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Democrats Good – 1NC Shell

A. Democrats will hold the House – GOP has to win too many seats and Tea Party problems

Sargent 7/28 (Greg, Washington Post, “Dem memo: No, we won't lose the House”, 2010, http://voices.washingtonpost.com/plum-line/2010/07/dem_memo_no_we_wont_lose_the_h.html, AV)

In another sign that House Dem leaders are eager to silence talk about them losing the House, top Democrats are circulating a memo on Capitol Hill that lays out a detailed case for why Republicans will come up short this fall. The argument in the DCCC memo, which was sent over by a source and opens a window on Dem thinking about the political landscape in a difficult year, is two-fold. The key points: First, Republicans simply can't put enough seats in play to win the House. Second, the Tea Party has become a massive liability nationally in multiple unappreciated ways. Here's the memo's argument about the number of seats in play: Republicans will need to win 39 seats to take back the House. Democrats will win at least four Republican seats (the best opportunities include: LA-02, HI-01, IL-10, DE-AL, FL-25). As a result, the real number of seats Republicans will have to pick up to win a majority is at least 43. To win 43 seats, the NRCC would need to put 70 to 80 seats in play. The NRCC have simply not put that many Republicans seats in play and do not have the resources or caliber of candidates to do so. The memo adds that wave elections are largely fueled by open seats, and that there aren't enough open seats this time around: This cycle, there are only 20 Democratic open seats, including several that are in safe districts. If Republicans have a great election night, they would still only win 50 percent of the Democratic open seats. Conservatively, Republicans would then need to beat 35 Democratic incumbents to win the House - which is simply not possible given the Republicans resources deficit. And here's the memo's argument about the Tea Party: The Tea Party has presented three problems for Republicans. The most glaring problem is where the Tea Party candidate has defeated the moderate (and more electable) Republican candidate. Second, Republican candidates are being forced to take unpopular extreme positions to satisfy the ideological base to avoid defeat in their primaries. Third, we are seeing numerous Tea Party candidates run as third party candidates which is splitting the Republican vote... There are more than 100 conservative third party candidates on the ballot. This is important because it lowers the win number for the Democratic candidate. Lots of folks have argued that talk about the GOP winning back the House could be helpful to Dems by dramatizing the stakes of the midterms. But this memo suggests that Dem leaders recognize that such talk needs to be neutralized quickly, lest it damage morale and dampen fundraising. At any rate, this is how Dem strategists view the evolving map right now.
B. Adopting a “weak” foreign policy will hurt Obama – means the Dems lose the House
Fly 10 (Jamie M, 1/28, Executive Director - Foreign Policy Initiative & Research associate at the Council on Foreign Relations, Does Obama Have a Foreign Policy?, http://www.weeklystandard.com/blogs/does-obama-have-foreign-policy)
While it is understandable that given the state of the economy and lingering recession, most Americans are perhaps more focused on their job security than about what is happening in Kabul, Tehran, or Pyongyang, it is troubling that this president does not seem to have a clear agenda on these issues other than a retro-80s approach to twenty-first century challenges. If the Christmas Day bomber, growing concern about Yemen, instability in Iran, continued uncertainty about nuclear Pakistan, and the difficult months (and years) ahead in Afghanistan are any indication, 2010 will be just as consequential for U.S. foreign policy as any year in recent memory with the exception of 2001. President Obama came into office with a foreign policy agenda that was essentially limited to expressing concern about nuclear weapons and showing the world that he was not George W. Bush. He has now done the latter through speech after speech in Istanbul, Accra, Cairo, to cite just a few of the exotic venues. Despite focusing on the former with his “reset” of the U.S.-Russian relationship, the foreign policy challenges he faced during 2009 were largely thrust upon him by events. Despite several courageous decisions as commander in chief, he was clearly uncomfortable (witness the Afghanistan Strategy Review) with the issue set he was forced to focus on during year one. In this very political White House, foreign policy is viewed through the lens of mid-term elections in 2010 and the president’s reelection in 2012, just like any other issue. Thus, it is important for Team Obama to act tough on security and kill terrorists (preferably using classified means), but most other foreign policy issues become time consuming obstacles to the pursuit of a robust domestic agenda. This is foreign policy as a political tactic, not as a grand strategy or a coherent formulation of America’s global interests (with the exception of a headlong rush for disarmament). Despite the challenges the country faces on the domestic front, it would behoove the president in 2010 to do what he failed to do last night -- speak more frequently to the American people about what is at stake overseas and what his vision is for keeping Americans safe and advancing U.S. interests around the world. Otherwise, he risks being nothing more than a reactionary president doing little more than what is required to avoid the wrath of the electorate. He runs the risk of becoming an inconsequential commander in chief in very consequential times. 
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C. GOP majority stops climate bill passage which solves warming
Reuters 7/23 (Timothy Gardner and Thomas Ferraro, Staff Writers, 2010, “Senate Climate Bill in Peril as Democrats Delay Action,” http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE66L4L520100723)
Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid said he plans to bring up a narrower energy bill next week that would revamp offshore oil drilling rules in the wake of the BP oil spill. / But he will put off consideration of broader legislation sought by Obama until September at the earliest. / The delay means that Obama's fellow Democrats, who control Congress, have little time to advance the complex legislation amid intense political pressure in the weeks before November congressional elections. / It also could derail global climate change initiatives, as the world's major economies and greenhouse gas emitters insist the United States play a leading role. / "Unfortunately at this time we don't have a single Republican on board," Reid told reporters. / Democrats said they hope to pass the scaled-back bill before leaving town for an August congressional recess. / Some Democrats aimed to attach climate legislation to that bill with the hope of attracting Republican support. / But Reid said he could not get any Republicans to back a comprehensive energy bill that would include provisions intended to combat climate change such as caps on carbon emissions or mandates for power companies to generate more alternative energy. / "We will fight that out in September," said a Democratic senator who did not wish to be quoted by name. "It will be tough to win." / Republicans have been near unanimous in their opposition to climate change legislation, saying the bill would be little more than an energy tax that would imperil an economy struggling to recover from recession. / SERIOUS SETBACK / Obama has made action on climate change a priority and the House of Representatives approved a wide-ranging bill last year. But lawmakers and environmentalists are increasingly doubtful a comprehensive bill can pass the Senate this year. / If Republicans make gains in November's elections, the effort could be stalled for some time. / Environmentalists said the decision to delay action on the broad climate legislation represented a serious setback. / "It would seem like the longest of long shots to me because the window for opportunity in the fall before the election season goes into high gear is very small," said Frank O'Donnell, president of Clean Air Watch, an activist group. / Democrats need at least some Republican support to advance legislation in the Senate since they control 59 seats, one short of the 60 needed to overcome procedural hurdles. / The scaled-back energy bill would promote natural-gas vehicles in a bid to cut oil imports. It also would promote energy-efficient houses and businesses, Reid said. / Reid said the bill would ensure that BP pays for the cleanup of the Gulf of Mexico oil spill and prevent future disasters, though he did not offer specifics. / Several Democrats said they thought the bill had enough support to pass the Senate -- including Senator Ben Nelson, who frequently votes against his own party. / Utility stocks in the Dow Jones Utility Average closed up 1.6 percent, slightly lagging the broader market. / Democrats hope to pass legislation that would curb emissions of carbon dioxide and other gases that scientists say contribute to rising global temperatures. / U.S. scientists have said that this year has been the hottest on record across the world. / Congressional inaction would cast a pall on global talks that have lost momentum since December's summit in Copenhagen. / "This must not stand, it will hurt us, hurt our children and hurt the regard the world has for U.S. leadership," said David Hawkins, the director of climate programs at the Natural Resources Defense Council activist group. / China, which led a bloc of developing-world countries opposed to mandatory carbon limits, might impose more pollution controls on its economy than the United States. China, the world's biggest greenhouse gas emitter, plans to launch a carbon trading market during the next five years to boost energy efficiency, according to the China Daily newspaper.
D. Extinction

