arizona’s new laws, immigration reform is seen as unlikely to pass

Ferraro 4/30/10 (http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE63R5HP20100430)

With an estimated 10.8 million people in the United States illegally, Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid and fellow Democrats said the first step toward reform must be bolstered U.S. border security. Also on Thursday, the first legal and political challenges to Arizona's controversial new law were filed in the state, and Los Angeles Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa endorsed an economic boycott of Arizona by the second-largest U.S. city. Jose Reyes Baeza, the governor of the Mexican state of Chihuahua, said he would not attend a summit of U.S. and Mexican border leaders set for September in Phoenix and urged other Mexican leaders not to go to the forum. The Democrats also called for creation of a high-tech identification card for immigrant workers, a process to admit temporary workers, "tough sanctions" against U.S. employers who hire illegal immigrants, and, eventually, a path toward U.S. citizenship for people in the country unlawfully. The Democratic proposal would "require those here illegally to register with the government, pay taxes, learn English, pass criminal background checks and go to the back of the line to earn legal status," Reid said. Critics and backers of Arizona's immigration law attribute the state's action to Washington's failure to stem the flow of illegal immigrants to the United States. The measure, signed into law on April 23, makes it a state crime to be in Arizona illegally. It requires state and local police to determine a person's immigration status if there is "reasonable suspicion" they are in the United States illegally. Republican backers say the law is needed to curb crime in the desert state, which is home to some 460,000 illegal immigrants and a major corridor for drug and migrant smugglers from Mexico. Critics say the law opens the door to racial profiling. Although polls show broad support for Arizona's law both in the state and nationally, it has sparked an outcry among Latinos, civil rights activists and organized labor before planned May Day rallies this weekend. President Barack Obama welcomed the Senate Democratic plan and said, "What has become increasingly clear is that we can no longer wait to fix our broken immigration system." He said he would work with both Democrats and Republicans on a plan for reform. Obama's administration said it was considering a court challenge, and Obama has called the law "misguided." But Obama said on Wednesday that Congress, having dealt with a crush of volatile issues this year, may not have "the appetite now" to tackle immigration reform. 'IMMIGRATION SYSTEM IS BROKEN' Reid and fellow members of the Senate Democratic leadership made it clear they were ready to try. Reid acknowledged he would need at least some Republican support to clear any Senate procedural roadblocks. "Democrats and Republicans can all agree that our immigration system is broken," Reid said, adding bipartisan cooperation was needed to fix it. Immigration reform, one of the most incendiary issues in U.S. politics, is seen as unlikely to pass in this election year. Rice University political science professor Mark Jones called the Democrats' drive "unfeasible," noting they had only a limited window before the November congressional elections to pass legislation and had "no Republicans on board." "What they really want to do is signal to the Latino community that they are strongly behind getting immigration reform passed ... (as) they need to maintain Latino turnout," Jones said. The Democratic "framework" is based largely on an outline drafted earlier by Democratic Senator Charles Schumer and Republican Senator Lindsey Graham. But Graham has complained that Congress is not yet ready to move on it. Republican Senator Orrin Hatch said the Democratic effort should focus more on border security. LAWSUITS In Arizona, a group of activists filed a petition with the secretary of state seeking a measure on the November ballot that would put the law before voters. The group, One Arizona, has until late July or early August to submit the more than 76,000 signatures needed to get the initiative on the ballot. The first two lawsuits challenging the law were filed in federal courts in Arizona -- one by a Tucson police officer and the other by the National Coalition of Latino Clergy and Christian Leaders. Despite the outcry, a Rasmussen Reports poll on Wednesday found nearly two-thirds -- 64 percent -- of Arizona voters favored the statute. A telephone survey this week showed 60 percent of voters nationwide backed such a law. Los Angeles' comptroller has identified $7.2 million in potential business ties or contracts that might be severed in a boycott of Arizona.

Ext. Won’t Pass

Immigration reform won’t pass
Bacon 04/29/10 (Washington Post, “Democrats unveil immigration-reform proposal,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/04/29/AR2010042904512.html)

Senate Democrats officially unveiled a proposal to reform America's immigration system on Thursday, looking past the fact that no Republican has offered support for the effort and President Obama a day earlier played down the chances of legislation passing this year. Seeking to woo Republicans, the 26-page framework, which has not yet been written into a formal bill, emphasizes first taking steps to limit illegal immigration before offering new rights for those here illegally. But the REPAIR (Real Enforcement with Practical Answers for Immigration Reform) proposal, as Democrats dubbed it, also would create a pathway to legal status for an estimated 10.8 million people who are already in the country illegally, an idea opposed by many conservatives. Under the proposal, illegal immigrants currently in the United States would be eligible for legal status in eight years, as long as they learned English, had not committed a crime and paid their taxes. The federal government would increase funding for border security and require all American workers get a new version of their Social Security card that would include a biometric identifier to protect against the creation of counterfeits. "I say to my Republican colleagues, work with us to fix this broken system, don't just say no," said Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) in a Thursday evening press conference. In a statement released by the White House, Obama called the proposal "a very important step in the process of fixing out nation's broken immigration system." But the only Republican who had been negotiating with Democrats on the issue, Sen. Lindsey Graham (R-S.C.), criticized the proposal, saying "it is our belief that Congress should focus on border security first," in a joint statement with Sen. Jon Kyl (R-Ariz.), the No. 2 Republican in the Senate. ad_icon And House Minority Leader John A. Boehner (R-Ohio.) dismissed the proposal as a"cynical ploy to try to engage voters, some segment of voters, to show up in this November's elections." Republicans have suggested Reid is pushing the bill to gain the support of the large segment of Latino voters in his state, where polls showing him flagging in his re-election campaign. "There is not a chance that immigration is going to move through the Congress," Boehner said. "You cannot do a serious piece of legislation of this size, with this difficulty, in this environment." Reform Immigration for America, a group helping organize rallies this weekend to promote legislation similar to what the Democrats are proposing, praised the outline and called on both the Obama administration and the Republicans to embrace it. "This is not a political game, and Republicans can not simply be the party of obstruction. They must offer solutions," the group said in a statement. They added, "The White House must play a stronger and more high profile role." Senate Democrats say it was vital for Congress to pass new immigration soon in the wake of the passage of a controversial law in Arizona that allows calls on local and state law enforcement to question people about their immigration status if there's reason to suspect they're in the country illegally, and which makes it a state crime to be in the United States illegally. "The urgency of immigration reform cannot be overstated," said Sen. Charles Schumer (D-N.Y.), one of the main authors of the proposal. Obama told reporters on Wednesday there may "not be an appetite" in Congress to get immigration done this year. And House Speaker Nancy Pelosi (D-Calif.) was similarly noncommittal on Thursday, saying "the legislation will have to begin in the Senate. And she passed the baton back to Obama. "If there is going to be any movement in this regard, it will require presidential leadership," she said. 

Ext. Won’t Pass
Democrats have given up on immigration reform

Galen 6/11 (http://www.cnsnews.com/news/article/67569)

After proclaiming loudly that the GOP's tough immigration stance was going to really, really hurt them among Hispanic voters, Democrats have finally looked at some polling and decided that to a great degree the country agrees with the Republican position. Just six weeks ago, Liberal Democrats like Al Sharpton were quaking with righteous indignation over the passage of the new immigration law in Arizona. According to the New York Daily News from April 26, 2010: "Sharpton said he would mobilize people from across the country to march in Arizona -- and get arrested, if necessary -- to stop the controversial new law." Now, according to Politico.com: Democratic officials have concluded there's only one way they can hope to pass a comprehensive immigration bill: Talk more like Republicans. Carrie Budoff Brown reports the Democrats have done a multi-year study and decided to "craft an enforcement-first, law-and-order, limited-compassion pitch" including calling "the 12 million people who unlawfully reside the country 'illegal immigrants,' not 'undocumented workers.'" Having actually talked to real people, Democratic operatives are giving this advice to Liberal groups and Members of Congress about phrases like "undocumented workers:" "If the language appears fine to you, it is probably best not to use it. You are an activist, and by definition, you are out of the mainstream." This isn't Rush Limbaugh, remember. Liberal Members of Congress are being told by their own guys they "are out of the mainstream" on immigration. The politics of immigration reform are weighing heavily on President Obama's approval rating among Hispanics. According to Gallup, his approval has dropped from 69 percent in January to 57 percent in May among that group. Gallup's analysis is that Hispanics are disappointed in Obama "for not doing enough to promote comprehensive immigration reform in Congress." The bulk of the decline is "among those interviewed in Spanish: a total of 21 points since January." There is not likely to be a significant immigration bill taken up in the relatively few legislative days remaining between now and the mid-term elections. So, the majority of Americans want tougher talk on immigration; Spanish speaking immigrants want immigration reform from the President. Bad place to be. A Gallup study of Mexican adults shows that of the nearly one-in-five who would like to leave Mexico, "Gallup estimates 6.2 million Mexican adults say they would like to move permanently to the United States if given the chance." This will not go away. Starting in January -- when his re-election campaign will begin gearing up - Obama will be faced with, at a minimum, seriously decreased majorities in the House and Senate; and at a maximum, staring down the barrel of at least one Chamber being in Republican control. Obama's team will be attempting to re-assemble the excitement among the coalitions which carried him to the White House in 2008, but Democrat Members of the House and Senate may well find it uncomfortable to parrot the Obama line. Speaking of Gallup, the daily three-day tracking poll showed more bad news for the President. In the polling done June 7-8-9, Obama's approval rating has dropped to 44 percent with 48 percent disapproving - an all-time low. Gallup's analysis shows that Democrats are staying with their man with 79 percent approving. Only 13 percent of Republicans, no surprise, approve of Obama's handling of the Presidency. The problem for Obama is that those who identified themselves as independents tracked the overall result - 44 percent approve of the President's performance. Remember that independents swung toward the GOP candidate in the last three statewide races: Virginia, New Jersey, and Massachusetts. Members of the House and Senate up for re-election in less than five months know that in many districts, especially the districts which are being most hotly contested, Republicans plus Independents will be the winning combo. Much of the decline has to do with the BP oil spill: Constant footage of the oil spewing from the well under the Gulf of Mexico, empty threats by the Administration to BP, and the strange decision to have the President use the "A" word on the Today show in an attempt to show that he's a tough guy have all added up to a decline in American's confidence in his ability to do his job.

UQ – Immigration Reform Will Pass

New democratic strategy on immigration will help it pass

Politico 6/10 (http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0610/38342.html)
Long pilloried for being soft on illegal immigration, top Democratic officials have concluded there’s only one way they can hope to pass a comprehensive immigration bill: Talk more like Republicans. They’re seizing on the work of top Democratic Party operatives who, after a legislative defeat in 2007, launched a multiyear polling project to craft an enforcement-first, law-and-order, limited-compassion pitch that now defines the party’s approach to the issue. The 12 million people who unlawfully reside the country? Call them “illegal immigrants,” not “undocumented workers,” the pollsters say. Strip out the empathy, too. Democrats used to offer immigrants “an earned path to citizenship” so hardworking people trying to support their families could “come out of the shadows.” To voters, that sounded like a gift, the operatives concluded. Now, Democrats emphasize that it’s “unacceptable” to allow 12 million people to live in America illegally and that the government must “require” them to register and “get right with the law.” That means three things: “Obey our laws, learn our language and pay our taxes” — or face deportation. “We lost control of the message in the 2007 debate,” said Frank Sharry, executive director of America’s Voice, a pro-immigrant rights group that worked with Center for American Progress founder John Podesta on the messaging overhaul. “We were on the inside fighting off amendments, and the other side was jacking up their opponents and getting Rush and Hannity and O’Reilly on fire about this. We needed to do a much better job on communications.” President Barack Obama uses the buzzwords. So does the congressional leadership. Sen. Chuck Schumer (D-N.Y.), author of the Democratic immigration plan, scolds advocates who refer to illegal immigrants as “undocumented workers.” The revamped message may not face the real-world test anytime soon. The appetite to take on immigration before the November elections has faded as the political environment for incumbents grows increasingly hostile. Supporters of comprehensive reform plan to continue to exert pressure, but privately they say legislative action will need to wait until next year. Even then, the poll-tested words and phrases will only go so far if Democrats fail to exert discipline and unify behind the get-tough message. And at this point, not all immigration reform advocates have bought into the rhetorical hard line, which aims squarely at winning the political center. Even Sharry, who spearheaded the effort, declines the advice of pollsters to excise “undocumented workers” from his lexicon, saying it feels too much like it plays into conservative efforts to “dehumanize” immigrants.
2NC – Dem Majority Causes Immigration
Democrats are key to passing key legislation like immigration reform

Washington Post Perry Bacon Jr.  Tuesday 6-22-2010 http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/06/21/AR2010062104679.html?hpid=sec-politics
Republicans should welcome the extra recess, as they constantly complain Democrats are passing too many bills too quickly. And much of the legislation Democrats want to pass, such as changes to immigration laws, have little chance of getting through Congress because of ardent GOP opposition. But the memo illustrates a new dynamic on Capitol Hill: The era of big legislation is nearing its end, at least until after the November elections. In the first 17 months of the Obama administration, Democrats pushed through a $787 billion stimulus package and massive bills to change the health-care and financial regulatory systems. Now, Democrats, wary of the sticker shock of passing a bill that could be described as more than $3 trillion in spending, have virtually abandoned trying to pass a budget, a nonbinding document that has been approved in the House every year for the past two decades. A bill to extend unemployment benefits has been stalled for weeks, constantly shrinking in size to accommodate conservative Democrats wary of increasing the deficit. Facing opposition from Republicans and some Democrats, liberal lawmakers have virtually abandoned pushing for changes to immigration laws or a New Deal-style program in which the federal government would give states and localities billions of dollars to hire unemployed people for public works jobs. This legislative slowdown is not unusual; lawmakers in both parties usually start shifting toward campaign mode by the summer before an election. And Democrats have not stopped trying to legislate completely. Senate Democrats are considering trying to pass some kind of energy legislation in the wake of the Gulf of Mexico oil spill, and lawmakers are working to resolve differences between the House and Senate versions of the regulatory reform bill so it can be signed by Obama. But the election dynamic is changing the agenda, as some lawmakers think now is the time to focus on deficit reduction. The immigration legislation would not cost much in terms of direct federal outlays of money, and no money is appropriated through the budget. Both votes, however, would be politically challenging. "A lot depends on whether Democrats collectively make a judgment they are going to be better off making a case based on the extraordinary output in Congress. You can make the case; the best thing to say is, 'We acted, we did something on energy, on the economy, on Wall Street,' " said Norman Ornstein at the American Enterprise Institute. "But there is going to be a substantial sentiment saying, 'Enough already. Anything we do will put us more in the crosshairs.' " Ornstein predicted that Democrats will push through an energy bill despite the wariness and said that they might regret it if they don't try. "This is your cliched 'window of opportunity,' " he said. "If you lose 30 seats in the House or you lose the House entirely [after November], you won't be talking about going too far. You won't be able to get anything done."
Democratic majority causes immigration reform
Adam Peck  6-25-10 political staff writer campus progress  http://www.campusprogress.org/news/5775/in-the-midterm-elections-immigration-reform-will-be-an-important-issue “I n the midterm elections, immigration reform will be an important issue”
“We’ve reached the milestone of 100-plus co-sponsors,” declared Rep. Luis Gutierrez (D-Ill.) at a press conference yesterday in the Rayburn House Office Building for the Comprehensive Immigration Reform for America’s Security and Prosperity Act (CIR ASAP). A dozen of those co-sponsors joined Rep. Gutierrez on Thursday in outlining the need for CIR ASAP, citing a desire to keep families together, the need to ensure the country’s national security, and the economic impact that an estimated 12 million undocumented immigrants have on the country’s financial stability. “This is not an amnesty bill, it’s a responsible bill,” said Rep. Solomon Ortiz (D-Texas). CIR ASAP now stands with 102 co-sponsors, but remains off the legislative agenda in the House because Speaker Nancy Pelosi wants the Senate to act first, according to Gutierrez. The bill has languished in committee for months, and with a Supreme Court confirmation ahead that’s sure to stall most other legislative priorities, the possibility of addressing the bill before the November midterm elections is growing slimmer. The elections though may also serve as a referendum on immigration reform. 

Immigration Reform Good – Econ

Immigrants key to the economy

NPI May 2010 (http://www.immigrationworksusa.org/uploaded/file/NPI_Report_Shapiro_5_26_10.pdf)

Traditional economic analysis of the economic impact of immigration has found that its effects depend on the skills of the immigrants compared to the skills of the native-born population. An influx of new, unskilled workers will create greater job competition for unskilled native-born workers, which should tend to depress their average wage. However, the influx of new, low-skilled workers also can complement the work of skilled native-born workers, increasing demand for their labor and so tend to drive up their wages. For example, if an influx of low-skilled immigrants settles in the fruit-growing regions of California or Florida, their influx depresses the wages of American fruit pickers, which in turn may reduce the price of the fruit and so increase demand for it. The greater demand for the fruit, in turn, increases demand for the services entailed to manage the fruit operation, which may drive up the wages of those higher-skilled employees. An influx of new, low-skilled workers also can ultimately produce net overall gains for American workers, from a number of sources. To begin, the wage gains of the highly-skilled workers are usually greater than the wage losses of the unskilled native workers, producing net benefits. Furthermore, the influx expands the labor force and increases total output, in part because many immigrants fill jobs that native-born Americans would not fill, increasing national income.27 However, if the immigrants as a group have the exact same distribution of education and skills as American workers, the influx has no effect on wages: Total demand and all inputs and outputs increase by the same amount with no effect on prices, including the price of labor. The effects of immigration on wages, then, come from the fact that the distribution of their skills and education is so different from the distribution of skills and education among native-born Americans. (See Appendix A for a detailed, technical explanation). The extent of the overall gains for Americans depends on how much immigrants affect the price of labor, or what economists call the “labor price elasticity.” Research suggests that a 10 percent increase in the labor force by immigrants will reduce wages by 3 percent (an elasticity of -0.3).28 Using that relationship, other researchers have concluded that the mix of immigrant skills produces modest net gains for Americans, equal to one-tenth of one percent of our national income in 2006, or about $14.7 billion ($45 per-person). 29 However, those net gains are captured mainly by employers who pay out lower wages. When researchers analyze the effects in terms of employers versus workers, instead of high-skilled versus low-skilled workers, they have estimated that employers captured large net gains of an estimated $278 billion in 2006 while American workers overall bore significant net losses of an estimated $264 billion.30 These losses may well be offset by even larger, additional economic effects. As the supply of unskilled workers increases, the goods and services produced by them expand, which reduces the price everyone pays. The large numbers of immigrant farm workers, for example, contributes to the relatively low price of many fruits and vegetables in our economy; and other researchers have found that increases in low-skilled immigrant workers in cities have kept down the cost of numerous services, such as housekeeping and gardening.31 Studies have further found that the benefits from lower prices for immigrant-sensitive goods and services are widely distributed: While the top 10 percent of Americans consume a slightly larger relative share of those goods and services, everyone else consumes about equivalent shares of them. 32 Another way in which immigration can raise average wages is the increase in overall demand: Immigrants buy goods and services produced by American workers, so an influx of new immigrants increases demand for everything, which in turn creates more jobs for native-born workers. Immigrants also have certain skills that native-born Americans lack, for example in preparing the foods or producing the crafts of their native countries; and everyone benefits from the broader consumer offerings. It is likely that immigration explains the rapid growth of authentic, foreignfood restaurants across much of the United States in recent years. Finally, competition from immigrants leads some American workers to upgrade their own education and skills, increasing overall productivity and raising GDP and their own incomes 

Immigration reform key to the economy

NCLR 03/04 (www.nclr.org)

Immigration reform is necessary to achieve the full effect of policies designed to promote economic growth, boost employment, and enforce fair labor standards. And it would generate significant economic benefits. According to a report by the Center for American Progress and the Immigration Policy Center, legalization and regulation of future flows of workers would result in a $1.5 trillion increase in GDP over ten years, while current enforcement-only policies carry high costs and have little impact on stemming the flow of unauthorized migration. In addition to the compelling economic rationale for immigration reform, action on this issue is politically smart. The vast majority of Americans is in a much more pragmatic place than Congress has been on this issue and wants Congress to act. Recent polling shows that a strong majority believes passing reform in the context of the current economy is crucial and supports proposals that require unauthorized immigrants to become legal. The social and economic costs of inaction on immigration are alarming. At a time when voters are exceedingly frustrated by partisan wrangling, immigration reform has drawn support from multiple sectors of society and leadership from both parties. It is time for members who have sat on the sidelines or played the politics of obstruction to respond to the American electorate and get the job done.

