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***Dems Good Uniqueness***
Dems Will Keep Majority Now 

Democrats will lose seats – but will still maintain majority

The Economist 7 – 10 [“Waiting to thump the Democrats; The mid-term elections” L/N]

For all these woes, the Democrats could yet hang on. Mr Olsen makes the point that it is rare for a president's party actually to lose Congress in his first term: before the upset of 1994 the only previous such turnaround was when the Republicans lost in 1954 under Eisenhower. The Democrats enjoy stronger local organisation in many districts and, despite having fewer friends on Wall Street these days, are expected to have more money to spend. They have not given up hope of persuading the new voters who helped to elect Mr Obama in 2008 to turn out again; the campaign organisation he built for that election has been kept running, under the new name Organising for America. Chris Van Hollen, chairman of the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee, told the Washington Post recently that the party was spending $50m on efforts to galvanise the first-time voters of 2008 to vote again in November. One hope on the Democratic side is that the conservative "tea-party" movement will drive the Republicans too far to the right for the taste of mainstream voters. But there is not much evidence of that in the polling. Indeed, the number of voters telling Gallup's pollsters that the Republicans are too conservative has fallen since 2008 from 43% to 40%, and the proportion who think them about right has grown from 38% to 41%. Meanwhile the share of voters who consider the Democrats "too liberal" has risen from 39% to 49%. That cannot be good news for Ms Pelosi and her anxious colleagues in the House.

GOP won’t win majority—not enough seats will change hands 

MSNBC 7 – 12 [“First thoughts: House play”

http://firstread.msnbc.msn.com/_news/2010/07/12/4661276-first-thoughts-house-play] 

The GOP’s advantages and disadvantages: But we also can list another four reasons why the GOP won’t win back the House: 1) Unlike in ’94, the Republican Party has a fav/unfav score that's no better (and sometimes event worse) than the Dem Party’s; 2) Unlike in ’94, the GOP isn’t necessarily running on new ideas or even with many new faces; 3) the National Republican Congressional Committee has a HUGE financial disadvantage compared with the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee, and the RNC’s political/fundraising troubles won’t be able to make up the difference; and 4) winning 39 seats is a tall order. After all, when Democrats won back the House in 2006 -- during the height of violence in Iraq and after Hurricane Katrina -- they picked up 30 House seats. The GOP will need almost 10 more than that. One thing that's truly amazing about this cycle, historically: The fact we're headed for a third-straight cycle where more than 20 seats change hands.

GOP won’t take control – Steele hurting republicans

Cost 7 – 6 [Jay is an editor at Real Clear Politics, “Michael Steele Makes the Case for Party Reform”

http://www.realclearpolitics.com/horseraceblog/2010/07/michael_steele_makes_the_case_1.html] 

I've been thinking about this anecdote lately because of Michael Steele, as of this writing still the Chairman of the RNC. His tenure has been an unmitigated disaster, and an embarrassment for a Republican party that stands a decent shot of returning to power in Congress come November. Apparently, the RNC is not going to force Steele out of power - it's just too difficult - and instead unhappy Republicans will redirect money to other outlets, like the Republican Governors Association.So, 2010 is a bit like 1866 in that the Republican party apparatus is disorganized and divided. Although unlike 1866, the disorganization of today is not because of deep divisions within the party on an issue of monumental importance, but because of a man who has managed to capture the chairmanship in an apparent attempt to - as the Daily Show wryly commented last night - run a "ponzi scheme on stupid."The unrepresentativeness of the Republican organization has been a problem in the past. Teddy Roosevelt was likely the choice of Republican voters nationwide, but he lost the Republican nomination in 1912 to William Howard Taft, who controlled the RNC as well as the Southern delegates. These southern delegates did not represent the interests of voting Republicans in the South because, well, there really weren't any voting Southern Republicans back then! Instead, they were more like the "Rotten Boroughs" of old British Parliaments, loyal to Taft because he as President had secured them patronage.  So how is it that Michael Steele has been able to wreak all this havoc upon a party that won the support of nearly 60 million Americans in 2008? It goes like this: the state Republican parties elected their RNC members, who elected Michael Steele, who has embarrassed his party. The worst part of this setup is that the party feels its negative effects at exactly the worst time: when it is out of power. Steele's unique brand of nonsense would not have been tolerated when George W. Bush was President because the Commander in Chief also becomes the commander of the party. He essentially captures the RNC and integrates it into his own political organization - just as Barack Obama effectively named Tim Kaine, an early supporter, chair of the DNC. But when the party is out of power, a character like Michael Steele has a shot at gaming this inefficient, outdated organization for the purposes of self-promotion. 

Dems Will Keep Majority Now 

Dems will lose 25-30 seats in the House, but likely keep control of Congress

Rothenberg 6/23/10 (Stuart, Editor + Publisher @ Rothenberg Political Report, "New 2010 House Ratings," http://rothenbergpoliticalreport.blogspot.com/2010/06/new-2010-house-ratings.html)

In our latest (June 18) issue of the Rothenberg Political Report, we moved two races: the Democratic open seat in Arkansas 2 from Toss-Up/Tilt Republican to Lean Republican and South Dakota Cong. Stephanie Herseth Sandlin (D) from Democrat Favored to Toss-Up/Tilt Democrat.

We're also moving Cong. Chet Edwards (D-TX 17) from Democrat Favored to Toss-Up/Tilt Democrat. Voters know and like Edwards, but they are not, at least at this point, prepared to vote for him again.

Our next full House overview in the middle of next month, so stay tuned for even more changes.

Overall, substantial Republican gains are inevitable, with net Democratic losses now looking to be at least two dozen. At this point, GOP gains of 25-30 seats seem likely, though considerably larger gains in excess of 40 seats certainly seem possible.

GOP won't win the necessary 39 seats to retake the House—it’s too tall of an order

Rothenberg 7/12/10 (Stuart, Editor + Publisher @ Rothenberg Political Report, "NBC's First Read Misses A Key Point," http://rothenbergpoliticalreport.blogspot.com/)

In looking at the reasons why Republicans might win the House in November, as well as why they might not, NBC’s First Read made the following point: “winning 39 seats is a tall order. After all, when Democrats won back the House in 2006 -- during the height of violence in Iraq and after Hurricane Katrina -- they picked up 30 House seats. The GOP will need almost 10 more than that.”

The numbers are right, but they lack context and, therefore, are misleading.

Yes, taking over 42 or 43 Democratic-held districts is a challenge (some GOP seats are likely to fall in November, increasing the number of Republican victories needed to take over the House), and those are big numbers historically. But First Read missed a crucial point: A party’s chances of winning House seats depends on a number of things, not the least of which is where it starts in an election cycle.

TEA PARTY will crush GOP senate hopes in the midterms
Halperin 7 – 12 [Mark, “How the Tea Party May Hurt GOP Senate Prospects

http://www.time.com/time/politics/article/0,8599,2003079,00.html?xid=rss-mostpopular] 

The Tea Party may be the best thing that has happened to the Republican Party since Barack Obama got elected President. Its members, fed up and fired up, have sacrificed their time and personal pursuits to try to alter the direction of the government and effect real change. Much like the movement that helped propel Obama to the White House, the Tea Party has challenged the establishment and injected passion into politics. But now it could cost Republicans key Senate seats in November. These dual truths spotlight the state of America's two major political parties as the country heads into the midterms, examines Obama's first two years in office and looks beyond to 2012.  There are two significant differences between Obama's grass-roots upswell and the rise of the Tea Party adherents. First, Obama attracted people across a wide swath of the political spectrum, from the far left to just right of center; the Tea Party is almost exclusively hard right. Second, the Obamans were insurgent in their mind-set but downright establishment in their technology, organization, fundraising and ability to use the existing rules to beat the power players at their own game. For all its energy, the Tea Party has not had the chance to demonstrate the same sustained capacity for winning methodology and follow-through.  With their unpredictable styles and imprudent mouths, the Tea Party–favored candidates, so dominant in the primaries, have put their general contests in peril at an especially critical time — when Republicans need to net 10 seats in order to win back control of the chamber. The Tea Party may display an admirable drive, but it is an indisputable reality that the same purity of views that has allowed the movement to dominate many primaries leaves the GOP vulnerable in November. 

***Dems Bad/GOP Good Uniqueness***

GOP Will Retake House Of Reps Now

GOP will retake the House—the Republican leadership is confident 

Matt DeLong 7/12/10 (Staff Writer for the Washington Post, http://voices.washingtonpost.com/44/2010/07/cantor-gop-will-retake-the-hou.html?wprss=44)

House Minority Whip Eric Cantor (R-Va.) boldly predicted his party will retake control of the House of Representatives during an appearance Monday on CNBC. "I think we're going to retake the House, as Mr. Gibbs suggested yesterday from the White House." Cantor said. "That's going to change the dynamic for sure." He later added: "When we regain the House, because I do think that we'll retake the majority, the president will have to deal with us." 1"there's no doubt there are enough seats in play that could cause Republicans to gain control." Though he is angling to succeed Nancy Pelosi (D-Calif.) as House speaker, House Minority Leader John Boehner's (R-Ohio) recent midterm predictions have been a bit more reserved than those of his lieutenant. In an interview last month with the Pittsburgh Tribune-Review, House Minority Leader John Boehner (R-Ohio) stopped short of pledging to take control of the House. Several days later, Boehner told The Post's Dan Balz that there is a "great opportunity" for the GOP in November, but the party will face an "uphill battle."
GOP will retake the House—Democratic efforts to pass bills before November proves 

John Fund 7/9/10 (Political journalist for the WSJ, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704293604575343262629361470.html)

Democratic House members are so worried about the fall elections they're leaving Washington on July 30, a full week earlier than normal—and they won't return until mid-September. Members gulped when National Journal's Charlie Cook, the Beltway's leading political handicapper, predicted last month "the House is gone," meaning a GOP takeover. He thinks Democrats will hold the Senate, but with a significantly reduced majority. The rush to recess gives Democrats little time to pass any major laws. That's why there have been signs in recent weeks that party leaders are planning an ambitious, lame-duck session to muscle through bills in December they don't want to defend before November. Retiring or defeated members of Congress would then be able to vote for sweeping legislation without any fear of voter retaliation. "I've got lots of things I want to do" in a lame duck, Sen. Jay Rockefeller (D., W. Va.) told reporters in mid June. North Dakota's Kent Conrad, chairman of the Senate Budget Committee, wants a lame-duck session to act on the recommendations of President Obama's deficit commission, which is due to report on Dec. 1. "It could be a huge deal," he told Roll Call last month. "We could get the country on a sound long-term fiscal path." By which he undoubtedly means new taxes in exchange for extending some, but not all, of the Bush-era tax reductions that will expire at the end of the year. In the House, Arizona Rep. Raul Grijalva, co-chairman of the Congressional Progressive Caucus, told reporters last month that for bills like "card check"—the measure to curb secret-ballot union elections—"the lame duck would be the last chance, quite honestly, for the foreseeable future." 

GOP Will Retake House Of Reps Now

Republicans will retake the House now--they're riding a "rogue wave" of electoral fortune 

Orrell 7/6/10 (Brent, Frum Forum, "The Coming GOP Tsunami," http://www.frumforum.com/the-coming-gop-tsunami)

A rogue wave is headed our way.  Barring a sharp reversal of current trends, American voters are about to sweep away the Democratic majorities in the U.S. House of Representatives and, at a minimum, throw control of the U.S. Senate into serious question.  My updated analysis shows stark changes in the electoral environment over the past six months with the playing field in the House of Representatives having grown by 50 percent (from 80 seats to 120 seats) with almost all of that growth among seats currently held by Democrats.

Here’s how desperate the situation has become for President Obama and Democrats in Congress:  except for a short stretch along the Delaware Turnpike, it is now possible to drive from New Hampshire to Miami without encountering a seriously competitive Republican-held House seat.  If you’d rather go West, start in Virginia Beach and drive to San Francisco.  You won’t find any vulnerable Republicans on that axis.  A map that six months ago was dotted with red and blue pins representing competitive seats held by both parties is now almost uniformly blue.

As I noted in January, the Northeast and Mid-Atlantic remain pivotal regions for the 2010 mid-terms.  There are now a total of 24 endangered Democratic seats between New Hampshire and the North Carolina line.  The previously competitive Republican seats in the region (apart from Congressman Mike Castle’s in Delaware) have almost evaporated.  For Democrats it is all defense, all the time from here to November 2.

For Republicans, the good news continues to grow elsewhere in the country.  Five incumbent Democrats are on the bubble in Ohio, and no Republicans. Two more in Indiana  (and no Republicans).  Three more Democrat-held seats in Tennessee, three in North Carolina, and four in Florida.  (Weakness in the mid-South is an unusually strong harbinger of bad tidings for Democrats.   On Election night, 1994, the Republican sweep took out Democrats in the governorship, two Senate seats (both were open due to a retirement), and three House seats.   That’s what’s called a “bad night” in politics.)  Both Dakota seats are likely to flip; two in Arkansas and between two and four seats in Arizona where the debate on policies to control illegal immigration will drive conservative turnout.  And all of this is occurring against the backdrop of just four vulnerable Republican seats across the entire country.  On a net basis, Republicans are already in excellent position to pick up 52 to 54 seats in the House of Representatives.  Given the potential downside of a deteriorating economy, ballooning deficits, the ongoing crisis in the Gulf of Mexico and stackable foreign policy dramas, it takes only a modicum of imagination to see how things could get worse for the President’s party in the House.

GOP Will Retake House Of Reps Now 

The GOP has all the momentum—falling Obama approval ratings, huge enthusiasm means huge turnout, repeat of Dem victory in 2k6 

The Bulletin 7/12/10 (Philadelphia’s Family Newspaper, http://thebulletin.us/articles/2010/07/12/top_stories/doc4c3b33b282148748344038.txt)

With four months to go before Election Day, voting intentions for the House remain closely divided, and neither party has gained or lost much ground over the course of 2010. However, Republicans are much more engaged in the coming election and more inclined to say they are certain to vote than are Democrats. This could translate into a sizable turnout advantage for the GOP in November that could transform an even race among registered voters into a solid victory for the Republicans. Fully 56 percent of Republican voters say they are more enthusiastic about voting this year than in previous elections – the highest percentage of GOP voters expressing increased enthusiasm about voting in midterms dating back to 1994. While enthusiasm among Democratic voters overall is on par with levels in 2006, fewer liberal Democrats say they are more enthusiastic about voting than did so four years ago (52 percent then, 37 percent today). The Republican Party now holds about the same advantage in enthusiasm among its party’s voters that the Democratic Party held in June 2006 and the GOP had late in the 1994 campaign. Moreover, more Republicans than Democrats are now paying close attention to election news (64 percent vs. 50 percent). At this stage in previous midterms, news attentiveness was about the same for voters in both parties. The latest national survey by the Pew Research Center for the People & the Press, conducted June 16-20 among 1,802 adults and 1,496 registered voters reached on cell phones and landlines, finds that the Republicans also continue to hold a substantial advantage in the proportion of their party’s voters who say they are “absolutely certain” to vote. Currently, 77 percent of Republican voters say they are absolutely certain to vote compared with 65 percent of Democratic voters. The new survey finds that 45 percent of registered voters say they support the Republican in their district while the same percentage favors the Democrat. While Democrats have a substantial advantage among the least engaged group of voters – young people – Republicans have a large advantage among the age groups that are most committed to voting – those ages 50 and older. Voters younger than age 30 favor the Democratic candidate in their district by a wide margin (57 percent to 32 percent). Yet only half of young voters say they are absolutely certain to vote. Voters ages 50 and older favor the Republican candidate in their district by double digits (11 points) and roughly eight-in-ten (79 percent) say they are absolutely certain to vote. In June 2006, Democrats held significant leads among both younger and older voters. Their advantage among voters under age 30 was about the same as it is today (56 percent vs. 36 percent), but they also held a 14-point lead among voters ages 50 and older (52 percent to 38 percent). The GOP is also benefiting from a change in voting preferences among independents. Currently, Republicans have a slight edge over the Democrats among independent voters (44 percent to 36 percent). At this stage in 2006, independents backed the Democratic candidate in their district by a wide margin (47 percent to 32 percent). Equally important, independents who say they will support the Republican candidate this November are much more engaged than those who favor the Democrat in their district. This pattern is evident across several measures – enthusiasm about voting, attentiveness to campaign news and intention to vote. More than half of independent voters (55 percent) who back the Republican candidate in their district are more enthusiastic than usual about voting this year; that compares with 36 percent of independents who prefer the Democratic candidate. While 63 percent of independent voters who favor the GOP candidate are closely following news about the election, just 48 percent of independents who support the Democratic candidate say the same. And 77 percent of independent voters who support a Republican say they are absolutely certain to vote, compared with 62 percent of independents who back a Democrat. The 2010 Electoral Landscape In many ways, the 2010 campaign is shaping up as a mirror image of the midterm election four years ago. In June 2006, more Democratic than Republican voters said national issues would have the biggest impact on their vote. Anti-incumbent sentiment also was much stronger then among voters who planned to vote for a Democratic candidate than among those voting Republican. This year, more voters who plan to vote Republican than those who intend to vote Democratic say national issues will make the biggest difference in their vote for Congress (by 43 percent to 34 percent). And fully 44 percent of Republican voters oppose their own member’s reelection, compared with just 22 percent of Democratic voters. In June 2006, these figures were nearly reversed (39 percent of Democratic voters vs. 22 percent of Republican voters). The issue of which party controls Congress is as big a factor today for Republicans as it was for Democrats four years ago; 66 percent of those planning to vote for a Republican say the issue of which party controls Congress will be a factor in their vote, compared with 57 percent of Democratic voters. Four years ago, 68 percent of Democratic voters cited party control of Congress as an influence on their vote, as did 55 percent of Republican voters. Barack Obama is not as big a negative factor for Republican voters as George W. Bush was for Democratic voters four years ago. Currently, 52 percent of Republican voters think of their vote as a vote against Obama. In June 2006, 64 percent of Democratic voters said that about Bush. And there are now more pro-Obama Democratic voters than there were pro-Bush Republican voters four years ago (44 percent vs. 34 percent). As was the case in 2006, voters take a dim view of both parties’ congressional leaders – just 34 percent of voters approve of the job performance of Democratic leaders while 31 percent approve of the job of GOP leaders. While Republican voters are highly enthusiastic about the election, they are not very impressed with the party’s congressional leaders. Just 48 percent of voters who favor a GOP candidate in their district approve of the job of Republican congressional leaders while 43 percent disapprove. Far more Democratic voters (63 percent) approve of the job their party’s congressional leaders are doing. Somewhat fewer voters say that Congress has accomplished less than did so in June 2006 (35 percent today, 45 percent then). But Republican voters are currently about as critical of the accomplishments of the current Congress (52 percent accomplished less) as Democratic voters were four years ago (57 percent). Looking Ahead To Nov. 2 Fully 72 percent of Republican and Republican-leaning registered voters expect that the GOP will do better than it has in recent elections. This is similar to Democratic expectations during the 2006 election. In June of that year, 62 percent of Democrats and Democratic-leaning voters anticipated that their party would make gains – a figure that grew to 72 percent by the end of the campaign. However, Democratic voters this year are not particularly pessimistic about the election: 29 percent expect the Democrats to do better in this year’s midterm, far more than the percentage of GOP voters who said that four years ago (16 percent). Nearly half of Democratic voters (48 percent) expect the party to do about the same this fall as in recent elections, while just 18 percent say it will do worse. The optimism of Republican voters about their party’s chances this fall is one factor – though hardly the only factor – boosting their enthusiasm about voting. Among the voters who favor the Republican candidate in their district and expect the party to do better than in recent elections, 63 percent are more enthusiastic about voting. That compares with 45 percent of voters who plan to vote Republican and expect the party to fare about the same as it has in recent elections. The high level of enthusiasm among Republican voters also is linked to strongly negative opinions about Barack Obama. Fully 62 percent of Republican voters who think of their vote as a vote against Obama are more enthusiastic about voting than in previous elections. By comparison, fewer than half (45 percent) of those who say Obama is not a factor in their vote are more enthusiastic about voting. There is a similar gap in enthusiasm between Republican voters who say party control of Congress is a factor in their vote and those who do not (60 percent vs. 45 percent). Republican voters who agree with the Tea Party movement – about half of all GOP voters – also are more enthusiastic about voting this fall than are Republican voters who have not heard of the Tea Party or have no opinion of the movement (66 percent vs. 45 percent). 

***Links for Dems Bad/GOP Good Midterms***
Generic Link – Public Popularity

Isolationist foreign policy is publicly popular – recent Pew polls

Kull, PhD in Public Policy, 5-14 (Steven, faculty member of the School of Public Policy at the University of Maryland and a member of the Council on Foreign Relations and the World Association of Public Opinion Research, Americans and the World in Difficult Times, Center for International Security Studies, Google Scholar)

As the stress of two wars combines with after-affects of a deep recession and a global financial crisis that keeps unfolding new chapters, many observers have expressed concern that the American public will be increasingly unwilling to shoulder the burden of America's unique world position of leadership.  These concerns were sharply evoked last December by a major study on attitudes toward foreign policy from the Pew Research Center. This poll included a number of long-standing trend line questions that are often seen as a measure of isolationism. These showed a sharp movement that has been widely interpreted as a surge of isolationism. However even the same poll also showed support for various forms of international engagement. So that the story is not as simple as was reported.  Stated briefly I think there are some signs that the public is feeling overextended and would like to lighten the burden of America's role in the world. This has actually been true for sometime, but it has been significantly exacerbated by the economic crisis and the effect of conducting the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. They feel the pressure of the budget deficit--something that concerns them.

Low level of confidence in the military and the guns vs. butter tradeoff make the plan especially salient

Kull, PhD in Public Policy, 5-14 (Steven, faculty member of the School of Public Policy at the University of Maryland and a member of the Council on Foreign Relations and the World Association of Public Opinion Research, Americans and the World in Difficult Times, Center for International Security Studies, Google Scholar)

It is likely that in the near future, as the struggle over the budget deficit gains prominence, that information about the distribution of the budget will become more visible. This will likely to generate some downward pressures on the defense budget.  It is also important to note that in this same poll, even without the information about the actual distribution, when respondents were presented the possibility of cutting defense in favor of education, healthcare, housing ad deficit reduction, six in ten favored it. Thus as trade-offs become salient pressures to cut defense are likely to increase.  Finally there is another more current factor that is likely to exert downward pressures. That is that there is a low level of confidence that recent US military efforts have been highly successful in increasing US security.

Public anti-presence sentiment is as strong as the Vietnam era

Krepinevich, PhD @ Harvard, 5-14 (Andrew, President of the Center for Strategic & Budgetary Assessments, 5-14, National Security Strategy in an Era of Growing Challenges and Resource Constraints, Google Scholar)

Public opinion among Americans shows little stomach for fencing defense expenditures during these difficult economic times. Recent polls indicate that a growing number of Americans feel the United States should “mind its own business internationally” when it comes to foreign affairs. A December 2009 Pew Research Center poll, which asked 2,000 U.S. citizens about United States’ role in the world, is titled: “Isolationist Sentiment Surges to Four-Decade High.” The survey found that almost half of Americans (49 percent) think the United States should stay out of foreign affairs and let other countries get along as best they can on their own.  That number is the highest in 40 years – since the height of the U.S. public’s disillusionment with the Vietnam War – and represents a one-third increase in the  percentage of those Americans who felt that way shortly before the Second Gulf War.17  A major reason for the substantial shift in the popular mood is the poor economy. With many Americans losing their jobs, and some their homes, people feel the government should make it an overriding priority to address pressing domestic issues rather than pursue expensive foreign initiatives.18 The protracted and still inconclusive outcomes of the United States’ involvement in the Afghan War and the Second Gulf War have also undoubtedly soured the public’s perception of what the nation has achieved at the expense of over 5,400 American lives and over $1 trillion.
Generic Link – Public Popularity  

Plan is popular with the public – media spin proves

Kull, Ramsay and Lewis 04 [Steven is the director of the Program on International Policy Attitudes, Clay is the director of research at PIPA and Evan is a fellow at PIPA, “Misperceptions, the Media, and the Iraq War” Political Science Quarterly, Vol. 118, No. 4] 

Nevertheless, when the President decided to go to war, the majority of the public expressed support. More significantly, when the United States failed to find the expected evidence that would corroborate the administration's as​sumptions that prompted the war, the majority continued to support the deci​sion to go to war.3 This polling data raises the question of why the public has been so accom​modating. Did they simply change their views about the war despite their ear​lier reservations? Or did they in some way come to have certain false beliefs or misperceptions that would make going to war appear more legitimate, con​sistent with pre-existing beliefs? A variety of possible misperceptions could justify going to war with Iraq. If Americans believed that the United States had found WMD in Iraq or had found evidence that Iraq was providing support to al Qaeda, then they may have seen the war as justified as an act of self-defense even without UN ap​proval. If Americans believed that world public opinion backed the United States going to war with Iraq, then they may have seen the war as legitimate even if some members of the UN Security Council obstructed approval. Of course, people do not develop misperceptions in a vacuum. The admin​istration disseminates information directly and by implication. The press trans​mits this information and, at least in theory, provides critical analysis. One's source of news or how closely one pays attention to the news may influence whether or how misperceptions may develop.
Plan unpopular with the public – fatalities kill public support

Kull and Ramsay 01 [Steven is the director of the Program on International Policy Attitudes, Clay is the director of research at PIPA, “Public opinion and the international use of force” p. 206-208] 

On the question of America's role in the world, three-quarters of inter​viewees expressed the view that the majority of Americans wants the US to disengage from the world. Respondents were also asked directly how they expected the public would react to US casualties in the course of participating in a UN peacekeeping operation, and how they believed the majority of the public had reacted after the deaths in Somalia. The dominant response, given by two-fifths of all respondents inter​viewed and three-fifths of members of Congress and Congressional staffers was that if American troops are killed in the course of a peacekeeping operation, this would trigger a strong public demand for the immediate withdrawal of US troops. Others concurred with the view that there would be such a reflexive urge but believed that there were ways that it could be contained such as through strong leadership from Washington. Only one out of six said that the public could tolerate fatalities.

Those who held the view that the public would want to withdraw in response to fatalities stated it with considerable confidence. A prominent journalist said that in the event of fatalities, the public would want to 'remove them [troops], yes, redeploy, whatever they call it, but remove them from danger'. A reporter thought that 'the threshold for deaths and casualties in peacekeeping is almost zero. It's not exactly zero, but it's pretty darn close.' In the interviews, members of Congress made the strongest statements about the public's reactiveness to casualties. One asserted that in the event of casualties 'there'll be a very strong call across the country to get our troops out of there. And die people who were opposed to it will be more energized in their opposition.* This readiness to withdraw in response to casualties was seen as increasing in the course of operations. A former executive branch official said, 'The tolerance for casualties diminishes as a conflict continues and as it becomes less and less clear how we're going to finish it.* All interviewees were also asked directly for their perceptions of how the public responded to the deaths of US soldiers in Somalia in October 1993. Almost three-fourths (including ait media respondents) said that a majority had wanted immediate withdrawal. Very small minorities made different characterizations: a few thought the public had had a conflicted response, others said the president could have built support for the existing policy had he so chosen, and even fewer thought the public wanted to 'come on stronger1 and use greater force. Congressional respondents described this perception as being pervasive within Congress at the time. Asked whether he thought a majority wanted to withdraw, a staff member replied, 'Oh yes, absolutely. I was heavily involved on the committee's work on that issue. Every member of the committee was overwhelmed with public revulsion - their own constituents' revulsion at what happened' Likewise, a Democratic member of Congress, when asked whether a majority of the public had wanted to withdraw, groaned, 'Oh! God, we handed the Republicans the biggest issue that they could ever have asked for.'

Generic Link – Public Popularity  

Removing troops is popular after long wars – Somalia Proves

Kull and Ramsay 01 [Steven is the director of the Program on International Policy Attitudes, Clay is the director of research at PIPA, “Public opinion and the international use of force” p.209-214] 

Because the reaction to the fatalities in Somalia is seen as the quintes​sential case of the post-Cold War type of response we shall start with that case. Shortly after eighteen American soldiers were killed in a Somalia firefight in October 1993, television networks broadcast graphic pictures of dead GIs being dragged through the streets of Mogadishu. The very evening following the news reports of the deaths, with these images still fresh in the minds of the American public, polls taken by ABC and CNN/ USA Today, only 37 per cent and 43 per cent of respond​ents, respectively, said they wanted US troops to withdraw immediately. Three other polls taken over the next week produced similar results (see Figure 9.1).15

Polls show troops withdrawal is popular with the public during wars

Kull and Ramsay 01 [Steven is the director of the Program on International Policy Attitudes, Clay is the director of research at PIPA, “Public opinion and the international use of force” p.209-214] 

Several polls showed that a majority did want to withdraw at some point and did not want to stay in until the country was fully stabilized. A PIPA poll taken 15 18 October found that only 28 per cent wanted to withdraw immediately, 43 per cent supported the president's plan of withdrawing in six months, and only 27 per cent did not want to with​draw 'until we have stabilised the country, even if it takes longer than six months'. Some polls found as many as 65 per cent saying Uiat the US should withdraw from Somalia, though when asked specifically whether this meant that the US should withdraw now, less than a majority felt such urgency.
A US isolationist sentiment is growing – the public is less supportive of foreign military operations 

Michael Bowman 12/4/09 (Michael Bowman specializes in Latin American affairs, immigration issues and economic matters as a Washington-based correspondent, VOANews, http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/usa/Poll-Shows-US-Isolationist-Sentiment-Growing-78523627.html)

A new opinion poll shows the American public growing more isolationist, less supportive of U.S. missions abroad, less certain of American clout on the world stage and more concerned about rising economic powers like China. Analysts say the survey numbers present a challenge for President Barack Obama as he tries to rally the nation in support of a troop surge in Afghanistan. Isolationist sentiment is on the rise in the United States, according to a poll conducted by the Washington-based Pew Research Center for the People & the Press. Forty-nine percent of Americans, the survey says, believe the United States should "mind its own business" and let other nations get along on their own. That is up from 30 percent in 2002. "The American public is focused on a bad economy and also feeling badly about the world," said Pew President Andrew Kohut. "There are two wars that the public thinks are not going well [Iraq and Afghanistan]." Rising isolationism does not surprise Council on Foreign Relations Studies director James Lindsay. "When the economy dips, so does the public's enthusiasm for activity abroad," he said. "The public understandably wants its politicians to worry about fixing problems at home and is less worried about fixing problems overseas." Lindsay says a growing preoccupation with domestic concerns has implications for U.S. foreign policy in general and President Obama's new Afghan war strategy, in particular. "The president is sailing into a stiff wind," added Lindsay. Recent public opinion surveys have shown declining support for sending more U.S. troops to Afghanistan. The Pew poll, conducted before President Obama's Afghan strategy announcement this week, shows only 32 percent backing for an expanded U.S. military mission. Kohut says Americans are increasingly skeptical about U.S. intervention abroad. "We had eight years of an assertive national foreign policy [under former President George W. Bush]. And that foreign policy, in the end, was judged to be unsuccessful," he said. "Coming away from an experience like that, it would lead some Americans to believe that we are going to play a less influential, less powerful role in the world." And which nations do Americans see as filling the vacuum created by a perceived loss of U.S. clout on the world stage? "The public takes a less-benign view of China's rise. Fifty-three percent [of Americans] see it as a threat, its emerging power as a threat to the United States," said Kohut. "Although it is not really a negative attitude towards China, there is worry. And, more dramatically, for the first time a plurality of Americans think that China - not the United States - is the world's leading economic power." But if such pessimism and isolationist instincts are fed by current U.S. economic troubles, could an economic recovery reverse the trend? "What bad economic times can take away, it can give back. And if the American economy turns around and we see a sustained period of economic growth, I would expect to see these poll numbers change yet again," said Lindsay. American public opinion also appears to be diverging from that of U.S. foreign policy experts. A recent poll of 600 members of the Council on Foreign Relations, or CFR, shows 50 percent backing for a troop surge in Afghanistan, and 58 percent listing China as an important future U.S. ally. Seventy-eight percent of CFR members see China as a minimal threat or no threat at all to the United States. 

Generic Link – Public Popularity 
The American public will continue to become isolationist—they’d support efforts like the Affirmative 

Steven Kull 6/2/10 (Director of the Program on International Policy Attitudes (PIPA) and the Center on Policy Attitudes (COPA) is a political psychologist who studies world public opinion on international issues, “Americans and the World in Difficult Times”,

http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:JgQAOWPyWqUJ:www.worldpublicopinion.org/pipa/articles/brunitedstatescanadara/662.php+public+opinion+polls+show+that+a+majority+of+Americans+have+turned+against+the+war&cd=4&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us)

As the stress of two wars combines with after-affects of a deep recession and a global financial crisis that keeps unfolding new chapters, many observers have expressed concern that the American public will be increasingly unwilling to shoulder the burden of America's unique world position of leadership. These concerns were sharply evoked last December by a major study on attitudes toward foreign policy from the Pew Research Center. This poll included a number of long-standing trend line questions that are often seen as a measure of isolationism. These showed a sharp movement that has been widely interpreted as a surge of isolationism. However even the same poll also showed support for various forms of international engagement. So that the story is not as simple as was reported. Stated briefly I think there are some signs that the public is feeling overextended and would like to lighten the burden of America's role in the world. This has actually been true for sometime, but it has been significantly exacerbated by the economic crisis and the effect of conducting the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. They feel the pressure of the budget deficit--something that concerns them. However, I do not think that this should be interpreted as a simple move toward isolationism. In response to poll questions that pose only two response options--basically for the US to disengage or not--we see some signs of an increasing desire to disengage. But when given more response options, we find more complex response. There is a clear preference for a reducing America's dominant role. But there is also clear support for the US to stay engaged in the world, though in a less hegemonic and more cooperative form even if this means relinquishing some control. So what are the findings that suggest that Americans are increasingly looking to disengage? Asked by Pew whether they agreed or disagreed that "The U.S. should mind its own business internationally and let other countries get along the best they can on their own," for the first time in more than 40 years of polling, a plurality of 49% agreed with this position. Questions that ask people to prioritize problems at home over problems abroad have always found majorities putting a higher priority on problems at home. But this majority has become larger. A new high of 76% agreed that "We should not think so much in international terms but concentrate more on our own national problems and building up our strength and prosperity here at home." Seventy-three percent want the president to focus on domestic policy more than on foreign policy. Again, this is commonly a majority preference, but 73% is the largest such majority since 1997. At this point there are no data showing a desire to cut US defense spending. However there are reasons to believe that as the problem of the deficit gains greater prominence over the next few years, that we will see greater pressure to reduce defense spending. Based on a poll that we did in 2005 a few years ago it appears that as people get more information about the proportion of the budget devoted to defense spending, their desire to cut it will increase substantially. At that time, poll questions that simply asked whether people wanted to increase, decrease or maintain defense spending did not find a majority wanting to cut it. In a poll we conducted in 2005 we included a budget exercise in which we presented respondents the discretionary budget broken down into 16 key areas and gave them the opportunity to redistribute it as they saw fit, including the opportunity to redirect funds toward deficit reduction. In this context, the average respondent cut defense spending 31%. Sixty-eight percent of respondents made cuts to defense. It is likely that in the near future, as the struggle over the budget deficit gains prominence, that information about the distribution of the budget will become more visible. This will likely to generate some downward pressures on the defense budget. It is also important to note that in this same poll, even without the information about the actual distribution, when respondents were presented the possibility of cutting defense in favor of education, healthcare, housing ad deficit reduction, six in ten favored it. Thus as trade-offs become salient pressures to cut defense are likely to increase. Finally there is another more current factor that is likely to exert downward pressures. That is that there is a low level of confidence that recent US military efforts have been highly successful in increasing US security Despite the large-scale efforts of the war on terrorism, two thirds think that "the ability of terrorists to launch another major attack on the US" is the same or greater than it was in 2001 (Pew, January 2010). The Iraq war has also been seen as increasing not decreasing the threat of terrorism (BBC/GlobeScan/PIPA, November 2005). You may have heard reports that the American people have turned against the war in Afghanistan. This is not actually true in the sense that there is not a majority that actually wants to pull US troops out. A majority even supported Obama's surge. However, there are poll findings showing that people are quite unhappy about the war and have major questions about whether the benefits of the war have been proportional to the cost. Americans would certainly be very wary of any possible military intervention in the future. If Americans were convinced that Iran was on the verge of acquiring a nuclear weapon and that there was a way to permanently eliminate it with a surgical air strike, they might be persuaded. However, polls show that right now they do not think this can be done and instead want to pursue non-military approaches including sanctions and diplomacy. Some voices are saying that, short of a military strike the US should increase its military presence in the Gulf as part of an effort to contain Iran. While Americans may be persuaded that this is better than going to war, they would probably be reluctant for the US to flex its muscles in this way. More broadly we may see some pressure toward changing the US approach to the Muslim world. The 9/11 attacks were an effort to push the US out of the Muslim world. The US responded by advancing into it further. This has provoked hostility in the Muslim world--large majorities say they want US military forces out. Americans continue to be determined to go after al Qaeda and continue to support Israel. But they are ambivalent about having a large military presence there. They are uncomfortable because they believe--correctly--that the people there do not want us there and that this may be making things worse for the US rather than better. Coupled with economic constraints we may see greater pressure for the US to lighten its military foot print in the Muslim world. Now, all this said, I want to emphasize that Americans are not looking to simply have a vacation from international engagement. Indeed there is even clear evidence of this in the same Pew poll that included the findings that stirred up fears of isolationism. When respondents were given a more complex set of response options their answers told quite a different story. . Asked what kind of role the US should play in the world only 11% said it should not play any leadership role. If the public was really going through an isolationist phase more would surely have endorsed this view. On the other hand only 14% said the US should be the single world leader. This shows how low the support is for the US playing a hegemonic role. The option that got the clear majority--endorsed by 70%--was for the US to play "a shared leadership role." Furthermore, this group was asked a follow on question about whether the US be the most active world leader or if it should be "about as active as other leading nations." Most chose the latter option. This has not changed significantly since it was last asked in 2005. These responses also mirror a question that PIPA and the Chicago Council have asked for some years now. Asked most recently in 2006 what role the US should play in the world only small minorities endorse the isolationist position that that US should "withdraw from most efforts to solve international problems" (12%) or the hegemonic position that the US should "continue to be the preeminent world leader in solving international problems" (10%). A large majority (75%) instead sided with the multilateral position that the "US should do its share in efforts to solve international problems together with other countries." A recurring theme is that American public tends to look to multilateral institutions, especially the UN as a means for the US to offset its dominant role in the world. Coming back to the Pew poll there was also strong support for having a strong UN. Eighty-one percent gave "strengthening the United Nations" "top" (37%) or "some" priority (44%) as a foreign policy goal of the US. In 2008 the Chicago Council also found remarkable support for giving the UN expanded powers including the UN having its own standing peace-keeping force, regulating the international arms trade, and intervening in countries to prevent human rights abuses. It is unlikely that US spending on the UN will come under pressure for reductions. In the 2005 poll, a majority did not cut spending, and, on average, spending was increased substantially. There is likely to be some pressure to cut foreign aid spending. However this is heavily driven by the assumption that foreign aid is far greater than it is. In contrast to defense spending, when they are given information about how much is spent a majority does not want to cut it. Increases in foreign aid spending--as the President has called for--may face some resistance. Based on polling we did in 2008 it appears that support for such increases are only likely to be supported if they are embedded in a multilateral effort, such as the Millennium Development Goals, where other countries are perceived as doing their part and also where the goal is clearly linked to a humanitarian objective such as alleviating hunger and poverty. In this context a large majority does support significant increases and this support is robust enough that it would likely survive the downward pressure of the budget process. Bilateral aid and military aid, though, have been and are likely to continue to be quite unpopular. Anything that smacks of the US using aid to buy influence in support of its dominant role tends to be viewed negatively. Deficit pressures will likely intensify this negativity. So in summary it seems that, despite the exhaustion from two wars and the debilitating effects of the economic crisis Americans do support continued US international engagement. At the same time Americans seem to be feeling more intensely their long-standing desire to reduce America's hegemonic role in the world. They may be looking for US Grand Strategy to be a bit less grand. Despite the improvements in the economy it is likely that the deficit pressure will grow and it behooves those working in the field of international security to start making some adjustments for when the deficit issue arrives in full force.

Generic Link – Public Popularity 

American public is increasingly isolationist—they’d support the plan 

John Whiteclay 2000 (Professor of History Ph.D. Columbia University, New York, NY M.A. San Francisco State University, San Francisco, CA B.A. Temple University, Philadelphia, PA, http://www.encyclopedia.com/doc/1O126-PublicOpinionWarndThMltry.html)

Because of its size and wealth, the United States has been for most of its history an important country, and in the last century at least, a great power by most conventional standards. At the same time, its peculiar geographical position—bordered by militarily weak neighbors, situated in a hemisphere that has seen remarkably little international war (though much revolution and civil war), and separated from militarily significant countries by two vast oceans—has often allowed it the luxury of standing back from clashes that have engulfed other countries. The American public, not surprisingly, has reflected this reality and has not been inclined to spend much time worrying about foreign and international matters unless there appears to be a clear, present, and direct threat. Moreover, once international problems involving the United States appear to be resolved, the public can turn back to domestic matters with a virtuosity that is impressive. This can been seen clearly in the results generated by the poll question, “What do you think is the most important problem facing this country today?, which has been asked with considerable regularity since the mid‐1930s. In the 1930s, domestic concerns dominated international ones even as war dangers grew in Europe and Asia, and this changed only when war actually broke out in Europe in 1939. International concerns dropped precipitously again at the end of World War II in 1945 but came to dominate domestic concerns two years later when the Cold War became fully activated. Attention escalated again during the Korean War in the early 1950s and during various Cold War crises of the 1950s and early 1960s. But when tensions mellowed in mid‐1963 with the Soviet‐U.S. detente surrounding the signing of the Partial Test Ban Treaty, public attention to foreign affairs again dropped substantially. By 1966, the Vietnam War came to dominate the public's concerns, but there was some decline in attention by the 1970s as American casualty rates dropped and as U.S. troops began to be withdrawn. Few foreign events have been able to capture the public's sustained attention since. Indeed, at no time since the Tet Offensive in early 1968—not even during the Persian Gulf War of 1991—have foreign policy issues outweighed domestic ones in the public's priorities. Although the media are often given great credit for setting the political agenda, the chief determinant of public concern has usually been the often overwhelming weight and drama of the events themselves. Beyond this, the principal American actor has been the president—who is, after all, in charge of U.S. foreign policy. In particular, when the president orders American troops into action abroad, there is often a “rally ’round the flag” effect. Americans also seem to be influenced by other prominent members of the political leadership. However, even the president's impact can be limited: after the Gulf War, it was clearly to George Bush's electoral advantage to keep the war and foreign policy as lively political issues during his reelection campaign. But despite his efforts and despite the advantage of his enormous postwar popularity, the public abruptly shifted its agenda, wanting now to focus on the sagging economy. The media might be seen in all this not so much as agenda‐setters but rather as purveyors or entrepreneurs of tantalizing information. If they give an issue big play, it may arrest attention for awhile, but this is no guarantee the issue will take hold. Like any business enterprise, the media follow up on those items that stimulate their customer's interest. In that very important sense, the media do not set the agenda; ultimately the public does. It is often argued that the public is particularly likely to respond to pictures in our television age: the so‐called CNN effect. But this suggests that people are so unimaginative that they only react when they see something visualized. Yet in December 1941, Americans were outraged at and mobilized over the attack on Pearl Harbor weeks—or even months—before they saw pictures of that event. Moreover, the Vietnam War was not noticeably more unpopular than the Korean War for the period when the wars were comparable in American casualties, despite the fact that the later war is often seen to be a “television war” while the earlier one was fought during the medium's infancy. And, although the deluge of pictures of horrors during the Bosnian Crisis in the 1990s may have influenced some editorial writers and columnists, there was remarkably little public demand to send American troops to fix the problem. On those rare occasions when pictures have—or seem to have—an impact, people espy the CNN effect. When pictures have no impact, they fail to notice. Evaluation. In general, the American public seems to apply a fairly reasonable, commonsensical standard of benefit and cost when evaluating foreign affairs and the participation of its citizens in war. Potential American casualties loom as particularly important in its evaluation. After Pearl Harbor, the public had no difficulty accepting the necessity, and the costs, of confronting the threats presented by Japan and Germany. And after World War II, most Americans came to accept international communism as a threat and were willing to accept increased defense spending and to enter the wars in Korea and Vietnam as part of a perceived necessity to confront that threat. However, as these wars progressed, reevaluation continued, and misgivings mounted about the wisdom of the conflicts—something that appears primarily to have been a function of the accumulating American casualties. It seems unlikely that there has been an essential change of standards since the end of the Cold War. There is a clear public reluctance to risk lives to police small, distant, perennially troubled and unthreatening places. But this reluctance does not seem to signal a new isolationist impulse. Americans were willing, at least at the outset, to send troops to risk death in Korea and Vietnam; but that was because they subscribed to the notion that communism was a threat that needed to be stopped wherever it was advancing. Polls from the time make it clear that the public had no interest in losing American lives simply to help the South Koreans or South Vietnamese. Thus, an unwillingness to send Americans to die for purposes that are essentially humanitarian rather than for national defense is hardly new. Although there is an overwhelming political demand that casualties be extremely low when American troops are sent to deal with a problem that does not seem to be vital or direct, there seems to be little problem about keeping occupying forces in place as long as they are not being killed. There was small public or political support for sending U.S. troops to Haiti in 1994, but almost no protest arose about keeping them there—as long as there were no casualties. Americans place a high value on the lives of their countrymen, yet their reaction when Americans are killed varies considerably. After Pearl Harbor, the outraged call for revenge against the attackers was overwhelming. At other times, the public has shown a willingness to abandon an overextended or untenable position after American lives have been lost. It accepted, with little regret, the decision to withdraw policing troops from Lebanon in 1983 after a terrorist bomb killed over 200 U.S. Marines, and the killing of 18 U.S. Rangers in a single incident in Somalia in 1993 led to demands for withdrawal, not calls to revenge the humiliation. Unlike the problems in the Pacific War in 1941, the situations in Lebanon and Somalia did not present a wider threat to American interests, and the public was quite willing to support measures to cut losses and leave. Although Americans are extremely sensitive to U.S. casualties, they seem to be remarkably insensitive to casualties suffered by foreigners, including essentially uninvolved civilians. The Gulf War furnishes an extreme example. Polls make clear there was little animosity toward the Iraqi people, yet this did not translate into much sympathy within the American public for well‐publicized civilian casualties caused by bombing attacks. Images of the “highway of death” and reports at the end of the war that as many as 100,000 Iraqis may have been killed scarcely dampened the enthusiasm of postwar celebrations. Long‐Range Impact. The degree to which wars have a long‐range impact on opinion varies. Some wars continue to linger in the public consciousness, some vanish almost immediately, some linger and then disappear, and some diminish for awhile but then become revived in memory. Neither the scope nor the objective historical importance of a war seems precisely to determine its long‐range impact on opinion. The best example of an international event that continued uninterruptedly to live in memory long after it was over is undoubtedly World War II. It was, of course, a massive affair, affecting all strata of society, and it continued—and continues—to affect popular perceptions. (On the domestic side, something comparable could probably be said for the Great Depression—an event that had a long, lingering impact.) The Gulf War seems prototypical of international events that subsequently disappear from public memory. At the time, the gulf crisis often seemed all‐consumingly important: on the eve of the war, half of the American people said they thought about the crisis at least once an hour. But when it was over, it quickly lapsed from public recall. In this, opinion may appropriately be reflecting historical judgment: from the standpoint of world history, that war may well prove to have been quite a minor event. However, the Cold War and its concomitant nuclear fears cannot so easily be dismissed as historical sideshows. Yet the Cold War seems already to be picking up a patina of quaintness as it recedes from memory, and few seem any more able to recall the fear nuclear weapons once inspired as they were brandished by glowering Cold War contestants. Wars can have a lingering impact in their immediate aftermath, but then fade from view. Cases in point are the Korean War and the much earlier War of 1812. Korea, the most costly war since 1945, essentially crystallized the Cold War, and it importantly affected public perceptions throughout the 1950s. A century earlier, the War of 1812 ended rather inconclusively, but the Republicans, who had begun it, were able to fashion an appealing myth that the war had been a glorious triumph, something that subsequently helped them and destroyed the opposition Federalist Party. Yet, both these wars, despite their contemporary importance and their resonance in the immediate postwar period, eventually sagged from the public consciousness and both, interestingly enough, have inspired books with titles proclaiming them to be “forgotten” conflicts. Finally, some wars are neglected for awhile and then come back to haunt the public consciousness. The Vietnam War was the great nonissue of the 1976 election campaign conducted a year after it was over, and it was neglected in most public memory for several years: Americans, it seemed, did not want to think about it. Yet by the 1980s, Vietnam had became a haunting event in the American consciousness, and it seems likely to remain one for a long time. Something similar happened with the Civil War—probably the most important event in American history. For years after that conflict, as Gerald Linderman observes, there was considerable desire to forget it. But after some twenty years, the building of War memorials and monuments—and of myths—began, and the war has no doubt become the most popularly memorable event in American history.  
Generic Link – Liberal Democratic Base

The plan is wildly popular with the base

Dufour 7 (Jules Dufour, Professor of Geography, 7/1/2007, “The Worldwide Network of US Military Bases,” http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=5564)

The network of US military bases is strategic, located in proximity of traditional strategic resources including nonrenewable sources of energy. This military presence has brought about political opposition and resistance from progressive movements and antiwar activists.  Demonstrations directed against US military presence has developed in Spain, Ecuador, Italy, Paraguay, Uzbekistan, Bulgaria and in many other countries. Moreover, other long-termer resistance movements directed against US military presence have continued in South Korea, Puerto Rico, Guam, the Philippines, Cuba, Europe, Japan and other locations.

Obama campaigned on the peace platform, proves it can successfully motivate the base 

Eddlem 8 (Thomas Eddlem, freelance writer and educator, 12/3/2008, “Obama’s Choice of Hillary Clinton Signals He’s Not Anti-War,” The New American, http://www.thenewamerican.com/index.php/culture/family/566)

But during the campaign, Obama remained the comparative peace candidate (by outward appearances, anyway), and Hillary Clinton stood as the candidate who called for another four years of the disastrous Bush administration foreign policy. Clinton didn't explain it in so many words, of course, but that's essentially what it was.   The November election contest was likewise one between a candidate who advocated a Republican big-government domestic policy (borrow and spend) and a Bush-style war policy versus a Democratic big-government domestic policy (tax and spend) and a peace platform.   Voters chose the person they perceived to be the peace candidate in both the primary and general elections. But Obama's cabinet picks on December 1 signaled that Americans are getting a war president. Obama stated that he had said during the campaign that he would remove "combat" troops from Iraq within 16 months but that it is "likely to be necessary — to maintain a residual force." He added that "it's also critical that we recognize that the situation in Afghanistan has been worsening" — a theater where he wants to send more troops.

The Democratic base demands decreases in presence – they are overwhelmingly isolationist

Black 9 (Conrad, A New Isolationism?, National Review, http://article.nationalreview.com/412047/a-new-isolationism/conrad-black)

In the 2006 and 2008 campaigns, the Democrats demanded thewithdrawal of troops from Iraq, and accused the Bush administration of conducting an unnecessary war in that country while ignoring the original campaign in Afghanistan, where the 9/11 terrorist attacks were planned.  As recently as two months ago, President Obama called Afghanistan a “war of necessity,” while Iraq had been a “war of choice.” This was a plausible argument, but Iraq died as an election issue when it became clear that victory might be at hand. And so now, the focus of debate has moved to the “necessary” war in Afghanistan, which American voters had supposed to be a settled issue.  One of the many problems that have arisen with the breakdown, since Vietnam, of bipartisan agreement in setting U.S. foreign policy is the tendency to lurch, every four or eight years, between the Republican view that the pre-emptive use of force is justified to forestall aggression and advance democratic values, and the Democratic view that foreign military action requires multilateral approval and must respond to a prior casus belli. Yet these latter conditions have been met in Afghanistan, which raises the question of whether today’s Democrats are at heart full-blown pacifists, or at least isolationists.

