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Dems are running for cover- GOP will win with 80 seats in contention

The Sacramento Bee 8-1 “GOP Looks to erase Democrats’ comfy House Majority” http://www.sacbee.com/2010/08/01/2928723/gop-looks-to-erase-democrats-comfy.html
WASHINGTON -- No fewer than 65 House seats across the country - an overwhelming majority held by Democrats - are at risk of changing political hands this fall, enough to bolster Republican hopes of regaining power and stoke fears in President Barack Obama's party of losing it. Even more races from California to New York could become competitive by November as voters look to blame someone for the sluggish economic recovery and take out their frustration on the Democrats who run the government. As of now, enough seats are in play that Republicans could gain the 39 they need to reclaim the House, dealing a blow to Obama in the first midterm elections of his presidency. Primary outcomes and national polls show a restless electorate and energized Republicans. Independents who propelled the Democrats to power in 2006 and 2008 in scores of swing districts are leaning toward the GOP, expressing concerns about excessive spending, government overreach and the spiraling national debt. Every part of the country features close House contests. At least six are in Pennsylvania and at least five in Ohio. Three apiece or more are in Arizona, Indiana, Florida and Illinois. New Hampshire has two, as does Arkansas. Democrats say 70 at most are up for grabs; the GOP says the number is closer to 80. In interviews with The Associated Press, lawmakers and party officials from both sides agree that at least 65 of the 435 races are hotly contested - and Democrats are on defense in most. Democrats just reserved nearly $50 million in TV advertising time for the fall in 60 districts, mostly to protect seats held by their own members. "Republicans are on offense and Democrats are running for cover," said House GOP leader John Boehner of Ohio. "The Democrats are running from their own record.”
<Insert Specific Link>

Midterms will be a referendum issue for both sides

Peace FM Online 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 forcontrol 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 speechthat the Democratic National Committee's political arm, Organizing forAmerica, 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. You can watch the video below:  "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 ofthe 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. The governors association doesn't normally take the lead in framing Republican campaign themes — but it's now being led by Mississippi Gov. Haley Barbour, a former chairman of the Republican National Committee who's reportedly considering a run for president in 2012. The video is clearly looking to harness anger in the conservative base over the Obama agenda, and its higher-end production values suggest that the RGA wants to take a more aggressive role in stirring up grass-roots opposition to Obama. It remains to be seen whether the RNC and the GOP's two congressional campaign committees will follow suit with similar hard-hitting material. At the very least, as Time magazine's Michael Sherer observes, in producing the spot, the governors association has bodly moved beyond "the stodgy, safe territory it normally inhabits." You can watch the video below:
Bush Tax cuts are critical for economic recovery

NewsOk 7-30 News Oklahoma “Letting Bush Tax Cuts expire would slow economy even more” http://newsok.com/letting-bush-tax-cuts-expire-would-slow-economy-even-more/article/3480599
Democrats and Republicans come to the discussion with unclean hands on deficit reduction. The GOP spent too much while it controlled Congress and the White House, a major reason voters turned to the Democrats in the 2006 elections. Since Obama took office Democrats have blown the lid off spending. The 2010 deficit likely will crest at a record $1.4 trillion, and the administration projects another $1.4 trillion deficit in 2011. The Ethics and Public Policy Center's James C. Capretta writes that from 2010 to 2020, Obama's budgets would run up a cumulative deficit of nearly $10 trillion, with the nation's debt reaching $18.5 trillion in 2020, up from $5.8 trillion at the close of 2008. Somehow in all of that, Democrats have gotten deficit religion and say ending the Bush tax cuts — at least those for wealthier Americans — is necessary to keep the deficit from being larger. "We wouldn't be in the mess we're in today had these tax cuts not gone through... for the wealthiest 1 percent in this country," Rep. Joseph Crowley, D-N.Y., said on MSNBC's "Hardball" this week. "I think the wealthiest 1 percent can afford a little bit more to live in the best, the greatest country the world has ever known." Crowley's got his facts wrong. At most, tax cuts account for just 14 percent of the swing from budget surplus in 2000 to the current deficit. As for the wealthy paying more for enjoying American prosperity, that's just standard fare for the party of class warfare and big government. Frankly, it's par for a party that doesn't seem to understand or like capitalism. Raising taxes in a slow economy will make it slower. Rep. Paul Ryan, R-Wis., says 75 percent of those who would pay higher taxes are small-business men and women. "When you think you're just taxing rich people like Bill Gates, what you end up doing is you're hitting successful small businesses," said Ryan, who shared the "Hardball" program with Crowley and made mincemeat of him and host Chris Matthews. Ryan and others need to be in top form for the tax-cut debate, reiterating the soundness of low taxes and real spending cuts — he specifies $1.3 trillion in savings as well as entitlement reform — against the wave of calls for more revenue for the Washington spending machine.
Obama Pushing for Expiration – Dems will follow killing the Tax Cuts

 National Journal 7-26 “Despite Tough Climate, Public Prefers Obama’s Policies” http://congressionalconnection.nationaljournal.com/2010/07/despite-tough-climate-public-p.php




          Despite a tough year for President Obama, the public believes his administration's policies offer a better chance at improving the economy over the policies of his predecessor, former President George W. Bush. According to the latest Society for Human Resource Management/National Journal Congressional Connection Poll, conducted with the Pew Research Center, 46 percent said Obama's path would do more to improve economic conditions in the next few years, compared to 29 percent who said policies put in place by Bush would. And regarding the most significant domestic policy of Bush's time in office, his 2001 and 2003 tax cuts, the public is offering a split verdict on what course lawmakers should take as they all expire at the end of the year. Overall, Obama's lead on the economy, although it falls short of a majority, is notable considering the public's sour mood. In a Congressional Connection Poll conducted last month, the National Journal Political Confidence Index for Obama stood at -16 and was at -14 for expectations that the federal government will make progress on the country's most pressing problems. Americans' sentiment here matters, as the parties have ramped up their midterm political strategy by questioning the other side's economic acumen. Democrats have trumpeted their legislative victories, notably Obama's signing of legislation Wednesday to overhaul the way the financial sector is regulated. They also argue that the stimulus Obama signed into law last year has put people back to work, especially public service officials like police officers and those working to repair the nation's infrastructure. Republicans have accused Obama and the Democrats' congressional leadership of spending the country into a debt ditch, including Obama's signing of legislation Thursday to extend unemployment benefits for the hardest hit without offsetting the costs. They have also questioned whether the stimulus has worked and have made hay out of the Troubled Asset Relief Program, although Bush signed that program into law. Regarding the stimulus, Republicans have tapped into some popular sentiment. The July 15-18 Congressional Connection Poll demonstrated how unpopular the stimulus was. Fifty-seven percent in that survey said the stimulus didn't keep unemployment from getting worse. A 
Continued…
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sizable minority, 17 percent, said neither administration's policies would help, perhaps reflecting a pessimism taking hold as the economy continues to limp along. That matched Republicans' views, which stood at 18 percent. Only 3 percent of Democrats said neither administration's policies would help. The number of independents who said neither administration's policies would help was higher than the overall sample, 27 percent. Forty-three percent of independents favored Obama's policies, while 20 percent favored Bush's. Republicans and Democrats largely fell into party camps over which president's policies they favored, although a higher percentage of Democrats, 84 percent, threw their lot in with Obama than did Republicans who favored Bush, 63 percent. Regarding the tax cuts, 30 percent of Americans believe all of Bush's 2001 and 2003 cuts should stay in place. That compared to 31 percent who believed that all of them should be repealed. Twenty-seven percent take the route Obama campaigned on: Tax cuts for the wealthy should be repealed, while the others should stay in place.
Economic decline ensures nuclear great-power war 
Mead 9 – Walter Russell Mead, the Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2-4, 2009, “Only Makes You Stronger,” The New Republic, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2

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.
Uniqueness- Dems will lose
Dems will lose in the midterms: 10 reasons

