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Dems will lose seats to the GOP now, but not control

Schroeder 6/2 (6/2/10, Robert, MarketWatch, “Parties Dig in as Battle for Congress Revs Up,” http://www.marketwatch.com/story/parties-dig-in-as-battle-for-congress-revs-up-2010-06-02?dist=countdown )

Republicans predict they'll take back the House. Democrats are confident that voters will reward them for creating jobs through the stimulus act and expanding health care. But there's enough mistrust of government out there to make all politicians worry.

With just a handful of primaries off the calendar and most to come, analysts still predict Democrats will lose seats in both the House and the Senate in November. But the numbers don't yet add up to a Republican take-over of either chamber. So both parties have their campaign work cut out for them. Read more on MarketWatch's Election Blog.

"Democrats will lose seats," predicts Sarah Binder, a scholar at the Brookings Institution. "But it doesn't strike me that the Democratic majority is worried about losing control." 

[INSERT SPECIFIC LINK]

1NC Shell
GOP gains key to prevent Cap and Trade and Immigration Reform

ABRAMOWITZ 09 (Alan I., Professor of Political Science – Emory University, “Forecasting the Midterm Elections,” http://www.centerforpolitics.org/crystalball/articles/aia2009090301/)

Democrats are likely to lose at least 15 seats in the House of Representatives in 2010 and their losses could go as high as 30-40 seats. The Senate looks more promising for Democrats because there are as many Republican as Democratic seats up for election next year but a loss of 3-4 seats is entirely possible. Given the deep partisan divide in both chambers, diminished majorities will make it much more difficult for Democrats to pass any major legislation in the next Congress. If anything, Republican leaders emboldened by a successful election are likely to be even less interested in compromise with the White House and Democratic leaders than now. If Democrats can’t pass health care, carbon caps, and immigration reform in the current Congress, they probably won’t have another chance until at least 2013. 

[INSERT TERMINAL IMPACT SCENARIO]

Dems Losing Now
Republicans and Democrats have equal chance to win midterms now, but Republicans are gaining the advantage

Daily Finance 4/30 (4/30/10, Sara Hansard, Daily Finance, “GOP has a good chance at winning the house in November” http://www.dailyfinance.com/story/gop-has-a-good-chance-at-winning-the-house-in-midterm-elections/19460330/, JL)
The Senate math is harder for the GOP. There are 57 Democrats and two Democratic-leaning Independents in the Senate, and 41 Republicans, meaning the GOP would have to win 10 seats to take control of that body. He currently sees Republicans gaining between five to eight Senate seats, but the GOP could have a greater advantage if Dino Rossi runs in Washington State, where he twice ran for governor unsuccessfully, and if former New Hampshire Attorney General Kelly Ayotte is able to win the Republican Senate primary, he said. Further, polls show declining support for Sen. Barbara Boxer (D-Calif.), who could face a tough reelection fight from former Republican Rep. Tom Campbell.
Polls of which party people expect to vote for in November now show Republicans and Democrats approximately even, with 44% supporting each party. But those numbers represent a sharp decline for Democrats, who previously have enjoyed margins of 51% supporting them compared to 41% supporting Republicans.
"We constantly are seeing growth in fear and negativity and pessimism," Rothenberg said. "A lot of it is the lack of a job turnaround. That's what I think most of it is," he said. Despite indications of economic recovery, the unemployment number has been stuck at about 9.7%.
There is increasing skepticism about whether the $787 billion American Recovery and Reinvestment Act stimulus package Congress passed last year at the request of President Obama has been effective, "and until we get a turnaround in jobs, I'm not sure we're going to get a turnaround in mood."
That negativism favors Republicans. Not only have recent polls showed declining support for President Obama, with 46% of the public now saying they think he's doing a good job and 51% saying he's doing a poor job, the percentage of people who believe the country is headed in the wrong direction have climbed to the upper 50s or higher, Rothenberg said.
People's opinions about the federal government's effect on their daily lives have become sharply more negative as well. A poll released last week by the The Pew Research Center for The People & The Press found that 38% said the federal government has a positive effect on their lives and 43% felt it was negative, a sharp decline in positive attitudes in recent years, Rothenberg said. Further, 39% of the public supports a bigger government with more services, while 50% say they want a smaller government with fewer services, a big change from when Obama was elected and the mood was in support of more government.
Dems Losing Now

Conservative Republicans will win the midterms- all other candidates are getting devastated left and right- multiple cases prove
Associated Press 6/23 (6/23/10, Liz Sidoti, The Associated Press, “2010 themes pop up in runoff results” http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5gfZ5MBVqCWljWzDTEedwMory1DjQD9GH1DP80, JL) 

Also in South Carolina, six-term Republican Rep. Bob Inglis fell to prosecutor Trey Gowdy in the 4th Congressional District, making him the fifth House or Senate incumbent to stumble this year. Spartanburg prosecutor Gowdy forced Inglis into a runoff after making the race a referendum on the incumbent's bailout vote and casting him as not conservative enough for the district. In North Carolina, Secretary of State Elaine Marshall won the Democratic nomination to challenge GOP Sen. Richard Burr in the fall. She beat former Army prosecutor Cal Cunningham, a blow to Democratic Party leaders in Washington who recruited him and spent more than $100,000 to boost his campaign. Despite holding statewide office for more than a decade, Marshall portrayed herself as an outsider while claiming she was an advocate for average citizens and a fighter against powerful industries. Utah Republicans chose attorney Mike Lee as a successor to vanquished Sen. Bob Bennett in a state that hasn't elected a Democratic senator in four decades. Lee defeated businessman Tim Bridgewater to win the GOP Senate nomination. Bennett lost his bid last month for a fourth term. Conservatives at the GOP state convention punished him for his support of the financial bailout. In Mississippi, voters chose Republican Bill Marcy to challenge Democratic Rep. Bennie Thompson.

Democrats are facing tough midterms against Republicans- Ohio proves

New York Times 5/29 (5/29/10, Jeff Zeleny, NY Times, “In Ohio, guage for midterms, economy rules”, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/05/30/us/politics/30ohio.html, JL)
There is not enough time before November to fully restore the 400,000 jobs that have disappeared since Mr. Strickland, a Democrat, was elected four years ago. But he hopes recent signs of renewal will help persuade voters to give him a second term to pursue an agenda of improving education and taking the state beyond its manufacturing past. Ohio has a well-earned reputation as perhaps the nation’s leading political battleground, a bellwether for the fate of the two parties and a place where the deep recession only compounded longer-term economic woes. Mr. Strickland is facing a challenge from a familiar Washington hand, former Representative John R. Kasich, a Republican who helped balance the federal budget in the 1990s. Mr. Kasich argues that the path to prosperity rests upon less government intrusion, a friendlier business climate and a fiscally conservative approach that defined his 18 years in Congress. 


The tax, jobs bill’s block in the Senate have devastated Democrats’ chances of improving the economy by election day, minimizing chance for a Democratic win

Reuters 6/17 (6/17/10, Donna Smith, Reuters, “A Democratic bill to extend jobless benefits and raise taxes on investment fund managers failed a key vote in the Senate on Thursday, dealing a blow to President Barack Obama's push to boost the economy.” http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE65F7EG20100618?type=politicsNews, JL)

The bill would have extended popular business tax breaks, stopped a 21 percent Medicare pay cut for doctors treating elderly patients and extended extra Medicaid money to cash-strapped states. Democratic leaders failed to muster the 60 votes needed to overcome solid Republican opposition to the bill, which would have added about $55 billion to the deficit over 10 years. The Senate voted 56-40 against the measure.
The defeat sent Democratic leaders back to the negotiating table to try to win support from a few moderate Republicans.

"We're not going to give up," said Democratic Leader Harry Reid. It was unclear when the Senate would take up the measure again.

Senate Finance Committee Chairman Max Baucus said that "everything would be on the table" in an effort to try to win support from at least a few Republicans.

Republican opponents argued that the bill would add billions to an already bloated $1.4 trillion budget deficit. Democratic leaders had scaled back the bill from a version that failed a test vote earlier this week. That version would have added about $80 billion to the deficit over 10 years.
Dems Losing Now

Democrats concede that they will lose seats after the midterms
WSJ 6/24 (6/24/10, Karl Rove, Wall Street Journal, “Obama and the Woes of the Democrats”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704629804575324732508609048.html?mod=googlenews_wsj, JL)
Democrats are acknowledging they'll lose ground in the midterms. The only question is how much. Today, the evidence points to quite a lot.

The most important indicator is the president's job approval. In the Real Clear Politics average of the last two weeks' polls, President Obama has a 48% approval and 47% disapproval rating. This points to deep Democratic losses. The president's approval rating last November was 54% when his party was trounced in New Jersey and Virginia.
Democrats are losing on nearly every single swing issue- multiple polls prove
WSJ 6/24 (6/24/10, Karl Rove, Wall Street Journal, “Obama and the Woes of the Democrats”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704629804575324732508609048.html?mod=googlenews_wsj, JL)
The problem is worse in swing areas. Last week's National Public Radio (NPR) poll of the 60 Democratic House seats most at risk this year showed just 37% of voters in these districts agreed Mr. Obama's "economic policies helped avert an even worse crisis and are laying a foundation for our eventual economic recovery"; 57% believed they "have run up a record federal deficit while failing to end the recession or slow the record pace of job losses."

The lack of Democratic optimism will ensure a Republican win
WSJ 6/24 (6/24/10, Karl Rove, Wall Street Journal, “Obama and the Woes of the Democrats”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704629804575324732508609048.html?mod=googlenews_wsj, JL)
Then there is the intensity gap, which is particularly important in midterms. In Gallup, 45% of Republicans are "very enthusiastic" about voting this fall versus 24% of Democrats. This staggering 22-point gap is the largest so far this election year. And in the NPR survey of 60 swing Democratic districts, 62% of Republicans rated their likelihood of voting as 10, the highest. Only 37% of Democrats were similarly excited.
All these trends are influencing individual races. State-by-state surveys show that if the election were today, 49 Democrats and 43 Republicans are poised to win in the Senate. Eight races are too close to call, but Republicans lead in five.