Generic Link – Progressive Millennials

Progressive liberal foreign policies are key to getting millennials on board for democrats

Madland and Teixeira 9 (David, PhD in Government from Georgetown, Ruy, Senior Fellow at both The Century Foundation and American Progress, New Progressive America: The Millennial Generation, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2009/05/millennial_generation.html)

Behind this striking result is a deeper story of a generation with progressive views in all areas and big expectations for change that will fundamentally reshape our electorate. We can start with the sheer size of this generation. Between now and 2018, the number of Millennials of voting age will increase by about four and a half million a year, and Millennial eligible voters will increase by about 4 million a year. In 2020—the first presidential election where all Millennials will have reached voting age—this generation will be 103 million strong, of which about 90 million will be eligible voters. Those 90 million Millennial eligible voters will represent just under 40 percent of America’s eligible voters. The diversity of this generation is as impressive as its size. Right now, Millennial adults are 60 percent white and 40 percent minority (18 percent Hispanic, 14 percent black, 5 percent Asian, and 3 percent other). And the proportion of minority Millennial adults will rise to 41 percent in 2012, 43 percent in 2016, and 44 percent in 2020 (21 percent Hispanic, 14 percent black, 6 percent Asian, and 3 percent other). This shift should make the Millennial generation even more firmly progressive as it fully enters the electorate, since minorities are the most strongly progressive segment among Millennials.  But this generation’s progressive leanings are not confined to minorities. White Millennials are far more progressive than the population as a whole in every area, on cultural, economic, domestic policy issues, and more. In 2008, they supported Obama by 54-44, a 21-point shift toward the progressive candidate compared to 2004. Not only did Obama win white Millennials overall, but he also won both white Millennial college graduate and noncollege voters (by 16 and 6 points respectively). The latter result includes a 12-point (54-42) margin for Obama among the overwhelmingly working-class 25- to 29-year-old white noncollege group, a stunning 40-point swing relative to Kerry’s 35-63 drubbing among the same group in 2004. This suggests that as relatively progressive white working-class Millennials replace older white working-class voters in the electorate, the white working class as a whole could become less conservative and more open to progressive ideas and candidates. One likely consequence of the Millennial generation’s rise is an end to the so-called culture wars that have marked American politics for the last several decades. Acrimonious disputes about family and religious values, feminism, gay rights, and race have frequently crippled progressives’ ability to make their case to the average American. Millennials support gay marriage, take race and gender equality as givens, are tolerant of religious and family diversity, have an open and positive attitude toward immigration, and generally display little interest in fighting over the divisive social issues of the past. Almost two-thirds agree that religious faith should focus more on promoting tolerance, social justice, and peace in society, and less on opposing abortion or gay rights.  Millennials are also notably progressive on foreign policy issues. As a generation, they are more oriented toward a multilateral and cooperative foreign policy than their elders. They are highly likely to believe that a positive image of America abroad is necessary to achieve our national security goals and that America's security is best promoted by working through diplomacy, alliances, and international institutions. They have also generally been the age group most hostile to the war in Iraq and to former President George W. Bush’s handling of it. Exit polls from the 2008 election showed that only 22 percent of 18- to 29-year-old Millennials approved of the Iraq war, compared to 77 percent who disapproved.

Millenials are key to Dems in the midterms – they won’t vote if they are disaffected 

Dionne 10 (EJ, Under-30 Americans: The next new dealers, 2-25, Washington Post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/02/24/AR2010022404264.html?hpid=opinionsbox1)

Young Americans are the linchpin of a new progressive era in American politics. So why aren't Democrats paying more attention to them?  The relative strength of conservatives in American politics since the 1980s was built on generational change: Voters whose views had been shaped by the New Deal were gradually replaced with the more cautious souls who came of age after FDR. Enter the Millennials -- generally defined as Americans born in 1981 or after. They are, without question, the most liberal generation since those New Dealers, and they could transform our politics for decades. Yet this will happen only if progressive politicians start noticing their very best friends in the electorate. Progressives who doubt this should spend time with the Error! Hyperlink reference not valid.. The study underscored the generation's "distinctiveness," and a big part of that distinctiveness is how progressive younger Americans are compared with the rest of the country. For one thing, they are not allergic to the word "liberal." Americans under 30 include the largest proportion of self-described liberals and the smallest proportion of self-described conservatives of any age group: 29 percent of the under-30s called themselves liberal, compared with 28 percent who called themselves conservative. "In every other age group," Pew notes, "far more described their views as conservative than liberal." Among Gen Xers (born between 1965 and 1980), the conservative advantage over liberals was 38 percent to 20 percent. Among baby boomers (born 1946 to 1964), conservatives led 43 percent to 18 percent. Among those born in 1945 or before -- Pew uses the classic "Silent Generation" tag -- the conservative advantage was 45 to 15 percent. (Moderates and a few respondents who refused a label made up the remainder in all groups.) The difference in self-labeling reflects differences in attitudes. It's well-known that younger voters are more liberal on social issues, particularly gay rights. But their liberalism also includes sympathy for activist government. Fifty-three percent of Millennials said that "government should do more to solve problems." In every other age group, pluralities preferred the alternative statement offered by the pollsters, that "government is doing too many things better left to business and individuals." "Millennials," the report concludes, "are significantly less critical of government on a number of dimensions than are other age cohorts." Scott Keeter, a principal author of the report, said that while individuals often become more conservative as they get older, not all generations start off as liberal as the Millennials have. "Many in Generation X came of age in the Reagan years and started out as conservatives," he said. Baby boomers, he added, are more conservative than they were in the 1970s, but older boomers "retain a distinctively Democratic tilt." Though not the whole story, demographic factors help account for the Millennials' progressive leanings: Census data cited by Pew show that 61 percent of Millennials are white, compared with 70 percent of Americans age 30 and over. This means that political outreach to the young will require particular attention to Hispanics (19 percent of Millennials) and African Americans (14 percent). For Democrats looking ahead to this fall's election, the Pew study has some disturbing news. It's true that Millennials are the most Democratic age group in the electorate -- they voted for Barack Obama by 2 to 1. Their turnout rate relative to older voters was higher in 2008 than in any election since 1972, the first presidential contest in which 18-year-olds could vote. But Pew notes that since 2008, the Millennials' "enthusiasms" have "cooled" -- "for Obama and his message of change, for the Democratic Party and, quite possibly, for politics itself." Obama's personal ratings among the Millennials remain very high -- three-fourths have a favorable view of the president -- but his job-approval rating has slipped from 73 percent a year ago to 57 percent this month. In the early months of last year, Democrats had a 29-point Millennial advantage over the Republicans. By the end of the year, their lead had been cut to 14 points. That still keeps the 18-to-29s the electorate's most Democratic age group. But Democrats face disaster this fall and real problems in 2012 if the Millennials become disaffected from politics and if the Republicans continue to erode the Democrats' generational edge. And what will Democrats do about it? Politicians have a bad habit in midterm elections: They concentrate on older folks, assuming younger voters will stay home on Election Day. This may be rational most of the time, but it is a foolish bet for Democrats and liberals this year. The young helped them rise to power and can just as easily usher them to early retirements. Obama cannot afford to break their hearts.

Generic Link – Perceived Budgetary Savings

The plan would be perceived as reigning in wasteful spending

Anita Dancs, Research Director for the National Priorities Project, 7/3/2009, “The Cost of the Global U.S. Military Presence,” Foreign Policy in Focus, pg. np

The Unified Security Budget conceptualizes security spending as that for the military (including nuclear weapons that are in the Department of Energy and other spending not within the Department of Defense), international affairs, and homeland security (outside of overlaps). For 2010, the unified security budget would  be $782.4 billion. In this case, spending on the military overseas presence is at least 34% of total security spend- ing, as shown in Table 3. Scaling back the military and its overseas presence can result in freeing up funds for other priorities or deficit reduction, but it can also result in a change in security strategy as opposed to a decline in security. 

Spending is the key issue holding a fragile party in support of the GoP

Citing Armey, Fmr. House Majority Leader (R-Tex.), 2/5/2010, “Chairman of Freedom Works and Leader in Tea Party Movement,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/discussion/2010/02/05/DI2010020503095.html

Mr. Armey, how do you rationalize the worst elements of the GOP, the racists, the white anti-immigrationists, the anti-government militia recruits, coming together to force the GOP further to the right? At what point does common sense and winning majorities in the middle come into play? And for the record I'm a fiscally conservative socially anarchist voter, not loyal to either party. The GOP already has a severe image problem, to the educated, the Tea Baggers and their behavior (interrupting town halls, racist Obama signs, Nazi comparisons) only make it that much worse. Seriously, how do you fix your party?  Dick Armey: The issue that holds the movement together is fiscal conservatism. That is how you keep libertarians and social conservatives in the same room. Even the security conservatives understand you cant have a strong military if you are broke and borrowing form potential adversaries. My guess is the hot rhetoric demagogues will marginalize themselves.

Dems adopting tea party policies is key to their support

Charles Dunn, dean of the School of Government at Regent University in Virginia Beach, Va, 2/25/2010, “History, time run out on The Tea Party,” http://www.bemidjipioneer.com/event/article/id/100016251/group/Opinion/

“The Tea Party” is running against history and time, and neither favors “The Tea Party.”  If history is the best predictor of the future, and it usually is, “The Tea Party” will have a short shelf life. Beginning well before the Civil War, such movements have come and gone, including the Locofocos, Barnburners, Free Soil, Anti-Masonic, Know-Nothing, Populist, Progressive and a host of others. In 1948 it was Strom Thurmond’s Dixiecrats; in 1968, George Wallace’s American Independent Party; and in 1992, Ross Perot’s Reform Party. History says that like all of those movements “The Tea Party” will have “one day in the sun.” These movements have lacked staying power, because America has a large, broad-based two-party system that absorbs them by adapting to their demands. For example, the Republicans and Richard Nixon captured George Wallace’s movement by adopting a “Southern Strategy.” So the key to the success of “The Tea Party” rests not in its continuous existence, but in convincing one or both of the major parties to adopt most, if not all, of its policy objectives. George Wallace’s movement contributed significantly to the rightward move of the Republican Party, strengthening the hand of Republican conservatives against liberal Eastern Establishment Republicans. 

Generic Link – Perceived Budgetary Savings

Limiting Congressional spending is key to democrats in the midterm

Kellman 10 (Laurie, 6-7, Ahead of Midterm Election, Congress Becomes Deficit-Wary, CSN News, http://www.cnsnews.com/news/article/67196)

The prospect of the 2010 elections have changed the direction of government only half way through the primary season, with voter anger and economic jitters causing lawmakers to balk at their most basic duties as well as key elements of President Barack Obama's agenda.  After betting their political future on a government-mandated expansion of health care to include millions more Americans, Democrats appear to have little appetite for more legislative showdowns, given voter rebellion against government spending amid trillion dollar-plus annual deficits.  The solution in some cases is to simply not vote. Immigration reform is too politically toxic. Key bills with massive price tags are getting shelved.  Congress' core duty, exercising its power of the purse by passing a budget? Negative. A vote for it could be seen as a vote for deficit spending. There's no sign of the 12 annual spending bills that typically come up in June.  Five months out from the midterm elections, Democrats and Republicans say they have no choice but to draw lessons from the nominating contests and their own, increasingly vocal constituents.  "We are hearing from the public, 'You're adding to the deficit, you're adding to the deficit,'" said Rep. Henry Cuellar, D-Texas, a member of the conservative Blue Dogs who have held together against many proposals that require even more borrowing by the Treasury to pay for them.

Abandoning spending will get tea party on board for dems in 2010 – that’s key to the election

The Ticker 10 (“Democrats can’t ignore the tea-party,” 2-15, ttp://www.theticker.org/about/2.8217/democrats-can-t-ignore-the-tea-party-1.2153412)

But with the unpopular bailout of the banks, continued unemployment and the proposed health care overhaul, many Americans seem unhappy with the current administration. Some of Sarah Palin’s supporters have created a movement that has attracted many discontent Americans and has snowballed into something much more than a bunch of angry people.   These tea party groups have spread all over the country, denouncing Obama’s so-called “socialist” policies and calling for the election of fiscal and social conservatives. They are worried about government spending and ballooning deficits, which all happen to be legitimate concerns. However, these same people were silent during George W. Bush’s spending spree with the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan.   This tea party movement is fueled by the concerns mentioned above and by Fox News pundits. Fox News constantly repeats falsities about Obama’s administration, and in turn enjoys phenomenally high ratings. Glenn Beck, a popular Fox News pundit, helped influence this movement with his controversial 9/12 Project. Fox News has further tried to discredit the president by stating that he wasn’t born in this country and has no birth certificate, which disqualifies him from being president. An alarming number of people still believe this is true — even after his official birth certificate was released — showing how influential the media can be.   It is easy to make fun of these people, with their misspelled protest signs and unfounded claims that the president is a communist. There have been people on the left who claim that there are too few people involved in the movement for it to be a big threat and others who question its motives. Palin was reportedly paid $100,000 at the latest tea party convention, which has led people to believe that it is just a profitable scheme.   An important thing to remember is that the problems the tea party movement is highlighting need to be addressed. The biggest mistake Democrats can make is underestimating these individuals and dismissing them as an extreme fringe movement. According to various polls, only about 35 percent of Americans think the country is on the right track. This unhappiness has caused independent voters to lean Republican. The latest elections in Massachusetts, New Jersey, and Virginia, which were all won by Republican politicians in states that supported Obama in 2008, are troubling for Democrats.  These individuals have the power to influence future elections, so if their concerns are not alleviated, Democrats may suffer more losses in the upcoming 2010 midterm elections. According to a poll done by Real Clear Politics, Republicans have a chance of beating Democrats by 45 percent to 42 percent in a congressional election. The president, who was reportedly taken aback by the unexpected loss of Ted Kennedy’s senate seat in Massachusetts, has met publicly with Republicans and Democrats in Congress to discuss their concerns. Only time will tell what happens with the Tea Party movement and if it will have a lasting effect on American politics. 

Generic Link – Unilateral Executive Action

Unilateral presidential directives reframe the debate – send a signal of strength

Howell 5 (William, Professor of government @ Harvard University,, Unilateral Powers: A Brief Overview, Presidential Studies Quarterly, Volume: 35. Issue: 3. Questia)

By issuing a unilateral directive, however, presidents do more than capture the attention of members of Congress. They also reshape the nature of the discussions that ensue. The president's voice is not one of many trying to influence the decisions of legislators on committees or floors. The president, instead, stands front and center, for it is his order that motivates the subsequent debate. When members of Congress consider whether or not to fund a unilaterally created agency or to amend a newly issued order or to codify the president's action in law, discussions do not revolve lazily around a batch of hypotheticals and forecasts. Instead, they are imbued with the urgency of a world already changed; and they unavoidably center on all of the policy details that the president himself instituted. And because any policy change is difficult in a system of separated powers, especially one wherein transaction costs and multiple veto points line the legislative process, the president is much more likely to come out on top in the latter debates than in the former. 

Democrats are searching for a new platform – the plan provides it

White 10 (Richard, founding principal of the Alpine Group, 2010 outlook grim for Democrats, The Daily Caller, http://dailycaller.com/2010/02/08/2010-outlook-grim-for-democrats/)
It remains to be seen if President Obama has the will or the circumstance to move more to the center. Several factors arguing against a move to the center include the very real threat of a progressive revolt. The base’s increased disillusionment with the escalation of the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, added to the president’s failure to close the prison in Guantanamo Bay and his retreat on health care reform give President Obama little room to maneuver. He will certainly get no help from the other side of the aisle, as Republicans do not see it in their short-term political interest to work toward bipartisan solutions to bailout Democratic initiatives. As Congress sails toward Election Day, Democrats are seeking to find a way through their agenda to tap into the public anger or at least target it equally on Republicans, while Republicans are focused on not putting themselves in between an angry electorate and the democratically controlled House and Senate.

Following through on liberal campaign pledges is key to democrats in the midterm

Harrison 9 (Edward, Banking and finance specialist at the economic consultancy Global Macro Advisors,), "Obama: knowing when to be an asshole,” Credit Writedowns, on 18 August 2009 at 6:16 am, pg. http://www.creditwritedowns. com/2009/08/obama-knowing- when-to-be-an-asshole.html )
So, from a purely Machiavellian perspective, Obama needs to jettison the professorial above-the-fray coolness and get down in the trenches and fight for what he believes in.  And that means he is going to have to run roughshod over his enemies.  Mark Thoma pointed me to a quote that gets the essence of this argument: A lot of what our job is about is understanding the point of view of others, even when we disagree with them. A lot of our job is explaining to students a wide variety of viewpoints, and allowing them to choose from among them. I don’t think FDR worried so much about the point of view of others–Doris Kearns Goodwin said he “gloried in his enemies.” FDR also largely got what he wanted. So, when pundits debate where Obama is losing hearts and minds, it has as much to do with style as substance.  For instance, Patrick Buchanan says Obama is losing the center because he’s running left. He would say that. Robert Kuttner says Obama is losing the left because he is running center. He would say that too. But Nate Silver’s critique in his Grand Unified Obama Critique is more on the mark. If liberals are convinced that the President is too conservative and conservatives are convinced that he’s too liberal then either the President must be doing everything right or everything wrong. Lately, granted, it has seemed more like the latter… What I think people were hoping for is that Obama would, somehow or another, be able to overcome the institutional barriers to change, probably through a hands-on approach involving a lot of public persuasion. Put bluntly, Obama needs to be an asshole. Right now it looks like he is willing to compromise on any and every issue. Yes, compromise is an integral part of leadership and governance. But, there is a time for compromise and a time to fight. For which specific issues is Obama really willing to fight and lose? He is not saying, “Give me Liberty, or give me Death!” Americans still have no clue what his core beliefs are. And, they are losing respect. That gives demagogues an opening and is the main reason Obama’s grass roots support has evaporated when he needs it most. Look, if the economy regains solid footing by mid-2010, these issues will go away and Obama’s political party will benefit in the mid-term elections. He might even get the Roosevelt treatment for bringing us out of a deep economic contraction. However, if the economy remains fragile, as I believe it will, this lack of fight will become a true liability for the President.
Generic Link—Unilateral Executive Action

Public isn’t swayed by opposition spin and Presidential support rallies voters

Steinbruner and Gallagher 8 (John, Professor of Public Policy at the School of Public Policy at the University of Maryland and Director of the Center for International and Security Studies at Maryland + Nancy, Associate Director for Research at the Center for International and Security Studies at Maryland (CISSM) and a Senior Research Scholar at the University of Marylandâ€™s School of Public Policy, “If You Lead, They Will Follow: Public Opinion and Repairing the U.S.-Russian Strategic Relationship” Arms Control Association, http://www.armscontrol.org/print/2615)

The 2004 “Americans on WMD Proliferation” poll shows that public opinion does not soften significantly when respondents hear arguments that might be used against a specific arms control measure. In that survey, 87 percent of respondents favored CTBT ratification before being exposed to various pro and con arguments, and 84 percent still favored it after hearing counter-arguments, a statistically insignificant difference.  Instead of expecting popular support for arms control to disintegrate if the public knew more about current policies and expert-level debates, the most likely effect would be increased awareness of the huge gap between respondents’ preferences and actual policy. When we asked Americans to give “their best guess” as to how many nuclear weapons the United States has, the median response was 1,000—an order of magnitude lower than the actual size of the U.S. nuclear arsenal. When asked how many nuclear weapons the United States needs for deterrence, the median answer was 500, suggesting that people know that the U.S. arsenal is larger than they would consider necessary but have no idea how much larger it actually is.  This tendency for people to assume that the policy positions of their elected leaders and political candidates is roughly in line with their own preferences shows up on other issues too. When we asked whether the United States participates in the CTBT, 56 percent of Americans said that it does, while only 37 percent knew that the United States has not ratified that accord. When asked in 2004 about presidential candidates’ positions on a wide range of foreign policy issues, Bush supporters and uncommitted voters tended to attribute policy positions that they favored to Bush but that were at odds with his stated positions and track record over the previous four years.[11] All this means that if future U.S. and Russian leaders wanted to adopt cooperative nuclear risk reduction measures that match the changed circumstances of global security, their citizens would be favorably disposed. If security bureaucracies or opposition parties tried to resist change, then the presidents could use their bully pulpits to solidify and mobilize public support by educating people about the current state of affairs and articulating a compelling alternative that is more in line with the public’s core values.

Generic LInk—Foreign Policy Victories

Obama needs a foreign policy win to label himself a peacemaker and to prevent Republican gains in the midterms 

Ria Novosti 2-2 (“What Could Help the New START Treaty?” 2010, http://en.rian.ru/analysis/20100202/157755995.html)

Obama has made too many commitments early in his presidency, such as: "resetting" U.S.-Russian relations, achieving a nuclear-free world, peace in the Middle East and resolving the Iran and North Korea nuclear problems. Therefore, it is now crucial that he attains at least one important foreign-policy result: something he has not had, to date. None of his earlier pledges have been realized, so the START Treaty could be his first real achievement. The START Treaty is listed as one of Obama's major projects, next to the small note "May." Although the U.S. administration claims that no deadlines whatsoever have been set, May 2010 sounds like a meaningful date. First, a regular UN NPT Review Conference, held once a decade, will take place in May. NPT stands for the 1968 Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. Israel, India, Pakistan and North Korea, which are not parties to the NPT, have since become nuclear powers. Failure by major nuclear powers to agree reductions to their nuclear arsenals will be used by minor ones to justify their continued nuclear programs. If that happens, the decline of the Non-Proliferation Treaty will reach a critical point. Second, Obama needs to see ratification before November so that he has concrete results to show to Congress and to enable him to check the impending inflow of Republicans. The latter, on the contrary, do not need or want to see Obama praised as a great peacemaker at election time.

Generic Link – Executive/Legislative Accomplishments
New initiatives are the only way for Dems to win in November

Washington Monthly 10 (February, Dems, Stop Freaking Out About the Midterm Elections and Pass Some Policy, http://www.washingtonmonthly.com/)
It’s not exactly a secret that congressional Democrats, predisposed to panic, are feeling an overwhelming sense of dread right now. But elections aren’t decided in February, and it’s not entirely fanciful to believe some key accomplishments over the next several months can prevent an electoral disaster.  Senator Evan Bayh’s abrupt announcement on Monday that he will retire at the end of his term has further united disparate voices within the Democratic Party behind the idea that legislative action is the only remedy to avoid future political calamity.  In the wake of the Indiana Democrat’s announcement, a host of figures — from the progressive wing of the party to devout centrists — have chimed in to warn that failure in jobs and health care legislation have sapped the party’s momentum and fortunes.  Markos Moulitsas, the founder of the blog Daily Kos, said that the best way for Democrats to salvage the fate of the party before the 2010 elections is clear: “Deliver on their campaign promises.”  For all the palpable anxiety in Democratic circles, there’s still time. Sinking poll numbers are largely the result of inaction — Americans want to see results, and they’re not getting any. If Dems run for the hills, matters will only get worse.

Angering the GoP reframes the current debate – gets some republicans and public on board for Obama

Weigant 10 (Chris, Friday Talking Points [111] -- Use It Or Lose It, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/chris-weigant/friday-talking-points-111_b_461086.html)
This is called using political leverage. And it is what a lot of people have been waiting for -- for a long time, now. From Obama, from Democrats in general. The Democrats have an enormous majority in both houses of Congress, and it is about time they started acting like it, instead of behaving as if they're still somehow in the minority.  This means threatening Republicans. It means scaring them, using the "Party of No" label like a hobnailed club. The new message from Democrats, following Obama's lead, should be: "Obstructionism will no longer be allowed to happen outside the spotlights." It is one of the strongest political cases the Democrats have to make right now, and they should not be afraid to let the Republicans know that they're ready and eager to do so.  This is called driving the debate, or framing the discussion, and -- again -- it's about time.  Because political capital falls into the "use it or lose it" category. The more you use political capital to get good things done, the more goodwill and political capital you will reap from the voters. The less you use it when in power, the less you will have on election day.  

The plan changes the perception of Obama’s failure – key to success

Halperin 10 (Mark, February, Can Obama Fend Off the 'Failure' Attacks?,  http://www.time.com/time/politics/article/0,8599,1967030,00.html)
The only way for Obama to turn his presidency around is to change this perception. And the only way to change this perception is to rack up some wins. After November's losses in the New Jersey and Virginia gubernatorial races, Scott Brown's stunning capture of Ted Kennedy's Massachusetts Senate seat, a spate of Democratic congressional retirements, the stalling of health care, consistently nerve-wracking economic news and steadily falling national and state presidential poll numbers, finding some political or policy victories to sweep aside the clammy shroud of failure is not going to be easy.

Link – Afghanistan

Reigning in the troops from Afghanistan is key to democrat success in the midterms

Chaddock 6-12 (Gail Russell, ABC News Staff, Congress Faces Vote on Obama's Afghanistan War Budget as Midterms Loom, http://abcnews.go.com/Politics/democrats-face-vote-obamas-afghanistan-war-budget-midterm/story?id=10890930&page=1)
Congress faces a formidable summer agenda on issues ranging from an overhaul of financial regulation to oversight of the Gulf oil spill. But nothing is as wrenching for the Democratic majority as upcoming votes to fund the surge of US forces in Afghanistan.  Most of the more than $1 trillion to fund the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan passed the Congress as "emergency" spending – that is, funded off-budget. In the Bush years, these were typically big, bipartisan votes, with Republican votes a given. But this year, House Democrats may again have to find the votes for Afghanistan war spending in their own ranks – and in the shadow of highly volatile midterm elections. "Some two-thirds of Democrats who supported the president in 2008 now oppose the president's Afghan policy," says former Rep. Tom Andrews (D) of Maine, national director of the Win Without War Coalition. "The base that was so important to victories in 2008 and 2006 [is] going to be critically needed in 2010 and may not be there." 

Afghanistan will be a significant issue – limiting US casualties boosts democrats

Quinn 10 (Justin, award-winning journalist, Most Important 2010 Midterm Election Issues, http://usconservatives.about.com/od/2010midtermelections/tp/2010-midterm-election-issues.htm)
With the deaths of Coalition forces on the rise, and American troop casualties encompassing the broadest percentage of those deaths, President Obama's strategy on the war in Afghanistan could have reverberating repercussions on Election Day in 2010. Expect conservatives to remind voters that during the two months President Obama weighed the pros and cons of NATO Commander Gen. Stanley McChrystal's request in 2009 to send up to 40,000 more troops into the region, 102 members of Coalition forces were killed, 75 of which were Americans. Oddly, both Democrats and the media ignored this. Apparently, troop deaths only matter if there is a Republican in office. Either way, Afghanistan will be an issue for both Republicans and Democrats on Nov. 2.
US efforts in Afghanistan are increasingly unpopular with the public—they want withdrawal 

York  10 – [Byron is a Chief Political Correspondent, “How long will the public tolerate Afghan war?”

http://www.washingtonexaminer.com/politics/How-long-will-the-public-tolerate-Afghan-war_-97625329.html]

That sort of nation building, especially in a place as primitive as Afghanistan, has never been popular with American voters. It's especially unpopular when combined with highly restrictive rules of engagement that have tied the hands of the nearly 100,000 U.S. troops in Afghanistan, exposing them to danger from an enemy they're not allowed to strike. We have dozens of examples of the effects of those rules, most recently in the Rolling Stone article that led to the firing of Petraeus' predecessor, Gen. Stanley McChrystal. The article told how U.S. commanders wanted to destroy an abandoned house used by the Taliban to launch attacks, but were denied permission. Then a 23-year-old Army corporal was killed there. Put aside the fact that American leaders in Afghanistan are unironically using the phrase "hearts and minds" -- the very words used to describe the folly of U.S. policy in the Vietnam era. Does the American public want to continue a war in which Americans die because they're not allowed to fight back when attacked, all for the purpose of increasing school attendance, child immunization, and cell phone use? A recent Gallup survey found that 58 percent of those questioned support Obama's timetable, versus 38 percent who oppose. Of those opposed, 7 percent say they're against the timetable because withdrawal starts too late. Add them to the 58 percent who support withdrawal as scheduled, and you have 65 percent of Americans who want a withdrawal that begins no later than July of next year. Given the dreary assessments we've heard from Petraeus and McChrystal, it's unlikely any great victories in Afghanistan will change those opinions.

Link – Afghanistan 

The unpopular war in Afghanistan is a driving factor for likely Republican gains in the midterms

Daily News, 7/12 – (Washington Bureau, “Dems losing house? Obama spokesperson warns that GOP could make big comeback in fall’s elections”, 2010, Lexis)

President Obama's top spokesman admitted yesterday there's "no doubt" Democrats could lose their grip over the House of Representatives in this fall's elections. "I think there is no doubt there are enough seats in play - that could cause Republicans to gain control. There's no doubt about that," White House press secretary Robert Gibbs told NBC's "Meet the Press." The talking point from the always-scripted Gibbs seemed calculated to scare swing voters and fire up the party's somewhat dispirited grass-roots activist base for the fall campaign by raising the specter that the political right could seize the House. Republicans also stand to chip away at the Democrats' 59-seat Senate majority. Obama's poll numbers have sagged as he has tried to wrestle with a snail-paced economic recovery, a still-controversial health care reform plan, the early bungling of the Gulf of Mexico oil spill disaster and a costly war in Afghanistan. The Justice Department's suit last week to block Arizona's controversial law to catch illegal immigrants also has Democratic lawmakers in the West worried. Democratic governors voiced worry about the political impact of the suit in a private meeting with White House officials over the weekend, The New York Times reported last night. But Attorney General Eric Holder said on "Face the Nation" yesterday that the government might file a second suit if there is evidence of racial profiling in Arizona. Gibbs said the Democrats will have to fight hard to maintain a House majority. To those who call Obama's record so far a disappointment, especially on the economy, Gibbs said: "The car's out of the ditch, the car's back on the road. The question is, “are you going to give the keys back to the Republicans and let them drive it back into the ditch again?" One top Republican said Obama  is wrong to lay fault "at the foot of President Bush." "You can't blame President Bush   for everything," Sen. Jon Kyl (R-Ariz.) said on "Fox News  Sunday." Democrats now hold a 255-to-178 edge in the House, with two vacancies in the 435-member chamber. Analysts say 40 to 60 House seats could be in play by fall. Republicans would need to take back about 40 seats to reclaim the majority and oust House Speaker Nancy Pelosi (D-Calif.).  

Democrats want to withdraw all forces in Afghanistan

Peter Baker 2/27/09 (A former writer for the Washington Times, White house correspondent, “Iraq withdrawal Plan gains G.O.P. Support” 2/26, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/02/27/washington/27troops.html?_r=1) 

As the president prepared to fly to Camp Lejeune, N.C., on Friday to announce that he would pull combat forces out by August 2010 while leaving behind a residual force of 35,000 to 50,000 troops, he reassured Congressional leaders from both parties that his plan would not jeopardize hard-won stability in Iraq. But Republicans emerged from a meeting Thursday evening more supportive than several leading Democrats, who complained earlier in the day that the president was still leaving behind too many American forces. Mr. McCain said during the private White House meeting that he thought the withdrawal plan was thoughtful and well prepared, according to several people who were in the room. His spokeswoman, Brooke Buchanan, confirmed by e-mail on Thursday night that Mr. McCain is “supportive of the plan.” 

Keeping troops in Afghanistan will hurt Obama in the midterms – multiple studies prove

Andrew Romano 6/25/10 (Newsweek, Andrew Romano was named Senior Writer in December 2008. He reports on politics, culture and food for the print and web editions of the magazine, http://www.newsweek.com/2010/06/25/obama-s-approval-ratings-slump-in-latest-newsweek-poll.html)

The troubled war in Afghanistan is a growing political problem for President Barack Obama. According to a new NEWSWEEK Poll, the lasting impact of his decision to fire Gen. Stanley McChrystal for mouthing off about his civilian bosses in a recent Rolling Stone article—a move most Americans support—has been to raise doubts about the war and undermine confidence in the commander in chief. The poll (click here to see full results) found that 53 percent of respondents disapprove of how Obama is managing the war in Afghanistan (just 37 percent approve)—a reversal of opinion since February, when 55 percent of Americans said they supported the president's plan and just 27 percent disapproved. When asked about Obama's handling of the McChrystal crisis, a full 50 percent of Americans say they approve, versus 35 percent who say they don't. Predictably, Republican voters are the exception, opposing the change of command 55 percent to 32 percent—even though the vast majority of GOP lawmakers have sided with the president. Though the McChrystal drama has passed, the Afghanistan war continues and signals further political problems for Obama's administration in the fall, even while worries about Iraq appear to be subsiding. The poll found that 46 percent of respondents think America is losing the war in Afghanistan (26 percent say the military is winning). A similar plurality think the U.S. is losing the broader war on terrorism (43 percent vs. 29 percent), though the war in Iraq is seen as a successful effort, with 42 percent saying the U.S. is winning there, compared with 34 percent who say the U.S. is losing. While many factors have contributed to this gradual collapse in public support, the revelations of military-civilian dysfunction that have accompanied the McChrystal fiasco have likely made matters worse. The bad news for Obama doesn't end abroad. The NEWSWEEK Poll shows the president's job- approval rating holding steady at 48 percent, which matches his rating in the recent Pew Research Center survey and NEWSWEEK's previous poll from February. But as with Ronald Reagan, support for Obama tends to decline once voters are grilled on specific issues. In fact, solid majorities of Americans now disapprove of the way the president is handling almost every major challenge confronting his administration—a complete reversal from April 2009. Last year, only 41 percent frowned on Obama's economic leadership; now that number has risen to 58 percent. Then, a mere 27 percent felt negatively about the president's command in Iraq; today, 51 percent disapprove. A whopping 60 percent don't like the way Obama is grappling with the oil spill in the gulf, and the majority of Americans are also critical of his efforts to reform the financial sector—the split there is 53 percent against, 36 percent for. Even health care - the administration's major accomplishment and a purported selling point for the fall midterm elections—isn't a plus. Overall, 43 percent approve of Obama's handling of health care, while 51 percent don't. Unless the picture improves, Obama's Democrats will have a hard time retaining their congressional majorities in November. Obama may have run as the change candidate in 2008, but the public's attitude toward the federal government is as negative today as it was during George W. Bush's second term. Only one in five Americans claims to be "basically content" with Washington, while three of every four describe themselves as either frustrated (52 percent) or angry (24 percent). Anger in particular has reached its highest level since NEWSWEEK first asked the question in 1997, and is especially pronounced among groups that tend to swing low-turnout midterm elections toward the GOP: self-identified Republicans (35 percent) and voters between the ages of 50 and 64 (32 percent). Congressional Democrats, whom voters have long preferred to congressional Republicans, are now just as despised as their GOP counterparts: 53 percent of voters disapprove of the former, and 54 percent disapprove of the latter. More than 60 percent of independents, the key swing-vote constituency, disapprove of both. The only bright spot for Democrats may be division in the Republican ranks. Self-identified Republicans are far less positive about the performance of their party's congressional delegation (30 percent disapprove) than self-identified Democrats (18 percent disapprove)—which suggests that Tea Party candidates will continue to siphon off support from their establishment rivals. Still, when 69 percent of voters are dissatisfied with the direction of the country, as the NEWSWEEK poll finds, the party in power is likely to suffer the largest losses.

Link – Kuwait

DOD will reduce troops out of Kuwait if Iraq withdrawal coming

Hagerty 09 [Seth is a mishap investigator and logistics officer, located at the Navy and Marine Corps Safety Center, “Iraq and US Military Policy Beyond 2011” p. 17-19] 

It appears that the 2008 Presidential election and the prevailing public opinion have given the Obama administration's viewpoint the upper hand. The conclusions drawn about Iraq have long term implications for the future of the U.S. military and foreign policy. In March 2009, Secretary of Defense Robert Gales unveiled the proposed DOD budget. Major cuts to programs such as the Future Combat Systems and the F-22 attack fighter program signal a clear shift in the Defense Department priorities. According to Secretary Gales "it is important to remember that every defense dollar spent to over insure against a remote or diminishing risk — or, in effect, to 'run up the score in a capability where the U.S. is already dominant — is a dollar not available lo lake care of our people, reset the force, win the wars we are in and improve capabilities in areas where we are underinvested and potentially vulnerable." (Thompson, 2009) The long term implication of these program cuts is that the  U.S. no longer sees the nation-states such as North Korea, Iran, and to a lesser degree Russia and China as near peer military rivals. From looking at the scheduled military drawdown and the residual forces in Kuwait, the U.S. will not have sufficient forces within proximity to counter significant threats to national stability in Iraq. The closest U.S. troops would reside in Kuwait post-201 I. Since 2004 the U.S. has gradually diminished its footprint in Kuwait by closing seven of thirteen bases including the largest Camp Doha, which served as the headquarters during the initial invasion. The Coalition Forces Land Component Command (CFLCC) headquartered in Kuwait, previously the combat command for the entire theater, now occupies a logistical role supplying and moving troops and equipment in Iraq and then back through Kuwait. Prior to the invasion of Iraq, Kuwait served as a battalion and brigade-sized training area for the U.S. military. The desert environment and the ability to conduct live-fire exercises made Kuwait an ideal location for units on deployment in the region. Kuwait will again serve as a training area for the military and will not be garrisoned by permanent units considering the force obligations increasing in Afghanistan.

Link – Iraq 

Public opposes US presence  in Iraq – wants them out now

Kull 06 [Steven is the director of the Program on International Policy Attitudes, “U.S. Public Opposes Permanent Military Bases in Iraq but Majority Thinks U.S. Plans to Keep Them” 

http://www.worldpublicopinion.org/pipa/articles/international_security_bt/177.php?lb=btis&pnt=177&nid=&id=] 

A large bipartisan majority of Americans oppose permanent U.S. military bases in Iraq and believe that most Iraqis are opposed as well, but a modest majority believes that the United States nonetheless plans to have permanent bases, according to a new poll by WorldPublicOpinion.org. A large majority thinks that the United States should be willing to accept a new Iraqi government setting a timeline for the withdrawal of U.S. troops, and thinks that most Iraqis want such a timeline, but an overwhelming majority thinks that the United States would refuse to agree to such a timeline. At this point, a large bipartisan majority favors reducing—though not completely withdrawing—U.S. troops. Americans appear to assume that this is a significant likelihood, as they perceive most Iraqis favoring such a timeline. Sixty percent assume that the majority of the Iraqi people want the United States to “commit to withdraw U.S. forces according to a timeline of no more than two years” while 38 percent assume that the majority want the United States to “only reduce U.S. forces as the security situation improves in Iraq.”

Plan Popular with the public---they’ve turned against our efforts in Iraq

Cato 09 [Cato Policy Research Center, November/December 09, “Should the United States Withdraw from Afghanistan?”, http://www.cato.org/pubs/policy_report/v31n6/cpr31n6-3.html]

The U.S. public does not support the war in Afghanistan. Since the majority of Americans don't support the war, the U.S. prosecution of the war should not continue. Some say such important decisions can't be made according to the vagaries of public opinion polls. But the most important decisions should be decided democratically, and U.S. public opinion is not volatile on questions of war and peace. Once the public turned against the Iraq war, it never turned back. Some say the war is making Americans safer. But the American public is the highest judge on this question. Since the American people oppose the war, they must believe it is not making them safer, or that whatever contribution the war is making to their safety is too small to justify the human and financial costs. 

Link – South Korea

The American public overwhelmingly supports troop withdrawal from South Korea

Choi Soung-ah 6/10/04 (Editor for The Korea Herald, “82% of Americans support troop pullout: poll”. L/N)

Amid continuing reports of rising anti-American sentiment in Korea among the younger population and some liberal lawmakers, negative sentiment toward Korea is also taking its toll in the United States. Results of a poll released Tuesday show that 82 percent of Americans support the current Bush administration's plan to cut one-third of Uncle Sam's forces in South Korea by the end of next year. In the survey conducted by the U.S. FOX television news company, 59,630 of the 72,327 Americans who took part said the pullout was a "good idea" and that the American troops were needed "elsewhere." Only 9 percent, or 6,575 of the Americans surveyed in the United States, said it was a bad idea that endangered South Korea. That figure is close to the 6,122 voters who had "other" opinions. Although the survey is not a scientific poll, some experts say it is seen to represent the general opinion of the American public. Media reports, both in Korea and abroad, have repeatedly underscored the growing anti-American sentiment here, especially over the U.S. military presence on the peninsula, but since this week's confirmation of the planned troop pullout, some are now even questioning the half-century-old military alliance. Korea watchers say the survey results also show the strong feelings of many Americans who feel they have over-sacrificed themselves for an ungrateful ally. Experts say that younger, more liberal, Koreans today are riding on the tide of major criticisms of overseas U.S. military presence, not only in Korea but in many other countries, born especially out of America's invasion of Iraq and of the ongoing problems plaguing the American military there. Messages sent to The Korea Herald from some Americans regarding the Korean government and public's reaction toward the global superpower also reflect this worsening attitude toward Korea. "Is America South Korea's biggest enemy that it must "stand up to" and take "countermeasures against the United States," one message states. “America is through with South Korea crying like a baby. (It is) time to let Korea merge under North Korean rule. At least, with North Korea, we will know who we are fighting," another said. In a spirit of optimistic pragmatism, Seoul and Washington met this week to discuss "cooperatively" the Pentagon's global defense posture review, or GPR, which includes the permanent reduction in the U.S. military presence here. On Sunday, Washington proposed to pull out 12,500 soldiers from the 37,000-strong U.S. Forces Korea by the end of next year, leading to concerns at home and abroad of a security vacuum along the Cold War's last frontier, with little time to prep up national defense under the proposed timetable. In response, many South Korea government officials have said they would ask for the date to be pushed back. Although the decision on the exact number and timeline for the withdrawal have not been finalized, Seoul is preparing to beef up its own 650,000 military in order to become more self-reliant in its defense against North Korea's 1.1 million troops. But many Americans are wondering why Korea is adamant about keeping the troops now, after the U.S. announcement. "For years you have been spitting on our troops, protesting like maniacs at how our troops endanger South Korea. (It is) time for the U.S. troops to come home and for Korea to take care of North Korea alone. It is an internal Korean problem now and of no concern of the U.S.," an American reader of The Korea Herald said. Other strong opinions sent to the Herald mocked the Korean attitude as "hypocritical." (bluelle@heraldm.com)"There are consequences for South Korea's childish behavior. Americans have heard for years of the constant "protests" against Americans in Korea who act as a "trip wire," which is a nice way of saying human sacrifice," another American wrote. "For the honor of being the first to die in the next Korean war, thousands of miles away from their homes, they are insulted by the people they are expected to die for." The U.S. has stationed troops in South Korea since the 1950-53 Korean War ended in a truce, not a peace treaty, and the two Koreas are still technically at war. A U.S. official, speaking on the background to the troop realignment, said Tuesday, the U.S. was seeking to ensure that there would be a more capable U.S. military presence here and "an enhanced U.S.-Korea alliance with greater public support." The U.S. State Department also commented on the reported growing anti-American sentiment in the country in light of the U.S. troop pullout. "We believe, obviously, there is a public opinion in South Korea, as there is a public opinion in every country. We believe that support for the bilateral partnership between the United States and Korea among both the American people and the Korean people is strong and that we have shared values that underpin that relationship and make it what it is," Deputy Spokesman Adam Ereli said Tuesday. "You can't have the kind of long history of closeness between two countries without having that depth of understanding and shared values." 

***Links for Dems Good Midterms***

Generic Link—Soft on National Security

The plan sparks Republican accusations that Obama is weak on national security before the midterms 

Carey 4/16/10 (Nick, Reuters, "Special Report: U.S. shifts gears to tackle homespun terrorism," http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE63F2HZ20100416)

But outreach has the potential to turn political, with Democrats anxious not to appear soft on terrorism before the November elections and Republicans smelling opportunity. Opponents on the right are fiercely critical of this shift in counterterrorism strategy.

"Outreach is a joke," said conservative commentator Debbie Schlussel, who advocates being tough on mosques and immigration. "Muslims don't respect people who kowtow to them. I think they respect those whom they fear."

Obama and Napolitano came under fire for their handling of the failed December 25 bomb attempt, which fueled Republican criticism that the president is weak on national security.

The expected reaction from the right, some say, has made the Obama administration nervous.

"The DHS is very, very skittish about outreach," said a former government counterterrorism official who spoke on condition of anonymity. "They are being overly tentative because there are plenty of people on the right who want to portray the Obama administration as soft on terror."

Republicans will attack the plan as weak on terrorism AND prioritizing the issue helps Republican chances of victory in the midterms

Blum 2/3/10 (Justin, Bloomberg, "Democrats Vulnerable on Terrorism, Republicans Say (Update3)," http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=20601070&sid=ahUiJ1mMaoFs)

 Feb. 3 (Bloomberg) -- Republicans say they see weakness in President Barack Obama’s approach to fighting terrorism -- and a winning issue for themselves in the November congressional elections.

While Republicans have criticized Obama’s national-security policies since he took office, the intensity has picked up in recent weeks. They have focused on the administration’s handling of the attempted Christmas bombing of a Northwest Airlines flight and the government’s plans to try terrorism suspects in civilian courts.

In the last month alone, the top Republican on the Senate Judiciary Committee, Jeff Sessions of Alabama, issued at least 15 statements assailing Obama’s policies for combating terrorism. He said Democrats can expect more of the same as the elections approach.

If Obama and his administration “persist in the arguments they’re making, which are not sound legally or politically, I think any good candidate is going to raise it,” Sessions said in an interview. “It’s a very large, substantive issue.”

Republicans said targeting Obama’s approach could improve the party’s prospects in November, when all 435 House seats and at least 36 of the 100 Senate seats are up for election. Polling showed that voter unease over terrorism contributed to Republican Scott Brown’s victory in a Jan. 19 election for the Massachusetts seat of the late Democratic Senator Edward M. Kennedy, said Neil Newhouse, a Republican pollster who worked for Brown.

‘A Major Issue’

It’s “a major issue that motivates voters,” Representative Lamar Smith of Texas, the top Republican on the House Judiciary Committee, said in an interview. Americans “will vote for people who are strong on protecting American lives.”

Generic Link—Soft on National Security

Political labels MATTER and are LONG-LASTING—perception of weakness on national security costs Democrats support from independents and sparks Republican attacks

Cooper 1/9/10 (Helen, Staff writer – NYT  New York Times, Helene Cooper,  The Label Factor: Is Obama a Wimp or a Warrior?, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/01/10/weekinreview/10cooper.html)

Like every Democratic president since John F. Kennedy, President Obama is battling the perception that he’s a wimp on national security.

ESCALATION President Obama wore a steely gaze before a West Point audience when he announced he was ramping up the force in Afghanistan. Now he needs victories there

It’s not just coming from Republicans (for example, Dick Cheney’s accusation that Mr. Obama is trying to pretend that the country isn’t at war). Now barbs are coming from the center too. This week’s Foreign Policy magazine has a provocative cover: Mr. Obama next to Jimmy Carter with — gasp — an “equals” sign in the middle. New York Times/CBS polling shows that public approval of Mr. Obama’s foreign policy dropped 9 points to 50 percent between last April and November. Leslie H. Gelb, president emeritus of the Council on Foreign Relations, wrote on the Daily Beast blog two weeks ago that Mr. Obama needs to toughen up with his adversaries. “He puts far too much store on being the smartest guy in the room,” Mr. Gelb wrote. “He’d do well to remember that Jimmy Carter also rang all the I.Q. bells.”
So soon? Here is a president who just ramped up the war in Afghanistan, sending an additional 30,000 American troops. He has stepped up drone strikes by unmanned Predators in Pakistan and provided intelligence and firepower for two airstrikes against Al Qaeda in Yemen that killed more than 60 militants. He has resisted the temptation to sign a new nuclear arms agreement with Russia that might not provide American inspectors with the level of verification detail that they want. He is moving toward the wide use of full body scans in American airports. On Thursday, in an oblique nod to the Cheney criticism, he even used the phrase “we are at war,” in describing the fight against Al Qaeda.

Of course, accusations that Democrats are genetically softer on threats to the Republic are nothing new. After World War II, Republicans mostly stopped attacking the Democrats as the party that had gotten America into two world wars, and began calling it soft on Communism. Roosevelt’s agreement to the postwar division of Europe at Yalta, followed by China’s fall in 1949 while Truman was president, spurred that on. John Kennedy managed to emerge from an early fiasco at the Bay of Pigs and achieve the counter-image of a cold war liberal, thanks to the Berlin and Cuban-missile crises; then Lyndon Johnson’s fear of being labeled “soft on Communism” helped him override his doubts about getting deeper into Vietnam. But after that, the ill-fated antiwar candidacy of George McGovern, followed by Jimmy Carter’s inability to rescue American hostages in Iran, sealed a stereotype of Democrats as, well, wimps.

And labels count, as a poll taken last August by the Pew Center for the People and the Press illustrates: When voters were asked which party could do a better job of dealing with terrorism, they expressed more confidence in Republicans than in Democrats, as they had consistently since 2002. The 2009 margin was 38 percent to 32 percent. But when asked which party could do a better job of making wise decisions about foreign policy, 44 percent chose the Democrats, 31 percent the Republicans.

Some experts say that the weakling label is more about this city than Mr. Obama — that every political cycle brings with it the opportunity for pundits and politicians to try to prove they were right all along. “I think the problem is much less Obama than the audience,” said George Perkovich, vice president for studies at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. “This is about talk radio and punditry; these are the absolutes that the bloggers deal with: wimp or macho? This is the new caricature, but it doesn’t withstand any analysis.”

But labels can stick, as Mr. Carter himself found out so well, and as the Republicans also know from their experience parrying the opposite stereotype — of cowboy-style recklessness, first under Ronald Reagan and later under George W. Bush (whose own father, oddly, was said to have suffered from a “wimp factor”).

All of which raises the question of what, exactly, it is that Mr. Obama has to do by the end of the year to turn around the impression that Democrats are cream puffs on foreign policy.

Generic Link—Soft on National Security

Republicans will spin the plan as “soft on terror” and engage in partisan attacks against Obama in order to score political points with voters 

Gerstein 1/30/10 (Josh, Politico, "GOP revives 'soft on terror' charge," http://dyn.politico.com/printstory.cfm?uuid=7DA60F08-18FE-70B2-A8E8FED00CB8D160)

A series of recent controversies — capped by Friday’s decision to pull a key 9/11 trial  out of Manhattan — is prompting Republicans to turn up the pressure on President Barack Obama, by resurrecting the kind of “soft on terrorism” charge that has dogged Democrats in the past.

Obama largely escaped any controversy over terrorism in the 2008 campaign, because voters were so focused on the economic crisis and because many were supportive of Obama’s plans to break from the Bush-era war on terror, by ending the Iraq war and shutting down Guantanamo Bay prison.

But a series of stumbles in recent weeks has given Republicans a chance to renew that line of attack against Obama, at a time when he’s already confronting public criticism of his handling of the economy and health care.

The GOP has leapt on Obama’s handling of the Christmas Day bombing plot, saying he was slow to speak to the public about the initial attack and criticizing the Justice Department’s decision to try the suspect in a civilian court, not a military one. Republicans also are criticizing the Justice Department for an FBI decision to end questioning of the suspect, Umar Farouk Abdulmutallab, after less than an hour and read him his Miranda rights.

That came on top of the congressional uproar over Obama’s plan to close Guantanamo Bay prison by moving the detainees to U.S. prisons. Obama missed a self-imposed one-year deadline to close the facility. Republicans also criticized the Justice Department’s decision to send five alleged 9/11 plotters to trial in Manhattan, just blocks from the World Trade Center site — a decision the administration abruptly abandoned Friday after powerful Democrats came out against the New York venue. 

“It’s the death of a thousand self-inflicted cuts,” said Peter Feaver, a National Security Council official under presidents George W. Bush and Bill Clinton. “Conservatives like Vice President Cheney have been making the critique from the beginning but it did not stick until the self-inflicted wounds reached a culmination point.. I think they did with the underwear bomber. Prior to that the self-inflicted wounds were separated. They didn’t congeal into a single story line, but now I think they have.”

Republicans howled after Homeland Security Secretary Janet Napolitano said “the system worked” because passengers on the plane jumped on the Abdulmutallab. And the head of the National Counterterrorism Center, Michael Leiter, went on a ski vacation shortly after the attack. 

“The terrain changed on them with the Christmas bombing. It provided, fairly or unfairly, Exhibit A for what the critics on the right ... were arguing: that by not taking terrorism seriously, you make America more vulnerable. Mirandizing [Abdulmutallab] plays right into that. ‘The system worked’ plays into that. Having someone take a vacation for a week plays right into it,” Feaver said.

GOP stalwarts like Sen. Mitch McConnell (R-Ky.) and Jeff Sessions (R-Ala.) have been pummeling Obama over these issues since last spring, when the White House badly misjudged congressional sentiment and lost a series of votes related to closing the Guantanamo Bay prison.

Republicans seem emboldened, too, after Sen.-elect Scott Brown aggressively used the terrorism issue to score points with voters in his stunning Massachusetts upset. He attacked Obama's decision to hold civilian trials for terror suspects

Now even mild-mannered Sen. Susan Collins (R-Maine), hardly a partisan bomb-thrower, is joining the parade of GOP lawmakers taking Obama and his team to task.

Generic Link—Soft on National Security

Obama can’t afford to look weak on national security AND Republicans will make terrorism a national, public issue 

The Independent 1/5/10 (Rupert Cornwell, “Republicans quick to lash Obama over terrorism.” http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/americas/republicans-quick-to-lash-obama-over-terrorism-1857763.html)
US President Barack Obama has summoned his top national security advisers to a White House meeting today, aimed at plugging holes in airport security laid bare by the Christmas Day attack – and fending off charges from Republicans he is neglecting the terrorist threat. Thanks to the near-miss attempted suicide bombing of a Detroit-bound airliner on 25 December, terrorism has leapt to the top of the political agenda facing the president – for the time being at least, eclipsing the health care debate, a 10 per cent unemployment rate and the continuing economic crisis. The charge that Democrats could not be trusted with "keeping the country safe", helped underpin the long Republican political ascendancy – and a blistering attack from Dick Cheney, hours after the narrowly-thwarted attack leaves little doubt Republicans think the same tactics will work again. According to the ever pugnacious former vice-president, Mr Obama "seemed to have forgotten the country is at war." That accusation was angrily rejected by John Brennan, the White House counter-terrorism chief, who accused Mr Cheney of "wilfully mischaracterising this president's position."  But the criticism clearly stung, and, with an ambitious domestic agenda hanging in the balance on Capitol Hill, Mr Obama – who returned here yesterday after a 10-day break in Hawaii – can plainly afford to take no chances. The White House wants Congress to pass a final bill for health care overhaul so that Mr Obama can sign it into laws before his keynote State of the Union speech at the end of the month. This would free the president to refocus on the faltering economy, the biggest single threat to Democrats at November's mid-term elections, where his party already faces significant losses in both House and Senate. The President has insisted that those responsible will be held accountable for the failure to act to stave off an attack of which there were unusually numerous advance pointers, and which underlined how lessons of the September 11 attacks had not been learned by the fragmented intelligence agencies. For the time being though, there is no sign that any heads will roll. But Republicans are bound to step up demands for scapegoats at the Congressional hearings scheduled for this month, and which will keep the terrorism issue front and centre in public consciousness.