Powell 2K (Corey S. Powell, Adjunct professor of Science Journalism at NYU's Science and Environmental Reporting Program; spent eight years on the Board of Editors at Scientific American; worked at Physics Today and at NASA's Goddard Space Flight Center where he assisted in the testing of gamma-ray telescopes, October 2000, Discover, Vol. 21, No. 10, 20 Ways the World Could End Swept away)
The Earth is getting warmer, and scientists mostly agree that humans bear some blame. It's easy to see how global warming could flood cities and ruin harvests. More recently, researchers like Paul Epstein of Harvard Medical School have raised the alarm that a balmier planet could also assist the spread of infectious disease by providing a more suitable climate for parasites and spreading the range of tropical pathogens (see #8). That could include crop diseases which, combined with substantial climate shifts, might cause famine. Effects could be even more dramatic. At present, atmospheric gases trap enough heat close to the surface to keep things comfortable. Increase the global temperature a bit, however, and there could be a bad feedback effect, with water evaporating faster, freeing water vapor (a potent greenhouse gas), which traps more heat, which drives carbon dioxide from the rocks, which drives temperatures still higher. Earth could end up much like Venus, where the high on a typical day is 900 degrees Fahrenheit. It would probably take a lot of warming to initiate such a runaway greenhouse effect, but scientists have no clue where exactly the tipping point lies.
**Uniqueness**