Mckinnon 7-30 Mark McKinnon vice chairman of Public Strategies and president of Maverick Media http://www.thedailybeast.com/blogs-and-stories/2010-07-30/bush-blame-democratic-strategy-wont-win-midterms/2/
History was made two years ago when Obama was elected with 53 percent of the vote, more than any Democratic president except Andrew Jackson, Franklin Roosevelt, and Lyndon Johnson. Now, his approval rating mirrors the public’s spiraling pessimism on the economy. Voters are increasingly losing confidence in the president’s ability to lead. And desperate times call for desperate measures. Like the distracting patter of an old stage magician meant to mask a sleight of hand, Democrats gleefully announce that their “brilliant” theme for the August recess and the 2010 campaign season is ... “Blame Bush.” Well, Democrats “can spin, they can sing, they can dance naked in the streets saying it’s about Bush, but he’s not on the ballot this year,” responds Rep. Greg Walden (R -OR). Voters know whose hands are at the helm now. And with the elections less than 100 days away, here are the 10 telling signs that blaming bad times on Bush is not a winning strategy: 1. Red regions are gaining; blue are bleeding. Folks are fleeing stricken states in search of jobs. Based on these population changes, eight states in the more conservative South and West are projected to gain one or more U.S. House seats. With a probable gain of three or four seats, the biggest winner is Texas—not surprising, with its continuing record job growth. Ten states, mostly in the more liberal Northeast, will likely lose one House seat or more. 2. Republicans are pulling ahead in U.S. House races. With a projected gain of more than 40 House seats in November, Republican candidates also have the financial leadin most of the 15 competitive races in which Democratic incumbents aren’t running. Republicans only need a net gain of 39 seats to take the “damn gavel” away from Speaker Pelosi. 3. Toss-ups are turning red in the U.S. Senate. The GOP is leading or tied in eight Senate races for seats now held by Democrats, and is ahead in all Republican-held districts. More toss-up states on the map are leaning Republican. And the National Republican Senatorial Committee predicts a change in control of the Senate is now possible in just two election cycles. 4. Republicans are winning governorships. Thirty-seven governorships are being contested in November. Democrats are defending 19; Republicans 18. Of the 23 races without incumbents, thanks to term limits and voluntary—or involuntary—retirements, at least seven of these open states are already safe bets to switch to GOP control: Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, and Wyoming. Add a promising Colorado, New Mexico, and Wisconsin, a possible Illinois, and retention of incumbencies, and Republicans take control of the majority of governorships. The Republican Governors Association has a record $40 million cash on hand to invest in these races and to promote its national “Remember November” campaign. 5. Republicans are winning state legislatures. Eighty-three percent of all state legislative seats are on the line in November. These local races can change the game on the national level. In most states, the legislative chambers, along with the governor, direct where congressional district lines are redrawn. In states like Pennsylvania, Republicans only need to pick up three seats to bring about a change in control. A Republican resurgence nationwide led by the Republican State Leadership Committeewill give the GOP sole redistricting authority in more than 160 U.S. House districts, nearly six times more than their Democratic counterparts. 6. Republicans are winning on the issues. Voters trust Republicans more than Democrats on nine out of 10 key issues, including the all important economy. And the number of voters who view taxes as very important has jumped to its highest level ever. Here, Republicans already hold the edge on trust, 53 to 36 percent. Although overall awareness of the coming tax increases is low, already 55 percent of voters in 12 swing states, including 57 percent of independents, say they are less likely to vote for Democratic congressional candidates if next year’s scheduled tax increases are not stopped or delayed. 7. Democrats are losing black and Hispanic support. Only 43 percent of Hispanics, a key Democratic voting bloc, are satisfied with Obama’s performance, with the economy a major concern. Another 32 percent are undecided, while 21 percent say he’s done a poor job. And Gallup shows Obama’s job approval rating at 85 percent among black Americans, down from 94 percent in March and at the lowest ever as president. 8. Democrats are losing men, women, whites, and independents. Large numbers of whites, men, and independents have given up on Obama since his election. Support among whites dropped from 51 percent in July 2009 to 37 percent in July 2010, from 52 percent to 38 percent among independents, and from 54 percent to 39 percent among male voters overall. And while Obama averaged 59 percent approval among women in 2009, that number is now down 14 points to just 45 percent, threatening the Democrats’ traditional gender advantage. 9. Democrats are losing the young. Among millennials, who voted 2-to-1 for Obama, the president’s approval rating was 73 percent shortly after his January 2009 inauguration. That number plummeted to 57 percent a year later, and the president now trails a generic Republican among 18- to 34-year-olds. 10. Republican voters are energized; Democrats disinterested. Seventy-two percent of Republicans are certain they will vote in November, compared to 49 percent of Democrats. Democratic Party identification is down from the 8-point advantage in 2009 and the 12-point edge in 2008. And while moderates are peeling away, the more liberal in the party argue Democrats are not progressive enough.
Uniqueness- Dems are disorganized

Dems are in a disarray – Gibbs statement has killed coordination between the white house and congress

Time 7-19 “Dems start to panic as midterm reality sets in” http://www.time.com/time/politics/article/0,8599,2004646,00.html
Robert Gibbs' now-famous acknowledgement on Meet the Press on July 11 that Republicans were in a position to win back control of the House sparked a notable outbreak of hostility between the White House and congressional Democrats for two reasons. First, it forced Pelosi & Co. to recognize that the first part of their plan is failing. Public and private polling suggests that anxiety over the lack of jobs and anger over the big-spending ways of the Administration will trump the merits of the stimulus spending, health care reform and the financial regulation bill in voters' minds. Neither the economy nor voters' perceptions are likely to be turned around by Election Day. Congressional Democrats were aware of this hard reality before Gibbs opened his mouth, but having him say it out loud was apparently too much for those on the Hill to bear.(See pictures of Sarah Palin campaigning at a Tea Party rally.) Democrats also fear that Gibbs' admission will impact the flow of donations from corporate interests and lobbyists, who tend to want to bet on the party more likely to win the majority. Open musing about a speaker John Boehner, House Democrats believe, will drive mercenary donors to shift their support to the GOP. The huge fundraising hauls by GOP Senate candidates just reported for the second quarter of the year were not, of course, the result of Gibbs' statement, but the momentum suggested by those figures could be hypercharged by White House pessimism. To be sure, the White House plans to continue to try to impact the national environment by touting its accomplishments, blaming Republicans for stopping other measures, and railing against the Bush legacy. They will also continue to work aggressively on the mechanics of victory, hoping to save their incumbents with their customized, race-by-race tactics. Vice President Joe Biden on ABC News' This Week crowed about Senate majority leader Harry Reid's back-from-the-dead strength in his Nevada race, credited largely to Reid's shaky Republican opponent, who landed her nomination in part because of Democratic shenanigans. Democrats hope to replicate that micro-success to save other seats.

Uniqueness- Independents = GOP Victory

 Growing number of Independents means victory for GOP

Washington Examiner 8-1 “Growing Independent nature of electorate is helping GOP” http://www.washingtonexaminer.com/opinion/blogs/beltway-confidential/growing-independent-nature-of-electorate-is-helping-gop-99684019.html
Gallup underscored this point earlier this week, showing how shifts in partisan identification over the past two years have produced more politically “competitive” states, as fewer Americans identify as Democrats. The number of states categorized as “solid Democrat” or “lean Democrat” has dropped from 36 in 2008 to 23 in 2010. Solid or leaning Republican grew from 5 to 12 during the same time period. Jay Cost at Real Clear Politics does a nice job explaining why Republicans are competitive on the national electoral map while still lagging the Democrats on party ID in so many states. Gallup grouped states based on self-identified party identification. The study was based on more than 175,000 interviews with adults conducted between January and June 2010 as part of the survey organization’s daily tracking. In addition to analyzing state-based shifts for the past couple of years, Gallup also reports trends in national party ID between 2008 and this year. Here too, the shifts are no better for President Obama and his party. The proportion of adults identifying with the Democrats dropped by 8 percentage points (52 to 44 percent) over the last two years, while the percent saying they are Republicans (including those leaning toward the GOP) remained the same at 40 percent. The share of pure independents doubled from 8 percent in 2008 to 16 percent in 2010. The increasing number of independents is not surprising, as we move toward an off year election. Since at least World War II, the number of non-aligned falls in a presidential election year and then crescendos as the midterms approach. That shift is happening again right now. These changes, however, demonstrate that the precise partisan configuration of the electorate is always in flux. Another part of the confusion arises from the term “party-identification” itself. When pollsters talk about the concept, they refer to self-identification – how a person chooses to describe themselves in a survey (“generally speaking do you think of yourself as a Republican, Democrat or Independent?”). This differs from formal party registration requirements that exist in some states. For example, a person may have registered to vote as a Democrat 20 years ago, but now feels closer to the GOP and tells a pollster he or she is a Republican. Or maybe a voter liked President Bush in 2000 and as a result responded to a poll by saying she was a Republican. But, inspired by Barrack Obama’s campaign in 2008, they are now more comfortable calling themselves a Democrat. Political scientists agree that these kinds of shifts are more common among people with weaker partisan attachments. It’s probably more likely that people who call themselves independent might shift into a weak partisan category based on short-term factors, like excitement about a candidate or a scandal affecting the party with which they previously aligned. Strong partisans are less likely to shift, but research also shows a small percentage sometimes does. Had the 2008 electorate exhibited the partisan breakdown Gallup found in their most recent study, John McCain would have still lost, but by a much smaller margin. If you assume the electorate would vote in the same way in 2010 compared to 2008 (i.e. both McCain and Obama receive about 90 percent of their respective partisan voters and Obama narrowly wins among independents, a shift in 8 points from the Democratic side, where 90 percent voted for Obama, to the independent column, where only 52 percent voted for Obama) it would have produced millions of additional votes for McCain, turning an 8 million vote win for Obama into a razor thin victory. For the same reason, this shifting partisanship pattern could doom many Democrats in marginal seats in November. The difference between an electorate made up of 52 percent self-identified Democrats and one with only 44 percent will cost them millions of votes. Moreover, the enlarged share of independents also tilts more Republican now on measures like the generic ballot compared to 2 years ago. Finally, the Gallup numbers demonstrate a shift among all adults. Other polls have shown Republicans garner an even larger share of the generic ballot among likely voters. These swings in the composition of the electorate – assuming they continue through for the next 100 days – could spell real trouble for congressional Democrats this November.
Uniqueness- Rangel

Rangel controversy puts Dems in a tough position in the Midterms

Washington Examiner 7-29 “Dems face embarrassment from Rangel Corruption Charges” http://www.washingtonexaminer.com/politics/congress/Dems-face-embarrassment-from-Rangel-corruption-charges-1004535-99498544.html
 But to escape that fate Rangel would have to admit guilt and accept punishment for charges ranging from failure to pay taxes on rent from a Dominican Republic villa to using his influence as chairman of the powerful Ways & Means Committee to secure donations for a namesake school in his district. Rangel's reluctance to admit guilt has frustrated Democratic leaders eager to avert a full-blown trial that would allow Republicans to portray the party in power as corrupt and out of touch with voters, sources said. That's the last thing Democrats need as they head into an midterm election where dozens of Democratic House seats are in jeopardy. "In the fall, Charlie Rangel will be the advertisement that sinks marginal Democrats," said Hank Sheinkopf, a Democratic political consultant in New York City. "If played properly by the Republicans, Rangel becomes the symbol of congressional corruption versus public morality, and abuse by Washington versus public good." The Rangel trial would be the first of its kind in the House since former Democrat Rep. Jim Traficant was expelled from Congress in 2002 on bribery and tax fraud charges. Traficant eventually went to prison. Rangel's legal team was working Wednesday to cut a deal with the ethics panel, which last week announced it had determined the 80-year-old lawmaker had violated the rules of the House. If no agreement is reached, a bipartisan group of eight lawmakers will hold a hearing Thursday afternoon to air the actual charges. Rangel, who has been elected to 20 terms in Congress, told The Washington Examiner late Wednesday that no deal was imminent. "I haven't heard anything," Rangel said. The media has already outlined a wide range of allegations against Rangel. They include failure to pay taxes on $75,000 in rental income he earned from a beachfront villa in the Dominican Republic and his wrongful leasing of four rent-stabilized apartments in New York City at a savings of $7,000. Rangel also stands accused of using House stationery to solicit funds for the Charles B. Rangel Center for Public Service, a division of the City College of New York. In connection with that school, the ethics panel has been investigating whether Rangel used his position on the tax-writing panel to create a tax shelter for Nabors Industries, an oil company. Nabors reportedly saved tens of millions of dollars thanks to the loophole. About the same time lawmakers approved the shelter, the company's CEO gave $1 million to the Rangel Center. While Democratic leaders are pushing Rangel to accept a deal to avoid a public trial, some Democratic lawmakers predict Rangel, a decorated Korean War veteran, will fight the charges.
Uniqueness- Brink