Obama is being HARDLINE on national security now – perception of weakness alienates the voting public 

Bowman 1/4/10 (Karlyn, Senior Fellow at AEI, “Serious about Security” http://www.aei.org/article/101489)

Even though terrorism isn't their top concern right now, Americans think the threat is a real one and expect another attack at some point on American soil. In a Pew Research Center Global Attitudes poll taken last fall, 52% said the danger of attack was greater now than 10 years ago, 35% said the danger was about the same and 10% said the danger is less now than a decade ago. In responding to last week's attempted bombing, Homeland Security Secretary Janet Napolitano said, "the system worked." While it is too early to evaluate the public's response to her claim, Americans do feel safer than they did after Sept. 11, and they credit their government with making them so. Handling terrorism was one of the few bright spots in the public's assessments of President George W. Bush when he left office. The Pew Global Attitudes poll asked people why there had not been another terrorist attack in the United States. A 44% plurality said it was mostly because "the government is doing a good job protecting the country." Eleven percent said it was mostly because America is an inherently difficult target for terrorists, and another 35% said it was because we have been lucky. One of the reasons for President Obama's more vigorous response in recent days to the near tragedy on a Detroit-bound airplane is Republican criticism. But another comes from his falling ratings on handling the issue. In a Gallup poll in May, 55% approved of the job he was doing handling terrorism. As his ratings began to tumble on most issues in late summer, his ratings on handling of national security matters held up. His strength on security was surprising given the attacks on him by candidate Hillary Clinton and later John McCain and Dick Cheney. By late November, however, Obama's support had dropped, with 45% approving and 47% disapproving. This is part of a general slide, but it is nonetheless worrying for the president and his administration. Democrats have lost ground on the issue too. In an Ipsos/McClatchy poll from late December 2008, 47% said the Democratic Party would do a better job of dealing with the terrorist threat at home; 38% said the GOP would. But the December 2009 results showed a serious slip for the Democrats: 35% said the Democrats would do a better job, compared with 42% who said that about the GOP. President Obama should count his blessings that no one was killed in this terrorist attempt. But given Americans' strong convictions about the likelihood of another terrorist attack on our soil and al-Qaida's intentions to make one a reality, the president needs to show the American people and al-Qaida that he is getting serious about security. 

Generic Link—Soft on National Security

The plan tanks democrats in the midterm – perceived as weak on terrorism

Drennen 10 (Kyle, CBS's Smith: Is Cheney Criticism of Obama 'Theater' or 'Real'?, http://newsbusters.org/issues/foreign-policy?page=2)

On Monday's CBS Early Show, co-host Harry Smith wondered if there was any credibility to Dick Cheney's criticism of the Obama administration's handling of the Christmas Day bomber: "...the point that he seems to be trying to make...that this administration, the Obama administration, is not taking terrorism seriously enough. Is this theater or is there a real point to be made?"  Smith directed that question to former Bush advisor Dan Bartlett, who observed: "...it's very salient going into this midterm election and I think the Republicans like the fact that the former Vice President's out there slugging away." Smith also spoke with former Democratic Tennessee Congressman Harold Ford Jr. and incredulously asked: "Can an actual argument be made, though...that the Obama administration is weak on terrorism?" Ford argued: "It's hard to....under President Obama and Vice President Biden, great strides are being made all across the globe."

The plan is an international signal of weakness – tanks democrats in the midterm

Fly 10

James, Executive Director - Foreign Policy Initiative & Research associate at the Council on Foreign Relations, Does Obama Have a Foreign Policy?, http://www.weeklystandard.com/blogs/does-obama-have-foreign-policy

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

The GoP will use this weakness as a wedge issue

Lake 10

Eli, Nat’l Security Correspondent for Washington Times, April, The 9/14 Presidency, Reason Magazine


If you believe the president’s Republican critics, Barack Obama takes a law enforcement approach to terrorism. His FBI came under fire for reading Umar Farouk Abdulmutallab, the Nigerian national who nearly blew up an airplane on Christmas, his constitutional rights. His attorney general was blasted for wanting to give 9/11 mastermind Khalid Shaikh Mohammed a criminal trial in lower Manhattan. Republican Sen. Scott Brown rode to his historic upset victory in Massachusetts in part due to this slogan: “In dealing with terrorists, our tax dollars should pay for weapons to stop them, not lawyers to defend them.” Every sign suggests the GOP will make terrorism a wedge issue in the 2010 midterm elections. “As I’ve watched the events of the last few days,” former vice president Dick Cheney said shortly after the Abdulmutallab attack, “it is clear once again that President Obama is trying to pretend we are not at war.”

Generic Link—Soft on National Security 

The plan makes Obama look weak on national security – hurts them in the midterm

Rove 9 (Karl Rove, former senior adviser and deputy chief of staff to President George W. Bush, 11/11/2009, “'A Referendum on This White House': Obama's plan to nationalize the midterm elections may backfire,” Wall Street Journal, pg. np)
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.
Negative reaction to the plan fuels turnout and vote choices in midterm elections – popular support for the plan doesn’t

Abramowitz 9 (Alan Abramowtiz, Professor of Political Science at Emory University, 9-3-2009, “Forecasting the Midterm Elections,” http://www.centerforpolitics.org/crystalball/article.php?id=AIA2009090301)
There are several theories that attempt to explain why the president’s party almost always loses seats in midterm elections. Surge and decline theory argues that midterm elections represent a return to normal voting patterns following presidential elections in which short-term forces can produce unusual gains for the winning candidate’s party. Negative voting theory argues that those who are dissatisfied with the status quo are more motivated to turn out and express their discontent in midterm elections than those who are satisfied. And balancing theory argues that, knowing that the president will be in office for the next two years, some voters seek to provide greater balance in government by electing members of the opposition party to Congress. All of these theories may be partially correct. Whatever the explanation, midterm elections are generally not kind to the president’s party.
Inciting fear in the public ensures a backlash against incumbents

Rothenberg 9

Stuart Rothenberg, Editor of the The Rothenberg Political Report and a regular columnist for Roll Call Newspaper, 3-20-2009, “Should Democrats Worry About Obama Disconnect in 2010?,”http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2009/03/should_democrats_worry_about_o.html

Their fear is that even if Obama remains personally popular, voters will not look kindly on their party's candidates for Congress and governor if the economy remains weak and the public mood is sour and frightened. And even if the economy is showing signs of life, public concern over the deficit, taxes or cultural issues could drive turnout among voters wanting - you guessed it - change.  The concern is well-founded, and you don't have to believe me to take this danger seriously.

Generic Link—Domestic Focus Key to Dems

The plan distracts from the focus on jobs – costs democrats in the midterm

IISS 10 (International Institute for Security Studies, Obama's presidency bolstered by political success, Strategic Comments, InformaWorld)

Thus, while Obama might feel more comfortable concentrating on foreign affairs and is marginally freer to do so, he is compelled to stay focused on job creation and financial reform in the short term to minimise the midterm electoral losses, and in the longer term to maximise his chances for re-election in 2012. He also has other agenda items to protect. One is energy reform, which has both domestic and international elements. The administration's recent decision to allow offshore oil drilling for the first time in decades - to the delight of many Republicans and the dismay of many Democrats - demonstrates how willing he is to placate Republicans to get meaningful restrictions on carbon emissions, and more broadly suggests that despite the health-care victory Obama is still more inclined towards calculated compromise than triumphal imperiousness.

The plan’s addition of controversy to the national political agenda hurts Dems in the midterms

Bhowmrick 10 (Sourav Bhowmick, Staff writer, 1/6/2010, “How the democrats can saver their midterm election hopes,”

http://www.northbynorthwestern.com/2010/01/62336/how-the-democrats-can-save-their-midterm-election-hopes/)

Yes, that was the label Congress had for the past few years and it was nothing to be proud of. But this year, however, some angry voters may argue that Democrats have tried to do too much. Despite the fact that 53% of Americans voted for President Obama’s agenda on the economy, energy and health reform, far less are supportive of Democrats who have pushed the same agenda in the last year. Many moderates are fearful that Congress is doing too much too soon. That’s why Democrats can’t afford to bring up any other potentially damaging issues between now and election day. If re-election is Democrats’ top priority, then they could benefit from avoiding any additional controversy. It’s important to remember that voters have short-term memory; if Democrats let things cool down, voters could likely forget the intensity of the anger surrounding the bailouts, cap n’ trade, and healthcare.

Adding a new foreign policy issue to Obama’s agenda costs the Dems in the midterm

Kosu News 9 (For Obama, A Foreign Policy To-Do List For 2010, http://kosu.org/2009/12/for-obama-a-foreign-policy-to-do-list-for-2010/)

Put Domestic Priorities First  Perhaps Obama’s top goal will be trying to prevent or avoid any time-consuming international crises that would distract him from his domestic agenda.  The 2010 midterm elections will be all about the U.S. jobless rate, which stands at 10 percent and is expected to remain high for most of the year.  Obama will want to be seen spending most of his time trying to create jobs at home and getting the massive health care overhaul bill through Congress.  “It’s going to be tougher for him on the domestic front in many ways,” says Ian Bremmer, president of Eurasia Group. “He needs to try to keep foreign policy as much off his agenda as possible, and he knows it’s going to be hard.” 
Generic Link—US Foreign Policy Establishment 

Plan angers key political constituencies – only a risk of hurting Obama and the Dems

Logan 10 (Justin, Associate Director of Foreign Policy Studies at Cato, 3-23, The Domestic Bases of America's Grand Strategy, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11606)

Domestic politics is driving U.S. grand strategy. Although this phenomenon is poorly understood by both academic international relations scholars and the Washington foreign policy elite (FPE), it has important implications for the prospect of changing U.S. grand strategy, and therefore should be of interest to both groups. The Gulf between the Academy and the Beltway No one disputes that there is a rift between those who study international relations in the academy and those who make U.S. foreign policy. Most examinations of this disconnect center on: a) whether academics are asking policy-relevant questions; and, b) whether the theories and methodologies of the academy are too complex and arcane to be utilized by policymakers. Joseph S. Nye Jr. recently assessed the situation and concluded that "the fault for this growing gap lies not with the government but with the academics." One problem with such arguments is that it just isn't true that academics are failing to produce policy-relevant scholarship. Academics are asking all manner of relevant questions about civil wars, terrorism and counterinsurgency (.pdf), in particular, that are directly applicable to current American policy. As for those who argue that international relations theory is too theoretically or methodologically challenging for harried foreign policy decision-makers to keep up with, it would be difficult to imagine the same excuse being offered on behalf of Supreme Court justices and legal scholarship, for instance, or Treasury Department policymakers and economics research. Indeed, the gap between policymakers and IR academics is more easily explained by the fact that the two groups simply disagree in important ways about U.S. grand strategy. The Institute for the Theory and Practice of International Relations (ITPIR), a project at the College of William and Mary, has been conducting surveys of IR academics for years, and the results have been striking. In a 2004-2005 survey (.pdf), one question asked "Do you think that the United States should increase its spending on national defense, keep it about the same, or cut it back?" Just short of half — 49 percent — answered, "Cut," while 41 percent chose, "Keep same." Just 10 percent answered, "Increase." When the researchers asked the same question (.pdf) in 2008-2009, 64 percent said, "Cut," 30 percent chose, "Keep the same," and only 6 percent called for an increase. Yet, on taking office in 2009, Barack Obama, the most liberal American president in at least 30 years, proceeded to increase the defense budget. Only a faint squeak of dissent could be heard in Washington. Other questions in the survey highlight a similar dissonance: Roughly 80 percent of IR academics report having opposed the war in Iraq, while the war was wildly popular in Washington. In ITPIR's 2006-2007 survey (.pdf), 56 percent of IR academics either strongly or somewhat agreed with the statement, "The 'Israel lobby' has too much influence on U.S. foreign policy." Just 20 percent either somewhat or strongly disagreed. These are not the sort of views one hears aired in Washington. In short, beyond any methodological or epistemological disputes, security studies experts in academia disagree with basic elements of American strategy. Grand Strategy as Sausage-Making Part of the reason for this fundamental disagreement over basic principles is that the FPE has largely abandoned clear strategic thought, focusing instead on narrow tactical or operational questions. In lieu of a debate over strategy in Washington, the FPE focuses on news-cycle minutiae and the domestic politics of strategy. In a 2007 Foreign Affairs essay on defense spending, Columbia University's Richard Betts lamented that, "Washington spends so much and yet feels so insecure because U.S. policymakers have lost the ability to think clearly about defense policy." While it is difficult to prove whether policymakers have lost the ability — as opposed to the will — to think clearly about defense and foreign policy, it is clear that they have failed to do so. Take, for example, one exchange that took place in Washington on the subject of the Obama administration's decision to send additional troops and funds into Afghanistan: During the summer of 2009, at a panel discussing U.S. policy in Afghanistan sponsored by the Center for a New American Security, Boston University's Andrew Bacevich pressed other participants to defend — or at least state — the strategic justification for the escalation in the Afghanistan war effort, as well as for the broader "War on Terrorism" of which it is a part. His call was met with furrowed brows and quizzical looks. One panelist — who had co-authored the think tank's policy paper on the Afghanistan war — complimented Bacevich for his contribution, saying it "starts asking these questions about where exactly our interests are." But he subsequently dismissed Bacevich's alternate strategy — abandoning the war on terror — for being "completely divorced from the political realities facing this administration." John J. Mearsheimer, an influential security studies scholar, assessed the president's decision-making process involving the Afghanistan "surge" this way:     In Afghanistan, as in Vietnam, it simply does not matter whether the United States wins or loses. It makes no sense for the Obama administration to expend more blood and treasure to vanquish the Taliban. The United States should accept defeat and immediately begin to withdraw its forces from Afghanistan.     Of course, President Obama will never do such a thing. Instead, he will increase the American commitment to Afghanistan, just as Lyndon Johnson did in Vietnam in 1965. The driving force in both cases is domestic politics. (Emphasis added.)

Link – Afghanistan 

Troop withdrawal sparks a huge backlash from conservatives who support the war effort
BBC, 09 (“Obama ‘rules out’ Afghan cutbacks,” 10/7/09, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/americas/8293558.stm)

Divisions are emerging between some Democrats concerned by the prospect of deploying more US forces to Afghanistan and some Republicans urging the Obama administration to follow the advice of top generals and increase troop levels. President Obama told the group that his assessment would be "rigorous and deliberate" and that he would continue to work with Congress in the best interests of US and international security. According to one White House source, he told the meeting that he would not shrink the number of troops in Afghanistan or opt for a strategy of merely targeting al-Qaeda leaders. But he would not be drawn on sending additional troops - which his top commander in Afghanistan, General Stanley McChrystal, requested last week. Democratic Speaker Nancy Pelosi said that there had been some agreement but also some "diversity of opinion" during the talks. Former Republican presidential candidate Senator John McCain urged Mr Obama to take heed of the advice given by generals on the ground. A US official, quoted by Reuters news agency, said of the meeting: "He... made it clear that his decision won't make everybody in the room or the nation happy, but underscored his commitment to work on a collaborative basis." Afghan strategy The BBC's Mark Mardell, in Washington, says there appears to be a frustration that the review of strategy has some times been portrayed in black and white terms of a massive increase or reduction of troop numbers.

Conservatives will oppose Afghan withdrawal—McCain proves 
Xinhua News 6/27 ( “US Republicans blast Obama’s withdrawal date”, 6/27/10, http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/world/2010-06/28/c_13372358.htm ) 

U.S. ranking Senate Republicans on Sunday blasted President Barack Obama's Afghanistan strategy, dismissing the July 2011 deadline as a "political decision" not based on military strategy. "It was purely a political decision, not one based on facts on the ground, not one based on military strategy," Republican Senator John McCain said on NBC's "Meet the Press," referring to a strategy unveiled by President Obama in December, which called for a buildup of 30,000 troops in Afghanistan and beginning pulling out in July 2011. "You tell the enemy you're leaving, they will wait," he said. " In wars you declare when you're leaving after you've succeeded." Republican Senator Lindsey Graham joined McCain in criticizing Obama's Afghan timetable. "If everybody in Afghanistan believes that we're going to begin to leave in July 2011 no matter what, it's going to be hard to win over people on the fence and that's gotta change, or we're gonna lose," he said on "Fox News Sunday". Republican Senator Saxby Chambliss said on CNN's "State of the Union" that "it's a huge mistake to even put that deadline out there." 

Link – South Korea 

Politically powerful interests like the military and the defense industry and their allies in Congress will oppose the plan’s reduction in presence 

Selig Harrison 2 (Senior Scholar – Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars and Director of the Asia Program – Center for International Policy, Korean Endgame: A Strategy for Reunification and U.S. Disengagement, p. 180-182)

Why has the presence of U.S. ground forces in South Korea remained politically inviolate in Washington for nearly five decades? Part of the answer lies in the searing psychological legacy of the Ko​rean War and the resulting imagery of North Korea as irrational and threatening, a new "Yellow Peril," an imagery inflated by fears that it will develop long-range missiles. This imagery has persisted despite the North-South summit meeting of June 2000 and the subsequent visits of North Korea's second-ranking leader, Vice-Marshal Jo Myong Rok, to Washington, and of Secretary of State Madeleine Albright to Pyong​yang. Indeed, Albright was widely criticized for legitimizing a brutal dictatorship. Some of the answer lies in the superficial appeal of the strategic argu​ments examined in part 5: that the U.S. presence helps stabilize a volatile part of the world and that any change in the U.S. posture would be seen as a "retreat" from Asia. But the key reason why the United States is stuck to South Korea "like Brer Rabbit was to the Tar Baby" is that Seoul has shown remarkable skill and determination in resisting any change. The impact of the negative images and the positive strategic ar​guments has been maximized over the years by sustained and effective South Korean lobbying efforts, aided by sympathizers in the Pentagon and in defense industries with a stake in Korea. The payoffs to members of Congress exposed in the 1976 "Koreagate" scandal were not isolated cases. A former Washington station chief of the South Korean CIA, Gen. Kim Yoon Ho, has told of how he arranged support for legislation relating to U.S. military aid and the U.S. force presence by channeling big export contracts to states with cooperative representatives in Congress, especially exports subsidized under a variety of U.S. economic and military aid programs. The manipulation of pricing in such contracts offered easy opportunities for rake-offs to middlemen. In South Korean eyes, anything that will keep the United States in South Korea is morally justified because Washington was largely to blame for the division of the peninsula and remains obligated to stay until reunifica​tion is achieved. "The South Korean Embassy swings a lot of weight in Washington," observed David E. Brown, former director of Korean affairs in the State Department, in 1997. "Long-tended friendships between conservatives in both capitals give extra potency to the political clout they wield."' South Korean influence in Washington has been reinforced by the sup​port of legions of U.S. military officers with fond memories of their years in Korea. The semi-imperial trappings of U.S. military life there are epito​mized by three eighteen-hole golf courses, one of which occupied some of the most valuable real estate in Seoul until former Ambassador James Lilley persuaded the U.S. Army to relocate it. "The pain it took to do this," Lilley recalled, "is symptomatic of the military's resistance to giving up its perks. They told me about how they have to keep up morale to retain personnel, but you can't do this at the expense of your relations with the host country."" For officers with their families, the nine U.S. military installations in the South are self-sufficient enclaves equipped with most of the comforts of home and largely insulated from the local society. For the footloose, there are kiesang hostesses, the Korean equiva​lent of Japanese geisha. Most important, for the top brass of the U.S. Army, Korea is the last and only place left in the world where a four-star general can be a "commander in chief" presiding over an operational command in a foreign country. All of the nine other "CinCs" with re​gional and functional commands have their headquarters in the United States.

Defense lobbies hate the plan—they support US presence in Korea 

Flake 6 (L. Gordon, Executive Director – Maureen and Mike Mansfield Foundation, “U.S.-South Korean Relations”, CQ Congressional Testimony, 9-27, Lexis)

In and of themselves, the transfer of wartime operational control and even the redeployment and reduction of U.S. troop levels on the peninsula do not necessary speak of declining commitment to the alliance. Military officials are correct to point out that we should focus on capability, which may in fact be enhanced, rather than structure or numbers. However, if enacted as envisioned, particularly in the current political environment, it is easy to see the transfer of wartime operation control as tantamount to a divorce. The current joint command in Korea represents the only truly "joint" force in the world. The clear delineation of roles and reduced exposure to the increasingly suspect political will in Seoul for a potential conflagration that seems to be the objective in the U.S. support for transfer of wartime operation control would suggest at best a trial separation if not an amicable divorce. True, both the U.S. and the ROK proclaim unwavering support for the alliance and for the defense of the peninsula, but this support seems to be the equivalent of the assurances of separating parents that they are still "friends" and that they will still work together for the good of the child. The inevitable outcome appears to lay the groundwork for a much reduced U.S. presence on the Peninsula and, capabilities aside, a downgrade in the political perception of the alliance. In the end, as with the case with many divorces, this change may be for best, but it remains sad. It would be a mistake, however, to assume that this process is only being driven by the civilian leadership of the Defense Department. Traditionally the bastion of support for the U.S.-ROK alliance, the defense establishment both in Washington and in Korea now arguably gives Capitol Hill a run for its money as being the leading skeptic, if not detractor, of the alliance, at lease in the context of current leadership in Seoul. Sensitive issues, such as anti-American incidents, the vilification of the USFK in blockbuster movies, and questions about environmental standards and basing, have all taken their toll. However, the most influential factors on U.S. military perceptions have likely been related to questions of preparedness. The last-minute withdrawal of South Korean support for joint Operations Plan 5029 left U.S. planners feeling exposed. In addition, the question of bombing ranges and whether the U.S. will have to travel to Alaska or Thailand to train appears to have been solved only by an unprecedented threat to withdraw the U.S. Air Force from Korea. Coupled with base relocation issues and the growing difficulty of coordinating plans and policies regarding North Korea (a nation the ROK Ministry of Defense no longer designates as its primary enemy), and of course the question of wartime operational control, these issues combine to challenge longstanding military support.
Link – Japan 

Troops in Japan is popular – widespread, bipartisan support for US presence 

Japan Today 2010 (“U.S. House offers thanks to Okinawa for hosting U.S. forces”, Friday June 25th, http://www.japantoday.com/category/politics/view/us-house-offers-thanks-to-okinawa-for-hosting-us-forces)

The U.S. House of Representatives on Thursday offered thanks to the people of Japan, especially in Okinawa, for continuing to host U.S. forces, which it says provide the deterrence and capabilities necessary for the defense of Japan and the maintenance of peace, prosperity and stability in Asia-Pacific region. The House passed the resolution in the day’s plenary session by an overwhelming majority of 412 to 2 on the occasion of the 50th anniversary of the revised Japan-U.S. security treaty, which went into force on June 23, 1960. It apparently passed the bipartisan resolution with the intention to help restore bilateral ties between Japan and the United States, which deteriorated over plans to relocate a key U.S. Marine Corps air station in Okinawa, political sources said. Okinawa, an island prefecture in southwestern Japan, hosts much of U.S. military presence in Japan and is hoping to reduce its burden. 

US presence in Japan has American support

The New American 10 [“Controversy in U.S. Base in Okinawa”, May 21st, http://www.thenewamerican.com/index.php/usnews/foreign-policy/3595-controversy-over-us-base-in-okinawa]

AFP reported on May 16 that thousands of people had formed a human chain surrounding Futenma airbase in a protest to demand its closure. After the human chain — with organizers estimating the number of participants at 17,000 — was formed, Ginowan city Mayor Yoichi Iha told reporters that Hatoyama had to stand by his original promise. "We have publicly demonstrated the local public's opposition to the central government, which is trying to change its position to the relocation within the prefecture," he said. "I want the government to negotiate with the United States by maintaining their original position of getting [the base] removed, at least outside Okinawa," he said. A comment in the Guardian revealed an important reason behind the U.S. desires to maintain a large military presence in Japan: “While many Okinawans oppose the military presence, Washington insists that the island is ideally located should the U.S. need to intervene in conflicts on the Korean peninsula or between China and Taiwan.” (Emphasis added.) The statement literally describes the interventionist U.S. foreign policy that has been conducted (with congressional declarations of war) during both world wars, and without such declarations ever since. It is a policy used to justify sending U.S. troops to into combat in Korea, Vietnam, Iraq, and Afghanistan. The power vacuum in Asia is especially relevant to the alleged need for a U.S. troop presence in Japan, since that vacuum was largely created when the United States (while occupying Japan following its surrender in 1945) forced Japan to adopt what is termed the "Postwar Constitution" or the "Peace Constitution.”

***Generally Important Internal Links***

Internal Link—Dems Get Blame/Credit

Democrats get blamed for unpopular actions 

Cook 4/24/10 (Charlie, Founder @ Cook Political Report, "Democratic Buckaroos Trying to Hold On," http://www.nationaljournal.com/njmagazine/cr_20100424_9777.php)

The report, based on four recent Pew national surveys, depicts an American electorate that is angry and suspicious, fearful and vengeful. Sixty-five percent of respondents say that Congress is having a negative effect on the country; 47 percent say that government threatens their personal rights and freedoms; and only 43 percent say they would like to see their member of Congress re-elected this fall, a record low. Voters were happy to dislodge Republicans from their congressional majorities in 2006 and from the White House in 2008. And this same electorate is threatening to throw out the House's Democratic majority this year. A party in power these days seems like a rodeo cowboy riding a bucking bronco -- just trying to hang on.
Deeper in the report is a table comparing current attitudes, captured in Pew's survey of 1,001 Americans taken April 1-5, with those found in Pew polls taken in July 1994 and October 2006, the last years that election "waves" remade the national political landscape. In July 1994, a little more than three months before Democrats lost both the House and Senate, Congress had an overall job-approval rating of 53 percent. In October 2006, the month before Republicans lost both chambers, just 41 percent of Americans had a favorable opinion of Congress. Earlier this month, Congress's favorable rating was an abysmal 25 percent.

Meanwhile, the GOP scored a favorable rating of just 37 percent in the recent Pew survey. Some Democrats find considerable solace in the fact that voters don't like Republicans much. Yet their own party's favorable rating was just 38 percent, a mere point higher. (In a recent Gallup Poll, Democrats had a 41 percent favorable rating, putting them 1 point lower than Republicans.)

The fact that the two parties are seen as equally unattractive also might comfort some Democrats, but only if they ignore two realities. First, it took Republicans six or eight years to destroy their party's brand; it took Democrats less than 18 months to trash theirs. More important, we have never seen a midterm election turn into a referendum on a party that had no power. Midterm elections are all about the party in power, particularly when that party controls the White House and both chambers of Congress. The Republican Party has a plethora of problems, but this election will not be about them. The GOP will have to deal with its problems by 2012. But this year? Not so much.

A larger Pew survey of 2,070 registered voters conducted March 11-21 found the parties tied at 44 percent in the generic congressional ballot test, in which voters were asked whether they intend to vote for the Republican or Democratic House candidate in their district. During those same two weeks, Gallup's tracking poll of registered voters found Democrats ahead by 2 or 3 percentage points -- 47 percent to 45 or 44 percent. The past three weeks of Gallup tracking produced similarly close numbers in response to the generic ballot question.

However, Democrats should be extremely worried about the fact that midterm electorates are almost always older and whiter -- meaning, more Republican -- than the electorates in presidential contests. And this year, Republicans are showing much greater intensity and enthusiasm than Democrats. So, even if the parties are running neck and neck among registered voters on Election Day, Republicans would come out ahead in the popular vote and very likely the House seat count.

Simply put, this is a lousy time to be the party holding all the power. Democrats can expect that voters will make them bear the brunt of the blame for everything that the people think is wrong with the country.

Internal LInk—Dems Get Blame/Credit

Dems get the credit/blame, especially in the midterms 

Lambro 4/28/10 (Donald, Chief Political Correspondent @ Wash Times, "Dicey Times for Dems," http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:W_2r1qL4V9wJ:blog.cagle.com/2010/04/28/dicey-times-for-dems/+lambro+dicey+times&cd=5&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us)

If you are looking for the reasons for the Democrats’ sudden reversal of fortunes, read the 138-page polling report released earlier this month by the Pew Research Center. The title says it all: “The People and Their Government: Distrust, Discontent, Anger and Partisan Rancor.” Among its chief findings:

– 65 percent of voters say that Congress is having a negative effect on the country;

– 47 percent express their fears that the government now endangers their Constitutional rights and freedoms;

– Only 43 percent (a record low) want to see their representative in Congress returned to office in November.

To put its findings into sharper context, Pew notes that some three months before Democrats lost their House and Senate majorities in 1994, Congress had a job-approval score of 53 percent. The month before the GOP lost both houses of Congress in 2006, only 41 percent expressed a favorable view of Congress.

Pew’s polling earlier this month found that Congress’ approval rating has sunk to 25 percent.

 ”Midterm elections are all about the party in power, particularly when that party controls the White House and both chambers of Congress,” Cook said last week in a National Journal analysis.

The White House has been surprisingly slow to respond to the GOP’s fierce midterm political offensive. But last week it unveiled an ambitious $50 million Democratic National Committee plan to reactivate Obama’s 13-million- member grassroots campaign network — now named Organizing for America.

It will use Obama heavily to rally his party, and include a major state-by-state campaign to energize blacks, Latinos and women. The decision to make immigration reform the next legislative priority is part of its strategy to re-energize Hispanic voters.

But voter turnout tends to fall in midterm elections, especially among minority groups, and that will likely be the case in November.

“Democrats should be extremely worried about the fact that midterm electorates are almost always older and whiter — meaning, more Republican — than the electorate in presidential contests. And this year, Republicans are showing much greater intensity and enthusiasm than Democrats,” says Cook.

And with good reason. Fifteen million Americans are unemployed. The government will add more than $1 trillion a year to its debts. Spending is out of control. And taxes will go up at the end of this year.

This isn’t a good time to be a Democrat, Cook says, as midterm voters could “make them bear the brunt of the blame for everything that the people think is wrong with the country.”

The midterm election will be a referendum on the Democrats—even the Dem leadership concedes 

Stone 4/22/10 (Daniel, Newsweek, "How to Beat Republicans? Keep Slamming Them," http://blog.newsweek.com/blogs/thegaggle/archive/2010/04/22/how-to-beat-republicans-keep-slamming-them.aspx)

It’s no secret on Capitol Hill that Democrats are on the defensive heading toward midterm elections that are considered a referendum on their majorities in Congress and their man in the White House. Part of House Majority Leader Steny Hoyer’s job is to minimize losses however possible. With just over six months until the voting, Hoyer and colleagues are trying desperately to switch to offense, and keep Republicans from driving the conversation like they did on health care—a debate that almost proved crippling to his party’s survival.

At a breakfast this morning in Washington hosted by The Christian Science Monitor, Hoyer talked with reporters, taking time to slam Republicans at every turn. When asked to make an opening statement, Hoyer quipped that he’d be brief and try “not to filibuster the opportunity,” a clear jab at the filibustering party du jour.

The slams continued. Taking a page from history, Hoyer noted that in 1993—a time of similar economic sluggishness—Republicans then, as they do now, unanimously opposed every economic proposal that came from the White House. “They were 180 degrees wrong then, and I suggest they’re 180 degrees wrong now.”

On the thorny issue of former congressman Eric Massa, who resigned last month amid accusations that he acted inappropriately with male staff, Hoyer— who is himself caught up in an ethics probe about a possible cover-up—found another outlet for a quick punch, bringing up disgraced GOP congressman Mark Foley and Republican leaders who he accused of covering up alleged criminal activity for more than a year. Hoyer’s turnaround time on Massa: three and a half weeks. Lest GOP lawmakers be considered the only villains, Hoyer directed some of his morning ire at bloggers (who “have no constraint and can put out any information they want”) and right-wing radio and TV commentators (whose words “are not very helpful, but are certainly in-sight-ful”).

Politics always requires the notion of selective reality, and Hoyer hopes that his view becomes the nation’s. “I see some irony in the status of Congress because this may be the most productive Congress in our history,” he said, before listing a series of his party’s legislative accomplishments that included health care, a jobs bill, and an approaching vote on financial regulations. Don’t believe him? He brought numbers: a month-by-month breakdown of just how many jobs that Democrats—singlehandedly—created. “That’s progress,” he said, punctuating his words. “I won’t say success, but progress.”

Hoyer gives the impression he knows that November will come down to messaging, but it’ll have more to do with past legislative actions, like health care and jobs, than future ones, like immigration reform or energy. “We’ll have to convince the American public that what we’ve done, in fact, is working,” he said. The best way to do that? Stay on offense.

Internal Link—Dems Get Blame/Credit

The midterms will be a referendum on Obama and the Dems--both sides of the aisle agree 

Peace FM Online 4/27/10 ("Video’s Reveal Election Strategy," http://news.peacefmonline.com/foreign/201004/42494.php)

November's midterm election may be months away, but President Obama and the Republican Party are already digging in to do battle for control of Congress. The initial salvos come in the form of new videos, dramatically different in tone, each seeking to frame the vote as a referendum on the Obama White House and its agenda in Congress.

Obama kicked off things for the Democrats with a brief video speech that the Democratic National Committee's political arm, Organizing for America, is emailing to about 13 million grass-roots supporters. (The names come from the database of supporters that the Obama campaign compiled during the 2008 campaign.) Obama stresses his record in office, and the ways that a GOP-controlled Congress would seek to undermine his administration's accomplishments.

"We have passed historic health reform legislation. We have put our nation back on the path to prosperity with the Recovery Act. And we are moving America forward, one step at a time," Obama says in the video. "But despite everything we've done, our work isn't finished. Today, the health insurance companies, the Wall Street banks, and the special interests who have ruled Washington for too long are already focused on November's congressional elections.

They see these elections as a chance to put their allies back in power, and undo all that we have accomplished."Obama appeals for supporters to make sure that those "who powered our victory in 2008 stand together once again."

The Republican Governors Association has produced a darker vision of the Obama era in a new video touting its campaign-themed website RememberNovember.com. The video opens with Abraham Lincoln's quote about fooling some of the people some of the time, but not all the people all the time. The footage features the Rev. Al Sharpton, contending in a talk show forum that the American people voted "for socialism" in electing Obama, and a series of retorts to the Obama campaign's refrain of "Yes we can" — such as "ignore the will of the American people" and "corrupt your representatives." The soundtrack is ominous orchestral and choral music, and the narration concludes with Obama saying "This is what change looks like" over images of shuttered stores and foreclosed homes.

Internal Link – Obama Key to Cong Dems
Obama’s ratings directly correlate to democrat seats

Bai 10 (Matt, national political columnist for The Times and a regular contributor to the magazine, 6-7, Democrat in Chief?, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/13/magazine/13midterms-t.html?pagewanted=9)
There is a corollary to this theorem, which Rahm Emanuel explained to me when we talked in April. For every point that Obama’s approval rating dips below 50 percent, Emanuel said, there are probably four or five more House districts that will swing into the Republican column, and vice versa. Emanuel reeled off a series of polls from that week — some that had the president just under 50 percent but one, from The Washington Post and ABC News, that put the number at 54 — in a way that made it clear that he was, if not obsessed with these numbers, then clearly transfixed by them. “It does matter where he is,” Emanuel told me. “For the midterms, if you’re at 50, that’s a different scenario for the president then if you’re at 47.”

Obama’s popularity is key to democratic success in the midterms

Cook 10 (Charlie, writes weekly columns for National Journal and CongressDaily AM, published by the National Journal Group. He is a political analyst for NBC News as well as editor and publisher of the Cook Political Report, April, Washington Quarterly, Proquest)
Second, there is a very strong relation- ship between a president’s job approval rating and how that president’s party will fare in the midterm elections. Obama’s approval ratings, which averaged 50 percent for December 2009 and January 2010, put him considerably lower than where Dwight Eisenhower, John F. Kennedy, Richard Nixon, Jimmy Carter, George H.W. Bush, and George W. Bush were at this point, four points lower than where Bill Clinton was at the end of his first year, and one point above where Reagan was. Positioned on this ranking between Clinton and Reagan, Obama is in the company of the two presidents whose parties suffered the greatest first-term, midterm election losses in the post—World War II era, having lost 52 and 26 House seats respectively, compared to the average of 16 seats.

Obama is key – BP isn’t tanking his numbers but he needs new initiative

Harwood 10 (John, 6-13, Criticism Flowing Like Oil, but Obama’s Rating Is Steady, NYT, http://thecaucus.blogs.nytimes.com/2010/06/13/criticism-flowing-like-oil-but-obamas-rating-is-steady/)
Indeed, the stickiness of Mr. Obama’s standing cuts both ways. If BP has not eroded it, the administration’s signal achievement — passage of health care legislation — has not enhanced it much, either, as joblessness hovers near 10 percent.  And one thing Democratic strategists agree on: they need Mr. Obama’s approval rating to move higher to ease their Election Day pain.

Internal Link—Obama Key to Cong Dems

Congressional approval is tied to Obama – if he’s more popular people will vote for Democrats

Balz 2-14 (Dan, Political Correspondent, “Obama's ratings are crucial to the midterm fortunes of congressional Democrats” Washington Post 2010, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/02/13/AR2010021302044_2.html?hpid=topnews

Second, according to Pew, "opinions about Barack Obama are not nearly as negative as were views of George Bush in 2006 and are somewhat better than opinions of Bill Clinton were for much of 1994. Throughout 2006, significantly more people said their votes that fall would be against Bush than said their votes would be for Bush. Today, more people say their votes this fall will be "for" Obama than "against" Obama.  Alan Abramowitz, a political scientist at Emory University, takes a different approach to his analysis of the dissatisfaction with Washington, but he points to a similar conclusion: Pay attention to the president.  Writing in Larry J. Sabato's "Crystal Ball" on Thursday, Abramowitz analyzed the relationship between presidential approval and congressional approval. He noted that Congress is often disliked. Congressional disapproval often far exceeds that of the incumbent president. Citing Gallup Poll data, he said that since 1974, Congress has received an approval rating above 50 percent only 29 of the 199 times people have been asked to rate the legislative branch and that "a majority of those positive ratings occurred during the two years following the 9/11 attacks."  There is, however, a correlation between presidential approval and congressional approval. "When the president is more popular, Congress tends to be more popular, and when the president is less popular, Congress tends to be less popular," he wrote.  There are many indicators to which political strategists will pay attention in the coming months. One is general sentiment about the direction of the country, which was in the dumps just before the 2008 election, improved during the early months of Obama's presidency and now has soured again.  Another is whether Americans say they plan to vote for the Republican or the Democrat for the House. This has never been an infallible indicator in predicting how many seats will change hands. But currently the public is split evenly, and among registered voters, Republicans have a statistically insignificant but politically notable advantage. Not many months ago, Democrats had a big edge here.  The most important indicator, however, is the president's approval. Evaluations of Congress have "very little influence" on what happens in congressional elections, Abramowitz wrote. "When it comes to choosing candidates for Congress, it is opinions of the president's performance that matter." Independent analyst Rhodes Cook produced a helpful analysis recently that looked at the impact of presidential approval on midterm elections. Almost without exception, presidents with approval ratings below 50 percent at the time of the midterm election saw their party suffer the most significant losses.  That puts Obama on the cusp of the danger zone. For much of the last six months, Obama's slide in the polls has drawn the biggest headlines. His approval ratings plummeted from about 70 percent around the 100-day mark of his presidency to about 50 percent by the end of last year. It remains there today.  The best thing that can be said about him is that his approval ratings have stopped falling. The challenge for Obama will be to improve his standing with the American people enough to provide some protection for Democrats trying to hold down their expected losses. 

Internal Link – Foreign Policy Key

Foreign policy outweighs – even single issues can sway voters

Geiger 10 (Matt, BA in physics and psychology, Evaluating presidential candidates, http://m.www.helium.com/items/1841031-2012-election-president-presidential-election-candidates-understanding-the-issues-campaign?page=2)
Since our world has grown ever more connected while, with most of our threats coming from non-state based terrorist networks, the capacity to buildup relationships with other nations through foreign policy and action is essential to a President's resume, so foreign policy is our first frame.    Next, the economy drives our way of life from jobs to education, from health care to Error! Hyperlink reference not valid., from investments to groceries, and housing to vacation, so the ability to understand and work within the economic frame is paramount.  Last, our government has a Error! Hyperlink reference not valid. to balance our rights and freedoms with our national security interests, thus we must frame military, police, and civil rights issues in one group.  Obviously, these frames must contain many, many subcategories, which I have failed to mention in this article, in order to address every political issue out there, but all issues can fit into one or more of these categories.    If a candidate's views adequately address these broadly framed groups of issues, it is more likely that the candidate will be able to effectively deal with these issues.  In addition, it means the candidates and the voters will more likely understand the issues and there Error! Hyperlink reference not valid. from the same perspective.   Of course, there are many instances where a candidate's views on a single issue conflict with a voter's opinion.  As such, framing enables a voter to better assess the sum of the candidates’ views to more accurately determine which individual would make a better President. 

Despite conventional wisdom, foreign policy will determine key races 
Politico 9 (“Terror trials may affect midterms, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1109/29645.html)
Once-potent national security issues, which have taken a back seat to economic and health care concerns in the run-up to the 2010 midterm elections, have suddenly resurfaced to unsettle some of the most closely watched congressional races in the nation.

Despite other factors, foreign policy is key

McCarthy 10 (Andrew, senior fellow at the National Review Institute First Page Magazine “Brown’s National Security Victory” Retrieved 06/25/2010 from http://frontpagemag.com/2010/01/25/brown’s-national-security-victory/)
Jamie, great to be here as always.  And you’re right.  The Brown campaign’s internal polling told them something very interesting.  While it’s true that healthcare is what nationalized the election and riveted everyone’s attention to it, it was the national security issues that put real distance between the two candidates in the mind of the electorate—in blue Massachusetts of all places.  Sen.-elect Brown was able to speak forcefully and convincingly on issues like treating our jihadist enemies as combatants rather than mere defendants, about killing terrorists and preventing terrorism rather than contenting ourselves with prosecutions after Americans have been killed, about tough interrogation when necessary to save innocent lives.  Martha Coakley, by contrast, had to try to defend the indefensible, which is Obama-style counterterrorism.  It evidently made a huge difference to voters. FP: What do you think of how Bush was treated on this whole issue? McCarthy: As many of us predicted during the Bush years when the president was being hammered by the Left and the press, history is treating him much more kindly on the national security front.  His movement of the country to a war-footing rather than treating international terrorism as a criminal justice matter was common sense, but common sense cuts against the Washington grain so it took a strong president to do it.  Now, on issue after issue, he is being vindicated—he and Vice President Cheney, who has become the country’s leading voice on national security, after spending years being vilified. FP: What role did McCain play? McCarthy: Sen. McCain is, as ever, a mixed bag.  He’s recently been very good on the need to treat the enemy as an enemy, not as a defendant. So that was helpful to Brown. But it can’t be forgotten that McCain was the force behind the libel of Bush as a torture monger and the consequent ruination of our interrogation policy.  And it was the “McCain Amendment” that gave us, as a matter of law, the extension of Fifth Amendment rights to our enemies overseas, which has had awful ramifications even outside the issue of interrogation practices. McCain is responsible for a lot of the fodder that made Obama possible. FP: What lessons should Republicans take from Brown’s success? McCarthy: These national security positions resonate with voters.  Healthcare, TARP, and the economic issues in general are very important, but they’re complex and make people’s eyes glaze over sometimes.  The national defense issues, besides being the most important ones confronted by a political community, are comparatively easy to wrap your brain around.  And strong, unapologetic national defense in a time of terrorist threat is appealing to voters.  So we should be arguing these issues forcefully, and not worry about the fact that the left-wing legacy media will say nasty things about us.  Their instinctive America-bashing is why they are speaking to—or, better, speaking at—a steadily decreasing audience.

Internal Link—Foreign Policy Key 

Foreign policy is the only thing that will swing the election in favor of the Dems

Rothenberg 9 (Stuart, “If Everyone is Looking at the Economy, Watch Foreign Policy” Roll Call,  http://74.125.113.132/search?q=cache:8NcMpob9oesJ:www.rollcall.com/issues/55_60/rothenberg/40833-1.html+%22moderate+democrats%22+hawkish+foreign+policy&cd=6&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us)

It was more than 10 months ago (Jan. 6, It May Not Be the Economy, Stupid, in the End) that I wrote in this space that, despite the nation’s focus on the economy and multiple assessments that Barack Obama’s presidency would depend on his actions on the economy during the first 100 days, the president’s ultimate standing might turn on international issues. I continue to believe that is the case. Given the primacy of domestic issues to the public, particularly the undeniable importance of unemployment, health care and spending issues, that may seem an unwise guess. But if there are any issues that can rival, or in fact trump, kitchen-table concerns, one of them surely is national security. While his Afghanistan policy has generated some controversy, foreign policy remains Obama’s strength. The public’s evaluation of his overall job performance has slipped since the early days of his presidency, when his job approval was artificially high, but his approval still stands generally in the low 50s, certainly a decent number considering the administration’s level of activity and the problems still facing the country. While his job approval on domestic issues such as health care and the federal budget deficit has slipped noticeably — with more adults saying they disapprove of the president’s performance in those two areas than those who approve — Obama’s numbers on international issues and fighting terrorism have remained stronger. For example, 6 in 10 Americans said they approve of his handling of international issues.

National security = key issue 

VOA News 1-11 (Voice of America News, “Security and Economy Issues Top Obama’s Agenda for 2010” http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/usa/Security-and-Economy-Issues-Top-Obamas-Agenda-for-2010-81168942.html)

As U.S. President Barack Obama prepares to start his second year in office, national security has jumped to the top of his priority list in the wake of the failed bombing attempt aboard a U.S. jetliner on Christmas Day.  Our national correspondent has more on what is becoming a crowded 'to-do' list for the president in 2010.  National security concerns are now center-stage for Mr. Obama as he tries to rebut critics who say his administration was slow to react to the Christmas bombing attempt aboard a passenger plane bound for Detroit.  "I am less interested in passing out blame than I am in learning from and correcting these mistakes to make us safer," said President Obama. "For ultimately, the buck stops with me.  As president, I have a solemn responsibility to protect our nation and our people.  And when the system fails, it is my responsibility."  Republicans and even a few Democrats were critical of what they believe was the administration's slow and uneven early response to the failed terror attack.  Senator Jon Kyl, a Republican from Arizona, told Fox News Sunday the president must do more to demonstrate his commitment to fighting the war on terror.  "And when the president says that we are at war, what he needs to do is back that up with a sense of urgency and instruct the people that work for him that they have to treat this like a war, including gathering all the intelligence you can gather," said Jon Kyl.

Internal Link—Turnout Key 

Turnout is key to midterms—Dems must avoid an intense and passionate Republican turnout to minimize losses

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

All elections are about intensity and passion -- and midterm elections are even more so.

Democrats saw across-the-board gains in 2006 because the party base as well as lots of Democratic-leaning independents were dead-set on sending President George W. Bush a message.

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

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

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

Turnout is key in midterm elections 

Hohmann 4/28/10 (James, Politico, "Kaine aims to moblize '08 voters," http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0410/36508.html)

Democratic National Committee Chairman Tim Kaine announced Wednesday that a key part of his strategy for averting major losses in the midterm elections centers on turning out as many of the 15 million first-time voters who backed President Barack Obama in 2008 as possible. 

While polls show many traditional voters have soured on the president, Kaine thinks this group– made up largely of blacks, Latinos and young people – remains energized and loyal to Obama. 

Midterm elections always see a falloff in turnout, increasing the importance of a party’s base. 

Turnout is key in determining who “wins” in the midterms

Clift 4/30/10 (Eleanor, Newsweek, "A New Hope," http://www.newsweek.com/id/237212)

Now all Obama has to do is convince the voters that this is, in fact, the change they clamored for when they went to the polls in November 2008, and if they don't want to regress, they can show their support by voting Democratic in the upcoming midterm elections. Fifteen million first-time voters gave Obama his margin of victory in '08, and a lot of them won't show up in November. They still support him, but they're disappointed that change didn't unfold as they envisioned, and off-year elections lack the energy and enthusiasm of a historic candidate in a presidential year.

Motivating these new voters is the only way Obama and the Democrats can stave off disaster in November. They are predominantly young, and they're minorities, African-American and Hispanic. When DNC chairman Tim Kaine announced that the party was revving up presidential-level money, $50 million, to get these voters to turn out and for "voter protection" to ensure they could exercise their right to vote unimpeded, Republican National Committee chairman Michael Steele accused him of playing the race card—which would be a new reading of politics—and of suggesting that the GOP engages in voter suppression.

Internal Link—Turnout Key

Turnout is key in midterm elections 

Liston 4/27/10 (Ed, Benzinga - The Trading Idea Network, "Will 2010 See A Repeat Of 2008?" http://www.benzinga.com/life/politics/248464/will-2010-see-a-repeat-of-2008)

It is a widely accepted fact that Obama's  success in 2008 was helped by the increase in electorate turnout and an increase in support from primarily three groups - young voters, African Americans and independents. What remains to be seen is if President Obama can bring the same voters to the polls in 2010 and thus reverse traditional turnout patterns in midterms. However, this seems unlikely.

The Governors elections in 2009 showed that without Obama being the candidate, his 2008 voter composition did not work and the Democrats lost both the contests. The exit polls of these two elections showed that whereas the African American vote numbers had stayed consistent with Obama’s performance in 2008, the other two groups- young voters and independents- saw a significant drop.

The Washington Post has reported that most Democratic strategists that they spoke to in the wake of the release of Obama's announcement this morning agreed that it is a near impossibility for this president - or any president - to re-create the electoral calculus that delivered him the White House.

“The 2008 was lightning in a bottle: a preternaturally talented, historic candidate running against a Republican Party in the midst of a financial meltdown, with a sitting president whose numbers rivaled those of Herbert Hoover and a nominee, in McCain, who had lost the public trust because of his panicky response to Wall Street's meltdown,” said one senior Democrat. “Thus, it's a little unfair for Obama to be able to match 2008 - just given the different ecology.”

Considering the fact that Republican turnout will also not reach 2008 levels, if President Obama can help at the margins it will perhaps help mitigate the depth of the losses his party seems headed toward this November. “The midterm universe of voters will be different, as always, but the Obama team can make a real difference with just a couple percentage points of their new voters,” argued one senior party strategist involved in a series of high-profile contests this fall.

Building liberal base support is key to minimizing losses in the midterms

LA Times 7/13/10 ("Obama's task for midterm election: recapture 2008 magic," http://www.latimes.com/news/nationworld/nation/la-na-obama-midterm-20100713,0,6300770,print.story)

Democratic strategists looking to stave off major losses in the upcoming midterm election have devised a precise and targeted role for President Obama: recapturing the enthusiasm he generated as a fresh-faced candidate vying to become the nation's first black president.

The assignment comes with a delicate side note. Not every House Democrat wants him to campaign in his or her district, for fear of alienating independents who've grown disenchanted with Washington.

"We'll be going where candidates ask us to go," said White House senior advisor David Axelrod. "We'll raise some money. And in the end, it will be important for him to communicate to those voters who supported him in the last election and might not generally vote in an off-year election as to why it's important to come out. And only he can really do that."

However, even the White House concedes that rekindling 2008-style enthusiasm when Obama isn't on the ballot will be a tough sell. Daniel Pfeiffer, the White House communications director, said in an interview that Obama's following "is not directly transferable."

But if Obama succeeds, he could boost turnout in November and help stem his party's expected losses.

The White House believes the job is one that Obama alone can do.

Democratic majorities swelled in 2008 because of younger voters and minorities drawn to Obama's campaign. In the upcoming election, Obama's task will be to resurrect the political bond and emotional connection he forged with these first-time voters, who accounted for 11% of the 2008 electorate.

Some House Democrats welcome the plan, describing it as preferable to having Obama campaign in more conservative districts where his message isn't resonating.

One House Democratic aide said, "We don't want to be seen with him, but we still need our base to turn out, and our base pays attention to him."
***Answers to Common AFF Arguments***

A2 Elections Too Far Away 

Now is the key time—the next few weeks will shape the 2010 election cycle 

Cook 4/3/10 (Charlie, Founder @ Cook Political Report + Contributor @ National Journal, "GOP Needs to Keep it Simple," http://www.nationaljournal.com/njmagazine/cr_20100403_2374.php)

Does the Democrats' enactment of health care reform legislation mark the beginning of the party's turnaround, or the coming of an electoral apocalypse for it? Perhaps neither: It's rarely wise to bet that any single event more than seven months before an election will have a huge influence on its outcome. What's more, the next few weeks are a critical transition period in the 2010 cycle. Neither party should be under the illusion that it has time to waste savoring or ruing the events of the past month.