U – Dems Win – Obama/Biden Push
Democrats will maintain majorities in Congress – Obama and Biden

Drake 7/18 (Bruce, 2010, “Biden Says Democrats Will 'Shock the Heck' Out of Everybody in the 2010 Elections”, http://www.politicsdaily.com/2010/07/18/biden-says-democrats-will-shock-the-heck-out-of-everybody-in-t/, AV)

Appearing on ABC's This Week, Biden bounced back by declaring, "I don't think the losses are going to be bad at all. I think we're going to shock the heck out of everybody... I am absolutely confident when people take a look at what has happened since we've taken office in November and comparing it to the alternative, we're going to be ... in great shape." The Republicans need to win 39 seats to recapture the House, which they lost in 2006 after 12 years in control. Many political analysts say that Gibbs spoke accurately given the number of Democratic seats believed to be in jeopardy, but House Democrats have been worried Obama is more concerned about protecting the party's Senate majority. "Here's the deal," Biden said. "What Robert Gibbs also said was what he believes, what I believe, what the president believes (is that) we're going to win the House and we're going to win the Senate. We're not going to lose either one of those bodies." "Look at Harry Reid," Biden added. "You know, I got ...kind of banged around for saying I think there was a 55 percent chance Harry Reid is going to win ... Now Harry Reid, in the last poll, is up 7 points... I'll bet Harry Reid wins." "The election is not until November," Biden said. "And I think we're going to have to firmly make our case. I think we can make it, and especially in the context of who's going to be opposing us. Compared to the alternative, I think we're going to get a fair amount of credit by November, and I think we're going to do fine." Biden suggested the reason the administration and the Democrats are not yet getting the credit now they deserve for major actions on issues such as financial regulatory reform and the health care overhaul is that "the vast majority of the American people and a lot of people really involved don't even know what's inside the packages...But people are going to start to focus on exactly what we're doing. On CNN's State of the Union, House Majority Leader Steny Hoyer acknowledged tension between the White House and Capitol Hill lawmakers, but said, "My view is that the president and the Democrats in the House and the Democrats in the Senate have the same objective: keep this economy moving and growing; keep moving forward ... The president has been working hard. Joe Biden's been working hard on behalf of our candidates. And we think we're going to do well. "
U – Dems Win – Recent Gallup Swing

Dems will hold majorities – recent swing in their favor

Schaller 7/21 (Tom, Associate Professor in the Department of Political Science at University of Maryland, “House Majority Tipping Point”, http://www.fivethirtyeight.com/2010/07/house-majority-tipping-point.html, AV)