GOP will win but it will be a close race in most areas – campaign contributions

Bass 7-28 David N. Bass is an investigative reporter and associate editor with the John Locke Foundation “The Democrats’ redistribution nightmare” http://spectator.org/archives/2010/07/28/the-democrats-redistricting-ni

With about a dozen of the nation's state legislatures closely split along partisan lines and 18 governor's races in the "toss up" category this year, big changes could be in store. Factoring in the tenuous political atmosphere adds even more spice to the mix. So far, the ground game is shaping up nicely for the GOP, but there are still fundraising and organizational storm clouds on the horizon. The Cook Political Report lists five governorships now held by Democrats as either "leaning" Republican or "likely" Republican. Of those five states, four of the legislatures are Republican and one is split between the parties, giving the GOP a good chance to control the redistricting process. Conversely, Cook lists only one governor's race -- for Republican Linda Lingle's office in Hawaii -- as leaning in the Democrats' favor, and none in the "likely" or "solid" Democrat category. There are no redistricting implications, though, because the Aloha State redraws political lines by independent commission, not legislative edict. In 17 state legislatures, meanwhile, Democrats maintain a slim advantage in at least one chamber. In a good Republican year, several of those could flip. Even if a Democrat occupies the governor's office or controls one legislative chamber, the GOP could significantly influence the process and curtail partisan gerrymandering by capturing at least part of the state government. Both national parties understand the implications, which is why they're pouring $20 million apiece into competitive legislative races, with an eye toward strengthening their hand in redistricting. Aside from the favorable lineup of races, the political trend is also in Republicans' favor. Even in the strongly anti-GOP election year of 2008, Republicans managed to defend all of their governorships up for grabs except one in Missouri. Since then, Republicans have been victorious in special elections in Virginia and New Jersey, states where Democrats had a nearly decade-long winning streak in gubernatorial elections. Reapportionment is another factor upping the stakes. That process moves congressional seats from states that lost population to states that gained. Here again, Republicans have reason to be optimistic. The Washington, D.C., based firm Polidata predicts that 10 states will gain at least one congressional seat and 10 lose at least one after the 2010 census. Of those, all of the losing states except one are in the predominantly Democratic northeast and upper Midwest. On the other hand, all but one of the states gaining seats is in the Republican-friendly Sunbelt, including a projected four-seat pickup for Texas. The hands that redraw district borders are some of the most powerful in politics. Aside from a handful of state and federal requirements, lawmakers can finagle district lines however they choose. Legislative and congressional districts must be contiguous -- meaning all parts touch and none are detached -- and each must have an equal number of residents. The federal Voting Rights Act also ties legislators' hands by requiring them to draw some districts to grant minorities greater electoral power.
GOP Will win but voters can be easily swayed – Polls prove 

Fox News 7-29 “Republicans Garner 11-point lead in Midterms” http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2010/07/29/fox-news-poll-republicans-garner-point-lead-midterms/
A Fox News poll released Thursday finds that if Americans were heading to the voting booth today, they would back the Republican candidate in their district over the Democrat by 47-36 percent. Two weeks ago the Republicans had a slimmer 4-point advantage (41-37 percent). As has been the case all year, Republicans continue to be more interested in the upcoming election. Thirty-six percent of Republicans are "extremely" interested compared to 23 percent of Democrats. Click here to see the poll. Despite the Republican edge on the generic ballot question, voters have mixed views on how things would change if the GOP gained control of Congress. Thirty-eight percent think there would be no real change. Thirty-seven percent think it would lead to change for the better, while 21 percent say it would change for the worse. Even a third of Republicans (33 percent) think there would be no change — though a 63 percent majority does think it would be an improvement. Less than half of Democrats (45 percent) say a Republican takeover would lead to a change for the worse, and several (38 percent) say there would be no real difference. For independents, 35 percent think a Republican takeover would lead to change for the better, 17 percent say change for the worse, while a 44-percent plurality says no change. Voters in general are more than three times as likely to disapprove (71 percent) as approve (21 percent) of the jobCongress is doing today.
GOP Blocks Immigration Reform
GOP will block Immigration reform

The Hill 4-20 “McCain: Senate GOP Will oppose immigration reform until borders secured” http://thehill.com/blogs/blog-briefing-room/news/93265-mccain-senate-gop-will-oppose-immigration-reform-until-borders-secured
Senate Republicans will block any immigration reform bill until they're satisfied that borders are secure, Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.) said Tuesday. McCain, a longtime proponent of comprehensive immigration reform, said he believed that he and his Arizona colleague, Sen. John Kyl (R-Ariz.), could convince their fellow Senate Republicans to oppose an immigration bill for now. The effect of all 41 Republicans opposing any bill in the Senate would be a de-facto filibuster of any immigration bill. "I believe that we can convince our Republican colleagues that we have to secure the border first," McCain said during an appearance on KFYI radio in Arizona. "There's no point of having immigration reform unless you can have the borders secure first.
GOP Kills START/CTBT
That would kill START/CTBT
Financial Times 7/15 (Philip Stephens, 7/15/10, " Allies may fret but Obama understands America's role ", http://www.ft.com/cms/s/7089dc50-9049-11df-ad26-00144feab49a.html)
Heavy losses in the midterm elections would deliver a blow both to Mr Obama’s authority and to one of his biggest foreign policy ambitions – to reinvigorate the nuclear non-proliferation treaty. Republican hopefuls for the 2012 election are lining up against ratification of the new strategic arms limitation pact with Russia. They are promising to scupper approval of the comprehensive test ban treaty.
CTBT = ACCIDENTS
CTBT undermines nuclear safety and causes accidents
KYL 2000
(Senator John Kyl, Chairman of the Judiciary Committee's Subcommittee on Technology, Terrorism, and Government Information,  Harvard Journal on Legislation, Summer) 

Just as the reliability of the weapons would be in question if the United States never again had the option of testing, weapon  [*332]  safety would also be in doubt. Nuclear weapon safety has always been of paramount concern in the United States. Throughout the history of our nuclear program, we have made every effort to ensure that even in the most violent of accidents there would be the minimum chance of an atomic explosion or radioactive contamination. The results of such an accident would be catastrophic. Nuclear tests must be done in many cases to confirm that, once safety features are incorporated, the weapons will still function as intended. 26 Participation in a test ban of unlimited duration, called for by the CTBT, would have made it pointless to invent better safety features because they could not be adopted without nuclear testing. Even worse, the CTBT would have halted the incorporation in current weapons of existing, well understood safeguards--safeguards that can, for example, prevent premature detonation or prevent the dispersal of radioactive contamination should the plutonium inside a weapon be damaged during a conflict or by an accidental fire. 

The bottom line is that a ban on nuclear testing prevents us from making our weapons as safe as we know how to make them and discourages the search for ever-better safety measures.
CTBT: NO ENFORCEMENT
 
CTBT fails—No enforcement
KYL 2000
(Senator John Kyl, Chairman of the Judiciary Committee's Subcommittee on Technology, Terrorism, and Government Information,  Harvard Journal on Legislation, Summer) 

If we were to imagine improvements in verification, we would still face the question of punishing nations that were caught violating the terms of this treaty. Astonishingly, the CTBT provides no effective mechanism for enforcement of its terms. Article V recommends, in vague terms, that international sanctions be imposed on violators. "If the case is urgent," it adds, the CTBT Executive Council can bring the issue to the attention of the United Nations 38 --an ultimate enforcement mechanism that is similarly vague, and therefore ineffectual. In addition, the treaty provides no guidance as to how one might distinguish an "urgent" violation from one that was merely "routine."
CTBT = PROLIF
CTBT doesn’t solve prolif—It causes both enemy and allied prolif
SPRING 2003
(Baker, f.m. kirby research fellow in national security policy, The Heritage Foundation, remarks before the Japan-US Track II meeting on Arms Control, Disarmament, Non-proliferation, and Verification, march 27, 2003, http://cns.miis.edu/pubs/dc/track2/4th/spring2.pdf) 

Principle #3: A modern, capable U.S. nuclear force discourages proliferation; it does not provide a role model for it.
Some, and most particularly those in favor of abolishing nuclear weapons, argue that the proper" answer to the proliferation problem is for the U.S. to set a good example by putting itself irreversibly on the road to complete nuclear disarmament.  Some proponents of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) saw it as the vehicle for setting this example.
Entry into force of the CTBT, however, certainly would not bring additional pressure against proliferating states because it would only bar them from testing weapons they are already prohibited from possessing under the NPT. In reality, an atrophying U.S. nuclear force is likely both to encourage proliferation by states like North Korea because they will view it as a source of U.S. weakness and to result in more serious consideration of the nuclear option by countries like Japan because they will be less certain of U.S. security commitments.
GOP Key To Bush Tax Cuts
Democrats will let tax cuts expire – Stalemate means GOP loss on issue

