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***Generic***

Withdraw Popular—Isolationism 
PUBLIC OPPOSES ENGAGEMENT--ISOLATIONIST SENTIMENT AT RECORD HIGHS

LaFranchi 2009

Howard LaFranchi, "Isolationism among Americans is at Highest Level in 40 Years," CHRISTIAN SCIENCE MONITOR, 12-3-09, p. 2.

If President Obama is looking for something that transcends the national divisions over healthcare reform and Afghanistan policy, he might try isolationism. Roughly half of Americans now say the United States should "mind its own business" and let other countries hash out problems on their own, according to a new poll by the Pew Research Center for the People and the Press. The survey, conducted every four years with the Council on Foreign Relations among CFR members and the general public, finds America's perennial inward-looking strain at its highest level since pollsters first queried Americans about isolationist tendencies in 1964. Back then, just 18 percent of Americans supported a "mind our own business" approach. Today, it's 49 percent.  The sour economy is one explanation for the isolationist spike, but so is disappointment and fatigue over the results of eight years of aggressive foreign policy under President Bush, analysts of the public's views of the world say. "The American public is focused on the bad economy, and is feeling badly about the world," with US troops in two wars and concerns about terrorism, says Andrew Kohut, director of the Pew Research Center.

Withdraw popular with the public

The Economist 2009

ECONOMIST, "Pay Any Price?" 12-12-09, www.economist.com/world/na/displaystory.cfm?story_id=15065772...

GENERAL STANLEY McCHRYSTAL, America's commander in Afghanistan, and Karl Eikenberry, its ambassador there, turned up on Capitol Hill this week to tell congressmen how satisfied they were with Barack Obama's decision to send 30,000 more American troops into the fray. But their enthusiasm is not widely shared. It is not just many of the Democrats in Congress who are troubled by their country's entangling foreign wars. A poll of the foreign-policy attitudes held by Americans at large paints a bleak picture of an America that is no longer sure of its own pre-eminence and fast losing interest in causes such as promoting democracy or defending human rights in the rest of the world. The survey, "America's Place in the World", is conducted every four years by the Pew Research Centre and the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR). It poses its questions not only to 2,000 members of the public but also to 642 members of the CFR, thus tracking both public opinion and the views of foreign-policy experts.   Its headline finding this time is that, for the first time in over 40 years of such polls, a plurality of the general public (49%) say the United States should "mind its own business internationally and let other countries get along the best they can on their own." Only 30% agreed with that statement in December 2002.

Withdraw Popular—Deficit 

Deficit is biggest concern

SUNDAY TRIBUNE, staff, “The Halo is Slipping,” January 3, 2010, p. 19.

He also pocketed incremental political achievements, extending health care for children, outlawing pay discrimination by gender and lifting the ban on government funding for stem cell research. A massive reform of financial regulations is slowly moving in Congress. Abroad, he sought dialogue, reset relations with Russia and embarked on the tortuous progress of engaging China, and got more Nato troops for Afghanistan. A big foreign policy victory may be overdue though. Looming in November are congressional elections, which usually wound a first-term president and could hurt the ruling Democrats. Obama must seize control of the debate on jobs and the deficit before the rival Republicans, branding him an old-style big government liberal, can exploit the economy themselves. 

VOTERS ARE INCREASINGLY WORRIED ABOUT THE DEFICIT

Harwood 2009

John Harwood, “Create Jobs? Reduce Deficit? Obama’s Policial Quandary Grows,” NEW YORK TIMES, December 14, 2009, p. A19.

On the gargantuan budget deficit, the first problem for Democrats is political: voters fear overspending but want action to create jobs, which costs money. The second problem is economic. Curbing the deficit now, under Keynesian theories that Democrats still embrace, might crimp recovery from the Great Recession.  The third problem is scale. Trillion-dollar deficits are not just unprecedented; they are also occurring on the eve of a demographic event certain to deepen the nation's fiscal hole -- retirement for the baby boomer generation. 

Withdraw Unpopular—Polls

68% of Americans don’t want US to reduce bases. 

World Public Opinion ’07 

(“World Public Rejects US Role as the World Leader,” 17 April 2007, http://www.worldpublicopinion.org/pipa/articles/views_on_countriesregions_bt/345.php?lb=btvoc&pnt=345&nid=&id=, accessed June 29, 2010)

Sixty-eight percent of Americans think the United States should either keep as many bases as now (53%) or add bases (15%). Only 27 percent say the United States should have fewer bases.
Swing voters oppose firm timetable.

Rasmussen Reports 6-28

(2010, “25% Favor Immediate Troop Withdrawal from Afghanistan, 28% Say Send More Troops” http://www.rasmussenreports.com/index.php/public_content/politics/current_events/afghanistan/25_favor_immediate_troop_withdrawal_from_afghanistan_28_say_send_more_troops) KC
The latest Rasmussen Reports national telephone survey finds that 25% of U.S. Voters believe the president should bring all U.S. troops home from Afghanistan immediately, while another 18% call for a firm timetable to bring all the troops home within a year. Forty-three percent (43%) oppose a firm timetable of any kind. Fourteen percent (14%) are undecided. While the number who support bringing troops home immediately is little changed from November, just before the president announced his new strategy for the war, it is up slightly from surveys conducted in October and September of last year. Similarly, the number who oppose the creation of a timetable is lower than last year, when the majority felt that way. Republicans and voters not affiliated with either major political party are opposed to a firm timetable to bring troops home. The plurality of Democrats supports immediate troop withdrawal. But 28% of all voters believe the United States should send more troops to the war-torn country. Forty-six percent (46%) disagree and say America should not send more troops to Afghanistan. Another 27% are undecided. 

Withdraw Unpopular—A2: Isolationism

Public supports engagement—no isolationism

Kull 2007

Steven Kull, principle investigator, “Opportunities for Bipartisan Consensus – 2007: What Both Republicans and Democrats Want in US Foreign Policy,” Program on International Policy Attitudes, January 2007. Available from the World Wide Web at: www.worldpublicopinion.org/pipa/pdf/jan07/Bipartisan_Jan07_rpt.pdf, accessed 6/3/07.

Majorities in both parties have believed for decades that the United States should play an active role in world affairs. In a July 2006 poll by the Chicago Council on Global Affairs, strong majorities of both Republicans (75%) and Democrats (68%) shared this view. Only 22 percent of Republicans and 30 percent of Democrats said the United States should “stay out” of world affairs. There is no sign that the U.S. public’s frustration with the war in Iraq has generated isolationist sentiments in either party.

Public supports international engagement
PIPA 2006
(Program on International Policy Attitudes), “Americans Continue to Support International Engagement Despite Frustration Over the War in Iraq,” October 11, 2006. Available from the World Wide Web at: http://worldpublicopinion.org/pipa/articles/brunitedstatescanadara/256.php?nid=&id=&pnt=256&lb=btis, 

But Americans support U.S. participation in multilateral efforts . Seventy-five percent say that the United States “should do its share in efforts to solve international problems together with other countries.” A substantial majority (60%) believe the United States should try to make decisions within the United Nations, even if this means making compromises. An even larger majority (73%) thinks the United States should generally comply with rulings by the World Trade Organization. Americans also support a wide range of international agreements and treaties, including those rejected by the U.S. government, such as the pact to create an International Criminal Court (71%) and the Kyoto agreement to reduce global warming (70%). CCGA_Oct06_graph6.jpg

Withdraw Helps Dems—Foreign Policy Focus
Shift to focus on FoPo solves 

Xinhua 2010

 “News Analysis: What Does Obama’s Sinking Popularity Say About the November Elections?” 4-9-10, 

Still, November is some time away, and the Obama administration  may try to shift voters' attention away from the administration's  less popular policies and focus more on foreign policy, for which  the president is receiving good marks, he said.     And health care reform may gain further acceptance among its  opponents when election time comes. Despite the controversial  aspects, parts of the bill are popular even with opponents, such  as provisions forbidding insurance companies from denying coverage  to those with pre-existing conditions or dropping policy holders  when they get sick. 