Ext. Boosts Economy
Immigrants key to economic growth 

FPI April 2010 (http://www.fiscalpolicy.org/FPI_ImmigrantsAndOccupationalDiversity.pdf)

Immigrants and the Economy examined the relationship of immigration to economic growth. Figure 10a updates this analysis using data from the 2008 ACS. The analysis of 2008 data shows the same general pattern as the analysis of 2005-07 data in Immigrants and the Economy: immigration and economic growth of metro areas go hand in hand. Where there is faster economic growth, the immigrant share of the labor force increases faster, and conversely where there is slow economic growth there is modest growth in immigrant share of the labor force. This is particularly true at the two ends of the growth spectrum. The fastest-growing metro areas—Phoenix, Denver, Atlanta, Portland, Houston, Dallas—all have very strong growth in immigrant share of the labor force. On the other hand, the slowest-growing metro areas—Cleveland, Pittsburgh and Detroit—have among the slowest growth in immigrant share of the economy. That is not to say that immigration causes growth, but rather that immigration is part of the story of economic growth. Immigrants are drawn by economic expansion, and once they are in a metro area they earn and spend money, expand consumer demand, start small businesses to meet new needs, and fuel further growth. …Institutions there such as universities, hospitals, and large companies draw on a global talent pool for doctors, engineers, and executives as do similar institutions around the country. Yet, with very little overall economic growth, immigrants looking for jobs in restaurants or construction are not likely to come to these metro areas. Perhaps more appropriate than saying these metro areas have a large share of highly skilled immigrants would be to say that they have a missing cohort of low-skilled immigrants. In metro Cleveland, for example, there are about 9,000 immigrants working in executive, administrative or managerial jobs, and another 8,000 in professional specialties. Both are considerably smaller numbers than in most metro areas. But, with few immigrants overall, these two detailed occupations alone make up 17,000 out of the 66,000 immigrants working in metro Cleveland. 

Immigration Reform Good – Tech Leadership 2NC (1/2)
Immigration reform key to technological leadership, economic growth, and competitiveness

Fitz, December 2009 (The Center for American Progress, Marshall Fitz, “Prosperous Immigrants, Prosperous Americans,” http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2009/12/pdf/highskilled_immigrants.pdf)

Immigrants who come to the United States to study at our best universities and then go to work at our nation’s leading companies contribute directly and immediately to our nation’s global economic competitiveness. High-skilled immigrants who have started their own high-tech companies have created hundreds of thousands of new jobs and achieved company sales in the hundreds of billions of dollars. Yet despite the critical importance of such immigrants to the nation’s economic success in a global economy, our current high-skilled immigration system is a two-fold failure: arbitrary restrictions prevent companies from effectively tapping the full potential of this talent pool, while inadequate safeguards fail to prevent against wage depression and worker mistreatment. The reforms outlined in this paper will help establish a 21st century immigration system that serves the nation’s economic interests and upholds our responsibilities in a global economy. Of course, our current immigration policies have failed the country on many fronts beyond the high-skilled policy arena. And the urgent need for comprehensive, systemic reforms is beyond question. The national debate has understandably focused up to this point on the most visible and most highly charged issue—ending illegal immigration. Solving that riddle and ending illegal immigration is indisputably a national imperative and must be at the heart of a comprehensive overhaul of our system. But reforms to our high-skilled immigration system are an important component of that broader reform and integral to a progressive growth strategy.1 Science, technology, and innovation have been—and will continue to be—keys to U.S. economic growth. The United States must remain on the cutting edge of technological innovation if we are to continue driving the most dynamic economic engine in the world,2 and U.S. companies must be able to recruit international talent to effectively compete in the international innovation arena. To be certain, educating and training a 21st century U.S. workforce is a paramount national priority and the cornerstone of progressive growth. Improving access to topflight education for everyone in this country will be the foundation for our continued global leadership and prosperity.3 But it is shortsighted in a globalized economy to expect that we can fill all of our labor needs with a homegrown workforce. In fact, our current educational demographics point to growing shortfalls in some of the skills needed in 2 Center for American Progress | Prosperous Immigrants, Prosperous Americans today’s economy.4 And as global economic integration deepens, the source points for skill sets will spread—such as green engineering in Holland or nanotechnology in Israel—the breadth of skills needed to drive innovation will expand, and global labor pools must become more mobile. Reforming our high-skilled immigration system will stimulate innovation, enhance competitiveness, and help cultivate a flexible, highly-skilled U.S. workforce while protecting U.S. workers from globalization’s destabilizing effects. Our economy has benefitted enormously from being able to tap the international pool of human capital.5 Arbitrary limitations on our ability to continue doing so are ultimately self-defeating: Companies will lose out to their competitors making them less profitable, less productive, and less able to grow; or they will move their operations abroad with all the attendant negative economic consequences. And the federal treasury loses tens of billions of dollars in tax revenues by restricting the opportunities for high-skilled foreign workers to remain in the United States.6 Access to high-skilled foreign workers is critical to our economic competitiveness and growth, but facilitating such access triggers equally critical flip-side considerations, in particular the potential for employers to directly or indirectly leverage foreign workers’ interests against the native workforce. Current enforcement mechanisms are too weak to adequately prevent fraud and gaming of the system.7 And current regulations tie foreign workers too tightly to a single employer, which empowers employers with disproportionate control over one class of workers. That control enables unscrupulous employers to deliberately pit one group of workers against another to depress wage growth.8 Even when there is no malicious employer intent or worker mistreatment, the restriction of labor mobility inherently affects the labor market by preventing workers from pursuing income maximizing opportunities.

Immigration Reform Good – Tech Leadership 2NC (2/2)

Technological leadership prevents extinction.

AAAS 94 (American Association for the Advancement of Science, “Science for All Americans”, p. xii-xiv)

There is more at stake, however, than individual self-fulfillment and the immediate national interest of the United States. The most serious problems that humans now face are global: unchecked population growth in many parts of the world, acid rain, the shrinking of tropical rain forests and other great sources of species diversity, the pollution of the environment, disease, social strife, the extreme inequities in the distribution of the earth’s wealth, the huge investment of human intellect and scare resources in preparing for conducting war, the ominous shadow of nuclear holocaust—the list is long, and it is alarming. What the future holds in store for individual human beings, the nation, and the world largely depends on the wisdom with which humans use science and technology. And that, in turn, depends on the character, distribution, and effectiveness of the education that people receive.

Technological leadership key to U.S. hegemony

Khalilzad ’95 (Zalmay, Policy Analyst – Rand, Washington Quarterly, Spring, Lexis)

The United States is unlikely to preserve its military and technological dominance if the U.S. economy declines seriously. In such an environment, the domestic economic and political base for global leadership would diminish and the United States would probably incrementally withdraw from the world, become inward-looking, and abandon more and more of its external interests. As the United States weakened, others would try to fill the Vacuum. To sustain and improve its economic strength, the United States must maintain its technological lead in the economic realm. Its success will depend on the choices it makes. In the past, developments such as the agricultural and industrial revolutions produced fundamental changes positively affecting the relative position of those who were able to take advantage of them and negatively affecting those who did not. Some argue that the world may be at the beginning of another such transformation, which will shift the sources of wealth and the relative position of classes and nations. If the United States fails to recognize the change and adapt its institutions, its relative position will necessarily worsen. To remain the preponderant world power, U.S. economic strength must be enhanced by further improvements in productivity, thus increasing real per capita income; by strengthening education and training; and by generating and using superior science and technology. In the long run the economic future of the United States will also be affected by two other factors. One is the imbalance between government revenues and government expenditure. As a society the United States has to decide what part of the GNP it wishes the government to control and adjust expenditures and taxation accordingly. The second, which is even more important to U.S. economic wall-being over the long run, may be the overall rate of investment. Although their government cannot endow Americans with a Japanese-style propensity to save, it can use tax policy to raise the savings rate.

Immigration Reform Good – Human Rights 2NC (1/2)
Immigration Reform key to Human Rights

Amnesty International 03/30 (http://blog.amnestyusa.org/tag/immigration-reform/)
On February 22, James Chaparro’s sixth day on the job as the head of Immigration and Customs Enforcement’s (ICE) behemoth detention and removal operation, he issued a memo directing all ICE field office directors to collectively identify, detain and deport 400,000 individuals in 2010. Stressing the need to increase this year’s numbers, the memo communicated the quota and provided ideas for how individuals could be identified for deportation, including increased use of detention and deportations without an immigration court hearing (i.e., expedited and stipulated removal). Entirely missing from the memo was any consideration of the drastic impact massive detention and removal would have on individual families, communities and employers. Last Saturday, The Washington Post carried a story containing the first public information about the memo and the deportation quota. The Assistant Secretary of ICE John Morton issued a press statement distancing the agency from the memo’s contents. Chaparro apologized for the memo, stating that within a week of starting his job he had written and issued the memo without the approval of Morton or other senior staff. Daring and ambitious, if it’s really possible that a memo of this magnitude could be crafted and published at ICE headquarters without any consultation within the first few days of work, but frightening if Morton’s oversight is really this lax on national policy decisions to shatter families. After Chaparro’s mea culpa, Morton stated emphatically that ICE does not use deportation quotas. Instead it has “performance goals” for individual ICE officers that should collectively add up to 400,000 deportations in 2010. Regardless of intent, in practice these performance goals result in a deportation quota. For example, in November 2009, in an e-mail titled “Productivity,” a unit of ICE officers was ordered to open up three new deportation cases every day. Failure to do so would require an explanation to the shift supervisor. On January 4, 2010, a full month before Chaparro arrived on the scene, ICE officers in Texas received a document explaining how their performance would be evaluated – deporting 46 or more people per month would garner an “excellent” mark. Completing 30 individual cases or less was “unacceptable.” In 2010 one of those successfully completed “cases” involved a refugee whom I will call David. David had been resettled in the United States after suffering extreme torture in a prison camp. He entered this country with PTSD and self-medicated, which resulted in a drug possession conviction. ICE held him in county jails and moved to deport him but couldn’t because, given his severe trauma, an immigration judge waived the deportation. Over more than two years ICE appealed the decision, lost and appealed again. Even though David kept winning his case and being locked up was causing recurrent nightmares and flashbacks, ICE would not release David from detention. When I met David last summer he explained that his indefinite detention was wreaking havoc on his mental and physical health, and he did not have access to medical care that would help alleviate the trauma. He told me that every day he volunteered to help out jail staff in any way possible, hoping that it would exhaust him so that he could sleep. At the end of 2009, with an ICE appeal still pending, David gave up, leaving a U.S. citizen child behind. In January, his deportation helped one ICE officer meet his monthly quota. Measuring success by the numbers may make sense in finance, but when the numbers constitute real people – mothers and fathers, breadwinners and caretakers, community leaders, human rights defenders, refugees and scholars – it is an entirely inappropriate and dehumanizing measure of success. Without a doubt, ICE leadership is under pressure to be tough on immigrants, but this pressure cannot trump the rights of families to unity and individuals to due process and dignity. For months Secretary of Homeland Security Janet Napolitano and Morton have publicly committed to transparency in government and dignity in detention and removal. Yet, it was only because of a newspaper’s exposure that Morton spoke out against Chaparro’s memo, and even then, he did not disavow the contents and instead essentially stated that it could have been better written. Deportation quotas are dehumanizing, degrading and undermine due process. They force ICE officers to view individuals and families as milestones on their own road to success instead of people with their own hopes and dreams. Consistent with his public statements, Morton should retract the February 22nd memo, recalibrate and publicly release performance goals that focus on the deportation of individuals who have been convicted of serious crimes, and publicly restate his commitment to a system of detention and deportation that upholds the U.S. government’s ability to deport the dangerous while respecting and protecting the human rights of all. 
Immigration Reform Good – Human Rights 2NC (2/2)

Human rights credibility solves inevitable extinction

Rhonda Copelan, Professor of Law – NYU, New York City Law Review, 1999, p. 71-2

The indivisible human rights framework survived the Cold War despite U.S. machinations to truncate it in the international arena. The framework is there to shatter the myth of the superiority. Indeed, in the face of systemic inequality and crushing poverty, violence by official and private actors, globalization of the market economy, and military and environmental depredation, the human rights framework is gaining new force and new dimensions. It is being broadened today by the movements of people in different parts of the world, particularly in the Southern Hemisphere and significantly of women, who understand the protection of human rights as a matter of individual and collective human survival and betterment. Also emerging is a notion of third-generation rights, encompassing collective rights that cannot be solved on a state-by-state basis and that call for new mechanisms of accountability, particularly affecting Northern countries. The emerging rights include human-centered sustainable development, environmental protection, peace, and security. Given the poverty and inequality in the United States as well as our role in the world, it is imperative that we bring the human rights framework to bear on both domestic and foreign policy.

Immigration Reform Bad – Energy Crisis 2NC
Immigration worsens the energy crisis

Attarian 2 (John Attarian, Ph.D., doctorate in economics from Michigan, “The Coming End of Cheap Oil,” The Social Contract, Summer, 2002, http://www.thesocialcontract.com/cgi-bin/showarticle.pl?articleID=1094&terms=, accessed 8/10/04)

California’s energy crisis is grimly instructive as to what continued mass immigration means. As Ric Oberlink observed, California’s total energy consumption more than doubled in 1969-1999, even though per-capita use grew only 22.9 percent (from 5,655 kilowatt-hours to 6,952). The reason? California’s population rose from 19.7 million to 33.1 million (up 68 percent), some 95 percent of it due to immigration.(43) Not only will mass immigration worsen the oil problem, most immigrants have no human capital to offer to help cope with it. In fact, immigration will make coping disastrously harder. Floods of immigrant labor will exacerbate productivity and wage stagnation, thereby worsening economic stagnation, making it harder to afford costlier energy, goods, services, and entitlements – and harder to finance the urgently needed huge investments in alternative energy sources, meaning our energy plight will worsen. Should hydrocarbon inputs for agriculture decline, yields on already-heavily worked croplands, depleted of natural nutrients, will fall, forcing us to bring more land under cultivation – which will collide with the urban sprawl due to immigration-driven population growth. Mass immigration and the decline of conventional oil, then, will create a vicious circle, each one worsening the problems spawned by the other.

Solves runaway warming and extinction

Jagger 8 (Bianca, Chair, World Future Council, CQ Congressional Testimony, "RENEWABLE ENERGY," 3/6, lexis)

“If we go beyond the point where human intervention can no longer stabilise the system, then we precipitate unstoppable runaway climate change. That will set in motion a major extinction event comparable to the five other extinction crises that the earth has previously experienced.” I find it deeply mystifying that the vast majority of the media are still not adequately expressing the scale of the danger we face. Professor John Holdren, President of the AAAS, said in August, “We have already passed the stage of dangerous climate change. The task now is to avoid catastrophic climate change.” And as George Monbiot, in an article he wrote for the Guardian in July, said: “Unaware of the causes of our good fortune, blissfully detached from their likely termination, we drift into catastrophe.” This clearly demonstrates what the World Future Council, the organisation I chair, is advocating. If we are serious about averting climate change catastrophe, we must think in revolutionary terms, and transform our way of life, restoring rather than destroying life on earth. We must embark upon a global renewable energy revolution: if we are to achieve the necessary carbon reduction by 2020, we must replace our carbon-driven economy with a renewable energy economy.”

Immigration Reform Bad – Nanotech 2NC
Immigration reform retains scientists – that’s key to nanotech

Chichoni 4-27 (Hector, partner and south region immigration practice chair in the Miami offices of Epstein Becker & Green, “A controversial immigration reform bill could help the nanotechnology industry,” http://www.lexology.com/library/detail.aspx?g=30722a03-770c-4257-895f-3c9907d48966)

On March 25, 2010, the President's Council of Advisors on Science and Technology (PCAST) released a document called the "Report to the President and Congress on the Third Assessment of the National Nanotechnology Initiative" recommending that the U.S. government help nanotechnology companies attract and retain trained professional foreign nationals who are needed in the industry. More specifically, the Report recommends that the federal government, Congress and the present administration, take action to retain foreign professionals with advanced degrees in science and engineering. The Report states:  Congress and the administration need to take steps to retain scientific and engineering talent trained in the United States by developing a program to provide U.S. Permanent Resident Cards for foreign individuals who receive an advanced degree in science or engineering at an accredited institution in the United States and for whom proof of permanent employment in that scientific or engineering discipline exists.  The Report, however, does not clearly state why it makes such a recommendation. But, with universities in the United States training a large number of foreign professionals every year, including scientists and engineers who work and conduct research in nanotechnology and are unable to obtain appropriate visas or authorization to work for U.S. nanotechnology companies, it is not farfetched to conclude the United States is not retaining enough talent to compete in the future. Sadly, these talented and newly trained professionals return to their home countries, many of which compete with the United States, where they usually go on to make valuable contributions and advances in nanotechnology. This problem is further aggravated by the fact the United States continues to fall behind Europe and China in nanotechnology.  Senators Schumer and Graham's comprehensive immigration reform bill provides some hope by proposing to allow foreign nationals who receive advanced degrees from U.S. universities to be exempted from green card caps. With thousands of science and engineering students set to graduate next month, this issue is as timely as ever.