A2 Can’t Predict Elections

Polls are accurate – long term trends and political expertise

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

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

A2 Plan Can’t Affect the Midterms

New sources of political controversy undermine Obama's ability to stem the tide of Dem losses in the midterms 

Newsweek 7/13/10 ("Can Obama Persuade Voters to Stay the Course?," http://www.newsweek.com/2010/07/13/clift-can-obama-convince-voters-to-stay-the-course.html)

White House press secretary Robert Gibbs over the weekend conceded the obvious, that enough seats are in play in the House that Republicans could take back control. But both parties are to a large extent hostage to events. “It could turn either way,” says Matt Bennett, cofounder of the centrist Democratic group Third Way. “We’re not by any means locked into a political reality at this point.” Looking for the bright side, Bennett says the party in power never wants the president polling below 50, and Obama against all odds has maintained that base line. If BP seems under control and nothing else blows up in the world, literally or figuratively, and the economy shows a bit more juice, the political landscape could look brighter for Democrats come November—or not.
Big issues like the plan can still affect the outcome of the election

Walter 7/7/10 (Amy, National Journal, "For Congressional Dems, Time Is Almost Up," http://www.nationaljournal.com/njonline/po_20100707_5003.php)

With just over four months left until Election Day, there's plenty of time for something big to happen that will change the current trajectory. But the emphasis should be on the word "big." A simple change in tone or an uptick in trend lines ain't gonna do it.

The plan is the “outside influence having an extraordinary impact” that affects the outcome of the election

Newhouse 7/1 (Neil, Republican pollster, Political strategists handicap fall election -- can Democrats wash away their problems in time?, 2010 http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/washington/2010/07/democrats-republican-strategists-handicap-fall-election.html)
“It’s not entirely hardened. But the direction and the fundamentals of this election seem pretty set in concrete right now. Can there be little changes in terms of intensity or in terms of magnitude? Absolutely. ... It could be an international crisis, it could be any number of different things happening. But barring some outside influence having an extraordinary impact on this election, the direction of this one looks pretty certain.”

A major political event like the plan can influence the midterms

Lohuizen 7/1 (Jan van, Republican pollster, Political strategists handicap fall election -- can Democrats wash away their problems in time?, 2010 http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/washington/2010/07/democrats-republican-strategists-handicap-fall-election.html)

“I think the concrete’s set. The Obama numbers are still sliding, although only by tiny amounts, and the generic congressional head-to-head numbers have been stable with a small Republican lead for quite a long time, since about November/December. It would take a major event to change things, and the president would have to handle it better than what he's doing now in the gulf.”

***GOP Good/Dems Bad Midterms DA***

GOP Good Midterms—1NC Shell

A.  Republicans will take back the house—Abramowitz and Charlie Cook forecasts prove 

The Economist 7/10  (“Waiting to thump the Democrats;  The mid-term elections”, 2010, Lexis)

The only question is how bad will things be for the ruling party in November THIS is a miserable time to be a Democratic politician in America, especially if you are a member of the House of Representatives. Most non-partisan pollsters and pundits agree that the Democrats can expect a thumping on November 2nd, when all of the 435 seats in the House and 36 of the 100 in the Senate will be up for grabs in the mid-term elections. By general consent the Republicans are unlikely to gain the ten seats they need to capture the Senate from the Democrats. In the House, on the other hand, the Democrats' majority hangs by a whisker.  A nice indication of how close a race it is comes from a study by Alan Abramowitz, a political scientist at Emory University. He calculated last month that the Republicans are on track to win 42 House seats currently held by Democrats and lose just three of their own seats. That would give them a net gain of 39, which by coincidence is exactly how many they need to gain control. Nancy Pelosi would then have to surrender the speaker's gavel she won in 2006 to the Republicans' John Boehner, who would preside over a majority of 218 to 217—tiny, but enough to make life wretched for the Obama White House. Mr Abramowitz's projection is only one of many to suggest that the election is tight. Although the analysis of his Cook Political Report still puts the Democrats' losses between 30 and 40, Charlie Cook, an expert on the horse-race, says his "gut" tells him that the Democrats will lose "a few more than 40". "Earth to House Democrats," Bill Galston, a senior fellow in the Democrat-leaning Brookings Institution, wrote recently: "It's time to press the panic button." Comparisons with the wave that saw the Republicans take the House for the first time in 40 years at the 1994 mid-terms are inescapable. Like Bill Clinton then, Barack Obama Enhanced Coverage Linking Barack Obama has seen his approval rating shrivel to under 50%; our YouGov poll has him at just 43%, though the average of all such polls is three points higher. People are once again deeply dissatisfied with both the performance of the Democratic Congress and the direction of the country. Mr Abramowitz notes that fewer of the seats the Democrats are defending this time are in marginal or Republican-leaning districts, and fewer are in seats where the incumbent is not running. This should make the Democrats' majority a bit easier to defend than in 1994, when they lost 54 seats. But they still risk being overwhelmed. What has gone wrong for the Democrats? Almost everything. For all the stimulus spending, unemployment remains stubbornly high at 9.5%. On July 2nd gloomy figures showed that the private sector created only a measly 83,000 jobs in June, while the public sector shed jobs as temporary census-workers were laid off. Far from delivering a bounce in the polls, the overhaul of health reform that Mr Obama pushed through in March has incensed many voters. Oil is still bubbling into the Gulf of Mexico. The country is in the sort of unhappy and scratchy mood that voters in mid-terms habitually take out on the president's party.  

B.  The plan gets the public on board for Dems—terminating international commitments is overwhelmingly popular 

Tago, Professor of Int’l Politics, 9 (Atsushi, PhD in Advanced Social and Int’l Studies.  Associate Prof of Int’l Politics, Grad School of Law, Kobe University, Japan, When Are Democratic Friends Unreliable? The Unilateral Withdrawal of Troops from the `Coalition of the Willing', Journal of Peace Research, JSTOR)

The Democratic Political Cycle  The democratic political cycle is closely related to the reliability of commitment. During national elections, it is very important for a democratic political leader to secure the support of a majority of voters and hold on to power (Bueno de Mesquita et al., 2003; Mayhew, 2004). Therefore, to maximize her/his chances of winning the election, a leader may terminate unpopular policies during the election campaign, including costly international commitments.  International commitments often entail unavoidable material costs for a state and thus sometimes come into disfavor among domestic audiences. A leader may reverse an ongoing committed policy in exchange for additional electoral support from the public.

C.  Even small changes can swing the election in favor of the Dems—liberal support is key 
Cillizza 6-21 (Chris, Are liberals falling out of love with Obama?, Washington Post, Proquest)

If there is further evidence of unhappiness among liberals -- and, to be clear, there isn't much in the data just yet -- it could have some influence on this fall as midterm elections tend to be battles between the two party bases and even the slightest downturn in enthusiasm among liberals could lead to major seat gains for Republicans.

GOP Good Midterms—1NC Shell

GOP takeover creates the perception of congressional gridlock – this is key to the US economy

Panteli 10 (Chris, 3-15, Wirtz eyes US capital market rally after mid-term elections, Investment Week, http://www.investmentweek.co.uk/investment-week/news/1596324/wirtz-eyes-us-capital-market-rally-mid-term-elections)

Fifth Third Asset Management president and CIO Keith Wirtz believes the US capital markets will enjoy a late rally following the mid-term elections in November. Wirtz, whose firm took on management of Skandia Investment Group’s $80m US Large Cap Growth fund, says the prospect of a hung parliament, which is currently hitting sterling badly, would have the opposite effect across the Atlantic. He predicts the Democrats will lose seats in both the house and the senate in the mid-terms, resulting in congressional gridlock, which in turn will lead to a rally in the markets. “The US markets would cheer for a divided government,” Wirtz says. “The markets will perceive less risk coming from congress and less damage to the American taxpayer and that may lead to a pretty nice rally late in the year. “The markets respond quite favourably to congressional gridlock and I have every hope and expectation our congress is going to lock up in November.” Wirtz believes the US equity markets will lead equity markets across the world in 2010. He says quality, which can now be bought cheaply in the US, will be the key theme in the SIG portfolio. As opposed to last year, returns will be sourced from quality larger-cap stocks, he adds, with pharmaceutical and technology stocks being favoured in the portfolio. “Financial quality is now the important theme. Earnings, margins, balance-sheet condition – those kinds of measures of quality to us look particularly attractive and cheap to us now,” Wirtz says.  “You can buy quality fairly inexpensively in the US relative to other factors. “We have raised the capitalisation structure and have been moving towards areas which have been somewhat out of favour such as healthcare, where stocks look cheap to us right now. “We think technology still looks attractive to us because of the fundamentals we see over the next two years and we also want to re-expose to the energy areas of the US economy.”

Economic growth is key to avoid global conflict

Earl Tilford, PhD in history from George Washington University and served for thirty-two years as a military officer and analyst with the Air Force and Army, 2008, “Critical Mass: Economic Leadership or Dictatorship,” The Cedartown Standard, Lexis

Could it happen again? Bourgeois democracy requires a vibrant capitalist system. Without it, the role of the individual shrinks as government expands. At the very least, the dimensions of the U.S. government economic intervention will foster a growth in bureaucracy to administer the multi-faceted programs necessary for implementation. Bureaucracies, once established, inevitably become self-serving and self-perpetuating. Will this lead to “socialism” as some conservative economic prognosticators suggest? Perhaps. But so is the possibility of dictatorship. If the American economy collapses, especially in wartime, there remains that possibility. And if that happens the American democratic era may be over. If the world economies collapse, totalitarianism will almost certainly return to Russia, which already is well along that path in any event. Fragile democracies in South America and Eastern Europe could crumble.  A global economic collapse will also increase the chance of global conflict. As economic systems shut down, so will the distribution systems for resources like petroleum and food. It is certainly within the realm of possibility that nations perceiving themselves in peril will, if they have the military capability, use force, just as Japan and Nazi Germany did in the mid-to-late 1930s. Every nation in the world needs access to food and water. Industrial nations—the world powers of North America, Europe, and Asia—need access to energy. When the world economy runs smoothly, reciprocal trade meets these needs. If the world economy collapses, the use of military force becomes a more likely alternative. And given the increasingly rapid rate at which world affairs move; the world could devolve to that point very quickly. 

2NC Econ Recession Impact Overview

And conflict now is highly likely given other economic stressors - 

Mootry 10-8 [Primus, B.A. Northern Illinois University “Americans likely to face more difficult times” - The Herald Bulletin, http://www.theheraldbulletin.com/columns/local_story_282184703.html?keyword=secondarystory]

These are difficult times. The direct and indirect costs associated with the war on Iraq have nearly wrecked our economy. The recent $700 billion bailout, bank failures, and the failure of many small and large businesses across the nation will take years — perhaps decades — to surmount.  Along with these rampant business failures, we have seen unemployment rates skyrocket, record numbers of home foreclosures, an explosion of uninsured Americans, and other economic woes that together have politicians now openly willing to mention the "D" word: Depression. These are difficult days. We have seen our international reputation sink to all time lows. We have seen great natural disasters such as hurricanes Ike and Katrina leaving hundreds of thousands of citizens stripped of all they own or permanently dislocated.  In all my years, I have never seen a time such as this. To make matters worse, we are witnessing a resurgence of animosities between the United States and Russia, as well as the rapid growth of India and China. As to the growth of these two huge countries, the problem for us is that they are demanding more and more oil — millions of barrels more each week — and there is not much we can say or do about it. In the meantime, if America does not get the oil it needs, our entire economy will grind to a halt. In short, the challenges we face are complex and enormous. Incidentally, one of the factors that makes this time unlike any other in history is the potential for worldwide nuclear conflict. There has never been a time in the long history of man when, through his own technologies — and his arrogance — he can destroy the planet. Given the tensions around the world, a mere spark could lead to global conflagration.[This evidence has been gender paraphrased].

Rollback – econ recession cements US reliance on military force as a tool of intimidation 

Lopez 98 (Bernardo V., “Global Recession Phase Two: Catastrophic”, Business World, 9-10, Lexis)

Certainly, global recession will spawn wars of all kinds. Ethnic wars can easily escalate in the grapple for dwindling food stocks as in India-Pakistan-Afghanistan, Yugoslavia, Ethiopia-Eritrea, Indonesia. Regional conflicts in key flashpoints can easily erupt such as in the Middle East, Korea, and Taiwan. In the Philippines, as in some Latin American countries, splintered insurgency forces may take advantage of the economic drought to regroup and reemerge in the countryside. Unemployment worldwide will be in the billions. Famine can be triggered in key Third World nations with India, North Korea, Ethiopia and other African countries as first candidates. Food riots and the breakdown of law and order are possibilities. Global recession will see the deferment of globalization, the shrinking of international trade - especially of high-technology commodities such as in the computer, telecommunications, electronic and automotive industries. There will be a return to basics with food security being a prime concern of all governments, over industrialization and trade expansions. Protectionism will reemerge and trade liberalization will suffer a big setback. The WTO-GATT may have to redefine its provisions to adjust to the changing times. Even the World Bank-IMF consortium will experience continued crisis in dealing with financial hemorrhages. There will not be enough funds to rescue ailing economies. A few will get a windfall from the disaster with the erratic movement in world prices of basic goods. But the majority, especially the small and medium enterprises (SMEs), will suffer serious shrinkage. Mega-mergers and acquisitions will rock the corporate landscape. Capital markets will shrink and credit crisis and spiralling interest rates will spread internationally. And environmental advocacy will be shelved in the name of survival. Domestic markets will flourish but only on basic commodities. The focus of enterprise will shift into basic goods in the medium term. Agrarian economies are at an advantage since they are the food producers. Highly industrialized nations will be more affected by the recession. Technologies will concentrate on servicing domestic markets and the agrarian economy will be the first to regrow. The setback on research and development and high-end technologies will be compensated in its eventual focus on agrarian activity. A return to the rural areas will decongest the big cities and the ensuing real estate glut will send prices tumbling down. Tourism and travel will regress by a decade and airlines worldwide will need rescue. Among the indigenous communities and agrarian peasantry, many will shift back to prehistoric subsistence economy. But there will be a more crowded upland situation as lowlanders seek more lands for production. The current crisis for land of indigenous communities will worsen. Land conflicts will increase with the indigenous communities who have nowhere else to go either being massacred in armed conflicts or dying of starvation. Backyard gardens will be precious and home-based food production will flourish. As unemployment expands, labor will shift to self-reliant microenterprises if the little capital available can be sourced. In the past, the US could afford amnesty for millions of illegal migrants because of its resilient economy. But with unemployment increasing, the US will be forced to clamp down on a reemerging illegal migration which will increase rapidly. Unemployment in the US will be the hardest to cope with since it may have very little capability for subsistence economy and its agrarian base is automated and controlled by a few. The riots and looting of stores in New York City in the late '70s because of a state-wide brownout hint of the type of anarchy in the cities. Such looting in this most affluent nation is not impossible. The weapons industry may also grow rapidly because of the ensuing wars. Arms escalation will have primacy over food production if wars escalate. The US will depend increasingly on weapons exports to nurse its economy back to health. This will further induce wars and conflicts which will aggravate US recession rather than solve it. The US may depend more and more on the use of force and its superiority to get its ways internationally.
Econ Turns Prolif/Every Impact

Turns prolif, disease, environment and every other impact

Silk 93 (Leonard, Professor of Economics – Pace University, “Dangers of Slow Growth”, Foreign Affairs, 72(1), Winter, p. 173-174)

In the absence of such shifts of human and capital resources to expanding civilian industries, there are strong economic pressures on arms-producing nations to maintain high levels of military production and to sell weapons, both conventional and dual-use nuclear technology, wherever buyers can be found. Without a revival of national economies and the global economy, the production and proliferation of weapons will continue, creating more Iraqs, Yugoslavias, Somalias and Cambodias - or worse. Like the Great Depression, the current economic slump has fanned the fires of nationalist, ethnic and religious hatred around the world. Economic hardship is not the only cause of these social and political pathologies, but it aggravates all of them, and in turn they feed back on economic development. They also undermine efforts to deal with such global problems as environmental pollution, the production and trafficking of drugs, crime, sickness, famine, AIDS and other plagues. Growth will not solve all those problems by itself But economic growth - and growth alone - creates the additional resources that make it possible to achieve such fundamental goals as higher living standards, national and collective security, a healthier environment, and more liberal and open economies and societies.

Econ Turns Prolif (Rogues)

Economic collapse makes rogue prolif inevitable – causing nuclear war

Freidberg 8 (Aaron, Professor of Politics and International Relations – Princeton University's Woodrow Wilson School, “The Dangers of a Diminished America”, Wall Street Journal, 10-21, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB122455074012352571.html?mod=googlenews_wsj)

With the global financial system in serious trouble, is America's geostrategic dominance likely to diminish? If so, what would that mean? One immediate implication of the crisis that began on Wall Street and spread across the world is that the primary instruments of U.S. foreign policy will be crimped. The next president will face an entirely new and adverse fiscal position. Estimates of this year's federal budget deficit already show that it has jumped $237 billion from last year, to $407 billion. With families and businesses hurting, there will be calls for various and expensive domestic relief programs. In the face of this onrushing river of red ink, both Barack Obama and John McCain have been reluctant to lay out what portions of their programmatic wish list they might defer or delete. Only Joe Biden has suggested a possible reduction -- foreign aid. This would be one of the few popular cuts, but in budgetary terms it is a mere grain of sand. Still, Sen. Biden's comment hints at where we may be headed: toward a major reduction in America's world role, and perhaps even a new era of financially-induced isolationism. Pressures to cut defense spending, and to dodge the cost of waging two wars, already intense before this crisis, are likely to mount. Despite the success of the surge, the war in Iraq remains deeply unpopular. Precipitous withdrawal -- attractive to a sizable swath of the electorate before the financial implosion -- might well become even more popular with annual war bills running in the hundreds of billions. Protectionist sentiments are sure to grow stronger as jobs disappear in the coming slowdown. Even before our current woes, calls to save jobs by restricting imports had begun to gather support among many Democrats and some Republicans. In a prolonged recession, gale-force winds of protectionism will blow. Then there are the dolorous consequences of a potential collapse of the world's financial architecture. For decades now, Americans have enjoyed the advantages of being at the center of that system. The worldwide use of the dollar, and the stability of our economy, among other things, made it easier for us to run huge budget deficits, as we counted on foreigners to pick up the tab by buying dollar-denominated assets as a safe haven. Will this be possible in the future? Meanwhile, traditional foreign-policy challenges are multiplying. The threat from al Qaeda and Islamic terrorist affiliates has not been extinguished. Iran and North Korea are continuing on their bellicose paths, while Pakistan and Afghanistan are progressing smartly down the road to chaos. Russia's new militancy and China's seemingly relentless rise also give cause for concern. If America now tries to pull back from the world stage, it will leave a dangerous power vacuum. The stabilizing effects of our presence in Asia, our continuing commitment to Europe, and our position as defender of last resort for Middle East energy sources and supply lines could all be placed at risk. In such a scenario there are shades of the 1930s, when global trade and finance ground nearly to a halt, the peaceful democracies failed to cooperate, and aggressive powers led by the remorseless fanatics who rose up on the crest of economic disaster exploited their divisions. Today we run the risk that rogue states may choose to become ever more reckless with their nuclear toys, just at our moment of maximum vulnerability. The aftershocks of the financial crisis will almost certainly rock our principal strategic competitors even harder than they will rock us. The dramatic free fall of the Russian stock market has demonstrated the fragility of a state whose economic performance hinges on high oil prices, now driven down by the global slowdown. China is perhaps even more fragile, its economic growth depending heavily on foreign investment and access to foreign markets. Both will now be constricted, inflicting economic pain and perhaps even sparking unrest in a country where political legitimacy rests on progress in the long march to prosperity. None of this is good news if the authoritarian leaders of these countries seek to divert attention from internal travails with external adventures. As for our democratic friends, the present crisis comes when many European nations are struggling to deal with decades of anemic growth, sclerotic governance and an impending demographic crisis. Despite its past dynamism, Japan faces similar challenges. India is still in the early stages of its emergence as a world economic and geopolitical power. What does this all mean? There is no substitute for America on the world stage. The choice we have before us is between the potentially disastrous effects of disengagement and the stiff price tag of continued American leadership.

Econ Turns Accidental Launch

-- Economic decline makes accidental launch inevitable

Blair 99 (Bruce, President – Center for Defense Information and Former Senior Fellow – Brookings Institution, and Clifford Gaddy, “Russia’s Aging War Machine”, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/articles/1999/summer_ russia_bruce%20blair%20and%20clifford%20gaddy/Blair.pdf)

Effects on the Nuclear Forces For Russia’s conventional forces, the combination of lack of resources and the time and effort that must be diverted to sheer survival has been devastating to combat readiness. But nowhere does the weakness and inefficiency of Russia’s state economy have more serious implications than famous nuclear suitcases that accompany the president and other top authorities are falling into disrepair. Prestigious institutes, such as the laboratories that design nuclear weapons, build the deep underground command posts, and engineer the communications links that would be used to send the “go code” to the strategic weapons. But conditions that might drive individuals or groups to violate nuclear safety rules or threaten to fire weapons are ripening. At the least, worsening conditions of life and work in the nuclear forces decrease proficiency in managing weapons and sap motivation to adhere strictly to safety rules. [continues] If we are very lucky, the Russian nuclear arsenal and control system will atrophy without incident, coming to a safe instead of deadly end. In such a happy scenario, this atrophy will also encourage Russia to ratify the START II arms reduction treaty and negotiate even deeper bilateral reductions, lowering the ceiling on strategic deployments from 3,500 (START II) to 2,500 (START III) or fewer. Within a decade or so Russia’s aging force could easily shrink to 500 or fewer, creating enormous latitude to negotiate vast reductions in deployments. But this scenario is wishful thinking loaded with untenable assumptions. The START process has stalled and may not be revived any time soon, leaving in place increasingly decrepit and hazardous forces that Russia might not retire after all. The decay of the Russian arsenal is certain to run growing risks of proliferation and to erode safety along with basic offensive capability. For example, a degraded early warning network is less able to detect an actual attack—but also less able to screen out false indications of attack. Similarly, failure in the nuclear command link between the General Staff in Moscow and the launch crews in the field would disrupt not only the ability of the General Staff to quickly transmit the go code, but also the feedback loop from the missiles to the General Staff that detects and prevents an unauthorized launch attempt at any subordinate level of command. Finally, the departure of security guards from their posts at weapons depots to forage for food or escape inclement weather may not only impede the authorized dispersal of those weapons during a crisis but also increase the vulnerability of the weapons to theft. And the danger is not merely theoretical. A 1996 CIA report noted that broken locking devices on some Russian nuclear weapons had not been repaired for lack of spare parts. In short, progressive nuclear deterioration in Russia increases the risks of mistaken, illicit, or accidental launch, and the loss of strict central control over Russia’s vast nuclear complex bodes ill for nonproliferation. If Russia’s nuclear designers, producers, and custodians surrender to economic pressure, they could open the to the illicit transfer of nuclear materials, weapons, and delivery technologies to America’s adversaries. A meltdown of Russian nuclear control could be catastrophic for Americans. Securing Russia’s nuclear weapons and materials and strengthening safety and control over operational deployments deserve top billing among the security priorities of the U.S. government. To alleviate the immediate danger, Russian and U.S. strategic missiles should be taken off hair-trigger alert so that none could be fired on a moment’s notice. “De-alerting” our arsenals, ideally by detaching the warheads from missiles,would reduce their susceptibility to illicit or mistaken launch. Today it takes only minutes to prepare those forces for launch. Reducing the interval to days or longer would provide a far larger margin of safety against many scenarios, ranging from the temporary loss of legitimate civilian control over Russian weapons to false warning in Russia’s early warning system—both more plausible dangers than a deliberate, cold-blooded attack by Russia or the United States against each other. The challenge of deterrence today pales beside the challenge of operational safety. But even a comprehensive nuclear stand-down falls short over the long run. As long as Russia remains mired in economic, political, and military despair, the nuclear threat will continue. Russia will not be able to reduce its reliance on nuclear weapons until it can afford an adequate conventional military force. It will not be able to ensure control over its nuclear weapons and materials until it has a strong state, one based on a healthy economy and a civil society. The West’s vital stakes in this process of nation-building have not diminished, despite all the failures and frustrations of the past decade. If anything, those stakes have grown—as have the cost and effort needed to stabilize and transform Russia.

Econ Turns Modeling

-- Recession means plan won’t be modeled

Silks 96 (Leonard, Distinguished Professor of Economics – Pace University and Mark, Founding Director – Greenberg Center for the Study of Religion in Public Life, Making Capitalism Work, p. 154-155)

By contrast, Western European states remained wary of cutting too much in the face of political instability to their east and in the former Yugoslavia. The ceilings imposed by the 1990 Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE) stayed high, and had little direct effect on military outlays in NATO countries. Overall, military spending in Western Europe declined only one percent per year between 1988 and 1993, as compared to average reductions of more than three percent in the L r States. The cuts in the U.S. military budget were themselves very modest, considering that about 60 percent of that budget been attributable to the contest with the Soviet Union. What the slow pace of reductions in military spending by the capitalist countries reflected was the linkage between national security and economic concerns, for without question, recession and un​employment helped delay arms reduction and limit the size of any peace dividends.

Econ Turns Heg

Turns heg

Brzezinski 97 (Zbigniew, Former National Security Advisor – The Grand Chessboard, http://book-case.kroupnov.ru/pages/library/Grand/part_1.htm)

America’s economic dynamism provides the necessary precondition for the exercise of global primacy. Initially, immediately after World War II, America’s economy stood apart from all others, accounting alone for more than 50 percent of the world’s GNP.  The economic recovery of Western Europe and Japan, followed by the wider phenomenon of Asia’s economic dynamism, meant that the American share of global GNP eventually had to shrink from the disproportionately high livels of the immediate postwar era.  Nonetheless, by the time the subsequent Cold War had ended, America’s share of global GNP, and more specifically its share of the world’s manufacturing output, had stabilized at about 30 percent, a level that had been the norm for most of this century, apart from those exceptional years immediately after World War II. More important, America has maintained and has even widened its lead in exploiting the latest scientific breakthroughs for military purposes, thereby creating a technologically peerless military establishment, the only one with effective global reach.  All the while, is has maintained its strong competitive advantage in the economically decisive information technologies.  American mastery in the cutting-edge sectors of tomorrow’s economy suggests that American technological domination is not likely to be undone soon, especially given that in the economically decisive fields, Americans are maintaining or even widening their advantage in productivity over their Western European and Japanese rivals.

Econ Turns Terrorism

Turns terrorism

Schaub 4 (Drew, Professor of Political Science – Penn State University, Journal of Conflict Resolution, 48(2), April)

Despite the caveats, our analysis suggests important policy implications for the war against terrorism. National governments should realize that economic globalization is not the cause of, but a possible partial solution to, transnational terrorism. Although opening up one’s border facilitates the movement of terrorists and their activities, our results show that the effect of such facilitation appears weak. It does not precipitate a significant rise in transnational terrorist attacks within countries. This is an important lesson for policy makers who are designing antiterrorism policies. More important, economic openness, to the extent that it promotes economic development, may actually help to reduce indirectly the number of transnational terrorist incidents inside a country. Closing borders to foreign goods and capital may produce undesirable effects. Economic closure and autarky can generate more incentives to engage in transnational terrorist activities by hindering economic development. Antiterrorism policy measures should be designed with caution. They should not be designed to slow down economic globalization. Promoting economic development and reducing poverty should be important components of the global war against terrorism. Such effects are structural and system-wide. It is in the best interest of the United States not only to develop by itself but also to help other countries to grow quickly. The effect of economic development on the number of transnational terrorist incidents is large. The role of economic development deserves much more attention from policy makers than it currently enjoys.

Econ Turns Asian Stability

Turns Asian war

Lopez 98 (Bernardo V., “Global Recession Phase Two: Catastrophic”, Business World, 9-10, Lexis)

Certainly, global recession will spawn wars of all kinds. Ethnic wars can easily escalate in the grapple for dwindling food stocks as in India-Pakistan-Afghanistan, Yugoslavia, Ethiopia-Eritrea, Indonesia. Regional conflicts in key flashpoints can easily erupt such as in the Middle East, Korea, and Taiwan. In the Philippines, as in some Latin American countries, splintered insurgency forces may take advantage of the economic drought to regroup and reemerge in the countryside. Unemployment worldwide will be in the billions. Famine can be triggered in key Third World nations with India, North Korea, Ethiopia and other African countries as first candidates. Food riots and the breakdown of law and order are possibilities. Global recession will see the deferment of globalization, the shrinking of international trade - especially of high-technology commodities such as in the computer, telecommunications, electronic and automotive industries.

Econ Turns US/China Cooperation

Turns US/China cooperation and sparks war

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

The greatest danger both to U.S.-China relations and to American power itself is probably not that China will rise too far, too fast; it is that the current crisis might end China's growth miracle. In the worst-case scenario, the turmoil in the international economy will plunge China into a major economic downturn. The Chinese financial system will implode as loans to both state and private enterprises go bad. Millions or even tens of millions of Chinese will be unemployed in a country without an effective social safety net. The collapse of asset bubbles in the stock and property markets will wipe out the savings of a generation of the Chinese middle class. The political consequences could include dangerous unrest--and a bitter climate of anti-foreign feeling that blames others for China's woes. (Think of Weimar Germany, when both Nazi and communist politicians blamed the West for Germany's economic travails.) Worse, instability could lead to a vicious cycle, as nervous investors moved their money out of the country, further slowing growth and, in turn, fomenting ever-greater bitterness. Thanks to a generation of rapid economic growth, China has so far been able to manage the stresses and conflicts of modernization and change; nobody knows what will happen if the growth stops. India's future is also a question. Support for global integration is a fairly recent development in India, and many serious Indians remain skeptical of it. While India's 60-year-old democratic system has resisted many shocks, a deep economic recession in a country where mass poverty and even hunger are still major concerns could undermine political order, long-term growth, and India's attitude toward the United States and global economic integration. The violent Naxalite insurrection plaguing a significant swath of the country could get worse; religious extremism among both Hindus and Muslims could further polarize Indian politics; and India's economic miracle could be nipped in the bud. If current market turmoil seriously damaged the performance and prospects of India and China, the current crisis could join the Great Depression in the list of economic events that changed history, even if the recessions in the West are relatively short and mild. The United States should stand ready to assist Chinese and Indian financial authorities on an emergency basis--and work very hard to help both countries escape or at least weather any economic downturn. It may test the political will of the Obama administration, but the United States must avoid a protectionist response to the economic slowdown. U.S. moves to limit market access for Chinese and Indian producers could poison relations for years. For billions of people in nuclear-armed countries to emerge from this crisis believing either that the United States was indifferent to their well-being or that it had profited from their distress could damage U.S. foreign policy far more severely than any mistake made by George W. Bush. It's not just the great powers whose trajectories have been affected by the crash. Lesser powers like Saudi Arabia and Iran also face new constraints. The crisis has strengthened the U.S. position in the Middle East as falling oil prices reduce Iranian influence and increase the dependence of the oil sheikdoms on U.S. protection. Success in Iraq--however late, however undeserved, however limited--had already improved the Obama administration's prospects for addressing regional crises. Now, the collapse in oil prices has put the Iranian regime on the defensive. The annual inflation rate rose above 29 percent last September, up from about 17 percent in 2007, according to Iran's Bank Markazi. Economists forecast that Iran's real GDP growth will drop markedly in the coming months as stagnating oil revenues and the continued global economic downturn force the government to rein in its expansionary fiscal policy. All this has weakened Ahmadinejad at home and Iran abroad. Iranian officials must balance the relative merits of support for allies like Hamas, Hezbollah, and Syria against domestic needs, while international sanctions and other diplomatic sticks have been made more painful and Western carrots (like trade opportunities) have become more attractive. Meanwhile, Saudi Arabia and other oil states have become more dependent on the United States for protection against Iran, and they have fewer resources to fund religious extremism as they use diminished oil revenues to support basic domestic spending and development goals. None of this makes the Middle East an easy target for U.S. diplomacy, but thanks in part to the economic crisis, the incoming administration has the chance to try some new ideas and to enter negotiations with Iran (and Syria) from a position of enhanced strength. Every crisis is different, but there seem to be reasons why, over time, financial crises on balance reinforce rather than undermine the world position of the leading capitalist countries. Since capitalism first emerged in early modern Europe, the ability to exploit the advantages of rapid economic development has been a key factor in international competition. Countries that can encourage--or at least allow and sustain--the change, dislocation, upheaval, and pain that capitalism often involves, while providing their tumultuous market societies with appropriate regulatory and legal frameworks, grow swiftly. They produce cutting-edge technologies that translate into military and economic power. They are able to invest in education, making their workforces ever more productive. They typically develop liberal political institutions and cultural norms that value, or at least tolerate, dissent and that allow people of different political and religious viewpoints to collaborate on a vast social project of modernization--and to maintain political stability in the face of accelerating social and economic change. The vast productive capacity of leading capitalist powers gives them the ability to project influence around the world and, to some degree, to remake the world to suit their own interests and preferences. This is what the United Kingdom and the United States have done in past centuries, and what other capitalist powers like France, Germany, and Japan have done to a lesser extent. In these countries, the social forces that support the idea of a competitive market economy within an appropriately liberal legal and political framework are relatively strong. But, in many other countries where capitalism rubs people the wrong way, this is not the case. On either side of the Atlantic, for example, the Latin world is often drawn to anti-capitalist movements and rulers on both the right and the left. Russia, too, has never really taken to capitalism and liberal society--whether during the time of the czars, the commissars, or the post-cold war leaders who so signally failed to build a stable, open system of liberal democratic capitalism even as many former Warsaw Pact nations were making rapid transitions. Partly as a result of these internal cultural pressures, and partly because, in much of the world, capitalism has appeared as an unwelcome interloper, imposed by foreign forces and shaped to fit foreign rather than domestic interests and preferences, many countries are only half-heartedly capitalist. When crisis strikes, they are quick to decide that capitalism is a failure and look for alternatives. So far, such half-hearted experiments not only have failed to work; they have left the societies that have tried them in a progressively worse position, farther behind the front-runners as time goes by. Argentina has lost ground to Chile; Russian development has fallen farther behind that of the Baltic states and Central Europe. Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies. As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight.

Econ Turns Russia

Turns Russian cooperation and stability

Nyquist 5 (J.R., Author and Geopolitical Columnist – Financial Sense Online, "The Political Consequences of a Financial Crash," 2-4, http://www.financialsense.com/stormwatch/geo/pastanalysis/2005/0204.html)

Should the United States experience a severe economic contraction during the second term of President Bush, the American people will likely support politicians who advocate further restrictions and controls on our market economy – guaranteeing its strangulation and the steady pauperization of the country. In Congress today, Sen. Edward Kennedy supports nearly all the economic dogmas listed above. It is easy to see, therefore, that the coming economic contraction, due in part to a policy of massive credit expansion, will have serious political consequences for the Republican Party (to the benefit of the Democrats). Furthermore, an economic contraction will encourage the formation of anti-capitalist majorities and a turning away from the free market system. The danger here is not merely economic. The political left openly favors the collapse of America's strategic position abroad. The withdrawal of the United States from the Middle East, the Far East and Europe would catastrophically impact an international system that presently allows 6 billion people to live on the earth's surface in relative peace. Should anti-capitalist dogmas overwhelm the global market and trading system that evolved under American leadership, the planet's economy would contract and untold millions would die of starvation. Nationalistic totalitarianism, fueled by a politics of blame, would once again bring war to Asia and Europe. But this time the war would be waged with mass destruction weapons and the United States would be blamed because it is the center of global capitalism. Furthermore, if the anti-capitalist party gains power in Washington, we can expect to see policies of appeasement and unilateral disarmament enacted. American appeasement and disarmament, in this context, would be an admission of guilt before the court of world opinion. Russia and China, above all, would exploit this admission to justify aggressive wars, invasions and mass destruction attacks. A future financial crash, therefore, must be prevented at all costs. But we cannot do this. As one observer recently lamented, "We drank the poison and now we must die."

Divided Government Good—Key to Gridlock

Gridlock coming now due to Republican victories in the midterms 
AEI 6-17 (American Enterprise Institute, AEI Election Watch 2010: The Political and Polling Landscape (Session 1), http://www.aei.org/EMStaticPage/100255?page=Summary)
AEI's Election Watch team of Karlyn Bowman, Michael Barone, John C. Fortier, Henry Olsen, and Norman J. Ornstein gathered to discuss emerging trends and issues for the 2010 elections. Bowman summarized the national mood, which is particularly sour. Citing polling data from major pollsters, she indicated that the current financial difficulties people feel are depressing attitudes on multiple issues. Fortier discussed significant races in the Senate and the potential impact the tea party movement will have on upcoming primaries. Olsen discussed what needs to go right, and what could go wrong, in the Republicans' attempt to take the majority in the House. Barone reviewed major trends in recent and upcoming races, including the expansion of government and the growing culture of dependency. Ornstein discussed the impact the election is likely to have on governing, arguing that a more partisan and gridlocked Capitol Hill is a likely result.

***GoP win leads to gridlock

Witt 10 (Ryan, Professor of Government and Politics, Taking back the House, an analysis of the Republicans' chances in the 2010 ... , http://www.examiner.com/x-5738-Political-Buzz-Examiner%7Ey2010m5d10-Taking-back-the-House-an-analysis-of-the-Republicans-chances-in-the-2010-midterm-elections)
We are now nearly only six months away from the 2010 midterm elections.  Republicans have been waiting for this day every since their disastrous defeats in 2008.  Democrats now dominate both Houses of Congress and the White House.  The most important political battle of 2010 will be over the House of Representatives.  President Obama has another two years before he is up for reelection and the Senate is seen as a long shot for Republicans.  However, every U.S. House Representative is up for election, and so Republicans have a much better shot at the House.  Here is a breakdown of where things stand right now.  There are 435 seats in the House.  Currently Democrats hold 253 seats with Republicans holding 178 seats.  There are 4 vacancies.  It takes a majority of 218 to to gain control of the House of Representatives.  Republicans will therefore need to gain 40 seats to gain a majority.  If Republicans were able to gain a majority they likely still will not be able to pass legislation.  First, the Democrats will have at least 40 seats in the Senate with which they can filibuster.  As Democrats found over the past year, the filibuster can be very difficult to overcome.  Secondly, the President could veto any legislation passed by the House and Senate.  It would take a 2/3rd vote to overcome a filibuster, and none of the current projections have Republicans gaining that many seats.  What Republicans could do with a majority is score political points.  Investigations of the Obama administration and Democratic members of the House could be undertaken by the Republican majority.  Hearings could be done, among other things, on allegations against Rep. Charlie Rangel (D-NY).  The Republicans would have subpoena power with which they could force Obama administration to testify.  Basically, imagine every Glenn Beck conspiracy theory getting serious consideration by a House committee with subpoena power.  Finally, the Republicans would have significantly more power over the budget if they gained control of the House.  Every fiscal bill must first pass through the House.  In the Senate, budget measures qualify for reconciliation which allows Democrats to win with merely 50 votes.  Republicans would have significantly more power over what is in the budget if they could vote down the President's proposals.  It is possible we could see another government shutdown along the lines of the President Clinton/Speaker Gingrich showdown of 1995.

Gridlock Key to Economy

Legislative gridlock is key to the economy

Fitzgerald 8 (Keith Fitzgerald, Chief Investment Strategist, 7/24/2008, When Gridlock is Good: Why a Contentious Election and Legislative Bottlenecks Pack a Profit Punch for Investors, http://moneymorning.com/2008/07/24/legislative-gridlock/)
And yet, as frustrating as legislative gridlock is for many voters (myself included), the data suggests that politicians’ inability to act might actually be good for the markets.  The bottom line: Legislative gridlock translates into higher profits for investors.  We realize that this runs contrary to the conventional wisdom on the subject but, as we point out so frequently, sacred cows frequently make the best burgers.  Our proprietary research suggests that markets tend to run in long cycles averaging 17-21 years in length, while the White House political cycle runs in eight-year increments – at best. That means the political cycle is considerably shorter than dominant market cycles.  Our takeaway: In the long run, there’s really no correlation between who holds the White House and successful long-term investing because the political and market cycles are rarely in sync over such disparate periods.  Are the results any different in the short run?  Nope. Here, too, the data suggests that it doesn’t really matter which political party is in control really doesn’t matter (a conclusion that’s supported by the accompanying chart, which includes data from Ned Davis Research and some analysis by Money Morning).
GoP win key to the economy – empirical evidence proves

Luskin 8 (Donald Luskin, chief investment officer at Trend Macrolytics LLC, 9/12/2008, “Divide Government is Best for the Market,” Wall Street Journal, pg. np)
But then who ever said that the president alone determines the economy or the stock market? It's Congress that makes the laws. The president just signs them. Based on congressional control, the study results look very different. Under Republican Congresses, stocks have averaged a 19% return, while under Democratic Congresses only 11.9%. Real GDP growth, lagged two years, has averaged 3.7% under Republican Congresses, and only 3.2% under Democratic ones.  Then there are the various party mixes between the president and Congress. If John McCain wins and we have a Republican president and a Democratic Congress, history leads us to expect an average 10.3% total return from stocks and 3.3% real GDP growth. If Barack Obama wins, and we have a Democratic Congress too, then according to history stocks will average 13.8%, and real GDP growth 3.3%.  But that's no argument for voting for Mr. Obama. Vote for Mr. McCain -- but vote for Republican senators and representatives too. When Republicans have controlled the whole government, it blows away anything Democrats can do. Stocks have averaged 17.5% and real GDP growth 3.3%.

Gop Congress with Obama as president is key to the economy

Kadlec 2k (Daniel Kadlec, Journalist for TIME and MONEY magazine, 2000, “Vote for Gridlock,” TIME, http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,997813,00.html)
Gridlock, in fact, is one candidate investors should vote for. The Dow has fared best when one party has controlled the White House and the other has controlled Congress, the optimum formula being a Democratic President and a Republican-controlled Congress. That combo has produced Dow gains, excluding dividends, of 10.7% a year. The hands-down loser: Republicans with a mandate. When the g.o.p. has run both branches, the Dow has limped at less than 1% a year.

A GoP win would immediately boost the stock market

Luskin 8 (Donald Luskin, chief investment officer at Trend Macrolytics LLC, 9/12/2008, “Divide Government is Best for the Market,” Wall Street Journal, pg. np)
If the electorate were really smart, it would elect a Democratic president and a Republican Congress. Under that deal, stocks have averaged a 20.2% total return, and real GDP averaged 4%. That tells us that economic and stock market success isn't really about partisan politics at all. Sadly, nobody has a political incentive to conduct a study about that.

Divided Government Good—Key to Economy 
Divided government is key to the economy 

Finance Blog 10 (2-18, Snow Day Gridlock, Online)
This is the first definition of the positive benefits of gridlock.  The ability of the Republicans to filibuster Democrat legislation and the prospect of a resurgent Republican presence in Congress after November is another definition: legislative gridlock.  You may not agree with my take on the benefits of government, but as an investor you should cheer. This report from Money Morning says:  What [our research] demonstrates is that the stock market’s highest performance (a 9.6% growth per annum) occurs when there’s the most political turmoil - in short, a Democratic president and a Republican Congress.     That suggests a finding that’s so surprising we weren’t sure we believed our eyes either: The Dow Jones Industrial Average Index logs its biggest net gains with a donkey in the White House and elephants traversing the halls of the U.S. Capitol Building.     Another interesting conclusion suggested by our own research, and that of other firms such as Ned Davis, is that in stark contrast to what most investors believe to be true – that Republicans are better for the markets – is that the blue-chip-dominated Dow tends to rise nearly twice as fast during Democratic presidencies (7.2%) as it does during Republican ones (3.8%).     The great equalizer, if there is one, appears to be inflation, which rapidly eats away the higher returns to bring them within a few basis points of each other over time.     People assume that a presidential administration and Congress with matching political affiliations is the best way to get things done, but in reality, the checks and balances of a mismatched pair helps to ensure that governmental agendas don’t go to extremes. Thus, somewhat surprisingly, political gridlock is actually a reality that puts investors at ease and permits the financial markets to operate efficiently.  

Gridlock is key to growth – regardless of party control

Fitzgerald 8 (Keith, Chief Investment Strategist and Investment Director – Money Morning, “When Gridlock is Good: Why a Contentious Election and Legislative Bottlenecks Pack a Profit Punch for Investors”, http://money morning.com/2008/07/24/legislative-gridlock/)

For all their talk about change, the ultimate irony in today’s markets is that Washington is so afflicted with legislative gridlock that the “Beltway Boys” couldn’t “change” the channel on their flat-screen televisions. And yet, as frustrating as legislative gridlock is for many voters (myself included), the data suggests that politicians’ inability to act might actually be good for the markets. The bottom line: Legislative gridlock translates into higher profits for investors. We realize that this runs contrary to the conventional wisdom on the subject but, as we point out so frequently, sacred cows frequently make the best burgers. Our proprietary research suggests that markets tend to run in long cycles averaging 17-21 years in length, while the White House political cycle runs in eight-year increments – at best. That means the political cycle is considerably shorter than dominant market cycles. Our takeaway: In the long run, there’s really no correlation between who holds the White House and successful long-term investing because the political and market cycles are rarely in sync over such disparate periods. Are the results any different in the short run? Nope. Here, too, the data suggests that it doesn’t really matter which political party is in control really doesn’t matter (a conclusion that’s supported by the accompanying chart, which includes data from Ned Davis Research and some analysis by Money Morning). What this data demonstrates is that the stock market’s highest performance (a 9.6% growth per annum) occurs when there’s the most political turmoil - in short, a Democratic president and a Republican Congress.  That suggests a finding that’s so surprising we weren’t sure we believed our eyes either: The Dow Jones Industrial Average Index logs its biggest net gains with a donkey in the White House and elephants traversing the halls of the U.S. Capitol Building.  Another interesting conclusion suggested by our own research, and that of other firms such as Ned Davis, is that in stark contrast to what most investors believe to be true – that Republicans are better for the markets – is that the blue-chip-dominated Dow tends to rise nearly twice as fast during Democratic presidencies (7.2%) as it does during Republican ones (3.8%). The great equalizer, if there is one, appears to be inflation, which rapidly eats away the higher returns to bring them within a few basis points of each other over time. People assume that a presidential administration and Congress with matching political affiliations is the best way to get things done, but in reality, the checks and balances of a mismatched pair helps to ensure that governmental agendas don’t go to extremes. Thus, somewhat surprisingly, political gridlock is actually a reality that puts investors at ease and permits the financial markets to operate efficiently. With regard to the elections set for this fall, we see two potential outcomes:

Divided Government Good—Solves Deficit
Divided government key to decrease the budget deficit

Silvinski 6 (Stephen @ CATO Institute, Would Divided Government Be Better?, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=6650)
If history repeats itself this November, it's worth pondering whether a loss of Congress by the GOP would be a bad thing for supporters of limited government. After all, government grows slower when at least one house of Congress is controlled by a political party different than the president's—a condition known to political scientists as "divided government," or popularly known as "gridlock."  Since 1965, government has grown slower in periods of divided government than in periods of united government. On average, united government tends to lead to a 3.4% annual increase in federal spending in real per capita terms—over double the growth under divided government: 1.5%.  When you look at the data in terms of how fast government grew in relation to the economy, the results still favor divided government. The average yearly increase in government above and beyond GDP growth is 25 times faster when one party has a monopoly over both the legislative and executive branches than it does when gridlock is present.

Divide government is the most effective way to limit government growth

Silvinski 6 (Stephen @ CATO Institute, Would Divided Government Be Better?, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=6650)
For those of you with a partisan bent, I have some bad news: Our federal government may work better (less badly) when at least one chamber of Congress is controlled by a party other than the party of the president. The general reason for this is that each party has the opportunity to block the most divisive measures proposed by the other party. Other conditions, of course, also affect political outcomes, but the following types of evidence for this hypothesis are too important to ignore:  Point One. The rate of growth of real (inflation-adjusted) federal spending is usually lower with divided government.  The table below presents the annual percentage increase in real federal spending by administration, in each case with the percentage increase in the first year of a new administration attributed to fiscal decisions made in the prior administration.  The only two long periods of fiscal restraint were the Eisenhower administration and the Clinton administration, during both of which the opposition party controlled Congress. Conversely, the only long period of unusual fiscal expansion was the Kennedy/Johnson administration, which brought us both the Great Society and the Vietnam War with the support of the same party in Congress. The annual increase in real federal spending during the current Bush administration, by the way, has been 4.4 percent -- not a happy state of affairs, given the war and a renewed majority of the president's party in both chambers of Congress.

Solves budget deficit

Healy 9 (Gene, vice president at the Cato Institute and the author ofThe Cult of the Presidency, Washington Examiner, http://www.washingtonexaminer.com/opinion/columns/Three-cheers-for-divided-fovernment-8474258-68685107.html)
Why shouldn't we, given the horrors of one-party government? Whenever one faction controls both elected branches, checks and balances disappear.   My colleague Bill Niskanen, former chairman of President Reagan's Council of Economic Advisors, points out that since the start of the Cold War, we've had only a dozen years of real fiscal restraint: Six under Eisenhower and a Democratic Congress, and six under Clinton and a GOP majority.   Per Niskanen's calculations, since FDR, unified governments have spent roughly three times as fast as divided ones, and they've been much more likely to waste blood and treasure abroad.   

Divided Government Good—Solves Deficit

Divided government reigns in spending and budget deficits

Collier 2-22 (Will, Aerospace Engineer and Political Commentator, “The Glory of Gridlock” 2010, http://pajamasmedia.com/blog/the-glory-of-gridlock/?singlepage=true)

One of the great media gripes over the past several decades has been “Washington gridlock,” meaning a period when one party controls the presidency and the other has majorities in one or both houses of Congress. Given the institutional bias towards activist government — virtually every “crisis” story in the press comes with an implied plea for the authorities to “do something” — it’s not surprising that the media can’t stand it when the government is divided and significant new legislation is a rarity. But the media is not the nation, and not a few observers outside the MSM tend to value divided government as their favorite variety. As my old partner in blogging Stephen Green memorably put it: I love divided government. Divided government often means gridlock, and gridlock usually makes it harder for politicians to launch expensive new programs — programs which usually rob Peter to pay Peter to not do things Paul doesn’t like Peter to do, while providing tax breaks to both Peter and Paul, unless Peter and Paul are a gay couple attempting to live normal suburban lives together, in which case Peter and Paul can go [blank] themselves, which they were going to do anyway, which is the usual result of all new government programs, only less expensive and meddlesome. And Steve has a point. The most significant recent spell of divided government fell during the latter half of the 1990s, when Democrat Bill Clinton faced off against a brand-new majority Republican Congress, the first such pairing since the late 1940s. We look back today on the Clinton/Gingrich period as a rare moment of fiscal sanity thanks to the budget surpluses that ran from 1997-2001, but the reality of those years lay much less in clever economics than in plain, old-fashioned personal enmity.

Divided government is key to sustainable fiscal restraint 

Niskanen 06 (William, chairman of the Cato Institute and was a former member and acting chairman of President Reagan’s Council of Economic Advisers, "Give divided government a chance," Washington Monthly, http://www.washingtonmonthly.com/features/2006/0610.niskanen.html)

For those of you with a partisan bent, I have some bad news. Our federal government may work better (well, less badly) when at least one house of Congress is controlled by the opposing party. Divided government is, curiously, less divisive. It’s also cheaper. The basic reason for this is simple: When one party proposes drastic or foolish measures, the other party can obstruct them. The United States prospers most when excesses are curbed, and, if the numbers from the past 50 years are any indication, divided government is what curbs them.

Let’s look at some statistics. From the dawn of the Cold War until today, we’ve had only two periods of what could be called fiscal restraint: The last six years of the Eisenhower administration, and the last six years of the Clinton administration, both intervals in which the opposition controlled Congress. Under Clinton, the average annual increase in spending was at about 1 percent, while, under Ike, it was negative. By contrast, our unified governments have gone on fiscal benders. Harry Truman, with the help of a Democratic Congress, sent the money flying, with spending increases of as high as 10 percent a year. Lyndon Johnson was almost as profligate. And today, unfortunately, George W. Bush, with a GOP majority, is the heir to their legacies. To put this in plain numbers, government spending has increased an average of only 1.73 percent annually during periods of divided government. This number more than triples, to 5.26 percent, for periods of unified government. That’s a hefty premium to pay for a bit of unity.