Withdraw Hurts Dems
GOP frontrunners will capitalize on decreased troop presence.

Harrington, 6-15

[2010, Craig, Political commentator at Economy in Crisis and host of Wake up America, “Important Daily News You Need to Know, Today's Issue: 2010 Elections,” http://economyincrisis.org/content/important-daily-news-you-need-know-todays-issue-2010-elections]

According to The New York Times, many Republicans believe that 2010 will be a rewrite of the 1994 midterm elections. In 1994, after a hardfought and unsuccessful healthcare battle, Republicans swept into both houses of Congress and spent much of the next six years blocking as much of President Clinton’s legislation as possible. After successfully branding the Clinton administration as a failure, Republicans watched George W. Bush take office in 2000 – a move that would essentially alter the entire trajectory of America’s foreign policy, economy, and political landscape. If the upcoming midterm elections are indeed to be “another 1994,” the American voter must understand what that entails for the long term. Democrats campaigned in 2006 and 2008 on drawing down our forces in Iraq, reestablishing the front in Afghanistan, and eventually bringing our troops home from disastrous and expensive foreign wars. The Republican opposition in 2010 is much the opposite. They argued that President Obama’s dedication of nearly 40,000 additional troops to Afghanistan was too little, and they pained the withdrawal from Iraq as Democrat weakness on security issues. Many Republican front runners have even gone so far as to call for possible military action in Iran despite the haggard and over-stretched state of our military. The U.S cannot afford these wars, and it cannot fight them indefinitely, but the outcome of the elections in 2010 could swing the balance as to whether or not we stay or pullback.
Withdraw Hurts Dems—National Security
GOP WILL JUMP ON OPPORTUNITY TO PORTRAY OBAMA AS WEAK ON NATIONAL SECURITY—CHRISTMAS BOMBING PROVES

Rucker 2009

Philip Rucker, “GOP Criticizes Obama on National Security Issues,” PITTSBURGH POST-GAZETTE, 12-30-09, www.post-gazette.com/pg/09364/1024494-84.stm?cmpid=nationworld.xml, accessed 3-4-10.

Republicans are jumping on President Barack Obama's response to the attempted Christmas Day bombing of a U.S. airliner as the latest evidence that Democrats do not aggressively fight terrorism to protect the country, returning to a campaign theme the GOP has employed successfully over the past decade. Since before Mr. Obama was sworn into office, Republicans have been building a case that he is weak on national security, and in the wake of the intelligence and security failures that led to last week's incident, they think that narrative might stick. Congressional Republicans and GOP pollsters said they believe the administration's wavering response to the failed attack on a Detroit-bound plane -- along with Mr. Obama's decisions on Guantanamo Bay and the intelligence lapses connected to November's massacre at Fort Hood, Tex. -- damages the Democratic brand.

Withdraw Hurts Dems—Soft on Terror

Being soft on terrorism costs the Dems the midterm.

Muravchik, 5-5

[2010, Joshua, fellow at the Foreign Policy Institute of the Johns Hopkins University School for Advanced International Studies, “Obama’s leftist heart,” http://www.worldaffairsjournal.org/new/blogs/muravchik]

As for Obama’s caution about closing Guantanamo, that too was in response to political pressure since the public (and their representatives in Congress) strenuously opposed bringing those prisoners to American soil, and no other country wanted them. Likewise for his administration’s reckless decision to try Khalid Shaikh Mohammed in a civil court, which would have given al-Qaeda an intelligence windfall had Obama not been forced to reconsider by a backlash from Democratic politicians. Compounding these examples is his approach to the Arab-Israeli conflict. Obama went out of his way to strike a stance antagonistic to Israel. Probably this was a calculated part of his courtship of the Muslim world. He pushed this hostility as far as he could until other Democratic leaders warned this would compound the party’s problems in the midterm elections. Now the administration is embarked on charm offensive toward Israel. “No wedge will be driven between us,” said the wedge-maker-in-chief.

Obama is perceived as strong on terror now—GOP will spin withdraw.
Ditz, 10-2-09

[James, Political Commentator at Anti-War.Com, “GOP Hopes to ‘Out-Hawk’ Obama in Midterm Elections,” http://news.antiwar.com/2009/10/02/gop-hopes-to-out-hawk-obama-in-midterm-elections/]

Faced with the hope of cutting into President Obama’s massive majorities in both houses of Congress in 2010 and the prospect of selling a rival candidate in the 2012 elections, the Republican Party is already looking to differentiate itself from Obama on foreign policy. This would seem to be easier said than done as the broad strokes of the president’s foreign policy have been the same as President Bush’s, he has abandoned his promise to withdraw from Iraq, escalated dramatically in Afghanistan, and made little concrete progress on his pledge to close Gitmo. But GOP strategists are hoping that they can portray President Obama as not sufficiently hawkish, failing to continue damaging relations with Russia and not instantly approving Gen. McChrystal’s call to add another 45,000 troops to Afghanistan. Congressmen have been attacking the president’s policy hard in recent days, even though it seems very difficult to pin down any ways in which he hasn’t been quite hawkish. Sen. McCain has condemned his slowness to approve a second escalation as a “sign of weakness,” while Mitt Romney and Governor Pawlenty, two would be 2012 contenders, are both condemning Obama as “dangerously” non-hawkish.

Withdraw Hurts Dems—A2: FoPo Focus
Plan shifts focus from economy—percieved as weak on econ

Balz 2009

Dan Balz, “Entering the Election Year, Democrats Sharpen Focus on Jobs,” WASHINGTON POST, December 8, 2009, p. A6.

But will the Democrats' attention to the economy prove to be little more than an exercise in checking a box or the beginning of a sustained and determined focus on a problem that many Americans fear has gotten too little attention from their elected leaders? Will the economy have to compete in the coming year with issues like climate change and immigration reform, which Obama has promised to push once the health-care debate ends, or will the administration delay shifting to those problems until it has dealt more successfully with the economy? Democratic strategists are keenly aware of the potential problem for their party. "There is a sense that we pick up that people are not only worried about the substantive issue, but they're not sure that Washington is focused on that issue and they'd like to see Washington focused much more on that issue," said Mark Mellman, a Democratic pollster. Although the unemployment rate ticked down from 10.2 percent to 10 percent in the latest report, released Friday, about one-sixth of the workforce is either out of work or underemployed. Not since the early 1980s has the jobless rate hit levels this high, and Republicans suffered major losses in the 1982 midterm election. Democrats could suffer the same fate next year. "Democrats are now scrambling to catch up, not only with public concern but also the facts on the ground, which are pretty dismal," said William Galston of the Brookings Institution, where Obama will speak Tuesday. "This job market has deteriorated far more than anyone thought possible even a year ago."

Focus on Economic issues key

Balz 2009

Dan, “Entering the Election Year, Democrats Sharpen Focus on Jobs,” WASHINGTON POST, December 8, 2009, p. A6.