Continued nanotech development will facilitate multiple scenarios for global extinction

Bostrom 2 (Nick, PhD and Professor – Oxford University, March

[Journal of Evolution and Technology, vol 9] http://www.nickbostrom.com/existential/risks.html)

In a mature form, molecular nanotechnology will enable the construction of bacterium-scale self-replicating mechanical robots that can feed on dirt or other organic matter [22-25]. Such replicators could eat up the biosphere or destroy it by other means such as by poisoning it, burning it, or blocking out sunlight. A person of malicious intent in possession of this technology might cause the extinction of intelligent life on Earth by releasing such nanobots into the environment.[9] The technology to produce a destructive nanobot seems considerably easier to develop than the technology to create an effective defense against such an attack (a global nanotech immune system, an “active shield” [23]). It is therefore likely that there will be a period of vulnerability during which this technology must be prevented from coming into the wrong hands. Yet the technology could prove hard to regulate, since it doesn’t require rare radioactive isotopes or large, easily identifiable manufacturing plants, as does production of nuclear weapons [23]. Even if effective defenses against a limited nanotech attack are developed before dangerous replicators are designed and acquired by suicidal regimes or terrorists, there will still be the danger of an arms race between states possessing nanotechnology. It has been argued [26] that molecular manufacturing would lead to both arms race instability and crisis instability, to a higher degree than was the case with nuclear weapons. Arms race instability means that there would be dominant incentives for each competitor to escalate its armaments, leading to a runaway arms race. Crisis instability means that there would be dominant incentives for striking first. Two roughly balanced rivals acquiring nanotechnology would, on this view, begin a massive buildup of armaments and weapons development programs that would continue until a crisis occurs and war breaks out, potentially causing global terminal destruction. That the arms race could have been predicted is no guarantee that an international security system will be created ahead of time to prevent this disaster from happening. The nuclear arms race between the US and the USSR was predicted but occurred nevertheless.

Immigration Reform Bad – Hegemony 2NC
Immigration reform dooms US leadership 

Buchanan 2 (Patrick Buchanan, 3/15/2002, “A Bush Amnesty for a Mexican Army,” http://www.wnd.com/news/article.asp?ARTICLE_ID=26840)

The Bush amnesty for hundreds of thousands of illegal aliens, rushed through the House Tuesday night, will undermine both the rule of law and the moral authority of the United States in the world. As the world knows, U.S. immigration laws are being daily mocked and violated. No one is certain exactly how many scofflaws and gate-crashers are here. Estimates run as high as 11 million – or as many illegal aliens in this country as there are people in Massachusetts, Connecticut and Rhode Island. With this vote to grant mass amnesty to hundreds of thousands from Mexico, the House and the president abdicated their duty to defend the American Southwest from foreign invasion. And by rewarding the illegal invaders, they made fools of those good folks who have waited in line for years to become Americans. 

Leadership stops global nuclear war

Kagan 7 (Robert, Senior Associate – Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “End of Dreams, Return of History: International Rivalry and American Leadership”, Policy Review, August/September, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html#n10)

The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying —  its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic.  It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War i and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible.  Such order as exists in the world rests not only on the goodwill of peoples but also on American power. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War II would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe ’s stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war.  People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that ’s not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe.  The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world ’s great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States.  Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China ’s neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan.  Conflicts are more likely to erupt if the United States withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene — even if it remained the world’s most powerful nation — could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore  to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe — if it adopted what some call a strategy of “offshore balancing” — this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances. 
Immigration Reform Bad – Mexican Economy 2NC
Immigration kills the Mexican economy

IBD 1 (Investor’s Business Daily, 9/7)

Bush says that Mexico needs to create a stronger "middle class." We agree. But how can Fox create a stronger middle class when many of the most motivated or ambitious Mexicans are gravitating to, or staying in (thanks to amnesty) , America? Fox should focus on improving Mexico's economy. He has made promising sounds in the past about cutting taxes and ending state strangulation of the economy. He should continue to push that agenda. Bringing Mexico to America should not be the goal. His goal should be to bring American-style prosperity to Mexico.

Mexican collapse goes global

DMN 95 (Dallas Morning News, 11-28, Lexis)

This time, the world is keeping a close eye on Mexico's unfolding financial crisis for one simple reason: Mexico is a major international player. If its economy were to collapse, it would drag down a few other countries and thousands of foreign investors. If recovery is prolonged, the world economy will feel the slowdown. "It took a peso devaluation so that other countries could notice the key role that Mexico plays in today's global economy," said economist Victor Lpez Villafane of the Monterrey Institute of Technology. "I hate to say it, but if Mexico were to default on its debts, that would trigger an international financial collapse" not seen since the Great Depression, said Dr. Lpez, who has conducted comparative studies of the Mexican economy and the economies of some Asian and Latin American countries. "That's why it's in the best interests of the United States and the industrialized world to help Mexico weather its economic crisis," he said. The crisis began last December when the Mexican government devalued the currency. Last March, after weeks of debate, President Clinton, the International Monetary Fund and a handful of other countries and international agencies put together a $ 53 billion rescue package for Mexico. But despite the help - $ 20 billion in guarantee loans from the United States - Mexico's financial markets have been volatile for most of the year. The peso is now trading at about 7.70 to the dollar, after falling to an all-time low of 8.30 to the dollar Nov. 9. The road has been bumpy, and that has made many - particularly U.S. investors - nervous. No country understands better the importance of Mexico to the global economy than the United States, said Jorge Gonzlez Dvila, an economist at Trinity University in San Antonio. "Despite the rhetoric that you hear in Washington, I think that most people agree - even those who oppose any aid to Mexico - that when Mexico sneezes, everybody catches a cold," Mr. Gonzlez said.
Extinction

Bearden 2k (T.E., Director of Association of Distinguished American Scientists, The Unnecessary Energy Crisis: How to Solve It Quickly,” Space Energy Access Systems, http://www.seaspower.com/EnergyCrisis-Bearden.htm)

History bears out that desperate nations take desperate actions. Prior to the final economic collapse, the stress on nations will have increased the intensity and number of their conflicts, to the point where the arsenals of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) now possessed by some 25 nations, are almost certain to be released.  As an example, suppose a starving North Korea launches nuclear weapons upon Japan and South Korea, including U.S. forces there, in a spasmodic suicidal response. Or suppose a desperate China — whose long-range nuclear missiles (some) can reach the United States — attacks Taiwan. In addition to immediate responses, the mutual treaties involved in such scenarios will quickly draw other nations into the conflict, escalating it significantly. Strategic nuclear studies have shown for decades that, under such extreme stress conditions, once a few nukes are launched, adversaries and potential adversaries are then compelled to launch on perception of preparations by one's adversary.  The real legacy of the MAD concept is this side of the MAD coin that is almost never discussed. Without effective defense, the only chance a nation has to survive at all is to launch immediate full-bore pre-emptive strikes and try to take out its perceived foes as rapidly and massively as possible. As the studies showed, rapid escalation to full WMD exchange occurs. Today, a great percent of the WMD arsenals that will be unleashed, are already on site within the United States itself. The resulting great Armageddon will destroy civilization as we know it, and perhaps most of the biosphere, at least for many decades.

Immigration Reform Bad – Ag Subsidies

Immigration causes agricultural subsidies

Krikorian 1 (Mark Krikorian, Executive Director of the Center for Immigration Studies, June 2001, “Guestworker Programs,” http://www.cis.org/articles/2001/back801.html)

But whether the agricultural workforce is inflated through affirmative means — by a formal guestworker program, as is now being considered — or tacitly, through toleration of illegal immigration, the result for American agriculture is the same: an artificially low price of labor, resulting in slowed mechanization and stagnating harvest productivity. This sows the seeds of a competitive meltdown in the future, as it becomes increasingly untenable for American fruit and vegetable farmers to compete on the basis of labor costs with low-wage countries. Such competitive difficulties are sure to be followed by successful demands that Congress enact direct subsidies for farmers grown accustomed to relying on cheap labor. This would seem contrary to Congress’s recent moves to phase out many other agricultural subsidies. The period from 1960 to 1975 — roughly from the end of the Bracero program to the beginning of the mass illegal immigration we are still experiencing today — was a period of considerable mechanization, with the average labor-hours per acre used in harvesting horticultural crops dropping 20 percent. But a continuing increase in the acreage and number of crops harvested mechanically did not materialize as expected, in large part because the supply of workers remained artificially large due to the growing illegal immigration we were politically unwilling to stop. This is not to say there has been no growth in agricultural labor productivity. In fact, between 1960 and 1994, the quantity of farm output doubled, while farm employment shrank by 57 percent. But such a broad indicator means little, since it includes not only the production of lettuce in California, but also corn in Iowa, cotton in Alabama, and cranberries in Massachusetts. In states with labor-intensive fruit and vegetable sectors, there was a smaller decrease in overall farm employment, and even that shrinkage masked what was really happening — a sharp decrease in the numbers of actual farmers and their families working the soil, offset by an actual increase in the number of hired (usually foreign) laborers. Mass access to foreign labor is thus recreating the plantation style of agriculture once prevalent in the South and now dominant in states like California and Florida. Even with a large pool of cheap foreign labor, there will always be some increases in harvest labor productivity. Capital or machines are normally substituted for workers when wages rise, but there may be reasons to substitute capital for labor that aren’t related to wages. For example, as water became scarcer and more costly in the 1980s and 1990s in California, more farmers turned to drip irrigation — it uses less water and, almost as an afterthought, also saves millions of hours of labor. Similarly, picking wine grapes by machine can improve the quality of the wine in hotter areas because the machines can harvest at night, so most of California’s wine grapes are now picked by machine. But the basic truth still holds — foreign farm labor keeps wages low and serves as a disincentive to mechanization. In fact, the wages of farmworkers have been decreasing over the past decade. A March 2000 report from the Labor Department found that the real wages of farmworkers have fallen from $6.89 per hour in 1989 to $6.18 per hour in 1998. A new guestworker program, or continued official encouragement of illegal immigration, is likely to continue this downward trend in farmworker wages. This may seem superficially appealing to farmers, but from a competitive point of view, vying with low-wage countries on the basis of labor costs is a dead end — no modern society, will ever be willing to reduce farmworkers’ wages enough to match those paid in third world countries. The importation of foreign farmworkers also leads to very inefficient use of labor, further hampering productivity growth. 

U.S. agriculture subsidies cause trade wars that kill the U.S. economy

Fitzgerald 1 (Sara J. Fitzgerald, Trade Policy Analyst in the Center for International Trade and Economics at The Heritage Foundation, December 7, 2001, “Crumbling Credibility,” http://www.heritage.org/library/backgrounder/bg1509.html)

It is hypocritical for the United States to preach one doctrine and live by another. According to the U.S. Department of Commerce, "the WTO [World Trade Organization] agriculture negotiations the Bush administration is seeking to launch will be critical for cutting the European Union's export subsidies and domestic support payments." 8 But Ambassador Robert Zoellick, the U.S. Trade Representative, cannot be expected to press countries to lower agricultural tariffs and non-tariff barriers while the U.S. Congress is working to increase non-tariff barriers. America's trading partners are not blind to U.S. subsidies and will not ignore them in negotiations. The effect of the current Senate farm package could be to ignite an "arms race" of subsidies between the United States and the European Union that, far from making American farmers stronger, will actually weaken the chance that U.S. agricultural goods will receive fair treatment in the foreign marketplace. Trade is essential not only for the health of the agricultural industry, but for the well-being of the American economy as a whole. 

Immigration Reform Bad – Food Shortages 2NC
Immigration causes cheap labor for the ag industry—this undermines innovation which causes industry collapse in the future.

Times Standard 7 (“Sucking at Uncle Sam’s Teat,” http://times-standard.com/opinion/ci_4955579.)

Cheap, exploitable labor also stifles innovation and automation. The tomato products industry claimed guest workers were necessary for their economic survival. But after their termination, tomato production quadrupled due to increased mechanization, and the price of tomato products such as ketchup has actually gone down. David Abraham, a law professor at the University of Miami and an expert on immigration issues, says, "It's not that it (the 1986 amnesty) failed, but it was abandoned.” Businesses, with governmental complicity, exploit illegal aliens to drive down labor costs. The non-living wages they pay result in taxpayers subsiding their illegal workers at a cost far greater than any savings we might realize from lower prices. Farm workers' wages increased by 40 percent when the guest worker program ended. But labor is less than 10 percent of the retail price of produce, and a 40 percent increase in labor costs equates to a 4 percent increase in consumer prices. Balanced against the billions the illegals are costing the same taxpaying consumers, we would be far ahead without them.

US agriculture is key to solving global famine.

USDA 3 (PLANT PROTECTION AND QUARANTINE CALIFORNIA, 2003. www.aphis.usda.gov/ppq/ppqca/brochure.html)

The United States is by far the world's largest exporter of agricultural commodities, a fact that supports the saying that American farmers feed the world. Standing behind those farmers and growers is the USDA, which facilitates the trade of those billions of dollars' worth of U.S. agricultural products that go from America's fields, forests, and farms to markets all over the world.

Even small food price increases kill half the planet.

Brown 5 (Lester Brown, President of Earth Policy Institute, MPA at Harvard, Former Advisor to the Secretary of Agriculture, 2005. “Outgrowing The Earth,” http://www.earth-policy.org/Books/Out/.)

 “Many Americans see terrorism as the principal threat to security,” said Brown, “but for much of humanity, the effect of water shortages and rising temperatures on food security are far more important issues. For the 3 billion people who live on 2 dollars a day or less and who spend up to 70 percent of their income on food, even a modest rise in food prices can quickly become life-threatening. For them, it is the next meal that is the overriding concern.”

Immigration Reform Bad – National ID 2NC (1/2)
Immigration reform makes a nation ID system inevitable

Ballve 4-26 (Marcelo, News Analyst, “Immigration Reform Could Mean National ID Card for All Workers,” New America Media, http://news.newamericamedia.org/news/view_article.html?article_id=6b7a1a7d7e44be199a1cc6fa6e657324)
A national identification card of any sort has long been thought politically unfeasible in Washington, D.C.  But the idea is again receiving attention as part of an immigration reform plan gaining ground on Capitol Hill.  In 1981, a Reagan-era Cabinet meeting famously took up the idea of a national ID, according to the 1990 book, Revolution: the Reagan Legacy, by former domestic policy adviser Martin Anderson.  In that meeting, Secretary of the Interior James Watt fulminated against a national ID as "the mark of the beast,” a biblical phrase alluding to Satan.  Reagan quashed the plan with the sarcastic comment that perhaps newborns should be branded with an ID number.  Watt's remark and Reagan's acid jest reveal the deep-rooted resistance to national identification in the American political culture.  Enemies on both the right and left will greet any new ID scheme as evidence of an incipient totalitarianism.  Nonetheless, a national ID proposal of one form or another has returned with cyclical regularity. Most notably, this occurred in the aftermath of Sept. 11, 2001, when security concerns momentarily gave a national ID some traction, thought not enough to turn it into reality.  Even a 2005 “Real ID” law that required states to comply with federal standards for driver’s licenses has resulted in scant compliance due to states’ concerns over federal meddling and privacy issues.  But now the quest for immigration reform has resuscitated national identification, in a plan put forward last month by Sens. Charles Schumer and Lindsey Graham.  Their national ID would be a card held by all authorized American workers (residents, visa-holders, and citizens) to prove their eligibility and would contain a “biometric” identifier such as fingerprints or a scan of the vein pattern on the back of people’s hands.  “Each card’s unique biometric identifier would be stored only on the card; no government database would house everyone’s information,” the senators wrote in a March 19 Washington Post op-ed. “The cards would not contain any private information, medical information, nor tracking devices.”  On Friday, President Obama renewed his call for Congress to act on immigration reform this year.  The president said that the absence of legislation creates a vacuum that would lead to more counter-productive state and local initiatives like an Arizona law making lack of proper immigration status a crime under state law.  The measure was signed into law by Gov. Jan Brewer the same day.  Despite its unclear prospects, the immigration reform framework put forward by Sens. Graham and Schumer is the only concrete proposal making rounds in Congress. If the two powerful senators have it their way, immigration reform would hinge on a national worker’s ID and vice-versa.  The ID card they’ve proposed is an attempt to address the most complicated question that bedevils legislators whenever they try to piece together immigration overhauls—how to prevent future illegal immigration.  If some sort of legal relief is to be given to undocumented immigrants presently in the country as the Schumer-Graham plan does, opponents ask, how will other foreigners be discouraged from entering the country illegally in search of jobs?  Historically, undocumented immigrants have found it relatively simple to purchase stolen social security numbers on the black market in order to apply for U.S. jobs.  The national ID card “tries to plug a gap that has always existed with employer verification … the use of other peoples identity documents,” says Donald M. Kerwin, Jr., vice president of programs at the nonpartisan Migration Policy Institute.  Sen. Graham, a South Carolina Republican, has tried to play down suggestions that this national worker’s ID presents a major shift in how Americans are identified and tracked by the federal government.  In comments to The Wall Street Journal, Sen. Graham said these ID cards would merely be a "tamper-proof" version of Social Security cards.  “We’ve all got Social Security cards,” he was quoted as saying. “They’re just easily tampered with. Make them tamper-proof. That’s all I’m saying.”  The libertarian think tank Cato Institute took issue with Graham’s characterization.  “No, Senator, that’s not all you’re saying,” wrote Cato’s Jim Harper at the institute’s blog. “You’re saying that native-born American citizens should be herded into Social Security Administration offices by the millions so they can have their biometrics collected in federal government databases.”  Harper believes a national worker ID would put the country on a slippery slope to a sprawling mandatory identification system overseen by a federal bureaucracy.  Eventually, Harper contends, the ID card would need to be presented for virtually any transaction, including traveling, applying for a job, or going to the doctor. Harper urged Graham and Schumer to jettison their “big government” ID plan from their immigration reform blueprint. 
Immigration Reform Bad – National ID 2NC (1/2)
Compulsory identification strips individuals of their identity, rendering them as numbers whose value is equivalent to state interest, making mass attrocities inevitable.