House races are historically much more difficult to predict. But the NPR survey found in the 30 Democrat seats considered most at risk, the GOP leads 48% to 39%. This nine-point margin points to Republican winning virtually all 30 seats. In the next tier of most vulnerable Democratic districts, Republicans lead 47% to 45%, meaning the GOP could take many of those 30 seats. By comparison, in the 10 Republican districts thought at risk, Republicans lead 53% to 37%. Republicans should hold virtually all of those.

Republicans are tying or leading in multiple polls for the midterms
WSJ 6/24 (6/24/10, Karl Rove, Wall Street Journal, “Obama and the Woes of the Democrats”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704629804575324732508609048.html?mod=googlenews_wsj, JL)
Republicans jumped into the lead last November in Gallup's party generic ballot match-ups among all voters, and since March the GOP has led or been tied every single week except one. In the Rasmussen Poll's tracking among likely voters, Republicans have been ahead by an average of seven points, 44% to 37%, since March. This reflects a significant political development—independents breaking for the GOP.

Then there is the intensity gap, which is particularly important in midterms. In Gallup, 45% of Republicans are "very enthusiastic" about voting this fall versus 24% of Democrats. This staggering 22-point gap is the largest so far this election year. And in the NPR survey of 60 swing Democratic districts, 62% of Republicans rated their likelihood of voting as 10, the highest. Only 37% of Democrats were similarly excited.

Dems Losing Now

Democrats will lose midterms- multiple polls prove
WUA 6/21 (6/21/2010, Susan Duclos, Wake Up America, “GOP Has Highest Party Advantage Ever Measured In Midterm Election Poll”, http://wwwwakeupamericans-spree.blogspot.com/2010/06/gop-has-highest-party-advanatge-ever.html, JL) 

Gallup reports the GOP have the highest party advantage ever measured for any party in midterm election polling, since Gallup started polling the question in 1994.
The highest measure ever was in 2006, for Democrats as the graph above shows and Gallup breaks everything down:

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. More generally, Republicans have shown a decided relative advantage in enthusiasm throughout 2010, averaging a net score of +28, compared with Democrats' net score of 0.

The Democrats have months to turn this around, but recent news, including but not limited to; the Obama administration publicly announcing they will sue Arizona over an immigration law that the majority of Americans support; a perceived lack of adequate response to the BP oil spill; the runaway spending congress and the president continue to pile on to when our debt has risen to all time highs by the government's own figures, the continued dissatisfaction by Independents over the way Obamacare was passed and the bill itself, and many other counterproductive news stories for the Democrats, make the possibility of Democrats turning this type of enthusiasm gap around, highly unlikely.
Congressional Disapproval
With Democrats in control of the House of Representatives and the Senate, averages (via RCP) showing disapproval for their job performance at all time lows, 72.5 percent, do not bode well for them coming into the November 2010 election year.
Individual polling done by Associated Press/GfK and another done by CBS News, both have that disapproval figure higher, at 73 percent and 77 percent respectively.
Generic Congressional Ballots
In Generic Congressional ballot polls, done by Gallup and Rasmussen, all show Republicans with higher figures when asked to chose Democrat or Republican. Rasmussen being the highest with a 10 point advantage and Rasmussen being the one that polls "likely voters" and not just American adults.

Obama’s low approval rate will ensure a Republican win in the midterms
Washington Post 6/25 (6/25/10, Chris Cillizza, The Washington Post, “The most important number in the midterms”, http://voices.washingtonpost.com/thefix/the-line/the-most-important-number-in-t.html?wprss=thefix, JL)
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.

Democrats will dramatically lose in the midterms- empirically proven
MW 6/25 (6/25/2010, Jeffry Bartash, Market Watch, “Gallup polls underscore vulnerability of Democrats”, http://blogs.marketwatch.com/election/2010/06/25/gallup-polls-underscore-vulnerability-of-democrats/, JL)
A pair of fresh Gallup polls point to very large hurdles Democrats will have to leap to maintain clear control of Congress after the fall elections.

One poll shows that the public approval of Congress is near a historical low for a midterm election year. Gallup said only 20% approve of the job Congress is doing – a reading that typically represents bad news for the governing party.

“This year’s low approval ratings for Congress are a potentially ominous sign for President Obama and the Democratic majority in Congress,” the polling firm said. “Gallup has found greater party seat change in Congress in midterm elections when Congress has had low approval ratings.”

The party in power has lost an average of 29 seats in years in which the approval rating for Congress was below 40%, Gallup said. Republicans need 40 seats to win back control of the House.

Dems Losing Now

The spirit of conservatism is at a historical high
MW 6/25 (6/25/2010, Jeffry Bartash, Market Watch, “Gallup polls underscore vulnerability of Democrats”, http://blogs.marketwatch.com/election/2010/06/25/gallup-polls-underscore-vulnerability-of-democrats/, JL)
In another poll, Gallup reported that the percentage of Americans calling themselves conservative has risen to the highest level since 1994 – the year a Republican landslide swept ruling Democrats out of both houses of Congress.

Gallup said 42% of voters now call themselves conservative or very conservative, up from 40% in 2009 and 37% in 2008.

Those calling themselves liberal represented 20% of 8,000 adults polled, a number that’s been relatively stable over the past decade.

Among independent voters, meaning those not affiliated with either party, 41% describe themselves as moderate, 36% as conservative and 19% as liberal.

“The ideological orientation of Americans seen thus far in 2010 would represent a record-high level of conservatism (since at least 1992) if it is maintained for the full year,” Gallup said. “This follows an increase in the percentage of conservatives in 2009 that was fueled by heightened conservatism among independents, a pattern that continues today.”

Disastrous poll numbers will undermine the chances of a Democratic win
Hannity 6/24 (6/24/2010, Sean Hannity, Fox News, “Is Obama’s Presidency in collapse?”, http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,595292,00.html)
Change has come full circle for President Obama. "The Anointed One" may have rejoiced over President Bush's less than stellar poll numbers. But it looks as if public opinion has now turned on Obama.

A shocking new Wall Street Journal poll indicates that a whooping 62 percent of Americans believe the country is on the wrong track. Just 29 percent believe we are headed in the right direction.

Now the poll also reveals that Americans are so fed up with this Democratic Congress that 57 percent are prepared to vote against incumbents. Just 35 percent indicated they would back such candidates.

And "The Anointed One," well, he's not faring much better than Congress. Forty-eight percent of those polled disapprove of his job performance. That's three percent more than those who approve. Even 17 percent of Democrats say they disapprove of his performance.

Not exactly a vote of confidence.

Now "The Anointed One" isn't getting high marks for his handling of the Gulf oil spill either. A whopping 50 percent disapprove of the way he has handled that disaster. And with good reason.

And joining me now with reaction to the president's disastrous poll numbers is Minnesota Congresswoman Michele Bachmann is back on the program.

GOP will gain senate control now

CQW 6/26 (Congressional Quarterly Weekly, 6/26/10, “Election 2010: Senate – Big GOP Comeback, But a Majority?” l/n)

It was just a year ago that a Minnesota court declared Al Franken the winner of the state's contested 2008 election and gave his party a theoretical "filibuster-proof" 60-seat majority. So the fact that it's even a possibility -- although still rather slim -- that the Republicans could reclaim Senate control is a sign of how sharply the political pendulum has swung back. Having already pushed the Democrats  back to 59 with Scott P. Brown's January special-election win in Massachusetts, the GOP is currently favored to take Democratic seats in North Dakota, Delaware and Arkansas, is running tossup bids to take seats in Illinois (President Barack Obama's old spot), Nevada (Majority Leader Harry Reid under the gun), Colorado, Indiana and Pennsylvania, and beyond that is in the hunt to take as many as four other Democratic seats. Still, Republicans can't commit all of their resources to offense, as Democrats, even in this tough year, are in the running in four open-seat races that for now are tossups. And GOP hopes may hinge on tea party upstarts in Kentucky and Nevada who will test how far right voters are willing to go.

A/T: Uniqueness Overwhelms
Democrats need a dramatic event to shift voter attitude, but it’s highly unlikely
WSJ 6/24 (6/24/10, Karl Rove, Wall Street Journal, “Obama and the Woes of the Democrats”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704629804575324732508609048.html?mod=googlenews_wsj, JL)
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. 

A Major Event can Save Democrats
York 6/25 (Byron York, Senior Political Correspondent, 6/25/10, “Obama and Dems Heading for Electoral Disaster,” Washington Examiner, l/n)
All around, there are Democrats telling us their prospects for November are looking up. Things aren't as bad as Republicans say! Health care is becoming more popular! The country wants financial reform! People still like Barack Obama! Isn't Joe Barton awful!

They're fooling themselves. The basic indicators of voters' intentions -- their general mood and attitude toward the policies of Obama, Nancy Pelosi and Harry Reid -- are clear and solid. Unless those indicators change, and most experts believe that would take a huge, unforeseen event that fundamentally alters the political equation, Democrats are in for serious losses this November. The only question is whether those losses will be big enough for them to lose their huge majorities in the House and Senate. Even if they're not, the party will be badly weakened in the next Congress.

A/T: No Obama Coattails

Obama is key to his party
WSJ 6/24 (6/24/10, Karl Rove, Wall Street Journal, “Obama and the Woes of the Democrats”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704629804575324732508609048.html?mod=googlenews_wsj, JL)
The most important indicator is the president's job approval. In the Real Clear Politics average of the last two weeks' polls, President Obama has a 48% approval and 47% disapproval rating. This points to deep Democratic losses. The president's approval rating last November was 54% when his party was trounced in New Jersey and Virginia.

On the economy, a mid-June AP poll reported that Mr. Obama has 45% approval, 50% disapproval. That's a dangerous place for any president when jobs are issue No. 1. 

The problem is worse in swing areas. Last week's National Public Radio (NPR) poll of the 60 Democratic House seats most at risk this year showed just 37% of voters in these districts agreed Mr. Obama's "economic policies helped avert an even worse crisis and are laying a foundation for our eventual economic recovery"; 57% believed they "have run up a record federal deficit while failing to end the recession or slow the record pace of job losses."