Obama and the Democrats face two challenges. The first is to find the substantive policies, and the money to pay for them, that will prime the job-market pump and stimulate more widespread hiring in the private sector. The second will be to demonstrate a commitment to economic issues at a time when other problems will be competing for the president's attention. "The one thing the White House has to its advantage is the bully pulpit and the ability to dominate the news agenda," said Carl Forti, a Republican strategist. "The problem the Obama White House has had is there are too many issues they're trying to center on."

Withdraw—Tea Party Likes

Plan is a win for GOP—tea party wants war budget cut

Sirota 2010

“After 41 years, a belated victory for butter”, David, a former spokesperson for the House Appropriations Committee http://www.salon.com/news/federal_deficit/?story=/opinion/feature/2010/06/25/david_sirota_on_david_obey
Yes, just as Obey prepares to retire, there are signs that his crusade is winning converts. For instance, Oklahoma Republican Sen. Tom Coburn is using his position on Obama's deficit commission to focus attention on Pentagon profligacy. Similarly, Politico reports that "key tea party players [are] expressing a willingness to put the Pentagon budget on the chopping block." And rank-and-file congressional Democrats, once cowed by war proponents' saber rattling, are increasingly echoing Obey's rhetoric. Whether or not the cacophony stops the Pentagon's latest blank check is less important than Obey's having finally rekindled an honest discussion about guns and butter. In a storied 41-year career of accomplishments, that is the most profound achievement of all.
***Afghanistan***
Afghanistan—Withdraw Helps Dems

Withdraw from Afghanistan helps the dems 
Carle Hulse, "Obama's War, Democrats' Unease," NEW YORK TIMES, 12-6-09, npg.

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. 

Afghanistan is deciding factor in Midterms

Hulse 2009

Carle,"Obama's War, Democrats' Unease," NEW YORK TIMES, 12-6-09, 

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 advocacy groups can be expected to run advertisements and stage rallies against Democrats backing the escalation.
Afghanistan—Withdraw Helps Dems

Obama perceived as pro-Afghan war now – will cost Dems the midterms.

CNN, 6-23

[2010, “Top issues: Afghanistan and Iraq wars,” 

http://www.cnn.com/2010/POLITICS/05/31/issues.wars/index.html]

Under Obama's plan for the Afghanistan war, the United States will begin reducing troops in Afghanistan beginning in July 2011. A bipartisan trio of lawmakers has called on the commander in chief to announce an exact timetable for complete withdrawal.  "United States military strategy in Afghanistan is not in our best national security interest and makes us dependent upon an unreliable partner in the Afghan government," said a letter to Obama signed by Sen. Russ Feingold, D-Wisconsin, and Reps. Walter Jones, R-North Carolina, and James McGovern, D-Massachusetts.  Some political analysts wonder if Obama's war strategy might diminish voter turnout by anti-war liberals -- and help Republicans on Election Day.  "I think the Democratic base -- the danger is it becomes a no-show in 2010," Rep. Tom Andrews, an anti-war activist and Maine Democrat, told CNN.  A powerful yet reluctant supporter of Obama's Afghan buildup, longtime Rep. David Obey, D-Wisconsin, chairman of the House Appropriations Committee, has chosen to retire. He likely would have faced a tough GOP opponent in the fall.

Withdraw is key to Dem wins
Walsh, 6-24

[Kenneth, 2010 (“Obama’s Big Problems: Oil Spill, Afghanistan, and Unemployment” http://politics.usnews.com/news/articles/2010/06/24/obamas-big-problems-oil-spill-afghanistan-and-unemployment.html Walsh: Chief White House correspondent for U.S. News & World Report) KC

By most accounts, well. the war in Afghanistan isn't going American and Afghan casualties are on the rise this spring, and the U.S. effort to subdue insurgents in the key region around Kandahar has run into severe difficulty. American military officials now say their original timetable for a relatively quick offensive there was too optimistic, and it will be a long, tough slog. The problem is the same one that critics of U.S. escalation have always cited: Afghanistan is known as the graveyard of empires. Suspicion of outsiders runs deep and the United States is widely seen as an occupying power, like Russia and Great Britain in the past. Each was eventually forced to withdraw. The Afghan war is particularly unpopular among Democratic liberals who thought Obama was going to be a dovish president when they backed him in the 2008 primaries. Many liberals are so upset with Obama and majority Democrats in Congress that they may sit out the November elections, which would guarantee Republicans gains. "Afghanistan is pretty close to a deal breaker for many," says a prominent Democratic strategist.

Afghanistan—Withdraw Popular
Continuing the war is unpopular

RUPEE NEWS, “Afghan War: Beginning of the End,” 4-26-10, lexis.

That is how the Afghan war will end. The pressure will build until President Obama and his military have no choice but to begin the US exit from Afghanistan. The majority of Americans are against the war, and every week thousands of Americans continue to put pressure on their representatives in Congress, who can also read the polls in an election year. The war has dragged on long after the public turned against it, and long after Washington abandoned any pretence of a coherent story to justify it " a result of our limited, corrupted form of democracy. But this Congressional rebellion is the beginning of the end of this war. Beginning of the End for Afghan War?

Public opposes the war—surge proves

Leaver 2009

Erik, Institute for Policy Studies, "How to Exit Afghanistan," YES! MAGAZINE, 10-1-09, www.yesmagazine.org/peace-justice/how-to-exit-afghanistan, accessed 4-18-10.

Weeks after a classified military report asking for additional troop increases in Afghanistan was leaked, the debate surrounding U.S. policy there is still heating up. President Obama and his team are spinning their wheels trying to devise a policy to right the sinking ship, but the most sensible solution, for Afghans as well as U.S. citizens, is to start planning a way out. Putting an end to the presence of U.S. combat troops is the best way to support Afghanistan’s long-term prospects for peace and prosperity.  A new poll indicates that 50 percent of Americans oppose sending more troops to Afghanistan, a 15 percent drop in support from March, when Obama ordered an increase of 21,000 soldiers. And where it matters most, in Afghanistan, support is even lower. A February poll found that only 18 percent of Afghans support increasing the number of U.S. troops in their country.

Afghanistan—Withdraw Hurts Dems

Escalation helps the dems

Carle Hulse, "Obama's War, Democrats' Unease," NEW YORK TIMES, 12-6-09, npg.

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.''

Surge Proves

CNN 2009

"Afghanistan War Still Unpopular, But Troop Increase Isn't," 12-23-09, lexis.

Although the war in Afghanistan remains unpopular with most Americans, the public supports President Obama's decision to send more U.S. troops to the conflict, according to a new national poll.  Fifty-nine percent of those questioned in a CNN/Opinion Research Corp. survey released Wednesday morning said they favor the president's plan to send 30,000 more U.S. troops to Afghanistan, with 39 percent opposed. "Most of those who oppose Obama's plan would like to see the U.S. immediately withdraw all its troops from Afghanistan," CNN Polling Director Keating Holland said.

Afghanistan—Withdraw Hurts Obama
Current strategy popular with public

Joshua Partlow and Anne Kornblut, "Afghanistan Policy Wins More Fans for Obama than any Other Issue," SYDNEY MORNING HERALD, 3-30-10, p. 8.