Sobel 2 (Richard, Senior Research Associate in the Program in Psychiatry and the Law at Harvard Medical School, Richard, Boston University Journal of Science and Technology Law, “THE DEGRADATION OF POLITICAL IDENTITY UNDER A NATIONAL IDENTIFICATION SYSTEM”, lexis.com)

A NIDS instead provides a back door around the Fourth Amendment by making it too easy for the state to get information. Because of the ease of access, centralized databanks make ID checks simple and routine. Checks of a databank and demands for identification without probable cause facilitate further routine intrusions that destroy the protections in personal and political spaces against scrutiny over one's person and effects. n176 Requirements for photo identification in order to work or travel, or the full development of a national ID databank, destroy one of the most basic freedoms accorded to Americans by the Constitution - the right to be left alone in privacy and anonymity unless there is a particularly compelling reason for intrusion. n177 They also degrade the protection provided by the Fourth and Fifth Amendments against "invasion of the "sanctities of a man's home and the privacies of life.'" n178 Furthermore, these requirements erode the fundamental right to travel, a cornerstone of the right against self-incrimination and liberty in free society.  Personal liberty, which is guaranteed to every citizen under our constitution and laws, consists of the right of locomotion, to go where one pleases, and when, and to do that which may lead to one's business or pleasure, only so far restrained as the rights of others may make it necessary for the welfare of all other citizens. One may travel along the public highways or in public places; and while conducting themselves in a decent and orderly manner, disturbing no other, and interfering with the rights of no other citizens, there they will be  [*69]  protected under the law, not only in their persons, but in their safe conduct. The constitution and the laws are framed for the public good, and the protection of all citizens, from the highest to the lowest; and no one may be restrained of his liberty, unless he has transgressed some law. Any law which would place the keeping and safe conduct of another in the hands of even a conservator of the peace, unless for some breach of the peace committed in his presence, or upon suspicion of felony, would be most oppressive and unjust, and destroy all the rights which our constitution guarantees. n179 The Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments prohibit the denial of liberty or property without due process. In contrast, a NIDS abets the denial of benefits because someone does not appear in the databank or because one's identity is revoked accidentally or deliberately. A NIDS removes a person's identity and transfers it to cards, numbers, and databanks. n180 Consequently, identity exists in a document rather than in a person, as people become paper, plastic, or electronic subjects. n181

Continued…
The creation of a national identification system contradicts the constitutional principles of liberty, burden of proof on the government, and Federalism. When personhood depends on governmental identification systems, people lose their fundamental right to political and personal identity and the buffer that protects them from state intrusion. The implementation of a NIDS diminishes liberty and personhood, and weakens constitutional protections against search and seizure. Databank and document requirements profoundly degrade the moral economy of identity, personhood, and human dignity that undergird a free society.  Federal laws and regulations that monitor citizens' lawful activities via national ID numbers, databanks, and cards increase the government's surveillance capacity and power. The IRCA, IIRIA, WRA, HIPAA, and FAA ID/CAPS propose national databanks or IDs as solutions for problems with  [*74]  illegal immigration, health costs, nonpayment of child support, and airline security. These databanks and ID requirements are typically ineffective and overreaching reactions that degrade privacy and liberty. Though terrorism is more threatening, it is but the most recent justification for extending such a system. These standards are articulated here as a reminder of what needs to be protected and a basis for reclaiming our free and democratic way of life in a post-terror society.  The power that the government gains through the centralization and monitoring of personal information vastly outweighs the supposed benefits. The proposed solutions through databanks and IDs are illusory and should be abandoned for fair and effective remedies targeted to specific problems and that respect people's rights. A culture of freedom depends upon upholding rights that flow from personhood. The moral economy of personhood and identity can only thrive if the extension of a NIDS and degradation of political and personal identity are reversed.  The prevention of a NIDS would preclude a society in which personhood is commodified and in which individuals are judged based not on their actions but on their numerical location in a databank. A NIDS hastens Orwell's Nineteen Eighty-Four, Huxley's Brave New World, and Black's IBM and The Holocaust. It degrades the very nature of personhood that underlies basic liberties in a free society. The imperatives of the tragic events of September last notwithstanding, a NIDS stands fundamentally opposed to the founding principles of this nation and must ultimately be abandoned.

A2: Solves Economy

Immigration reform removes critical workers, collapsing the economy

LA Times 11-21 (2005, http://www.azcentral.com/news/articles/1121immig21.html)

The Bush administration's increasingly tough talk on illegal immigration is scaring some business allies and trade groups whose support the White House is seeking for a broad overhaul of immigration laws. Uncertainty about President Bush's intentions has caused start-up problems for a business coalition created at the White House's request to help finance a publicity and advertising campaign to promote changes to immigration laws. The anxiety level could rise further when Bush and other administration officials step up their rhetorical campaign after Thanksgiving and in December, which some officials are calling "border security month." When Bush first outlined his immigration proposals in early 2004, he called for creation of a guest-worker program that would grant temporary work visas to undocumented immigrants already here and to prospective workers abroad, a top objective of businesses that rely heavily on immigrant labor. The president also called for a renewed crackdown on security at the border, a priority of "immigration hawks' " who form a large part of the Republican base. But recently, a perceived shift of emphasis by the president toward border security has left many businesses worried about the depth of his commitment to a guest-worker plan, which they consider an essential element of any reform legislation. "Businesses have put a line in the sand, if you will," said Laura Reiff, an immigration attorney who co-chairs a coalition organized by the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. "We want to make it clear we don't think enforcement-only is the way to go. It has to be comprehensive." Fund-raising problems The president's shift in emphasis has caused problems for Americans for Border and Economic Security, a group organized during the summer on behalf of the White House to raise funds to promote the president's vision of immigration reform. The group started out with a fund-raising goal of $3 million and tried to entice companies and trade groups to sign up for memberships priced at $50,000 to $250,000. It got few takers and has since reduced the price of admission to a minimum of $25,000 and maximum of $75,000, according to people who have been approached by the group. The key figures in Americans for Border and Economic Security are former GOP Chairman Ed Gillespie, former Rep. Cal Dooley, D-Calif., and former House Republican Leader Dick Armey of Texas. Initial organizing sessions, held in the Washington, D.C., offices of Gillespie's lobbying firm, Quinn Gillespie & Associates, were attended by representatives of Wal-Mart, Microsoft, Tyson Foods, the American Hospital Association and the U.S. chamber, among others. A spokeswoman for Microsoft would not say whether the company had joined ABES. Representatives of the other companies and organizations said they either declined the invitation or had not yet made up their minds. Several other businesses and groups contacted in recent days, including the American Farm Bureau, American Health Care Association and American Nursery & Landscape Association, said they had chosen not to participate. Most of those contacted said they were reluctant to join Gillespie's group because it was not clear how hard the president would push for comprehensive reform, and how soon the House and Senate would enact broad legislation. A few said they were also deterred by the high cost of membership or were participating in the Essential Worker Immigration Coalition, the advocacy group organized by the U.S. chamber. Unknown program Another worry for businesses has been the lack of clarity over what type of guest-worker program the White House will ultimately endorse. In recent congressional testimony, Labor Secretary Elaine Chao said Bush favored a guest-worker program that would require workers to go back to their countries of origin after six years. That idea is more stringent than business-backed proposals that would let undocumented workers remain in America and apply for citizenship after paying fines for having broken the law by having entered the country illegally. With an estimated 11 million undocumented immigrants comprising roughly 5 percent of the U.S. workforce, many businesses believe that attempting to make them move back to their home countries would disrupt the U.S. economy, devastate some agricultural sectors and labor-intensive industries, drain government resources and require one of the biggest mass migrations in history.

A2: Solves Economy
Newest studies show immigration reform will not help economy

O’Brien 4-6 (Matt, Staff Writer, “Study: Immigration reform won't hurt, help economy,” AZ Central, http://www.azcentral.com/news/articles/2010/04/06/20100406immigration-reform-study-impact-on-economy.html)

Legalizing millions of immigrants would have little impact on the economy, according to a new report, neither vastly improving the financial prospects of illegal immigrants nor curtailing the opportunities of everyone else.  The study by the nonpartisan Public Policy Institute of California deflates arguments from both sides of the immigration divide. As lawmakers and the Obama administration contemplate overhauling the immigration system, the report released this week counters those who promote immigrant legalization as a financial boon to California and the country.  "Unauthorized workers make gains over time in the United States, but those gains, by and large, are not attributed to getting a green card," said lead researcher Laura Hill.  The report also rejects claims by legalization detractors who argue that amnesty for up to 12 million illegal immigrants would ruin the economy, lessen job opportunities and drain government resources.  Getting undocumented immigrants on a path to legal residency and citizenship, Hill said, is likely to be neither as economically devastating nor as promising as partisans of the issue have suggested.  "We're finding there's not this really large gain in wages among those who are becoming green-card holders," Hill said. "These people are already here working these jobs. Giving them a green card doesn't change, at least in the short term, their trajectories, so it's not going to impact natives."  The findings rely on established research by demographers and labor economists, as well as a study called the New Immigrant Survey that gathered information from a sample of new immigrants in 2003.  Economists disagree on the degrees to which new immigration impacts the wages of native-born workers, but there is less disagreement on the impact of legalizing immigrant workers who are already here.  "What the change of status will do is probably, over a little bit of time, increase their bargaining power with their employer, and increase, a little bit, their wage," said Giovanni Peri, an economist at the University of California, Davis.  For the majority of illegal immigrant workers with lower skills, immigration paperwork was far less important than years spent working in the United States as a measurement of how they get ahead financially, according to the report.  "Some people do change jobs (after getting a green card), but when they do, they're not getting better jobs," Hill said. "Dishwashers become cooks. Grounds maintenance workers become something else that is not highly remunerative. They are not starting to threaten natives."  Most illegal immigrants pay taxes, the survey found, so adding them to the official rolls would not significantly boost the state and national economy. The report estimates that 87 percent of those who illegally crossed the border and 91 percent of those who overstayed visas filed tax returns in 2002.  Legalization also, however, would not be expected to drain state and federal social service programs, at least not in the short term, the report said, since it takes years before new legal immigrants can qualify for most programs. An exception, Hill said, would be the Earned Income Tax Credit for people with low wages. Illegal immigrants are disqualified from obtaining the credit, but would be able to tap into it if they had legal status.  Dividing unauthorized immigrants between those who illegally crossed the border and those who overstayed a tourist, student or other kind of visa, the report finds that the "overstayers" are likely to face the most immediate benefits from moving to a legal immigration status. Those immigrants are more likely to have higher skills and education and their career paths are more likely to be blocked by their illegal status.  "When they get the green card, they catch up," Hill said. "What we think is driving this difference is the way employer sanctions might differ for employers at low skill levels than employers at high skill levels."

A2: Solves Economy

Doesn’t help the economy – creates unskilled workers

Malanga 6 (Steven, senior editor of City Journal and a senior fellow at the Manhattan Institute, “How Unskilled Immigrants Hurt Our Economy,” City Journal, 16(3), http://www.city-journal.org/html/16_3_immigrants_economy.html)

Advocates of open immigration argue that welcoming the Librado Velasquezes of the world is essential for our American economy: our businesses need workers like him, because we have a shortage of people willing to do low-wage work. Moreover, the free movement of labor in a global economy pays off for the United States, because immigrants bring skills and capital that expand our economy and offset immigration’s costs. Like tax cuts, supporters argue, immigration pays for itself.  But the tale of Librado Velasquez helps show why supporters are wrong about today’s immigration, as many Americans sense and so much research has demonstrated. America does not have a vast labor shortage that requires waves of low-wage immigrants to alleviate; in fact, unemployment among unskilled workers is high—about 30 percent. Moreover, many of the unskilled, uneducated workers now journeying here labor, like Velasquez, in shrinking industries, where they force out native workers, and many others work in industries where the availability of cheap workers has led businesses to suspend investment in new technologies that would make them less labor-intensive.  Yet while these workers add little to our economy, they come at great cost, because they are not economic abstractions but human beings, with their own culture and ideas—often at odds with our own. Increasing numbers of them arrive with little education and none of the skills necessary to succeed in a modern economy. Many may wind up stuck on our lowest economic rungs, where they will rely on something that immigrants of other generations didn’t have: a vast U.S. welfare and social-services apparatus that has enormously amplified the cost of immigration. Just as welfare reform and other policies are helping to shrink America’s underclass by weaning people off such social programs, we are importing a new, foreign-born underclass. As famed free-market economist Milton Friedman puts it: “It’s just obvious that you can’t have free immigration and a welfare state.”  Immigration can only pay off again for America if we reshape our policy, organizing it around what’s good for the economy by welcoming workers we truly need and excluding those who, because they have so little to offer, are likely to cost us more than they contribute, and who will struggle for years to find their place here.  Hampering today’s immigration debate are our misconceptions about the so-called first great migration some 100 years ago, with which today’s immigration is often compared. We envision that first great migration as a time when multitudes of Emma Lazarus’s “tired,” “poor,” and “wretched refuse” of Europe’s shores made their way from destitution to American opportunity. Subsequent studies of American immigration with titles like The Uprooted convey the same impression of the dispossessed and displaced swarming here to find a new life. If America could assimilate 24 million mostly desperate immigrants from that great migration—people one unsympathetic economist at the turn of the twentieth century described as “the unlucky, the thriftless, the worthless”—surely, so the story goes, today’s much bigger and richer country can absorb the millions of Librado Velasquezes now venturing here.

A2: Solves Economy
Doesn’t affect the economy – their studies are flawed

Malanga 6 (Steven, senior editor of City Journal and a senior fellow at the Manhattan Institute, “How Unskilled Immigrants Hurt Our Economy,” City Journal, 16(3), http://www.city-journal.org/html/16_3_immigrants_economy.html)

As the floodgates of legal immigration opened, the widening economic gap between the United States and many of its neighbors also pushed illegal immigration to levels that America had never seen. In particular, when Mexico’s move to a more centralized, state-run economy in the 1970s produced hyperinflation, the disparity between its stagnant economy and U.S. prosperity yawned wide. Mexico’s per-capita gross domestic product, 37 percent of the United States’ in the early 1980s, was only 27 percent of it by the end of the decade—and is now just 25 percent of it. With Mexican farmworkers able to earn seven to ten times as much in the United States as at home, by the 1980s illegals were pouring across our border at the rate of about 225,000 a year, and U.S. sentiment rose for slowing the flow.  But an unusual coalition of business groups, unions, civil rights activists, and church leaders thwarted the call for restrictions with passage of the inaptly named 1986 Immigration Reform and Control Act, which legalized some 2.7 million unauthorized aliens already here, supposedly in exchange for tougher penalties and controls against employers who hired illegals. The law proved no deterrent, however, because supporters, in subsequent legislation and court cases argued on civil rights grounds, weakened the employer sanctions. Meanwhile, more illegals flooded here in the hope of future amnesties from Congress, while the newly legalized sneaked their wives and children into the country rather than have them wait for family-preference visas. The flow of illegals into the country rose to between 300,000 and 500,000 per year in the 1990s, so that a decade after the legislation that had supposedly solved the undocumented alien problem by reclassifying them as legal, the number of illegals living in the United States was back up to about 5 million, while today it’s estimated at between 9 million and 13 million.  The flood of immigrants, both legal and illegal, from countries with poor, ill-educated populations, has yielded a mismatch between today’s immigrants and the American economy and has left many workers poorly positioned to succeed for the long term. Unlike the immigrants of 100 years ago, whose skills reflected or surpassed those of the native workforce at the time, many of today’s arrivals, particularly the more than half who now come from Central and South America, are farmworkers in their home countries who come here with little education or even basic training in blue-collar occupations like carpentry or machinery. (A century ago, farmworkers made up 35 percent of the U.S. labor force, compared with the under 2 percent who produce a surplus of food today.) Nearly two-thirds of Mexican immigrants, for instance, are high school dropouts, and most wind up doing either unskilled factory work or small-scale construction projects, or they work in service industries, where they compete for entry-level jobs against one another, against the adult children of other immigrants, and against native-born high school dropouts. Of the 15 industries employing the greatest percentage of foreign-born workers, half are low-wage service industries, including gardening, domestic household work, car washes, shoe repair, and janitorial work. To take one stark example: whereas 100 years ago, immigrants were half as likely as native-born workers to be employed in household service, today immigrants account for 27 percent of all domestic workers in the United States.  Although open-borders advocates say that these workers are simply taking jobs Americans don’t want, studies show that the immigrants drive down wages of native-born workers and squeeze them out of certain industries. Harvard economists George Borjas and Lawrence Katz, for instance, estimate that low-wage immigration cuts the wages for the average native-born high school dropout by some 8 percent, or more than $1,200 a year. Other economists find that the new workers also push down wages significantly for immigrants already here and native-born Hispanics.  Consequently, as the waves of immigration continue, the sheer number of those competing for low-skilled service jobs makes economic progress difficult. A study of the impact of immigration on New York City’s restaurant business, for instance, found that 60 percent of immigrant workers do not receive regular raises, while 70 percent had never been promoted. One Mexican dishwasher aptly captured the downward pressure that all these arriving workers put on wages by telling the study’s authors about his frustrating search for a 50-cent raise after working for $6.50 an hour: “I visited a few restaurants asking for $7 an hour, but they only offered me $5.50 or $6,” he said. “I had to beg [for a job].”
Immigration Reform Bad – Terrorism

Immigration makes the US vulnerable to terrorist attack

Malkin 2 (Michell, Fellow – Competitive Enterprise Institute, 3/22, “The Wall Street Journal: Bordering on Idiocy,” http://www.townhall.com/columnists/michellemalkin/mm20020322.shtml)

What does combating illegal immigration have to do with combating Middle Eastern terrorists in America? Well, duh. Let's review: Three of the 19 Sept. 11 hijackers were illegal visa overstayers. Seven of the 19 obtained fraudulent ID cards with the help of illegal alien day laborers in Virginia. Two of the 1993 World Trade Center bombers were illegal aliens. At least two bin Laden-linked bomb plotters attempted to cross illegally through our land borders. More than 115,000 people from Middle Eastern countries are here illegally. More than 1,000 of them were smuggled through Mexico by convicted global crime ringleader George Tajirian. And some 6,000 Middle Eastern men who have defied deportation orders remain on the loose. The connection between illegal immigration reform and homeland security is now fantastically obvious to most Americans, but the loose-and-open borders crowd is as blind and dumb as ever. Leading the senseless is the Wall Street Journal editorial page, which I admired in the past for its stalwart promotion of the rule of law and abhorrence of race-card demagoguery. On March 18, the paper betrayed both principles with disturbing flippancy. "So Atta got his visa. That's no reason to kick out Mexican workers," pooh-poohed an online summary of an editorial titled "Immigrants and Terrorists." In it, the Journal's unrepentant open borders proponents approve of bipartisan efforts -- foolishly embraced by President Bush and favored by Mexican president Vicente Fox -- to extend partial amnesty to hundreds of thousands of illegal aliens who have been in the country since 1998. The so-called 245(i) provision of federal immigration law will allow illegal aliens who have found employer or family sponsors to obtain visas in the U.S. for a $1,000 fee, instead of being forced to return home -- where consular offices would thoroughly scrutinize their native criminal records before approving applications. The 245(i) program would also allow these applicants to bypass a 1996 federal law barring illegal aliens from re-entering the U.S. for up to 10 years. The manner in which the Bush administration initially attempted to ram this proposal through -- by a stealth "cloaked" vote -- was cravenly Clintonesque. But not a peep of complaint was heard from the Journal on that. Instead, the editorial board lambasted principled conservative critics of 245(i) such as Rep. Tom Tancredo, R-Colo., for "scapegoating" Mexicans who "bus tables." Drop the Jesse Jackson imitation, guys. This isn't just about innocent Mexican bus boys. The amnesty would be extended to any law-breaking alien from any country who can hustle up an American employer or "spouse" and pay a good immigration lawyer to cook up an eligibility claim. Section 245(i) is not a family values plan. It is a law-enforcement evasion plan. The Journal says it doesn't want to overburden consular offices abroad. But what about the dangerous bureaucratic onslaught this program is causing here at home? As we have seen in the past, amnesty is an open invitation for marriage fraud, document fraud, endless litigation, and swamped adjudications offices. It is also a known loophole for terrorists. At least one al Qaeda-linked operative, convicted in the 1993 World Trade Center bombing plot, obtained amnesty through a program intended for farm workers. Who knows how many more are now lurking among us as amnestied American citizens? The Journal editorial board and its ilk perpetuate a perilous myth -- that we can continue to reward "good" illegal immigrants streaming across the borders while keeping the "bad" illegal immigrants out. "There's always a chance that terrorist cells lie dormant among these folks," the Journal concedes. But even after the heinous murder of 3,000 people in its backyard at the hands of these sleepers who slipped through, the New York-based paper is far more concerned about not wanting to "upend the lives of Mexican nannies in San Diego." 