Mr. Obama also suffers because his handling of the catastrophic Gulf oil leak has undermined perceptions of his competence. Both national and Louisiana polls rate Mr. Obama's handling worse than the Bush administration's Katrina response, widely viewed as a tipping point in that presidency. 

Mr. Obama's failures mean he can't lift his party by campaigning. A Public Policy Poll earlier this month reported that 48% said an Obama endorsement would make them less likely to vote for the candidate receiving it, while only one-third said they would be more likely to vote for a candidate endorsed by the president.

Obama’s popularity is key to the Dems
York 6/25 (Byron York, Senior Political Correspondent, 6/25/10, “Obama and Dems Heading for Electoral Disaster,” Washington Examiner, l/n)

The latest evidence is a new survey from pollsters Peter Hart and Bill McInturff for the Wall Street Journal and NBC. The number of people who say the country is headed in the wrong direction is 62 percent -- the highest it has been since the final days of George W. Bush. The troubled economy, of course, is the most important issue, and 66 percent say they expect the economy to stay the same or get worse in the next year.

"There is a sense across the board that things aren't working," says Republican pollster David Winston.

Obama's approval rating is at 45 percent, versus 48 percent disapproval -- the first time the president has ever been underwater in the Journal poll. (By way of contrast, the president's approval rating was 61 percent in April 2009, his high point in the Journal poll.)

People are not happy about the way Obama is handling the economy, with 50 percent disapproving compared to 46 percent approving. He's also being hurt by the Gulf oil spill. Fifty percent in the survey disapprove of his handling of the crisis, compared to 42 percent who approve. That's not much better than George W. Bush's rating for handling the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina, which was 53 percent disapproval, 36 percent approval six months after the storm and the media's subsequent battering of Bush.

A president's personal approval rating is often higher than his job performance rating. With Obama, the two are more or less the same: 47 percent personal approval versus 45 percent job approval -- neither very good.

Obama has also taken a fall when it comes to the sometimes hard- to-describe attributes that shape public opinions about leaders. The Journal asked whether people "strongly relate to [Obama] as your president," or whether they related to him somewhat, only a little, or not really at all. The number of people who say they strongly relate to Obama as president has gone from 50 percent on Inauguration Day to 29 percent today, while the number of people who say they don't really relate to him has gone from 8 percent then to 30 percent now. There's clearly a growing alienation with the once enormously popular president.

Of course, Obama isn't on the ballot this November. But his ratings contribute to what Winston calls the public's "overall sense of the ability to govern." From that perspective, Obama's troubles are the Democrats' troubles.

And Democrats in Congress have plenty of their own. When asked their preference for the outcome of this year's elections, 45 percent of those surveyed say they want Congress to be controlled by Republicans, while 43 percent want Democrats in charge. In April 2009, people wanted a Democratic Congress by a margin of 48 to 39.

Dems Winning Now
The GOP has near zero chance of recapturing the Senate and takeover opportunities are diminishing.

Beutler, 6/15(6/15/10, Talking Points Memo, “Have Republicans Already Blown Their Chance to Recapture the Senate?” http://tpmdc.talkingpointsmemo.com/2010/06/republicans-get-real-about-their-prospects-for-recapturing-the-senate-in-2010.php)
With nearly five months to go until Election Day, Republican hopes of retaking the Senate have dimmed and they're privately lamenting their lost opportunity. Until just a few weeks ago, Republicans considered winning a Senate majority a long shot but by no means out of reach. But the euphoria over Scott Brown's victory in Massachusetts in January seems a distant memory now, especially after the latest round of primary results last week. Primary victories by Carly Fiorina in California and Sharron Angle in Nevada bolstered a growing national narrative that Republican candidates are lightweights, or too outside the mainstream, to survive in the fall, and that could harm even top tier Republicans. "There's now a path to 'acceptable losses' for Democrats," notes one cautiously optimistic Democratic strategist. "I totally see how the number stops at five to seven [Republican pickups]" says a Republican consultant, speaking of an optimistic scenario for the GOP. "Nevada is the one place that fundamentally changed," says a top GOP consultant, who now predicts Harry Reid will be re-elected. "I don't think Angle can win personally." Professional GOPers are split over whether California Republicans elected the best possible candidate in Carly Fiorina, but broadly speaking there's little thought given any longer to the idea that Barbara Boxer's seat is still in play. A tier below that, though, and the picture becomes murky. Colorado is anybody's guess, as is Pennsylvania. The top Republican strategist worries about what happens if Pennsylvania "becomes a race between a decorated Navy Admiral [Democrat Joe Sestak] and a Wall Street guy [Republican Pat Toomey]." Colorado still has a primary to resolve, but if Democratic incumbent Michael Bennet defeats his challenger Andrew Romanoff, polls show him closing in on Republican rival Jane Norton. Illinois features a race between a flawed Republican candidate--Mark Kirk, who's been caught exaggerating his military record repeatedly--and a flawed Democratic candidate--Alexi Giannoulias, whose family owns a bank that was recently seized by the Feds. But Kirk's missteps have acutely harmed him, according to recent polls, leading the Democratic firm Public Policy Polling to conclude "It's hard to see this race as anything but a pure tossup at this juncture but in Illinois a race between a flawed Democrat and a flawed Republican is probably going to end up in the Democratic column, and Giannoulias' 5 point gain relative to Kirk in the 10 weeks reflects that." Democrats in Washington state (Murray), Wisconsin (Feingold), and Connecticut (Blumenthal) are safe for now. And Republicans have a couple vulnerabilities of their own. Popular Florida Governor Charlie Crist is running an increasingly liberal campaign in Florida as an independent against Republican Senate hopeful Marco Rubio and Democrat Kendrick Meek.
Dems Winning Now

Democratic fortunes have improved since spring, and even then they were not in danger of losing the Senate
SILVER 6/28 (Nate Silver, 538.com, “Senate Forecast: After Primaries, Picture Slightly Improved for Dems,” http://www.fivethirtyeight.com/2010/06/senate-forecast-after-primaries-picture.html
Locally, Democrats helped themselves in the primaries. Democratic fortunes were improved by the primaries in Nevada and Pennsylvania, California, North Carolina, and Kentucky, and worsened probably only in Arkansas (and South Carolina, which they had almost no chance of winning anyway.) This accounts for most of the movement in the rankings. Whereas, as of our last update, or simulations were projecting an average of 54.0 Democratic and 46.0 Republican seats, we now show 55.2 Democrats, 44.2 Republicans, and 0.6 Charlie Crists. Republicans will need a lot of luck to take over the Senate. There are eleven Democratic-held seats that we show Republicans with a nontrivial chance of winning. In four of them, they are heavy favorites: North Dakota, Arkansas, Indiana, and Delaware. Four more are toss-ups: Pennsylvania, Nevada, Illinois, and Colorado. Finally, there are three where they are underdogs: Washington, California, and Wisconsin. Republicans would need to win 10 of these 11 races to take over the Senate; even if they gained further momentum nationally (our model does not assume that the races behave independently), this is somewhat unlikely, given the idiosyncrasies involved in many of the contests. Meanwhile, they would need to hold Ohio, which is a toss-up with a slight Democratic tilt, and Missouri, which is a toss-up with a slight Republican tilt, as well as retain Kentucky, North Carolina and New Hampshire, either have Marco Rubio win in Florida or persuade Charlie Crist to caucus with them, and avoid a wildcard somewhere like Arizona or Louisiana.

 Democrats have regained ground among the public since spring and now hold leads on the economy and are the party the public would prefer to have in control

AP 6/16 (Alan Fram, Trevor Tompson, 6/16/10, "AP-GfK Poll bolsters congressional Democrats ", http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5ixxSs8lg-_C2iKLKKsoVsNXMCedwD9GCG8E80)
There's encouraging news for Democrats battling to retain control of
Congress
 in this fall's elections, with the party holding a slender edge in public trust for shepherding the economy and slightly more people saying their finances are healthy, according to a new poll.

The reeling economy remains people's top concern, according to an 
Associated Press-GfKPoll
 conducted earlier this month, making public attitudes about it crucial for both parties' hopes in November. The good news for Democrats: By a margin of 47 percent to 42 percent, people trust them more than Republicans to guide the economy, and 64 percent — slightly more than in April — say their household budgets are in good shape.

In addition, people want Democrats to win control of Congress by a 46 percent to 39 percent margin. That is the second straight month in which Democrats have held a delicate advantage on that question since April, when 44 percent preferred Republicans and 41 percent picked Democrats.

Dems Winning Now: A/T - Polls
Polls conducted by the pollster Rasmussen show are outliers among polls in that they show a HUGE bias towards Republicans

Silver—Statistician who mathematically rated 250+ pollsters, 6/25 (6/25/10, Nate, FiveThirtyEight.com, “Use of Likely Voter Model Does Not Explain Rasmussen ‘House Effect’” http://www.fivethirtyeight.com/search/label/rasmussen)
Both critics and defenders of Rasmussen Reports' polling have frequently cited Rasmussen's use of a likely voter model to explain why their polls have tended to show substantially more favorable results for Republican candidates than the average of other surveys. I have often mentioned this myself, for that matter. The argument goes like this: those people who vote most reliably in midterm elections tend to be older, whiter, and to have higher social status -- which are also characteristics of voters that generally lean toward the Republican candidate. When coupled with what also appears to be a Republican enthusiasm advantage this cycle, it is quite reasonable to believe that a poll of likely voters (like Rasmussen's) should show more favorable results for the Republicans than one of registered voters or adults (like most others). This argument is completely true, insofar as it goes. But it is not sufficient to explain the bulk of the Rasmussen house effect, particularly given that Rasmussen uses a "fairly loose screening process" to select likely voters. In fact, this is quite readily apparent. Although Rasmussen rarely reveals results for its entire adult sample, rather than that of likely voters, there is one notable exception: its monthly tracking of partisan identification, for which it publishes its results among all adults. Since Labor Day, Rasmussen polls have shown Democrats with a 3.7-point identification advantage among all adults, on average. This is the smallest margin for the Democrats among any of 16 pollsters who have published results on this question, who instead show a Democratic advantage ranging from 5.2 to 13.0 points, with an average of 9.6.
An impartial analysis of Rasmussen’s methods show that Rasmussen is not accurately catching a Republican wave election, there are fundamental flaws in its polling methodology. 