Gleckman 7-29 Howard Gleckman is a senior research associate at the Urban Institute and editor of TaxVox, the center’s tax and budget policy blog. He is a visiting fellow at the Center for Retirement Research at Boston College “Congress, The Bush Tax Cuts, and the Peril of Pauline” http://taxvox.taxpolicycenter.org/blog/_archives/2010/7/29/4591276.html
Finally, there is the politics. Nearly every congressional Republican will oppose allowing any of the tax cuts to expire, even for high-earners. “No new taxes” is a no-brainer for most Rs. By contrast, Democrats are torn. Lawmakers such as Senate Budget Committee Chairman Kent Conrad (D-ND), usually a fiscal hawk, are also against ending any of the tax breaks, given the fragile economy. But most Democrats prefer to restore the top rates of 36 percent and 39.6 percent. And pollssuggest many voters agree with them. Unlike most recent congressional debates, the Democrats may have the procedural upper hand this time. With health care, for instance, Republicans would have “won” by blocking congressional action. Gridlock would have preserved the status quo, an outcome favored by about half of voters--and overwhelmingly supported by the GOP base. But this time, stalemate means the Bush tax cuts expire for everyone. For most households, that will feel like a tax increase—an outcome favored by a handful of budget wonks but very few real people. Democrats believe this will give them the leverage they need to force the GOP to deal. Republicans, by contrast, feel they’d be able to blame the ruling Democrats for failing to tackle the pending tax hike

GOP Key to Gridlock
GoP win creates a perception of gridlock – key to the economy
Panteli 10   [Chris Panteli, 3-15-2010, “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 theUS 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.”
Gridlock Solve Economy

Republicans will win seats this midterm---Gridlock in the House is key for the economy
BusinessWeek 7/18 (7/18/10, "Obama's Bull Market Intact as Gridlock Signals Gains", http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-07-19/obama-s-bull-market-intact-as-gridlock-signals-gains.html)
“I envision a rally from before the midterm elections,” said Fisher, who oversees $35 billion in Woodside, California, as chief executive officer of Fisher Investments. “Markets love gridlock. What the market wants to see is no change: less legislation that engages in changes in taxes, spending, regulation or property rights.” The S&P 500 slipped 1.2 percent to 1,064.88 last week, after revenue at Charlotte, North Carolina-based Bank of America Corp. and General Electric Co. in Fairfield, Connecticut, trailed analysts’ estimates. The stock index climbed 0.6 percent to 1,071.25, paring its year-to-date loss to 3.9 percent.  Republican Majority  The benchmark measure for U.S. equities has advanced 15 percent on average in years when there was a Democratic president and Republican majority in Congress, the most of any combination, according to Strategas Research Partners.  Republicans will gain 40 to 50 House seats in November, based on historical trends including times when presidential support falls to Obama’s current level, New York-based Strategas said. Obama has a job approval rating of 52 percent, according to a Bloomberg National Poll of 1,004 U.S. adults.  Odds that Democrats will lose their Senate majority are 18 percent, according to Intrade, a prediction market based in Dublin. Republicans must win at least 40 seats in the House and 10 in the Senate during the Nov. 2 elections to take control.  Erosion of Power  “The current thinking is that the administration is punitive towards business and any erosion of power in Congress would create an environment that’s less punitive,” said Walter “Bucky” Hellwig, a Birmingham, Alabama-based senior vice president at BB&T Wealth Management, which oversees $17 billion. “From the standpoint of a lot of investors, that would certainly help equities.” The S&P 500 gained 6.7 percent in the 12 months after the 2006 midterm election, when Republicans and President George W. Bush lost control of both houses of Congress. In the 1994 congressional elections under President Bill Clinton, Democrats gave up their majority in the House and Senate. That preceded the S&P 500’s 34 percent surge in 1995, the biggest in 37 years, data compiled by Bloomberg show.  Losing seats may make it harder for Obama to scale back Bush’s tax cuts to boost revenue and pay down the budget deficit. Democrats are seeking to raise taxes on dividends and capital gains and end breaks for Americans earning $250,000 or more. Obama signed the largest change in U.S. health-care policy in 45 years into law in March, enacting a $940 billion plan to extend coverage to tens of millions of uninsured Americans.  ‘Uncomfortable’  “The market has been uncomfortable with the pace of the legislative agenda this year,” said John Canally, a Boston- based investment strategist and economist at LPL Financial, which oversees $285 billion. “Republican control of the House could usher in some gridlock and slow the pace. The view of the market is that Washington is pushing a little too far.”  The S&P 500 sank 8.1 percent in the three weeks after Jan. 19 as Obama proposed legislation to limit risk-taking at banks and prevent a collapse of the financial system. Better-than- estimated profit reports then spurred a 15 percent rise through April 23. That extended the rally for the first 15 months of Obama’s presidency to 43 percent, as the government spent, lent or guaranteed as much as $12.8 trillion to pull the country out of its longest recession since the Great Depression.  Spending cuts to trim record budget deficits may now curb further gains in stocks, according to Jason Pride, director of investment strategy at Glenmede. Presidential Cycle  “The U.S. is going to have to deal with its debt issues, so we see that as a constant wall that the market and economy is going to have to slowly find its way through,” said Pride, whose Philadelphia-based firm manages $18 billion. “I don’t think you should make an entire investment decision on the presidential cycle.”  The White House is scheduled to release an updated 2010 U.S. deficit forecast on July 23. It predicted a record budget shortfall of $1.6 trillion in February, compared with a $1.4 trillion gap last year. More than half of Americans say the deficit is “dangerously out of control,” according to results from the Bloomberg National Poll conducted July 9-12. Obama has pledged to cut the 2009 deficit in half in five years.  Concern that the economic recovery is faltering pushed the S&P 500 down to the lowest level in 10 months on July 2. New U.S. home sales fell to a record low in May and reports on manufacturing and consumer confidence trailed the median forecasts from economists in Bloomberg surveys, has trimmed the S&P 500’s gain since March 2009 to 57 percent.  Most Since 1995  Worse-than-estimated revenue from Bank of America, the largest U.S. lender, and GE, the world’s biggest maker of jet engines and medical-imaging equipment, sent the S&P 500 down 2.9 percent on July 16, wiping out the week’s advance.  Companies in the benchmark index for U.S. equities are projected to increase profit by 34 percent in 2010 and 17 percent in 2011, the fastest two-year gain since 1995, according to analysts’ estimates compiled by Bloomberg.  The Bloomberg National Poll showed Americans still disapprove of Obama’s handling of almost every major issue and are pessimistic about the nation’s direction, presenting an opportunity to Republicans in November.  “Midterm years have an historic tendency,” said Sean Clark, chief investment officer of Clark Capital, which oversees $2.1 billion in Philadelphia. “The market doesn’t like when one party or the other has control of both the executive and legislative branches. Business leaders are very much paralyzed waiting on a definitive set of rules.”  ‘Huge Election’  The U.S. Senate passed an overhaul of financial-industry regulation on July 15 that creates a consumer bureau at the Federal Reserve, a council of regulators to monitor firms for systemic risk to the economy and a mechanism for liquidating financial firms whose collapse would threaten the economy.  Most Senate Republicans voted against the measure, saying it doesn’t go far enough to prevent future taxpayer-funded bailouts of Wall Street firms. White House spokesman Robert Gibbs said the Obama administration will promote the biggest change in banking regulation since the Great Depression during the midterm elections.  “I see a rally into year-end,” said Louis Navellier, who oversees $2.5 billion at Navellier & Associates Inc. in Reno, Nevada. “It’s going to be a huge election. The people who are going to vote are the people who are mad. Independents and Republicans are mad. There’s going to be a big shift.”

Gridlock Solves Investor Confidence
Gridlock solves skeptical investors
Smartmoney.com 7/26 (Will Swarts, 7/26/10, "Recent Rally Could Usher in More Swings", http://www.smartmoney.com/investing/economy/recent-rally-could-usher-in-more-swings)
"We suspect that midterm elections can provide a catalyst for markets since the great concern surrounds government policy and the potential for legislative gridlock might very well be perceived as good news by a skeptical investor base," Levkovich wrote.
GOP Solves Econ
 
Republicans will win seats in midterms---Solves the economy---Friendlier taxes, checks and balances, and market
Sify 7/30 (Steve Eder, Steven C. Johnson, 7/30/10, "Wall St eyes breather from Washington's regulation", http://sify.com/finance/wall-st-eyes-breather-from-washington-s-regulation-news-equity-kh4w4dbaech.html)
Fresh off the exhausting financial regulatory reform debate, Wall Street is looking for a break after the midterm elections in the form of a friendlier Washington. Expected Republican gains at the congressional elections are likely to tone down some of the anti-Wall Street rhetoric coming from Democrats since President Barack Obama took office last year. Democrats used their majorities to push through reform but alienated banks in the process. Many on Wall Street are eager for a damping of Obama's zeal for regulation of business, like the healthcare reform and financial industry overhaul. "There's a cliche on Wall Street that gridlock is the best of all possible worlds," said Michael Holland, money manager with Holland & Company in New York. "It would be a situation where we have some checks and balances." A Republican rout could equate to a "come-to-Jesus moment" for the administration" that forces it to take a more centrist approach, said Gregory Valliere, chief political strategist at the Potomac Research Group.  With Republicans set to pick up seats in the Senate and perhaps even win control of the House of Representatives, investors are likely to get at least some of what they want. A GOP victory could provide a major boost to the chief item on Wall Street's agenda -- extension of Bush-era tax cuts past their 2011 expiration date. "The more Republicans you have, the easier it should be to negotiate a more friendly tax regime," said Dan Ripp, president of Bradley, Woods & Co, which produces research for investors on government policy.
Link- Iraq

Iraqi issue hurts dems credibility on foreign policy – withdrawal would rally the base and show boldness to the public 