Immigration reform decreases border security by encouraging massive new waves of illegal immigration

Express Times 4 (Lexis)

President Bush hopes his new immigration plan will help end the underground market for illegal labor.   Local critics, however, say offering guest-worker status to as many as 8 million illegal immigrants will put the security of all Americans in jeopardy.   "President Bush has abdicated his responsibility as president to enforce our laws.   "His proposal is contrary to the official position of the FBI and Homeland Security who are on record stating that illegal immigration that has resulted in 13 million illegal immigrants in the United States presently is the single most important national security concern," said Northampton County District Attorney John Morganelli in a prepared statement.   The proposal even has conservative Republicans breaking ranks with the president.   "On the face of it, I do not see anything in it that will improve our border security," said U.S. Rep. E. Scott Garret, who represents Warren County and parts of three other New Jersey counties. "I don't know that this bill does anything to address the security issue."   When Bush announced his plan Wednesday, he said the current system is failing and reality calls for Americans to legitimize the role illegal workers have in our economy.   "Workers who seek only to earn a living end up in the shadows of American life -- fearful, often abused and exploited," Bush said.   Under the Bush plan, guest workers could stay in the country for three years, with the possibility of extensions. Garrett called the plan an insult to people who have waited and worked to obtain citizenship through proper channels.   "I would not be in favor of legislation that grants blanket amnesty to illegal aliens," Garrett said.   Morganelli said offering guest-worker status to illegals encourages them to engage in law-breaking activity.   "(Bush's) proposal to reward illegal conduct is an invitation to millions and millions of others to break the law by entering our country illegally and utilize fraudulent documents and identities, knowing that once they enter, our president will do nothing," Morganelli said in a statement. 

START Good – US/Russia Relation
START key to US/Russian relations solving every impact
Fred Kaplan 3/27/10 (journalist and contributor to Slate magazine on International Relations and US Foreign Policy, “Agreeing to Agree”, http://www.slate.com/id/2248887/pagenum/all/#p2)

So, on to the second point: The treaty's effect on other issues in Russian-American relations. U.S. officials say that the good cheer engendered by the treaty will build mutual trust, which could lead to more cooperation on matters that really count these days: terrorism, nuclear proliferation (including joint efforts to stop Iran's uranium-enrichment program), climate change, and so forth. During the Cold War, nuclear arms-control talks were a surrogate for diplomacy. They gave U.S. and Soviet diplomats something to talk about—let them get to know each other, scope out intentions, reduce distrust—at a time when political disagreements made it impossible to talk about anything else. After the Cold War ended, the two countries could suddenly talk about lots of issues. The icy exchanges between George W. Bush and Vladimir Putin pumped a bit of frost back into the air. A renewed START accord will help "push the restart button." That's the (explicitly stated) hope, anyway. We'll see. One thing's for sure: If the treaty had collapsed, so would have the prospects for cooperation in other areas.
A2: START Hurts Deterrence
START is key to US/Russian Relations and doesn’t undermine NMD – PAA solves

Rebeccah Heinrichs 6/17/10 (n adjunct fellow at the Foundation for Defense of Democracies, and a former military legislative assistant for House Armed Services Committee member Trent Franks, “Hearing on what START treaty means for missile defense”, http://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/homeland-security/103951-hearing-on-what-start-treaty-means-for-missile-defense)

Yesterday Obama officials made the case before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee that the new START treaty will not have a negative effect on their plans to field a system to protect the United States from rogue regimes that are building ballistic missiles. No one seemed to need much convincing that the Obama administration doesn’t plan to make our missile defenses strong enough to bother the Russians, but treaties live on long after presidential administrations, so Senators rightly continue to probe the White House on how the treaty might restrict future defense planning.  Despite Obama administration officials’ original claims to the contrary, the New START treaty does address missile defense -- in the Preamble, no less. It states that there is a connection between offensive and defensive weapons and that our current system does not threaten Russia’s offensive weapons. The Russians want to keep it that way, and even submitted a unilateral statement to make perfectly clear that the treaty, “may be effective and viable only in conditions where there is no qualitative or quantitative build-up in the missile defense system capabilities of the United States of America.” The Russians have made it quite clear that they will withdraw from the treaty if the U.S. builds a robust missile defense system. And the Obama administration knows this and wants ratification regardless. As Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Policy James N. Miller, Jr. casually admitted in his testimony, since the U.S. has only thirty ground-based interceptors and Russia plans to field over 1,000 ballistic missiles, Washington could build much more substantial missile defenses without appreciably challenging Russian forces. Yet President Obama is effectively promising President Medvedev he will ensure that the U.S. remains exposed to Russia’s massive nuclear arsenal. This was exactly what President Reagan intended to move us away from when he announced his plan to deploy defenses that would render all nuclear missiles obsolete. Miller went on to explain that the Obama administration’s missile defense proposal, known as the European Phased Adaptive Approach, will not affect the U.S.-Russian strategic balance. PAA is Obama’s substitute for the Bush administration’s plan to establish permanent bases in Europe for interceptors similar to those we now have in California and Alaska. Even though the Bush plan would not have been able to defend the U.S. against Russian missiles, the Kremlin protested its deployment on grounds that it would. The PAA will be deployed in four stages, the last of which will have the exact same capability that the Bush plan was going to have: The ability to knock down long-range missiles from Iran before they reach Europe or the U.S. And not only will it have the same capability, it will have added advantages because it will be sea-based, making it mobile and adaptable. If the Russians had a problem with Bush’s plan, they’re really going to choke on Obama’s -- unless of course they think he has no intention of following through on it. 

START Bad – NMD Shell (1/2)
The Treaty guts missile defense and offensive deterrence – insiders prove
Owen Graham and Ariel Cohen 5/10/10 (Ariel Cohen, Ph.D., is senior fellow in Russian and Eurasian studies at the Heritage Foundation’s Katherine and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Policy. Owen Graham is aresearch assistant at the Davis Institute, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2010/05/New-START-Abandoning-Missile-Defense, New START: Abandoning Missile Defense)
For the treaty to take effect, the Senate must ratify it with a two-thirds vote, and President Obama wants that to happen before the November elections. But some senators have been hesitant; they have even considered requesting to see the treaty-negotiations protocol — the first draft of the document — which should shed light on what took place. Dimitri K. Simes, a noted Kremlinologist, president of the Nixon Center, and publisher of The National Interest, reports that high-ranking Russians told him they were assured by senior American officials during negotiations that there was no need to put restrictive language on missile defense in the treaty. Why? Because, the American officials argued, the Obama administration has no intention of moving forward with strategic missile defense. Indeed, Simes writes, U.S. officials argued that explicit provisions restricting U.S. missile defense would be counterproductive as well as unnecessary, since they could cause the Senate to block ratification.  Despite this effort to convince the Russians that there was no need to limit missile defense, and despite the Obama administration’s repeated assurances to the American public that START would not limit missile defense, the treaty in fact severely limits missile defense, as Baker Spring, a strategic-weapons analyst at the Heritage Foundation, points out. The language in the preamble establishes a logic that missile-defense capabilities must come down in coordination with reductions in offensive strategic weapons. Otherwise, the treaty states, effective defenses will call into question the “viability and effectiveness” of offensive strategic weapons.  What’s wrong with that? Last December, Prime Minister Vladimir Putin explained that if the U.S. goes forward with missile defenses and feels more “secure,” it will become more “aggressive” and “do whatever it wants.” That is, Russia does not want U.S. defenses to upset or undermine the strategic balance of terror. Upon signing the treaty, Russia issued a statement threatening to withdraw if the U.S. builds up its defenses. Simes points out that, inside Russia, the treaty is perceived as a major success — so much so that the Kremlin told the Russian media not to praise it in order not to spook the Americans. An assessment of the New START Treaty by the Heritage Foundation details a number of ways it limits missile defenses. For starters, the agreement fails to address a major threat to European security — Russian tactical nuclear weapons. (Tactical nuclear weapons are smaller atomic devices designed to be used on the battlefield, as opposed to the strategic weapons designed to obliterate major population centers.) Russia may have a ten-to-one advantage over the U.S. in its tactical nuclear arsenal, and it can use these weapons to intimidate America’s allies. The failure to place limits on this class of weapons, as well as on other small-yield nukes and Electro-Magnetic Pulse (EMP) systems, is a major concession to the Russians. Similarly, the new treaty has no limitations on the number of warheads that can be deployed on each Russian missile; it limits only the total number of missiles. This encourages the, favored by the Russians, of outfitting missiles with MIRVs (multiple, independently targetable reentry vehicles) — meaning that each missile carries several warheads and can be used to attack multiple targets. The RS-24 — a MIRVed missile — will be the mainstay of Russian strategic forces by 2016. Meanwhile, according to the latest U.S. Nuclear Posture Review, the Obama administration is moving aggressively toward single-warhead missiles. A treaty that greenlights Russian MIRVing while the U.S. proceeds in the opposite direction is highly destabilizing.  Finally, the Obama administration has repeatedly claimed that the New START Treaty will reduce by 30 percent the number of deployed warheads now permitted under the existing Moscow Treaty (1,700–2,200 per country). In fact, while the treaty officially allows only 1,500–1,550 warheads per country, its counting rules and apparent lapses will allow Russian to increase its strategic force level to about 2,100 warheads.  Ratification of this treaty will profoundly undermine U.S. security. When it comes up for ratification, the Senate needs to be aware of its serious drawbacks.
START Bad – NMD Shell (2/2)

Missile defense and offensive deterrence solves nuclear conflict
Bureau of Arms Control ‘1 (United States Bureau of Arms Control, “Missile Defense and Deterrence”, http://www.fas.org/spp/starwars/program/news01/nmddeterrence.htm

Deterrence Is Our Highest Priority Maintaining a reliable deterrent against attacks on the U.S. and our allies is a critical objective of our national security strategy. Our nation always prefers peaceful means to maintain its own security and prosperity, and that of its friends and allies, but maintains the military capabilities needed to deter and defend against the threat or potential use of force by prospective adversaries. Our deterrence strategy to date has largely relied on our ability to respond to attack with a variety of options, ranging from a devastating retaliation through more selective strikes, and our offensive nuclear forces are and will remain a key component of that capability. No group or nation should doubt that the U.S. will continue to depend on the certainty of a devastating response to any attack on the U.S. or its allies to deter attacks by ballistic missiles or other weapons. Emerging Threats and the Need to Diversify our Approach to Deterrence However, given the new threats we all face -- especially from weapons of mass destruction and increasingly sophisticated ballistic missiles in the hands of rogue states -- our deterrence posture can no longer rely exclusively on the threat of retaliation. We now need a strategy based on an appropriate mix of offensive and defensive capabilities to deny potential adversaries the opportunities and benefits they might hope to realize from the threat or use of weapons of mass destruction against our homeland and forces deployed abroad, as well as those of our allies and friends. Today, we are confronted with a more diverse, less predictable, and less risk-averse group of hostile states that are aggressively seeking to develop or acquire weapons of mass destruction and longer-range missiles as a means of their delivery. They see such weapons both as operational weapons of war and as coercive tools of diplomacy to preclude us and our partners from assisting friends and allies in regions of vital interest. For such threats, deterrence must take advantage of the contribution of both offensive and defensive forces, working together. Ballistic missile defenses enhance the traditional deterrence of offensive capabilities by denying rogue states the ability to reliably and predictably inflict mass destruction on other nations. By complicating his calculation of success, these defenses add to a potential aggressor's uncertainty and weaken his confidence. Effective missile defenses may also serve to undercut the value potential aggressor's place on missiles as a means of delivery, thereby advancing our non-proliferation goals. With these considerations in mind, missile defenses can be a force for stability and security.Moreover, some potential threats, such as accidental or unauthorized launches of ballistic missiles, cannot be deterred by their very nature. They can only be defended against. To counter such contingencies, missile defenses provide an element of insurance that supplements and enhances their deterrent value. 
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START doesn’t solve prolif and guts the deterrence umbrella – Removes modern weapons, deterrent weapons, and missile defense
WILLIAM P. HOAR 5/11/10 (an author and managing editor of Periscope, the U.S. Naval Institute military database. “A Bad START and Other Perilous Nuclear Posturing”, http://www.thenewamerican.com/index.php/reviews/correction-please/3511-a-bad-start-and-other-perilous-nuclear-posturing)
Then there is the deal that the administration has made with Moscow about how many weapons we will be allowed to have — but to which the two parties to the agreement have diametrically opposed interpretations. The administration is trying to sell the treaty at home with promises that it places no restraints on U.S. missile defenses. Meanwhile, Russia insists there is a “legally binding linkage between strategic offense and strategic defensive weapons.” There is a reason that the Russian leader was grinning when Obama signed the treaty document: Virtually the only alleged concessions made by Moscow were agreements to reductions that were already planned. When your stated aim is a world without nukes, and the presumed means to that end is an ambiguous pact, and the deal allows either party to withdraw — as this treaty does — you are in effect giving the other side veto power over your actions. Russia has already been blunt about its intentions, saying the treaty will only last if the United States “refrains from developing its missile defense capabilities quantitatively or qualitatively.” This President or his successor should expect to face a threat from the Kremlin to pull out of the New START if Russia is unhappy with stronger American defenses. Does it seem likely that Obama would suddenly opt for a spinal implant to defy Moscow’s understanding if it meant his vaunted pact and dreams would evaporate? The question answers itself. John Bolton, a former Undersecretary of State for Arms Control and International Security, former U.S. Ambassador to the UN, and a senior fellow at the American Enterprise Institute, faults President Obama’s “national-security psychology” for what it has produced. Writing in National Review Online, Bolton notes that the President “has repeatedly said he believes lowering U.S. nuclear-warhead levels will encourage support for the Non-Proliferation Treaty’s weapons prohibitions on non-nuclear-weapons states.” Bolton continues: This is the purest form of theology, since the empirical evidence is entirely to the contrary. As the Cold War ended, Moscow and Washington made dramatic reductions in warhead levels, huge in percentage and absolute terms. Nonetheless, nuclear proliferation continued, and the pace is quickening. After START I and II, India, Pakistan, and North Korea tested nuclear weapons, and Iran rapidly approaches that point. Syria had a clandestine nuclear reactor until Israel destroyed it in September 2007. And if current and aspiring nuclear proliferators keep or develop weapons, this will encourage still more proliferation activity. The dazzling international get-together in D.C. can hardly have deterred North Korea or Iran, even if they heard themselves called “outliers.” It’s tough to hurt the feelings of the rulers in Pyongyang, for example, who have no compunctions about building nukes as quickly as they can while millions of their people have been forced to eat grasses and roots to stay alive. The D.C. summit, as is often the case in the realms of starry-eyed folks with their heads in the clouds, operated from false premises. This is not just delusional, but dangerous. Columnist Mark Steyn took note of the President’s “pledge to set a good example by reducing America’s nuclear arsenal,” and explained that “there’s no correlation between peace and the number of weapons — except insofar as states with only a few nukes are more likely to use them than states with gazillions: If you’ve only got a dozen, you’re under more pressure to let ’em fly before they’re taken out by incoming.” Steyn continued: It would be greatly to the advantage of civilization if responsible powers were to develop new forms of limited, highly targeted, bunker-busting nukes. As is well understood by our enemies, the modern West has no stomach for large-scale casualties: On the morning of September 11th, for example, Mullah Omar had no fear that Washington would nuke even remote and lightly inhabited parts of the Hindu Kush. As we learned the hard way in Iraq and Afghanistan, stupid, ill-trained illiterates with primitive explosives who don’t care who they kill can inflict quite a lot of damage on the technologically advanced, highly trained warriors of civilized states. That’s the “asymmetric warfare” that matters. So virtuously proclaiming oneself opposed to nuclear modernization ensures a planet divided into civilized states with unusable weapons and barbarous regimes happy to kill with whatever’s to hand. Those who build castles in the sky aren’t dissuaded from making yet another deal with a power that has a lengthy, insidious history of cheating. This does bother realists. Some are even Republicans, although far too few GOP leaders objected when the Bush administration was making similar hazardous moves. Rep. Tom Price (R-Ga.), chairman of the Republican Study Committee, is rightfully uneasy about the new nuclear posture and potential arms-control treaty. Says Price: The Nuclear Posture Review contains several very troubling changes in American policy. It is simply reckless for the Obama administration to take the nuclear option off the table for any reason. Changing our posture in the event we are attacked with biological or chemical weapons by non-nuclear states would actually put Americans in greater danger by encouraging the proliferation of these weapons. And by prohibiting the development of new nuclear capabilities, this administration is ensuring that America’s nuclear arsenal, our strongest deterrent against WMD attacks, will grow older and less reliable. This is not a policy for security. In similar fashion, the Heritage Foundation rather calmly points to the precedents, saying in a fact sheet: “Russia has a history of violating arms-control agreements, and verifying the number of deployed warheads in its arsenal is difficult. The treaty will allow for warhead estimates based on the number of launchers, but it is unclear whether it will provide a method to ensure Russia doesn’t put more than the estimate on each launcher.”  Moreover, the negotiations with Moscow were made from a position disadvantageous to the United States. When the former START treaty expired in December 2009, points out the Heritage analysis, “the U.S. had to abandon a monitoring station for Russian weapons in Votkinsk. The United States is now unable to monitor Russia’s production of the highly destabilizing RS-24 mobile multi-warhead intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM). Open sources indicate that this missile will be the mainstay of Russian strategic forces by 2016.”  It seems a foregone conclusion that most of the cutting is going to be done by the United States, that is, if the Senate goes along with this proposed disarmament accord with Moscow. Frank Gaffney, a former U.S. Assistant Defense Secretary who is the head of the Center for Security Policy in Washington, D.C., says the Russians “are aggressively modernizing their strategic forces with both new missiles and warheads. They claim that by 2015 roughly 80 percent of their long-
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range arsenal will have been upgraded — an activity we are subsidizing by paying to dismantle their old weapon systems, freeing up funds for Moscow’s modernization programs.”  It is quite another matter for the United States. This country, observes Gaffney, “has not introduced a new nuclear weapon in over fifteen years. Its missiles, submarines and bombers are, by and large, even older, with some dating back to the 1950s and ’60s. Today, the nation has no capability to produce new nuclear weapons and could not manufacture them in quantity for many years — the only nuclear power of whom that can be said.”  In short, this is not a place for a new START. It is past time to stop disarming ourselves. It’s time to reload.
Deterrence is key to stop global WMD exchange, solves every impact
Payne, et. al,9 – President and Co-Founder of the National Institute for Public Policy and Head of Missouri State University's Graduate Department of Defense and Strategic Studies  (Keith, Planning the Future U.S. Nuclear Force, Volume I: Executive Report, October 2009, http://www.nipp.org/National%20Institute%20Press/Current%20Publications/PDF/Planning%20the%20Future%20US%20Nuclear%20Force%20I_txt.pdf,)