As the US President, Barack Obama, visited Afghanistan on Sunday night in his first trip to the war zone since he entered the White House, a Washington Post poll found the issue to be one of his strongest.  It stands as the only subject tested on which his handling merits majority approval and more strong approval than disapproval. Afghanistan is also an issue where the President is buoyed by cross-party support, but dragged somewhat by less enthusiastic support in his base. Overall, 53 per cent of those polled approve of the way he is dealing with the situation in Afghanistan; 35 per cent disapprove. Among independents, exactly half give the President positive marks, and 35 per cent negative. In contrast, Mr Obama's approval rating on four big domestic issues in the poll sits below 50 per cent both generally and among independents. Afghanistan has long been a bright spot for the President in terms of public opinion, in part because Republicans give him more positive marks here than on any domestic issue.

Current strategy key to obama credibility

WHITE HOUSE BULLETIN, " Wars Likely To Help Obama's Polls, Greenberg Says," 2-18-10, lexis.

Pollsters are finding that the public generally supports President Obama's handling of the war and that could help him sustain a base of public support. Democratic pollster Stan Greenberg, who says that Obama has held steady with a 48 percent public approval rating for months, believes that the wars are helping Obama with the public. He said that both Iraq and Afghanistan are having a "positive impact" on the White House approval ratings. And he said that the impact should be greater over the next 18 months as the President draws down troops in Iraq and strengthens the fight against the Taliban in Afghanistan. "This will play out with higher approval ratings if it goes well," he said.

Afghanistan—Ending CN popular

Americans dislike Counternarcotics programs.

ICOS 07

(International Council of Security and Development, “A lost mandate: The Public Calls for a New Direction in Afghan Counter-Narcotics Policies”. 4/11/07 http://www.icosgroup.net/modules/reports/lost_mandate/press_release Acessed 6/30/10) EL

ICOS on Tuesday urged US President George W Bush to initiate Poppy for Medicine pilot projects in Afghanistan after a nationwide survey revealed that 7 in 10 in the US support a Poppy for Medicine pilot project. At present, the current counter-narcotics policy of forced poppy crop eradication has proved to be a dramatic failure. According to the latest UN survey, opium cultivation for heroin in Helmand was up by 48% from 2006, with overall poppy cultivation levels at an all-time high for the second successive year. The UN report also noted the growing link between opium cultivation and the Taliban insurgency indicating a growing financial relationship between opium farmers and Taliban in southern Afghanistan. Forced poppy crop eradication has put US troops at risk, because the Taliban have been able to gain increasing support from angry farmers who have seen their livelihoods destroyed. Helmand farmers in particular live in extreme poverty with no other source of livelihood other than opium poppy viable for them. The survey was conducted in the four NATO countries with troops fighting in southern Afghanistan – the UK, the US, Canada and the Netherlands – during the second half of August. The findings showed that there is no majority public support for forced crop eradication. Instead, there is a widespread belief that government leaders should support the implementation of pilot Poppy for Medicine projects in Afghanistan in the next planting season. “A sense of urgency is required, this is grim reading for the governments involved.” said Norine MacDonald QC, President and Lead Field Researcher of ICOS. “The survey reveals in the strongest possible terms that these countries have lost their mandate by pursuing these US-led policies. In fact, seven out of ten support Poppy for Medicine and the implementation of a pilot project.” Poppy for Medicine projects would see village-cultivated poppy transformed into morphine tablets in the rural communities by bringing the important added value of the transformation of poppy into medicine at the local level. Farmers would be given the financial incentive necessary to sever ties with the insurgency, while the current world shortage of these pain-relieving medicines would be addressed. There is a global shortage of pain killing medicines. Just six wealthy countries, including the United States and Canada, use more than 80% of the world’s supplies of morphine medicines, while the developing countries that account for more than 80% of the world’s population use a mere 5%. 57% of those polled in the US stated they would be willing to use Afghan Fair Trade morphine. “President Bush has to regain grassroots support for his Afghanistan counter-narcotics strategy by adopting the Poppy for Medicine scheme,” said MacDonald. “The American people have recognised that the current counter-narcotics policies in Afghanistan are failing and having a detrimental impact upon the US mission in the country. 
Drones are politically unpopular.

Nelson, ‘10

(Dean, Staff at the Telegraph,. 3/4,“One in three killed by US drones in Pakistan is a civilian, report claims” http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/asia/pakistan/7361630/One-in-three-killed-by-US-drones-in-Pakistan-is-a-civilian-report-claims.html) KC
The report, by the Washington-based New America Foundation, will fuel growing criticism of the use of unmanned drones in the fight against al-Qaeda and Taliban militants, who use Pakistan as a base for attacks on Nato forces in Afghanistan. Critics say their use not only takes innocent lives, but amounts to unlawful extra-judicial killing of militants. The report by Peter Bergen and Katherine Tiedemann found that 32 per cent of those killed in drone attacks since 2004 were civilians. Their report, The Year of the Drone, studied 114 drone raids in which more than 1200 people were killed. Of those, between 549 and 849 were reliably reported to be militant fighters, while the rest were civilians. "The true civilian fatality rate since 2004 according to our analysis is approximately 32 per cent," the foundation reported. The number of drone attacks has increased dramatically since Barack Obama replaced George W Bush as US president early last year.  There were 45 drone attacks during Mr Bush's two terms of government, compared with 51 during the first year of Mr Obama's new administration. In the first two months of this year, up to 140 "militants" have been killed.

Afghanistan—Timetable popular
Majority of Americans favor a set withdrawal time table

Barr, 6-29

(And, 2010, “Poll: 58% of Americans Favor Afghan Timetable” http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0610/39152.html) KC

A majority of Americans favor President Barack Obama’s planned July 2011 timetable to begin the withdrawal of U.S. troops, according to a new USA Today/Gallup Poll. Fifty-eight percent of the 1,044 adults surveyed said they support the Afghanistan timetable compared with 38 percent who oppose it. 

Majority favors the timetable.

Gallup 6/29

(Opinion poll organization, methodology included. “Majority of Americans Favor Obama's Afghanistan Timetable”, 6/29/10. http://www.gallup.com/poll/141068/Majority-Americans-Favor-Obama-Afghanistan-Timetable.aspx Acessed 6/29/10) EL

PRINCETON, NJ -- A majority of Americans (58%) favor President Barack Obama's timetable that calls for withdrawal of U.S. troops from Afghanistan beginning in July 2011. Most of the 38% of Americans who are opposed reject the idea of setting any timetable rather than setting one with an earlier or later date.  These results are based on a June 25-26 USA Today/Gallup poll, conducted in the days after the president announced he was relieving Gen. Stanley McChrystal of his command of U.S. forces in Afghanistan and replacing him with Gen. David Petraeus. A majority of Americans approve of Obama's decision to remove McChrystal. Obama said the change in command would not signal a change in U.S. policy in Afghanistan. On Sunday at the G-20 summit, Obama reiterated that the July 2011 date would mark the beginning of withdrawal but that it would not mark the end of the U.S. military presence there, adding that the U.S. would be assisting the people of Afghanistan for "a long time to come." Most Democrats, and the majority of independents, favor the timetable for withdrawing U.S. troops beginning in July of next year. Republicans, on the other hand, oppose it by a better than 2-to-1 margin.  More generally, Americans are somewhat divided in their views of Obama's handling of the situation in Afghanistan. The poll finds 50% saying Obama is doing a "very good" or "good" job, while 44% believe he is doing a "very poor" or "poor" job. Democrats give Obama high marks on Afghanistan, while Republicans mostly say he is doing a poor job.  Bottom Line Americans generally support the timetable Obama has laid out for withdrawing U.S. troops from Afghanistan. Most of the opposition stems from philosophical disagreements as to whether any timetable should be set as opposed to the specifics of the July 2011 date Obama has set. At the G-20 summit Obama decried "the obsession" with the timetable, saying he was more focused on the mission's success, and refused to say whether the five-year exit strategy put forth at the summit was a reasonable timeline for getting all troops out of Afghanistan. 