Silver—Statistician who mathematically rated 250+ pollsters, 6/25 (6/25/10, Nate, FiveThirtyEight.com, “Use of Likely Voter Model Does Not Explain Rasmussen ‘House Effect’” http://www.fivethirtyeight.com/search/label/rasmussen)
Note that the house effect here, again, is about 6 points (the difference between the R+9 that Rasmussen shows and the R+3 that the other likely voter polls do). This is of the same magnitude of the 6-point house effect that was introduced in their construction of the all-adult sample, as described above. In other words, Rasmussen does not appear to be applying an especially stringent likely voter model. Instead, the house effect is endemic to their overall sample construction and is "passed through" to their likely voter sample. Why might these differences emerge? Raw polling data is pretty dirty. If you just call people up and see who answers the phone, you will tend to get too many women, too many old people, and too many white people. This is especially the case if you rely on a landline sample without a supplement of cellphone voters. Pollsters try to correct for these deficiencies in a variety of ways. They may use household selection procedures (for instance, asking to speak with the person who has the next birthday). They may leave their poll in the field for several days, calling back when they do not contact their desired respondent. An increasing number may call cellphones in addition to landlines. Rasmussen does not appear to do any of these things. Their polls are in the field for only one night, leaving little or no time for callbacks. They do not call cellphones. They do not appear to use within-household selection procedures. In addition, their polls use an automated script rather than a live interviewer, which tends to be associated with a lower response rate and which might exacerbate these problems. So Rasmussen's raw data is likely dirtier than most. But pollsters then have a second line of defense: they can massage their data by weighting it to known demographics, such as age, race, gender, or geographic location. This can work pretty well, but it is not foolproof; it requires some finesse. Moreover, some differences in response rates may not intersect neatly with these broad demographic categories. Pew has found, for instance, that those people who rely primarily or exclusively on cellphones tend to be somewhat more liberal, even after other demographic considerations are accounted for. The bottom line is this: the sample included in Rasmussen's polling is increasingly out of balance with that observed by almost all other pollsters. This appears to create a substantial house effect, irrespective of whether Rasmussen subsequently applies a likely voter screen.
Dems Winning Now: A/T – Polls

The artificial narrative of an oncoming GOP wave election cited by the aff is fueled by the fact that nearly 1 in 3 of all polls are from Rasmussen. Arguments citing polls and/or polling averages which have been overwhelmed by the quantity of Rasmussen polling should be disregarded, as it has been concluded by impartial and qualified sources that there is something very strange about Rasmussen’s methodology and outlying results favoring Republicans.

Silver—Statistician who mathematically rated 250+ pollsters, 6/25 (6/25/10, Nate, FiveThirtyEight.com, “Wisconsin Senate: Feingold 46%, Smithee (R) 44%,” http://www.fivethirtyeight.com/search/label/rasmussen)
I've had a lot of criticisms for Rasmussen Reports over the past couple of weeks. Many of the problems their polls exhibitare common to other pollsters throughout the industry, if they seem to be a bit exacerbated in Rasmussen's case. But the fact is that Rasmussen is the 500-pound gorilla in the room. They drive a lot of traffic and narrative. They account for something like 30 percent of all horse-race polls that have been released thus far this election cycle. And their polls really stick out, with results that are as often as not vastly different than what other pollsters show, almost always being more favorably disposed toward conservative candidates and causes. A lot of what I do -- especially when we're still pretty far removed from November and when nobody should sweat any individual poll all that much -- is to highlight polls that seem weird or misguided. If Rasmussen accounts for 30 percent of all polls, they probably account for an outright majority of weird polls. Even if Rasmussen is right and this winds up being a disastrous cycle for Democrats (indeed, I remain fairly bullish on the Republicans' prospects right now), this is not a particularly healthy state of affairs for the industry.
Afghanistan Links
Plan is popular – the Afghan war is losing support post-McChrystal
DMN 6/24 (Dallas Morning News, 6/24/10, “Chain of Command,” ln)
The president's decision to replace Gen. Stanley McChrystal as commander in Afghanistan  is an extremely bitter pill, especially in the midst of war. The dismissal adds new uncertainty to a U.S. troop buildup that is losing public support  and continues to divide President Barack Obama's inner circle of advisers. Worse is the fact that it's the second ouster of the top Afghanistan commander.

But all in all, it had to happen. Obama no doubt weighed the damage he might inflict on the war effort by removing McChrystal after the general and his aides openly mocked the administration in interviews leading to a Rolling Stone article.

Which posed the greater danger, changing command at a crucial stage in a new Afghanistan offensive or allowing such insubordination to go unchecked? For a number of reasons, Obama made the right call. 
Plan Popular – Casualties and Lack of Progress

Global Insight 6/24 (Jan Zalewski, 6/24/10, “New NATO Commander Stresses Continuity in Afghanistan but Strategy in Doubt,” ln)

While increasing casualty numbers and an apparent lack of progress have undermined already weak domestic public support for the war effort in Afghanistan, the Rolling Stone article has also highlighted significant tensions between military commanders in the field and the U.S. civilian administration. The lack of cohesion between key policy makers essentially puts in question implementation and co-ordination capabilities and therefore jeopardises the viability of the entire strategy. This specific spat was arguably only symptomatic of existing deeper structural fissures, suggesting that the replacement of McChrystal is not necessarily enough to fix this problem. 

Withdrawal is key to democratic election victory

Thompson 6/23 (Loren B. Thompson, 6/23/10, Ph.D. – Lexington Institute, “Lesson of the McChrystal Flap: Give Him a Year, Then Get Out,” States News Service, ln)

The problem with Gen. Stanley McChrystal isn't the childish things he and his aides said to reporter Michael Hastings of Rolling Stone. The real problem is that his strategy in Afghanistan isn't working. The troops hate it, the public is running out of patience, and if the Obama Administration sticks with it beyond Summer of next year, then President Obama will be a one-term President.

Mr. Obama won the Democratic Party's nomination for President by pledging to quickly end an unpopular war in Iraq when his opponent, the more seasoned and cautious Senator Hillary Clinton, would not. He said our military should be focused more on going after Al Qaeda in Afghanistan, but voters were a lot more interested in exiting Iraq than ramping up in Afghanistan. Vice President Joe Biden tried to make that case last Fall, but the White House was steamrolled by defense secretary Robert Gates and the military's counter-insurgency mafia.

So now President Obama owns the latest war that America is not going to win. Academics can debate whether this looks more like Vietnam or Somalia, but it should have been obvious to anyone with a sense of Afghanistan's history that a nation-building campaign there was doomed to failure. The place just isn't important enough to expect America's political system will dedicate the time and treasure required to transform it. As I note in National Journal's security blog this week, the country is precisely on the opposite side of the world from America's heartland -- about as far as you can get from our legitimate "sphere of interest" while still being on the same planet.

Afghanistan Links

Plan is popular

AFP 5/11 (Agence France Presse, 5/11/10, “US Mends Fences with Karzai Visit,” ln)

"I have confidence that our campaign will succeed," said General Stanley McChrystal, the top US and NATO commander in Afghanistan.

But he warned that, as US forces pressed on with critical military aspects of the plan, there would be "increased violence."

The violence has helped dent US public backing for the war. A poll released by The Washington Post and ABC News showed weakening support, with 52 percent saying the war was not worth fighting.

Afghanistan Link Turns
Supporting withdrawal is key to republican victories

Seattle Times 5/27 (5/27/10, “Candidate Rossi’s Tasks,” ln)

DINO Rossi's entrance into the race against Sen. Patty Murray sets the stage for a real debate about government. He can be a credible challenger, but only if he addresses some issues that may not be welcome to all Republicans.

This is the year Republicans are standing against excessive federal spending and debt, assuring voters that this time, really and for sure, they mean it. With his record in the state Senate, Rossi offers more believability on this score than any Republican in the race. In 2003, working with Democratic Gov. Gary Locke, Rossi was responsible for the most fiscally responsible state budget in the last decade.

Murray is vulnerable on this score. But then, she is the sort of senator who with a phone call increased by tenfold stimulus grants for Washington State Ferries. A Sen. Rossi would initially have less power to bring home the bacon, and if he is going to run against debt and deficits, he will have to swear off doing it, much of the time. He has to acknowledge this.

One of the largest causes of debt and deficits is war. Rossi must not go along in the way of the Bush administration, supporting endless wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, or any other wars Beltway alarmists think up. To support endless war means not to care about deficits and debt, or about the living standards of Americans.

Republican voters are beginning to get this. Note that Dick Cheney endorsed a Republican senatorial candidate in Kentucky of the usual support-the-war flavor, and he lost. The winner was a skeptic on foreign intervention.

Rossi should call for American troops to leave Iraq and Afghanistan. It won't do to promise an exit when those countries get their security right, or democracy right. Those are excuses for endless war.

Another matter: For a long time now, Republican identification with business has meant not enforcing antitrust laws, not caring about media consolidation and not watching Wall Street. As a businessman, Rossi should support a pro-business policy that is not loaded down with favors for giants a policy that returns economic power and jobs to Main Street, and to the state of Washington. 

Afghanistan Link Answers

War in Afghanistan still has popular support

UPI 4/21 (4/21/10, “Poll: U.S. Public Split on Afghan War,” ln)

A little more than half U.S. adults support the war in Afghanistan while 39 percent oppose it, a poll released Wednesday indicated.

Support for the war has dropped 3 percentage points since February, Angus Reid Public Opinion said. There is little regional difference in attitudes with 48 percent of those in the Northeast supporting the war compared to 54 percent in the South.