The nuclear forces of the United States serve critical purposes in addition to deterring nuclear coercion or attack. They can help deter escalation of crises, deter or counter chemical or biological attacks, deter or defeat largescale conventional aggression, and hold at risk or neutralize priority targets resistant to non-nuclear attack. • Nuclear forces protect a large number of allies as well as the United States itself. Allies must be assured that any force posture changes will not weaken their security. Otherwise their ties with the United States could be strained and they could feel pressure to acquire nuclear weapons of their own. Forward-deployed forces are important for the assurance of allies as well as the deterrence of aggression. • As insurance against the failure of deterrence, the United States should maintain capabilities for limiting the damage from a nuclear attack. Damage limiting capabilities include offensive forces, force employment strategies for preventing conflict escalation, and defensive measures, including missile defense and civil defense. Changes since the Cold War—the greater Executive Report 25 uncertainties of deterrence and the greater possibilities for countering smaller nuclear forces—suggest an increased role for damage limitation. • Nuclear forces with the appropriate size, structure, survivability and lethality could help dissuade adversaries from pursuing military activities that would increase the danger and destructiveness of war (for example, rogue state acquisition or improvement of WMD capabilities, an intensified Chinese nuclear buildup, or a Russian return to first-strike ambitions). • The United States should never be in a position of nuclear inferiority, whether real or perceived, in relation to other countries. U.S. nuclear parity (or better) remains important for assuring the security of allies and may help to discourage nuclear competition and aggression by adversaries. 
START guts the deterrence umbrella and puts the US at a disadvantage to Russia

Jessica Kokesh 6/26/10 (Journalism major at the University of South Dakota paraphrasing Eric Edelman [Quals in card], Concerns About New Arms Treaty Raised During Senate Hearing, http://www.infozine.com/news/stories/op/storiesView/sid/41988/)
Eric Edelman, former undersecretary of defense for policy, also expressed concern that the U.S. would be cutting more weapons launchers than Russia. Each country is limited to 1,550 deployed strategic warheads, 800 deployed and non-deployed weapons launchers and a combined 700 deployed intercontinental ballistic missiles, submarine-launched missiles and heavy bombers. Edelman said this policy puts the U.S. at a disadvantage because Russia already has a smaller stock of weapons launchers. That's because its weapons system is aging and not being replaced. By contrast the U.S. would have to take some of its more modern weapons systems out of service. "A treaty that requires no elimination of nuclear structure by Russia and forcing the U.S. to reduce is perhaps not in the U.S. national interest, given the global U.S. responsibilities to providing extended deterrents to allies," Edelmen said.

Dems Good - Econ
Democrats in power lead to strong economy
Kinsley 08 (Michael, Slate Magazine, “Politicians Lie, Numbers Don't”, http://www.slate.com/id/2199810, Sept. 16 2008)
In other words, there are no figures here about income inequality, or percentage of the population with health insurance, or anything like that. This exercise implicitly assumes that lower taxes are always good and higher government spending is always bad. There is nothing here about how clean the air is or how many children are growing up in poverty. The only point is that if you find the Republican mantra of lower taxes and smaller government appealing, and if you care only about how fast the economy is growing, not how that growth is shared, you should vote Democratic. Of course, if you do care about things like economic inequality and children's health, you should vote Democratic as well. 

Dems Bad – Econ

Congressional Democrats will break the economy – Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac prove
Zieve 08 (Sher, RenewAmerica.com, “Democrats destroy economy--blame Republicans”, http://www.renewamerica.com/columns/zieve/081007, 10/7/08)
As foreclosures increased, a domino effect began that took down mortgage companies and publicly exposed the corruptions inherent within the Democrats' personal slush funds — Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. Then, the commercial banks — the ones who had initially been forced to carry the bad-paper mortgages "or else" began to fail. After that, other banks and lending institutions started to experience problems and then — as the world's banks are now connected — European and Asian financial institutions have begun to crash. What was put in place by US Democrats as at its best "good intentions" for poor folk and at its worst another way to scam the system has now caused world-wide panic in financial institutions. Note: Elected Congressional Republicans — including Sen. John McCain — have tried for years to pass legislation that would provide oversight on both Fannie and Freddie. Democrats blocked each and every attempt. But, who are the scammers who for years benefited from this con? Bear in mind, if we refuse to recognize the culprits, we refuse to correct the problem. Democrat Franklin Raines ran Fannie Mae into the ground and, after making over $100M for his efforts. Due to his cooking the books, former Fannie Mae CEO and Barack Obama advisor Raines was ordered to pay $24.7M in fines. Considering the crime, this was a slap on the wrist. Another Obama advisor and the one who chose Biden as Obama's VP running mate, is James A. Johnson — another Democrat former CEO of Fannie Mae. Johnson was also involved in the "book cooking" scandal and walked away from the company with tens of millions of dollars. Former Clinton Deputy Attorney General Jamie Gorelick (the infamous woman who would not allow the CIA and FBI to share information on terrorists) was Vice Chair of Fannie Mae from 1997-2003. During that time Gorelick is officially reported to have "earned: $26M but, is said to have actually acquired over $100M for her efforts. Rep. Barney Frank (D-MA) was one of the loudest opponents of enacting oversight for Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. Knowing full well that both organizations were in dire straits, in 2002 Frank said: "I do not regard Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac as problems. I do not think we are facing any kind of a crisis." Because of these statements, thousands more invested in Fannie Mae — and thousands more lost their proverbial shirts. Frank claims no responsibility and, instead, arrogantly continues to blame Republicans. Senator Christopher Dodd (D- Conn.) is reported to have received the most monies in funding from Fannie Mae. Sen. Barack Obama (D-IL) is said to have received the second greatest amount of funding from Fannie Mae. There are many more examples — too many to be included in one column. 

Democrats don’t understand economics
Campbell 10 (Hank, Science 2.0, Scientificblogging.com, June 9th 2010, “Democrats Don't Understand Economics, Says One Study, But Do Understand Compassion, Says Another”, http://www.scientificblogging.com/science_20/democrats_dont_understand_economics_says_one_study_do_
understand_compassion_says_another) 
Daniel Klein, a professor of economics at George Mason University, says in Econ Journal Watch that progressives do not understand how money works; basically they would flunk Economics 101. Their Zogby research surveyed 4,835 American adults and found that the self-identified liberals or Democrats failed to understand even the simplest concepts, such as that restrictions increased costs.  And even really obvious things, like that rent control decreased availability for people not in television sitcoms, or that licensing fees drove up costs of services - nothing. Despite the evidence.  And even college-educated liberals did no better. Basically, if the position did not reconcile with their aesthetic or moral belief, they simply decided not to accept it as valid.  Good thing only Republicans hate science. If Democrats ever read what scientists actually believe about individual initiative, and that data will not always come down on gender, racial or economic boundaries they like, funding would disappear quickly. 

Dems Bad – Econ
Democrats pursuing same policies that put US in recession
Hudson 10, President of The Institute for the Study of Long-Term Economic Trends (ISLET), a Wall Street Financial Analyst, Distinguished Research Professor of Economics at the University of Missouri, Kansas City (1/31/2010, Michael, New Economic Perspectives, “ Mr. Obama’s Junk Economics: Democrats Relinquish the Populist Option to the Republicans,” http://neweconomicperspectives.blogspot.com/2010/01/mr-obamas-junk-economics-democrats.html)
The Republicans are winning the populist war. On the weekend before his State of the Union address on Wednesday, Mr. Obama strong-armed Democratic senators to re-appoint Ben Bernanke as Federal Reserve Chairman. His Wednesday speech did not mention this act (happily applauded by Wall Street). The President sought to defuse voter opposition by acknowledging that nobody likes the banks. But he claimed that unemployment would be much higher if they hadn’t been bailed out. So the giveaway of public funds was all for the workers. The $13 trillion that has created a new power elite was just an incidental byproduct. Unpleasant, perhaps, as American democracy slips into oligarchy. But all for the people. The least bad option. It had to be done. People might not like it, but Main Street simply cannot prosper without creating hundreds of Wall Street billionaires – without enabling them to increase their bonuses and capital gains as bank stock prices quadruple. It’s all to get credit flowing again (at 30% for credit card users, to be sure). So the rest of us must wait for wealth to trickle down. The cover story is that this is how the world works, like it or not. At least this is the argument of the lobbyists who are drafting and censoring laws and signing off on just who is acceptable to run the Federal Reserve, Treasury and other public-subsidy agencies. The working assumption is that the economy cannot recover without enriching Wall Street. This is the Administration’s tragic flaw. What the economy needs is to recover from the Bush-Obama supposed cure, i.e., from the mushrooming debt overhead. It needs to recover from the enrichment of Wall Street. It doesn’t need more credit, but a write-down for the unpayably high debts that the banks have imposed on American families, businesses, states and localities, real estate, and the federal government itself.
Dems Bad – DADT 1NC (1/3)
A democratic majority would pass DADT—killing military readiness and causing fiscal overstretch, and causing an HIV epidemic

Perkins and Sheenan 6/15/10 (“A charade with consequences,” Tony Perkins & John Sheenan, John Sheehan is a retired four-star general of the U.S. Marine Corps. Tony Perkins, president of the Family Research Council, is a U.S. Marine Corps veteran. Politico, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0610/38506.html)

The supposed compromise to allow open homosexuality in the military, struck by President Barack Obama, gay rights lobby groups and House Speaker Nancy Pelosi (D-Calif.) is less of an honest meeting in the middle than a political charade to mask a foreordained conclusion. First, the politics: It is designed to placate a demanding special interest group. Its timing is also obvious: Get the measure passed and signed into law now, far enough away from the November election that it will be lost in the larger cacophony of issues at election time. Its urgency is animated by the Democratic leadership’s understanding that the party is facing possibly historic losses in November. It looks likely to lose a working majority, if not the majority outright, at least in the House. The gay rights lobby is one of its key constituencies — so the Democrats have to push this now. The report that the reversal of “don’t ask, don’t tell” will be based on is to be drafted by the defense secretary. This report could present some destructive consequences of this reversal — especially since we are engaged in two significant conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan. But does anyone seriously believe that a president who has repeatedly stated his intention to permit gays to serve openly in the military would allow his Pentagon chief to draft a negative report in objective isolation? That the White House would have no influence on its final form? The charade is obvious. The outcome is managed. The effects on morale, recruitment and retention are sure to be significant. According to the current law, passed in 1993, “The presence in the armed forces of persons who demonstrate a propensity or intent to engage in homosexual acts would create an unacceptable risk to the high standards of morale, good order and discipline and unit cohesion that are the essence of military capability.” That law also says, “There is no constitutional right to serve in the armed forces.” Men and women should be allowed to serve in the military only if their character and conduct can help the U.S. armed forces achieve its mission. In multiple studies over the past 16 years, the addition of open homosexuality into the close quarters and tightly knit units of our military was predicted to add tension, not build unit cohesion. “Unit cohesion” is essential to the success of the U.S. military. Respect for and loyalty and commitment to one another, to the point of a willingness to die for your buddy, is the single greatest imperative in any military force. Yet homosexuality carries with it profound behavioral implications. Sexual attraction among members of the same sex — living, exercising, fighting and training alongside one another in the closest of quarters — could devastate morale, foster heightened interpersonal tension and lead to division among those who, more than virtually any other group in society, need to act as one. Male and female military troops barrack separately for an obvious reason — sexual behavior would be inevitable and destructive to unit cohesion and effectiveness. Would the president compel the armed forces to build single-unit barracks for gay men and women? The logistics of allowing open homosexuality in the military could be unmanageable. In addition, the medical implications of Obama’s proposal are compelling. According to data released last year by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, gay and bisexual men are 50 times more likely to have HIV than heterosexual men. This would be devastating for military resources already stretched thin, and it has pronounced implications for battlefield blood transfusions. This proposal is not about bigotry. Race is a superficial and benign element of one’s humanness, while homosexuality is a matter of behavior. Homosexuality is not about civil rights but conduct detrimental to the discipline, trust and combat readiness of what has been — and still is — the world’s finest military. If we want to keep it that way, we should not permit openly practicing homosexuals to serve in the U.S. military.
Dems Bad – DADT 1NC (2/3)

Military readiness is key to hegemony 

Spenser 2k (Jack Spencer, Policy Analyst – Heritage Foundation, “The Facts About Military Readiness”, 9-15, http://www.heritage.org/Research/MissileDefense/BG1394.cfm)

Military readiness is vital because declines in America's military readiness signal to the rest of the world that the United States is not prepared to defend its interests. Therefore, potentially hostile nations will be more likely to lash out against American allies and interests, inevitably leading to U.S. involvement in combat. A high state of military readiness is more likely to deter potentially hostile nations from acting aggressively in regions of vital national interest, thereby preserving peace. Readiness Defined. Readiness measures the ability of a military unit, such as an Army division or a carrier battle group, to accomplish its assigned mission. Logistics, available spare parts, training, equipment, and morale all contribute to readiness. The military recognizes four grades of readiness. 7 At the highest level, a unit is prepared to move into position and accomplish its mission. At the lowest level, a unit requires further manpower, training, equipment, and/or logistics to accomplish its mission. There is evidence of a widespread lack of readiness within the U.S. armed forces. Recently leaked Army documents report that 12 of the 20 schools training soldiers in skills such as field artillery, infantry, and aviation have received the lowest readiness rating. They also disclose that over half of the Army's combat and support training centers are rated at the lowest readiness grade. 8 As recently as last November, two of the Army's 10 active divisions were rated at the lowest readiness level, and none were rated at the highest. 9 Every division required additional manpower, equipment, or training before it would be prepared for combat, due largely to the units' commitments to operations in the Balkans. 10 And 23 percent of the Army's Chinook cargo helicopters, 19 percent of its Blackhawk helicopters, and 16 percent of its Apaches are not "mission-capable." 11 In other words, they are not ready. The Facts about Military Readiness The reduction in forces of the U.S. armed forces began in the early 1990s. After the end of the Cold War, the Bush Administration began to reduce the size of the military so that it would be consistent with post-Cold War threats. 12 Under the Clinton Administration, however, that reduction in forces escalated too rapidly at the same time that U.S. forces were deployed too often with too little funding. The result was decreased readiness as personnel, equipment, training, and location suffered. Since the Persian Gulf War in 1991, the U.S. military has been deployed on over 50 peacekeeping and peace-enforcement operations. 13 Yet the resources available to fund these missions have steadily decreased: The number of total active personnel has decreased nearly 30 percent, and funding for the armed services has decreased 16 percent. The strain on the armed forces shows clearly now as the reduced forces deploy for too long with insufficient and antiquated equipment. The result is indisputable: Readiness is in decline. Because the security of the United States is at stake, it is imperative to present the facts about military readiness: FACT #1. The size of the U.S. military has been cut drastically in the past decade. Between 1992 and 2000, the Clinton Administration cut national defense by more than half a million personnel and $50 billion in inflation-adjusted dollars. 14 (See Table 1.) The Army alone has lost four active divisions and two Reserve divisions. Because of such cuts, the Army has lost more than 205,000 soldiers, or 30 percent of its staff, although its missions have increased significantly throughout the 1990s.  In 1992, the U.S. Air Force consisted of 57 tactical squadrons and 270 bombers. Today the Air Force has 52 squadrons and 178 bombers. The total number of active personnel has decreased by nearly 30 percent. In the Navy, the total number of ships has decreased significantly as well. In 1992, there were around 393 ships in the fleet, while today there are only 316, a decrease of 20 percent. The number of Navy personnel has fallen by over 30 percent. In 1992, the Marine Corps consisted of three divisions. The Corps still has three divisions, but since 1992, it has lost 22,000 active duty personnel, or 11 percent of its total. The Clinton Administration also cut the Marine Corps to 39,000 reserve personnel from 42,300 in 1992. Effect on Readiness. In spite of these drastic force reductions, missions and operations tempo have increased, resulting in decreased military readiness. Because every mission affects far greater numbers of servicemen than those directly involved, most operations other than warfare, such as peacekeeping, have a significant negative impact on readiness. For each service[person]man who participates in a military operation, two others are involved in the mission: one who is preparing to take the participant's place, and another who is recovering from having participated and retraining. Therefore, if 10,000 troops are on peace operations in the Balkans, 30,000 troops are actually being taken away from preparing for combat. Ten thousand are actively participating, while 10,000 are recovering, and 10,000 are preparing to go. Coupled with declining personnel, increased tempo has a devastating effect on readiness. Morale problems stemming from prolonged deployments, equipment that wears out too quickly, and decreased combat training levels heighten when troops are committed to non-combat operations. Further exacerbating the military's declining readiness is the tendency to take troops with special skills from non-deployed units. Thus, a mission may affect non-deployed units as well because they will not be able to train properly. The soldiers integral to the non-deployed mission are not present, and there is no one to take their place. A mission's spillover effects are clearly illustrated by a July 2000 report by the U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO) on the U.S. commitments in the Balkans: In January 2000 ... four active divisions and one Guard division were affected by these operations [in the Balkans]. Among the active divisions, the 1st Cavalry Division was recovering from a 1-year deployment in Bosnia, the 10th Mountain Division was deployed there, and elements of the Guard's 49th Armored Division were preparing to deploy there. At the same time, the European-based 1st Infantry Division was deployed to Kosovo, and the 1st Armored Division was preparing to deploy there. Although none of these divisions deployed in its entirety, deployment of key components--especially headquarters--makes these divisions unavailable for deployment elsewhere in case of a major war. 
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Nuclear war

Zalmay Khalilzad, Senior Analyst at RAND, 1995 Washington Quarterly, Spring, Lexis

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

AIDS is the most destructive pathogen of all time, continued spread risks extinction.