***IRAQ**

Iraq—Withdraw Hurts Dems
GOP frontrunners will capitalize on decreased troop presence.

Harrington, 6-15

[2010, Craig, Political commentator at Economy in Crisis and host of Wake up America, “Important Daily News You Need to Know, Today's Issue: 2010 Elections,” http://economyincrisis.org/content/important-daily-news-you-need-know-todays-issue-2010-elections]

According to The New York Times, many Republicans believe that 2010 will be a rewrite of the 1994 midterm elections. In 1994, after a hardfought and unsuccessful healthcare battle, Republicans swept into both houses of Congress and spent much of the next six years blocking as much of President Clinton’s legislation as possible. After successfully branding the Clinton administration as a failure, Republicans watched George W. Bush take office in 2000 – a move that would essentially alter the entire trajectory of America’s foreign policy, economy, and political landscape. If the upcoming midterm elections are indeed to be “another 1994,” the American voter must understand what that entails for the long term. Democrats campaigned in 2006 and 2008 on drawing down our forces in Iraq, reestablishing the front in Afghanistan, and eventually bringing our troops home from disastrous and expensive foreign wars. The Republican opposition in 2010 is much the opposite. They argued that President Obama’s dedication of nearly 40,000 additional troops to Afghanistan was too little, and they pained the withdrawal from Iraq as Democrat weakness on security issues. Many Republican front runners have even gone so far as to call for possible military action in Iran despite the haggard and over-stretched state of our military. The U.S cannot afford these wars, and it cannot fight them indefinitely, but the outcome of the elections in 2010 could swing the balance as to whether or not we stay or pullback.
Obama is perceived as strong on terror now—GOP will spin withdraw.
Ditz, 10-2-09

[James, Political Commentator at Anti-War.Com, “GOP Hopes to ‘Out-Hawk’ Obama in Midterm Elections,” http://news.antiwar.com/2009/10/02/gop-hopes-to-out-hawk-obama-in-midterm-elections/]

Faced with the hope of cutting into President Obama’s massive majorities in both houses of Congress in 2010 and the prospect of selling a rival candidate in the 2012 elections, the Republican Party is already looking to differentiate itself from Obama on foreign policy. This would seem to be easier said than done as the broad strokes of the president’s foreign policy have been the same as President Bush’s, he has abandoned his promise to withdraw from Iraq, escalated dramatically in Afghanistan, and made little concrete progress on his pledge to close Gitmo. But GOP strategists are hoping that they can portray President Obama as not sufficiently hawkish, failing to continue damaging relations with Russia and not instantly approving Gen. McChrystal’s call to add another 45,000 troops to Afghanistan. Congressmen have been attacking the president’s policy hard in recent days, even though it seems very difficult to pin down any ways in which he hasn’t been quite hawkish. Sen. McCain has condemned his slowness to approve a second escalation as a “sign of weakness,” while Mitt Romney and Governor Pawlenty, two would be 2012 contenders, are both condemning Obama as “dangerously” non-hawkish.

Iraq—Withdraw Helps Dems

Failure to drawdown troops in Iraq could set off a rebellion in Democrats during midterms

Helene Cooper and Mark Landler 3-3-10 (“U.S. Fears Election Strife in Iraq Could Affect Pullout” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/03/04/world/middleeast/04policy.html”) KC

For Mr. Obama, however, such a sleight of hand could have huge political repercussions back in Washington. The centerpiece of Mr. Obama's foreign policy platform when he ran for president - and indeed, the reason many political experts say he was able to wrest a primary victory from Hillary Rodham Clinton - was his opposition to the Iraq war from the start. At a time when Mr. Obama has already angered his liberal base by ramping up the number of American troops in Afghanistan and missing his own deadline to shut down the military prison in Guantánamo Bay, Cuba, even the appearance that he has fudged the troop drawdown in Iraq could set off a rebellion as Democrats face difficult midterm elections.
Iraq—Withdraw Popular
Polls show most Americans support Iraq withdraw

Ardalan Hardi, "Leaving Iraq, a Catastrophe to U.S. Foreign Policy in the Middle East," eKURD, 6-4-07, www.ekurd.net/mismas/articles/misc2007/4/independentstate1297.htm, accessed 5-11-10.

Nearly two-thirds of Americans -- 63 percent -- want U.S. troop’s home from Iraq by the end of 2008, according to a poll taken by USA Today. While these opinion polls are mostly media driven and are used for political mud slinging from both sides of the aisle to sway public opinion in the upcoming elections, the fact remains that we cannot afford to lose in Iraq if we are truly concerned about the future of U.S. foreign policy in the Middle East.

Withdraw is extremely popular

Teixeira 2008

Ruy Teixeira, "What the Public Really Wants on Iraq," Center for American Progress, 3-21-08, www.americanprogress.org/issues/2008/03/public_iraq.html, accessed 5-11-10.

If one tried to infer the public’s current views on Iraq from media coverage and especially the pronouncements of conservative politicians and activists, one might conclude that the public’s attitudes have gone through some kind of transformation. Before the alleged success of the surge, the public was ready to give up on the war. Now, with the improved situation, they say the public is reluctant to leave and is embracing the possibility of success in Iraq. Yet as the data below show, this transformation is a myth. The public made up its mind on Iraq quite a while ago, and the surge has had no effect whatsoever on the public’s basic verdict on the war. They believe that the war has been a huge mistake and that we should move expeditiously to remove U.S. troops from Iraq and end the conflict.

Regardless of surge success, public wants drawdown

Ruy Teixeira, "What the Public Really Wants on Iraq," Center for American Progress, 3-21-08, www.americanprogress.org/issues/2008/03/public_iraq.html, accessed 5-11-10.

Finally, on the L.A. Times question, in January 2007, 65 percent wanted either to withdraw troops right away (19 percent) or begin withdrawing within a year (46 percent), compared with 30 percent who wanted troops to stay as long as it takes to win the war. One year later, in January 2008, 63 percent wanted our troops withdrawn either right away (20 percent) or within a year (43 percent), and 31 percent wanted troops to stay as long as it takes. These figures are, for all practical purposes, identical. The conclusion is inescapable: The surge has had very little effect on the American public’s support for troop withdrawal from Iraq. The public has wanted, and continues to want, our troops withdrawn from Iraq on some sort of reasonably expeditious timetable. Apologists for the Iraq war may believe that the so-called success of the surge has made the withdrawal of U.S. troops from Iraq unnecessary, but the public clearly does not agree.
Iraq—No Link

Even if it is an unpopular war, it won’t mobilize the public
Zelizer 2010
“How Afghanistan became the ignored war” http://www.cnn.com/2010/OPINION/06/28/zelizer.afghanistan.ignored.war/
In many respects, Nixon's prediction turned out to be true. Even with President Bush's war in Iraq, which strained public opinion and required more ground troops than any war in recent history, the nation did not experience the kinds of grass-roots protests that rocked Lyndon Johnson's administration in the 1960s.

The absence of a draft, combined with the unwillingness of Democrats or Republicans to call on citizens to sacrifice for the war effort through other means (such as higher taxes) produced national apathy even though our men and women are right in the middle of a conflict.

As a result of these factors, Afghanistan has remained off the radar. Perhaps with the McChrystal controversy, the nation will start asking tougher questions about what is going on in this war, what our objectives are and how the strategy is working.