AlternNet 06 (AlterNet is an award-winning news magazine and online community that creates original journalism and amplifies the best of hundreds of other independent media sources.) http://www.alternet.org/world/41175/
The war and the U.S. occupation of Iraq are certainly going to be the crowning issues in the Nov. 7 mid-term elections. That's why it's time for the Democratic candidates to bite the bullet (excuse the expression) and call for an immediate withdrawal of American troops from Iraq. We don't need more phony timetables to prolong the agony. We need a quick exit from a bad show. It's distressing that The Washington Post has found that most Democrats in competitive congressional races are resisting pressure to call for a speedy pullout. These spineless Democrats are apparently frightened by the prospect that the Bush administration would use the "cut-and-run" fear card against them. Where is the opposition in the opposition party? If politicians live and die by the polls, the evidence is there to support a strong anti-war position. I refer to polls that show the American people are losing faith in this no-win war. For example, a Newsweek poll conducted Aug. 24-25 said 63 percent of those polled disapprove of President Bush's handling of the situation in Iraq. Approval was 31 percent. Maybe Americans have had it with all the deception that led to the invasion of Iraq in the first place. Bush continues to brand the war in Iraq as part of the "global war on terror." However, when the president was asked at a news conference last week what Iraq had to do with the 9-11 terrorist attack, he replied: "Nothing." New York Times columnist Frank Rich doesn't believe that Bush will leave it at that when the fifth anniversary of the al-Qaeda attack rolls around soon. Bush will go back to his drumbeat, subtly trying to link Iraq to 9-11. 'The new propaganda strategy will be right out of Lewis Carroll (Alice in Wonderland)," Rich wrote last Sunday. "If we leave the country that had nothing to do with 9-11, then 9-11 will happen again." Despite growing proof that the Iraqi resistance to the U.S. presence is becoming more lethal, the president insists on adhering to his unpopular course. "Leaving before the job is done would be a disaster," he told reporters. "What all of us in this administration have been saying is that leaving Iraq before the mission is complete will send the wrong message to the enemy and will create a more dangerous world," he said. Where have we heard this familiar refrain before? Of course, this baloney is almost verbatim from President Lyndon B. Johnson during the Vietnam-war era when protesters hit the streets en masse to express their disenchantment with the war. In his book "The Logic of Withdrawal," author-journalist Anthony Arnove wrote: "During the Vietnam War, the U.S. government learned how quickly the discipline of an army fighting an unjust war can break down. "Today the soldiers in the field can see contradictions between the claims of their officers? -- and especially the politicians who sent them to war -- and the reality of the conflict on the ground. They now know that Iraq had no weapons of mass destruction and posed no imminent threat. "And as the resistance grows, more soldiers have come to see they are fighting not to liberate Iraqis but to pacify them."
Link- Afghanistan

Sending troops to Afghanistan has divided the democratic base

The Hill 09 “Liberal war Obama that base may skip midterms” http://thehill.com/homenews/administration/70355-liberals-warn-obama
Prominent liberal activists are warning Democratic leaders that they face a problem with the party’s base heading into an election year. The latest issue to roil relations between President Barack Obama and the liberal wing of the party is his decision to send 30,000 more troops to Afghanistan, which liberals fear could become a debacle like Vietnam. The left is also concerned the administration and party leaders have drifted too far to the center or are caving in to non-liberal interest groups in key policy battles, including healthcare reform, climate change and energy reform and financial regulatory reform. In some cases, liberals fear the White House is backing away entirely from core issues, such as the closing of the Guantánamo Bay detention camp and ending the “Don’t ask, don’t tell” policy that prevents gays and lesbians form serving openly in the military. “I think there’s a growing concern that Washington is losing battles to entrenched lobbying interests and the administration is not effectively in charge and a sense that things aren’t going well,” said Robert Borosage, co-director of the Campaign for America’s Future, a liberal advocacy group “I think the Democratic base is getting a little nervous out there about where we’re headed,” said Sen. Tom Harkin (Iowa), a leading liberal within the Senate Democratic Conference who shares concerns over Obama’s commitment of troops to the Afghan war
Link- Afghanistan Troops = Dems don’t vote
 
Democrats are discouraged – Troops in Afghanistan prevent them from voting in the elections
Bolton 09 [Alexander Bolton, Staff Writer of News Communications, The Hill, “Liberals warn Obama that base may skip midterm elections,” 12-3-2009, http://thehill.com/homenews/administration/70355-liberals-warn-obama]
Prominent liberal activists are warning Democratic leaders that they face a problem with the party’s base heading into an election year. The latest issue to roil relations between President Barack Obama and the liberal wing of the party is his decision to send 30,000 more troops to Afghanistan, which liberals fear could become a debacle like Vietnam.  The left is also concerned the administration and party leaders have drifted too far to the center or are caving in to non-liberal interest groups in key policy battles, including healthcare reform, climate change and energy reform and financial regulatory reform. In some cases, liberals fear the White House is backing away entirely from core issues, such as the closing of the Guantánamo Bay detention camp and ending the “Don’t ask, don’t tell” policy that prevents gays and lesbians form serving openly in the military.  “I think there’s a growing concern that Washington is losing battles to entrenched lobbying interests and the administration is not effectively in charge and a sense that things aren’t going well,” said Robert Borosage, co-director of the Campaign for America’s Future, a liberal advocacy group “I think the Democratic base is getting a little nervous out there about where we’re headed,” said Sen. Tom Harkin (Iowa), a leading liberal within the Senate Democratic Conference who shares concerns over Obama’s commitment of troops to the Afghan war  Senior officials at the White House and in Congress say liberals will rally to their side once healthcare reform and other major initiatives are passed. And some Democratic pollsters say their research shows Democratic voters are solidly behind Obama, even though he has slipped among Republican and independent voters.  A senior Democrat familiar with discussions at the White House said there will be plenty of time to energize liberals next year.  “This is not a time to worry about the base; we’ll have all of the election year to do that,” said the Democratic source. “We’ll have a long list of accomplishments to present for them to rally around.”  Congress passed a $787 billion stimulus at the start of the year, as well as the Lilly Ledbetter Fair Pay Act that makes it easier for women to sue employers for pay discrimination. Democratic leaders hope in early 2010 to pass a landmark healthcare bill that would extend medical coverage to 30 million Americans without insurance.  The administration is also counting on Congress to pass education reform and financial reform next year and to close Guantánamo or make substantial progress toward that goal by Election Day.  Nevertheless, many liberals are angry the administration doled out tens of billions of dollars to banks and institutions that fueled last year’s financial collapse, yet those same organizations have resisted efforts to reorganize or accept new regulations.  Liberals have also watched with dismay as Republicans and centrist Democrats have shaped healthcare reform legislation to reduce the affordability of mandatory insurance, limit abortion coverage to women who accept federal subsidies and levy an excise tax on high-cost health insurance plans that many union members negotiate for — often in lieu of pay increases.  As a result, they have little patience and have greeted Obama’s decision on Afghanistan with strong skepticism.  Sen. Russ Feingold (Wis.), among the most outspoken anti-war Democrats in the Senate, said Obama’s plan to begin withdrawing troops from Afghanistan in July 2011 is not adequate because it leaves open the possibility of only a few returning home and a substantial force remaining for years.  “It’s not exactly a timeline that’s meaningful to me,” said Feingold. “The White House was just trying to check a box on this and failed. I’m pleased the concept of trying to start bringing the troops home is there, but it needs far more fleshing-out to be credible.” MoveOn.org, a liberal advocacy organization, sent an e-mail alert Tuesday to 5 million members around the country asking them to “Call the White House and tell the president that we want him to focus on bringing our troops home, not escalating our involvement in Afghanistan.”  “There is no doubt Washington has to worry about how the base is reacting and feeling,” said Nita Chaudhary, national campaign and organizing director at MoveOn.org. “It’s incredibly important heading into next year, because the base knocks on doors, makes phone calls and gives money. “Whether they want to be involved depends on how the fight in Washington has been waged,” she said.  White House officials could not excite liberal voters merely by waving a long list of accomplishments, Chaudhary warned, saying the details of healthcare reform and other legislation would determine the response.  “It’s a dangerous assumption that substance doesn’t matter,” she said. A new poll commissioned by Daily Kos, a prominent liberal blog, found that the Democratic base has lost a lot of enthusiasm since the 2008 election.  The survey by Research 2000 found that only 56 percent of Democratic respondents said they would definitely or probably vote in the 2010 congressional elections, compared to 40 percent who said they would definitely or likely not vote. Republican voters were much more enthusiastic by comparison, posting an 81 percent to 14 percent split. Those numbers are alarming for Democrats as various polls show anti-incumbent sentiment growing among voters. A new survey by Democratic strategists Stanley Greenberg and James Carville shows that independent voters are losing faith in Obama’s handling of the economy. “This is about the economy, and it is not pretty,” the strategists concluded. “The Democrats’ biggest loss has come on who would do a better job handling the economy.”  Democrats facing difficult reelections next year agree with the assessment of their leaders that the voters will rally behind Democrats if they can add to their list of accomplishments. “What you do is get things done,” said Sen. Chris Dodd (D-Conn.) when asked how his party could energize its base.   
Link- Afghanistan Troops
Troops in Afghanistan hurt democrats in midterms
Sexton 1/08 [Renard Sexton, FiveThirtyEight's international affairs columnist, “Afghanistan - U.S. Politics in 2010,” 1-08-2010, http://www.fivethirtyeight.com/2010/01/afghanistan-us-politics-in-2010.html]
Back in August, I suggested that the Obama administration might be best served by getting Afghanistan off the front page as soon as they can, while at the same time working to implement the promised strategy change that was committed during the campaign and first elaborated on in March. By the end of 2009, the policy review was completed and a new strategy in place, including an increase in troop levels, broader regional focus and the basics of a U.S. exit strategy. Almost immediately after the initial reactions to the announced strategy -- and in part because it was done in the last month of the year -- Afghanistan took a back seat to other issues on the table in the American political dialogue. On the foreign policy front, the Copenhagen climate conference and the attempted Christmas Day plane bombing sent Afghanistan significantly down in the public eye, at least as measured by (a cropped snapshop of) a Google Trends search on the term "Afghanistan." For the U.S. public, Afghanistan, perhaps more quickly than other issues he "inherited" from the Bush administration, is likely to become a major part of President Obama's legacy. As such, the adminstration's preference would probably be for Afghanistan to stay on the back burner until such time as there is good news to report, perhaps something like "the strategy is working and a 2011 start to drawdown is still feasible." But what about the congressional elections of 2010? And what incentives do the Republican opposition in Washington have to play along with Obama's preferred storyline? As well, how does the anti-war left feel about Obama's quite centrist (stronger military presence plus increased focus on regional and internationl cooperation) route in the region? 1. Congress and the 2010 mid-term election: As we examined last year, while having several powers over foreign policy of the U.S., the Congress blows hot and cold regarding it's engagement and concern on foreign affairs. On the one hand, incumbents from an unpopular Congress are not likely to campaign on the platform of an unpopular war. At the same time, there are basically no votes that challengers can stick to incumbents regarding Afghanistan (though some members wanted one for the recent troop increase), making it slightly more difficult to politicize. On the other hand, the Afghanistan war represents several of the major concerns that anti-incumbents, including those from the far-ish left and far-ish right, are concerned about and must emphasize in their opposition campaigns. Those who want to slash government spending, end or reduce U.S. military interventions abroad, or just generally punish either the Bush legacy or the Obama adminstration can all find something to criticize. In conclusion, incumbents, except those who come from very safe districts, are likely to stay away from the issues as much as possible . Challengers should jump on it in a big way. 