While 43 percent say the U.S. military intervention in Afghanistan was right, 31 percent say it was a mistake. Only 33 percent said they have confidence President Obama will be able to "finish the job," with 53 percent saying they are not confident he will be able to achieve U.S. goals there.

One-quarter, 25 percent, of those surveyed foresee a clear military victory in Afghanistan. Another quarter, 26 percent, expect a negotiated settlement with the Taliban playing a small role in the government.

Almost half, 45 percent, say the government is not providing enough information to the public about Afghanistan.

Angus Reid surveyed 1,002 adults from its Springboard America panel in the online poll April 14-15. The margin of error is 3.1 percent.
Afghanistan troop withdrawal doesn’t cause the link – too small & drawn out

BOLTON 09, The Hill Staff Writer, http://thehill.com/homenews/administration/70355-liberals-warn-obama, DR

Liberals have also watched with dismay as Republicans and centrist Democrats have shaped healthcare reform legislation to reduce the affordability of mandatory insurance, limit abortion coverage to women who accept federal subsidies and levy an excise tax on high-cost health insurance plans that many union members negotiate for — often in lieu of pay increases.

As a result, they have little patience and have greeted Obama’s decision on Afghanistan with strong skepticism.

Sen. Russ Feingold (Wis.), among the most outspoken anti-war Democrats in the Senate, said Obama’s plan to begin withdrawing troops from Afghanistan in July 2011 is not adequate because it leaves open the possibility of only a few returning home and a substantial force remaining for years.

“It’s not exactly a timeline that’s meaningful to me,” said Feingold. “The White House was just trying to check a box on this and failed. I’m pleased the concept of trying to start bringing the troops home is there, but it needs far more fleshing-out to be credible.”

Afghanistan Link Answers
Afghanistan war has popular support

Guelph Mercury 3/29 (3/29/10, “Courteous but Businesslike, Obama Seeks Delicate New Balance in Dealing with Afghan Leader,” ln)
Western diplomats briefed on the meetings said Obama worked to convince the Afghan officials that Afghanistan can count on a long-term commitment from the U.S. despite the president's desire to start withdrawing American troops in July 2011 - just 16 months from now. They said Obama also stressed that while there's been some progress, more work is needed to set up better local, provincial and central governments run by people picked for competence, not cronyism.

That's a message Afghanistan's small, urban, political class expected the American president to deliver. Many of them are also frustrated by the failures of their own government.

"I'm sure he gave a very, very tough message, strong message to President Karzai that the U.S. could not tolerate another dysfunctional government for the next five years and it's time for President Karzai to act," said Haroon Mir, director of Afghanistan's Center for Research and Policy Studies. "I think it was a message for Afghans that the U.S will remain committed to Afghanistan."

Obama might not be happy with the pace of progress in Afghanistan, but he also can't be seen as sending U.S. troops to fight for a corrupt government. Public approval for his war strategy is on the rise, and Obama needs to maintain domestic support for the war at a time when the number of U.S. troops killed in Afghanistan has roughly doubled in the first three months of this year, compared to the same period last year.

The latest Associated Press-GfK poll at the beginning of March found that 57 per cent of Americans surveyed approved of Obama's handling of the war compared with 49 per cent two months earlier. 
Iraq Links
Withdrawal from Iraq is popular
ACT 2/27 (Asheville Citizen-Times, 2/27/10, “Muted Deployment,” ln)
Fewer public displays are probably a result of people unsure whether to celebrate a conflict that they're not certain the U.S. won coupled with a feeling that the war is nearly over and troops are coming home, Lewis said.

"I think there is a certain amount of public fatigue with the war and people are just glad we are pulling back and ending the conflict," he said.

The public may also forget that even though troops are coming home, new forces have to be cycled in, he said.

The U.S. has about 96,000 troops stationed in Iraq. About 38,000-44,000 of those serve in a combat role, with the rest providing support services.

By the end of August, there will be 50,000 troops stationed in the country, all which will serve in advice and assist roles.

All troops will be out of Iraq by December 2011. 

Withdrawal from Iraq is popular

HADAR 1/28 (Leon Hadar, Washington Correspondent, “New Populists are Shifting the Centre of US Politics,” Business Times Singapore, ln)

Interestingly enough, opinion polls indicate that most Americans are growing disenchanted with American global interventionism. Indeed, when Americans were asked in a recent survey of American attitudes, conducted by the Pew Research Center and the Council on Foreign Relations, whether the United States should 'mind its own business internationally', 49 per cent said they agreed with that sentiment.

That was up sharply from 30 per cent in 2002, and was the highest reading found since the Gallup Survey first asked the question in 1964. These results seem to be compatible with the findings in other opinion polls that reflect continuing public disillusionment with the Iraq war and a clear support for a gradual withdrawal of US troops from both Mesopotamia and Afghanistan.

Withdrawal from Iraq is key to a democratic election victory
Daily Telegraph 09 (12/4/09, “The Clock is Ticking for Obama,” ln)

Now we know what the American President intends to do about Afghanistan, it is worth reflecting for a moment on what the enemy's strategy is likely to be. This is best summed up by a remark recently made by a Taliban sympathiser to a senior American official in Kabul: "You might have all the watches, but we have all the time.'' By this he meant that, for all the technological wonders available to Nato forces, from unmanned Predator drones to satellite imagery, the Taliban enjoys one great advantage against which the West simply cannot compete. Our leaders are subject to the fickle support of their electorate, while the Taliban are under no such constraints.

For the average tribesman on Afghanistan's wilder frontiers, waging war is the family business, and they have been profitably engaged in it for most of the past three decades. And in a region that prides itself on being the graveyard of empires, there is a widely held view that you need only fight on until your adversary realises he can never win and beats a hasty retreat.

So setting a deadline for withdrawal, as President Obama appeared to do in his speech to the US Military Academy earlier this week, is a grave mistake. I acknowledge the counter-argument made by Louis Susman, the US Ambassador to London, to this newspaper, and by Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, to the Senate armed services committee, that such a withdrawal will only be undertaken if a review shows there has been a tangible improvement in the security situation. But the fact that the President felt it necessary to mention a deadline in the first place is indicative of the pressure he is under, particularly from his own supporters, to pay as much attention to formulating an exit strategy as to winning the war.

After eight years of non-stop military conflict in both Afghanistan and Iraq, the American public has - understandably - grown war-weary and is keen to see its troops brought home. If Mr Obama can do that by the start of 2012, in time for the start of the next presidential campaign, so much the better. And so far as the Taliban are concerned, the clock is already ticking.

Iraq Link: Cost

US citizens don’t want costly military programs, Iraq proves.

CBS 06 (2/28/06, “Growing Number of US Citizens want out of Iraq,” http://en.mercopress.com/2006/02/28/growing-number-of-us-citizens-want-out-of-iraq)
A growing number of United States citizens disapprove of President George W Bush and are more pessimistic than ever about the situation in Iraq, according to a public opinion poll released by CBS Tuesday. The president's approval standing dropped to 34%, the lowest since taking office in 2001 and six points below last month. The poll was taken between last Wednesday and Saturday involving 1018 phone interviews in the whole country. An overwhelming 59% disapprove of Mr. Bush's performance and even the fight against terrorism, one of his strong points, plunged to 43%, the lowest ever, with 50% clearly contrary to the president's actions in the matter. Last January 52% of interviews showed support for the White House's anti terrorist policy, with 43% disapproving. Another disturbing index for the Bush administration is that the number of US citizens who believe the war in Iraq was not worth the cost rose to 63%, with only 29% supporting. Actually 53% believe that the price paid for ousting former Iraq dictator Saddam Hussein has been too high and 43% support the actions undertaken. Furthermore 54% feel United States should pull out of Iraq, compared with 41% who said the military intervention was the correct decision. Finally, regarding the controversial agreement allowing the United Arab Emirates to take over six of United States largest and most important ports, only 21% support the White House's green light decision and 70% reject the proposal. As to the Iran crisis, and this country's intention of going ahead with plans to enrich uranium which could eventually be used in nuclear weapons, 55% of interviews support the diplomatic course to contain Teheran and only 21% would like to see an immediate military strike.

Polls show wasteful spending is more important than deterrence and peacekeeping.