Unfortunately, we will most likely turn our attention back to other issues, such as the feature story in Rolling Stone called "Lady Gaga Tells All." In doing so, we will continue an unhealthy pattern of fighting wars outside of the public mind.
***Japan***

Japan—Withdraw Hurts Dems
US supports the alliance

Brad Glosserman, Executive Director, Pacific Forum CSIS, "US-Japan: Breaking Point for Alliance?" International Relations and Security Network, 4-13-10, www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Current-Affairs/Security-Watch/Detail/?lng=en&id=114956, 

In this environment, the real danger is Japanese behavior triggering a backlash in the US. While there appears to be strong support for the alliance among the general public – a recent Pew survey ranks Japan third in favorability ratings, trailing only Canada and Britain – elite opinion is changing for the worse.
Public opposes hurting Japan Alliance

Michael H. Armacost, "Remarks on US-Japan Alliance," Tokyo, Japan, U.S.-JAPAN RESEARCH INSTITUTE, 5-28-10, www.us-jpri.org/reports/0528sympo/keynotespeech0528.pdf, accessed 6-4-10.

That should be readily manageable. After all, public support for the alliance remains high in both countries; it is considered by most Asian nations (including China), to be an integral feature of Asia’s regional security architecture; and the Obama and Hatoyama administrations trace their political lineage to progressive roots, and they embrace complimentary approaches to many of the trans-national issues that are high on our respective policy agendas.

Japan—Withdraw Helps Dems
Americans oppose Futenma.

Feffer 6/28

(John, Co-director of Foreign Policy In Focus. “Okinawa Base Issue: Full-Page Ad in Washington Post” 6/28/10. http://www.huffingtonpost.com/john-feffer/okinawa-base-issue-full-p_b_555666.html Acessed 6/30/10) EL

It is a rarity that the anti-base movement gets much mention in the mainstream media. So, thanks to the generous contributions of Japanese and American citizens, the Network for Okinawa and the Japan-U.S. Citizens for Okinawa Network took out a full-page ad in The Washington Post today.  "Would You Want 30 Military Bases in Your Backyard?" reads the headline of the ad. "The new base would damage the health and safety of people and threaten a unique ecosystem that contains many rare species. This includes the Okinawan dugong, an endangered cousin of the manatee." The sponsors of the ad want to send a message to the Obama administration that a significant number of Americans support Okinawan concerns about the environmental and social consequences of U.S. military bases on the island. The ad challenges the prevailing consensus in Washington that the Futenma base is essential to U.S. national security. The full-page ad coincides with a letter sent to President Obama and Prime Minister Hatoyama, signed by more than 500 organizations, that demands the immediate closure of Futenma and the cancellation of plans to relocate it to Henoko Bay.  

***South Korea***

South Korea—Withdraw Unpopular

US voters support military aid to South Korea. 

Rasmussen 5/26 

(“47% Say U.S. Should Aid South Korea Militarily,” Rasmussen Reports, May 26, 2010, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/politics/current_events/north_korea/47_say_u_s_should_aid_south_korea_militarily, accessed June 29, 2010) BD

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. 

The US public supports military presence in South Korea. 

Snyder ’09 

(Scott Snyder, “Domestic Developments and their Implications for U.S.-Japan-Korean Relations – comments,” August 16, 2009 accessed June 29, 2010) BD

U.S. military reconfiguration in Japan and South Korea remains challenging, but this set of issues will be left to the specialists and is receiving relatively little attention from the U.S. public. U.S. public support for a troop presence in South Korea has remained consistent according to the Chicago Council on Global Affairs poll.
South Korea—Withdraw popular

Public wants withdraw—don’t want US involved in conflict

JPRI 2003

JPRI Working Paper No. 93, July 2003 South Korean Anti-Americanism by Meredith Woo-Cumings http://www.jpri.org/publications/workingpapers/wp93.html
In June 2003, Under-Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz traveled to Korea to inform the Seoul government that the U.S. would soon begin moving its 15,000-odd troops currently stationed between Seoul 
and the DMZ to new locations south of the Han River. (The Han River offers a useful natural defense line, but the heart of modern Seoul lies north of it.) In some respects this move is a good idea. The American public has never liked the idea of a “tripwire deterrent” that would automatically involve Americans in any new war in Korea. As Selig Harrison has recently noted in his book Korean Endgame (Princeton University Press, 2002, p. 189), a majority of the American public has consistently expressed opposition to the use (let alone the automatic use) of U.S. forces even if North Korea attacks South Korea. U.S. public opinion has been remarkably stable on this score. According to the 1975 foreign policy survey by the Chicago Council on Foreign Affairs, 65% of those polled said that they opposed the use of U.S. forces if North Korea attacked South Korea. In 1999, 66% said they opposed it. A redeployment of American forces will also finally get them out of the venerable Yongsan base, which was created by Japan in 1894 but is today located  smack in the middle of Seoul. But, of course, South Koreans worry that the U.S. actually wants this pull-back so that its own forces will be under less direct threat, should a conflict break out over the North’s nuclear program. Even worse, they worry that the U.S. is preparing to initiate such a conflict without any warning to or input from South Korea.

***Internal Links***

Dem Base Key
Democratic Base mobilization is key

Boyce Watkins, PhD, "Barack Obama Losing His Political Swag?" WASHINGTON INFORMER, 5-25-10, www.washingtoninformer.com/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=3731:barack-obama-losing-his-political-swag&catid=57:oped&Itemid=154, accessed 5-25-10.

Along with managing anti-establishment sentiment comes the challenge of mobilizing the Democratic base instead of boring them. Obama is an intelligent and a calculated politician, thinking through every move, as he should. What happens, however, is that moves that lie too close to the political center do nothing to inspire the energy and loyalty from the left that got Obama elected. The pollsters in the White House trying to figure out Obama's next move may be well-advised to ensure that the next set of actions on behalf of the president are enough to get liberals as enthusiastic as the Tea Party. If they can't match energy with energy, they are going to get slaughtered in November.

Obama must mobilize base

Chris Cillizza, “The Fix: Can 2010 Be a Repeat?” WASHINGTON POST, 4-26-10, lexis.

That said, Republican turnout also won't approximate its 2008 levels either so if Obama can help at the margins it could well help mitigate the depth of the losses his party seems headed toward this fall. "The midterm universe of voters will be different, as always, but the Obama team can make a real difference with just a couple percentage points of their new voters," argued one senior party strategist involved in a series of high-profile contests this fall. Of course, Obama's real difference-making could well have nothing to do with re-creating his 2008 coalition but rather in energizing a party base that is currently being out-enthused by the Republican side. Passion matters deeply in politics -- particularly in midterm elections. There is no Democrat better equipped in the country to rally the party base than the president. And, the more excited the base is about the 2010 election, the better chance Democrats have of keeping their losses low -- or at least below historic averages.

Base Turnout key to midterms

CHICAGO DAILY HERALD, “Must 2010 Be 1994 for the Democrats?” 1-6-10, p. 10.

As they enter this difficult election year, Democrats seem ready to engage yet again in a debate they never seem to tire of: whether winning demands "moving to the center" or "mobilizing the base." If they get stuck on this one, they're in for a very bad time. The simple truth is that in midterm elections, no party can win without its base because turnout is lower than in presidential elections. Those who do vote are more committed to their parties and their ideological priorities.  Behind the 1994 Republican midterm sweep was a dispirited Democratic base unhappy about the failure of heath care reform, grumpy about the economy, and badly split over the North American Free Trade Agreement for which President Clinton pushed so hard. While Democrats stayed home, Republicans mobbed the polls and won races all the way down the ballot. It's the midterm rule: No base, no victory.