Afghanistan has been on the back burner – Sudden action of the plan would inspire democrats
Sexton 09 [Renard Sexton, FiveThirtyEight's international affairs columnist, “Obama's Peril in Afghanistan?
,” 8-17-2009, http://www.fivethirtyeight.com/2009/08/obamas-peril-in-afghanistan.html] 

It is certainly quite a political gamble, putting your foreign policy credibility on the line for a war that could be lost a hundred times before it is won. Even if a strategic improvement were to be secured, it is clear that American public is quite fatigued with the overseas excursions altogether, "successful" or not. In terms of strategy for the Obama administration then, the Afghanistan conflict must be handled quite carefully on the political end, even though signs are generally positive after the change in strategy. Looking at US public opinion (as measured by CNN's polling on the subject), since 2006, the Afghanistan war has been split in terms of popularity. Zooming in on the past nine months, we can see the beginning of an Obama arc. Beginning in December 2008, the Afghan war, along with all other things linked with Barack Obama, was flying high. Rebounding from poor scores in July, when the foreign policy contest between campaigns was at its height, favorability for the war swung from -6 to +6 in just five months. By the end of Obama's first month in office, however, popular support had ebbed away, following the expected, but lukewarmly popular decision to deploy 17,000 additional U.S. troops to the country. March's policy address provided another bounce, particularly to Democrats in general, and liberals in specific, who had found Obama's previous actions to be more focused on "escalation" than was expected. Since that speech in March, however, public opinion has slowly eroded, particularly among the left, as the conflict has moved to the background, and begun to again look like an eternal operation. While dangerous in terms of optics, the strategy behind might be sounder than it seems at first glance. Unlike the Bush Administration, Obama has been content to leave Afghanistan on the back burner of public relations. The former was intent on providing updates, benchmarks, photo ops and so forth at a quite regular, about monthly, rate. Meant to show that progress was being made, the habitual notifications instead began to muddy the waters with the US public. Particularly as the Iraq operation took a turn for the worse, it was not clear which updates meant progress and which meant backsliding. As well, when big breaks occurred, it was quite difficult to tease them away from the normal, regular events. As such, Bush began to look disingenuous about the war and the public became more skeptical. If Obama can stomach the relatively low popularity of the war, driven mostly by disenchanted lefties and skeptical moderates (about 66% of Republicans still approve of the war), and hold back from trying to show success before there is any, he can perhaps take the high ground by the time 2012 comes around. For example, rather than over blowing the impact of this week's Presidential election -- for example, hailing it as proof of "democracy," "freedom," "success," etc. -- the administration should continue to managed expectations with words like "slow but steady progress," and "step in the right direction." 
 

Link – Afghanistan
Obama’s support for the war in Afghanistan prevent democrats from voting in midterms – they’re disappointed
Mitchell 7-22 [Lincoln Mitchell, Associate at Columbia University's Harriman Institute, “The Obama Disappointment and Its Cost,” 7-22-2010, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/lincoln-mitchell/the-obama-disappointment_b_655340.html?page=13&show_comment_id=54569378#comment_54569378]
Barack Obama's presidency, while far from being a failure, has been something of a disappointment to many of his initial supporters. The noise from people on the far right who question the president's place of birth or believe him to be a socialist because he passed a stimulus package that many economists believe to be too small and a health care bill that will lead to millions of new customers and new revenue for the insurance companies, has overshadowed some of this. However, Obama's disappointed supporters are far more important to his political future than angry opponents who never have and never will support him. Disappointment from progressive circles seems to be based on three things, Obama's support for the war in Afghanistan, his failure to take any strong positions on important issues to progressives such as marriage equality and the relatively modest nature of the legislation the administration has passed on key issues such as health care and the economy. These decisions can all be explained-some might say rationalized. Obama, after all, campaigned on expanding the war in Afghanistan. While the health care and economic stimulus bills are not perfect, they took a great deal of work and are better than nothing. Obama has to be careful about doing too much for his base because he risks alienating moderates. These explanations are either irrelevant; nobody cares how much work or legislative pyrotechnics it took to pass the bills, or wrong; supporting marriage equality comes at far less political cost than many think. The immediate cost of this disappointment to Obama's political future will be obvious, but also debatable. Progressive supporters who came to the polls out of excitement and hope surrounding Obama in 2008 will be less likely to vote in 2010 after being disappointed by the president. There is some truth to this, but it should not be overstated. Turnout is always lower in midterm elections, so it would be wrong and ahistorical to expect turnout among progressives in 2010 to be comparable to what it was in 2008. Moreover, the possibility that the base of one or both parties will be angry and stay home is raised during virtually every election, but both parties make strong efforts, often with some success, to bring these voters out in the weeks leading up to the election. During the campaign in 2008, Obama mobilized his base substantially around the notion that he was a transformative political figure. The change which was the central theme of his campaign was not just the change that Obama was going to represent following eight years of the Bush administration, but also the change Obama was going to bring to Washington and to politics more generally.
It is now, and was probably even then, obvious that the latter type of change was not likely to happen, but this was at the heart of Obama's campaign. When opponents pointed out that this somewhat amorphous but broad vision of changing politics in America was not quite realistic, Obama regularly appealed to his base to support him and refute these cynical views. Given the role that the belief in change and Obama's perceived ability to deliver that change played in his election, it would seem that the President owes his supporters more than essentially arguing that it is tough getting things done, that he is doing his best, and having supporters recite talking points describing the real, but far from transformative accomplishments of the president.
The disappointment Obama supporters feel is not simply due to their naïve expectations and hope being hijacked by reality. Many of those who are now disappointed were not naïve neophytes unfamiliar with American politics. They were progressives, angry about eight years of the Bush administration who were persuaded by Obama himself to allow themselves to have hope one more time. Critics of Obama always argued that Obama was manipulating these people. The president's ongoing failure to do anything for this important part of his base may ultimately prove these critics right, leading these people to feel not only to feel manipulated by Obama but angry at themselves for allowing this to happen.
The cost of this will not be limited to dampened enthusiasm from the progressive base in the 2010 and 2012 elections, but may also lead a large group of people stop participating in the political process. Even if they continue to vote, they will probably not continue to offer their energy, time and money, at least at the national level. People who feel disappointed, or even manipulated, by Obama will be very unlikely to be excited by any future candidates as this experience will leave a mark on their political consciousness. As these people remove themselves from politics it will not only cause short, and long, term harm to the democratic party but will increase the level of anger and instability in our already precarious polity. 

Link- South Korea

Public hates troop presence in South Korea
Choi Soung-ah 04 Editor for The Korea Herald “82% of Americans support troop pullout: poll”
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. 

Bush Tax Cuts KT econ
Bush Tax Cuts solve the economy – Tax Hikes hurt it

United Liberty 7-29 “Tax Cuts Help the Economy More than spending in a recession” http://www.unitedliberty.org/articles/6502-tax-cuts-help-the-economy-more-than-spending-in-a-recession
Underlying the debate is a long-running argument about how much of a lift the government gets from spending more or taxing less. Keynesians argue that when the economy is distressed, a dollar spent by the government multiplies in value. It gives a worker income the private sector has failed to produce, which he spends, creating demand for goods and services. Ms. Romer argued last year that this “multiplier” for government meant every dollar spent created about $1.50 worth of demand. Some economists say that’s too high. Valerie Ramey of the University of California at San Diego, initially thinking as a Keynesian, developed doubts after sifting through historical examples. During the military build-ups of World War II, the Korean War and the Reagan era, a dollar spent added roughly a dollar of growth, she says. Although Ms. Ramey supported stimulus in 2009 because the economy was so weak, she doesn’t advocate more now. “We just don’t have enough evidence to prove that it’s good.” Robert Barro, a Harvard economist, found even smaller multipliers: A government dollar spent creates about 80 cents worth of growth, or possibly less, he says. Government spending, he says, crowds out private sector spending that would otherwise be taking place. Keynesians say other things were happening at the same time as military build-ups that muddy the results. During World War II, for instance, consumer goods were rationed and Americans were exhorted not to spend. Economists who say Mr. Obama should have relied more on tax cuts cite research of an unlikely source: Ms. Romer, his adviser. In a study she and her husband, David Romer, conducted before she joined the administration, Ms. Romer found large multipliers from tax cuts, which she concluded “have very large and persistent positive output effects.” Tax increases, she also found, hurt growth. Two things about this. The first being, why weren’t tax cuts, and I’m talking about real cuts in tax rates not meaningless tax credits, passed since they have have a postitive effect on the economy, as Romer notes? Secondly, she points out that tax hikes hurt the economy, yet President Barack Obama and Democratic leaders in Congress are refusing to do anything about the expiration of the Bush tax cuts at the beginning of 2011, which will hit all taxpayers hard next year. But, ideology and demagoguery are more important that good economic policy.
Bush Tax Cuts Key to Economy – Consumer spending and small businesses