Mathiu 2000 (7/15, Africa News, Lexis)

Every age has its killer. But Aids is without precedent. It is comparable only to the Black Death of the Middle Ages in the terror it evokes and the graves it fills. But unlike the plague, Aids does not come at a time of scientific innocence: It flies in the face of space exploration, the manipulation of genes and the mapping of the human genome. The Black Death - the plague, today easily cured by antibiotics and prevented by vaccines - killed a full 40 million Europeans, a quarter of the population of Europe, between 1347 and 1352. But it was a death that could be avoided by the simple expedient of changing addresses and whose vector could be seen and exterminated. With Aids, the vector is humanity itself, the nice person in the next seat in the bus. There is nowhere to run and nowhere to hide. Every human being who expresses the innate desire to preserve the human genetic pool through the natural mechanism of reproduction is potentially at risk. And whereas death by plague was a merciful five days of agony, HIV is not satisfied until years of stigma and excruciating torture have been wrought on its victim. The plague toll of tens of millions in two decades was a veritable holocaust, but it will be nothing compared to the viral holocaust: So far, 18.8 million people are already dead; 43.3 million infected worldwide (24.5 million of them Africans) carry the seeds of their inevitable demise  - unwilling participants in a March of the Damned. Last year alone, 2.8 million lives went down the drain, 85 per cent of them African; as a matter of fact, 6,000 Africans will die today. The daily toll in Kenya is 500. There has never been fought a war on these shores that was so wanton in its thirst for human blood. During the First World War, more than a million lives were lost at the Battle of the Somme alone, setting a trend that was to become fairly common, in which generals would use soldiers as cannon fodder; the lives of 10 million young men were sacrificed for a cause that was judged to be more worthwhile than the dreams - even the mere living out of a lifetime - of a generation. But there was proffered an explanation: It was the honour of bathing a battlefield with young blood, patriotism or simply racial pride. Aids, on the other hand, is a holocaust without even a lame or bigoted justification. It is simply a waste. It is death contracted not in the battlefield but in bedrooms and other venues of furtive intimacy. It is difficult to remember any time in history when the survival of the human race was so hopelessly in jeopardy.
2NC – Dem Majority Repeals DADT
Dem majority will repeal DADT – key to readiness

Alexander Nicholson 5/28/10 (former U.S. Army human intelligence collector, “ 'Don't ask don't tell' deal is good for the country”, http://www.cnn.com/2010/OPINION/05/26/nicholson.DADT.legislation/index.html)

More than 14,000 proudly serving men and women have been abruptly fired from the military pursuant to the DADT law, and many more have voluntarily left the military because of the burden of serving under this unnecessary restriction. The DADT law prevents our armed forces from being able to recruit and retain troops from the largest possible pool of talent, and it is a stain on the integrity of our nation. We cannot afford to wait until next year to lock in full legislative repeal. Our country needs this now. The risks of waiting until after the midterm elections to address DADT legislatively were simply too great. It is possible that the pro-repeal majority could lose seats in November, and could even lose control of one chamber of Congress. If it passes, this deal will get the looming legislative battle over with.

A2: DADT Repeal expensive

Other countries prove, the process is simple
Center for American Progress ’10 (Public Policy think tank, “Myth vs. Fact: Repealing “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell”, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/03/dadt_myth_fact.html)

Fact: Many of the military’s existing rules and regulations are already neutral in regard to sexual orientation and therefore wouldn’t need to be changed if “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” were repealed. For example, current military regulations on sexual harassment do not specify the genders or sexual orientations of the involved parties. Some minor adjustments and updates to regulations will be necessary, but good leadership and consistent enforcement can ease the transition to a military that permits gays and lesbians to serve openly. CAP’s report outlines the regulatory changes that would need to happen after repeal. Our allies in the United Kingdom, Canada, and Israel transitioned to unrestricted open service policies quickly and without problems. The British military noted that the transition was smooth with few problems just six months after repeal. The Canadian switch was described as a “non-event.” The Israeli Defense Force’s move to eliminate all discrimination against gays and lesbians was well received by both the military and the general population, leading to a smooth transition. In short, the change to open service did not require a drawn-out process in any of these countries.
A2: DADT Repeal Kills Unit Cohesion

All data indicates no impact on unit cohesion
Center for American Progress ’10 (Public Policy think tank, “Myth vs. Fact: Repealing “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell”, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/03/dadt_myth_fact.html)

Fact: Permitting openly gay and lesbian service personnel will not undermine cohesion or readiness, and the experiences of our allies are a good guide. Commanding officers in the United Kingdom stated that the decision to allow open service had “no tangible impact on operational effectiveness, team cohesion or Service life generally.” Department of National Defence personnel noted “no diminution of cohesion” shortly after the Canadian ban was lifted in 1993. In Israel, researchers from the Palm Center at the University of California-Santa Barbara were not “able to find any data indicating that lifting the gay ban undermined Israeli military performance, cohesion, readiness or morale.” The militaries of all of these countries continue to perform admirably as do U.S. service members who work alongside these forces in Iraq and Afghanistan. Moreover, U.S. research indicates gay and lesbian service members do not undermine cohesion or readiness. A RAND Corporation study noted in 1993 that “sharing similar traits or values enhances social cohesion, but it is not necessary for task cohesion, so long as individuals share a commitment to the group’s mission.” In 2008, Laura Miller of the RAND Corporation and Bonnie Moradi of the University of Florida examined data from a 2006 Zogby poll sampling service members who had deployed to Iraq or Afghanistan and found “no associations between knowing a lesbian or gay unit member and ratings of perceived unit cohesion or readiness.”
A2: DADT Repeal crushes recruitment and retention

Center for American Progress ’10 (Public Policy think tank, “Myth vs. Fact: Repealing “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell”, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/03/dadt_myth_fact.html)

Myth: Allowing openly gay service will reduce recruitment and retention rates. Fact: Openly gay service has never been shown to reduce recruitment or retention significantly. After the United Kingdom lifted its ban in 2000, Palm Center researchers found later the same year that “no one has heard of any difficulties related to recruitment or training completion rates; recruitment levels are characterized as ‘quite buoyant.’” The RAND Corporation’s 1993 study found that the Canadian Forces had suffered “no resignations (despite previous threats to quit), no problems with recruitment.”
A2: DADT Repeal crushes the military justice system

Center for American Progress ’10 (Public Policy think tank, “Myth vs. Fact: Repealing “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell”, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/03/dadt_myth_fact.html)

Myth: Openly gay service will undermine military order and discipline and may lead to unfair charges of discrimination against officers and noncommissioned officers who discipline openly gay service members. Fact: The military justice system is largely neutral in regard to sexual orientation. The Uniform Code of Military Justice already provides a framework to ensure that service members faithfully follow their superiors’ orders without regard to personal factors like sexual orientation. Further, service members already have options to seek redress if they feel that they have been disciplined or passed over for promotion unfairly. Moreover, the fear that officers will be unable to discipline gay service members for fear of accusations of harassment or discrimination is overstated. Military practices for addressing these situations offer fair procedures for all parties to defend and clarify their actions. The British, Canadian, and Israeli militaries have not experienced significant problems with order or discipline following their decisions to permit unrestricted open service. The British military created a uniform code of conduct that applies to all service members regardless of sexual orientation and British military regulations provide opportunities for service members to seek redress of grievances. The Canadian military has administrative orders in place to fairly pursue accusations of harassment and sexual misconduct, and the military’s Queen’s Regulations and Orders dictate that no service member shall knowingly make a false accusation against an officer or noncommissioned member. A 1993 study by the Government Accountability Office found that in the Israeli military, gays and lesbians are simply “judged on their merits like any other soldier.”
A2: Foreign Countries aren’t a good model for the US on DADT

False, similar values and operating conditions prove – Foreign countries provide ample evidence

Center for American Progress ’10 (Public Policy think tank, “Myth vs. Fact: Repealing “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell”, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/03/dadt_myth_fact.html)

Myth: The experiences of foreign militaries are not good models for decisions by the U.S. military. Fact: There is much to learn from the experiences of our allies, especially the United Kingdom, Canada, and Israel. Like U.S. forces, these militaries deploy frequently, require their service members to share close living quarters such as on submarines, engage in combat regularly, and perform effectively under fire. Moreover, these countries and the service members who constitute their armed forces all share common social values with the United States. Canada and Israel began to permit unrestricted open service around the same time that the United States instituted “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell,” and the United Kingdom repealed its ban 10 years ago. None of the nightmare scenarios predicted by some opponents of open service occurred in these countries.

Dems Will Win Majority – 2AC

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 Majority – 2AC

2010 could be a blow-out year for republicans, and democrats could lose their majority

Gandelman 06/21/10 (Joe Gandelman, editor in-chief in politics, June 21st 2010, http://themoderatevoice.com/77370/poll-republican-enthusiasm-for-mid-term-elections-vote-at-all-time-high/)
A new Gallup poll has more bad news for Democrats and good news for Republicans: it shows Republicans’ and Republican leaning independents’ enthusiasm for voting in the mid-term elections as being at an all time high — and Democrats’ enthusiasm as seriously sagging. It’s no small deal: mid-term elections traditionally have lower turnout than a general election so the name of the game is party enthusiasm. And it looks at this point as if the Democrats are losing this game — badly: An average of 59% of Republicans and Republican-leaning independents have said they are more enthusiastic than usual about voting this year compared with past elections, the highest average Gallup has found in a midterm election year for either party since the question was first asked in 1994. The prior high for a party group was 50% more enthusiastic for Democrats in 2006, which is the only one of the last five midterm election years in which Democrats have had an enthusiasm advantage. In that election, Democrats won back control of the U.S. House of Representatives for the first time since 1994. The current average is based on four measures of this enthusiasm question since February, including the recent June 11-13 USA Today/Gallup poll. In that poll, 53% of Republicans said they were more enthusiastic than usual about voting and 39% were less enthusiastic, while 35% of Democrats said they were more enthusiastic about voting and 56% were less enthusiastic. And here’s the truly good news (for GOPers)/bad news (for Democrats): Gallup notes that “Republicans’ net score of +14 more enthusiastic in the latest poll compared with the Democrats’ net score of -21 represents the largest relative party advantage Gallup has measured in a single midterm election-year poll.” This raises the possibly that 2010 will be an election year when: # It will be a blowout election for Republicans and the Democrats run the real risk of losing control of Congress — if this remains the same. Right now Obama is under fire from his own party’s progressive wing which seems disappointed in his general performance, continuation of some Bush era policies, and willingness to compromise with centrists and some conservatives. They perceived Obama’s election as a liberal mandate (which polls suggest was not the case at all). # The Democrats can negate some of this bad outlook by doing an effective get out the vote — which means motivating party members to get to the polls. Recent reports indicate the Dems plan on trying to get the first time young voters and minorities out in force in particular. And there is much speculation on how many Latino voters will get out and vote given the new anti-immigration law in Arizona and Hispanic voters souring on Republicans. # The mid term results could lead to consequences within each party. A huge Democratic route will be blamed on Obama and will further reduce his already-reduced clout. If the Democrats do better — especially if they do much better — than expected, it will increase intra-party tensions and divisions in the GOP. # An already tense, polarized nation will be more polarized than ever as both parties try to whip up their bases by throwing out “red meat” to get their parties’ voters to the polls. 

Midterms Unpredictable – 2AC 

Too many issues to predict the midterms

Paul Blume 11/1/09.– senior vice president, state government affairs, Property Casualty Insurers Assn. of America (Midterm elections could mix familiar with unpredictable.) thefreelibrary.com

For those who enjoy their politics wild and unpredictable, 2010 will be a great year. Concerns regarding national issues such as the economy, health care reform and the war in Afghanistan will loom large. But as former Speaker of the House Tip O'Neill once said, "All politics is local." The 2010 election cycle is shaping up to be one of the most interesting in a long time. There will be 37 gubernatorial races and a host of state legislative elections in 2010. These elections will not only impact party control of legislatures, but shape what happens during redistricting after the census.

The upcoming elections also will affect state legislative agendas. Improving state economies, taxes and issues that have budgetary impact will continue to dominate discussions in the state houses. But with an eye toward the elections, political issue management will become tricky as some controversial issues may not receive much of a hearing while others become fodder for campaign advertising. Looking forward, there certainly will be some surprises--there always are--but the insurance industry can expect to see many familiar issues debated in state houses across the country.

Midterms Unpredictable – 1AR
Midterms are too far away and unpredictable due to sluggish economy and disgust with Washington
 LIZ SIDOTI; 6/23/10; “ 2010 themes pop up in runoff results”; Associated Press; http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5gfZ5MBVqCWljWzDTEedwMory1DjQD9GH1DP80
WASHINGTON — South Carolina Republicans nominated a tea party-backed Indian-American woman to run for governor and a conservative black man to run for Congress from the former Confederate state. Another incumbent congressman lost. So did a Senate hopeful chosen by Washington Democrats. Themes of the November midterm elections popped up in the handful of primaries and runoffs held Tuesday in four states, the latest cluster of contests to determine matchups for the congressional elections just over four months away. It's shaping up to be an unpredictable year with several variables — from the sluggish economy to President Barack Obama's popularity to lingering resentment over lawmaker votes for the 2008 Wall Street bailout — affecting races across the country. The one clear element is the electorate's disgust with establishments of any kind; angry voters routinely are casting ballots against candidates with ties to Washington and the national political parties. Perhaps no other contest illustrated that better than GOP state Rep. Nikki Haley's race for governor. 
Public opinion changes drastically in short periods of time – tea party proves
Dr. Jim Taylor; 6/13/10; (Dr. Jim Taylor has a PhD in psychology, speaks, and is a published author); “ Fear and Why the Tea Party Will Fade Away”; The San Francisco Chronicles; http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/blogs/jtaylor/detail??blogid=180&entry_id=65683
The Tea Party is on a hot streak lately what with the Republican primary victories of Rand Paul in Kentucky and Sharon Angle in Nevada. And the talk among many is that the Tea Party will have a transformative impact on the upcoming midterm elections and be an enduring force in American politics for years to come. The Tea Party movement is typically viewed as a populist uprising fueled by ideological anger against a federal government that many believe no longer represents needs and wishes of the American people. It protests the policies of our government that, according to their doctrines, restrict individual liberty, violate the Constitution, illegally regulate the economy, and unfairly tax citizens. The Tea Party believes that America has been taken away from it, thus its de facto motto is "Take back America." The stereotype of Tea Partiers, reinforced by the many misspelled placards seen at the protests, is uneducated, of low income, and Southern. Yet polls show that the typical Tea Party supporter is, yes, white, but also older, educated, and of above-average income. This surprising demographic has led me to a decidedly contrarian analysis of the source of the Tea Party's energy and its future role in American politics. I would argue that the Tea Party will have a diminishing impact on our political scene in the coming years. In fact, I believe that the Tea Party will have a only a minor influence on the midterm elections (and that influence will benefit the Democrats) and a lingering presence on the political scene for a few years. But I predict that the Tea Party will slowly but steadily fade into nonexistence over the next decade. (Disclaimer: Predictions are admittedly easy to make because, as we know from the National Enquirer and professional sports drafts, no one ever follows up to see if the predictions come true).
Ext. Midterms Unpredictable

Angry and distracted voters in both parties will guarantee unpredictable midterm elections
Dan Balz; 6/13/10; “ 'Angry electorate' could be unpredictable at polls this fall”; The Washington Post; http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/06/12/AR2010061202182.html
 Midterm elections are generally seen as a referendum on the president and his party, particularly in the first term of a new administration. Halfway through this tumultuous year, it is clear there is more on the voters' minds than a judgment on President Obama. The president's performance and agenda certainly are at the forefront of the voters' concerns as they look to November. His approval ratings speak to questions about his leadership, which have been reinforced by the administration's handling of the gulf oil spill. Triggered by his domestic agenda, concerns about the size and reach of government shape the political climate. But that's hardly the end of what has given rise to the "angry electorate," the shorthand for the political mood. There is, more broadly, anger at Washington and at politics as usual. There's dissatisfaction with Congress and with incumbents of both parties. There is also anger at Wall Street, big banks and big corporations. There is anger at corporate executives who reap big bonuses as the economy struggles to recover. Now there is anger at BP over the economic and environmental disaster unfolding in the Gulf of Mexico. There is unhappiness on the right, aimed at the president but also at Republicans who are seen as unfaithful to the core principles of conservatism. The "tea party" activists hope to shake up government, but first they are shaking up the Republican Party. There is frustration on the left, aimed at Democrats who are seen as insufficiently committed to the agenda that many progressives believed would become reality under Obama and a Democratic-controlled Congress. All of that could result in making this election different than either of the elections of 1994 or 2006, both of which changed party control of Congress. Those two elections are used for historical parallels to events now unfolding. The level of voter dissatisfaction with incumbents, for example, now rivals that of 1994. By November, the 2010 election might be remembered as similar to those elections if, as Republicans hope, Democrats lose the House and take substantial losses in the Senate. If that happens, Obama and his policies will surely be blamed and 2010 will become the third wave election in two decades. Democrats are certainly more on the defensive than Republicans. Of the 67 House seats listed as competitive by the Cook Political Report, Republicans hold just seven. But the story of election 2010 so far has had as much to do with the internal debate over the direction of the Republican Party, and with questions about whether Republicans will head into the fall at their most competitive. So far, Republicans have felt the jolts of the electorate as much as the Democrats, which raises the question of whether the Democrats are in less jeopardy today than they appeared to be a few months ago. Republican primaries have pushed candidates further to the right. That's certainly the case of former Hewlett-Packard chief executive Carly Fiorina, who is running against the vulnerable Sen. Barbara Boxer (D) in California. The GOP's California gubernatorial nominee, former eBay chief executive Meg Whitman, also was forced to the right in her primary. How much that will hurt them in the general election isn't yet clear, but their situations are not ideal. The strength of the tea party movement has resulted in Republicans having nominated potentially weaker candidates for Senate races in Kentucky and Nevada. Rand Paul remains the favorite to hold the seat of retiring Kentucky Sen. Jim Bunning, but he got off to a stumbling start after the primary. In Nevada, embattled Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid is still highly vulnerable. But in Sharron Angle, who wants to close down several federal departments, he has drawn an opponent that gives him renewed hope of retaining his job. The Democratic Senate runoff election in Arkansas, in which Sen. Blanche Lincoln survived a challenge from Lt. Gov. Bill Halter, who was backed by labor and progressive groups, shows that nimble incumbents can survive even when voters are unhappy with incumbency. The fragile recovery remains the source of much of the dissatisfaction voters are expressing. Administration policies have not yet delivered and might not in time for Democrats to escape the voters' wrath in November. The oil spill in the gulf is bearing down on Obama, and the government's response has been judged as inadequate, according to the polls. That's one more problem that could keep the president's standing down. But Democrats will try to turn GOP policies against their candidates, whether it be a Republican candidate who defends -- or worse, practiced -- outsourcing, or the many more who signed on to the policy of "drill, baby, drill" before the oil well blew up and changed public opinion overnight. Republican resistance to new regulations on financial institutions might have a cost as well. Getting on the right side of the voters will be every candidate's goal, whether they are incumbents or challengers. Every political consultant working for an elected official this year has the same advice: Run like you did the first time you got elected. "For a voter sitting out there, there is not just one focal point to this election. There are lots of things that are making people angry right now," Democrat pollster Geoff Garin said. He added: "It's clear that there are lots of moving parts to this election that have and will affect individual races. It's not a neat, simple storyline." Republicans might take issue with that characterization. In their analysis, November will still be largely a referendum on Obama's presidency and the Democrats in Congress. But even they recognize that the frustrations of the voters can register in unexpected ways.
Ext. Midterms Unpredictable
Studies conclude it is too hard to determine a winner
SPI 6-8-10