Economy Key 
Economic outcome is key to midterms

Malone 2010
Jim “Jobs Are Crucial US Election Year Issue,” VOICE OF AMERICA NEWS, 5-7, lexis.

2010 is a congressional election year, and the national unemployment rate is always a factor anytime Americans go to the polls. Ross Baker is a political scientist at Rutgers University in New Jersey: "I think the economy more than anything else is going to determine what the result is going to be," said Ross Baker. "Over the years when you look at these elections, generally speaking if the economy is doing poorly, the president's party does poorly. If the economy is doing well, the president's party generally does better, or at least loses fewer seats." Historically, the party that controls the White House loses congressional seats in a new president's first midterm election. And in years when the unemployment rate hovers near ten percent, those losses can be significant. For example, high unemployment in 1982 cost Republicans 26 House seats during the first midterm election for then President Ronald Reagan. Republicans expect to make gains in this year's election, largely because of concern over the economy and the enactment of Mr. Obama's controversial health care reform law. But recent signs of an economic turnaround could help Democrats limit their losses in November, says Georgetown University expert Stephen Wayne. "If that turnaround continues through the summer and into the fall, if unemployment drops, if the foreclosures of mortgages decrease, if housing prices increase, if inflation is held fairly constant then I think the Democrats will have a lot of momentum behind them and I think while the Republicans will pick up seats, they will not pick up enough to challenge Democrats in control of either house," said Stephen Wayne.

ECONOMY KEY TO ELECTION—TOP ISSUE FOR MODERATES

Mayur 2010

Raghavan “Dynamics of Midterm Elections Are Working in Republicans’ Favor,” INVESTOR’S BUSINESS DAILY, 4-20-10, p. A15.

The Economy  This is the No. 1 issue on voters' minds. The economy is in recovery, but double-digit unemployment is taking a toll. The November vote would likely reflect their frustration with incumbents and the incumbent party. Nor is the president of much help to congressional Democrats because Americans do not see his economic performance in a favorable light. Obama gets good grades from only one-third (34%) of those polled for his overall handling of the economy. And even fewer see his performance favorably on specific economic issues such as handling the federal budget (29%) and creating jobs (30%). More independents, a key group for November, give the president poorer grades than good grades (43% to 33%) for his handling of the economy, and the gap gets wider for his efforts in creating jobs (40% to 27%) and handling the federal budget (49% to 26%). Some believe Obama misplaced his priorities when he pursued a health care overhaul instead of jobs.

Independents/New Voters Key
Independents increasing in number—huge voting block

Wolf 2010

Richard Wolf, “Frustrated Voters Cut Ties with Dems, GOP,” USA TODAY, 4-20-10, p. 1A.

The number of independent voters has grown faster in the past two years than Democrats and Republicans in at least 14 of the 28 states and the District of Columbia that register voters by party, according to a USA TODAY review. "It's been a steady incline," says Ken Bennett, secretary of State in Arizona, where unaffiliated voters have jumped 30% since 2008. "It's kind of an in-your-face reminder to candidates of both parties that there's a whole other block of people who have to be acknowledged and courted."

New voter turnout key to Midterms

Rucker 2010
Philip “Democrats Target 2008’s New Voters,” WASHINGTON POST, 4-26- p. A4.

The keystone of the Democratic National Committee's $50 million plan for the midterms is persuading the roughly 15 million people who voted for the first time in 2008 to return to the polls this fall. Although such voters historically do not cast ballots in midterm elections, party leaders think their participation this year could help lift Democrats over the top in close contests. The DNC's plan, which will be announced Wednesday, calls for reaching those first-time voters -- most of whom are registered independents and are young or minorities -- through the same vehicles Obama employed in 2008, according to internal party documents provided by the committee. The DNC is focusing on staff and volunteers in all 50 states, personal communication with the president via new media, and sophisticated voter-targeting technology. 

Obama Cred Key
Low popularity allows GOP gains

Jim Malone, 20010 “Obama Likely to be Main Issue in Midterm Elections,” VOICE OF AMERICAN NEWS, 4-20lexis.

Political experts say 2010 could be a difficult year for President Barack Obama and his Democratic Party allies in Congress. Most analysts predict that Republicans will make gains in this year's midterm congressional elections. And they say the president's popularity and his health care reform plan will be major issues in the campaign. At the recent monthly meeting of the Red Rock Democratic Club on the outskirts of Las Vegas, local party members expressed concerns about President Obama's declining popularity and its possible impact on the November elections.  "Popularity is down. It is down throughout the country and it is down here in Nevada," said Democrat John Punticello.
Obama key to Dem wins in Midterms

Hohnmann and Cogan 2010

James Hohnmann and Marin Cogan, “Dems Pin 2010 Hopes on Obama,” POLITICO, 2-16-10, lexis.

President Barack Obama's trip to Las Vegas later this week to campaign for Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid shows how congressional Democrats will live and die on the president's popularity as the midterm elections approach.  The president is still a huge draw in Democratic campaign circles, and Reid wants him in Nevada on Thursday, but Obama's approval rating keeps dropping, and no matter what Democratic lawmakers accomplish, history shows they can't divorce themselves from the president's polls.  That's bad news for Reid, who already trails virtually every GOP candidate in Nevada, whether or not Obama stumps on his behalf.  "The fate of Congress's Democratic members and Obama are inextricably tied; there's no question about that," said Neil Newhouse, a GOP strategist. "And for those Democratic members who want to put distance between themselves and President Obama in an effort to save their own hides, they just need to look back to how successful that was for Republicans in 2006 and 2008. Which is to say: Good luck with that."  

Obama poll numbers key to midterms

James Hohnmann and Marin Cogan, “Dems Pin 2010 Hopes on Obama,” POLITICO, 2-16-10, lexis.

But disapproval of Congress is nothing new, and history shows that the president's approval rating matters more than Congress's in the midterms.  "The more popular the president is, the better it is for his party," said Emory University professor Alan Abramowitz. "The disapproval of Congress itself doesn't really matter. As you look at approval of Congress right now, nobody likes Congress. Republicans don't. Democrats don't. Opinions of the president are much more polarized and reflect people's partisan loyalties ... to a much greater extent than their perception of Congress."   Because Obama's not on the ballot until 2012, Democrats on the Hill need him more than he needs them. But every new survey that shows Obama slipping is worse news for Democrats seeking reelection.   "Like it or not, the president at the top more or less defines what the party is," said Democratic pollster Andrew Myers. 

Obama Cred Key
Presidential popularity key to Midterms
Creamer, 4-1-10 

[Robert, Political Organizer and Commentator at Huffington Post, “Ten Rules for Democratic Success in Midterm Elections,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/robert-creamer/ten-rules-for-democratic_b_521574.html]

Rule #5: The outcome of midterm elections are hugely dependent on the popularity of the President. History shows that whether Members of Congress vote with him or not, his popularity impacts the ambient level of their support. That means that Members of Congress have an enormous personal political interest in passing his agenda. And many need to remember that if the political tide goes out, it is those in the shallowest political water who will be left aground.
Flip Flop Internal Link
Flip flops disastrous in midterms. 