Deficits Impact
The impact is economic leadership – collapses hegemony

Ferguson 10 (Nial, Professor of History at Harvard University, a Fellow at Jesus College, Oxford, and a Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford University, Complexity and Collapse, Foreign Affairs, Proquest)
If empires are complex systems that sooner or later succumb to sudden and catastrophic malfunctions, rather than cycling sedately from Arcadia to Apogee to Armageddon, what are the implications for the United States today? First, debating the stages of decline may be a waste of time - it is a precipitous and unexpected fall that should most concern policymakers and citizens. Second, most imperial falls are associated with fiscal crises. All the above cases were marked by sharp imbalances between revenues and expenditures, as well as difficulties with financing public debt. Alarm bells should therefore be ringing very loudly, indeed, as the United States contemplates a deficit for 2009 of more than $1.4 trillion - about 11.2 percent of gdp, the biggest deficit in 60 years - and another for 2010 that will not be much smaller. Public debt, meanwhile, is set to more than double in the coming decade, from $5.8 trillion in 2008 to $14.3 trillion in 2019. Within the same timeframe, interest payments on that debt are forecast to leap from eight percent of federal revenues to 17 percent. These numbers are bad, but in the realm of political entities, the role of perception is just as crucial, if not more so. In imperial crises, it is not the material underpinnings of power that really matter but expectations about future power. The fiscal numbers cited above cannot erode U.S. strength on their own, but they can work to weaken a long-assumed faith in the United States' ability to weather any crisis. For now, the world still expects the United States to muddle through, eventually confronting its problems when, as Churchill famously said, all the alternatives have been exhausted. Through this lens, past alarms about the deficit seem overblown, and 2080 - when the U.S. debt may reach staggering proportions - seems a long way off, leaving plenty of time to plug the fiscal hole. But one day, a seemingly random piece of bad news - perhaps a negative report by a rating agency - will make the headlines during an otherwise quiet news cycle. Suddenly, it will be not just a few policy wonks who worry about the sustainability of U.S. fiscal policy but also the public at large, not to mention investors abroad. It is this shift that is crucial: a complex adaptive system is in big trouble when its component parts lose faith in its viability. Over the last three years, the complex system of the global economy flipped from boom to bust - all because a bunch of Americans started to default on their subprime mortgages, thereby blowing huge holes in the business models of thousands of highly leveraged financial institutions. The next phase of the current crisis may begin when the public begins to reassess the credibility of the monetary and fiscal measures that the Obama administration has taken in response. Neither interest rates at zero nor fiscal stimulus can achieve a sustainable recovery if people in the United States and abroad collectively decide, overnight, that such measures will lead to much higher inflation rates or outright default. As Thomas Sargent, an economist who pioneered the idea of rational expectations, demonstrated more than 20 years ago, such decisions are self-fulfilling: it is not the base supply of money that determines inflation but the velocity of its circulation, which in turn is a function of expectations. In the same way, it is not the debt-to-GDP ratio that determines government solvency but the interest rate that investors demand. Bond yields can shoot up if expectations change about future government solvency, intensifying an already bad fiscal crisis by driving up the cost of interest payments on new debt. Just ask Greece - it happened there at the end of last year, plunging the country into fiscal and political crisis. Finally, a shift in expectations about monetary and fiscal policy could force a reassessment of future U.S. foreign policy. There is a zerosum game at the heart of the budgetary process: if interest payments consume a rising proportion of tax revenue, military expenditure is the item most likely to be cut because, unlike mandatory entitlements, it is discretionary. A U.S. president who says he will deploy 30,000 additional troops to Afghanistan and then, in 18 months' time, start withdrawing them again already has something of a credibility problem. And what about the United States' other strategic challenges? For the United States' enemies in Iran and Iraq, it must be consoling to know that U.S. fiscal policy today is preprogrammed to reduce the resources available for all overseas military operations in the years ahead. Defeat in the mountains of the Hindu Kush or on the plains of Mesopotamia has long been a harbinger of imperial fall. It is no coincidence that the Soviet Union withdrew from Afghanistan in the annus mirabilis of 1989. What happened 20 years ago, like the events of the distant fifth century, is a reminder that empires do not in fact appear, rise, reign, decline, and fall according to some recurrent and predictable life cycle. It is historians who retrospectively portray the process of imperial dissolution as slow-acting, with multiple overdetermining causes. Rather, empires behave like all complex adaptive systems. They function in apparent equilibrium for some unknowable period. And then, quite abruptly, they collapse. To return to the terminology of Thomas Cole, the painter of The Course of Empire, the shift from consummation to destruction and then to desolation is not cyclical. It is sudden. A more appropriate visual representation of the way complex systems collapse may be the old poster, once so popular in thousands of college dorm rooms, of a runaway steam train that has crashed through the wall of a Victorian railway terminus and hit the street below nose first. A defective brake or a sleeping driver can be all it takes to go over the edge of chaos. 
Divided Government Good—Judicial Review Module
Divided government is key to independent judicial review 

Levinson and Pildes 6 (Daryl, Professor of Law @ Harvard, and Richard, Professor of Constitutional Law @ NYU, SEPARATION OF PARTIES, NOT POWERS, Harvard Law Review, Lexis)

The distinction between unified and divided government thus highlights a deep irony of countermajoritarian judicial review. Judicial review may be most needed as a supplemental source of checks and balances in eras of strongly unified government, when partisan majorities pursue linked aims through the political branches without any internal check. During divided government, in contrast, partisan conflict and competition between the political branches may reduce the need for an external check. Yet it is precisely under strongly unified governments that the political branches are most able to constrain the Court and over time to exercise further control by appointing a number of Justices. Only during divided government do courts have the independence to act as a meaningful check on national majorities. In short, strongly independent judicial review may be possible only when least necessary.254

254 This irony is noted in Barry Friedman, The Politics of Judicial Review, 84 TEX. L. REV. 257, 317 2005) (“The Court likely is most constrained when the other branches are united ideologically, which might be the very time judicial scrutiny is most appropriate in a system of checks and balances.”).

US independent judicial review is modeled globally—key to global democratic consolidation 

CJA 03 (Center for Justice and Accountability, Amici Brief, Al Odah v US, 2003 U.S. Briefs 334, January 14,

http://www.jenner.com/files/tbl_s69NewsDocumentOrder/FileUpload500/82/AmiciCuriae_Center_for_Justice_Int_League_Human_Rights_Adv_For_Indep_Judiciary2.PDF)

Many of the newly independent governments that have proliferated over the past five decades have adopted these ideals. They have emerged from a variety of less-than-free contexts, including the end of European colonial rule in the 1950's and 1960's, the end of the Cold War and the breakup of the former Soviet Union in the late 1980's and 1990's, the disintegration of Yugoslavia, and the continuing turmoil in parts of Africa, Latin America and southern Asia. Some countries have successfully transitioned to stable and democratic forms of government that protect individual freedoms and human rights by means of judicial review by a strong and independent judiciary. Others have suffered the rise of tyrannical and oppressive rulers who consolidated their hold on power in part by diminishing or abolishing the role of the judiciary. And still others hang in the balance, struggling against the onslaught of tyrants to establish stable, democratic governments. In their attempts to shed their tyrannical pasts and to ensure the protection of individual rights, emerging democracies have consistently looked to the United States and its Constitution in fashioning frameworks that safeguard the independence of their judiciaries. See Ran Hirschl, The Political Origins of Judicial Empowerment through Constitutionalization: Lessons from Four Constitutional Revolutions, 25 Law & Soc. Inquiry 91, 92 (2000) (stating that of the “[m]any countries . . . [that] have engaged in fundamental constitutional reform over the past three decades,” nearly all adopted “a bill of rights and establishe[d] some form of active judicial review”). Establishing judicial review by a strong and independent judiciary is a critical step in stabilizing and protecting these new democracies. See Christopher M. Larkins, Judicial Independence and Democratization: A Theoretical and Conceptual Analysis, 44 Am. J. Comp. L. 605, 605-06 (1996) (describing the judicial branch as having "a uniquely important role" in transitional countries, not only to "mediate conflicts between political actors but also [to] prevent the arbitrary exercise of government power; see also Daniel C. Prefontaine and Joanne Lee, The Rule of Law and the Independence of the Judiciary, International Centre for Criminal Law Reform and Criminal Justice Policy (1998) ("There is increasing acknowledgment that an independent judiciary is the key to upholding the rule of law in a free society . . . . Most countries in transition from dictatorships and/or statist economies recognize the need to create a more stable system of governance, based on the rule of law."), available at http://www.icclr.law.ubc.ca/Publications/Reports/RuleofLaw. pdf (last visited Jan. 8, 2004). Although the precise form of government differs among countries, “they ultimately constitute variations within, not from, the American model of constitutionalism . . . [a] specific set of fundamental rights and liberties has the status of supreme law, is entrenched against amendment or repeal . . . and is enforced by an independent court . . . .” Stephen Gardbaum, The New Commonwealth Model of Constitutionalism, 49 Am. J. Comp. L. 707, 718 (2001). This phenomenon became most notable worldwide after World War II when certain countries, such as Germany, Italy, and Japan, embraced independent judiciaries following their bitter experiences under totalitarian regimes. See id. at 714- 15; see also United States v. Then, 56 F.3d 464, 469 (2d Cir. 1995) (Calabresi, J., concurring) (“Since World War II, many countries have adopted forms of judicial review, which — though different from ours in many particulars — unmistakably draw their origin and inspiration from American constitutional theory and practice. See generally Mauro Cappelletti, The Judicial Process in Comparative Perspective (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1989).”). It is a trend that continues to this day. 

Divided Government Good—Judicial Review Module

The impact is extinction 

Diamond, Hoover Institute Senior Fellow, 95 (Larry, “Promoting Democracy in the 1990s,” http://wwics.si.edu/subsites/ccpdc/pubs/di/fr.htm)

This hardly exhausts the lists of threats to our security and well-being in the coming years and decades. In the former Yugoslavia nationalist aggression tears at the stability of Europe and could easily spread. The flow of illegal drugs intensifies through increasingly powerful international crime syndicates that have made common cause with authoritarian regimes and have utterly corrupted the institutions of tenuous, democratic ones. Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness.

Divided Gov Key to Indy Judicial Review

Divided government is key to independent judicial review—united government threatens Court legitimacy 

Levinson and Pildes 6 (Daryl, Professor of Law @ Harvard, and Richard, Professor of Constitutional Law @ NYU, SEPARATION OF PARTIES, NOT POWERS, Harvard Law Review, Lexis)

Reconstruction and the New Deal do suggest that in eras of extraordinarily unified partisan domination of the political branches, a Court that threatens core partisan agenda items can be effectively disciplined politically. Judicial review then is indeed constrained by the presence of sustained, cohesive partisan majorities. But to generalize about the practice of judicial review and political constraints based on periods of strongly unified government is a mistake.253 In periods of divided government (and even unified government, if the majority party is fragmented and lacks the enormous majorities of the New Deal and Reconstruction eras), courts will have much greater latitude to operate free of effective political discipline.

253 This point is most fully considered in Cornell Clayton, Law, Politics, and the Rehnquist Court: Structural Influences on Supreme Court Decision Making, in THE SUPREME COURT IN AMERICAN POLITICS 151, 155–56 (Howard Gillman & Cornell Clayton eds., 1999) (“Without a stable coalition controlling the elected branches, the Court has less fear of institutional retaliation if it makes unpopular decisions. Unlike in earlier periods, recent presidents and Congresses have not just been unwilling to coordinate an assault on the Court, but parties controlling each have acted to protect the Court’s independence from threats mounted by the other.”); see also TUSHNET, supra note 6, at 31 (“Divided government might make a stronger form of judicial review possible and even attractive to politicians.”); Barry Friedman, The History of the Countermajoritarian Difficulty, Part II: Reconstruction’s Political Court, 91 GEO. L.J. 1, 64 (2002) (noting in passing that “the present penchant for divided government serves to protect the Court from action being taken against it”).

US Judicial Review = Modeled Globally

US abridgement of judicial independence is emulated—sparks global tyranny 

CJA 03 (Center for Justice and Accountability, Amici Brief, Al Odah v US, 2003 U.S. Briefs 334, January 14,

http://www.jenner.com/files/tbl_s69NewsDocumentOrder/FileUpload500/82/AmiciCuriae_Center_for_Justice_Int_League_Human_Rights_Adv_For_Indep_Judiciary2.PDF)

While much of the world is moving to adopt the institutions necessary to secure individual rights, many still regularly

abuse these rights. One of the hallmarks of tyranny is the lack of a strong and independent judiciary. Not surprisingly,

where countries make the sad transition to tyranny, one of the first victims is the judiciary. Many of the rulers that go down that road justify their actions on the basis of national security and the fight against terrorism, and, disturbingly, many claim to be modeling their actions on the United States.

Divided Gov Good—US Interventionism Bad Impact Module

Divided government is the best check against US military interventionism—history is on our side 

Niskanen 5/7/03 (William, chairman of the Cato Institute and former acting chairman of President Reagan's Council of Economic Advisers, "A Case for Divided Government," http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=3088)

Point Three. The prospect of a major war is usually higher with a united government, and the current war makes that clear.

Each of the four major American wars in the 20th century, for example, was initiated by a Democratic president with the approval of a Congress controlled by Democrats. The war in Iraq, initiated by a Republican president with the support of a Republican Congress, is consistent with this pattern and has already proved to be the only use of U.S. military force lasting more than a few days that was initiated by a Republican president in over a century.

American voters, in their unarticulated collective wisdom, have voted for a divided federal government for most of the past 50 years. Divided government is not the stuff of which legends are made. But the separation of powers is probably a better protection of our liberties when the presidency and the Congress are controlled by different parties.

US military interventionism sparks overstretch AND invites WMD terrorism 

Eland 98 (Ivan, Director of Defense Policy Studies at Cato, “Does U.S. Intervention Overseas Breed Terrorism?”  Foreign Policy Briefing No. 50, December 17, http://www.cato.org/pubs/fpbriefs/fpb50.pdf)

All of the examples of terrorist attacks on the United States can be explained as retaliation for U.S. intervention abroad. Empirically validating the connection between an interventionist foreign policy and such attacks is more critical than ever now that terrorists can more readily obtain weapons of mass destruction and seem to be more willing to use them. The extensive number of incidents of terrorism linked to U.S. foreign policy implies that the United States could substantially reduce the chance of catastrophic terrorist attacks if it lowered its military profile overseas.16 The United States needs to adopt a new policy that would use military force only as a last resort in the defense of truly vital national interests. The Cold War has ended, yet the United States continues to use its worldwide military dominance to intervene anywhere and everywhere in an effort to maintain its defense perimeter far forward. In a changed strategic environment in which ostensibly weak terrorist groups might acquire weapons of mass destruction, such an extended defense perimeter may actually increase the catastrophic threat to the American homeland. Even the U.S. Department of Defense admits the problem: Indeed, a paradox of the new strategic environment is that American military superiority actually increases the threat of nuclear, biological, and chemical attack against us by creating incentives for adversaries to challenge us asymmetrically. These weapons may be used as tools of terrorism against the American people.17 But proponents of America's current interventionist foreign policy, such as the National Review, ignore the new strategic realities and criticize the proposed policy of military restraint as "preemptively capitulating to the terrorists."18 Adopting a restrained foreign policy has nothing to do with appeasing terrorists. Terrorist acts are morally outrageous and should be punished whenever possible. Reducing the motive for terrorists to attack the United States with weapons of mass destruction is not the only reason to adopt a policy of military restraint overseas, although it is a sensible one. In the more benign environment of a post-Cold War world, promiscuous military intervention by the United States--which can result in lost lives, high financial costs, and open-ended commitments--is no longer needed. It is common sense, rather than appeasement, for the United States to adapt its activist Cold War foreign policy to the new strategic environment that requires more restraint overseas.

Impact is extinction 

Steinbruner 97 (John, senior fellow at the Brookings Institution, Foreign Policy, 12/22, lexis)

Although human pathogens are often lumped with nuclear explosives and lethal chemicals as potential weapons of mass destruction, there is an obvious, fundamentally important difference: Pathogens are alive, weapons are not. Nuclear and chemical weapons do not reproduce themselves and do not independently engage in adaptive behavior; pathogens do both of these things.
That deceptively simple observation has immense implications. The use of a manufactured weapon is a singular event. Most of the damage occurs immediately. The aftereffects, whatever they may be, decay rapidly over time and distance in a reasonably predictable manner. Even before a nuclear warhead is detonated, for instance, it is possible to estimate the extent of the subsequent damage and the likely level of radioactive fallout. Such predictability is an essential component for tactical military planning. The use of a pathogen, by contrast, is an extended process whose scope and timing cannot be precisely controlled. For most potential biological agents, the predominant drawback is that they would not act swiftly or decisively enough to be an effective weapon. But for a few pathogens - ones most likely to have a decisive effect and therefore the ones most likely to be contemplated for deliberately hostile use - the risk runs in the other direction. A lethal pathogen that could efficiently spread from one victim to another would be capable of initiating an intensifying cascade of disease that might ultimately threaten the entire world population. The 1918 influenza epidemic demonstrated the potential for a global contagion of this sort but not necessarily its outer limit.

BioTerror Impact Extension 

Impact is extinction 

Ochs 02 (Richard Ochs, Member of the Depleted Uranium Task Force of the Military Toxics Project, and Member of the Chemical Weapons Working Group, "Biological Weapons Must Be Abolished Immediately" – Free From Terror, 

http://www.freefromterror.net/other_articles/abolish.html)

Of all the weapons of mass destruction, the genetically engineered biological weapons, many without a known cure or vaccine, are an extreme danger to the continued survival of life on earth. Any perceived military value or deterrence pales in comparison to the great risk these weapons pose just sitting in vials in laboratories. While a "nuclear winter," resulting from a massive exchange of nuclear weapons , could also kill off most of life on earth and severely compromise the health of future generations, they are easier to control. Bio logical weapons, on the other hand, can get out of control very easily , as the recent anthrax attacks has demonstrated. There is no way to guarantee the security of these doomsday weapons because very tiny amounts can be stolen or accidentally released and then grow or be grown to horrendous proportions. The Black Death of the Middle Ages would be small in comparison to the potential damage bioweapons could cause. Abolition of chemical weapons is less of a priority because, while they can also kill millions of people outright, their persistence in the environment would be less than nuclear or biological agents or more localized. Hence, chemical weapons would have a lesser effect on future generations of innocent people and the natural environment. Like the Holocaust, once a localized chemical extermination is over, it is over. With nuclear and biological weapons, the killing will probably never end. Radioactive elements last tens of thousands of years and will keep causing cancers virtually forever. Potentially worse than that, bio-engineered agents by the hundreds with no known cure could wreck even greater calamity on the human race than could persistent radiation. AIDS and ebola viruses are just a small example of recently emerging plagues with no known cure or vaccine. Can we imagine hundreds of such plagues? HUMAN EXTINCTION IS NOW POSSIBLE. Ironically, the Bush administration has just changed the U.S. nuclear doctrine to allow nuclear retaliation against threats upon allies by conventional weapons. The past doctrine allowed such use only as a last resort when our nation's survival was at stake. Will the new policy also allow easier use of US bioweapons? How slippery is this slope? Against this tendency can be posed a rational alternative policy. To preclude possibilities of human extinction, "patriotism" needs to be redefined to make humanity's survival primary and absolute. Even if we lose our cherished freedom , our sovereignty, our government or our Constitution, where there is life, there is hope. What good is anything else if humanity is extinguished? This concept should be promoted to the center of national debate.. For example, for sake of argument, suppose the ancient Israelites developed defensive bioweapons of mass destruction when they were enslaved by Egypt. Then suppose these weapons were released by design or accident and wiped everybody out? As bad as slavery is, extinction is worse .  

Divided Government Solves US Interventionism

Divided government decreases the executive’s propensity to initiate military intervention—recent studies prove 

Healy 11/3/09 (Gene, Vice President @ CATO + author, "Three cheers for divided government," http://www.washingtonexaminer.com/opinion/columns/Three-cheers-for-divided-fovernment-8474258-68685107.html)

Why shouldn't we, given the horrors of one-party government? Whenever one faction controls both elected branches, checks and balances disappear. 

My colleague Bill Niskanen, former chairman of President Reagan's Council of Economic Advisors, points out that since the start of the Cold War, we've had only a dozen years of real fiscal restraint: Six under Eisenhower and a Democratic Congress, and six under Clinton and a GOP majority. 

Per Niskanen's calculations, since FDR, unified governments have spent roughly three times as fast as divided ones, and they've been much more likely to waste blood and treasure abroad. 

The Framers tried to craft a constitution that gave politicians proper incentives to check each other. "Ambition [would] counteract ambition," as James Madison saw it, with congressmen keeping presidents honest and vice-versa. 

Things haven't worked out as planned. Too often, party loyalty trumps constitutional fidelity, as evidenced by former House speaker Denny Hastert's self-image as a "lieutenant" of George Bush rather than a guardian of congressional prerogatives. 

But when different parties hold the legislature and the executive, the Madisonian system works better. Divided government leads to many more congressional investigations into presidential misconduct, and, as two University of Chicago scholars demonstrated recently, "the White House's propensity to exercise military force steadily declines as members of the opposition party pick up seats in Congress."

Divided government prevents US military interventionism—raises the costs of military action 

Howell and Pevehouse 07 (William and Jon, Assoc Profs of Pub Policy @ Univ. of Chicago, "When Congress Stops Wars," http://home.uchicago.edu/~whowell/papers/WhenCongress.htm)

The partisan composition of Congress has historically been the decisive factor in determining whether lawmakers will oppose or acquiesce in presidential calls for war. From Harry Truman to Bill Clinton, nearly every U.S. president has learned that members of Congress, and members of the opposition party in particular, are fully capable of interjecting their opinions about proposed and ongoing military ventures. When the opposition party holds a large number of seats or controls one or both chambers of Congress, members routinely challenge the president and step up oversight of foreign conflicts; when the legislative branch is dominated by the president's party, it generally goes along with the White House. Partisan unity, not institutional laziness, explains why the Bush administration's Iraq policy received such a favorable hearing in Congress from 2000 to 2006.

The dramatic increase in congressional oversight following the 2006 midterm elections is a case in point. Immediately after assuming control of Congress, House Democrats passed a resolution condemning a proposed "surge" of U.S. troops in Iraq and Senate Democrats debated a series of resolutions expressing varying degrees of outrage against the war in Iraq. The spring 2007 supplemental appropriations debate resulted in a House bill calling for a phased withdrawal (the president vetoed that bill, and the Senate then passed a bill accepting more war funding without withdrawal provisions). Democratic heads of committees in both chambers continue to launch hearings and investigations into the various mishaps, scandals, and tactical errors that have plagued the Iraq war. By all indications, if the government in Baghdad has not met certain benchmarks by September, the Democrats will push for binding legislation that further restricts the president's ability to sustain military operations in Iraq.

Neither Congress' prior languor nor its recent awakening should come as much of a surprise. When they choose to do so, members of Congress can exert a great deal of influence over the conduct of war. They can enact laws that dictate how long military campaigns may last, control the purse strings that determine how well they are funded, and dictate how appropriations maybe spent. Moreover, they can call hearings and issue public pronouncements on foreign policy matters. These powers allow members to cut funding for ill-advised military ventures, set timetables for the withdrawal of troops, foreclose opportunities to expand a conflict into new regions, and establish reporting requirements. Through legislation, appropriations, hearings, and public appeals, members of Congress can substantially increase the political costs of military action--sometimes forcing presidents to withdraw sooner than they would like or even preventing any kind of military action whatsoever.

Divided Government Solves US Interventionism

Divided government constrains US military interventions—this solves overstretch 

Niskanen 06 (William, chairman of the Cato Institute and was a former member and acting chairman of President Reagan’s Council of Economic Advisers, "Give divided government a chance," Washington Monthly, http://www.washingtonmonthly.com/features/2006/0610.niskanen.html)

Equally striking is that these spending increases have generally found the same recipient: the Pentagon. It’s not that unified governments love to purchase bombers, but, rather, that they tend to draw us into war. This may sound improbable at first, but consider this: In 200 years of U.S. history, every one of our conflicts involving more than a week of ground combat has been initiated by a unified government. Each of the four major American wars during the 20th century, for example—World War I, World War II, the Korean War, and the Vietnam War—was initiated by a Democratic president with the support of a Democratic Congress. The current war in Iraq, initiated by a Republican president and backed by a Republican Congress, is consistent with this pattern. It also stands as the only use of military force involving more than a week of ground combat that has been initiated by a Republican president in over a century. Divided government appears to be an important constraint on American participation in war. Needless to say, this reduces outlays in both blood and treasure.

Divided Government Good—Free Trade Impact Module

Divided government is key to free trade—lower tariff rates 

Sherman 02 (Richard, Prof of Poly Sci @ Syracuse, "Delegation, Ratification, and U.S. Trade Policy," http://webpages.acs.ttu.edu/erbooth/sherman.pdf)

Here, I argue that this hypothesis is incorrect: Divided government causes lower U.S. tariffs in the postwar period, and it is unlikely to have a systematic cross-national effect on tariffs or international cooperation. The main reason for these divergent results is that empirical implementations of the divided government hypothesis have misconstrued the relationship between party and policy preferences. Although postwar Democratic Congresses are more protectionist than Republican Congresses, Democratic presidents are less protectionist than their Republican counterparts. The “divide” in divided government is not across party lines but within them: Congressional and presidential preferences over trade policy are more alike when government is divided than when it is unified. I also find that the cross-national hypothesis linking divided government to trade policy is viable only as a special case. The hypothesis requires not only a correlation between party and policy preference but also a particular ordering of preferences across parties, executives, and median legislators. This argument is made in three stages. I first construct a formal model of delegation and trade policy and explore its implications. I demonstrate that a standard assumptioninthe literature ontrade policy and divided government— that executives are less protectionist than median legislators—prevents any systematic connection between divided government and trade policy under plausible assumptions. I then offer empirical evidence on partisan trade policy preferences in Congress and the presidency during the postwar period. This investigationsubstitutes for the assumptioncommon ly made in the literature that partisan preference orderings are identical across the two branches of government, an assumption I show to be invalid. Finally, I pres- ent results of a regression analysis of the effects of divided government and partisanship on postwar U.S. tariffs. The results support both my characterization of preference orderings across branches of government and the implication that divided government leads to lower tariffs. 

Free trade solves nuclear conflict—creates a massive disincentive to waging war

Copley News Service 99 (12/1, lexis)

Activists protesting the World Trade Organization's meeting in Seattle apparently have forgotten that threat. The truth is that nations join together in groups like the WTO not just to further their own prosperity, but also to forestall conflict with other nations. In a way, our planet has traded in the threat of a worldwide nuclear war for the benefit of cooperative global economics. 

Some Seattle protesters clearly fancy themselves to be in the mold of nuclear disarmament or anti-Vietnam War protesters of decades past. But they're not. They're special-interest activists, whether the cause is environmental, labor or paranoia about global government.

Actually, most of the demonstrators in Seattle are very much unlike yesterday's peace activists, such as Beatle John Lennon or philosopher Bertrand Russell, the father of the nuclear disarmament movement, both of whom urged people and nations to work together rather than strive against each other. These and other war protesters would probably approve of 135 WTO nations sitting down peacefully to discuss economic issues that in the past might have been settled by bullets and bombs.

As long as nations are trading peacefully, and their economies are built on exports to other countries, they have a major disincentive to wage war. That's why bringing China, a budding superpower, into the WTO is so important. As exports to the United States and the rest of the world feed Chinese prosperity, and that prosperity increases demand for the goods we produce, the threat of hostility diminishes.

Many anti-trade protesters in Seattle claim that only multinational corporations benefit from global trade, and that it's the everyday wage earners who get hurt. That's just plain wrong.

First of all, it's not the military-industrial complex benefiting. It's U.S. companies that make high-tech goods. And those companies provide a growing number of jobs for Americans. In San Diego, many people have good jobs at Qualcomm, Solar Turbines and other companies for whom overseas markets are essential. In Seattle, many of the 100,000 people who work at Boeing would lose their livelihoods without world trade.

Foreign trade today accounts for 30 percent of our gross domestic product. That's a lot of jobs for everyday workers.

Growing global prosperity has helped counter the specter of nuclear winter. Nations of the world are learning to live and work together, like the singers of anti-war songs once imagined. Those who care about world peace shouldn't be protesting world trade. They should be celebrating it.

Divided Government Key to Free Trade 

Divided government is key to lower tariff rates 

Sherman 02 (Richard, Prof of Poly Sci @ Syracuse, "Delegation, Ratification, and U.S. Trade Policy," http://webpages.acs.ttu.edu/erbooth/sherman.pdf)

The immediate implication of these observations for U.S. trade policy is that congressional delegation becomes more restrictive as Congress’s preferences diverge from those of the president. Secondary implications—such as the hypothesis that divided government has a systematic effect on trade policy— require additional conditions. A necessary condition for this hypothesis is that the protectionist presidential party has more protectionist preferences than the free-trading congressional party, a condition that is assumed away in most previous research on the subject. Here, I find evidence not only that divided government leads to lower tariffs but that the partisan preference orderings are not identical across branches: Republicans are the more protectionist presidents, yet Republican Congresses are less protectionist than Democratic ones. These findings support an important conclusion about partisanship and policy preferences. Policy preferences derive from both partisan and institutional sources, and the effects of party do not combine with the effects of institutional location in simple, additive way. Prior to the mid-1940s, Democrats were internationalist in their foreign policy orientation and free-trading in trade policy. Republicans were protectionist in trade policy and nationalist in their foreign policy orientation. After the mid-1940s, the trade policy positions of the parties were reversed, but their broader foreign policy orientations remained largely unchanged.15 The institutional preferences of the executive branch caused the president to reflect the broader foreign policy orientation of each party, whereas Congress’s domestic-level focus caused the partisan divisionontrade policy to predominate inthe legislative branch. This suggests that research on divided government and partisanship in trade policy requires a subtler appreciationof policy preferences thanhas been deployed in previous research. Partisan-institutional preferences, rather than strictly partisan preferences, determine the interaction between executive and legislative branches and the relationship between domestic and international politics. 

Divided government is key to free trade—lower tariff rates, less ideological divergence on trade policy 

Sherman 02 (Richard, Prof of Poly Sci @ Syracuse, "Delegation, Ratification, and U.S. Trade Policy," http://webpages.acs.ttu.edu/erbooth/sherman.pdf)

Recent research on executive-legislative relations concludes that divided government causes higher tariffs and inhibits international cooperation. I find that divided government leads to lower U.S. tariffs in the postwar period and that the theoretical connection between divided government and international cooperation is viable only as a special case. In the contemporary United States, trade policy preferences do not adhere to party lines: Democratic Congresses are more protectionist than Republican Congresses, but Democratic presidents are less protectionist than their Republican counterparts. The divergence of executive-legislative preferences is thus greater under unified government than under divided government. As a cross-national hypothesis, the claim that divided government inhibits international cooperation holds only if some special restrictions on partisan preferences are met. These conditions are unlikely to survive as generalizations about democratic polities, rendering implausible the connection between divided government and reduced international cooperation. 

GOP Control Good—South Korea FTA Module
GOP takeover of the House is key to passing the South Korea FTA—replaces anti-trade Dems with pro-trade Republicans 

Strassel 7/2/10 (Kimberly, Wall Street Journal, "The Obama Trade Games," http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:ebWijZEorWgJ:online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703571704575341273913656694.html+%22More+than+three+years+after+Democrats+took+the+House%22&cd=1&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us#printMode)

More than three years after Democrats took the House, and more than 18 months after Barack Obama took the Oval Office, leaders of the majority party have rediscovered . . . free trade. Timing is of course everything, and the timing here bears analysis.

Secretary of State Hillary Clinton kicked off this newfound trade enthusiasm earlier this month, vowing in Bogota to finally "obtain the votes" to pass the Colombia free trade agreement that has been languishing in Congress since 2006. Then came President Obama's surprise news at the G-20 that he's taking up the South Korea free trade agreement that has been moldering in Congress since 2007. He even laid out a timeline: He wants a revised agreement by November, so Congress can pass it a "few months" after that.

South Korean President Lee Myung-bak and Barack Obama at the G-20 meeting in Toronto, June 26.

House Majority Leader Steny Hoyer chimed in that we might as well pass that agreement with Panama, which has also been doing time in Congress since 2007. He'd like to see all three deals come up "either very late this year or next year."

Put another way, Mr. Obama and Mr. Hoyer are open for some free trade action, so long as it happens post-midterm elections. Having presided over the most anti-free trade Congress since the days of Smoot-Hawley, having protected Democrats from any vote that might earn them union retribution, and having had little positive to say about trade, the president is now looking to a bolstered GOP caucus to pass a trade agenda. That is, if even a GOP majority can rescue Democrats from their increasingly unfettered protectionism.

The timing is convenient in other ways. Now that even the Business Roundtable is lobbing bombs, the administration is eager to tamp down a business revolt in the lead up to midterms. Trade has been at the top of business worries, and these announcements allow the White House to push that debate at least past November.

Team Obama has also been getting blowback from that very international community it was supposed to be restoring ties with after the Bush years. Turns out South Korean President Lee Myung-bak wants something more than soaring speeches; he wants access to our markets. The administration is under pressure to put up.

And then there's the economy. Democrats blew $800 billion on "stimulus" and all they got was a crummy T-shirt reading: "Jobs? What jobs?" In the meantime, they sat by while other nations beat us to trade deals, denying U.S. workers more open export markets.

The delay has in fact cost jobs. The House Ways and Means minority staff reports that in the nearly three years after the U.S. and Colombia signed their pact (the one still sitting in Congress), Colombia ratified a deal with Brazil, Argentina, Paraguay and Uruguay. Since then, the U.S. has lost 31% of its share of the Colombian market in products such as wheat and corn, while Colombia's new trade neighbors have increased their share by 22%. Canada just approved its own Colombia deal, guaranteeing its products instant advantage over ours. The administration seems to be waking up to some of this.

So, back to the election. Mr. Obama knows a GOP House takeover would propel free-traders such as Michigan's ranking Ways and Means member Dave Camp to power. Even if Democrats retain control, the ranks of pro-traders will swell with expected GOP gains. He also knows Republicans can usually muster about 90% of their caucus for free trade votes. All this increases the chances of passing these deals, while minimizing the number of Democrats who have to step up.

GOP Control Good—South Korea FTA Module

Korea FTA cements U.S. global leadership and is key to the alliance with South Korea

Stokes 07 (Bruce, International Economics Columnist – The National Journal, YaleGlobal, “The Cost of Failure”, 1-9, http://yaleglobal.yale.edu/display.article?id=86000)

Efforts to create a US-South Korean free-trade area, commercially the most significant such American initiative since  the formation of the North American  Free Trade Agreement a decade and a half ago, are now deadlocked. Negotiations early  last month broke up without resolving major differences over beef, the pricing of pharmaceuticals and anti-dumping  rules. With the USA facing a March  deadline imposed by the impending expiration of presidential trade negotiating   authority, prospects for success look grim. But the potential loss of foregone economic benefits is the least of  Washingtons worries. Failure would demonstrate the inability of the USA to conclude bilateral free-trade agreements with major emerging-market economies such as South Korea.   Throwing in the towel would also cede to the Europeans global  leadership in setting standards for future deals. And it would signal to the South Koreans, who already harbour deep  anti-Americanism and disagree with Washington about how to deal with North Korea, that they have little choice but to drift further into Chinas economic and diplomatic orbit. Rarely have such weighty strategic and economic interests  rested on the outcome of a single bilateral-trade negotiation. With so much at stake and so many obstacles, the White  House has to make free trade a priority. The USA has recently concluded numerous bilateral commercial agreements with  Central American and Middle Eastern nations. But most of these deals have been with small or relatively weak economies  such as Morocco or Honduras. Washington could dictate the terms of those arrangements and foreign governments had little  choice but to sign. This leverage enabled American trade negotiators to obtain from their free-trade partners far more  trade liberalisation than had been achieved through multilateral trade negotiations through the World Trade  Organization. And it also enabled Americans to impose on other countries US standards for everything from food safety to  trade rules. The negotiations with South Korea have exposed the limitations of that American free-trade template. South   Korea is the 14th largest economy in the world, larger than Mexico and twice as large as Australia, another recent US  free-trade partner. The USA trails both China and  the European Union as a market for South Korean exporters. And, as a  matter of  pride, an increasingly self-confident Seoul, having rebounded sharply from the 1997 Asian financial crisis,  will not be dictated to about the terms of a trade agreement. For the first time, Washington finds itself in the  position of having to accommodate the demands of others if it wants to conclude a deal. South Korean negotiating  leverage comes, in part, from the fact that it has alternative prospects. In the next few months, the EU will begin  negotiations with South Korea, part of a broader EU strategy to consummate free-trade deals with major emerging  economies such as South Korea, India and members of the Association of South East Asian Nations. The bilateral trade  game, once the preserve of the USA, is changing. And if Washington is not careful, Brussels will set the rules. Past, EU  bilateral deals covered 90 per cent of all trade.  In reality, that has meant elimination of all tariffs on goods, but no  more than two-thirds of tariff lines in agriculture, allowing farmers to protect sensitive products from foreign  competition. If such exemptions become the norm for free-trade agreements, they will set a low ceiling on how much US  grain or  meat Seoul, New Delhi and others will be willing to buy, because no foreign government is likely to give  American farmers greater concessions than it has given the Europeans. Similarly, American beef exporters have trouble  meeting South Korean health standards. If, as Brussels intends, the EU precautionary principle approach to regulating   the health and safety of foods, drugs and chemicals is established through its bilaterals as the new regulatory  standard, rather than the American sound science principal, then access to the South Korean and other markets will be   all the more difficult for US exporters. And  European notions about anti-trust policy   which have tripped US business  giants such as Microsoft   are likely to be imbedded in future EU bilateral agreements, shaping the emerging economies   competitive environment for American companies in  South Korea  and elsewhere. Finally, failure to finalise  the US-South  Korean free-trade agreement will only accelerate Seouls economic relationship with Beijing, further diminishing  American influence in northeast  Asia. China is  South Koreas  No.1 trading partner, exceeding both Japan and the USA. A  quarter of South Korean overseas direct investment went to China in 2005, more than that which went to the USA. And  Beijing presses Seoul to negotiate their own bilateral free-trade agreement. Given  South Koreas  proximity to the  Chinese market, such economic integration is inevitable. But the USA has the ability to influence the pace of that  trend, if it can break the deadlock in the current US- South Korea  negotiations. The largest such roadblock involves  automobiles. Korean automakers sold nearly 800,000 cars and  light trucks in the US market in 2005, while the American  Big Three sold less than 4,000 in the Korean market. Chrysler, Ford and General Motors claim their lack of success is  due to Korean taxes on engine size, constantly changing Korean regulations and the lingering effect of past government  efforts to dissuade consumers from buying imported cars. Seoul is willing to cut the taxes  and change the regulations.  But the Big Three are unlikely to be satisfied because their opposition is grounded in fears of further Korean inroads  into the US market once the free-trade agreement does away with American car and truck tariffs. Detroit has the  political leverage on Capitol Hill to block congressional approval of the free-trade agreement. And it will, without  White  House intervention. President  Bush  needs to pick up the phone and bluntly tell the Big Three that he cannot help  protect their market from more efficient Korean producers. But then he needs to offer to make Detroit whole in other  ways by helping it lower its health care and pension costs in return for them dropping opposition to the South Korean  deal. But there is no evidence that President  Bush  is inclined towards such political horse trading. Therein lies  the  problem. The  South Korea  negotiations have reached the point where tough  political decisions must be taken by the White   House. But North Korea, not trade, dominated President  Bushs  recent discussions with  South Koreas  President Roh in  November in Hanoi at the Apec Summit. There was no public attempt to link broader security concerns with deeper  American-Korean economic  integration. With his public favourability rating in the low 30 per cent range among American  voters, Mr  Bush  has little  political capital  to expend on closing this deal. So, faced with this dilemma, the  Bush   administration will  be tempted to let the negotiations slide, deceiving itself that its successor can pick up the talks   at Americas convenience. But Seouls impending deliberations with Brussels, and eventually with Beijing, should put  Washington on notice that the free-trade train is leaving the station, with or without the  USA. America may have to  learn the hard way that the cost of failure in the South Korean free-trade negotiations is greater than anyone ever  anticipated when the talks were first launched. Such initiatives should never be started unless the political will  exists to complete them. And the USA will rue the day it let these talks fail.  

Impact is global nuke war 

Khalilzad 95 (Zalmay, RAND Corporation, Losing The Moment? Washington Quarterly, Vol 18, No 2, p. 84)

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

GOP Control Good—GOP Win Key to Korea FTA 

GOP takeover of the House virtually assures passage of the Korea FTA 

Barfield 6/28/10 (Claude, Senior Fellow @ American Enterprise Institute, "The G-20 Summit: A Breakthrough for the U.S.-Korea FTA?" http://blog.american.com/?p=16077)

I will undoubtedly write more about the commitments by President Obama regarding the pending Korea free trade agreement, but here are a few preliminary reactions.

1. This represents the first date-certain trade commitment by the Obama administration since it took office in January 2009. Earlier, the administration had agreed to resume negotiations on a trans-Pacific trade agreement, knowing that there would be no action-forcing commitments for some years. In this case, however, the president stated that he wanted “to make sure that everything was lined up properly by the time I visit Korea in November (at the next G-20 summit).” He added, “and then in the few months that follow that, I intend to present it to Congress.”

2. The timetable, then, pushes the politically difficult—and hazardous for the president— confrontation with House Democrats over to the next Congress. If one were cynical—or maybe just realistic—it could be thought that the administration is counting on big Republican gains in the House, a result that would make passing the FTA much easier. And, of course, if the Republicans take over that body, passage of the FTA would be almost assured.

3. While we cannot know internal administration deliberations, it may well be that, for the first time, crucial foreign policy and security issues pushed the decision over the line. Certainly, recent events on the Korean peninsula gave a cogency to these arguments. Previously, however, in the Bush administration, both the secretaries of State and Defense had argued forcefully for passage of the FTA (as well as the Colombia FTA) on strategic grounds: to no avail in a Democratic Congress determined to thwart Bush and Republican initiatives before the 2008 election, no matter what the cost to key U.S. allies.

Obama will submit the Korea FTA for a vote after November—GOP gains in the midterms is key to passage 

Tandon 7/3/10 (Shaun, Agence France Presse, "Obama risks party showdown on S. Korea deal," http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5jXc3NbMVbqypa3su7mNSooP8lf_g)

WASHINGTON — US President Barack Obama is risking a revolt within his own party as he presses ahead on a free trade agreement with South Korea, setting the stage for a showdown after November legislative elections.

Organized labor, a critical support base for Obama's Democratic Party, and several Democrats have already vowed to fight the deal which they say would hurt workers.

"To try and advance the Korean FTA when so many workers are still struggling to find work would simply move our economy backward," said Representative Louise Slaughter, a Democrat who leads the powerful Rules Committee.

The deal would be the largest for the United States since the the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) with Canada and Mexico in 1994.

The United States and South Korea completed painstaking negotiations in 2007 but neither nation's legislature has ratified it.

Obama himself criticized the deal as a senator. But as president, Obama has found South Korean President Lee Myung-Bak to be one of his closest allies and has said he is convinced of the benefits of boosting trade with Asia's fourth largest economy.

"It will strengthen our commercial ties and create enormous potential economic benefits and create jobs here in the United States, which is my number one priority," Obama said in Toronto.

Obama said he would send the agreement to Congress soon after November -- the month of a Group of 20 summit in South Korea as well as congressional elections in which Democrats are seen as vulnerable to losses.

Ironically, the rival Republican Party, while opposed to many of Obama's key priorities such as climate and immigration legislation, may offer greater support than Democrats on the South Korea free trade agreement.

"Before the midterm elections, he cannot submit this to Congress. It's impossible," said Anthony Kim, a policy analyst at the Heritage Foundation, a conservative think-tank.

"But after the election, there will be a new set of minds. It will be an uphill battle -- there is no doubt about that -- but I think it may come to life next year," he said.

Korea FTA Key to US Leadership

Korea FTA is key to US influence in Asia and overall hegemony

Korea Times 2/1/10 (Lee Hyo-sik, 2/1/10, " US Loses Clout on Korean Economy ", http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/biz/2010/02/123_60075.html);)

South Korea was able to rise from the ashes of the 1950-53 Korean War on the back of international aid, most of which came from the United States.
The world's largest economy imported Korea's agricultural products, garments and other manufactured goods from the 1950s through the '70s on favorable terms to help the Asian nation outpace the Communist North Korea.
The U.S. also provided Korea with flour and other basic necessities at lower costs to help it feed its people. It was the country's largest trading partner over the past five decades.
But its influence in what is now Asia's fourth-largest economy has been diminishing rapidly over the last 10 years, with Korea expanding trade relations with China, Russia and other emerging economies.
Analysts here say that the U.S. could lose more of its economic clout in Korea if the administration of President Barack Obama and the U.S. Congress continue to delay the ratification of the Korea-U.S. free trade agreement (FTA).
They say the European Union and China, which compete with the U.S. for global hegemony, will establish closer economic ties with Korea if the U.S. heads toward protectionism and places greater priority on domestic populism than trade.
According to the Korea Customs Services (KCS) Monday, Korea's trade dependence on the U.S. stood at 9.7 percent in 2009, down from 24.4 percent in 1991. Korea shipped about 10.36 percent of its total outbound shipments to the world's largest economy, down from 25.8 percent over the same period, while taking 9 percent of its total imports from the U.S., down from 23.18 percent.
On the other hand, Korea's trade dependence on China has increased at an explosive pace since the two countries began diplomatic relations in 1992. 
South Korea's exchange of agricultural and industrial goods with the world's fastest-growing economy reached 20.5 percent last year, up from 2.9 percent in 1991.
Korea exported 23.9 percent of its outbound shipments to the neighboring country in 2009, up from 1.4 percent, with 16.8 percent of its imports coming from China, up from 4.2 percent.
The U.S. has become less important to Korea economically over the years, with the latter increasingly relying on China, the European Union and other economies for growth.
"Korea is the sixth-largest trading partner of the U.S. and a key Asian economy strategically located in Northeast Asia. American policymakers and businesses should be alert over their diminishing economic influence over Korea," LG Economic Research Institute managing director Oh Moon-suk said.
Oh said if the U.S. continues to remain reluctant to sign the free trade pact with Korea, the Asian nation will continue to move closer toward China and the European Union, adding the EU will likely sign a free trade accord with Korea before the U.S. does.
Korea FTA Key to US Leadership/Econ/Korea Stability

Korea FTA is key to the US economy, US global leadership, and stability on the Korean Peninsula
Kleckner 7/2/10 (Dean, Chairman @ Truth About Trade & Technology, "Seoul Food: Approve the Trade Agreement with Korea Now," http://www.agweb.com/Blogs/BlogPost.aspx?src=TheTruth&PID=14d43756-5af3-46f7-9a05-cdfc6c14be43)

It’s so much better when our two countries can stand united, as they appeared to do at the G-20 summit in Toronto. As President Obama left the meetings, he promised to make an aggressive push to finish the U.S.-Korea Free Trade Agreement, which has languished for three years.

The main reason to support the pact is economic: By boosting exports to South Korea, the deal will create jobs here at home. Yet there’s more at stake as well.

The sinking of a South Korean naval vessel earlier this year has put the Korean peninsula on war footing. An international commission recently determined that a North Korean torpedo killed 46 South Korean sailors aboard the Cheonan.

This is a time for the United States to stand up for its longtime ally. The best way we can do this--and also take a concrete step that will have a real rather than symbolic impact--is for Congress to pass the U.S.-Korea FTA.

The Bush administration concluded the deal with South Korean leaders in 2007. Congress promptly ignored an obligation to hold an up-or-down vote. In doing so, lawmakers ignored their own legislative rules. They also broke a promise to trade diplomats who had negotiated the deal with the expectation that Washington at least would give them a hearing.

This is no way to treat a friend.

When it comes to delays and denials, members of Congress are specialists. Yet even by D.C. standards, this trade deal with an important ally has been neglected for too long.

Trade has the power to promote peace. That’s why I’ve always supported small steps to bring the two Koreas together through exchanges such as the partnership at the Kaesong industrial complex north of the DMZ. The regime in Pyongyang may be one of the world’s most oppressive, but I’ve always believed that economic integration is preferable to economic isolation.

Now the limited trade ties between the two nations are severed. In the face of this crisis, the U.S.-Korea FTA makes more sense than ever before from a national-security perspective.

Fortunately, it also makes sense from an economic perspective. The deal would fuel exports and create thousands of jobs for Americans. One estimate says that new trade activity would boost our GDP by $12 billion.

Farmers and ranchers certainly would see gains. We already sell about $2 billion in food to South Korea. Under the agreement, the tariffs on half of these products would vanish immediately.

Continuing to ignore the trade agreement is a bad idea. As much as the South Koreans would like to buy more American-made goods and services, they have not forgotten the rest of the world while Washington dawdles. Seoul recently completed a set of trade talks with the European Union and it’s making rapid progress on a pact with Australia. There is talk of a Northeast Asia free-trade zone that would provide China and Japan with new advantages in selling to South Korean consumers.

If these competitors start to take market share from U.S. companies and workers, it will be a direct result of Washington’s refusal to take trade seriously. And once we lose it, it's hard to get it back!

"The U.S. runs the risk of losing the Korean market within a decade if we can't get a free-trade agreement ratified," said Jong-hyun Choi, Minister for Economic Affairs for the South Korean Embassy, who met with global pork producers in Iowa last week, according to the Des Moines Register.

Many Democrats have resisted new trade measures, but not all of them. In fact, the U.S.-Korea agreement attracts strong levels of bipartisan support. Democratic senator John Kerry of Massachusetts and Republican senator Dick Lugar of Indiana--the two top members of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee--recently urged Obama to press for the pact. They noted its economic benefits and also said its approval “would be considered a significant show of solidarity with a close and reliable ally.”
Obama has talked up trade, but so far his talk has not amounted to action. He came into office promising that his leadership would improve America’s standing in the world. Right now, that means pushing for an economically responsible trade deal that would help a steadfast ally in a moment of crisis.
GOP Control Good—Korea FTA Key to Alliance 

FTA key to U.S.-South Korean alliance

Asia Pulse ’07 (2-15, Lexis)

   Stakes are high. Two-way trade between South Korea, the world's 11th largest economy, and the U.S. reached US$74 billion in 2006. Some studies show that if a deal is adopted, it would increase the total trade by 20 percent.    South Korean officials also emphasized the negotiations are politically important amid some signs of friction with the U.S., notably because of the North Korean nuclear crisis that broke out in late 2002.    "If the FTA is signed, it will be the most important event in South Korea-U.S. relations since the signing of the mutual military alliance in 1953," said Park Yoon-shik, a professor at George Washington University.

Alliance collapsing now ---- FTA is a crucial lynchpin

Winder 07 (Joseph AB, Fmr President - Korea Economic Institute of America, Nautilus Institute Policy Forum, 1-9, http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/07002Winder.html)

A successful negotiation of the KORUS FTA and its subsequent ratification by the U.S. Congress and the Korean National Assembly would be a concrete manifestation of the health of the overall relationship. It would demonstrate to the Korean people the determination of the United States to remain a strong, reliable partner for Korea and ease doubts about the long-term U.S. commitment to the relationship. Compromise language on products produced in the Kaesong Industrial Zone would show Koreans that the United States is not trying to block peaceful change on the peninsula. Since the KORUS FTA would be the first U.S. bilateral FTA with a Northeast Asian country, it would boost Korea's standing in the region and ease fears in both Korea and China that the United States is relying solely on Japan to anchor its presence in the Northeast Asia. Such a demonstration of the U.S. commitment to Korea and the value it attaches to the U.S.-Korea relationship should provide Koreans with a sense of pride and self-confidence that would ameliorate their feelings of unequal status in the relationship and permit the evolution of the U.S.-Korea alliance on the basis of hard-headed assessment of mutual interests. Korea's need for a good security relationship with a powerful, far away friend with no territorial designs on the country has not disappeared.
Deal key to revive the alliance

Joongang News 06 (2-23, Lexis)

Korea and the United States have announced that they have started free trade agreement negotiations. Excluding Singapore ― a city-state ― and Australia, this is the first free trade pact the United States is making with a key player in Asia.  In the negotiation process, the two countries may hold fierce debates to protect their own weak areas. During this, conflict between different interest groups at home may get deeper and some of the debates could shift to become ideological disputes.  Yet, for Korea, which chose an open free trade system, free trade agreements are a fact that cannot be avoided. They are also a global trend. This is proved by the fact that since the World Trade Organization was launched in 1995, free trade agreements have thrived and now 95 countries worldwide have concluded trade pacts. Such an agreement not only has huge significance from an economic aspect but also on the levels of security and strategy. In 1985, the United States made its first agreement with Israel, considering its military strategy. It chose Bahrain and Jordan for free trade pacts after 9/11.  Even U.S. trade representatives have said that the goal of a free trade agreement is to heighten U.S. economic and strategic gains.  China and Japan also use free trade agreements as part of a regional strategy operation. One example is that Japan chose India as a priority trade partner after China signed a free trade pact for goods with the Association of South East Asian Nations, also known as Asean. The relationship between Korea and the United States until now was a firm security alliance to prevent the spread of communism. Although the threat from North Korea still exists, the base for the alliance has weakened since the communist bloc collapsed. The relationship between the two countries also suffered substantial damage after left-wing nationalism gained strength in Korea. Therefore, pressure is increasing for the two countries to progress to a more inclusive alliance in an environment where the values of democracy and the market economy are spreading. The announcement of free trade agreement negotiations is an expression of a will to establish a more developed general alliance, not only in ideology and military on a security level, but also in economic gains. Through a free trade agreement, we expect the two nations can settle the tension between them and move toward a comprehensive and mature alliance that is upgraded to match the times.
US-SK Alliance Good Impacts
Alliance solves Korean proliferation

Mack 96 (Andrew, Prof IR –  Australian National University, “Proliferation inNortheast Asia,” Occasional Paper No. 28 July http://www.stimson.org/wmd/pdf/mack.pdf)

Only a tiny minority of South Koreans is prepared to argue publicly that the South should withdraw from the NPT and acquire nuclear weapons—not least because acquisition would place relations with the United States in crisis and put ROK access to US nuclear technology at risk. The United States “nuclear umbrella,” some analysts argue, has negated the South Korean need

for a bomb. Indeed, in 1974 President Park claimed that the South was capable of making nuclear weapons, “but would refrain from doing so as long as the US nuclear umbrella remained over Korea.”87 Seoul in the past has used American concern about its potential to go nuclear as a lever to maintain US conventional military support. The United States, on the other hand, has

threatened to break its alliance with Seoul if the South acquires the bomb.
That causes global nuclear war

Cirincione 2K (Joseph, Dir – Non-Proliferation Project, CEIP, Foreign Policy, 3-22, Lexis)

The blocks would fall quickest and hardest in Asia, where proliferation pressures are already building more quickly than anywhere else in the world. If a nuclear breakout takes place in Asia, then the international arms control agreements that have been painstakingly negotiated over the past 40 years will crumble. Moreover, the United States could find itself embroiled in its fourth war on the Asian continent in six decades--a costly rebuke to those who seek the safety of Fortress America by hiding behind national missile defenses. Consider what is already happening: North Korea continues to play guessing games with its nuclear and missile programs; South Korea wants its own missiles to match Pyongyang's; India and Pakistan shoot across borders while running a slow-motion nuclear arms race; China modernizes its nuclear arsenal amid tensions with Taiwan and the United States; Japan's vice defense minister is forced to resign after extolling the benefits of nuclear weapons; and Russia--whose Far East nuclear deployments alone make it the largest Asian nuclear power--struggles to maintain territorial coherence. Five of these states have nuclear weapons; the others are capable of constructing them. Like neutrons firing from a split atom, one nation's actions can trigger reactions throughout the region, which in turn, stimulate additional actions. These nations form an interlocking Asian nuclear reaction chain that vibrates dangerously with each new development. If the frequency and intensity of this reaction cycle increase, critical decisions taken by any one of these governments could cascade into the second great wave of nuclear-weapon proliferation, bringing regional and global economic and political instability and, perhaps, the first combat use of a nuclear weapon since 1945.