News Max 7-26 “Fred Thompson- ‘Catastrophic’ If Bush Tax Cuts reknewed” http://www.newsmax.com/InsideCover/fred-thompson-bush-tax-cuts-economy-newt-gingrich-catastrophic/2010/07/26/id/365703
The Bush tax cuts were passed in 2001 and 2003 after the dot-com recession and 9/11. The cuts slashed income tax rates at every level, and later reduced capital gains and dividend taxes. The Bush cuts will expire en masse on Dec. 31, unless Congress renews them. "Our nation faces a massive automatic tax increase at the end of this year when the Bush tax cuts expire," Thompson warns in the ad, which can be viewed atRenewTheTaxCuts.com. The league is encouraging Congress to renew the Bush cuts fully, including those for the highest-earning Americans, which the Obama administration defines as those making more than $250,000 a year. Bob Adams, executive director of the league, tells Newsmax the organization is delighted to have Thompson's support on the issue. "He's an incredible expert on tax reform, and he was in Congress to pass the 2001 and 2003 tax cuts. So he knows how important these are to our economy. He's very well thought of within the conservative movement and even by the media," Adams said. Extending the tax cuts, Adams says, will help the economy in two ways: It will increase demand for goods and services by keeping money in taxpayers' pockets, while encouraging small-business owners to increase their payrolls and hire more workers. "Not renewing the Bush tax cuts is a death wish for the American economy," Adams says. "It's really that serious."
Bush Tax Cuts Key to econ
Even Bernanke and Greenspan Concede – Bush Tax Cuts are critical for Growth

News Max 7-26 “Fred Thompson- ‘Catastrophic’ If Bush Tax Cuts reknewed” http://www.newsmax.com/InsideCover/fred-thompson-bush-tax-cuts-economy-newt-gingrich-catastrophic/2010/07/26/id/365703
Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernanke has testified before Congress that the economic recovery is too fragile to sustain any tax increase. Last week, he urged Congress to renew the Bush tax cuts. The U.S. economy has been wracked by 9.5 percent unemployment, despite Obama administration economists' estimate that passing the $862 billion stimulus package would keep unemployment below 8 percent. There have been additional signals in recent weeks that the economy may be sputtering. Thompson asks voters to sign the "Petition to Renew the Bush Tax Cuts," which is posted on the league's website. He encourages them to use social networking tools such as Twitter and Facebook to share the petition with others and to support the league financially so it can buy more airtime for the commercials. If the Bush tax credits expire, the top income-tax rate for the wealthiest Americans – a category that includes many small-business owners – would increase from 35 to 39.6 percent. Taxes on capital gains would increase from 15 to 20 percent, and taxes on dividends would jump as well. With only about 100 days left before the midterm elections, the debate over whether to extend the Bush tax cuts has triggered a schism of sorts within the Democratic Party. Democrats who want to eliminate the tax cuts include President Barack Obama, who campaigned to end them, as well as Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner and House Speaker Nancy Pelosi. Former Fed Chairman Alan Greenspan also favors expiration of the Bush tax cuts, although he concedes doing so probably will be a drag on the economy. But two other Senate Democrats — Kent Conrad of North Dakota and Ben Nelson of Nebraska — broke ranks with the administration last week and urged the tax breaks be extended to counter the ongoing economic weakness and high unemployment. "As a general rule, you don't want to be cutting spending or raising taxes in the midst of a downturn," Conrad said. "We know that very soon we've got to pivot and focus on the deficit. But it probably is too soon to cut spending or raise taxes."
Internal Link- Referendum

Midterms will be a referendum for top Democrats – Past Legislations will increasingly matter

Stone 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.

Aff- No GOP Takeover
GOP won’t takeover the House – even if they win a few seats it will be nothing like 1994 to trigger the impact
Schaller 7/13 [Tom Schaller, Associate Professor in the Department of Political Science at University of Maryland, “One Reason 2010 Is Less Favorable for the House GOP Than 1994,” 7-13-2010,http://www.fivethirtyeight.com/2010/07/one-reason-2010-is-less-favorable-for.html] 

What’s different about the Republicans’ attempt to duplicate their 1994 success is that their tailwind year this time, 2010, arrives one cycle prior to the post-redistricting cycle, 2012, rather than one cycle after. If the wave this November is big enough, of course, the timing won’t make a difference. But the 1992 cycle softened up the House for the 1994 Republican onslaught. Instead, if the GOP this autumn either captures a majority or gets very close, they will then have to hold that majority or try to win the last few seats during a post-redistricting cycle in 2012.
To be clear, Gibbs is right to concede that it’s possible Republicans will capture the House in November. But to the list of factors that presage that happening or not happening—MSNBC’s “First Read” listed four factors favorable to the GOP, four unfavorable—I submit we should add (at least) one more: The events leading up to 1994 and the timing of that cycle were more conducive for a GOP takeover than they are this time around.
Aff- A2: Rangel Hurts Dems
Rangel controversy doesn’t affect Dems – Public is more concerned about the economy

Politics Daily 7-28 (An Online Newspaper Dedicated to current Political Issues)  http://www.politicsdaily.com/2010/07/27/charlie-rangel-controversy-wont-hurt-democrats-in-midterms-hoy/
In the wake of ethical allegations surrounding Democratic Rep. Charlie Rangel (D-N.Y.), House Majority Leader Steny Hoyer (D-Md.) said the controversy will not hurt the Democrats in November's midterm elections. Hoyer suggested the upcoming midterms are too big to be bogged down by ethical accusations against one senior Democratic member of the House. Hoyer cited the midterms four years ago as a referendum on President George W. Bush's policies, which led to a changing of the guard in Congress. "The American public rejected economic policy and international policy that they believed were not working [in 2006], so it was much broader than simply the ethical lapses that were raised," Hoyer said. In 2006, Republican Rep. Mark Foley of Florida resigned abruptly following allegations of sexual misconduct. Democrats went on to win control of both the House and Senate that year. "The American people don't believe [that Bush's polices were good], I don't believe that, and we're prepared to fight on moving forward or going back to the Bush administration's policies," Hoyer said. "The Republicans believe that [those policies] were good for the country. That is really what America is going to vote on. That's the difference between the two parties."
Aff- Link Turn: Withdrawal = Backlash
Withdrawal Causes Backlash – Gives GOP a rallying cry against dems and makes Obama look weak

Politico 5-4 “Rep. Eric Cantor blasts obama’s ‘naïve’ foreign policy” http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0510/36746.html
The second-ranking House Republican on Tuesday morning blasted the Obama administration for a “naive” foreign policy that presumes the United States is responsible for problems around the world. House Minority Whip Eric Cantor (R-Va.), in blistering rhetoric, said the U.S. should “rededicate itself” to a foreign and defense policy that seeks “peace through strength” and “standing up for democratic and peaceful allies.” Cantor, who has sought to set himself up as a foil to Democrats on national security, particularly Israel, said that nations are deciding whether to align themselves with the United States or China, Iran or Russia. Cantor spoke before a sympathetic audience – a gathering of guests sponsored by the conservative Heritage Foundation. At one point after the speech, one audience member asked what it would take for Barack Obama to be considered a “domestic enemy.” When Cantor said "no one thinks the president is a domestic enemy" there were a few hushed hisses and even a muted boo from the audience. Cantor regained applause when he said Republicans have to draw a distinction between themselves and Democrats. He accused the Obama administration for taking “extra precaution with our enemies” while showing “far less restraint with our democratic allies.” The speech, sponsored by the Heritage Foundation, is the most recent in a GOP effort to paint the Obama administration and congressional Democrats as weak on national security. Republicans have blasted the Democratic majority and the White House for moving Guantanamo terrorists to a prison in Illinois and a plan for trying a leading al-Qaeda operative in Manhattan. 
Aff---LINK Non-U ---Obama is a flipflop---Shows resolve
Democrats think Afghanistan makes Obama look like a flip flop now – only a risk the plan shows Obama following through on a policy
Financial Times 7/15 (Philip Stephens, 7/15/10, " Allies may fret but Obama understands America's role ", http://www.ft.com/cms/s/7089dc50-9049-11df-ad26-00144feab49a.html)
Barack Obama’s foreign policy does not earn him many plaudits these days. Political opponents charge he is soft on America’s adversaries and inattentive of its friends. Critics on his own side of the aisle mutter about the absence of a grand strategy for the deployment of American power. Old allies grumble about soaring hopes disappointed. The funny thing is that Mr Obama’s administration has a more coherent theory of the world than any of its recent predecessors. Behind the scenes, there are signs it is being executed with some diligence. The risk is of it being lost to the political din at home and the array of intractable problems abroad. The president has better things to do than worry about brickbats from European allies. His own, and his party’s, poll ratings have fallen into treacherous territory. The economic recovery that was supposed to lift the Democrats before the midterm elections has turned out to be anaemic. It has not been creating jobs. Democrats who had anticipated a mauling in November’s poll now fear it may be a meltdown. Europeans, in any event, will never be satisfied. They want to stand on the sidelines as America fixes things, but then cannot bear the idea of being left out. During the Bush era the charge was one of hegemonic unilateralism. This has elided seamlessly into the present grumbling that Mr Obama’s preoccupation with domestic politics has led to neglect of America’s global responsibilities. Domestic politics and foreign policy, of course, are not unconnected. Economic and political (the two go together) strength at home confers authority abroad. I have heard one senior US official remark that Israel’s Benjamin Netanyahu was never so content as when Mr Obama seemed bogged down in the congressional battle about healthcare reform. Heavy losses in the midterm elections would deliver a blow both to Mr Obama’s authority and to one of his biggest foreign policy ambitions – to reinvigorate the nuclear non-proliferation treaty. Republican hopefuls for the 2012 election are lining up against ratification of the new strategic arms limitation pact with Russia. They are promising to scupper approval of the comprehensive test ban treaty. The president, it should be said, has made his own foreign policy mistakes. His initial attempt to revive a Middle East peace process did not include a plan B against the possibility that Mr Netanyahu would prove intransigent. The surge-and-withdraw strategy for Afghanistan is not quite as crude as that description suggests, but it has left Mr Obama looking as if he has one foot on the accelerator and the other on the brake. You know something is amiss when the national security adviser feels compelled to send round a note to cabinet members reminding them of the president’s policy.
Aff- Bush Tax Cuts Don’t Solve Econ