Newspaper and blog http://blog.seattlepi.com/seattlepolitics/archives/210079.asp?from=blog_last3
Only about 30 percent of Americans say they are inclined to re-elect their member of Congress and 60 percent are ready to "look around" for alternatives, according to a new ABC News/Washington Post poll. But the finding of voter dissatisfaction does not automatically translate to glad tidings of great joy for the Republicans. As well, the survey showed an increasingly negative view of the Tea Party movement. Asked which party they trust to cope with the country's main problems, voters opted for the Democrats by a 44-32 margin, with nearly 20 percent saying they trust neither party. Sixty percent of those surveyed voiced dissatisfaction with policies offered by Republicans in Congress, while only 38 percent had favorable opinions. If the election were held today, the poll found, 47 percent would vote for Democratic candidates and 44 percent for Republicans. (A Gallup Poll last week put Republicans in the lead.) The poll also showed growing negative feeling toward the Tea Party movement, although its candidates are expected to do well in today's Republican primaries in South Carolina and Nevada.
Ballot is split for november
UPI  6-22-10  
Poll: Generic ballot evenly split by part
PRINCETON, N.J., June 22 (UPI) -- Registered voters are evenly divided about which party's candidate would get their vote if the U.S.congressional elections were today, a Gallup poll indicated. Gallup poll results released Tuesday indicate 46 percent of respondents preferred the Republican candidate and an equal number said they favored the Democratic candidate. Voter preferences have been closely split since Gallup began tracking them in March. In recent weeks, Gallup noted some fluctuations within a 3-point range for candidates of both major parties. 
Other Issues Key – 2AC

The economy is by far the most important issue for voters – international issues like Iraq no longer important

 Jeffrey M. Jones; 4/8/10; “Voters Rate Economy as Top Issue for 2010”; Gallup Polls; http://www.gallup.com/poll/127247/voters-rate-economy-top-issue-2010.aspx
PRINCETON, NJ -- Fifty-seven percent of registered voters say the economy will be extremely important to their vote for Congress this year, making it the top issue in the 2010 elections. Healthcare, unemployment, and the federal budget deficit rank behind the economy in importance, with the environment the least important of the seven issues tested in the March 26-28 USA Today/Gallup poll. The top issues voters say they will take into account when voting this year are similar to the ones Americans currently cite as the most important problems facing the country. But they are quite different from those in the last midterm elections, in 2006, when international matters like Iraq and terrorism topped domestic concerns in voters' minds. Today, as the United States continues its recovery from the economic downturn that developed in 2008-2009, the economy is the top issue for Democratic (58%), independent (57%), and Republican (54%) voters. Democrats also assign a high degree of importance to healthcare and unemployment. For Republicans, terrorism and the federal budget deficit are the next-most-important issues after the economy. The deficit ranks as the second-most-important issue for independents. 

Other Issues Key – 1AR
 Economy and local issues affect midterm voters the most

 MICHAEL LUO; 6/24/10; (Michael Luo is a national correspondent based in New York who writes stories from around the country on economics and the recession. He has been a reporter for The New York Times since 2003); “Democrats See Signs of Hope in Job Trends”; New  York Times; http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/25/us/politics/25memo.html?hp
A struggling economy has historically meant trouble for the president’s party in midterm elections. So it comes as no surprise that Democrats are girding for a tough November. But digging deeper, beyond the national numbers, reveals at least a few glimmers of hope for Democrats — still fairly distant and faint, but bright enough to get campaign strategists scanning the horizon and weighing the odds. That is because different parts of the country are recovering at different rates — and, in a bit of electoral good luck for the Democrats, some of the areas that are beginning to edge upward more quickly, like parts of Ohio, Pennsylvania and New York, happen to be in important battlegrounds for the House and the Senate. “A lot of the trend lines are turning positive in many of these contested areas,” said Mark Zandi, a chief economist for Moody’s Analytics. “It really boils down to: Is there enough time for the trend lines to trump the still pretty difficult conditions in the minds of the voters?” Certainly, the economy will not be the only factor voters weigh at the ballot box. There are areas that weathered the recession relatively well where Democratic incumbents are still in danger. There are also places trailing the national recovery, like Nevada and Florida, which could hurt the party. But officials from both parties agree that the economy remains — at least, for the moment — the paramount concern for most voters. And studies have shown that local conditions influence the degree to which economic worries figure into voters’ decisions — a kind of Tip O’Neill rule of pocketbook voting. A detailed examination of House and Senate seats in play, alongside state and local economic data compiled by Moody’s Analytics for The New York Times, yields some surprising bits of encouragement for Democrats but also adds color to the overall daunting picture confronting the party. At the very least, any such signs of hope are certain to affect the strategies being worked out now in campaigns. “It’s too early to know how the more rapid economic improvement in parts of the country will influence voters’ decisions,” said Representative Chris Van Hollen, chairman of the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee. “But there’s no doubt that voters’ perception of the future of the economy will be a main factor in determining their vote.” 
Healthcare results overwhelms the plan
Kent Garber; 6/13/10; “5 Key Issues in the 2010 Elections”; U.S. News; http://politics.usnews.com/news/slideshows/5-key-issues-in-the-2010-elections/2
Right after Congress passed healthcare reform in March, proponents and opponents of the bill started pouring money into political advertising. Healthcare for America Now, the main grassroots pro-reform organization, immediately put $1 million into ads thanking Democrats who voted for the bill despite facing tough re-election campaigns. Meanwhile, the National Republican Congressional Committee quickly produced ads characterizing the legislation as a "cost-raising, tax-increasing bill" and urged voters to "stop the madness." These ads will most likely keep appearing from now until November, given how divided Americans remain over healthcare reform. According to polls this spring, roughly equal numbers of Americans say passing the bill was a "good thing" or a "bad thing." Perhaps more interesting, and more relevant for November, was the finding that a large majority of Americans, nearly 60 percent, said they were still confused about how the new law would affect them and their families. In other words, the impact of healthcare reform on the November midterms will depend in large part on how effectively the Obama administration and Democratic leaders explain and sell the bill—and how effectively critics label it a boondoggle. Democrats are hoping voters will be mindful of the provisions going into effect this year—those 26 and under being able to stay on their parents' insurance, help for many seniors to buy prescription drugs—and reward them accordingly. Democrats this week were eager to note that the first checks to seniors who fall into the prescription drug "donut hole" had gone out. The healthcare issue will be particularly hot in certain states, such as Florida, which, thanks to a bill passed by the state legislature, will ask voters in November whether they favor an amendment nullifying the reforms. Of course, even if voters say yes, such an amendment would surely face legal challenges. 

Other Issues Key – 1AR
And, so does climate
Kent Garber; 6/13/10; “5 Key Issues in the 2010 Elections”; U.S. News; http://politics.usnews.com/news/slideshows/5-key-issues-in-the-2010-elections/2
It's hard to remember, but before Congress got all bogged down with healthcare reform last summer, the House had passed a major piece of energy and climate legislation that would have capped greenhouse gas emissions and put billions into renewable energy and new technologies. The Senate tried to get something going last fall, but the effort stalled. Then the Copenhagen climate summit came and went and, by the start of the year, climate legislation seemed no further along in the Senate than it did when President Obama took office. The story didn't change much this spring . Three senators—one Democrat (John Kerry), one independent (Joe Lieberman), and one Republican (Lindsey Graham)— put together an energy and climate plan after months of closed-door meetings, but Graham pulled his support once Senate Democrats began talking about taking up immigration. The hope had been to come up with something that might quiet some of the rhetoric from both sides and have a shot at passing the Senate. But in an election year, that's a hard task. As with healthcare, opponents are branding any attempts to rein in carbon pollution as a tax, whereas proponents are promising that curbing emissions will galvanize the economy and create new jobs. It wasn't until the massive Gulf oil spill, at the end of April, that President Obama began pushing publicly once again for an energy and climate bill. The public, it seems, is with him: Several recent polls have shown that, in the aftermath of the spill, a strong majority of Americans support action to tackle carbon pollution and to spur more renewable energy. But so far, Congress hasn't been able, or simply hasn't found the will to try, to translate voter sentiment into legislation. All the same, it's unlikely that energy issues will rank as high in voters' minds this year as they did in 2008, when gas prices were soaring above $4 a gallon. Prices have been creeping up this spring, but they're still well below the records that were set two years ago. And while most polls show that Americans continue to support developing renewable energy and think capping pollution is a good idea, they also show that fewer Americans now believe global warming is an urgent problem that needs to be addressed. 
Ext. Economy Key

Economic and local issues are the greatest influences on voters for midterms

Kent Garber; 6/13/10; “5 Key Issues in the 2010 Elections”; U.S. News; http://politics.usnews.com/news/slideshows/5-key-issues-in-the-2010-elections/2
 The employment picture in the past few months has started looking better —but it's not improving as quickly as many might hope. In March, there was finally some good news, as the American economy created jobs—162,000 of them—in a big way for the first time since 2007. Unfortunately, the national unemployment rate didn't change, and although the job report for May showed more than 400,000 news jobs added, most were temporary census jobs. Unemployment continues to hover just shy of 10 percent, and according to many experts and government estimates, it probably won't drop much by the end of the year. Over the past year, Republicans had been optimistic that the slow rebound of the economy would do them well in November. That may hold true. But the narrative is in flux. After the economy grew three quarters in a row at the start of the year, many economists declared the recession over. And expectations are that it will keep growing, with increases in home sales and consumer spending. But slow growth may be just as problematic for Democrats as no growth. According to an April Gallup poll, nearly 6 in 10 Americans say the economy is their top concern. And more than 4 in 10 say they are worried about unemployment. For Democrats, their success at the polls in November may be partly shaped by the extent to which positive economic trends take hold. But the public's perception of the economy, however strong the actual fundamentals may be, also matters. As long as unemployment stays high, the GOP will have a major talking point. Helping its case is that most Americans—more than 60 percent, polls this spring showed—disapprove of how President Obama has handled the economy. For Democrats, the good news is that Americans, so far, are still more likely to blame George W. Bush for the country's economic woes than Obama. Asked who they faulted, 42 percent of voters said they blamed Bush "a great deal"; 26 percent said the same of Obama. That said, midterm elections are often as much, if not more, about local issues as national ones, so it might also be instructive to look at how the economic recovery is unfolding around the country. Even as the United States added those 162,000 jobs in March, 17 states still saw job losses, including Nevada, where Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid is fighting to hang on to his seat. 
Foreign Policy Not Key – 2AC

Domestic issues trump Iraq and Afghanistan
Kingsbury 6/10 (Alex, U.S. News, “5 Key Issues in the 2010 Elections” Jun 10 2010 http://politics.usnews.com/news/slideshows/5-key-issues-in-the-2010-elections/6 LM)

Indeed, it appears that one of the country's two ongoing wars will play little, if any, role in the U.S. midterm elections. Iraq as an issue has rarely surfaced on the campaign trail lately as America struggles out of one of the deepest and most painful recessions in modern history. Domestic concerns easily trump foreign affairs on the stump and very likely in the voting booth as well. In public opinion polls, the combined wars in Afghanistan and Iraq rank far behind jobs, government spending, deficits, and healthcare as the issues most important to voters, while other polls have dropped Iraq entirely from their questionnaires
Americans care about domestic policy in midterm elections
Financial Express 6/28 (The Financial Express, “Obama to tackle jobs as priority ahead of 2010 midterms” Jun 28 2010 http://www.thefinancialexpress-bd.com/more.php?news_id=87821&date=2009-12-26 LM)

But political analysts say the focus in midterm election years is not on the foreign policy front, instead it is always closer to home. Lichtman notes that even when presidents have cited foreign policy successes -- as former President George H.W. Bush did after a swift and successful Gulf War in the early 1990s -- economic stagnation prevented his reelection. ''If you look at the recent history of elections, foreign policy either hasn't helped or has hurt,'' Lichtman said. ''Obama would be very happy if it was neutral.'' With all eyes on the economy, the White House will be eager to report resumed GDP growth in the U.S. economy. So far, that growth is at a sluggish pace and unemployment continues to hover in double digits. In an effort to better connect with individual Americans, the White House has begun to shift the focus on jobs as a top priority. Obama is expected to emphasize fresh efforts for job creation in his State of the Union address, which is not yet scheduled but expected to be delivered before Congress in late January or early February.
A2: Supermajority Impact - Impossible
Unemployment makes a dem supermajority impossible – empirics prove
Ezra Klein 1/7/10 (Reporter for the Washington Post, “Supermajority retention”, http://voices.washingtonpost.com/ezra-klein/2010/01/supermajority_retention.html)
Nate Silver thinks Democrats will probably lose some Senate seats in 2010. But maybe they'll pick up a couple! Or lose a bunch! Hard to say. I'll just note that Democrats will definitely lose their supermajority sooner than later. If not, something is going seriously wrong in the system. A competitive, two-party democracy shouldn't have long periods of single-party dominance. The mid-20th century, which did see Democrats with that sort of majority in the House, was the product of a three-party system in which a party of conservative, racist Southerners entered into a coalition with the Democrats. But that's over now. The big caveat, I'd say, is that there's some chance that the fringe conservative movement becomes a third-party -- in effect, if not in name -- over the next few years. That's the implication of David Brooks's column on conservative politicians vying to lead the Tea Partiers, and its the exact situation we saw in New York's 23rd. I don't think it's a hugely likely outcome, but the movement's extremism, mixed with an unstable economic moment, makes it foolish to entirely discount the possibility. In any case, the likely outcome is that Democrats lose seats in 2010. Supermajorities don't traditionally last long; incumbent parties generally don't do well during midterm elections; majority parties are by definition defending more seats; and high unemployment numbers are rarely good for reelection prospects. The measure of a supermajority is how much it accomplishes whi
A2: Economy Impact

Party majorities in Congress have little effect on the economy

Snowberg et. al 07 (Erik Snowberg, Justin Wolfers, Eric Zitzewitz, Caltech, “Party Influence in Congress and the Economy”, http://www.hss.caltech.edu/~snowberg/papers/Snowberg-Wolfers-Zitzewitz%20-%20Congressional%20Elections.pdf, May 27 2007)
Yet while we document evidence that equity prices and bond yields rose in response to news of Republican majorities in the House and Senate (1994, 2002), and fell in response to the Democratic majorities established in 2006, these effects were uniformly small, and substantially smaller than responses to news about changes in the party of the President. Thus we conclude that the majority party in Congress has relatively little control over economic policy, at least as it affects equity, bond, oil and currency prices. This may be because parties in Congress have little power over how their members vote on economic policy, or because Congress is weaker than the President in determining economic policy. This is not to deny an important role for Congress, but simply to note little evidence of influence on economic aggregates. It is worth considering this result jointly with Jayachandran’s (2006) evidence that parties in Congress may have important distributional effects, shuffling benefits between constituent groups.

Democrats and Republicans follow same economic policies – any difference is superficial
Hudson 10, President of The Institute for the Study of Long-Term Economic Trends (ISLET), a Wall Street Financial Analyst, Distinguished Research Professor of Economics at the University of Missouri, Kansas City (1/31/2010, Michael, New Economic Perspectives, “ Mr. Obama’s Junk Economics: Democrats Relinquish the Populist Option to the Republicans,” http://neweconomicperspectives.blogspot.com/2010/01/mr-obamas-junk-economics-democrats.html)
A bipartisan compact between Corporate Democrats and Republicans is not the change voters expected in November 2008. Confronted with the “Obama surprise” – an absence of change – the only option that many voters believe they have is to change the existing party. Republicans are setting their eyes on Pres. Obama’s former Senate seat in Illinois, Vice Pres. Biden’s seat in Baltimore, and Majority Leader Reid’s seat in Nevada. Losing these and other seats would create a political standoff giving Mr. Obama further excuse for not changing course. This kind of standoff normally would enable a popular president to ask voters to elect a majority large enough to legislate the program he outlines. But instead of a program, Mr. Obama has simply appointed the leading Bush-era administrators and brought back the Clinton “Rubinomics” team from Wall Street. His spending freeze in a shrinking economy is a Republican program, his modest “stimulus package” is over, and he has dropped the Consumer Financial Products Agency under Wall Street pressure. So if we are to look at what the administration actually is doing, its program is simply a blank check to the Fed and Treasury (under Bush-era management) to revive Wall Street fortunes – in a nutshell, more Rubinomics. Convergence between the two parties reflects the privatization of politics by political lobbying and campaign contributions. Getting paid back with fiscal favors, sell-offs and bailouts promises to increase in the wake of the recent Supreme Court “Frankenstein” decision that corporations are virtual people when it comes to freedom of speech and the purchase of media time. 
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