The impetus this time is pretty straightforward: The "big news" this week that the Democrats seem to be gaining ground in Gallup's General Congressional Ballot. As Gallup's Lydia Saad writes in her summary of the results, "The Democrats' six-point advantage in Gallup Daily interviewing from July 12-18 represents the first statistically significant lead for that party's candidates since Gallup began weekly tracking of this measure in March." OK, what to make of this? What might explain the Democratic bump, will it last, and is it enough to mitigate their expected losses this November? To begin, loyal 538 readers know that as a general rule of thumb we should use +2D as the GCB "zero point" because of the way Democratic respondents (mostly as a result of racial redistricting) are distributed across House districts. So the good news for Democrats is that the latest generic ballot is above +2; the bad news is that it's not much above it, particularly when polling margin of error could account for most of that net 4-point spread. One spike up does not a trend make. However, for the sake of argument let's presume that Democrats have finally hit bottom and are now starting to surge toward a comeback that will limit their losses to something closer to the historical midterm average loss of about 16 seats, rather than closer to the 39 seats they'll need to recapture the majority. (Related note: As the National Republican Congressional Committee recently and quite correctly pointed out, some national Democrats are trying to move the goalposts a bit to raise expectations about the number of seats the GOP should gain, so they can spin the results in November.) In any case, let me spitball a few possible explanations for the turnaround: 1. The poor House Republican response to the BP spill, particularly the whole Joe Barton episode, seriously damaged the Republican momentum by portraying Republicans as elevating big business interests over the national interest; 2. The financial reform debate shifted the national conversation away from difficult economic topics for Democrats like unemployment, stimulus, and bailouts; 3. The painful fight over health care reform is over, and voters are starting to come around a bit on the idea of reform; 4. The national Democratic campaign to depict the GOP as a the "party of no" or "new no ideas"* is starting to gain traction; and/or 5. Anti-incumbent sentiment is subsiding. I listed these in what I suspect is descending order of contribution to the Democratic surge--again, presuming there is one in the first place. (There doesn't seem to be much evidence of #5, but I threw it in there anyway.) If I'm right about this ordering, the Democratic advantage may be fleeting and mostly a result of self-inflicted damage by the Republicans. If, however, voters are starting to actually re-assess the accomplishments of Democrats in the 111th Congress, and note the Republicans' resistance to that progress--in other words, if voters are making substantive, positive evaluations of the Democrats--then the shift could be more real, and lasting. 
Dems will maintain majorities – independents and recent polling

Saad 7/19 (Lydia, 2010, “Democrats Jump Into Six-Point Lead on Generic Ballot”, http://www.gallup.com/poll/141440/Democrats-Jump-Six-Point-Lead-Generic-Ballot.aspx?version=print, AV)

PRINCETON, NJ -- In the same week the U.S. Senate passed a major financial reform bill touted as reining in Wall Street, Democrats pulled ahead of Republicans, 49% to 43%, in voters' generic ballot preferences for the 2010 congressional elections. The Democrats' six-point advantage in Gallup Daily interviewing from July 12-18 represents the first statistically significant lead for that party's candidates since Gallup began weekly tracking of this measure in March. Whether the Democrats' edge is sustainable remains to be seen. Republicans held a four-point or better lead over Democrats in three Gallup weekly averages thus far this year, but in each case, the gap narrowed or collapsed to a tie the following week. Movement Seen Among Independents With Republicans' and Democrats' support for their own party's candidates holding steady in the low 90s this past week, independents are primarily responsible for Democrats' improved positioning. Thirty-nine percent of independents favor the Democratic candidate in their district, up from 34% -- although slightly more, 43%, still favor the Republican.

U – Dems Win – Current Seat Counts/Empirics

Dems will hold on to the House – they are ahead and history proves
Clabough 7/26 (Raven, 2010, “Midterm Elections Fast Approaching”, http://www.thenewamerican.com/index.php/usnews/politics/4135-midterm-elections-fast-approaching, AV)

In the House of Representatives, all seats are up for election. Thirty-seven Representatives are retiring, 17 Democrats and 20 Republicans, with five vacancies being filled by special elections prior to November. Congressional Quarterly predicts that the Democrats will take 228 seats, the Republicans 178, with 29 races too close to call. With the Democrats in control of more than 50 seats over the majority line, the odds of Republicans gaining a majority are slim, as historically the incumbent majority typically loses an average of 28 seats.
Dems will swing back to win both chambers 

Ottens 7/24 (Nick, 2010, “Republicans Unlikely to Win Back Congress”, http://atlanticsentinel.com/2010/07/republicans-unlikely-to-win-back-congress, AV)

Republicans have high hopes for November’s midterm elections for Congress and for good reason. The president and his party are deeply unpopular with moderate and conservative voters, in spite or rather because of their push for health care and financial reform; monumental legislations which the opposition has been able to taint as unprecedented government takeovers. Although set to book major victories, Republicans unlikely to reclaim majorities in either house of Congress however. So many as thirty seats in the House of Representatives may change hands come November according to recent polls. In many of the states which Barack Obama carried in 2008 however, Democrats are still able to swing the balance in their favor. The same is true for the Senate although the Democrats’ majority is the upper chamber will be slim indeed. Republican candidates are expected to claim victories in the states of Delaware, Indiana and North Dakota, where incumbent Democrats are retiring, as well as in Arkansas. Traditional battleground states as Colorado, Pennsylvania and Nevada are also within the Republicans’ reach which would bring them up to 48 seats compared to 41 today. 
U – Dems Win – RNC Chaos