Lowe, 07 (7/18/7, Christian, “Military.com Poll: War Support Waning,” http://www.military.com/NewsContent/0,13319,142665,00.html)  
Nearly 60 percent of readers who participated in a recent Military.com poll said the United States should withdraw its troops from Iraq now or by the end of 2008. More than 40 percent of the respondents agreed the pullout should begin immediately because "we're wasting lives and resources there." A similar number of participants, however, felt that U.S. troops should remain in Iraq, with 41 percent of respondents concluding that America should fight "until the insurgency is totally defeated." The online poll, conducted over three days starting July 10, was open to all Military.com readers. (Military.com membership was not a requirement to participate.) More than 5,440 votes were cast in the poll that asked: "When should American troops withdraw from Iraq?" Poll respondents were given three reply options: "The end of 2008. That's plenty of time," "Now. We're wasting lives and resources there" and "Not until the insurgency is totally defeated." What to Make of a Poll? The results stand in sharp contrast to a similar Military.com poll posted June 26 that asked "Should Congress give the Bush plan more time?" After more than 500 votes, nearly 60 percent of participants agreed the surge should be given more time. In March, about one month after the extra forces began deploying to Iraq as part of the surge, nearly 70 percent of 1,150 respondents believed the increase would "help the overall war effort." By a 60 percent margin Military.com readers said in a March 8 poll that Congress should stay out of the withdrawal deadline setting business. The previous poll results expressing support for the surge - and the president's prerogative - stand in sharp contrast to the mid-July Military.com poll, which comes at a time of increasingly sharp nationwide debate over a withdrawal from Iraq. Anti-war Democrats who want to begin a pullout immediately or within 120 days are staging a 24-hour filibuster in the Senate, trying to force a vote on a withdrawal amendment attached to the 2008 Pentagon authorization bill. The Military.com online poll tracks closely with nationwide scientific surveys that show a strong majority of Americans now opposed to the surge of 30,000 combat troops and dwindling support for keeping U.S. forces in Iraq through next year. Military.com poll participants offered a wide range of views on the current situation in Iraq, with some saying in online comments the war is lost and others holding firm with President Bush's strategy. "This is not a war - it's an invasion - $12 billion a month, wasted lives, wasted resources, and not a damn thing has changed except the U.S. troop body count," writes Military.com reader with the screen name "leekujawa." "Over 70 percent of the American people are against this whole nightmare and yet there is still no timetable for withdrawal," "leekujawa" continues. "The entire executive branch has thumbed its nose at the American people." But others wondered how a withdrawal would look to those fighting U.S. troops. "I wish someone would explain to me, in layman's terms, how it doesn't embolden our enemy when a politician gets on there soap box and demands time tables and says we're losing this war," writes "ryerye13B." "Withdrawing from Iraq could be the biggest mistake. It's a disaster. You American (sic) must not let it happen ... Please be patient and strong as ever," adds "Merhdad_Tehran." And some take a more moderate approach to the dilemma, stressing a change of mission more in line with calls to concentrate on training and counter-terrorism. "Or we pull out, use the money for the war to bolster our forces and anti-terrorism capabilities and be ready to respond when [enemies] show themselves," writes "userArmy." "Pulling back will increase the moral not just of the troops but the Americans back home, and that has proved to be just as important," the reader added. "Give Iraq time to sort itself out, the only way to come to a resolution is to see it play out, and then once we know who the bad guys actually are we hit them." In a recent telephone press conference attended by Military.com, White House spokesman Tony Snow gave the administration's take on the waning public support for the war, directing blame squarely at the mainstream media: "There is very little awareness of the kind of successes that have been going on and furthermore very few visuals of what Americans in their hearts want to believe . . . At this point all anyone has gotten is bad news and it’s a miracle anybody supports the war based on the kind of characterizations that have been painted." 
South Korea Links
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 Links
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 Link: Cost
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 Link Defense
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 Link Turn: Flip Flop

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.

Japan Links

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 Link: Cost

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 Link: Cost

U.S. Military bases are Costly and unnecessary 

Meyer, 09- Former Marine Corp Officer (Last Edited 2009, Carlton, “Outdates U.S. Military Bases in Japan,” http://www.g2mil.com/Japan-bases.htm)

The irony is that closing or downsizing some of these bases would save the USA millions of dollars a year and shift thousands of jobs to the U.S. economy. However, many powerful Japanese and American corporations support the status quo from which they profit. They work with American Generals and Admirals to argue that Japan helps defray the cost of U.S. bases in Japan by paying for some utilities and the salaries of some Japanese workers. In reality, Japan never pays one cent to the U.S. military, and most of the claimed contributions are artificial. For example, goods imported for sale at U.S. military stores are not taxed by the Japanese government, so this is counted as a financial contribution. Another major "contribution" is rent paid to Japanese landowners. Cost sharing contributions have been reduced in recent years, and further cuts have been promised to prod the American military to reduce its presence.

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" pay.

Keeping military families, aircraft, and ships permanently based in Japan is not only extremely expensive, it is strategically unwise. The USA maintained dozens of aircraft at Clark Field in the Philippines in 1941 to deter a Japanese attack. They provided an easy target for a surprise attack and all aircraft were destroyed on the ground. The defense of the Philippines was poorly organized as a key concern for American officers was the evacuation of military families.

Japan Link Turn: Flip Flop

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.
Japan Link Turn: Flip Flop

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.

Turkey Link
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.
Generic Link Turn: Foreign Policy

ADDING FOREIGN POLICY ISSUES DISTRACTS FROM A DOMWESTIC JOB FOCUS – THIS HURTS THE DEMOCRATS

KOSU NEWS 09, http://kosu.org/2009/12/for-obama-a-foreign-policy-to-do-list-for-2010/, DR
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.” 

Looking Weak on national security crushes Democrats in the midterm

ROVE 09, Former senior adviser and deputy chief of staff to President George W. Bush, Wall Street Journal, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704402404574529583347899774.html, DR
Republican victories in New Jersey and Virginia governors' races last week—despite eight campaign appearances in the two states by President Barack Obama—have unnerved Democrats.

Over the weekend, White House Senior Adviser David Axelrod tried to calm jittery Democrats who might go wobbly on the president's ambitious agenda by telling NBC's Chuck Todd that next year's congressional elections will be "nationalized." Because they "will be a referendum on this White House," he said, voters will turn out for Mr. Obama. Mr. Todd summed up Mr. Axelrod's plans by saying, "It's almost like a page from the Bush playbook of 2002."

I appreciate the reference. Only two presidents have picked up seats in both houses of Congress for their party in their first midterm elections. One was FDR in 1934. The other was George W. Bush in 2002, whose party gained House seats and won back control of the Senate.

But those midterm elections might not be a favorable comparison for this White House. The congressional elections were nationalized seven years ago largely because national security was an overriding issue and Democrats put themselves on the wrong side of it by, among other things, catering to Big Labor.

At the time, there was a bipartisan agreement to create the new Department of Homeland Security. Democrats insisted that every inch of the department be subject to collective bargaining. They pushed for this even though sections of every other department can be declared off-limits to unionization for national security reasons. What Democrats wanted was shortsighted and dangerous. Voters pounded them for it.

Generic Link Defense: Domestic Issues Overshadow

Domestic Issues more important

Hattiesburg American 4/15 (4/15/10, “Let’s Honor Soldier Killed in Iraq,” ln)

This has nothing to do with whether you support the war in Iraq or Afghanistan.

This is about supporting a family who has suffered a significant loss.

And it's a good opportunity for us to remember that this war is ongoing. In recent months, domestic issues - health-care reform, the recession and bitter partisan bickering in Washington - have largely overshadowed the war.

Even though things have greatly settled down in Iraq, it remains a dangerous place for our troops. And Afghanistan continues to be a hotbed of hostile action.

Let's show our support today for the Blount family and every day for the thousands of other soldiers and their families. 

Domestic issues overshadow foreign policy

HADAR 1/28 (Leon Hadar, Washington Correspondent, “New Populists are Shifting the Centre of US Politics,” Business Times Singapore, ln)

So, it seems that as many Americans are as unhappy with Wall Street's bailout and the healthcare reform bill as they are with the military interventions in Iraq and Afghanistan. Yet while the domestic policy issues seemed to have been the focus of the debate during the Senate race in Massachusetts, America's wars have received much less attention.

Democrats must significantly improve the economy by election day to have a shot at being elected

New York Times 5/29 (5/29/10, Jeff Zeleny, NY Times, “In Ohio, guage for midterms, economy rules”, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/05/30/us/politics/30ohio.html, JL)
In a season when the electorate is thumbing its nose at incumbents and turning away establishment candidates across the country, voters in Ohio will settle a showdown between the two men’s starkly different governing philosophies, voting records and political liabilities. Mr. Kasich, after leaving Congress in 2000, became wealthy after a long career in public office by joining Lehman Brothers, the now-bankrupt Wall Street firm that is a symbol of how market forces ran amok. And Mr. Strickland, since leaving Congress in 2006 to become governor, has taken political ownership of Ohio’s economic devastation. Their contest will speak to one of the biggest questions about the midterm elections: Will voters see enough improvement in the economy — and enough progress from Washington on related issues like health care and curbing the national debt — to grant Democrats more time in power? 
Generic Link Defense: Voters Won’t Shift

Americans will not make sharp turns in their voting decisions, nor will it impact the political climate in the long run

Daily Finance 4/30 (4/30/10, Sara Hansard, Daily Finance, “GOP has a good chance at winning the house in November” http://www.dailyfinance.com/story/gop-has-a-good-chance-at-winning-the-house-in-midterm-elections/19460330/, JL)

But a Republican victory in Congress isn't likely to hurt President Obama, Rothenberg said. "As a matter of fact, I think if the Republicans have a good year, it's probably better for the president," he said. Obama has another two years for the economy to improve, and he would be able to "triangulate" by blaming Republicans if his policies go awry, similar to the way Bill Clinton was able to deal with a Republican congressional victory in 1994 and go on to win reelection in 1996.
Moreover, if Republicans win, "They're going to think that's because the country's made this dramatic turn to the right, just like Democrats thought the country had made a dramatic turn to the left," in the 2008 election, Rothenberg said. "The country doesn't turn very dramatically. People just want stuff to work out. It's not about ideology for most Americans."
Generic Defense: Republican Win Won’t Hurt Agenda

A Republican win in the midterm elections will not undermine Obama’s political capital- Bill Clinton proves

Daily Finance 4/30 (4/30/10, Sara Hansard, Daily Finance, “GOP has a good chance at winning the house in November” http://www.dailyfinance.com/story/gop-has-a-good-chance-at-winning-the-house-in-midterm-elections/19460330/, JL)

But a Republican victory in Congress isn't likely to hurt President Obama, Rothenberg said. "As a matter of fact, I think if the Republicans have a good year, it's probably better for the president," he said. Obama has another two years for the economy to improve, and he would be able to "triangulate" by blaming Republicans if his policies go awry, similar to the way Bill Clinton was able to deal with a Republican congressional victory in 1994 and go on to win reelection in 1996.
Democrats will reform the filibuster at the beginning of the next Congress in a process not requiring more than 51 votes, meaning that anything less than a 10 seat gain by the GOP in the Senate will be meaningless and Democrats will still have the ability to pass their agenda. 

Grim, 10(3/10/10, Huffington Post, “Harry Reid Pledges Filibuster Reform,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/03/10/harry-reid-filibuster-rul_n_493474.html) 
Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) pledged on Wednesday to take a serious look at revising the filibuster rules at the beginning of the next Congress, calling the current level of obstruction in the Senate unacceptable.

In a reflection of the party's commitment to changing the parliamentary rules, Sen. Chuck Schumer (D-N.Y.) followed the majority leader by saying that his committee would address the topic soon.