Aff- Bush Tax Cuts Don’t Solve Economy

The Washington Post 7-28 “Extending Bush Tax Cuts wouldn’t help the economy” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/07/27/AR2010072705142.html
Analyzing the best bang-for-the-buck policies to stimulate the economy, the Congressional Budget Office found that the least effective was extending tax cuts for the top brackets. The reason is obvious. "The higher-income households . . . would probably save a larger fraction of their increase in after-tax income," the CBO said. Yes, you say, but what about small business? "Increasing the after-tax income of businesses typically does not create much incentive for [small businesses ] to hire more workers in order to produce more, because production depends principally on their ability to sell their products." In other words, if you're worried about the fragile state of the economy and you want to do something to make sure recovery is not set back, there are any number of more effective ways to spend that money. Continuing to help states pay their Medicaid bills would be one. A temporary extension of the upper-income tax cuts would be the worst of both worlds. In the short term, it would be ineffective as an economic stimulus. In the long term, it would add to the deficit. A two-year extension would cost about $75 billion, but the bigger risk is that a temporary extension would morph into a permanent one, at a 10-year cost of $678 billion. Thankfully, the Obama administration appears to be sticking to its guns; Treasury Secretary Timothy F. Geithner said the other day that the state of the economy does not justify extending the tax cuts for the wealthy. He is correct. Those truly worried about the nation's dire fiscal picture should seize this moment to lock in those substantial, badly needed, savings.

Bush Tax Cuts Don’s Solve Econ
Huffington Post 7-28 “Extending Tax cuts WON’T create jobs, Lead Economist says” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/07/28/bush-tax-cuts-extending_n_662743.html
"Not all budgetary dollars are created equal," said Alan Blinder, professor and co-director of Princeton University's Center for Economic Policy Studies, in a conference Wednesday morning. "Some have a lot of bang for the buck, and some have very little. The GDP increase per dollar of budgetary cost is in the range of 1.6, 1.7 for things like food stamps and unemployment benefits, and in the range of .35 for extending the Bush tax cuts. We could get some substantial job creation by simply reprogramming the $75 billion that would be saved over the next two years by not extending the upper-bracket Bush tax cuts and spending it instead on unemployment benefits, food stamps, and the like." Blinder's economic advice supports the tax policy of President Obama and the Democrats, who would like to maintain tax cuts for 95 percent of Americans, while letting the cuts for those with incomes above $250,000 expire. Letting the tax cuts lapse is projected to trim approximately $675 billion from the deficit over 10 years, according to the Center for Budget and Policy Priorities. The GOP, by contrast, is aiming to extend the Bush tax cuts across the board, and has tried to block the billions in deficit spending to extend benefits to the long-term unemployed. Blinder said that extending tax cuts for the wealthiest Americans would only exacerbate an ever-increasing income gap. "One of the objections a lot of us raised back in 2001 when the Bush cuts were originally enacted was that they were...adding further post-tax income inequality to an economy that was already producing a lot of pre-tax inequality," he said. "I still feel that way. On the other hand, unemployment benefits and food stamps tend to go to people with much much lower incomes [who] need it a lot more, and you get substantially more GDP boost and job creation than if the same amount of money were spent extending tax cuts at the top." After the U.S. has dug itself out of this recession, Blinder said, Congress should then make it a priority to start digging the country out of debt. Story continues below "What we really need in terms of fiscal policy is one step to the left and then multiple steps to the right. I think there's a strong case for some fiscal stimulus, and the extension of unemployment benefits is just a perfect piece of that broader policy. But a commitment to deficit reduction down the line would be just what the doctor ordered."

Aff- GOP Not Key to Pass Bush Tax Cuts
GOP Not Key- Top Democrats also support extension of Tax Cuts

News Max 7-26 “Fred Thompson- ‘Catastrophic’ If Bush Tax Cuts reknewed” http://www.newsmax.com/InsideCover/fred-thompson-bush-tax-cuts-economy-newt-gingrich-catastrophic/2010/07/26/id/365703
But two other Senate Democrats — Kent Conrad of North Dakota and Ben Nelson of Nebraska — broke ranks with the administration last week and urged the tax breaks be extended to counter the ongoing economic weakness and high unemployment. "As a general rule, you don't want to be cutting spending or raising taxes in the midst of a downturn," Conrad said. "We know that very soon we've got to pivot and focus on the deficit. But it probably is too soon to cut spending or raise taxes." Democratic Sen. Evan Bayh of Indiana also supports extending the tax breaks, as do at least half a dozen House Democrats who also have come out in favor of delaying the scheduled tax increases.
Liberals are Split on the issue but will probably vote in favor
News Max 7-26 “Fred Thompson- ‘Catastrophic’ If Bush Tax Cuts reknewed” http://www.newsmax.com/InsideCover/fred-thompson-bush-tax-cuts-economy-newt-gingrich-catastrophic/2010/07/26/id/365703
"The problem with this administration is they see everything in reverse," Adams tells Newsmax. "It's like Alice in Wonderland. What is practical and beneficial never seems to cross the mind of the Obama administration, especially when it comes to economic policy." Asked about the growing Democratic split on the issue, Adams says: "There's probably a lot going on behind the scenes. You're having liberal ideology crashing with reality. And the ideology, of course, is coming out and it's pure from the White House. "The reality, though, and this is what members of Congress are seeing, is that these taxes are going to be devastating. It's hard to believe someone would vote against renewing these tax cuts, knowing how beneficial they've been to the economy in the past, and knowing how beneficial they'll continue to be, and what an absolute detriment it would be if they're allowed to expire." 
Aff- A2: Gridlock Good---CC IL & Econ D
 
Won’t solve the economy---Gridlock prevents anything from getting done including Climate Change and tax cuts
Sify 7/30 (Steve Eder, Steven C. Johnson, 7/30/10, "Wall St eyes breather from Washington's regulation", http://sify.com/finance/wall-st-eyes-breather-from-washington-s-regulation-news-equity-kh4w4dbaech.html)
But gridlock brings risks, too, and if Congress and the president spend the next two years positioning for the 2012 election, progress on a host of issues, including tax policy, entitlement spending and climate change, could stop cold.  Some believe the desire for gridlock is a throwback to the Clinton years, when a Democratic administration and GOP Congress took a largely hands-off approach during an economic boom.  "You can't rule out hopeless gridlock where they can't get anything done," said Valliere, "and you have to wonder if that would really be unabashedly positive for anyone." Then again, the current environment seems to call for more than benign neglect, and in fact, Wall Street was vocal in its desire for government assistance when the financial crisis erupted in late 2008. There's also a chance that a GOP victory would not bring the reform investors want. "My investment assumption is that taxes will go up regardless of what happens -- even if Republicans win," said Richard Bernstein, chief executive of Richard Bernstein Capital Management LLC. "People are kidding themselves if they think otherwise. There's no way to discuss fixing the fiscal situation without a combination of tax hikes and spending cuts." But he said as long as the capital gains tax rate stays below the income tax rate, "people will still have incentive to take risks."Investors have made no secret of their worries about the deficit, but low interest rates suggest that is not a primary concern for markets right now. Extending Bush-era tax cuts would also increase the projected deficit. 
 
Aff- Gridlock hurts the economy
Gridlock would hurt the economy
Barron's 7/31 (Michael Santoli, senior editor for Barron's, the Dow Jones business and financial weekly, 7/31/10, "No Rush to Worry for Stocks", http://online.barrons.com/article/SB50001424052970203964804575391294194839612.html?mod=googlenews_barrons)
Q: What do you want from the midterm elections?  A: Probably not the thing most people think. Sure, the typical investor is expecting and hoping for a Republican rout. And Washington gridlock does tend to please the forces of capital. Yet it's never easy to figure out what will happen in politics or what the market has already priced in about policy. (The January correction started the day a Republican won Ted Kennedy's old Senate seat, remember.) There's a real chance that if the Republicans win big in November and start rallying for gestures of fiscal austerity, that the market will throw a tantrum against the withdrawal of stimulus. Republicans seem to want to make austerity points with short-term spending restrictions, without addressing the structural deficit factors such as entitlements and defense spending. (Have we ever gone from huge deficit to balance without massive defense-spending declines?) This is, arguably, the reverse of the approach the market would reward. 
Aff- Afghanistan No Link
 
Democrats don’t consider Afghanistan during midterms
Sexton 1/08 [Renard Sexton, FiveThirtyEight's international affairs columnist, “Afghanistan - U.S. Politics in 2010,” 1-08-2010, http://www.fivethirtyeight.com/2010/01/afghanistan-us-politics-in-2010.html]
Again, the spectrum is mixed on the left as well as the right, with competing interests and ideologies conflicting among the left side. Don't look for a coherant message on Afghanistan from Democrats outside of the White House until the adminstration signals that it wants to bring the issue up. While there may more more threats of liberal revolt, it is unlikely that many on the left will vote against Democratic congress(wo)men this fall as a result of the Afghanistan conflict.
Aff- Iraq No Link

Iraq is a cloudy issue in the midterms- Won’t have an effect on the public

The Washington Post 8-2 “Anybody Remember that Promise to end the Iraq War?” http://voices.washingtonpost.com/plum-line/2010/08/the_morning_plum_64.html?wprss=plum-line
In a measure of how much things have changed since Obama took office, the president plans to deliver a big speech today underscoring that he's making good on his pledge to pull out of Iraq -- and it's anybody's guess whether it will have any meaningful political impact. The White House is hoping that Obama's delivery on such a major promise will, you know, matter a bit to people. Public anxiety over Iraq was powerful enough to help decide a presidential election less than two years ago. But now, amazingly, it's unclear how powerful a motivator this will be even for Democratic base voters.