US-South Korean relations are key to regional stability

Blair and Hanley ’01 (Admiral Dennis C., Commander-in-Chief – US Pacific Command, and Dr. John. T. Strategic Adviser – Asia, Washington Quarterly, Winter, Lexis)

The way ahead in Northeast Asia is to reinvigorate U.S. bilateral alliances with Japan and South Korea by clarifying their broader strategic purpose and direction. A decade after the end of the Cold War, U.S. exercises with Japanese self-defense forces need to move beyond scenarios involving the invasion of Japan. They need to address more directly the provisions of the defense guidelines and to develop skills to cooperate on the broader security agenda as Japan accepts a greater role in regional security. U.S. forces in South Korea and Japan do much more than deter North Korean aggression. They reassure these countries of the continuing U.S. commitment to our mutual defense treaties. U.S. forces forward-stationed in these countries anchor U.S. commitments to extended nuclear deterrence. As reconciliation on the Korean Peninsula and across the Taiwan Strait progresses, U.S. forward-stationed forces in Japan and South Korea will remain an essential part of a security equilibrium, removing incentives for major strategic realignments or the buildup of independent military capabilities that would raise tensions and spark arms races in the region. These forces will also remain the best positioned U.S. forces to work with armed forces throughout the Asia-Pacific region on shared interests in security and peaceful development.

Asian conflict triggers global nuclear war

Dibb 01 (Paul, Prof – Australian National University, Strategic Trends: Asia at a Crossroads, Naval War College Review, Winter, http://www.nwc.navy.mil/press/Review/2001/Winter/art2-w01.htm)

The areas of maximum danger and instability in the world today are in Asia, followed by the Middle East and parts of the former Soviet Union. The strategic situation in Asia is more uncertain and potentially threatening than anywhere in Europe. Unlike in Europe, it is possible to envisage war in Asia involving the major powers: remnants of Cold War ideological confrontation still exist across the Taiwan Straits and on the Korean Peninsula; India and Pakistan have nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles, and these two countries are more confrontational than at any time since the early 1970s; in Southeast Asia, Indonesia—which is the world’s fourth-largest country—faces a highly uncertain future that could lead to its breakup. The Asia-Pacific region spends more on defense (about $150 billion a year) than any other part of the world except the United States and Nato Europe. China and Japan are amongst the top four or five global military spenders. Asia also has more nuclear powers than any other region of the world. Asia’s security is at a crossroads: the region could go in the direction of peace and cooperation, or it could slide into confrontation and military conflict. There are positive tendencies, including the resurgence of economic growth and the spread of democracy, which would encourage an optimistic view. But there are a number of negative tendencies that must be of serious concern. There are deep-seated historical, territorial, ideological, and religious differences in Asia. Also, the region has no history of successful multilateral security cooperation or arms control. Such multilateral institutions as the Association of Southeast Asian Nations and the ASEAN Regional Forum have shown themselves to be ineffective when confronted with major crises.

US-SK Alliance Good Impacts

South Korean FTA is key to prevent global trade wars

Sang-Keun 06 (Byun, senior columnist of the Joongang Ilbo, “Work for a win-win agreement,” JoongAng Ilbo, Korea, http://www.bilaterals.org/article.php3?id_article=3746)

When the world is making strenuous efforts to realize multilateral trade liberalization centered on the World Trade Organization, the competition over bilateral and regional "mating" seems to be contradictory. Free trade agreements have two aspects. They are steppingstones to liberalization in the sense that countries with identical or complementary goals first enter free trade agreements then ultimately realize global trade liberalization by broadening their scope. On the other hand, "free trade pacts between countries concerned" can be exclusive to others in the short and mid-term periods. The WTO system is seeing a rough going due to the resistance of anti-globalization and anti-liberalization forces. If the WTO system ends in failure, bilateral and regional agreements will become the minimum safety net to avoid trade wars. Therefore, unless a country is closely knitted into a web of free trade agreements, it is bound to be a loner. Although the world’s 11th-largest trading power, Korea is a latecomer in making such agreements. In this regard, an agreement between Korea and the United States is not a matter of choice but one of necessity, and the sooner the better. Some strongly argue that trade agreements should be made with China and Japan first but, despite six previous negotiations, an agreement with Japan is at a deadlock, and China has yet to meet the qualifications to join the World Trade Organization. The United States is our second-largest export market, behind China, and Korea is the seventh-largest trading partner of the United States. For this reason, an agreement between Korea and the United States is drawing attention worldwide as the biggest event in 15 years, since the North American Free Trade Agreement was reached.

Extinction

Copley News Service 99 (December 1, L/N) 

For decades, many children in America and other countries went to bed fearing annihilation by nuclear war. The specter of nuclear winter freezing the life out of planet Earth seemed very real. Activists protesting the World Trade Organization's meeting in Seattle apparently have forgotten that threat. The truth is that nations join together in groups like the WTO not just to further their own prosperity, but also to forestall conflict with other nations. In a way, our planet has traded in the threat of a worldwide nuclear war for the benefit of cooperative global economics. Some Seattle protesters clearly fancy themselves to be in the mold of nuclear disarmament or anti-Vietnam War protesters of decades past. But they're not. They're special-interest activists, whether the cause is environmental, labor or paranoia about global government. Actually, most of the demonstrators in Seattle are very much unlike yesterday's peace activists, such as Beatle John Lennon or philosopher Bertrand Russell, the father of the nuclear disarmament movement, both of whom urged people and nations to work together rather than strive against each other. These and other war protesters would probably approve of 135 WTO nations sitting down peacefully to discuss economic issues that in the past might have been settled by bullets and bombs. As long as nations are trading peacefully, and their economies are built on exports to other countries, they have a major disincentive to wage war. That's why bringing China, a budding superpower, into the WTO is so important. As exports to the United States and the rest of the world feed Chinese prosperity, and that prosperity increases demand for the goods we produce, the threat of hostility diminishes. Many anti-trade protesters in Seattle claim that only multinational corporations benefit from global trade, and that it's the everyday wage earners who get hurt.  That's just plain wrong. First of all, it's not the military-industrial complex benefiting. It's U.S. companies that make high-tech goods. And those companies provide a growing number of jobs for Americans. In San Diego, many people have good jobs at Qualcomm, Solar Turbines and other companies for whom overseas markets are essential. In Seattle, many of the 100,000 people who work at Boeing would lose their livelihoods without world trade. Foreign trade today accounts for 30 percent of our gross domestic product. That's a lot of jobs for everyday workers. Growing global prosperity has helped counter the specter of nuclear winter. 
US-SK Alliance Good Impacts

FTA key to the South Korean economy

Cutler ’06 (Wendy, Assistant U.S. Trade Rep, “United States-South Korean Free Trade Agreement: A Win-Win Proposition, 3-7, http://seoul.usembassy.gov/rok20060307.html)

Korea is also expected to benefit substantially from this agreement.  Reading through just some of the flurry of news reports, op-ed pieces, government statements, and Korean economic analysis, the major gains to Korea appear to fall into four main areas.  First, an FTA with the United States is predicted to produce significant economic benefits for the Korean economy, increasing Korea’s real GDP by as much as 2%, establishing a foundation for Korea to achieve per capita income to as high as $30,000, boosting exports to the United States by 15%, and creating 100,000 new jobs. Second, Korean consumers should also benefit immensely, enjoying lower prices for daily commodities and special purchases.  An FTA will contribute to Korea’s goal to become an advanced service economy by contributing to economic reform and deregulation in essential services sectors.  In addition, the tariff reductions that will come as part of the agreement will benefit key Korean export products.

South Korean economic collapse goes global

Ejaz ’98 (Dr. Manzur, Prof Philosophy – U Punjab, Columnist For BBC, The Nation, and The News, “Pakistan Can Learn From South Korea’s Economic Woes”, 1-5, http://users.erols.com/ziqbal/jan_5.htm)

After dragging their feet for weeks, US, Japan and other industrial nations led by the IMF have decided to pump another $10 billion into the South Korean economy. The major economic players in the globalized world were scared by the impact of the imminent possibility of breakdown of the South Korean: it could lead to a worldwide recession/depression and the situation may get out-of-hand quickly. The South Korean example shows that if the economy is of a significant size--South Koreans have the tenth largest economy in the world--and globalized, the economic superpowers and the IMF can go to any extent to rescue it. Otherwise, in cases like Pakistan, the major players don't do much other than issue soothing statements or throwing in meager amounts.     Japan's economy has been in a lot of trouble for many years and the South Korean economic collapse can further deteriorate the situation: many Japanese financial institutions have become insolvent. The US economy is at its best for now but it can easily tailspin. The IMF has already warned that the present pace of the US economic growth is unsustainable and if proper measures are not taken, it can get into very serious trouble. Therefore, the US and Japan are acting to rescue the South Korean economy, primarily due to self their interests and only partly because of any benevolent reason. Following are the major considerations behind the rescue plan: --The East Asian currencies in general and South Korean in particular have lost about half of their value in the last few months. This means that their exported goods will become much cheaper and the goods produced in Japan and other industrialized countries will not be able to compete with them. Consequently, several production units in the industrialized countries will cease to produce, leading to layoffs and, hence, recession. Therefore, to prop up the battered currencies of South Korea and other East Asian countries is vital for the survival of the industrialized world. --The collapse of South Korean and other East Asian economies will eliminate their ability to import goods from abroad. At present, the US produces high-value goods like machinery, airplanes and defense weapons etc. East Asia, having the sizeable economies and high per capita income, is one of the major markets for the US. If US exports suffer, not only its balance of trade will tilt against it--having serious economic implications-- but also its production will suffer giving rise to recession. Of course, US would like to avert such eventuality at any cost. --South Korea owes more than $160 billion to the foreign banks. If it defaults on its payments and goes bankrupt, many banks in Japan, US and other western nations will get into a serious crunch: many may burst. Although, it is claimed that US banks have not a major exposure in this situation but active maneuvering by the six US largest banks to get this package approved shows that the world banking system has very high stakes in this crisis. --US government officials are anxious to forestall a South Korean default because they fear it would cause a further loss of confidence in other emerging market economies, conceivably leading to worldwide recession. Further, US multinational corporations are major players in the world economy and a deterioration of the emerging markets can lower their profits triggering a downward spiral of the US stock and bond markets. East Asian crisis has already started showing its negative impact on the Wall Street: US stocks market has already lost about 8% to 10% of its value in the last few months. 
GOP Control Good—Peace Process Bad impact Module

Republican control of the House blocks Obama’s efforts to pressure Israel over the peace process 

Benn 1/21/10 (Aluf, Haaretz Correspondent, “Obama’s Lost Senate Seat is a Victory for Netanyahu” 2010 http://74.125.95.132/search?q=cache:VEerMmWkvFIJ:www.haaretz.com/hasen/spages/1143891.html+Benn+Netanyahu+understood+he+must+withstand+the+pressure+until+his+right-wing+supporters+recapture+a+position+of+power+on+Capitol+Hill&cd=2&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us)

Over the past nine months, Netanyahu has managed to curb pressure from Obama, who enjoys a Democratic majority in both houses of Congress. Now, however, Obama will be more dependent on the support of his Republican rivals, the supporters and friends of Netanyahu. No Israeli politician matches his steps to the political goings-on in the U.S. as much as Netanyahu. He dragged out negotiations over the settlement freeze and then decided it would last for 10 months and end in September - just in time for U.S. Congressional elections in which Democrats are expected to suffer heavy losses.   Netanyahu understood he must withstand the pressure until his right-wing supporters recapture a position of power on Capitol Hill and work to rein in the White House's political activities. The election in Massachusetts, one of the most liberal states in America, will from this moment on be a burden for Obama.   Proponents of the peace process will view this as a missed opportunity for Obama, who spent his first year in office on fruitless diplomatic moves that failed to restart talks between Israel and the Palestinians. From now on, it will be harder for Obama. Congressional support is essential to the political process and in the current political atmosphere in the U.S. - in which the parties are especially polarized - Netanyahu can rely on Republican support to thwart pressure on Israel.   If Obama's popularity continues to dive and the Republicans recapture at least one of the houses of Congress in November, Netanyahu and his partners will be able to breathe deep and continue expanding settlements in the West Bank and East Jerusalem.
Pressuring Israel to accept the peace process creates a Palestinian state—this will destroy Israel and encourage Arab-led WMD attacks

Beres 12/15/04 (Louis Rene, Prof of Poly Sci @ Purdue, "Avoiding The `Road Map` After Arafat," http://www.milnet.com/beres/after-arafat.html)

Arafat is gone, but the "Road Map" remains. Indeed, regarding Israel`s continuance in the Middle East, absolutely nothing has changed in the Palestinian Authority or in the Arab world generally. Notwithstanding President Bush`s explicit plea for a "Two State Solution," the PA and its allies still see only one state. This State of Palestine would include all of Judea, Samaria and Gaza, and ALL of the rest of Israel. 

So why should Israel follow the Road Map, a route leading directly to its own extinction? Cartographically, Israel is already the victim of an Arab genocide. Why, then, should the leaders and people of Israel now permit the Arabs to proceed from maps to flesh and blood annihilation? 

Irony still surrounds the Road Map to peace in the Middle East. Should this deadly plan create the impression that it can put a halt to Palestinian terrorism — perhaps by carefully coordinated Arab orchestration of a temporary halt to terror violence — Israel would then be under increasing pressure to accept a Palestinian state. This is especially the case if Prime Minister Sharon should proceed simultaneously with his declared policy of "disengagement" from Gaza. 

To be sure, once codified, the new enemy state of Palestine would move as soon as practicable to implement final stages of the never-withdrawn 1974 PLO "Phased Plan" for Israel`s dismemberment. 

For Israel, the Road Map is a "lose-lose" proposition. If the post-Arafat Palestinian Authority cannot prevent further acts of anti-Israel terror (or remains itself actively committed to such acts), the Jewish state will still suffer inhumane attacks upon its civilians. If, however, the post-Arafat PA can and will reign in Hamas, Islamic Jihad and several militant Fatah factions — that is, if it can be "successful" — a permanent Palestinian terror state will almost certainly be established in Judea, Samaria (West Bank) and Gaza. This state of "Palestine" will create several new levels of security nightmare for Israel, including a mobilizing point of hostility for "Israeli Arabs" and a launching point for future WMD aggressions against Jewish populations.

GOP Control Good—Peace Process Bad impact Module

This escalates to global nuclear war AND it’s the most probable scenario for extinction 


Chomsky 99 (Noam, Political Commentator + Prof of Linguistics @ MIT, Fateful Triangle: The United States, Israel, and the Palestinians, p. 449)

The disasters threatening the Palestinians and Israel are evident enough.  It also does not take a great deal of thought to perceive the risks to the United States, and in fact the entire world, from the unresolved Israel-Arab conflict.  The world contains many trouble spots, but none pose such dangers of superpower confrontation as the Middle East, and of the many conflicts in this region, none approaches the Israel-Arab conflict--and at its heart, the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians--in the threat it poses of global, nuclear war.  In comparison, the threat of a superpower confrontation in Europe, or elsewhere, seems slight.  Sheer self-interest alone, apart from anything else, should make it a priority item for Americans--of for anyone interested in survival--to seek a resolution of this conflict.  The question is a particularly urgent one for Americans to address in light of the role of U.S. rejectionism in perpetuating the conflict and undermining the possibility for political settlement.

GOP Control Good—Stops Peace Process

Democratic losses in the midterms enable Netanyahu to fight off US pressure to resume the peace process 

Kerstein 3-10 (Benjamin, Senior Writer – New Ledger, “Biden in Israel” The New Ledger 2010, http://newledger.com/2010/03/biden-in-israel/)

Second, it would play into what may be Netanyahu’s long term strategy in regard to the Obama administration. He may be convinced (as many Israelis are) that Obama is at best indifferent and at worst hostile to Israel’s interests, and that any serious resumption of the peace process at Obama’s hands can only be to Israel’s disadvantage. As a result, Netanyahu’s plan may be to simply wait Obama out. Aware of the fact that American public opinion is still overwhelmingly pro-Israel and equally aware of Obama’s growing domestic unpopularity, Netanyahu could simply be playing out the clock until the midterm American elections in November, expecting – not unreasonably – that the Democrats will be handed a major defeat and a far weaker and more pliant Obama administration will be the result. If this is the case, then Netanyahu’s tactics would be well within the Israeli political tradition. Israel’s first prime minister, David Ben-Gurion, for example, tended to feign illness in order to stave off meetings at which uncomfortable demands would be made. While he has done nothing so crude, Netanyahu may nonetheless have succeeded in staving off the possibility of painful negotiations – and possible concessions – at relatively low political cost and, in terms of his coalition, possible political advantage.

Peace Process Bad Impacts

Successful implementation of the Road Map results in the creation of a Palestinian state—this threatens Israel's survival, encourages Arab wars of aggression, and leads to the creation of an anti-American terrorist regime

Beres 12/15/04 (Louis Rene, Prof of Poly Sci @ Purdue, "Avoiding The `Road Map` After Arafat," http://www.milnet.com/beres/after-arafat.html)

If one believes that we in the United States have a homeland security problem, it pales beside what would happen to Israel immediately following the creation of a Palestinian state. This issue could even pose the single most serious existential hazard of a Palestinian state to Israel. It could involve essential infringements on Israeli-Arab civil liberties and a resultant backlash of Israeli-Arab terrorism and/or still wider Arab/Islamic wars of aggression. 

The Arab world is presently comprised of 22 states containing nearly five million square miles and 144 million people. The wider Islamic world contains 44 states with more than 1 billion people. These Islamic states comprise an area 672 times the size of Israel. The State of Israel, with a population of about five million Jews, would fit two times into Lake Michigan. The Sinai Desert, which Israel ceded to Egypt in the 1979 treaty in exchange for vague and still unfulfilled promises of "friendship," is itself three times larger than the entire State of Israel. 

Maps tell much of the story. Just a brief glance at maps of the Middle East reveal, on their face, the inherent contradictions of Palestinian claims and expectations. Nonetheless, it is probably too late for pointing out the obvious, and Israel will surely have to base its future security on the particular way it chooses to deal with the Road Map. 

As outright rejection, the best way, is perhaps no longer possible, Prime Minister Sharon should now acknowledge that a "successful" Road Map would provide the very worst route for Israel and promptly re-think his own perilous plan for "disengagement." From the standpoint of American interests in the region, it is clear that a Palestinian state would be entirely injurious and should now be opposed in all of its possible forms. Although such recognition would represent an abrupt about-face from existing policy, the indisputable alternative would be the birth of yet another anti-American terror regime in the Middle East.

Peace Process crushes Israeli strategic depth

Beres ’96 (Louis Rene, Prof PoliSci – Purdue and PhD – Princeton, 18 Loy. L.A. Int'l & Comp. L.J. 767, Sept)

The Peace Process produces territorial transfers and surrenders to an expanding Palestinian authority, a nascent Palestinian state, and to existing Arab states. Gradually, such transfers will assuredly shrink Israel's strategic depth and create inviolate Palestinian sanctuaries for terrorist preparations. If the Peace Process leads to nuclear terrorist acts against Israel, some of Israel's Islamic state enemies may be more inclined to initiate war, 23 and possibly even unconventional war, against the Jewish State. Conversely, if the Peace Process encourages these state enemies to initiate war 24 before a nuclear terrorist act against [*776]  Israel, such war may itself give rise to nuclear terrorist attack. In that situation, the Peace Process would indirectly generate nuclear terrorism, not as an immediate consequence of lost territories, but as the result of war occasioned by enemy state calculations of cost-effectiveness.

Arab pre-emptive strikes on Israel result

Beres ’97 (Louis Rene, Prof PoliSci – Purdue and PhD – Princeton, 12 Am. U.J. Int'l L. & Pol'y 267, Lexis)

Regarding the Oslo Accords and Israel's vulnerability to war, 46 Israeli security is now increasingly dependent upon nuclear weapons and strategy. 47 Faced with a codified and substantial loss of territories - a loss that might still be enlarged by transfer of the Golan Heights to Syria 48 - the Jewish State will have to decide on how to compensate for its diminished strategic depth. 49 While this shrinkage does not necessarily increase Israel's existential vulnerability to unconventional missile attack, it certainly does increase that state's susceptibility to attacking ground forces and to subsequent enemy occupation. Moreover, enemy states will almost certainly interpret the loss of strategic depth 50 as a significant weakening of [*278]  Israel's overall defense posture, an interpretation that could lead to great incentives for an enemy to strike first. Implementation of the Oslo Accords would most certainly sacrifice Israel's strategic depth and result in a Palestinian state. Furthermore, the geostrategic victory of the Islamic world would lead to an Arab and Iranian 51 perception of an ongoing and unstoppable momentum against the Jewish State, a jihad-centered perception of military inevitability that would reiterate the policies of war. Recognizing such perceptions, Israel could be forced to take its bomb out of the "basement," 52 and/or it could have to accept a greater willingness to launch preemptive strikes against enemy hard targets. 53
Peace Process Bad Impacts

Creation of a Palestinian state threatens Israeli strategic depth—substantially raises the risk of nuclear conflict

Beres 03 (Louis Rene, Prof of Poly Sci @ Purdue, "After Iraq: A Palestinian State and Regional Nuclear War," 3/27, www.tzemach.org/fyi/docs/beres/mar27-03.htm)

Until now, fears of a nuclear war in the Middle East have generally focussed on Iraq. Yet, when the current war against Saddam Hussein is concluded, it is highly unlikely that Iraq will be in any position to acquire nuclear weapons. A new Arab state of "Palestine," on the other hand, would have decidedly serious implications for certain regional resorts to nuclear conflict. Newly endowed with a so-called "Prime Minister," this state, although itself non-nuclear, would greatly heighten the prospect of catastrophic nuclear war in the area. 

If all goes well for the United States in Operation Iraqi Freedom, President Bush will feel compelled to reward Arab state allies and supporters with a dedicated American effort to create a Palestinian state. This state, tied closely to a broad spectrum of terrorist groups and flanking 70 percent of Israel's population, would utterly eliminate Israel's remaining strategic depth. With limited capacity to defend an already fragile land and facing a new enemy country resolutely committed to Israel's annihilation, Jerusalem would have to undertake even more stringent methods of counterterrorism and self-defense against aggression. Various new forms of preemption, known under international law as anticipatory self-defense, would be unavoidable. Significantly, a strong emphasis on preemption has now become the recognizable core of President Bush's national security policy for the United States.

A Palestinian state markedly increases Israel's vulnerability to attack by hostile neighbors—the result is Arab-led genocide and global terrorism

Beres 03 (Louis Rene, Prof of Poly Sci @ Purdue, "After Iraq: A Palestinian State and Regional Nuclear War," 3/27, www.tzemach.org/fyi/docs/beres/mar27-03.htm)

If Israel should soon face a new state of Palestine, the Jewish state's vulnerability to armed attack by hostile neighbors will increase markedly. If this diminished safety is accompanied by the spread of unconventional weapons to certain hostile states, which now seems certain, Israel could find itself confronting not only war, but genocide. It is also clear that Israel's own nuclear infrastructures will become increasingly vulnerable to surprise attack from Palestinian territories. 

A new state of Palestine would preoccupy Israeli military forces to a much greater extent than does the current "intifada". Even if it were able to resist takeover by one of the other Islamic states in the region, a takeover accomplished either directly or by insurgent surrogates, Palestine would surely become a favored launching-point for unconventional terrorism against Israel. Various promises notwithstanding, Islamic insurgents would continue to celebrate frenzied violence against Israel's women and children as the essence of "national liberation." Drawing upon fierce Palestinian hatreds of America, a state of Palestine would also provide a sympathetic host to various terrorist enemies of the United States. This would include Al Qaeda, which already has close ties to Hamas, Islamic Jihad, and Fatah. 

Peace Process Bad Impacts

Creation of a Palestinian state emboldens Islamic terrorists to engage in WMD terrorism against the US

Beres 03 (Louis Rene, Prof of Poly Sci @ Purdue, "After Iraq: A Palestinian State and Regional Nuclear War," 3/27, www.tzemach.org/fyi/docs/beres/mar27-03.htm)

Recognizing an "improved" configuration of forces vis-a-vis Israel, a larger number of Islamic enemy states would calculate that they now confront a smaller, more beleaguered adversary. Further, they would understand that a coordinated effort by certain countries that possess or are in the process of acquiring pertinent ballistic missiles could possibly endanger Israel's very survival. Taken together with the fact that global support for Israel is always weak and that individual or combined chemical/biological/nuclear warfare capabilities could bring enormous harm to Israel, the creation of Palestine would tip the balance of power in the Middle East decisively. It is unlikely that Israel could physically survive next to a Palestinian state, a state that always defines itself as extending "from the Sea to the River." It is also unlikely that Palestine would prevent its territory from being used as a base of expanded Islamic terrorist operations against the United States - operations that could even involve weapons of mass destruction. 

The full strategic implications of an independent Palestine should now be carefully considered. Israel has much to fear, more than any other state on the face of the earth. The people of Israel, not the people of "Palestine," are the only ones who could soon face organized extermination. As for the United States, it too will incur substantially increased levels of insecurity following establishment of a Palestinian state. It follows that President Bush should now consider carefully that an exchange of Iraq for "Palestine" would be foolishly shortsighted and very dangerous. A Faustian bargain, it could wind up engulfing both Israel and the United States in yet another cauldron of war and terrorism.

Creation of a Palestinian state results in WMD attacks against Israel, Europe and the US

Beres 05 (Louis Rene, Prof of Poly Sci @ Purdue, "If You Liked Fallujah, You`ll Love `Palestine`," 1/5, www.tzemach.org/fyi/docs/beres/20050105.htm)

Moreover, as a fully sovereign state unencumbered by any outside military forces, its predictable preparations for new spasms of war and terror would proceed with utterly no constraint or inhibition. In time, "Palestine" would surely become the launching point for direct WMD attacks upon neighboring Israel and, indirectly, for WMD terror against certain parts of Europe and the United States. 

We know from the history of this long-bloodied planet that there are both crimes of passion and crimes of logic, but the two need not always be mutually exclusive. If a Palestinian state is soon to be carved out of the still-living body of Israel, Arab/Islamic terrorists and murderers will recognize immediately that atrocity may also yield significant political victory. Combining De Sade with Clausewitz, PLO, Hamas and their Palestinian sister organizations will assuredly begin to fashion an entire country animated by the savage sentiments of Fallujah and Ramallah. 

Creation of a Palestinian state subjects the entire Middle East to Iraq-like chaos

Beres 05 (Louis Rene, Prof of Poly Sci @ Purdue, "If You Liked Fallujah, You`ll Love `Palestine`," 1/5, www.tzemach.org/fyi/docs/beres/20050105.htm)

As the events in Fallujah essentially reproduced those in Ramallah, so too would a state of "Palestine" quickly resemble and export the chaotic conditions of present-day Iraq. Leaving aside the many valid reasons why a Palestinian state is unwarranted according to international law, creation of such an additional Arab/Islamic country today would undoubtedly enlarge existential risks to Israel and would clearly provide yet another secure base for suicide-bombing terrorism in the region. 

Peace Process Bad Impacts

Creation of a Palestinian state undermines Israeli strategic depth—risks catastrophic conflict in the region

Friedman 03 (George, Syndicated Columnist + Author, The Australian, 8/25)

On the other side, the creation of a Palestinian state would place Israel in perpetual jeopardy. Israel's geography is such that a Palestinian state will always represent a potential threat to the survival of Israel. Israel has no strategic depth if Palestine exists. Over time, promises between nations have little value. All it would take is a shift in the Palestinian position or a shift in Israel's technological advantage and the result could be catastrophic.
A settlement would risk the existence of both Palestinians and Israelis. Palestinians would be faced with perpetual dependency and vulnerability, Israel with military catastrophe in the unforeseen future. The problem is simply that the land is not large enough for two nations. At the same time, neither people is about to disappear.

The Road Map results in a Palestinian state and the returning of the Golan Heights to Syria—undermines Israeli strategic depth

Owens 03 (Mackubin, contributing editor of National Review Online + professor of strategy and force planning at the Naval War College, Jerusalem Post, 5/16)

Israel marginally improved its strategic depth by seizing the Golan Heights, the West Bank of the Jordan, and the Sinai in 1967, which subsequently has reverted to Egypt. Now, the so-called "road map" for Middle East peace will lead to the creation of a Palestinian state in the West Bank and a return of the Golan Heights to Syria. These steps will remove what little strategic depth Israel currently has.

The Road Map will inevitably fail—there's only a risk it increases the risk of war in the region

Elon 04 (Binyamin, Israeli Cabinet Minister, "The Right Road to Peace," http://www.therightroadtopeace.com/eng/MainPlanEng.html)

The establishment of a Palestinian state in Judea, Samaria and Gaza (the West Bank), as proposed in plans such as the "Road Map", will only prolong the Arab- Israeli conflict and exact a heavy toll in human life. 

As in previous failed agreements, this current one also defers the solution of the real problems that perpetuate the conflict: 

   The Palestinian demand for the right of return of refugees to areas within the State of Israel.  

   The rehabilitation of Palestinian refugees.  

   The status of Jerusalem.  

   The nature of the Palestinian state and its borders.  

Within a short time, these unresolved problems will resurface and draw the region into yet another war. 

While based on the principle of "two states for two nations", the proposed Road Map does not achieve that goal. 

It is not a "two state solution" at all. Without the complete destruction of Israel, Palestinian Arabs can only be offered a state-like entity, unable to sign international agreements, without an army and made up of a number of small and overcrowded fragments of territory. 

This quasi-state would not have natural borders. Rather, population centers on both sides will straddle the border, perpetuating continued friction between Israelis and Palestinians. 

The Palestinian entity's economy will be permanently dependent on Israel. 

This entity would be an Israeli protectorate, leading to an intensification of the sense of humiliation felt by Palestinian Arabs who would aspire to encroach further into Israeli territory. 

Peace Process Bad Impacts

The Road Map would critically impair Israeli strategic depth and conventional deterrence—raises the risk of regional nuclear war

Beres 1/12/05 (Louis Rene, Prof of Poly Sci @ Purdue, "The Meaning Of `Palestine` For Israeli Security And Regional Nuclear War," http://www.jewishpress.com/news_article.asp?article=4576)

A new state of "Palestine" will very likely be carved out of the still-living body of Israel. Supported by the President of the United States, this 23rd Arab state will quickly try to extend, incrementally, even within the "Green Line" boundaries of Israel itself. Strategically, this Palestinian state — tied to many terrorist groups and flanking 70 percent of Israel`s population — will have a widely injurious impact on Israel`s survival options. It will, therefore, strongly affect future war in the Middle East.

Even in the absence of a Palestinian state, Israel`s survival will continue to require purposeful self-reliance in military matters. Such reliance, in turn, would still demand: (1) a comprehensive nuclear strategy involving deterrence, preemption and warfighting capabilities; and (2) a corollary conventional strategy.

Significantly, however, the birth of "Palestine" would affect these strategies in several important ways. Most obviously, of course, a Palestinian state would make Israel`s conventional capabilities more problematic, and would thereby heighten the chances of a regional nuclear war.

Nuclear war could arrive in Israel not only as a "bolt-from-the-blue" surprise missile attack, but also as a result — intended or inadvertent — of escalation. If, for example, certain enemy states were to begin "only" conventional and/or biological attacks upon Israel, Jerusalem might respond, sooner or later, with fully nuclear reprisals. Or if these enemy states were to begin conventional attacks upon Israel, Jerusalem`s conventional reprisals might be met, in the future, with enemy nuclear counterstrikes. For now, this would become possible only if a currently still-nuclearizing Iran were spared any forms of Israeli or American preemptive interference — actions identifiable as "anticipatory self- defense" under international law.

It follows that a persuasive Israeli conventional deterrent, to the extent that it could prevent enemy state conventional and/or biological attacks in the first place, would substantially reduce Israel`s risk of escalatory exposure to a nuclear war.

But why should Israel need a conventional deterrent at all? Even after "Palestine," won`t enemy states desist from launching conventional and/or biological attacks upon Israel for plausible fear of a nuclear retaliation? Not necessarily. Aware that Israel would cross the nuclear threshold only in very extraordinary circumstances, these enemy states could be convinced — rightly or wrongly — that so long as their attacks remained entirely non-nuclear, Israel would always respond in kind.

The only credible way for Israel to deter large-scale conventional attacks after the creation of "Palestine" would be by maintaining visible and large-scale conventional capabilities. Of course, enemy states contemplating first-strike attacks using chemical and/or biological weapons are apt to take much more seriously Israel`s (newly disclosed or still undisclosed) nuclear deterrent. A strong conventional capability is needed by Israel essentially to deter or to preempt conventional attacks — attacks that could, if they were undertaken, lead quickly via escalation to various forms of unconventional war. Here, Oslo and "Road Map"-related expectations would critically impair Israel`s strategic depth and consequently, that country`s capacity to wage conventional warfare.

A2 Any Peace Process Good Turns

Geographical disputes doom any hope of Israeli/Palestinian peace process

Friedman 03 (George, Syndicated Columnist + Author, The Australian, 8/25, lexis)

The fundamental problem between Israelis and Palestinians is not that either are evil, but that geography makes a lasting settlement impossible. The Palestinian state envisioned in the Oslo accords is a political and economic abortion.
It is not only divided into two unconnected entities -- Gaza and the West Bank -- but it cannot possibly sustain itself economically, politically or militarily. It must immediately become dependent on an outside entity -- either on Israeli labour markets, Jordanian business or remittances from Palestinians in the US. It would be a state in name only and therefore no advocate of Palestinian statehood could accept it.
On the other side, the creation of a Palestinian state would place Israel in perpetual jeopardy. Israel's geography is such that a Palestinian state will always represent a potential threat to the survival of Israel. Israel has no strategic depth if Palestine exists. Over time, promises between nations have little value. All it would take is a shift in the Palestinian position or a shift in Israel's technological advantage and the result could be catastrophic.
A settlement would risk the existence of both Palestinians and Israelis. Palestinians would be faced with perpetual dependency and vulnerability, Israel with military catastrophe in the unforeseen future. The problem is simply that the land is not large enough for two nations. At the same time, neither people is about to disappear.
Since well before the founding of Israel, outsiders have been trying to come up with schemes that would satisfy all sides. For over half a century, the result has been predictable.
The only time that a genuine reversal from war to peace took place was between Egypt and Israel at Camp David. That was possible only because of geography -- the Sinai served as a buffer so that neither side had to depend on the other's word. Giving up the Sinai meant little to either side economically or socially.
But there is no Sinai separating the Israelis and Palestinians -- and there is no room to manoeuvre. Each attempt to force accommodation from the outside intensifies the tension and intensifies conflict. Each side hopes that an outside force will intervene on its behalf, forcing capitulation by the other. Thus, every peacemaking attempt results in intense efforts to trap the peacemaker in his own process.

Outside interference in the peace process only intensifies tension and conflict

Friedman 03 (George, Syndicated Columnist + Author, The Australian, 8/25, lexis)

But there is no Sinai separating the Israelis and Palestinians -- and there is no room to manoeuvre. Each attempt to force accommodation from the outside intensifies the tension and intensifies conflict. Each side hopes that an outside force will intervene on its behalf, forcing capitulation by the other. Thus, every peacemaking attempt results in intense efforts to trap the peacemaker in his own process.

GOP Control Good—Bipartisan Consensus Impact Module

GOP control of the House is key to sustainable, bipartisan policymaking—divided government encourages reasonable solutions

Rauch 3/25/10 (Jonathan, Guest Scholar in Governance Studies @ Brookings, "Around the Halls: Would Republican Control of the House be Better for the Obama Administration?" http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0325_halls_congress.aspx#rauch)

The health care bill’s enactment was a triumph for President Obama and one of America’s great stories of political true grit. But Obama cannot rest on his laurels, and the country cannot afford a power nap. The remaining challenges are daunting: the economy (especially employment); financial reform; energy and the environment; above all, an impending fiscal train wreck.

In the face of those challenges, here is a two-word prescription for a successful Obama presidency: Speaker Boehner.
The most important political change of the past half century is the Democrats’ and Republicans’ transformation from loose ideological coalitions to sharply distinct parties of the left and right. In Washington, the parties are now too far apart ideologically for either to count on winning support from the other side.

However, the country’s biggest problems are too large for one party to handle, at least in any consistent way. The Democrats did pass health reform on a party-line basis, a remarkable accomplishment, but they did it by the skin of their teeth and with a Senate supermajority which has evaporated. That is not a trick they can keep performing.

Under those conditions, the only way to achieve sustainable bipartisanship is to divide control of the government, forcing the parties to negotiate in order to get anything done. That pulls policy toward the center, which encourages reasonableness. And the very fact that both parties sign off on any given policy makes the public perceive that policy as more reasonable, which makes it less controversial and more sustainable. I think a bipartisan health-care reform would have been only, say, 30 percent different from the one the Democrats passed, but it would have been 50 percent better (many of the Republicans’ ideas were good) and 200 percent more popular, which would have made it 80 percent more likely to succeed. (All figures are approximate.)

It is true, as my Brookings colleague Tom Mann argues, that the two parties are not symmetrically positioned: today’s Republicans are ideologically more extreme and less diverse than today’s Democrats (or yesterday’s Republicans). But when he concludes that Republicans simply will not participate in governing, and that the best hope of solving the country’s problems is for Democrats to go it alone, he and I part company. The best way of inducing Republicans to behave responsibly is to give them responsibility. In any case, the alternative is a chimera. Democrats do not have enough votes on Capitol Hill, enough support in the public (of which only a third identifies as Democratic), or enough internal cohesion to govern sustainably on their own.

To regard the prospect of a House turnover this fall as a calamity for Democrats is understandable but short-sighted. Speaker Gingrich made it possible for Bill Clinton to leave office with glowing approval ratings by allowing him to govern from the center of the country, instead of the center of his party. Speaker Boehner would do the same for Barack Obama.

This restoration of bipartisanship is key to US global leadership and prevents global WMD conflicts 

Winik 91 (Jay, Senior Research Fellow @ National Defense University, “The Quest for Bipartisanship,” Washington Quarterly, Autumn, lexis)

This is a time of enormous opportunity. After 40 years of the cold war struggle, the United States is now in a position to help create a more democratic and peaceful world, marked by respect for human rights and self-determination. It is also a time of peril and challenge. The democratic revolution could fail, nationalistic and ethnic tensions could lead to war, the boundaries of the state system could come under relentless assault, and terrorists could acquire atomic devices or chemical and biological weapons. Instead of a world characterized by international law as envisaged by Hugo Grotius and a "zone of peace" between liberal democracies described by Emmanuel Kant, it could be a world where borders were redrawn, anarchy sets in, and states and ethnic groups use force as a commonplace instrument to resolve outstanding differences. It is, then, a historic juncture for the United States, and the country has a choice as to the nature of the role it wants to play and the kind of world Americans want to live in. No less than after World War II, this is, is Paul Nitze's words, a time to debate the issues and "get it right." But if Americans continue to be wracked by partisan bickering, they will not "get it right." Instead, the remarkable achievements of the last 40 years will be squandered, as will the precious opportunity to secure a freer, more decent, more stable, and less conflict-ridden world. The United States can be a force of positive change into the next century. This will only happen, however, if the conflict that divides Americans at home is put to rest, and bipartisan consensus is once again restored.

Divided Gov Key to Bipartisan Governance

Divided government is key to sustainable, bipartisan governance 

Rauch 2/6/10 (Jonathan, Guest Scholar in Governance Studies @ Brookings, "The Curse of One-Party Government," http://www.nationaljournal.com/njmagazine/st_20100206_5940.php?mrefid=site_search)

The whole system, now, has become dynamically unstable, toxic to itself. As the in-party's base grows restive and the out-party lobs stink bombs, the president bleeds support, Washington turns rancorous, partisans pump up the volume, and independents get disgusted with the president and both parties. Downstream from Washington, public opinion sours on the parties, the president, and government itself. Neither party commands support beyond its base. Neither has a mandate to govern. The country's governability quotient sinks. Doing everything becomes harder.

That is Mode 1. No wonder the voters prefer Mode 2: It runs the cycle in reverse. When the parties share power, the only way to pass legislation is to compromise. Forced to tug against each other, they drag policy toward the center, which makes independents feel included. Forced to work with the other party, the president can now position himself in the center ("triangulate," as the Clinton people called it) and impose centrism on his party's base.

Neither party commands support beyond its base. Neither has a mandate to govern. The country's governability quotient sinks.

Not everyone will be pleased; far from it. Nonetheless, when the parties share power, it becomes arithmetically possible to find enough support among Democrats and Republicans and independents to form a sustainable governing coalition. The president's popularity improves. The country's governability quotient rises. Politicians, especially the president, have an easier job.

Modes 1 and 2 are tendencies, not inevitabilities. But they appear to be strong tendencies with fundamentally distinct political dynamics. Yes, they are related, but in the way that a bicycle is related to a unicycle: Both are rideable, but one is much more stable for the long haul.

I can't prove the binary-government theory, but it fits the facts. In all three recent extended Mode 1 periods (Clinton's first two years, Bush's middle four, and now Obama's first year), the cycle of events was eerily similar: Congress leaned too far left or right, the president was dragged off center, the country became bitterly polarized, independents grew disgusted, and the voters soon switched to Mode 2. Much the same thing happened in Reagan's first two years, when the defection of "Boll Weevil" Democrats gave Republicans effective one-party control.

For Reagan and Clinton, the switch back to Mode 2 in 1982 and 1994, respectively, proved a godsend. The majority party was forced to compromise, the minority party was forced to behave responsibly, policy swung toward the center, and the presidents regained their standing and left office with high approval ratings. Obviously, other factors were important, especially the economy. But I believe that in both cases the parties governed more successfully and sustainably together than either could have done separately, and the voters felt the same way.

Bush, of course, played the tape backward. His first two years, when Democrats mostly controlled the Senate, produced a series of mostly centrist reforms: No Child Left Behind, campaign finance reform, corporate-governance reform, the anti-terrorism USA PATRIOT Act. Then Republicans won the Senate and spent four years trying to run a one-party government, alienating not only Democrats but also independents and finally even many Republicans. When Democrats won back Congress in 2006, Bush moderated his policies, but it was too late. The public had written him off and was already focusing on 2008.

Obama, so far, is playing Bush's tape, not because he is a wild-eyed extremist or partisan (neither was Bush), but because he is cursed with a Democratic Congress. All the telltale symptoms of Mode 1 syndrome have appeared. The in-party is too far off center, the out-party is stymieing it at every turn, the president can't find stable ground, independents are disgusted, the public is angry. The Democrats cannot translate their congressional majority into a governing majority. Here we go again.

In a world of binary government, forcing the parties to share power is the only way to achieve sustainable bipartisanship in government; to ensure that moderate voters and policies are adequately represented in politics; and to give controversial reforms such as health care legislation the imprimatur of consensus. And there is nothing partisan about hoping that this year's election brings a return to Mode 2.

Dem Control Bad—US Hegemony Module

Unified, Democratic control hastens the decline of US global hegemony

Krauthammer 10/19/09 (Charles, Pulitzer Prize winning syndicated columnist, "Decline is a Choice, The Weekly Standard, http://weeklystandard.com/print/Content/Public/Articles/000/000/017/056lfnpr.asp?pg=2)

Among these crosscurrents, my thesis is simple: The question of whether America is in decline cannot be answered yes or no. There is no yes or no. Both answers are wrong, because the assumption that somehow there exists some predetermined inevitable trajectory, the result of uncontrollable external forces, is wrong. Nothing is inevitable. Nothing is written. For America today, decline is not a condition. Decline is a choice. Two decades into the unipolar world that came about with the fall of the Soviet Union, America is in the position of deciding whether to abdicate or retain its dominance. Decline--or continued ascendancy--is in our hands.

Not that decline is always a choice. Britain's decline after World War II was foretold, as indeed was that of Europe, which had been the dominant global force of the preceding centuries. The civilizational suicide that was the two world wars, and the consequent physical and psychological exhaustion, made continued dominance impossible and decline inevitable.

The corollary to unchosen European collapse was unchosen American ascendancy. We--whom Lincoln once called God's "almost chosen people"--did not save Europe twice in order to emerge from the ashes as the world's co-hegemon. We went in to defend ourselves and save civilization. Our dominance after World War II was not sought. Nor was the even more remarkable dominance after the Soviet collapse. We are the rarest of geopolitical phenomena: the accidental hegemon and, given our history of isolationism and lack of instinctive imperial ambition, the reluctant hegemon--and now, after a near-decade of strenuous post-9/11 exertion, more reluctant than ever.

Which leads to my second proposition: Facing the choice of whether to maintain our dominance or to gradually, deliberately, willingly, and indeed relievedly give it up, we are currently on a course towards the latter. The current liberal ascendancy in the United States--controlling the executive and both houses of Congress, dominating the media and elite culture--has set us on a course for decline. And this is true for both foreign and domestic policies. Indeed, they work synergistically to ensure that outcome.

Impact is global nuclear war

 

Khalilzad – RAND Corporation – 1995 (Zalmay, “Losing the Moment?” The Washington Quarterly, Vol. 18, No. 2, pg. 84, Spring, Lexis) 

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

GOP control  of Congress prevents Democratic efforts to raise taxes 

Conda, ’10 - Founding Principal and Executive Committee Member of Navigators Global LLC and Vice President Dick Cheney's domestic policy chief, (Cesar, “Would a new House Republican majority operate differently than the old one?”, 5/7, http://www.politico.com/arena/archive/house-keys-for-the-gop.html)


Congressional Republicans may have driven the car in the ditch when they had the keys, but President Obama and the Democrats have driven it over the cliff. According to CBO, the Bush administration presided over a $2.5 trillion increase in the public debt through 2008. However, instead of reversing this alarming trend, President Obama's budget would increase the public debt by $4.9 trillion from the beginning of 2010 through 2016. If they retake the House, the first thing Republicans must do is to repeal the automatic tax increases on income, capital gains, and dividends that kick in on January 1, 2011, which threaten to kill the budding recovery in the crib. Next, they need to stop the bleeding by passing a budget that goes back to fiscal 2008 domestic discretionary spending levels. Finally, they should begin the process of repealing and replacing ObamaCare with less-costly, consumer-driven health care reforms. The American people are about to give the keys back to the House Republicans because they desperately want to reign-in the fiscal excesses of President Obama. Divided government isn't such a bad thing: The last time we had a GOP Congress and a Democratic President in the mid-1990s, the budget was balanced, entitlement spending was trimmed, the capital gains tax was cut, and millions of new jobs were created. 