"The rules committee is going to start holding hearings on how to undo the filibuster rule," said Schumer, who chairs the Senate Rules Committee. The New York Democrat told the Huffington Post after the speech that the hearings would take place two or three weeks from now. 

In a speech before a gathering of progressive media, Reid compared the procedural games played by his Republican counterparts to the use of the spitball in a baseball game and the four-corner offense in basketball -- tactics in each sport that were ultimately outlawed.
"The filibuster has been abused. I believe that the Senate should be different than the House and will continue to be different than the House," Reid said. "But we're going to take a look at the filibuster. Next Congress, we're going to take a look at it. We are likely to have to make some changes in it, because the Republicans have abused that just like the spitball was abused in baseball and the four-corner offense was abused in basketball."

Reid's embrace of filibuster reform comes after he previously threw cold water on the likelihood of getting the rules changed. His reference to the "next Congress" stands out. To change Senate rules in the middle of the session requires 67 votes, which Democrats clearly don't have. But changing the rules at the beginning of the 112th Congress will require the chair to declare the Senate is in a new session and can legally draft new rules. That ruling would be made by Vice President Joe Biden, who has spoken out against the current abuse of the filibuster. The ruling can be appealed, but that appeal can be defeated with a simple majority vote.
Cap + Trade: Dem Win Key
GOP gains will prevent climate change legislation
Guardian 3/1 (3/1/10, “The Tea Party is a Dynamic Force, but it is Still Unruly and Incoherent,” ln)

Obama's agenda, including legislation  on healthcare reform, climate change and income redistribution, was predicated on the expectation of a healthy Congressional majority. That is now in peril. Democrats currently have a majority  of 77 in the House of Representatives and 18 in the Senate. According to the respected election  forecasts of the Cook Political Report, there are 59 competitive House seats in the mid-terms. Of those, Democrats are defending 53 and Republicans only six. The Democratic hold on the Senate  is also precarious. In the upper house there are 12 competitive seats, of which Democrats are defending eight and Republicans four. Democrats have little to show for their majorities as it is. Given the lack of discipline in the Democratic caucus, Republicans need only prevail in half of these races to make meaningful progress almost impossible. 

GOP win key to block democratic agenda

Sacramento Bee 1/20 (1/20/10, “Presidents Weak Performance set the stage for Massachusetts Loss,” ln)
Now that Republicans are in control of 41 Senate seats, they can block the passage of any substantive Democratic legislation with a unified filibuster. With Obama now looking increasingly weak and Democratic poll numbers falling, large party losses in November look virtually certain.

Politically, Republicans thus have no reason to help Obama claim any legislative victories.

In 2009, with 40 votes in the Senate, they did this to good effect, and now with enough members to stave off a cloture motion, there is little question they will continue holding up significant legislation, likely making all the items on the Democratic wish list – cap-and-trade, a jobs bill, robust Wall Street regulation, immigration or bankruptcy reform – dead on arrival.

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. 

Cap + Trade: Dem Win Key

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.

Cap + Trade: A/T – No Supermajority

Supermajorities aren’t key – republicans will cooperate on Climate and Immigration

American Spectator 3/30 (3/30/10, “For Their Next Act,” ln)

On immigration as opposed to health care, they can count on at least token Republican support. Ditto cap and trade, where eight House Republicans defected to help pass the Waxman-Markey bill at a minimal cost to industrial-state Democrats. Two of those Republicans may be promoted to the Senate, where -- you guessed it -- Lindsey Graham is already working to provide bipartisan cover to a revivified cap-and-trade campaign. 

Cap + Trade: A/T – Will Pass Now
No more major legislation before the election
Chicago Tribune 5/26 (5/26/10, “Meeting with GOP bodes ill for Obama Agenda,” ln)

President Barack Obama paid a rare visit to Senate Republicans on Capitol Hill on Tuesday, seeking their support on energy, immigration and other top-priority measures. But he hit a buzz saw of criticism and resentment that bodes poorly for the remainder of his legislative agenda. In the tense, closed-door meeting, Obama told GOP senators he did not want legislative business to grind to a halt just because an election was approaching, and he asked for their cooperation on ratifying the New START treaty, confirming Elena Kagan to the Supreme Court and passing legislation to improve the economy. But at least one Republican accused Obama of treating members of the opposition like political props, saying the president's bipartisan words have repeatedly been followed by partisan deeds on such issues as regulation of Wall Street, health care and economic stimulus. "I told him I thought there was a degree of audacity in him showing up today," said Sen. Bob Corker, R-Tenn., who accused the administration of sabotaging efforts to write a bipartisan Wall Street bill. "I asked him how he was able to reconcile that duplicity." Sen. Pat Roberts, R-Kan., said Obama's response to the GOP criticism showed he was so "thin-skinned" that he should "take a Valium" before he comes to talk to Republicans again. As Obama left the Capitol, he told reporters, "It was a good and frank exchange." Later, White House spokesman Bill Burton said the session was "civil in tone" and that Republican accounts of the meeting were overblown. But the byplay underscored the deep suspicions that Obama faces even as he presses for legislation on which he dearly needs Republican support -- a Senate bill to provide more funding for the Afghan war. Democratic leaders also are preparing a $200 billion bill to promote job creation that will stall in the Senate without at least a modicum of Republican backing. Obama's trip to Capitol Hill came just days after the Senate handed him a big victory by approving the sweeping Wall Street financial regulation bill. It passed with four Republican votes. Many lawmakers believe that may be the last major piece of legislation that can make it through Congress in this election year, as hopes for ambitious energy and immigration legislation fade. Although Obama's visit was initially seen as a last-ditch effort to drum up Republican support for those initiatives, many thought hopes of a breakthrough were unrealistic. "Surely you didn't think we were going to walk out of there and have some specific agreement on one of these issues," said Senate Republican Leader Mitch McConnell of Kentucky. Even moderate Sen. Olympia Snowe, of Maine, one of the few Republicans who has been willing to work with the administration, emerged from the meeting with a sour attitude toward the Obama administration's record of outreach. 

Cap + Trade: Will Pass Now
Dems will push through their agenda before the election

The Times 4/28 (4/28/10, “On US failures to Achieve Climate Change,” ln)

Democrats' fears of savage losses in November are justified. Obama's gargantuan struggles to achieve the health care bill did not boost Democratic popularity. So nervous political calculation is guiding the choice of bills to go before Congress in the precious six months that remain with a healthy Democratic majority in both houses.

There is still hope. If the Democrats get the financial regulation bill to pass (and it is popular, for its curbs on banks), then they may gain enough momentum to revive climate change while pursuing immigration too. But they have relegated to the sidelines a bill of real import for the world. The next six months are Obama's best chance to achieve that bill, and he must use them. 

Cap + Trade Bad: 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?

Cap + Trade Bad: 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. 

Cap + Trade Bad: 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.
Cap + Trade Bad: 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.

Cap + Trade Bad: Warming

Cap and trade increases global warming – causes companies to shift overseas and release more emissions

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

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.

Cap + Trade Bad: Competitiveness

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

Vargus, 7/14/09- San Diego Economic Examiner (Mark, San Diego Examiner, "Cap-and-Trade is a job killer", July 14th 2009, http://www.examiner.com/x-2988-San-Diego-Economy-Examiner~y2009m7d14-CapandTrade-is-a-job-killer)
I've had a family member remind me that one study of the Cap-and-Trade bill that passed in the House of Representatives recently claimed that the average family of four would see only a modest $300 per year increase in their energy bills. More than a few people have used this as a sign that the bill will not impact the economy heavily. Sadly, the damage from Cap-and-Trade is not going to be from its direct impact. The bill in any form will quickly prove to be a job killer as the regulations and costs it imposes on manufacturing and logistics drives businesses to move operations out of the country. There are too many elements of this to list them all, but there are three that generate the largest push for companies to move their operations. The first is the fact that as the cost of energy increases due to the effects of Cap-and-Trade, the competitive advantage a nation such as China, which has refused to participate in any carbon reduction treaties, has against US based manufacturers grows. This is obvious, but it’s not just the direct energy costs that come into play. Energy availability also becomes a factor as companies planning large expansions of factories must consider if the local power supply is sufficient. Right now Austin, Texas, which created a major program to sell wind-derived electricity through the local utility company, has discovered that the inability of the wind-farms to ramp up production to meet the growing need of customers has increased the cost of the green energy enough to make it uncompetitive in the local market. This was noted in an article published at the statesman.com website, which noted: The reason is that GreenChoice prices have risen more than fivefold since the program started. GreenChoice now would add about $58 a month to the electricity bill of an average home. Businesses need to be able to control their costs and plan for profitability. The massive disruption of the energy production market that Cap-and-Trade would cause is not going to be welcomed by companies needing cost certainty. For many manufacturers moving operations to China or India, which will have no carbon controls and therefore less expensive and more abundant energy is not a difficult choice. And this issue will have a higher impact on any manufacturing that actually produces carbon on its own. One area the US once dominated is Steel. Part of why some people call part of the Midwest the "Rust Belt' is the fact that the region used to have massive steel mills working round the clock preparing raw steel for other factories to use. But such operations are power intensive and generate copious amounts of "greenhouse gases". The industry in the US has already suffered greatly as lower labor costs in other nations ravaged profit margins, but a few mills have managed to remain in business, often finding niche markets that foreign mills aren't willing to enter. But the increased cost from having to purchase carbon credits will drive the price they must demand for the same products higher, and open the door for foreign competitors to jump in with an alternative material or product. Once again, the US manufacturers will see foreign factories gain a competitive advantage not because of better schools or training, but because of regulations they must obey while their competitors do not suffer under the same restrictions. The final area where costs will rise is logistics. Transporting products to markets is another energy intensive arena that businesses compete in. I've talked to more than a few semi drivers who make the long hauls of goods and materials around this nation. Most admit that their rigs get less than 8 miles-per-gallon on a good day. Moving goods is less expensive by train, but only a few locations are directly on or by the tracks on which trains run, so most goods still have to travel the last legs of their journey by truck. 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.

Cap + Trade Bad: 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.