Creamer, 4-1-10 

[Robert, Political Organizer and Commentator at Huffington Post, “Ten Rules for Democratic Success in Midterm Elections,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/robert-creamer/ten-rules-for-democratic_b_521574.html]

Rule #7: No flip-flops. But that doesn't mean that the qualities of individual candidates aren't important. Democratic Members of Congress need to remember the story of John Kerry's Presidential campaign. Swing voters agreed with Kerry on the issues. But the Republicans convinced them (incorrectly) that he was a "flip-flopper" -- that he had "voted for it before he voted against it" -- that he didn't have a moral center. Commitment is an independent variable in politics and it is especially important to swing voters -- who by definition are not strongly wedded to partisan positions. When people say they hate "typical politicians" they mean they hate candidates who put a finger in the air to test the political winds before they tell you where they stand. They want public officials who have core beliefs and stand up for them.
Swing Voters Key
Swing voters key.
Benenson 6-28

[2010 [ Bob, CQ-Roll Call Senior Elections Analyst, “Embrace Of Far Right Risky Strategy That Could Pay Off,” http://www.cqpolitics.com/wmspage.cfm?docid=news-000003691856&topic=Feature, last access 6/29/2010, LS]

When this election year began, Republican hopes for a congressional comeback rested squarely on the shoulders of candidates from the political establishment — people who were conservative enough, at least in the eyes of party leaders, to appeal to the restive base on the right but were also measured enough to appeal to the swing voters who are key to winning competitive general elections. And so it was that Sue Lowden, a former state party chairwoman, was lined up to take on beleaguered Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid in Nevada; the popular Gov. Charlie Crist was recruited to defend the open Senate seat in Florida; and Trey Grayson, a twice elected secretary of State, was put in position to protect Kentucky’s open Senate seat.
Swing Voters Not key
Swing voters not key – base.

Geragthy 5-12 
[2010, Jim, staff at National Review, http://www.nationalreview.com/campaign-spot/55564/wsj-nbc-voters-most-interested-midterms-prefer-gop-democrats-56-36] JF
The simple truth is that in midterm elections, no party can win without its base because turnout is lower than in presidential elections. Those who do vote are more committed to their parties and their ideological priorities. 

Behind the 1994 Republican midterm sweep was a dispirited Democratic base unhappy about the failure of heath-care reform, grumpy about the economy and badly split over the North American Free Trade Agreement, for which President Bill Clinton pushed so hard. While Democrats stayed home, Republicans mobbed the polls and won races all the way down the ballot. It's the midterm rule: No base, no victory. But this doesn't mean independents or swing voters can be ignored, and there are ways to turn out the base that don't turn off the middle. For the party that's out, opposition to the party in power is often enough. Democrats swept the 2006 midterms because their base was wildly enthusiastic about rebuking George W. Bush and the political center had turned on the president, too. Republicans would like to repeat that in reverse this year.

Local Policies Not Key

National policies are key.

Creamer, 4-1-10 

[Robert, Political Organizer and Commentator at Huffington Post, “Ten Rules for Democratic Success in Midterm Elections,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/robert-creamer/ten-rules-for-democratic_b_521574.html]

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.
Dems Get Blame
Dems get the blame – in power.

Dickinson, 5-3-10

[Tim, Political Correspondent for Rolling Stone, “The GOP’s Dirty War,” http://www.rollingstone.com/politics/news/12697/64858]

It has come to this: The unreconstructed party of Jack Abramoff and Dick Cheney is now making the cynical bet that it can win a "change election" of its own this year by drafting a new "Contract With America," focused on initiatives for "good governance" and accountability. And come November, that bet might just pay off. "Does the Republican Party lack a clear leader? Absolutely. Do they lack a positive message? Of course. Do their demographics suck? Yeah," says Cook. "But in a midterm election, none of that matters. Because midterm elections are a referendum on the party in power. And to throw one side out, you've got to throw the other side back in."
Centrism Key to Election
CENTRISM KEY TO AVOIDING DEMOCRATIC DISASTER IN THE MIDTERMS

Daley 2009

William M. Daley, former Secretary of Commerce, "Democrats, Reclaim Your Center," WASHINGTON POST, 12-24-09, p. A15.

The announcement by Alabama Rep. Parker Griffith that he is switching to the Republican Party is just the latest warning sign that the Democratic Party -- my lifelong political home -- has a critical decision to make: Either we plot a more moderate, centrist course or risk electoral disaster not just in the upcoming midterms but in many elections to come. Rep. Griffith's decision makes him the fifth centrist Democrat to either switch parties or announce plans to retire rather than stand for reelection in 2010. These announcements are a sharp reversal from the progress the Democratic Party made starting in 2006 and continuing in 2008, when it reestablished itself as the nation's majority party for the first time in more than a decade. That success happened for one major reason: Democrats made inroads in geographies and constituencies that had trended Republican since the 1960s. In these two elections, a majority of independents and a sizable number of moderate Republicans joined the traditional Democratic base to sweep Democrats to commanding majorities in Congress and to bring Barack Obama to the White House.  These independents and Republicans supported Democrats based on a message indicating that the party would be a true Big Tent -- that we would welcome a diversity of views even on tough issues such as abortion, gun rights and the role of government in the economy.  This call was answered not just by voters but by a surge of smart, talented candidates who came forward to run and win under the Democratic banner in districts dominated by Republicans for a generation. These centrists swelled the party's ranks in Congress and contributed to Obama's victories in states such as Indiana, North Carolina, Virginia, Colorado and other Republican bastions. But now they face a grim political fate. On the one hand, centrist Democrats are being vilified by left-wing bloggers, pundits and partisan news outlets for not being sufficiently liberal, "true" Democrats. On the other, Republicans are pounding them for their association with a party that seems to be advancing an agenda far to the left of most voters. The political dangers of this situation could not be clearer.

MODERATION KEY TO AVOIDING BIG LOSSES IN NOVEMBER

LEWISTON MORNING TRIBUNE, "Obama Risks Losing the Center," 12-27-09, npg.

As a loyal Democrat, Daley insisted in the closing paragraphs of his op-ed that his party is not doomed to ruin. It can still avoid anything more than a minimal setback in 2010, he said, if it will simply "acknowledge that the agenda of the party's most liberal supporters has not won the support of a majority of Americans - and, based on that recognition ... steer a more moderate course on the key issues of the day, from health care to the economy to the environment to Afghanistan." I am not so certain. It will be up to Obama to steer the Democrats in that direction. No one on Capitol Hill is likely to lead such a change. The first test will come with the revisions of health care in the House-Senate conference, whether the White House insists on strengthening the cost-saving measures in the bills.

Democrat Independents Key

Moderate Dems key to election

Cafferty 2010

June 28, Does 'angry' best describe how you feel about midterm elections?
On the one hand, pollsters say describing voters as "angry" is too narrow... because there's actually a whole range of other emotions mixed with the anger. Things like dissatisfaction, anxiety, frustration, pessimism, doubt, etc. One Republican pollster says most voters are "anxious"... he believes the key voting bloc in November will be the 25% of voters who backed President Obama in 2008, say they will vote this fall - but don't plan to vote for a Democrat.
Donors Key

Corporations will sway the electoion

Dayen 6/28

“DISCLOSE Act Unlikely to Be Passed in Time to Impact Midterm Elections”

http://news.firedoglake.com/2010/06/28/disclose-act-unlikely-to-be-passed-in-time-to-impact-midterm-elections/
So far, corporate actors have generally laid low after the Supreme Court’s Citizens United ruling. But if the 2010 elections become a corporate free-fire zone, all bets are off. One would think that corporations would welcome the opportunity to impact the midterms if the restrictions, transparency and disclosure didn’t affect it.
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