These tax increases would cripple the US and global economies 

Lambro, ’09 – Chief political correspondent for The Washington Times (Donald, “Critical review missing”, 1/29, Lexis)
If  you've been watching how the nightly news shows have been reporting (promoting?) President Obama 's economic stimulus plan, is seems abundantly clear that no one questions the wisdom of his recovery package except the Republicans who apparently have no proposals of their own. There has been a shocking and embarrassing dearth of critical analysis of Mr. Obama Enhanced Coverage Linking 's big-spending plan by the network's highly paid reporters. Now and then one of them pops up with a revealing off-script remark but fails to elaborate on it. Wolf Blitzer remarked Monday that Mr. Obama's complicated, Rube Goldberg plan was "confusing at best" and left it at that. Sadly, there has been no serious reporting that questions how so much public works, safety net, social welfare spending to so many government bureaucracies can get the economy's sputtering engine of growth running again. Even when one of the president's prominent Democratic allies publicly questions his claim that the plan will preserve or create more than 3 million jobs, the network news shows avoid such newsworthy stories like the plague. The doubting Thomas in this case was Sen. Kent Conrad, North Dakota Democrat, who chairs the Senate Budget Committee and doubts Mr. Obama 's $825 billion stimulus package will create the number of jobs he is promising. After his committee crunched the numbers in the plan, Mr. Conrad said at best it would cut the jobless rate by "maybe" 1 percent, or only half the 3 million-plus Mr. Obama  claims. Last weekend, as the president was pressing Congress to act quickly on his recovery package, the networks showed Republicans criticizing the Democrats' bill, but reported nothing about the GOP's own economic plan -- leaving viewers to think they had none. Actually, the GOP proposals make a lot more sense because they are not calling for a mountain of spending to further enlarge government. They want deeper income tax cuts to immediately strengthen family budgets and businesses that produce most jobs. Among the House GOP's proposals: * Cut the two lowest tax rates from 15 percent to 10 percent and from 10 percent to 5 percent. That would raise incomes for every taxpaying family through the tax withholding system by an average of $500 for those in the 10 percent bracket and $1,200 for those in the 15 percent bracket. Married couples could save as much as $3,200 a year. * Small businesses employ half of all working Americans. The GOP's proposals would allow any business employing fewer than 500 workers to cut its taxes by 20 percent. That would improve its bottom line and encourage future hiring. * Both parties call for extending unemployment benefits, but the GOP amendments would make those jobless benefits tax-free. * The Democrats' massive $500 billion infrastructure spending plan will balloon the budget deficit to nearly $2 trillion this year, but plan on cutting the deficit by raising taxes when the economy recovers. Republicans also sought to put language in the stimulus bill that would preclude "any tax increases now or in the future to pay for this new spending." Instead of raising taxes, they think "any stimulus spending should be paid for by reducing other government spending, not raising taxes." * Instead of raising capital gains and dividends as Mr. Obama  proposed in his campaign, Republicans want to make both rates permanent and then index capgains for inflation to boost capital investment in the economy. This is the message Republicans are selling: Cut taxes to unleash the power of free enterprise and American productivity to create jobs, and cut federal spending to slow the growth of government, which has weakened the economy. All this is good as far as it goes, but supply-side conservatives over at the House Republican Study Committee, now chaired by hard-charging Rep. Tom Price of Georgia, think their plan can do even better. Mr. Price's hardy band of tax-cutters want a permanent 5 percent across-the-board income tax cut. They also want to boost the $1,000 per child tax credit to $5,000 starting in 2008 that would "provide a substantial, immediate tax cut for middle-class families." They are call for the repeal of the Alternative Minimum Tax on Individuals (AMT), and making all withdrawals from individual retirement accounts tax-and-penalty-free in 2009 to allow hard-pressed taxpayers during the recession free access to their savings. Plus, allow businesses to take full and immediate expensing deductions on their tax returns, cut the corporate income tax rate from 35 percent to 25 percent, make the research-and-development tax credit permanent. This is the kind of tax cut-driven, capital-growth economic recovery plan that is needed to get this $14 trillion economy back on track and lift the global economy along with it. It's time the network news shows gave the GOP's tax cuts the attention they and the American people deserve. Barack Obama and his economic advisers might even learn a thing of two about economics if they did. Donald Lambro, chief political correspondent of The Washington Times, is a nationally syndicated columnist. 
Dem Control Bad—Tax Increases Kill US Econ

Continuing tax cuts solves economic downturn and national debt—Democratic tax increases kill the economy

Feldstein, ’10 - chairman of the Council of Economic Advisers under President Ronald Reagan, professor at Harvard and member of The Wall Street Journal's board of contributors, (Martin, “Extend the Bush Tax Cuts—For Now”, 5/12, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704370704575228123196462504.html) 

This is not the time for a tax increase. But unless Congress acts, under current law the existing income tax rates will rise sharply at the beginning of next year. Congress should vote now to extend all of the current tax rates for two years, including the tax rates on dividends, interest and capital gains. Limiting the resulting tax-rate cuts to two years would reduce the projected future fiscal deficits. The sooner Congress acts, the stronger our prospects for continued economic recovery. A tax increase next year could easily derail the current fragile expansion. The economic upturn since last summer has been nurtured by Federal Reserve credit like the mortgage purchase program and by the fiscal incentives such as the tax credits for car buyers and first-time home buyers that are now coming to an end. Eighty percent of the latest quarterly GDP increase consisted of a rise in consumer spending that was the result of an unrepeatable sharp drop in the saving rate. Without that decline in the saving rate, the first-quarter annual GDP growth rate would have been less than 1%. A 2011 tax increase that reduces economic incentives and household spending would raise the risk of a new economic downturn. President Obama proposes to increase tax rates on high-income households while making the existing tax rates permanent for taxpayers below the top tax brackets. While the increase would hit only a relatively small fraction of all households, that group represents a large share of total taxes and of private spending. Raising their tax rates would be a substantial blow to overall spending and therefore to GDP growth. Small business investment and hiring would also be adversely affected because half of all profits, including most of small business income, is taxed at personal rates rather than at the corporate rate. Although it is important to avoid increasing the current tax rates until the recovery is well established, the enormous budget deficits that are now projected for the rest of the decade must not be allowed to persist. While legislation to reduce future government spending or faster-than-expected income growth could shrink the out-year deficits, it would be dangerous to depend on either of them. It would be wrong therefore to commit to the permanent reduction in tax rates for all taxpayers below the top brackets that is called for in the Obama budget. Changing the Obama budget proposal to limit all tax cuts to two years would reduce the total deficits over the next decade by more than $2 trillion. No single policy change could do as much to limit the future deficits and the national debt. Such a limit on the future tax cuts should be combined with policies to slow the growth of spending. According to the Congressional Budget Office (CBO), the president's budget implies that total federal spending, excluding interest on the government debt, will rise to 21.1% of GDP in 2020 from 17.9% in 2007. If Congress cares about future deficits, it will prevent that unprecedented rise in government spending. It will also do more to deal with the spending programs that are hidden in the tax law like the health-insurance subsidy, the child-care credits, and the deductibility of local property taxes. Failure to cut future deficits would mean a weaker recovery and slower long-term growth. The CBO estimates that annual deficits under the Obama budget will average more than 5% of GDP between now and 2020, enough to absorb all of the current saving of households and corporations. If that happens, the U.S. will be forced to depend on a greater inflow of funds from the rest of the world to finance investments in housing and in business structures and equipment. The result is likely to be much higher interest rates, reducing investments and therefore slowing the growth of our standard of living. According to the CBO, the large projected budget deficits imply that the government debt would rise to 90% of GDP by the end of the decade, about twice the debt-to-GDP ratio in 2008. Paying the interest on that government debt in 2020 would require about 40% of all personal income tax revenue. With half of the government debt already held by foreigners and with that share inevitably rising in the years ahead, there might well be a temptation to erode the real value of the debt with higher inflation. The fragility of the economic recovery means that it would be dangerous to allow any taxes to rise in 2011. The inherent uncertainty about the out-year deficits means that it would be unwise to enact tax cuts that stretch beyond the next two years. Congress should move quickly to reassure taxpayers and financial markets that the current tax rates will be preserved for two years but that further tax cuts will depend on the future fiscal outlook.
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Tax cuts solve economic recession and cuts government deficits

Foster and Beach, ’09 – Foster is a Ph.D. and Norman B. Ture Senior Fellow in the Economics of Fiscal Policy in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies and Beach is Director of the Center for Data Analysis, at The Heritage Foundation, (J.D. and William, “Economic Recovery: How Best to End the Recession”, 1/7, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/01/economic-recovery-how-best-to-end-the-recession)

The economy has been in recession for over a year, contracted rapidly toward the end of 2008, and is likely to continue to contract through the first half of 2009 and possibly beyond. The new Administration and new Congress are developing a stimulus program to soften the recession and accelerate the recovery. Given the high level of economic pain, policymakers need to pursue stimulus  policies that work. The centerpiece of an effective stimulus policy should involve two elements: Extend the 2001 and 2003 tax reductions for as long as possible--certainly through at least 2013 to prevent a tax increase. Better yet, make the tax reductions permanent; and Reduce tax rates on individuals, small businesses, and corporations through 2013 by lowering the top rate by 10 percentage points and reducing rates by similar amounts for lower income level taxpayers. According to analysis using The Heritage Foundation's mainstream model of the U.S. economy, relative to current law, these policies would: Soften the recession in 2009 and speed the economic recovery through 2010 and beyond; Increase employment by a half million jobs in 2009 and by 1.3 million jobs in 2010 and create 4.8 million jobs from 2009 through 2012; and Reduce federal tax receipts during the critical fiscal years of 2009 and 2011 by $636 billion. The aggressive tax policy changes of Heritage's plan, plus the intensive activities of the Federal Reserve, are the best combination of federal policies to end or shorten recessions. Further, whereas the Heritage tax plan would strengthen the economy, the types of tax proposals mentioned as part of the Obama stimulus would have almost no effect on the economy, the proposed increase in spending would have no effect on the overall economy whatsoever, and the resulting deficits would be of such unprecedented magnitudes as likely to trigger a recovery-stifling rise in interest rates. Thus, rather than increasing spending, Congress should reduce spending now and over the long-term through entitlement reform to reduce the upward pressure on interest rates. The current recession is likely to be deep and may be more severe than any economic downturn since the Great Depression of the 1930s--call today's economic mess the "Great Recession." Fortunately, the economy and financial markets are working through their difficulties and will, eventually, stabilize and strengthen on their own. The economy will recover even absent an effective federal fiscal policy response. However, an effective tax policy response can meaningfully soften the recession and speed the recovery, which is no small feat to an individual looking for work. Much of official Washington is focused on a big stimulus plan based predominantly on increased spending, possibly including an expanded infrastructure program plus aid to the states and to low-income families. Whatever the merits of these programs on other policy grounds might be, they would not stimulate--and indeed are likely to weaken--the economy in the near term. The American economy does not rise and fall with the level of aggregate demand or deficit spending. Further, government cannot simply pump up total demand through deficit spending. The deficit for 2009 is already projected to exceed $1 trillion, so if deficit spending were effective, the economy should already be poised to take off. Yet the economy is contracting despite these unprecedented deficits because government spending in excess of tax revenues will be financed by borrowing from the private sector, which deprives the private sector of a like amount of purchasing power. In short, deficit-financed government spending goes up and private spending goes down, changing the composition of demand but not the total. Focusing on demand in this way is like focusing on the sound of one hand clapping. The other hand is supply, and that is where the economic action really is. There are normal processes that launch a recovery and drive an economy. These processes involve individuals and businesses responding to opportunities and incentives. When they respond, these individuals and businesses produce more goods and services valued in the marketplace, simultaneously increasing production, demand, and income. An effective stimulus policy recognizes these economic processes and seeks to accelerate them. Lower marginal tax rates stimulate the economy because they improve the incentives facing individuals and businesses to work, invest, take risks, and seize opportunities. Step One: Extend the 2001 and 2003 Tax Cuts at Least through 2013. The economy faces a massive tax hike in 2011 when the tax relief enacted in 2001 and 2003 expires. President Obama has suggested he would prevent most of this tax hike but not the increase in top marginal tax rates, the increase in the dividend and capital gains tax rates, and the return of the death tax. That policy view is highly unfortunate: It is difficult for the economy to gain its footing when facing the threat of a punitive tax hike. There will be time enough to debate the progressivity of tax policy when the economy recovers fully. The focus now must be on speeding the recovery itself, and extending current policy in its entirety is the first step. It is, however, a policy of avoiding harm, and so it is only a necessary first step. Step Two: Reduce Marginal Tax Rates for Individuals and Businesses. Reduce the top tax rates on individuals, small businesses, and corporations by 10 percentage points through 2013, and reduce the individual income tax rates to three levels: 10, 15, and 25 percent. In addition, as part of this second step: The Alternative Minimum Tax should be repealed; and The death tax rate reduced to 15 percent with a $5 million individual exclusion. President Obama and Congress may want to consider additional tax elements to build on this foundation, such as expanding bonus depreciation for small businesses, but these additional elements cannot match rate reductions as sound and effective tax policy. According to analysis performed at the Center for Data Analysis at The Heritage Foundation using the widely respected Global Insight U.S. Macroeconomic Model, these policy changes would strengthen the economy significantly this year. Compared to the economy's trajectory absent a stimulus policy, adopting the Heritage tax proposal would mean that 493,000 more Americans have jobs by the end of 2009, and, by the end of 2010, employment would increase by 1.3 million jobs. Over this same two-year period, these tax policy changes would add an additional $187 billion in GDP and increase the economy's otherwise sluggish growth rate by six-tenths of a percentage point. This two-step tax policy would reduce tax receipts relative to current policy by about $640 billion over three years. This figure results from the fact that new growth in jobs and output would expand the tax base for personal income taxes by an average of $204 billion and corporate income taxes by an average of $51 billion per year over this critical three-year period, thereby significantly reducing the net tax loss to the Treasury. Economic recovery does not come from Washington, but Washington can help. Economic recovery is achieved by the economy itself, and Washington's effective help moves that process along at a swifter pace. By far the most effective means of helping the economy recover is to improve the incentives that drive economic activity, and that means reducing tax rates on work, saving, investment, risk taking, and entrepreneurial activity.

Dem Control Bad—Nuke Policy/Proliferation

Republicans key to stopping Obama’s Nuclear Agenda, which triggers Iran and North Korea Prolif

Tapper, ’10 – ABC News' senior White House correspondent (Jake, “Nuclear Policy Enrages Republicans, Administration Argues It Will Make U.S. Safer”, 4/7, http://abcnews.go.com/GMA/Politics/nuclear-policy-enrages-republicans-administration-argues-make-us/story?id=10306720&page=1)

President Obama says his new nuclear policy restricts the use of weapons while continuing to protect the United States and its allies, but some Republican critics argue that the world is now less safe and that the president's vision of a nuclear-free world is unrealistic. Republicans voice concern over the president's change in U.S. nuclear policy. It's unclear if the pushback will impact the pending Senate vote on ratification of the U.S.-Russian nuclear disarmament treaty that Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev are scheduled to sign Thursday in Prague. White House officials are increasingly expressing concern that the polarized political atmosphere might impact what is traditionally a bipartisan vote. On Tuesday, White House Press Secretary Robert Gibbs again brought up past votes on arms treaties: the 1972 SALT I [Strategic Arms Limitation Talks Agreement], which was ratified by a vote of 88-2, START I in 1992 (93-6), START II in 1996 (87-4) and SORT [Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty] in 2003 (95-0).  In a major policy shift, the president is pledging to not use nuclear weapons against any country that has signed and is abiding by the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, even if they attack the United States with chemical or biological weapons. The United States also will not conduct any new nuclear testing or develop new nuclear weapons, but it will continue to modernize its infrastructure and bolster the development of other conventional weapons.  The new nuclear policy, announced Tuesday, has Republican critics up in arms. They argue that the U.S. government is making the concessions without getting anything in return.  "If you look at the issue of threat based, the world is not getting safer, the risks to the United States are certainly increasing," Rep. Michael R. Turner, R-Ohio, ranking member of the House Armed Services subcommittee on strategic forces, told ABC News. "It does overall diminish our options, and I think certainly that the American people should be concerned that the president would take this kind of action and get nothing in return."  The House does not vote on treaties, but Turner said he would need to further study the new agreement with Russia before being able to express support for it. GOP senators from Arizona John McCain and Jon Kyl expressed concern about the message the new policy will send to countries seeking nuclear weapons.  "The Obama Administration must clarify that we will take no option off the table to deter attacks against the American people and our allies," they said in a combined statement. "We believe that preventing nuclear terrorism and nuclear proliferation should begin by directly confronting the two leading proliferators and supporters of terrorism, Iran and North Korea.  "The Obama administration's policies, thus far, have failed to do that and this failure has sent exactly the wrong message to other would-be proliferators and supporters of terrorism."  Across the airwaves, the president's pledge fueled the outrage of conservatives. "I think the only thing that would work with Iran is they're thinking that there's a military consequence that could be faced if they become nuclear, and the farther he moves away from that, the more difficult his role with Iran is going to be," former New York City Mayor Rudy Giuliani said on CNN.  Obama and administration officials, however, argue that the new policy sends exactly the right signal to Iran and North Korea, that by not complying with the Non-Proliferation Treaty and pursuing nuclear weapons, they are less safe.  "I actually think that the NPR [Nuclear Posture Review] has a very strong message for both Iran and North Korea," Secretary of Defense Robert Gates said Tuesday. "We essentially carve out states like Iran and North Korea that are not in compliance with NPT."  The message to these countries, Gates said, "is that if you're going to play by the rules, if you're going to join the international community, then we will undertake certain obligations to you, and that's covered in the NPR. But if you're not going to play by the rules, if you're going to be a proliferator, then all options are on the table in terms of how we deal with you."  Nicholas Burns, who served as undersecretary of state for political affairs in the Bush administration, agreed, saying that the new policy should be welcomed and that it maintains "a very tough line" on Iran.  "The president is clearly signaling that we are really decades away now from the end of the Cold War," he said. "That the real threats are no longer just those nuclear weapons states that bedeviled us in the past but they're the terrorist groups, and they're the renegade states like Iran and North Korea that are truly disruptive and a threat to the world.  "It seems to me that this new nuclear policy review by the Obama Administration strengthens the ability to the United States to counter that threat and safeguard American interests."  
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Iran and North Korean prolif results in extinction.

Allison, ’10 - Director of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs and Douglas Dillon Professor of Government at Harvard Kennedy School (Graham, “Nuclear Disorder: Surveying Atomic Threats”, January/February, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/19819/nuclear_disorder.html)

The global nuclear order today could be as fragile as the global financial order was two years ago, when conventional wisdom declared it to be sound, stable, and resilient. In the aftermath of the 1962 Cuban missile crisis, a confrontation that he thought had one chance in three of ending in nuclear war, U. S. President John F. Kennedy concluded that the nuclear order of the time posed unacceptable risks to mankind. "I see the possibility in the 1970s of the president of the United States having to face a world in which 15 or 20 or 25 nations may have these weapons," he forecast. "I regard that as the greatest possible danger." Kennedy's estimate reﬂected the general expectation that as nations acquired the advanced technological capability to build nuclear weapons, they would do so. Although history did not proceed along that trajectory, Kennedy's warning helped awaken the world to the intolerable dangers of unconstrained nuclear proliferation. His conviction spurred a surge of diplomatic initiatives: a hot line between Washington and Moscow, a unilateral moratorium on nuclear testing, a ban on nuclear weapons in outer space. Refusing to accept the future Kennedy had spotlighted, the international community instead negotiated various international constraints, the centerpiece of which was the 1968 Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT). Thanks to the nonproliferation regime, 184 nations, including more than 40 that have the technical ability to build nuclear arsenals, have renounced nuclear weapons. Four decades since the NPT was signed, there are only nine nuclear states. Moreover, for more than 60 years, no nuclear weapon has been used in an attack. In 2004, the secretary-general of the UN created a panel to review future threats to international peace and security. It identified nuclear Armageddon as the prime threat, warning, "We are approaching a point at which the erosion of the nonproliferation regime could become irreversible and result in a cascade of proliferation. " Developments since 2004 have only magnified the risks of an irreversible cascade. The current global nuclear order is extremely fragile, and the three most urgent challenges to it are North Korea, Iran, and Pakistan. If North Korea and Iran become established nuclear weapons states over the next several years, the nonproliferation regime will have been hollowed out. If Pakistan were to lose control of even one nuclear weapon that was ultimately used by terrorists, that would change the world. It would transform life in cities, shrink what are now regarded as essential civil liberties, and alter conceptions of a viable nuclear order. Henry Kissinger has noted that the defining challenge for statesmen is to recognize "a change in the international environment so likely to undermine a nation's security that it must be resisted no matter what form the threat takes or how ostensibly legitimate it appears. " The collapse of the existing nuclear order would constitute just such a change -- and the consequences would make nuclear terrorism and nuclear war so imminent that prudent statesmen must do everything feasible to prevent it. 
A2 Gridlock Key to Econ/Solves Deficits
Gridlock ensures high deficits – new action is the only way to create sustainable growth

Andes 9 (Gary Andes, Weekly Standard, 11-5-9, “Reducing the Good Will Deficit,” Daily Standard, ln)
The U.S. fiscal outlook indeed has significantly deteriorated in the past year--a principal reason behind the rising tide of voter distress. As Senator Judd Gregg noted recently, "The budget that they [the Obama Administration] sent here, has a trillion dollar deficit every year for the next ten years and raises the public debt of this country from 40% of GDP to 80% of the GDP." These numbers are unsustainable. One party can no longer address them unilaterally. Attempting it alone will result in political disaster. So no one even tries.  This is where the "other" deficit matters. Call it "the good will gap." Like the budget deficit, it's expanding exponentially. A permanent campaign mentality contributes to the chasm. Each side waits for the other to make an unpopular policy choice; then they pounce. Threats of 30-second attack ads become a deterrent to necessary action.  So is it possible our fiscal problems now outstrip the political system's ability to solve them? Many think that's the case. "It's both depressing and scary," the head of a business trade association told me. "I think we have a long and dark road ahead until someone realizes that our current system is just plain broken."  A Senate leadership aide agreed. "The process we're going through on health care is creating more, not less divisiveness." He told me certain types of legislation--like reining in big budget deficits or reforming the health care system--just can't be done in a partisan manner. "This president had a chance to build good will, but he wasted it. It's not there anymore." Health care may pass, he told me, but it will further divide, not heal, polarized wounds.  They are both right. So here's an inconvenient truth the Obama administration has yet to get its arms around. And maybe Tuesday night's results will help drive home the message: Addressing the budget deficit requires first closing the good will gap. Unfortunately we've traveled nearly a decade in American politics without that kind of détente.  George H.W. Bush did it by forging bipartisanship on foreign policy. Bill Clinton did it on the budget. George W. Bush worked with Democrats on education reform. Sometimes a crisis like the September 11 terrorist attacks can refuel an empty tank.  Yet while Barack Obama spoke about forging bipartisanship more than any candidate in recent history, his presidency has only expanded the good will gap.   Like it our not, America faces twin deficits--one concerns cash and the other is about consensus. Given the magnitude of our fiscal situation, we can't fix the first without addressing the second. Obama needs to understand this connection. Based on his political behavior on issues like the stimulus and health care, it's unclear he does. Tuesday night's results send a strong signal. Obama needs to hit the reset button in his approach to big, controversial issues like taming the budget deficit. He should tell the White House staff to hang up on Speaker Pelosi and start phoning some Republicans.

Unified government doesn’t produce better Congressional results

Thompson 9 (Mark, Is Divided Government More Responsive?, http://www.ordinary-gentlemen.com/2009/07/is-divided-government-more-responsive/)
Conversely, unified government makes it more likely that: 1. There will be more legislation where only one side of the political spectrum sees the existence of a problem; 2. There will be less legislation where there is a consensus on the existence of a problem since solutions to that problem will, in some instances, be politically inconvenient to the party in power, while the party out of power will have little incentive to push meaningful reform for which the party in power will be able to take credit; and 3. Legislation that becomes law will be significantly undermined, possibly to the point of being counter-productive, by intra-party horse trading and more concentrated interest group influence.

A2 Divided Government Good – GoP Win = Gridlock

Even if the democrats lose, there will be no gridlock 
Douthat 10 (Ross Douthat, Senior editor at The Atlantic, 3/1/2010, “The Future of the Obama Era,” http://douthat.blogs.nytimes.com/2010/03/01/the-future-of-the-obama-era/)
The lesson here, I think, is that a president doesn’t have to pass all the sweeping legislation that his supporters dream about to have a transformational effect on the nation’s politics. Reagan didn’t abolish cabinet agencies, meaningfully restrain entitlements, or cut government to 10 percent of G.D.P. Likewise, it’s increasingly clear that whatever happens with health care, Barack Obama isn’t going to pass all the big-ticket bills (from cap-and-trade to card check to immigration reform) that liberals were hoping would become law in his first four years in office. But presidents have other ways to put their stamp on our country’s government, and the political culture that surrounds it. They can rewrite regulations, and redefine regulatory agencies’ missions. They can appoint judges, and more judges, and then more judges still. They can run foreign policy the way they see fit, for the most part. They can use the bully pulpit to define the terms of the national debate. And even if they fail at passing comprehensive legislation, they can still take small steps on a host of issues, setting trajectories, at least, if not the final destination.  All of this will still be possible for Barack Obama, even if (or when, as seems more likely) his party takes a drubbing in the midterms. Right now, it looks like his presidency is teetering on the brink of failure — and so it might be. But it’s still entirely possible that what future generations will remember as the Age of Obama is only just beginning.

Obama will just use executive orders if Congress doesn’t comply

Jacobine 10 (Kenn Jacobine, 2/17/2010, teaches internationally, “Executive Orders, Nullification, and Recess Appointments,” http://www.breakthematrix.com/node/42624)
With no political capital left and much of his legislative initiatives dead in Congress, President Obama’s administration recently announced that he intends to use executive orders to advance his agenda. According to White House chief of staff Rahm Emanuel, “We are reviewing a list of presidential executive orders and directives to get the job done across a front of issues”. Those issues include everything from budget commissions to environmental law to health care funding.  Of course, executive orders are nothing new. They have been around since at least Lincoln’s so called “Emancipation Proclamation” and probably before that. George W. Bush signed the most ever as president and was rightly criticized by Obama in his campaign for president. This is key because it doesn’t matter which party controls the White House. When push comes to shove and the president can’t get his way he resorts to this underhanded tactic.

Cliton proves that there won’t be a gridlock

Newsweek 10

Newsweek, 2/19/2010, “The Barack-Bill Parallels,” http://www.newsweek.com/id/233847

Obama's tenure so far is strikingly similar to '93 and '94 when another young Democratic president entered office with high expectations and soon found himself down in the polls and battling a wave of conservative sentiment. The advisers around Obama would never admit it, but losing one or even both houses of Congress might be better for Obama than the gridlock paralyzing his agenda. History in our partisan age suggests that for a president to be truly successful and get big legislative achievements, a divided Congress may be necessary. Only then does each party have some stake in governing, and maneuvering room to compromise.

A2 Gridlock Key to Economy
Escalation empirically denied – past crises haven’t resulted in global war – Peso collapse, Asian financial crisis, 2007 US financial crisis and 9-11
No causality – economic decline doesn’t cause war

Ferguson 6 (Niall, Professor of History @ Harvard, The Next War of the World, Foreign Affairs 85.5, Proquest)
There are many unsatisfactory explanations for why the twentieth century was so destructive. One is the assertion that the availability of more powerful weapons caused bloodier conflicts. But there is no correlation between the sophistication of military technology and the lethality of conflict. Some of the worst violence of the century -- the genocides in Cambodia in the 1970s and central Africa in the 1990s, for instance -- was perpetrated with the crudest of weapons: rifles, axes, machetes, and knives.  Nor can economic crises explain the bloodshed. What may be the most familiar causal chain in modern historiography links the Great Depression to the rise of fascism and the outbreak of World War II. But that simple story leaves too much out. Nazi Germany started the war in Europe only after its economy had recovered. Not all the countries affected by the Great Depression were taken over by fascist regimes, nor did all such regimes start wars of aggression. In fact, no general relationship between economics and conflict is discernible for the century as a whole. Some wars came after periods of growth, others were the causes rather than the consequences of economic catastrophe, and some severe economic crises were not followed by wars.

Empirical studies show no causal relationship between economic decline and war

Miller 1 (Morris, Professor of Economics, Poverty: A Cause of War?, http://archive.peacemagazine.org/v17n1p08.htm)
Library shelves are heavy with studies focused on the correlates and causes of war. Some of the leading scholars in that field suggest that we drop the concept of causality, since it can rarely be demonstrated. Nevertheless, it may be helpful to look at the motives of war-prone political leaders and the ways they have gained and maintained power, even to the point of leading their nations to war. Poverty: The Prime Causal Factor? Poverty is most often named as the prime causal factor. Therefore we approach the question by asking whether poverty is characteristic of the nations or groups that have engaged in wars. As we shall see, poverty has never been as significant a factor as one would imagine. Largely this is because of the traits of the poor as a group - particularly their tendency to tolerate their suffering in silence and/or be deterred by the force of repressive regimes. Their voicelessness and powerlessness translate into passivity. Also, because of their illiteracy and ignorance of worldly affairs, the poor become susceptible to the messages of war-bent demagogues and often willing to become cannon fodder. The situations conductive to war involve political repression of dissidents, tight control over media that stir up chauvinism and ethnic prejudices, religious fervor, and sentiments of revenge. The poor succumb to leaders who have the power to create such conditions for their own self-serving purposes. Desperately poor people in poor nations cannot organize wars, which are exceptionally costly. The statistics speak eloquently on this point. In the last 40 years the global arms trade has been about $1500 billion, of which two-thirds were the purchases of developing countries. That is an amount roughly equal to the foreign capital they obtained through official development aid (ODA). Since ODA does not finance arms purchases (except insofar as money that is not spent by a government on aid-financed roads is available for other purposes such as military procurement) financing is also required to control the media and communicate with the populace to convince them to support the war. Large-scale armed conflict is so expensive that governments must resort to exceptional sources, such as drug dealing, diamond smuggling, brigandry, or deal-making with other countries. The reliance on illicit operations is well documented in a recent World Bank report that studied 47 civil wars that took place between 1960 and 1999, the main conclusion of which is that the key factor is the availability of commodities to plunder. For greed to yield war, there must be financial opportunities. Only affluent political leaders and elites can amass such weaponry, diverting funds to the military even when this runs contrary to the interests of the population. In most inter-state wars the antagonists were wealthy enough to build up their armaments and propagandize or repress to gain acceptance for their policies. Economic Crises? Some scholars have argued that it is not poverty, as such, that contributes to the support for armed conflict, but rather some catalyst, such as an economic crisis. However, a study by Minxin Pei and Ariel Adesnik shows that this hypothesis lacks merit. After studying 93 episodes of economic crisis in 22 countries in Latin American and Asia since World War II, they concluded that much of the conventional thinking about the political impact of economic crisis is wrong: "The severity of economic crisis - as measured in terms of inflation and negative growth - bore no relationship to the collapse of regimes ... or (in democratic states, rarely) to an outbreak of violence... In the cases of dictatorships and semi-democracies, the ruling elites responded to crises by increasing repression (thereby using one form of violence to abort another)." 

A2 Divided Government Good—Key to Judicial Indy/Democ
US constitutionalism isn’t modeled—history of civil liberties prove 
Anderson 5 (Kenneth, Professor of Law, http://www.policyreview.org/jun05/anderson)
The second caution goes directly to the agenda of those hoping to use comparative constitutionalism as a way of advancing a politically progressive agenda otherwise blocked by democratic majoritarianism. Much of the U.S. civil liberties tradition is an unabashed outlier with respect to the rest of the world — the Miranda warning and the exclusionary rule, Roe, and many other protections far less obvious. There is nothing in pragmatism that promises a particular vision of political progress, and, indeed, there is little if anything in pragmatism that argues for liberty or equality as such. Alford correctly says that pragmatism is  hardly capable of sustaining the full freight of the comparativist agenda. Pragmatic decisions that enhance civil liberties are rare, and they frequently offer a rationale for curtailing rather than advancing constitutional rights. . . . Devoid of a summum bonum, pragmatism is not prescriptive to the degree that most comparativists would like it to be.
A2 GOP Control Good—Peace Process Bad

Democrats have no leverage over Netanyahu’s stance on the peace process

Keating 1/20/10 (Joshua, Foreign Policy, "Was Scott Brown's victory a win for Netanyahu?," http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:i3B1A96qwmMJ:blog.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/01/20/was_scott_browns_victory_a_win_for_netanyahu+%22Netanyahu+can+rely+on+Republican+support+to+thwart+pressure+on+Israel%22&cd=2&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us)

Aluf Benn argues in Haaretz that the upset in Massachusetts is a victory for Israel's prime minister: 

Over the past nine months, Netanyahu has managed to curb pressure from Obama, who enjoys a Democratic majority in both houses of Congress. Now, however, Obama will be more dependent on the support of his Republican rivals, the supporters and friends of Netanyahu.

No Israeli politician matches his steps to the political goings-on in the U.S. as much as Netanyahu. He dragged out negotiations over the settlement freeze and then decided it would last for 10 months and end in September - just in time for U.S. Congressional elections in which Democrats are expected to suffer heavy losses. [...]

Proponents of the peace process will view this as a missed opportunity for Obama, who spent his first year in office on fruitless diplomatic moves that failed to restart talks between Israel and the Palestinians. From now on, it will be harder for Obama. Congressional support is essential to the political process and in the current political atmosphere in the U.S. - in which the parties are especially polarized - Netanyahu can rely on Republican support to thwart pressure on Israel.

I'm don't quite buy the premise of this. It's been pretty clear for the last year that the Obama administration doesn't have a whole lot of leverage over Netanyahu with a Democratic supermajority. The direct effect of losing one Senate vote is going to be pretty negligible.
A2 GOP Control Good—Korea FTA

Korean FTA undermines multilateral liberalization --- turns all their impacts

Bown 07 (Chad P., Associate Professor Economics and International Business – Brandeis U. and Non-Resident Fellow at Brookings Institution Washington Post, 4-13, Lexis)

The KORUS-FTA is also problematic because it will likely retard progress in the more economically important multilateral negotiations under the Doha Round of World Trade Organization (WTO) negotiations. For if beneficiaries, such as the Korean auto industry, lock in discriminatory access to the U.S. market, the same Korean firms that pushed for "free" trade in bilateral negotiations with the U.S. will be given an incentive to discourage additional multilateral liberalization under Doha, as this would reduce the value of their hard-earned discriminatory access to the U.S. market. This type of disincentive to negotiate broader multilateral trade deals hurts overall well-being of the U.S. and Korea in the long run.

Korea FTA would collapse the South Korean economy

Kerr 06 Green Left Weekly [Chris “SOUTH KOREA: Social movements fight free trade agreement” (http://www.greenleft.org.au/2006/667/6694)]

Jung Tae-In, a former presidential secretary for economic policies, has come out against the FTA, arguing President Roh Moo-hyun is being too “hasty”, pushing through the FTA in order to show a concrete accomplishment by his regime. He has argued that the president is committing a “grave blunder”, which could not only hurt the entire Korean economy but could cause a crisis “even 10 times severer than the financial crisis it experienced from 1997 to 1998”. The state-run Korea Institute for International Economic Policy has released a report that concluded that nations such as Mexico that an signed FTA with the United States did not necessarily improve their market share in the US — undermining a key argument for Korea signing the FTA. It has also been revealed that some state research institutions deliberately manipulated data to improve projections of the likely effects on the South Korean economy.

Relations won’t increase – South Korea wants to be more independent

Ramos 07 Former President of the Phillipines [Fidel “Uniting Asia” (http://commentisfree.guardian.co.uk/fidel_ramos/2007/07/uniting_asia.html0]

During this time of tension, an increasingly self-confident South Korea began to chart a course independent of its American patron. In November 2005, the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) accused the South Korean government of having enriched a tiny amount of uranium - to a level close to what could be used in an atomic weapon. The government denied this, claiming that the experiments were conducted without its knowledge by academic researchers "for scientific interest." South Korea's evolving foreign policy also may involve moving closer to China, as Korean nationalists join the Chinese in resisting Japan's rival claims to potential hydrocarbon deposits in the East China Sea and the Sea of Japan. New generations of South Koreans, who have no personal recollections of - and perhaps only casual interest in - the Korean war, apparently resent what they regard as America's undermining South Korea's "sunshine policy" toward North Korea.  

A2 GOP Control Good—Korea FTA

Korean FTA undermines U.S.-Japanese relations

Economist ’07 (5-12, Lexis) 

More than anything, though, Japan has been jolted by the FTA between America and South Korea. The deal, which has yet to be ratified, would open South Korea to American agriculture exports and investment, while South Korean cars and consumer electronics would go more freely to America. Japan sells much the same kind of things to America, as well as luxury foods to South Korea. So although some officials gloss over the effect on Japan (they argue that a thriving South Korea sucks in Japanese goods), this FTA will increase the competition faced by Japanese exporters in both America and South Korea.
A. SKFTA undermines US/Japan relations

Economist 07 Greatest Magazine on Earth [“The Japan Syndrome” May 10th (http://www.economist.com/world/asia/displaystory.cfm?story_id=9154158)]

More than anything, though, Japan has been jolted by the FTA between America and South Korea. The deal, which has yet to be ratified, would open South Korea to American agriculture exports and investment, while South Korean cars and consumer electronics would go more freely to America. Japan sells much the same kind of things to America, as well as luxury foods to South Korea. So although some officials gloss over the effect on Japan (they argue that a thriving South Korea sucks in Japanese goods), this FTA will increase the competition faced by Japanese exporters in both America and South Korea.

B. US/Japan alliance is key to prevent nuclear war

INSS 00 Institute For National Strategic Studies [“The United States and Japan: Advancing Toward a Mature Partnership” (http://www.ndu.edu/inss/strforum/SR_01/SR_Japan.htm)]

Major war in Europe is inconceivable for at least a generation, but the prospects for conflict in Asia are far from remote. The region features some of the world’s largest and most modern armies, nuclear-armed major powers, and several nuclear-capable states. Hostilities that could directly involve the United States in a major conflict could occur at a moment’s notice on the Korean peninsula and in the Taiwan Strait. The Indian subcontinent is a major flashpoint. In each area, war has the potential of nuclear escalation. In addition, lingering turmoil in Indonesia, the world’s fourth-largest nation, threatens stability in Southeast Asia. The United States is tied to the region by a series of bilateral security alliances that remain the region’s de facto security architecture. In this promising but also potentially dangerous setting, the U.S.-Japan bilateral relationship is more important than ever. With the world’s second-largest economy and a well-equipped and competent military, and as our democratic ally, Japan remains the keystone of the U.S. involvement in Asia. The U.S.-Japan alliance is central to America’s global security strategy.

***Dems Good Impact Updates***
Dem Control Good—Key to Cap + Trade

Republican control of the House dooms cap-and-trade 

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

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

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

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

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

Republican takeover of the House dooms cap-and-trade 

Abramowitz 9/3/09 (Alan, Prof of PoliSci @ Emory, "An Early Look at What to Expect in 2010," http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:r2RpBLVW0_sJ:www.centerforpolitics.org/crystalball/articles/aia2009090301/+%22Democrats+are+likely+to+lose+at+least+15+seats+in+the+House+of+Representatives+in+2010%22&cd=1&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us)

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.

Cap + Trade Good—Key to Competitiveness Module

Cap-and-trade bill is key to clean-technology developments that underlie US economic competitiveness

Friedman 4/28/10 (Thomas, Pulitzer Prize winning author and columnist, "Failure is not an Option on an Energy Bill," http://www.nytimes.com/2010/04/28/opinion/28friedman.html?pagewanted=print)

China is having a good week in America. Yes it is. I’d even suggest that there is some high-fiving going on in Beijing. I mean, wouldn’t you if you saw America’s Democratic and Republican leaders conspiring to ensure that America cedes the next great global industry — E.T., energy technology — to China?

But, before I get to that, here’s a little news item to chew on: Applied Materials, a U.S. Silicon Valley company that makes the machines that make sophisticated solar panels, opened the world’s largest commercial solar research and development center in Xian, China, in October. It initially sought applicants for 260 scientist/technologist jobs. Howard Clabo, a company spokesman, told me that the Xian center received 26,000 Chinese applications and hired 330 people — 31 percent with master’s or Ph.D. degrees. “Roughly 50 percent of the solar panels in the world were made in China last year,” explained Clabo. “We need to be where the customers are.”

And what kind of week is America having? After months of heroic negotiations, Senators John Kerry, Lindsey Graham and Joseph Lieberman had forged a bipartisan climate/energy/jobs bill that, while far from perfect, would have, for the first time, put a long-term fixed price on carbon — precisely the kind of price signal U.S. industry and consumers need to start really shifting the economy to clean-power innovations. The bill was supposed to be unveiled on Monday, but it was suddenly postponed because of Graham’s justified fury that the Senate Democratic leader, Harry Reid, had decided to push immigration reform first — even though no such bill is ready — in a bid to attract Hispanic voters to revive his re-election campaign in Nevada.

After all the work that has gone into knitting together this bipartisan bill, which has the support of key industry players, it would be insane to let this effort fail. Fortunately, on Tuesday, Reid was hinting about a compromise. But, ultimately, the issue isn’t just about introducing a bill. It’s about getting it passed. And there we are going to need the president’s sustained leadership.

President Obama has done a superb job in securing stimulus money for green-technology and in using his regulatory powers to compel the auto industry to improve mileage standards to a whole new level. But he has always been rather coy when it comes to when and how much he will personally push an energy/climate bill that would fix a price on carbon-emitting fuels. Without that price signal, you will never get sustained consumer demand for, or sustained private investment in, clean-power technologies. All you will get are hobbies.

The president clearly wants this energy bill to pass, but his advisers are worried that because the bill will likely result in higher electricity or gasoline charges, Republicans will run around screaming “carbon tax” and hurt Democrats in the midterm elections. I appreciate the president’s dilemma. But I don’t think hanging back and letting the Senate take the lead is the right answer. This is a big leadership moment. He needs to confront it head-on, because — call me crazy — I think doing the right and hard thing here will actually be good politics, too.

I’d love to see the president come out, guns blazing with this message:

“Yes, if we pass this energy legislation, a small price on carbon will likely show up on your gasoline or electricity bill. I’m not going to lie. But it is an investment that will pay off in so many ways. It will spur innovation in energy efficiency that will actually lower the total amount you pay for driving, heating or cooling. It will reduce carbon pollution in the air we breathe and make us healthier as a country. It will reduce the money we are sending to nations that crush democracy and promote intolerance. It will strengthen the dollar. It will make us more energy secure, environmentally secure and strategically secure. Sure, our opponents will scream ‘carbon tax!’ Well, what do you think you’re paying now to OPEC? The only difference between me and my opponents is that I want to keep any revenue we generate here to build American schools, American highways, American high-speed rail, American research labs and American economic strength. It’s just a little tick I have: I like to see our spending build our country. They don’t care. They are perfectly happy to see all the money you spend to fill your tank or heat your home go overseas, so we end up funding both sides in the war on terrorism — our military and their extremists.”

Cap + Trade Good—Key to Competitiveness Module

That’s key to US global primacy 

Segal 4 (Adam, Senior Fellow in China Studies – Council on Foreign Relations, “Is America Losing Its Edge?”, Foreign Affairs, November / December, Lexis)

The United States' global primacy depends in large part on its ability to develop new technologies and industries faster than anyone else. For the last five decades, U.S. scientific innovation and technological entrepreneurship have ensured the country's economic prosperity and military power. It was Americans who invented and commercialized the semiconductor, the personal computer, and the Internet; other countries merely followed the U.S. lead. Today, however, this technological edge-so long taken for granted-may be slipping, and the most serious challenge is coming from Asia. Through competitive tax policies, increased investment in research and development (R&D), and preferential policies for science and technology (S&T) personnel, Asian governments are improving the quality of their science and ensuring the exploitation of future innovations. The percentage of patents issued to and science journal articles published by scientists in China, Singapore, South Korea, and Taiwan is rising. Indian companies are quickly becoming the second-largest producers of application services in the world, developing, supplying, and managing database and other types of software for clients around the world. South Korea has rapidly eaten away at the U.S. advantage in the manufacture of computer chips and telecommunications software. And even China has made impressive gains in advanced technologies such as lasers, biotechnology, and advanced materials used in semiconductors, aerospace, and many other types of manufacturing. Although the United States' technical dominance remains solid, the globalization of research and development is exerting considerable pressures on the American system. Indeed, as the United States is learning, globalization cuts both ways: it is both a potent catalyst of U.S. technological innovation and a significant threat to it. The United States will never be able to prevent rivals from developing new technologies; it can remain dominant only by continuing to innovate faster than everyone else. But this won't be easy; to keep its privileged position in the world, the United States must get better at fostering technological entrepreneurship at home.

Impact is global nuclear war 

Khalilzad 95 (Zalmay, RAND, Washington Quarterly, Spring, lexis) 

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

Dem Control Good—Free Trade Good Module

Divided government means protectionist US trade policy—historical and econometric analyses prove 

Lohmann and O'Halloran 94 (Susanne and Sharyn, Fellows in PoliSci @ Stanford + Columbia, "Divided government and U.S. trade policy: theory and evidence," International Organization, http://www.columbia.edu/~so33/PublishedPapers/IO94.pdf)

We provide empirical support for our model with two findings.  First, our historical overview demonstrates that the institutional constraints placed on the President's trade policymaking authority have been strengthened in times of divided government and loosened under unified government.  Second, our econometric analysis suggests that U.S. trade policy is significantly more protectionist under divided than under unified government in the postwar era.  In contrast to David Mayhew, who argues that divided government has no impact on policy, we conclude that partisan control of the executive and legislative branches significantly affected presidential and congressional policymaking.  

Impact is nuclear war 

Michael Spicer, Economist; member of the British Parliament, 1996, The Challenge from the East and the Rebirth of the West, p. 121

A world divided into rigid trade blocs will be a deeply troubled and unstable place in which suspicion and ultimately envy will possibly erupt into a major war. I do not say that the converse will necessarily be true, that in a free trading world there will be an absence of all strife. Such a proposition would manifestly be absurd. But to trade is to become interdependent, and that is a good step in the direction of world stability. With nuclear weapons at two a penny, stability will be at a premium in the years ahead.

Dem Control Good—Free Trade 

Divided government forces the president to accommodate protectionist pressures

Lohmann and O'Halloran 94 (Susanne and Sharyn, Fellows in PoliSci @ Stanford + Columbia, "Divided government and U.S. trade policy: theory and evidence," International Organization, http://www.columbia.edu/~so33/PublishedPapers/IO94.pdf)

This article develops and tests a distributive politics model of U.S. trade policy that captures both the roles of domestic conflict and institutional design.  In this model, legislators find themselves trapped into inefficient logrolling when passing trade legislation.  We derive conditions under which Congress grants trade policymaking authority to the President in order to achieve more efficient outcomes.  We also show that in the presence of partisan conflict and divided government, the members of the majority party in Congress may have incentives to constrain the President's use of delegated authority, thereby forcing the President to accommodate partially their protectionist pressures.  As a consequence, divided government may be associated with higher levels of protection.  

Dem Control Good—Crisis Response Module

GOP victory in the midterms sparks gridlock that cripples our ability to respond to inevitable global crises in the short-term 

Ullman 6/23/10 (Harlan, Atlantic Council Senior Advisor and chairman of the Killowen Group that advises leaders of government and business, "A Possibly Dangerous Summer, Continued," http://www.acus.org/new_atlanticist/possibly-dangerous-summer-continued)

To be sure, this system has changed with the times. However, when faced with an unprecedented multitude of simultaneous challenges and crises, most with difficult or indeed intractable solutions, our system of checks and balances, infected with massive amounts of pernicious partisanship and often rabid ideological differences perhaps as pervasive as the Civil War era, has broken down.

Consider the economy, deficits and debt. Whether the economy is recovering from the financial crises or a double dip recession lies ahead, unemployment remains crushingly high. The White House reportedly believes a further stimulus package of $50 billion is needed to cope with the joblessness rate that while reported as just less than under 10 percent in reality is closer to 15-20 percent or higher considering underemployment.

Critics rightly worry that increasing debt and deficits at this stage is unacceptable. No one knows who may be right in this debate. Yet, given the highly polarized political environment, Republicans use this divide for claiming the Obama administration is out to socialize America. And Democrats return the favor by chastising Republicans for courting big business and for getting us into this mess in the first place. This isn't responsible governance.

Elections were meant to be the cleansing mechanism of politics. Perhaps the November elections will cleanse the Augean stables that constitute the current state of Washington politics. But don't bet on it.

Both parties are under the thrall of their more extreme wings. And the moderate center that the founding fathers believed would reconcile and alleviate the gridlock and paralysis implicit in checks and balances is missing in action, overshadowed by ideology and the emergence of more radical, anti-government alternatives notably the Tea Party.

Interestingly, the founding fathers were wary of political parties (and none are mentioned in the U.S. Constitution).

What can be done is very worrying. If the Republicans sweep both houses in November, even greater paralysis is likely as the GOP tries to repeal Obamacare and Obamaeconomics and the Democrats resist. If the Democrats hold on, their majorities may be smaller (or perhaps only in one house) and the politics sharper as the 2012 presidential election looms.

With that as background, consider the predictable events that will challenge and complicate our lives:

First, hurricane activity in the Gulf of Mexico soon starts. Even if the hurricane season is mild, the effect on capping the gushing well and more importantly on the cleanup will be felt. If an Andrew, Katrina or severe storms linger over the gulf, the consequences for clean up could be catastrophic.

Second, al-Qaida and other extremist groups including Pakistan's anti-Indian Lashkar-e-Toiba aren't oblivious to opportunities to attack us. Another Mumbai could trigger a frightening Indo-Pakistan confrontation. A Times Square-like attack traced to Pakistani origins could destroy the U.S.-Pakistani strategic relationship. And surely the Deepwater Horizon explosion could be mimicked with terrorist strikes in the Gulf of Mexico or elsewhere particularly the very vulnerable Niger Delta.

Third, given the volatility of the globe from North Korea to Iran to Iraq and Afghanistan, and add in Greece and Spain, a major incident or crisis cannot be far away. How ready is our already overly preoccupied and polarized government to deal with these or other crises?

Having the ability to respond to such crises is key to preventing nuclear war 
BusinessWorld 6/18/98 (lexis)

With the US having less non-proliferation teeth in the India-Pakistan dispute, the chance of a localized nuclear war is enhanced and the US will be helpless to contain the conflict because its hands have been severely soiled by the expose of Operation Tailwind.

The same situation is true in the conflicts in North Korea, Middle East, China-Taiwan and, lately, Eritrea-Ethiopia, where the US has been playing a major role as a broker for peace. For a broker for peace must have an untainted image of a true peacemaker.

Gridlock Hurts Crisis Response

GOP control of the House ensures partisan gridlock—hamstrings Obama’s ability to respond

Leubsdorf 6/22/10 (Carl, Dallas Morning News, "Preview of Obama's term with GOP in charge," http://www.dallasnews.com/sharedcontent/dws/dn/opinion/viewpoints/stories/DN-leubsdorf_0624edi.State.Edition1.5076c56.html)

In the past week, two House Republicans provided a preview of what life might be like for President Barack Obama if their party wins control in November's mid-term congressional elections.

One is Rep. Joe Barton of Ennis, who attracted enormous publicity by apologizing to BP for an alleged White House "shakedown" in agreeing to a $20 billion compensation fund for oil spill victims. Though GOP leaders forced a retraction, it's clear other House Republicans share Barton's view.

GOP term limits and reportedly troubled relations with Republican leader John Boehner may keep Barton from chairing the Energy and Commerce Committee in a GOP House. But Democrats quickly noted that most congressional Republicans have a similar pro-business, anti-government philosophy, foreshadowing a return to the partisan gridlock of the Bush years.

Rep. Darrell Issa of California is the ranking Republican on the House Oversight and Government Reform Committee. According to Politico, he plans to hire an army of investigators to investigate the Obama administration, just as predecessors from both parties used that panel to make life difficult for political opponents.

In a gridlocked world, such probes often become a major activity of an opposition Congress when the president's veto authority blocks its ability to pass legislation.

That would be especially likely if the Republicans win either or both houses in November, since they would hope to damage Obama politically and cripple his anticipated 2012 re-election bid.

Dem Control Good—Immigration Reform Module 

Dem control after the midterms is key to immigration reform 

Leonard 10/16/09 (Andrew, Salon, "Obama's secret plan for a successful presidency," http://www.salon.com/technology/how_the_world_works/2009/10/16/obamas_secret_plan_for_a_successful_presidency/index.html)

Mickey Kaus says everything is falling into place for a successful Obama presidency. Except that, in the best Mickey Kaus tradition, his thesis is so drenched with contrarian posing that the definition of a "successful" Obama presidency means the abandonment of most of the policy goals Democrats have for his term.

The Kaus thesis is predicated on Obama getting healthcare reform passed, after which the Democrats get clobbered by a still-crippled economy in the 2010 midterm elections. That, in turn, will mean that the rest of the "controversial big Dem bills that got backed up in 2010" -- climate change, card-check, immigration reform -- will die stillborn.

Insert favorite impact
Dem Control Good—Key to Immigration REform

Keeping a House majority is key to immigration reform

West 09. [Darrell is Director of Governance Studies at Brookings, and Thomas Mann, Senior Fellow of Governance Studies at Brookings the Brookings Immigration Series, “Prospects for Immigration Reform in the New Political Climate,” http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/papers/2009/07_immigration_mann_west/07_immigration_mann_west.pdf]

Still, on controversial subjects requiring intricate compromise, it helps to have one party clearly in charge. This institutional position makes it easier to negotiate policy differences because it narrows the range of principles that must be negotiated. Such a dynamic is especially the case during periods of extreme polarization of the sort witnessed in recent years. With each party striving for electoral advantage and extremes from each party demanding ideologically pure responses, it is difficult to enact comprehensive measures. Contentious issues such as immigration reform require some support within the opposition party to firm up or compensate for majority party members that might defect under cross-pressures. The supermajority hurdles in the Senate that flow from the filibuster also necessitate bargaining across party lines. The new climate facilitates reform because it features renewed attention to big ideas and bold policy actions. The 2008 election took place against a backdrop of a global Prospects for Immigration Reform in the New Political Climate 2 recession, destabilized financial institutions and a strong sense among the American public that old policy approaches were failing and new ones were required. An October 2008 CBS/New York Times national survey found that only 7 percent of Americans thought the country was headed in the right direction while 89 percent felt it was seriously off track. After President Obama’s first 100 days, that 7 percent had jumped to nearly 50 percent. With massive public discontent and big majorities, President Obama has pledged a new policy course in areas from financial regulation and education to health care and energy. As reflected in the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, there is a willingness to tackle tough issues and try new policy approaches. In his inaugural address, Obama promised to alter the status quo. Noting that critics had complained that he had “too many big plans,” the chief executive responded that “the ground has shifted” and it was time for action. On immigration reform, Obama has expressed support for comprehensive legislation. At a March 18 town hall meeting in Costa Mesa, Calif., he explained that “I know this is an emotional issue. I know it's a controversial issue. I know that the people get real riled up politically about this, but ultimately, here's what I believe: We are a nation of immigrants ... I don't think that we can do this piecemeal.” During his April 29 press conference, the president reiterated his desire to move the process forward, saying “We can't continue with a broken immigration system. It's not good for anybody. It's not good for American workers. It's dangerous for Mexican would-be workers who are trying to cross a dangerous border.” “Immigration reform in the new political landscape will be shaped by a popular Democratic president armed with substantial Democratic majorities in the House and Senate. However, unified party control of the national government does not guarantee comprehensive policy-making.” 

Immigration Reform Key to War on Terrorism

Comprehensive immigration reform is vital in the war on terrorism—prevents resource and attention diversion, reduces demand for illegal immigration, eliminates cover for terrorists, and promotes law enforcement cooperation

Griswold 04 (Daniel, Senior Fellow @ CATO, FNS, 4/1, lexis)

MR. DANIEL GRISWOLD: Thank you, Chairman Chambliss, and members of the subcommittee for allowing the Cato Institute to testify on the pressing issue of border security and immigration reform. Since the terrorist attacks of September 11th, 2001, Congress and the administration and this subcommittee have labored to balance the need to secure our borders with our need to remain a free society, open to the world. Long time opponents of immigration seized on the attacks to argue against legalization of Mexican migration and in favor of drastic cuts in existing levels of legal immigration. But any connection between terrorism and illegal immigration from Mexico is tenuous. None of the 19 hijackers entered the country illegally or as immigrants. They all arrived in the United States with valid temporary non-immigrant visas. None of them arrived via Mexico. None of them were Mexican. Sealing our Southwestern border with a three- tiered, 2,000 mile wall patrolled by a division of U.S. troops would not have kept a single one of those terrorists out of the United States. 

The problem, Mr. Chairman, is not too many immigrants but insufficient control over who enters the country. Immigrants who come to the United States to work and settle are but a small subset of the tens of millions of foreign born people who enter the United States every year. In fact, on a typical day, as you know, more than one million people enter the United States legally by air, land and sea, through more than 300 ports of entry. In a typical year more than 30 million individual foreign nationals enter the United States as tourists, business travelers, students, diplomats and temporary workers. Now, of those, about 1.3 million will eventually settle here as permanent immigrant residents, some of them illegally. In other words, less than 5 percent of the foreigners who enter the United States each year intend to immigrate in any sense of the word. We could reduce immigration to zero and still not be safe from terrorists who might enter on temporary non-immigrant visas.

Our focus, one might say our obsession in recent years with stifling the migration of Mexicans across our Southwest border has not served our national security interest. It has diverted resources and attention away from efforts to identify and keep out people who truly mean to do us harm. While we were guarding the back door in 2001 to make sure no Mexican immigrants entered our country illegally to work, we were neglecting the far larger barn door of temporary non-immigrant visas through which all the September 11th hijackers entered.

Most members of Congress understand that willing workers from Mexico are not a threat to America's national security. In May 2002 Congress overwhelmingly approved and the president signed the Enhanced Border Security and Visa Entry Reform Act. We don't get to say this very much at Cato, but that was a good piece of legislation. The law was aimed at the right target: keeping terrorists out of the United States. It mandates a timely sharing of intelligence with the State Department and Border Control agencies and use of machine readable and tamper resistant entry documents among other commonsense reform. Notably absent from the bill were any provisions rolling back levels of legal immigration or bolstering efforts to curb illegal migration from Mexico. Indeed, legalization and regularization -- legalizing and regularizing the movement of workers across the U.S.-Mexican border would enhance our national security by bringing much of the underground labor market into the open, encouraging newly documented workers to fully cooperate with law enforcement officials, and freeing resources for border security and the war on terrorism.