Cap + Trade Bad: Trade

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.
Cap + Trade Bad: 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. 
Cap + Trade Good: Warming
US action solves – creates a global act & delay makes it worse

GUARDIAN  9 – 16 – 09 

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

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

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

Cap + Trade Good: Economy

Cap and Trade is key to reviving the global economy

Fiona Harvey and Stephanie Kirchgaessner, 6/18/08, National Commission on Energy Policy, “Carbon clincher: America Weighs an emissions mechanism” Financial Times, http://www.energycommission.org/ht/display/ArticleDetails/i/6249

Devoid of American participation, the international market in carbon dioxide emissions is a partly formed creature whose health remains uncertain. When President George W. Bush took office he refused to ratify the United Nations' Kyoto protocol on climate change and attempts to set up a domestic system of trading emissions have been thwarted.  But with Mr Bush's departure next January, that is likely to change. Both John McCain and Barack Obama have pledged to introduce a federal carbon trading system if they succeed him. Though a proposal for such a system failed to secure enough support for a vote in the Senate this month, many think it will return successfully under a new administration.  If so, that would do more than anything to propel this obscure market into becoming one of the most important elements in world trade - influencing the price of oil, gas, electricity and more. "It would have a very big effect," says Henrik Hasselknippe, director at Point Carbon, a carbon market analysis company. "It would be a huge event."  Carbon trading elsewhere has been growing solidly since 2005, when the European Union started its trading system and the Kyoto protocol came into effect. Last year the market was worth about $64bn (£33bn, €41bn) according to the World Bank, more than doubling from $31bn in 2006.  Yet the value would soar to more than $3,000bn a year by 2020 if the US introduced carbon trading, Point Carbon estimates. The US, the world's biggest annual emitter of greenhouse gases until overtaken by China last year, would account for about two-thirds of the total. "The market is already preparing for a new policy shift," says Paul Newman, managing director of Icap Energy, an energy trader, in London. "US participation really does matter."  The investment in carbon-cutting technologies that would be stimulated by a global carbon price could also benefit the world's economies, according to Mitchell Feierstein of Cheyne Capital, the fund management company. He predicts that carbon trading legislation will lead to the "development of numerous ancillary climate- change-related businesses, which will provide an immeasurable boost to the global economy that may prove to be bigger than the tech boom".  Conversely, it could prove fatal for the carbon market if the US shunned carbon trading for much longer. The European Union's bloc-wide emissions trading scheme would be in danger, as businesses and politicians would clamour for a more competitive basis with US industry, says Mr Hasselknippe, adding: "It's critical for the carbon market to get the US involved in the long run." Worse, without US approval a successor to the Kyoto protocol - the main provisions of which expire in 2012 - is unlikely, threatening to end a flow of carbon trading investment from rich to poor countries.

Cap + Trade Good: 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)
Cap + Trade Good: Trade
Cap and Trade key to prevent a trade war with Europe

Peter Fontaine, 2004, Environmental Attorney, "The Gathering Storm" Public Utilities Fortnightly, August, l/n 

By adopting some form of national legislation that begins to internalize the costs of global warming, the United States would blunt any effort by the EU to impose trade sanctions on U.S. goods. The EIA analysis points out one fundamental conclusion. The reduction of global warming gas emissions called for under the Kyoto Protocol will increase electricity prices and therefore the cost of goods. Even under the relatively modest goals of the McCain Lieberman bill, electricity prices will increase due to the internalization of the costs of the cap and trade system. The risk of trade sanctions by America's largest trading partners due to the failure of the United States to control CO[2] emissions should be a real concern to U.S. policy-makers. If the United States continues to resist global pressure to reduce its CO[2] emissions, it will largely cede control over how the rules implementing Kyoto are written and risk  trade sanctions  by trading partners seeking to reduce the disparity in production costs. To avoid this negative outcome, the United States should pursue a more pragmatic middle path that confronts the problem of global warming  by laying out the necessary domestic framework and economic incentives to create a domestic CO[2] emissions market that produces efficient CO[2] reductions, much like the Acid Rain Trading Program. In this way, America can develop new technologies, regain its credibility in the global deliberations over how to combat global warming, and avoid the risk of a damaging trade war with the EU.

That trade war will collapse the WTO

Joseph E. Aldy, Peter R. Orszag, and Joseph E. Stiglitz, 2001, Harvard University, Brookings Institution, and Columbia University,, Climate Change: An Agenda for Global Collective Action, October, http://www.sbgo.com/Papers/Aldy-Orszag-Stiglitz_5.pdf
The hardest questions are posed by potential WTO restrictions. The traditional interpretation of WTO rules is that they do not allow discrimination on the basis of process and production methods. This interpretation would preclude taxes based on energy or greenhouse gas inputs. The recent shrimp-turtle case, however, raises 42 another strategy being explored by environmental law groups involves class action suits filed in domestic or international courts. See Seelye 2001. 43 See Hufbauer, Schott, and Elliott 1990. 44 Countries that failed to impose the carbon tax on the imports of commodities from the rogue country would themselves face taxes on their exports (and similarly for countries that failed to impose taxes on those who failed to punish rogue states). 45 The proceeds of such fees could be contributed into a global carbon fund. It is important that the decision both to levy the carbon tax and to allocate the proceeds be international, so that the taint of hidden protectionism be avoided. 46 In the case of a tradeable allowance scheme, a country that did not require its firms to have such permits could be treated as if it were subsidizing production. In effect, the nation would be treated as if it had given a resource to its domestic firms at a zero price. Other countries would then be allowed to impose countervailing duties on the nation’s firms. This system could also encourage nations that did adopt a permit system to auction them, rather than allocate them for free. 16 interesting questions about the traditional interpretation of WTO rules. In the shrimp turtle case,47 the appellate body found that Article XX of the GATT 1994 in principle allowed countries to impose trade sanctions on the basis of environmental concerns outside their borders (in this case, shrimp caught outside the United States in a manner that incidentally killed sea turtles).48 The logic of the appellate body’s argument could easily be extended to allowing nations to impose trade sanctions on rogue countries that do not obey international climate norms.49 Regardless of whether WTO regulations allow such trade sanctions, they do not forbid them: they only allow retaliation against countries that impose sanctions outside the WTO rules. Thus, the countries of the world could impose sanctions against a rogue nation, knowing that the rogue nation may be entitled under the WTO rules to retaliate. Such retaliation may not be undertaken in any case, since it would only serve to reinforce opposition to the rogue nation. Indeed, any such “trade war” could increase public sentiment for compliance with global norms. The danger with this approach, however, is that excessive reliance on trade sanctions may undermine the general WTO framework and threaten global trade.
Cooperation with the EU on climate change key to Doha

Christopher Wenk, 3/5/08, Senior Director of International Policy – U.S. Chamber of Commerce, “Climate Change: Competitiveness Concerns and Prospects for Engaging Developing Countries” Federal News Service, l/n

Finally, the Chamber believes that trade policy can contribute in a meaningful way on efforts to reduce climate change through trade liberalization and not trade restrictions. Last fall, the United States and the European Union submitted a proposal, as part of the ongoing Doha Round of WTO negotiations to increase global trade in and the use of environmental goods and services. It would place priority action on technologies directly linked to addressing climate change and energy security. Significantly, WTO members currently charge duties as high as 70 percent on certain environmental goods, impeding access to and use of these important technologies.

Immigration Reform Good: Economy

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.

Immigration Reform Good: 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

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

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

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

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: Hegemony
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: Agriculture
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.

Agricultural Security is key to preventing extinction from terrorism, proliferation, environmental collapse and nuclear war

Richard G. LUGAR, 2004, U.S. Senator – Indiana, “Plant Power” Our Planet v. 14 n. 3

In a world confronted by global terrorism, turmoil in the Middle East, burgeoning nuclear threats and other crises, it is easy to lose sight of the long-range challenges. But we do so at our peril. One of the most daunting of them is meeting the world’s need for food and energy in this century. At stake is not only preventing starvation and saving the environment, but also world peace and security. History tells us that states may go to war over access to resources, and that poverty and famine have often bred fanaticism and terrorism. Working to feed the world will minimize factors that contribute to global instability and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.   With the world population expected to grow from 6 billion people today to 9 billion by mid-century, the demand for affordable food will increase well beyond current international production levels. People in rapidly developing nations will have the means greatly to improve their standard of living and caloric intake. Inevitably, that means eating more meat. This will raise demand for feed grain at the same time that the growing world population will need vastly more basic food to eat.  Complicating a solution to this problem is a dynamic that must be better understood in the West: developing countries often use limited arable land to expand cities to house their growing populations. As good land disappears, people destroy timber resources and even rainforests as they try to create more arable land to feed themselves. The long-term environmental consequences could be disastrous for the entire globe.   Productivity revolution  To meet the expected demand for food over the next 50 years, we in the United States will have to grow roughly three times more food on the land we have. That’s a tall order. My farm in Marion County, Indiana, for example, yields on average 8.3 to 8.6 tonnes of corn per hectare – typical for a farm in central Indiana. To triple our production by 2050, we will have to produce an annual average of 25 tonnes per hectare.   Can we possibly boost output that much? Well, it’s been done before. Advances in the use of fertilizer and water, improved machinery and better tilling techniques combined to generate a threefold increase in yields since 1935 – on our farm back then, my dad produced 2.8 to 3 tonnes per hectare. Much US agriculture has seen similar increases.   But of course there is no guarantee that we can achieve those results again. Given the urgency of expanding food production to meet world demand, we must invest much more in scientific research and target that money toward projects that promise to have significant national and global impact. For the United States, that will mean a major shift in the way we conduct and fund agricultural science. Fundamental research will generate the innovations that will be necessary to feed the world.   The United States can take a leading position in a productivity revolution. And our success at increasing food production may play a decisive humanitarian role in the survival of billions of people and the health of our planet. 

Immigration Reform Bad: National ID
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
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.

Immigration Reform Bad: A/T - 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.

Immigration Reform Bad: A/T - 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."

Immigration Reform Bad: A/T - 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.

Immigration Reform Bad: A/T - 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. 