Real immigration reform would drain a large part of the underground swamp of smuggling and document fraud that facilitates illegal immigration. It would reduce the demand for fraudulent documents which in turn would reduce the supply available for terrorists trying to operate surreptitiously inside the United States. It would eliminate most of the human smuggling operations I believe overnight. The vast majority of Mexican workers who enter the United States have no criminal records or intentions, they would obviously prefer to enter the country in a safe, orderly, legal way through the standard ports of entry rather than putting their lives in the hands of unscrupulous smugglers.

Just as importantly, legalization would encourage millions of currently undocumented workers to make themselves known to authorities by registering with the government, reducing cover for terrorists who manage to enter the country and overstay their visas. Workers with legal documents would be more inclined to cooperate with law enforcement because they wouldn't fear deportation.

Immigration reform would free up enforcement and border control resources to focus on protecting the American homeland from terrorist attack. Our Department of Homeland Security, which I believe has a hiring freeze on right now, should concentrate its limited resources and personnel on tracking and hunting down terrorists instead of raiding chicken processing plants and busting janitors at discount stores.

Congress should respond to the leadership shown by President Bush and reform our dysfunctional immigration system. Immigration reform would help our economy grow, it would enhance -- and it would reduce illegal immigration and it would enhance the federal government's ability to wage war on terrorism.

Immigration Reform Key to US Economy

Immigration reform is key to the economy

Griswold 2 (Daniel T. Griswold, associate director of the Cato Institute’s Center for Trade Policy Studies, 10-15-2002, http://www.freetrade.org/pubs/pas/tpa-019.pdf)

Expanded legal immigration would increase the overall output of the economy, expand returns on investment, transfer smugglers fees to productive uses, and increase incentives for American workers to move up to better-paying jobs with higher employment rates.  In contrast, a policy of "enforcement only" promises only more political frustration, compounded by real economic losses from a downsized economy and relatively fewer job openings in better-paying occupations. Mr. Dixon and Ms. Rimmer calculate that a crackdown that managed to reduce low-skilled immigration by 30 percent would actually reduce the income of U.S. households over the same period by $80 billion a year. The advantage of legalization over restriction thus amounts to a sustainable "stimulus" for American families of a quarter of a trillion dollars year after year.

Dem Control Good—Health Care Reform Module

GOP control of the House guts health care reform—they’ll refuse to fund it 

Lach 4/12/10 (Eric, TalkingPointsMemo, "Boehner: Repealing HCR Must Be GOP's #1 Priority," http://tpmlivewire.talkingpointsmemo.com/2010/04/boehner-repealing-hcr-must-be-gops-1-priority.php)

While some Senate GOPers have been attempting to do some fancy footwork around the issue of repealing health care, House Minority Leader John Boehner (R-OH) is putting it bluntly: repealing health care "has to be our number one priority."

"They got everything else in the entire bureaucracy that they need to control our health care system -- is all in place with the signing of this bill," Boehner said on WFLA-AM's The Bud Hedinger Show this morning. (Listen to the audio here.)

Still, Boehner also hinted that repeal isn't the only option available. If the GOP retakes the House, Boehner said, they could simply not fund reform:

    Remember, all spending bills and all tax bills start in the House of Representatives under the Constitution, and as a result, if the funding isn't there, the funding isn't there, whether it's their health care bill or all this other unnecessary spending that's coming out of Washington.

Healthcare reform boosts bioterror readiness & checks a smallpox outbreak

SKLAR 02   nationally syndicated columnist, author, policy analyst and strategist

[Holly Sklar, , 12/19/2002, Rolling the Dice on Our Nation's Health, p. http://www.commondreams.org/views02/1219-07.htm]

 

Imagine if the first people infected in a smallpox attack had no health insurance and delayed seeking care for their flu-like symptoms. The odds are high. Pick a number from one to six. Would you bet your life on a roll of the dice? Would you play Russian Roulette with one bullet in a six-chamber gun? One in six Americans under age 65 has no health insurance. The uninsured are more likely to delay seeking medical care, go to work sick for fear of losing their jobs, seek care at overcrowded emergency rooms and clinics, and be poorly diagnosed and treated. The longer smallpox--or another contagious disease--goes undiagnosed, the more it will spread, with the insured and uninsured infecting each other. Healthcare is literally a matter of life and death. Yet, more than 41 million Americans have no health insurance of any kind, public or private. The uninsured rate was 14.6 percent in 2001--up 13 percent since 1987. The rate is on the rise with increased healthcare costs, unemployment and cutbacks in Medicaid and the State Children's Health Insurance Program (SCHIP). One in four people with household incomes less than $25,000 is uninsured. One in six full-time workers is uninsured, including half the full-time workers with incomes below the official poverty line. The share of workers covered by employment health plans drops from 81 percent in the top fifth of wage earners to 68 percent in the middle fifth to 33 percent in the lowest fifth, according to the Economic Policy Institute. As reports by the American College of Physicians, Kaiser Family Foundation and many others have shown, lack of health insurance is associated with lack of preventive care and substandard treatment inside and outside the hospital. The uninsured are at much higher risk for chronic disease and disability, and have a 25 percent greater chance of dying (adjusting for physical, economic and behavioral factors). To make matters worse, a health crisis is often an economic crisis. "Medical bills are a factor in nearly half of all personal bankruptcy filings," reports the National Academy of Sciences Institute of Medicine. The U.S. is No. 1 in healthcare spending per capita, but No. 34--tied with Malaysia--when it comes to child mortality rates under age five. The U.S. is No. 1 in healthcare spending, but the only major industrialized nation not to provide some form of universal coverage. We squander billions of dollars in the red tape of myriad healthcare eligibility regulations, forms and procedures, and second-guessing of doctors by insurance gatekeepers trained in cost cutting, not medicine. Americans go to Canada for cheaper prices on prescription drugs made by U.S. pharmaceutical companies with U.S. taxpayer subsidies. While millions go without healthcare, top health company executives rake in the dough. A report by Families USA found that the highest-paid health plan executives in ten companies received average compensation of $11.7 million in 2000, not counting unexercised stock options worth tens of millions more. The saying, "An ounce of prevention is worth a pound of cure," couldn't be truer when it comes to healthcare. Yet, we provide universal coverage for seniors through Medicare, but not for children. We have economic disincentives for timely diagnosis and treatment of diseases. Universal healthcare is a humane and cost-effective solution to the growing healthcare crisis. Universal coverage won't come easy, but neither did Social Security or Medicare, which now serves one in seven Americans. Many proposals for universal healthcare build on the foundation of "Medicare for All," albeit an improved Medicare adequately serving seniors and younger people alike. Healthcare is as essential to equal opportunity as public education and as essential to public safety as police and fire protection. If your neighbor's house were burning, would you want 911 operators to ask for their fire insurance card number before sending--or not sending--fire trucks? Healthcare ranked second behind terrorism and national security as the most critical issue for the nation in the 2002 Health Confidence Survey released by the Employee Benefit Research Institute. The government thinks the smallpox threat is serious enough to start inoculating military and medical personnel with a highly risky vaccine. It's time to stop delaying universal healthcare, which will save lives everyday while boosting our readiness for any bioterror attack.
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Bioterror causes extinction – outweighs nuclear war

Ochs 02 former president of the Aberdeen Proving Ground Superfund Citizens Coalition, member of the Depleted Uranium Task force of the Military Toxics Project, member of the Chemical Weapons Working Group

[Richard Ochs, , June 9, 2002, "Biological Weapons Must Be Abolished Immediately," http://www.freefromterror.net/other_articles/abolish.html]
 

Of all the weapons of mass destruction, the genetically engineered biological weapons, many without a known cure or vaccine, are an extreme danger to the continued survival of life on earth. Any perceived military value or deterrence pales in comparison to the great risk these weapons pose just sitting in vials in laboratories. While a "nuclear winter," resulting from a massive exchange of nuclear weapons, could also kill off most of life on earth and severely compromise the health of future generations, they are easier to control. Biological weapons, on the other hand, can get out of control very easily, as the recent anthrax attacks has demonstrated. There is no way to guarantee the security of these doomsday weapons because very tiny amounts can be stolen or accidentally released and then grow or be grown to horrendous proportions. The Black Death of the Middle Ages would be small in comparison to the potential damage bioweapons could cause. Abolition of chemical weapons is less of a priority because, while they can also kill millions of people outright, their persistence in the environment would be less than nuclear or biological agents or more localized. Hence, chemical weapons would have a lesser effect on future generations of innocent people and the natural environment. Like the Holocaust, once a localized chemical extermination is over, it is over. With nuclear and biological weapons, the killing will probably never end. Radioactive elements last tens of thousands of years and will keep causing cancers virtually forever. Potentially worse than that, bio-engineered agents by the hundreds with no known cure could wreck even greater calamity on the human race than could persistent radiation. AIDS and ebola viruses are just a small example of recently emerging plagues with no known cure or vaccine. Can we imagine hundreds of such plagues? HUMAN EXTINCTION IS NOW POSSIBLE. Ironically, the Bush administration has just changed the U.S. nuclear doctrine to allow nuclear retaliation against threats upon allies by conventional weapons. The past doctrine allowed such use only as a last resort when our nation's survival was at stake. Will the new policy also allow easier use of US bioweapons? How slippery is this slope?
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Republican takeover of the House means they gut health care reform 

CBN News 4/13/10 ("Boehner: 'Health Care Law Repeal No.1 Priority'," http://www.cbn.com/cbnnews/politics/2010/April/Boehner-Health-Care-Law-Repeal-No1-Priority/)

House Minority Leader John Boehner, R-Ohio, says repealing the new healthcare law will be the Republican Party's top priority if they retake the House.

"They got everything else in the entire bureaucracy that they need to control our healthcare system … with the signing of this bill," Boehner said during an interview on WFLA's "Bud Hedinger Show." "That's why repealing this bill has to be our No. 1 priority."

Boehner insisted Monday that "we can repeal this healthcare bill," although it would "take the American people's engagement in this process with us to make it happen."

President Barack Obama would likely veto any attempt at repeal, but Boehner and other conservatives say that Republican lawmakers could refuse to fund the healthcare plan.

GOP control of the House guts health care reform 

Meyers 4/15/10 (Jim, Newsmax, "Rep. Kingston: Good Chance GOP Retakes House," http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:L8Dygh_7jbIJ:www.newsmax.com/InsideCover/jack-kingston-republicans-retake/2010/04/15/id/355867+%22Kingston+believes+Republicans+can+still+stop+healthcare+reform%22&cd=1&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us)

Rep. Jack Kingston tells Newsmax that he is “cautiously optimistic” that Republicans can regain a majority in the House in the November elections — and if they do they should make repeal of Obamacare their top priority.

The Georgia Republican also said the Obama White House has an “enemies list” — and warns that the Democrats will likely try to impose a national sales tax in an effort to reduce the massive budget deficit.

Rep. Kingston was first elected in 1992, and in 2005 he was rated as the most conservative member of the House by National Journal.

In an exclusive interview with Newsmax.TV, Kingston was asked if he sees a pattern of the Obama White House trying to silence opponents.

“You’re seeing it right now with [Rep.] Henry Waxman, the chairman of the Energy and Commerce Committee, auditing the records of groups like AT&T and some of the larger corporations that openly oppose either the cap-and-trade policies or healthcare policies of this administration,” Kingston says.

“The administration is not interviewing with certain conservative news networks. There’s no question about it, they have an enemies list and they work it and they reward and punish accordingly.”

Kingston believes Republicans can still stop healthcare reform if they win back the House and refuse to fund it.

“Absolutely,” he declares. “And I think that has to be our number one objective when we come back, to repeal and replace this healthcare policy. I believe we can say we’re not going to fund 16,000 new IRS agents or the 160 new bureaucracies that are set up.

Health Care Reform Key to US Econ

Health care reform is key to the US economy—multiple reasons  

Gruber 08 (Jonathan, professor of economics at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, New York Times, December 4, http://www.nytimes.com/2008/12/04/opinion/04gruber.html?ref=opinion)

Given the present need to address the economic crisis, many people say the government cannot afford a big investment in health care, that these plans are going nowhere fast. But this represents a false choice, because health care reform is good for our economy.  As the country slips into what is possibly the worst downturn since the Depression, nearly all experts agree that Washington should stimulate demand with new spending. And one of the most effective ways to spend would be to give states money to enroll more people in Medicaid and the State Children’s Health Insurance Plan. This would free up state money for rebuilding roads and bridges and other public works projects — spending that could create jobs.  Health care reform can be an engine of job growth in other ways, too. Most proposals call for investments in health information technology, including the computerization of patient medical records. During the campaign, for example, Mr. Obama proposed spending $50 billion on such technology. The hope is that computerized recordkeeping, and the improved sharing of information among doctors that it would enable, would improve the quality of patient care and perhaps also lower medical costs. More immediately, it would create jobs in the technology sector. After all, somebody would need to develop the computer systems and operate them for thousands of American health care providers.  Expanded insurance coverage would also drive demand for high-paying, rewarding jobs in health services. Most reform proposals emphasize primary care, much of which can be provided by nurse practitioners, registered nurses and physician’s assistants. These jobs could provide a landing spot for workers who have lost jobs in other sectors of the economy. Fundamental health care reform would also stimulate more consumer spending, as previously uninsured families would no longer need to save every extra penny to cover a medical emergency. When the federal government expanded Medicaid in the 1990s, my own research has shown, the newly insured significantly increased their spending on consumer goods.  Universal health insurance coverage would also address economic problems that existed before this downturn began — and that are likely to linger after growth resumes. In our current system, people who leave or lose their jobs often must go without insurance for months or years, and this discourages people from moving to positions where they could be more productive. Most reform proposals call for the creation of pools of insurance coverage that would guarantee access to high-quality, affordable care for people who are self-employed or out of work, increasing their mobility.  If this coverage focuses on disease prevention and wellness, it could also improve the health, and thereby the productivity, of the workforce.  In the long term, the greatest fiscal threat facing this nation is the growth in the costs of health care. These costs have more than tripled as a share of our economy since 1950, and show no signs of abating. The Congressional Budget Office recently projected that the share of the economy devoted to health care will double by 2050. Experts have yet to figure out how to restrain cost increases without sacrificing the quality of care that Americans demand. Yet cost control would be easier in an environment of universal coverage. Nations like the Netherlands and Switzerland, which have achieved universal coverage within a private insurance structure, control costs better than we do. And in my home state, Massachusetts, an ambitious plan to cover all residents has focused the attention of all stakeholders on the importance of controlling costs as a means of ensuring the plan’s success in the long run.  These are challenging times. The economic crisis of 2008 has left politicians of all stripes in shock and unsure where to move next. But rather than sit back and lick our wounds, we must move toward healing them. Fundamental health care reform that features universal insurance coverage is an important place to start. 

Econ collapse sparks global nuke war 

Mead 09 (Walter Russell, Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, New Republic, February 4, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2)

So far, such half-hearted experiments not only have failed to work; they have left the societies that have tried them in a progressively worse position, farther behind the front-runners as time goes by. Argentina has lost ground to Chile; Russian development has fallen farther behind that of the Baltic states and Central Europe. Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies. As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight. 

Health Care Reform Key to US Hum Rts Cred

Health care reform key to US human rights credibility and moral leadership 

Physicials for Human Rights 08 (Physicians for Human Rights (a non-profit dedicated to solving the health consequences of human rights, 97 Nobel Peace Prize winner) “Physicians for Human Rights call to leadership of New Administration to fulfill the promise of universal human rights” Dec 10 -- http://physiciansforhumanrights.org/library/documents/call-to-new-administration.pdf)

Commit to realizing the right to the highest attainable standard of health in the United States.

The United States cannot claim to be a beacon for human rights unless it tends to its own house. Your administration must articulate a strong commitment to universal health care and take immediate steps toward delivery of preventive and curative health care of good quality. Health care should be culturally and linguistically appropriate, and communities, especially vulnerable groups, should participate in the development and monitoring of systems that are responsive to their needs. The plight of the uninsured, unacceptable race disparities in delivery of care, lack of access to quality health care in many rural and urban locations, and efforts to deny care to undocumented workers are all morally untenable. It is unacceptable that these injustices take place in the wealthiest nation on Earth. They represent serious human rights violations that your administration must address with vigor.

Health Care Reform Key to US Auto Industry

High Health Care Costs jack US auto competitiveness

Carnrike 8 (Tammy Carnrike is COO of the Detroit Regional Chamber -- Publication: Detroiter -- January 1st  http://www.allbusiness.com/automotive/automotive-overview/11498123-1.html.)

The cost of health care is a topic no one can avoid, especially the American automotive companies, it is an issue at the heart of the industry's struggle to remain competitive in an increasingly global marketplace filled with aggressive rivals. Globalization has changed everything, and no other sector of the American economy has been more affected than auto manufacturers. Health care costs, among other factors, are a major driving force behind the competitive disadvantages confronting this important part of the national economy. The American antomotive companies find themselves in a health care vortex of rising costs and falling production. As health care costs increase, the health care cost per vehicle naturally increases, which forces up the selling price for American vehicles. This upward pressure on vehicle prices exacerbates the competitive disadvantage being experienced by American automotive companies. To make matters worse, the auto companies are cutting production to remain competitive against foreign competitors. Falling production is spreading the rising costs of health care over fewer and fewer vehicles. The health care costs per vehicle then increases, again pushing the selling price of American vehicles even higher. Rising health care costs, coupled with falling production, creates a vicious cycle that threatens to perpetuate the competitive disadvantage the auto industry finds itself in.

Loss of US auto competitiveness causes hardline trade friction with Japan --- tanks relations and the Japanese economy 

Nosaka 05 (Masaichi, Deputy Economic News Editor – Yomiuir Shimbum, Daily Yomiuri, 1-18, Lexis)
HEADLINE: ECONOMIC FORUM; Japan automakers' U.S. success may strain relations BYLINE: Masaichi Nosaka
SOURCE: Yomiuri BODY: It is now a decade since Japan and the United States reached an agreement on the auto trade--a fractious element of the bilateral relationship--after a series of tough negotiations. Recently, Japanese automakers have made rapid gains in the North American market and the question of whether history will repeat itself or whether the two countries have learned from the past and will avert a clash is now becoming a serious issue. I covered the auto trade talks in the mid-1990s during the administration of U.S. President Bill Clinton, and there are some scenes still etched in my memory. After the trade dispute was settled in the summer of 1995, Toyota Motor Corp. decided at the end of the year to build its fourth plant in North America in Princeton, Ind. The settlement was made as Japanese automakers agreed to voluntarily announce plans to boost production in North America. What plans the top Japanese carmaker would announce was surely of major concern. I attended a celebration party for the plant project where the atmosphere was as jubilant as a festival. Because Princeton was selected from a range of potential locations in North America, locals had strong hopes for job creation and stimulation of the local economy. Looking at the planned construction site in a vast empty space, I worried if a huge plant could really be built there. But the Indiana plant has now become the carmaker's main plant for large pickup trucks. Including production at other North American plants and exports from Japan, Toyota's new car sales in the United States last year exceeded 2 million for the first time. The Japanese auto industry's market share for new car sales rose above 30 percent last year for the first time--up seven percentage points on the 23 percent it stood at in 1995. Successful sales in the United States can be attributed to expansion in local production by not only Toyota, but other companies like Honda Motor Co. and Nissan Motor Co. These carmakers also have successfully introduced luxury cars to meet the needs of U.S. consumers and hybrid cars that give consideration to environmental protection. Toyota plans to begin operations at a new plant in Texas in 2006. The automaker's president, Fujio Cho, has unveiled a target to raise the ratio of locally produced cars to overall sales in the United States from the current 63 percent to 70 percent to 75 percent. The company is also considering building its seventh North American plant. Honda, meanwhile, plans to begin construction of a plant for production of passenger car transmissions in Georgia this spring. Nissan plans to build an engine parts plant in Tennessee by 2006 and begin operations there the same year. It seems the notion that cars should be produced where they are to be sold has firmly taken root among Japanese carmakers. As demonstrated by Toyota's Indiana plant, local production helps the local economy by boosting employment and expanding ties with local auto parts makers. Japanese officials believed that trade friction could be avoided if Japanese and U.S. companies became dependent on each other. Japanese companies share the optimistic view that friction will be avoided, even if their market share exceeds 30 percent. But it is worrying that General Motors Corp. Chairman Richard Wagoner has expressed expectations of a stronger yen, saying that the exchange rate to the dollar should stand at about 90 yen. GM and other U.S. makers are frustrated over their worsening business performance. Whether the Big Three can roll back Japanese market share could be a key factor in how tough the U.S. stance will be. Even if Japanese automakers are able to cope with a stronger yen, a sharp rise in the yen's value caused by intensified trade friction might have a negative impact on the economy. As domestic demand for cars is at saturation point, sales in North America account for about 70 percent of consolidated group operating profits for Japanese carmakers--something not expected a decade ago. Those who are most keenly aware of the unforeseen consequences of the historic Japan-U.S. accord may be the Big Three, who have been constantly exposed to strong advances by Japanese carmakers.
Collapse of the Japanese economy causes nuclear war with China

The Guardian 02 (2-11, Lexis)

Even so, the west cannot afford to be complacent about what is happening in Japan, unless it intends to use the country as a test case to explore whether a full-scale depression is less painful now than it was 70 years ago. Action is needed, and quickly because this is an economy that could soak up some of the world's excess capacity if functioning properly. A strong Japan is not only essential for the long-term health of the global economy, it is also needed as a counter-weight to the growing power of China. A collapse in the Japanese economy, which looks ever more likely, would have profound ramifications; some experts believe it could even unleash a wave of extreme nationalism that would push the country into conflict with its bigger (and nuclear) neighbour.
Health Care Reform Key to Democracy

Health care reform key to democracy

Marx 09 (Larry, executive director of the Donor Collaborative of Wisconsin. He served as co-executive director of Citizen Action of Wisconsin and as a program officer for the Proteus Fund, REVITALIZING DEMOCRACY; A Broader Definition of Democracy, America Prospect, lexis)

In well-intended efforts to position pro-democracy reforms as nonpartisan, reformers often strip these process reforms of any hint that they would affect the outcomes we actually care about--for example, public decisions around jobs and the economy, health care, energy and the environment, war and peace. Consequently, reform efforts are often hobbled by a lack of troops, too easily ignored by elected officials, and too conditioned by a small number of reform professionals demanding more democracy for "the people" (other people). As Obama adviser and George Washington University law professor Spencer Overton told me in an April 2007 interview, "Ultimately, we need a much more 'small d' democratic, much less 'expert based' decision-making paradigm. Common Cause and other organizations have gotten less and less participatory with the grass roots and more and more reliant on experts and inside strategies." It is difficult to find and sustain a political base for pro-democracy efforts without fusing the procedural issues people rarely care about with the tangible issues that matter intensely to our daily lives--such as how campaign-finance reform is connected to who pays and who avoids taxes. This works both ways: Data shows that increasing inequality of wealth, education, and access to health care reduces democratic participation and in turn leads us to feel that we have no power to influence the decisions affecting our quality of life. To get large numbers of people demanding a pro-democratic reform agenda, bills and coalitions on process must be coupled with improvements in substantive issues. That coupling advantages both ends of the democratic equation, process and outcomes. Even though there are no silver bullets for the problems plaguing our democracy, some leverage points are more effective than others at catalyzing system-wide change. Tweaking various processes is an inherently weaker approach than attempting to transform the system holistically, although such a broad approach raises the legislative challenge. The greatest leverage point is working to shift the underlying assumptions out of which the system arises. If the Obama administration begins to govern with transformational, pro-democratic reforms, it can begin to shift the paradigmatic principle of politics in the past three decades: To use a phrase first popularized by the economist Jared Bernstein, it's the shift from the "you're on your own" society to "we're all in it together."
Health Care Solves Disease Epidemics

Healthcare reform is critical to prevent breakout and rapid spread of disease epidemics  

MASON 08 (Vanessa, health care specialist, 8/16/2008, Universal Health Care Series: The National Security Argument, http://vanessamason.wordpress.com/2008/08/16/universal-health-care-series-the-national-security-argument/)

The flu epidemic of 1918 killed one-fifth of the world’s population in about two years, resulting in more deaths from the epidemic than World War I. Our interconnected society makes epidemics more likely to occur with the ease of mobility within countries and in between them.

A recent epidemic scare happened in 2007 when Andrew Speaker, after receiving a diagnosis of drug-resistant tuberculosis, proceeded to travel overseas and back on commercial flights for his wedding and honeymoon. Speaker was already out of the country when before authorities realized that he was infected with multi-drug resistant tuberculosis, which is the most difficult strain to treat.

Fortunately, no one was infected; also fortunately, Speaker was diagnosed and authorities were informed that he was infected. Imagine what could have happened if Speaker could not have seen a doctor.

MRSA and other “superbugs” are becoming increasingly frequent. Avian flu and pandemic flu are also looming biological dangers.

Imagine a situation where a patient has a bacterial infection but never goes to see a doctor because they can not afford the visit. The patient would continue to pass through the general population, infecting others. Public health officials would have greater difficulty finding the source of the infection because there would be so many more cases.

Imagine a situation where a patient actually sees a doctor, but in a crowded emergency room. The doctor, overwhelmed with cases, quickly diagnoses the bacterial infection and prescribes penicillin. The patient takes the medication, but the bacteria becomes resistant to penicillin.  His condition worsens and he can spread a drug-resistant strain to others.

Imagine a situation caused that as a byproduct of his socioeconomic status, the patient lives in conditions that are ripe for the spread of infections: close quarters and poor ventilation. Poverty also compromises the strength of one’s immune system, leaving the body open to infections and once infected, the body can not fight infections well.

1) Universal health care provides a greater likelihood of early detection to curb infections before they grow too quickly. Early detection is a key advantage in controlling epidemics and preventing deaths. Earlier detection also helps to reduce the likelihood that drug-resistant strains develop in the general population.

2) Increasing access to health care allows health care professionals to identify patients at risk and intervene to offer ways to reduce the risk of infection.

3) Universal health care enables consistent access to proper treatment. Treating infections with the wrong medication or with an insufficient dosage can cause the pathogen to mutate, creating drug-resistant strains.

Preventing epidemics should be a priority of paramount concern if the government actually wants to ensure national security. Implementing universal health care is an important step in the right direction.

Health Care Reform Key to US Leadership

Health care reform preserves US leadership—rising costs cripples our power  

Roche 01 (JAMES, Associate with Liggio, Benrubi & Williams, St. Thomas Law Review, “RELATED MATTERS: HEALTH CARE IN AMERICA: WHY WE NEED UNIVERSAL HEALTH CARE AND WHY WE NEED IT NOW,” 13 St. Thomas L. Rev. 1013, SUMMER – Lexis)

Universal health care is not only critical for the dignity of the person but the most efficient way to allocate resources. Nations such as Germany, Canada, France and the Netherlands all provide universal health care coverage to all their citizens. These nations all provide quality health care to everyone, at a much lower cost, and experience better general health than United States citizens. The United States is the world's political and economic leader. However, as more Americans become uninsured, health  [*1049]  in the United States will continue to deteriorate. As the nation's health deteriorates, so does the country's productivity. The United States will quickly lose its leader status if its current wasteful, inefficient and outdated health care system continues to consume an increasing amount of its GDP while yielding little or no additional results.

Dem Control Good—DADT Repeal Module

Democratic majorities in Congress are key to repealing DADT 

Melloy 7/5/10 (Killian, The Edge, "’Don’t Ask Don’t Tell’ Faces Court Challenge," http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:5CGBL6rzR08J:www.edgeboston.com/index.php%3Fch%3Dnews%26sc%3D%26sc2%3Dnews%26sc3%3D%26id%3D107598+)

Since then, some of the law’s own original architects have called for Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell to be repealed, or at least reviewed. 

Just such a review was announced to Congress earlier this year by Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Navy Adm. Mike Mullen and Defense Secretary Robert Gates. That review, said Mullen and Gates, was intended to address how best to go about repealing DADT, not ask whether it is a good idea to do away with the law. But the study was expected to take about a year.

GLBT advocacy groups decried the year-long wait, worried that midterm elections could see a Republican sweep. If the GOP takes decisive majorities in Congress, such a repeal may not take place for years to come, gay advocates argued.

DADT kills US military readiness—overstretches troops to the breaking point

US Newswire 2/11/05 (lexis)

Despite this year's historic low, "Don't Ask, Don't Tell" continues to weaken U.S. military readiness by forcing out service members with critical skills. Recently released Department of Defense information found that at least 20 Arabic linguists have been discharged under "Don't Ask, Don't Tell" in the past five years. Congressman Marty Meehan (D-MA), a leading opponent of "Don't Ask, Don't Tell" in the House of Representatives stated "Even one discharge of an able-bodied service member under "Don't Ask, Don't Tell" during a time of war is one too many. At a time when reservists' tours of duty have been extended and thousands of former service members have been involuntarily recalled, "Don't Ask Don't Tell" is stretching our troops to the breaking point. The Department of Defense should be focused on winning the war on terror, not advancing an agenda of discrimination." 

Readiness deters the rise of hostile global rivals  

Jack Spencer, policy analyst at Heritage, 9/15/00 (http://www.heritage.org/Research/MissileDefense/BG1394.cfm) 

The evidence indicates that the U.S. armed forces are not ready to support America's national security requirements. Moreover, regarding the broader capability to defeat groups of enemies, military readiness has been declining. The National Security Strategy, the U.S. official statement of national security objectives, 3 concludes that the United States "must have the capability to deter and, if deterrence fails, defeat large-scale, cross-border aggression in two distant theaters in overlapping time frames." 4 According to some of the military's highest-ranking officials, however, the United States cannot achieve this goal. Commandant of the Marine Corps General James Jones, former Chief of Naval Operations Admiral Jay Johnson, and Air Force Chief of Staff General Michael Ryan have all expressed serious concerns about their respective services' ability to carry out a two major theater war strategy. 5 Recently retired Generals Anthony Zinni of the U.S. Marine Corps and George Joulwan of the U.S. Army have even questioned America's ability to conduct one major theater war the size of the 1991 Gulf War. 6 Military readiness is vital because declines in America's military readiness signal to the rest of the world that the United States is not prepared to defend its interests. Therefore, potentially hostile nations will be more likely to lash out against American allies and interests, inevitably leading to U.S. involvement in combat. A high state of military readiness is more likely to deter potentially hostile nations from acting aggressively in regions of vital national interest, thereby preserving peace. 

Impact is global nuclear war 

Khalilzad 95 (Zalmay, RAND Corporation, Losing The Moment? Washington Quarterly, Vol 18, No 2, p. 84)

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

Dem Control Good—Key to DADT Repeal

The loss of Democratic majorities in Congress means DADT won’t be repealed

CNN 5/28/10 ("Senate panel, House approve 'don't ask, don't tell' compromise plan," http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:3RVKjDBoWUkJ:www.cnn.com/2010/POLITICS/05/28/congress.military.gays.policy/index.html+%22don't+ask%22+%22don't+tell%22+republicans+midterms&cd=6&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us)

The Senate committee's vote on the amendment was mostly partisan, with 15 Democrats and one Republican -- Sen. Susan Collins of Maine -- supporting the compromise repeal language. The House vote also was along largely partisan lines, with 229 Democrats and five Republicans supporting the repeal amendment, while 168 Republicans and 26 Democrats opposed it.

Under the compromise, the repeal would occur after a military review of the matter and subsequent approval by Obama, the defense secretary and the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Opponents of the repeal language said the military should first carry out the review ordered by Defense Secretary Robert Gates that is scheduled to be completed in December. Only then would military leaders have the necessary information from force members to develop a plan for carrying out the repeal, according to the opponents.

"I see no reason to pre-empt the process that our senior Defense Department leaders put into motion, and I am concerned that many members of the military would view such a move as disrespectful to the importance of their roles in this process," said Sen. Jim Webb, D-Virginia, who voted against the amendment.

A recent CNN poll seemed to suggest that Americans were ready for the change. The CNN/Opinion Research Corp. survey released Tuesday indicated that 78 percent of the public supports allowing openly gay people to serve in the military, with one in five opposed.

The compromise worked gave time for the military to complete its review of the planned repeal, as sought by Gates and the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Gates and Adm. Mike Mullen, the Joint Chiefs chairman, both said this week they could accept the compromise language.

Supporters of repealing the policy have been pressuring congressional Democrats to act now, fearing the party will lose its House or Senate majority in November's midterm election and be unable to pass the measure then.

DADT Repeal Key to REadiness

DADT poisons the whole recruiting pool – sends a signal of hostility towards gay and straight people alike 
Diane Mazur, law at University of Florida, Summer 2004 (15 J. Law. & Pub. Pol'y 423)

"Don't Ask, Don't Tell" weakens military readiness for more than just the direct and obvious reason, by requiring the discharge of talented gay [*440] servicemembers. 65 A military that defines itself in terms of a moral code based on constitutional resistance discourages the enlistment of quality youth, male and female, gay and straight, white and non-white, who value constitutional equality. It sends a message that citizens who value constitutional equality are not welcome in the military. Fortunately, I believe this message will eventually lead to the end of "Don't Ask, Don't Tell." The military will one day tire of its enforcement and realize the policy is discouraging rather than encouraging enlistment, and this will probably happen before courts are ready to pierce the doctrine of deference and reveal there never was a military justification behind the policy. Either way, the reality of military readiness will control, whether through recognition by courts or the exigency of the military's own operational needs.

Ending DADT ends the recruitment gap by adding tens of thousands of new recruits
US Newswire 7/25/05 (lexis)

The United States military could attract as many as 41,000 new recruits by lifting its "Don't Ask, Don't Tell" ban on gay personnel, new data released today by Servicemembers Legal Defense Network (SLDN) shows. The analysis of year 2000 census data, conducted by Gary J. Gates, senior research fellow at the Williams Project, UCLA School of Law, indicates the armed forces could significantly close its recruiting gap -- or even eliminate it -- by welcoming openly gay troops to the services."The 'Don't Ask, Don't Tell' law hangs like a 'Gays Not Welcome' sign outside the Pentagon's front door," said Sharra E. Greer, director of law and policy for SLDN. "Thousands of lesbian and gay Americans are ready to answer our nation's call to service, but are turned away because of federally sanctioned discrimination. Now, more than ever, our country needs the talent of these patriotic Americans. We can make our homeland more secure by repealing 'Don't Ask, Don't Tell' once and for all." 

Ending DADT ensures the retention of HIGH-QUALITY military personnel 

Robin Ingli, Hamline Journal of Public Law & Policy, Fall 1998 (20 Hamline J. Pub. L. & Pol’y 89)

Further, the tide may be turning as courts begin to rule in favor of gay service members who were discharged after the military "pursued" the truth about sexual orientation, such as in the case of Timothy R. McVeigh (no relation to the Oklahoma City bomber). 98 In this case, the judge determined that the navy went on an "outing mission" upon discovery of suggestions of sexual orientation in a private e-mail account. 99 Officer McVeigh's discharge was blocked, but he was assigned to low-level, demeaning duties. 100 Repealing the "don't ask, don't tell" policy seems like a viable option given the cost of discharges. Especially considering the fact that the number of discharges is increasing and that studies by the DOD indicate that gays and lesbians in the military have the highest performance records, on average, of any other subgroup, and are consistently in the top five percent. 101 However, it seems unlikely that a total lift of the ban will happen any time soon due to low tolerance of homosexuals by military officials and the conservative Congress.
Enforcement of exclusion forces devastatingly costly budget trade offs

Robin Ingli, Hamline Journal of Public Law & Policy, Fall 1998 (20 Hamline J. Pub. L. & Pol’y 89)

Further, the “don’t ask, don’t tell” policy costs the military real dollars in recruiting and training. In 1990, the cost of recruiting and training replacements for service members dismissed for homosexuality was $ 27 million, not including money spent to investigate, prosecute and discharge them. 63 The total cost for recruiting and replacement of the 16,919 dismissed from 1980-1990 was approximately $ 498 million. 64 These costs could be avoided entirely by lifting the ban on homosexuals in the military. 

DADT REpeal Key to Hum Rts Cred/Soft Power

DADT cripples US human rights credibility and moral leadership—the policy is seen as hypocritical 

Scott Morris, JD American University, Washington College of Law, 2001 (9 Am. U.J. Gender Soc. Pol'y & L. 423) 

European views on the issue of Gays in the military are progressing toward full acceptance at a quicker pace than appears to be the case in the United States, where Don't Ask, Don't Tell appears to be a permanent fixture in the American military establishment. 79 The widening gap between civil rights for Gays in the United States versus other countries of the Western World poses potential problems for the United States. For instance, given the United States' history of using allegations of human rights abuses by Communist and Third World countries in negotiating economic and political agreements, laws such as Don't Ask, Don't Tell put American foreign policy at risk for chastisement by the international community as being hypocritical. 80 Perhaps more fundamentally threatening to the United States is the fact that the European frontier of civil liberties may be advancing more quickly than that of the United States, a nation that prides itself on being the leader of the free world. 81 

DADT Repeal Key to War on Terror

DADT-related discharges undermine US efforts in the war on terror AND their turns are empirically denied 

James Allon Garland, law at Hofstra, Spring 2004 (21 Hofstra Lab. & Emp. L.J. 325)

Perhaps not surprisingly, the absence of numerous policy defenders at the conference caused the balance of the conference testimony to question the policy=s justifications and effectiveness - a result enhanced by the overwhelming attendance by renowned military and legal scholars who have studied military policy in remarkable detail. 9 The highlights of their conclusions were daunting, notably among them that all of the United States= leading allies but Turkey had lifted their

restrictions on service by lesbians and gay men who are open about their sexuality, without any of the problems claimed by American military leadership. 10 Meanwhile, thousands of lesbian, bisexual, and gay service members have been needlessly discharged in the United States, 11 including many who have essential skills to fight the war on terror, 12 many who have given years of their lives to service, only to have that service dismissed for the sake of those in service who allegedly cannot accept homosexuality. 13 Conference attendees also reported that the policy has resulted in deep intrusions on the private lives of all service members who must defend [*328] against perceptions and accusations of homosexuality, 14 and that the impact of the policy has spread beyond the military, most notably to American colleges and universities, where campuses are required to accommodate discrimination in violation of anti-discrimination prohibitions, and where distribution of materials critical of military policy risks punishment by loss of federal funding. 15

DADT Repeal Key to Solve Patriarchy

DADT reinforces traditional gender stereotypes

Montrece McNeill Ransom, Law and Psychology Review, Spring 2001 (25 Law & Psychol. Rev. 161)

In determining whether a gender based classification serves an important governmental objective, the Supreme Court has held that "care must be taken in ascertaining whether the statutory objective itself reflects archaic and stereotypic notions." 56 Such notions include assumptions or generalizations about the traditional sex roles of men and women. 57 The "Don't Ask, Don't Tell" policy reflects these notions by resting on over-broad assumptions about the proper role of women and men. The Supreme Court has consistently struck down statutes that unconstitutionally impose traditional gender roles. 58 Men and women seem to abrogate their equal protection rights against gender discrimination when they join the military. Because the military's policies and practices are neutral on [*168] their face, the gender discrimination they cause is not subject to the heightened scrutiny that the court has found applicable to other forms of discrimination based on sex. 59 A service member who has been discriminated against has few, if any, independent channels to pursue a remedy and must proceed through the military chain of command. 60 When the chain of command is composed solely of men, it is sometimes difficult for a military woman to get results. 61 The "Don't Ask, Don't Tell" policy adds to this dilemma because it has the effect of keeping women locked in certain social and economic positions based on their gender--a result which is unacceptable under the equal protection doctrine. The "Don't Ask, Don't Tell" policy carries the inherent risk of reinforcing stereotypes about the proper place for women. 63 Social psychologists have found that "hostility toward homosexuals is linked to other traditional, restrictive attitudes about sex roles." 64 One study found that "the best single predictor of homophobia is a belief in the traditional family ideology, i.e. dominant father, submissive mother, and obedient children." 65 Conviction, aggressiveness, and strength are some of the traits which are most valued in male soldiers. 66 However, while it is true that military women who exhibit these traits are often promoted, they may also find themselves labeled "deviant, man-women, and lesbians." 67 In a letter to her senator, a female Army officer wrote: "I am one of the few women in my unit. Shortly after I arrived at this [*169] assignment, a junior soldier began spreading rumors that I was a lesbian. . . . The trigger for the harassment was nothing more than the fact that I am a woman leader in an overwhelmingly male field." 68 After complaining through her chain of command, an investigation was initiated--into her sexual orientation. 69 Such an incident can follow a woman from assignment to assignment, undermine her authority, and even end her career. 70 The "Don't Ask, Don't Tell" policy, although aimed at males and females equally, reinforces a closed-minded view of the proper behavior of women. Therein lies the double-bind: if a military woman is not aggressive, she may not get promoted. If she is too aggressive, she may become the victim of harassment or suffer an investigation into her sex life. 

This form of gender polarization ensures extinction 

Sandra Bem, Professor of Psychology at Cornell, The Lenses of Gender 1993, p. 193 

In addition to the humanist and feminist arguments against gender polarization, there is an overarching moral argument that fuses the antihumanist and antifeminist aspects of gender polarization. The essence of this moral argument is that by polarizing human values and human experiences into the masculine and feminine, gender polarization not only helps to keep culture in the grip of males themselves; it also keeps the culture in the grip of highly polarized masculine values to emphasize making war over keeping the peace, taking risks over giving care, and even mastering nature over harmonizing with nature that when allowed to dominate societal and even global decision making, they create the danger that humans will destroy not just each other in massive numbers but the planet. 
A2 DADT Good—Key to Military STrength

Gays already serve in the military AND DADT only hurts cohesion via suspicion and lack of trust

Nathaniel Frank, history at NYU and research fellow at Center for the Study of Sexual Minorities in the Military, 9/15/04 http://www.gaymilitary.ucsb.edu/Publications/Frank091504_GaysAtWar.doc

Gays and lesbians serve on the frontlines of Operation Enduring Freedom and Operation Iraqi Freedom, taking combat and combat-support roles as officers and enlisted personnel in the Army, Air Force, Navy and Marines. Despite the prohibitions of “don’t ask, don’t tell, don’t pursue,” many serve openly or are known to a majority of the troops in their unit. When gays are out, they report greater success in bonding, morale, professional advancement, levels of commitment & retention and access to essential support services.Nearly all the gay and lesbian service members interviewed for this study reported that the “don’t ask, don’t tell” policy impeded their capacity to bond with their peers, to develop trust within their units, to discuss basic personal matters, and to achieve maximum productivity in their working lives as fighters and support personnel. Reported hardships were exacerbated during deployment, when support networks and resources outside the military are less accessible. Many reported that, due to the policy’s strictures on expression, they sometimes avoided socializing with their comrades, and were perceived by others as anti-social.None of the gay and lesbian interviewees reported any impairment of unit cohesion as a result of their homosexual identity being known during deployment. Some reported that the “don’t tell” clause of the policy undermined unit cohesion and impeded their ability to reach their potential. Some members reported minor disruptions resulting from anti-gay sentiment which were comparable to other kinds of tension resulting from gender- or race-based interpersonal conflicts. 
***Generic AFF Answers to ANY Midterms DA***

A2 Dem Control Key to Dem Agenda

Republican takeover won't doom the Democratic agenda--they've pledged to cooperate next year 

Welna 7/10/10 (David, NPR, "Returning From Recess, Senators Face A Stalemate," http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=128418920)

As for the president's recent call for Congress to pass an immigration overhaul this year, South Carolina Republican Lindsey Graham says forget it.

"If you bring comprehensive immigration to the floor in this environment, it will fail, it will fail miserably, and nobody will touch it for a decade," he said.

Graham prefers waiting until after the elections. He thinks Republicans might be more willing then to consider not only immigration, but a lot of other things piling up in the Senate.

Election = Too Far Away/Other Issues Will Affect

Politics is too volatile—anything can happen between now and the election

Spencer 7/1 (Stu, GOP strategist, Political strategists handicap fall election -- can Democrats wash away their problems in time?, 2010 http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/washington/2010/07/democrats-republican-strategists-handicap-fall-election.html)

“No, it's not set. There's plenty of time for things to change. Politics is too volatile, communication is too quick these days for anything to be settled this far out. Oil spills happen, anything could happen between now and Nov. 2 to change the dynamic. I wouldn't go to bed secure with any campaign I was running today.”

A2 Foreign Policy Key to Midterms

The economy is the biggest issue in midterms – not the military

Leary 7 – 5 – 10 [Alex, “Midterm elections: Economy pushes war into background”
http://www.tampabay.com/news/politics/national/midterm-elections-economy-pushes-war-into-background/1106951] 

With the 2010 midterm elections becoming a referendum on the economy, politicians are reacting to voters consumed with troubles at home. After nine years, America has become war weary.  There is no greater domestic priority now than the economy. Despite mild economic improvement, millions remain out of work. Florida's 11.7 percent unemployment rate remains one of the highest in the country.  "It dwarfs everything," said Republican pollster David Winston. "It's sort of like looking at a house and there's all these things that need repair, but if the roof's on fire, all these things are secondary. Jobs and the economy are the equivalent of the fire on the roof."  War has slid enough out of view that some polls have stopped asking about it. A review of campaign websites in Florida shows it gets passing mention.  "Rep. (Ron) Klein is ensuring there is tough oversight of our conflicts abroad," reads a brief statement on the Boca Raton Democrat's site.  Four years ago, Klein won his first election on a strong message of ending the war in Iraq.  In an interview, Klein said his constituents have mixed opinions, some thinking the United States should prosecute the war as long as necessary and others wanting an end. "They are saying we have enough problems in the U.S. We can't be the policemen to the world."  Klein's chief opponent, Republican Allen West, is a former lieutenant colonel in the Army and served in Iraq and as a civilian adviser in Afghanistan. West, too, is focused on jobs but plans to draw a contrast with Klein over war issues, including Klein's support for a 2007 resolution opposing President George W. Bush's troop surge in Iraq — a position taken by Florida's other Democratic House members.  Rep. Kendrick Meek of Miami, who is seeking the Democratic nomination for U.S. Senate, said voters are asking about health care, jobs and the oil disaster in the gulf. "The war," he said, "is not necessarily front page."  

The state of the economy is the key issue for the midterm elections, which currently benefits Republicans—it’s the “prism” through which everything else is seen 

Silva 4/14/10 (Mark, LA Times, "Poll: GOP, Democrats in tie as midterm elections near and voters focus on jobs," http://articles.latimes.com/2010/apr/14/nation/la-na-election-jobs15-2010apr15)

Reporting from Washington — The state of the economy likely will outweigh any other issue on the minds of voters in midterm congressional elections, which offer Republicans a significant opportunity to add to their numbers in Congress, a new bipartisan poll shows.

The Battleground Poll, released Wednesday, shows a virtual tie between the Republican and Democratic parties when voters were asked which party's candidates they would favor in November.

Yet 76% of the Republicans questioned in the poll, sponsored by George Washington University, said they were extremely likely to vote in November. That surpassed the number of likely Democratic voters by 14 percentage points. That level of intensity among Republicans surpasses what was measured in 1994, when the GOP took control of the House.

The economy and jobs stand out as the main issues that voters want Congress to work on, with 39% of those surveyed calling it their primary issue and 16% their secondary issue.

"It is still jobs, jobs, jobs," said Celinda Lake, of Lake Research, the Democratic pollster on the Battleground Poll's team. "It is really the prism though which everything else is seen."

The state of the economy is THE most important political issue for the midterm elections

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

No economic statistic has more political power than the unemployment rate, now 9.7%. Even those with jobs are nervous: In a Gallup Poll this month, a record one in five working Americans say it's likely they'll lose their job during the next year.

The unemployment for July is released on Aug. 6, just before the fall campaigns begin in earnest and as voter attitudes are beginning to be set.

What matters politically isn't where the jobless rate stands, says Ray Fair, a Yale economist who has studied the relationship between economic statistics and election outcomes. What matters is whether the rate is getting better or worse.

"It's the change in the economy at the time of the election that seems to be more important than the level," he says. "So you go into an election with a fairly high unemployment rate but things are getting better quickly, that's fine. The fact that it's high gets less weight than the fact that it's improving."

A2 Foreign Policy Key to Midterms

The economy is key to the midterms—voters hold the Dems accountable for the economy’s performance

Surowieki 4/19/10 (James, The New Yorker, "Timing the Recovery," http://www.newyorker.com/talk/financial/2010/04/19/100419ta_talk_surowiecki)

Now, economic performance doesn’t necessarily determine elections; its impact was trumped in 2002, for instance, by 9/11 and in 2006 by Iraq. And its impact tends to be bigger in Presidential races than in midterms. But there is typically a strong correlation between how the economy is doing and how voters feel, with weak economies hurting incumbents and helping challengers. (That’s why Presidents have a tendency to try to juice the economy in election years: in 1972, Richard Nixon pushed through a major increase in Social Security benefits just before the election.) And it doesn’t matter if blame for a poor economy might plausibly be laid on a previous Administration: it’s the party in charge that voters hold responsible. In other words, if the economy is bad on Election Day, blaming George Bush probably won’t work. “The old party gets credit or blame for the first year, and then it’s the new party’s economy,” Larry Bartels, a political scientist at Princeton, says. “By November, it will be the Democrats’ economy.”

Understandably, then, Republicans have been giddy about their prospects this fall. Even if we get a sustained recovery, more than ten million people will still be out of work in November, and few Americans will be better off than they were two years ago. And the weak economy has already helped Republicans, because it’s easier to recruit what John Sides, a political scientist at George Washington University, calls “quality challengers”—among them, for instance, people who’ve actually held political office before—when the chances of victory look good. While high-profile Democratic incumbents have been stepping down, strong Republican candidates have decided to step up.

A tough November for Democrats therefore looks like a foregone conclusion. And yet if the economy really starts to recover this summer a lot could change. For one thing, voters have short memories: when they cast their ballots, their decisions are shaped primarily by recent events. Bartels, in his book “Unequal Democracy,” points out a strong correlation between voting in Presidential elections and income growth during election years, rather than income growth over the full length of a Presidency. Indeed, he narrows it down further: the second and third quarters of the election year seem to matter most. Since the second quarter started just last week, there’s time for moods to brighten substantially by Election Day. Some have argued that an economic rebound won’t matter this year, because things have been so awful that normal growth won’t feel like progress. But, as Sides says, “it doesn’t seem that economic growth matters less when you’re digging out of a crisis. What voters look at is whether things are getting better or worse.”
Jobs bill key to midterms – anything but passage hurts democrats

Witt 7 – 2 – 10 [Ryan is a s a law school graduate who has extensive experience teaching government and politics, “Fragile economic recovery at risk due to midterm election politics”

http://www.examiner.com/x-5738-Political-Buzz-Examiner~y2010m7d2-Fragile-economic-recovery-at-risk-due-to-midterm-election-politics] 

Both parties are more concerned about the 2010 midterm elections than the practical economics which affect American lives.  The more guilty party is likely Republicans, who have filibustered an extension of jobless benefits multiple times despite all logic to the contrary.  Jobless benefits are not true welfare, as workers pay for such benefits when they are working,  An employee must be laid off, not fired, to earn the benefits, and they also must prove that they are actively seeking a job.  The unemployment checks they receive are very likely to be spent immediately, helping create economic growth.  Despite all this, election year politics are keeping an extension from being passed.  Republicans are now saying the extensions must be paid for (ignoring the fact that the Iraq War and Medicare Part D were passed under President Bush without being paid for). 

If Democrats can not pass an extension of jobless benefits, it is very doubtful they will be able to pass anything else before the midterms.  No one knows who will benefit politically from another economic downturn.  The most likely victim will be Democrats since they hold the most power in Washington right now.  Republicans may also suffer if Americans grow frustrated with their obstructionism.  Regardless of who gets hurt politically, it seems fairly clear that the whole country will suffer economically.

A2 Single Issues Can Affect the Midterms

It is too late for the dems and the plan isn’t big enough to trigger the link

Cook, 7/1 (Charlie, independent analyst, Political strategists handicap fall election -- can Democrats wash away their problems in time?, 2010 http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/washington/2010/07/democrats-republican-strategists-handicap-fall-election.html)

“Every week that goes by … the more dramatic change would be needed to change the trajectory of this election. The dynamics of midterm elections don't usually change this late. They can build and get worse, but they usually don't fundamentally change. My hunch is that this table is set, but it's not over ‘til it's over.” [Cook is also publisher of the nonpartisan Cook Political Report.]

The passing of a bill—i.e. the plan—can’t change the outcome of the election

Rothenberg 7/1 (Stuart, Independent analyst, Political strategists handicap fall election -- can Democrats wash away their problems in time?, 2010 http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/washington/2010/07/democrats-republican-strategists-handicap-fall-election.html)

“I wouldn’t say the concrete has hardened, because I just don’t believe in inevitability. But any fundamental change would require dramatic news. Not another speech, not the results of any one primary, not Congress passing a bill. The whole outlook of voters has to change from pessimistic, worried, angry, afraid to upbeat, hopeful, optimistic. And I just don’t see that happening.” [Rothenberg is also editor and publisher of the Rothenberg Political Report.]

Only a cataclysmic event can affect the midterms—plan doesn’t even register 

Howell 7/1( Scott, Republican media strategist, Political strategists handicap fall election -- can Democrats wash away their problems in time?, 2010 http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/washington/2010/07/democrats-republican-strategists-handicap-fall-election.html)

“The concrete might not be set, but it’s damned close… If you look over the course of history, the off-year midterm [election] for the party in power is usually not good. And you’re seeing a lot of races that... ... shouldn’t be competitive for Democrats that are very competitive. You could have some cataclysmic event, but that’s what it’s going to take to bring about a sea change. … I am, by nature, pretty cautious. But if it keeps going the way it is, it could be very uncomfortable for my friends on the other side.”