Democrats will hold on – recent RNC struggles

Ambinder 7/22 (Marc Ambinder is the politics editor of The Atlantic. He has covered Washington for ABC News and the Hotline, and he is chief political consultant to CBS News, 2010, “RNC Chaos Threatens GOP Chances for House Takeover”, http://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2010/07/rnc-chaos-threatens-gop-chances-for-house-takeover/60263/, AV)

The chaos at the Republican National Committee threatens to cost Republicans the chance to take control of the House of Representatives, Republican strategists fear. During midterm elections, the national committee plays two essential roles. First, it serves as a bank account that can be drawn upon to shore up House races or put others into play. Second, it coordinates the party's field operations and funds joint "Victory" committees with state parties. The RNC, at the moment, is barely fulfilling the second function and has less than $10 million on hand, so it cannot help much with House races. Charlie Cook, the political oddsmaker, rates 73 House races as competitive. To win the House, Republicans would need to pick up 44 seats. They have the candidates to do that, but Democrats have a significant financial advantage to put toward holding seats; the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee has twice as much cash on hand as the National Republican Campaign Committee. As Cook has noted, even if Republicans win most of the toss-up seats and races that lean Republican, they'd have to win about half the seats that lean Democrat right now. The degraded political environment, the sluggish or non-existent economic recovery, and the enthusiasm of Republican base voters are intangibles that, properly harnessed, could easily put Republicans over the top. But without a solid field program to bring voters to the polls, and with ranks of well-funded Democratic incumbents, that edge could be lost on election day. The party's well-regarded political director, Gentry Collins, has seen his budget slashed considerably, and state parties have complained about the condition of the party's Voter Vault datamart. Many state parties are outsourcing their targeting operations, which would have been unthinkable during the flush years of the Bush-Cheney administrations. The latest scandal, involving $7 million that the RNC's own treasurer categorized as unreported debt, will undermine any opportunity the party has to regain its financial footing before the election. The NRCC does not expect any money from the RNC and is instead relying on the much less efficient mechanisms created by Republican strategists and donors who can't coordinate with campaigns and the committees. 

U – Dems Win – GOP Concedes

Top GOP insiders concede they won’t takeover Congress

Ottens 7/24 (Nick, 2010, “Republicans Unlikely to Win Back Congress”, http://atlanticsentinel.com/2010/07/republicans-unlikely-to-win-back-congress, AV)

Republicans admit that a Senate takeover is unlikely to be achieved this fall. Senator John Cornyn of Texas who chairs the National Republican Senatorial Committee, acknowledged so much last week. “I think it’s going to be a two-cycle process,” he told C-SPAN’s Newsmakers program on July 18, meaning that Republicans expect to win the Senate by 2012 when more states in the south and midwest will be up for grabs. In effect, the midterms will likely eradicate the impressive gains made by Democrats in 2008 but not prevent them from governing. Unlike the Revolution of 1994, the elections won’t allow the Republicans to derail the administration any more than they currently can.
U – AT: 1994 Proves/Redistricting Helps GOP

2010 is going to be different from 1994 – redistricting cycle

Schaller 7/13 (Tom, Associate Professor in the Department of Political Science at University of Maryland, “One Reason 2010 Is Less Favorable for the House GOP Than 1994”, http://www.fivethirtyeight.com/2010/07/one-reason-2010-is-less-favorable-for.html, AV)

My earlier post about redistricting transparency got me to thinking about how redistricting might affect the Republicans’ chances of capturing the US House this fall, which was a big topic of discussion yesterday as a result of White House Press Secretary Robert Gibbs’ admission that control of the House is in play this fall. Now, the new House district lines will not take effect until the 2012 cycle—but that’s just my point. To understand what I mean, let’s go back 20 years for a quick review of the events that unfolded prior to the 1994 cycle’s Republican Revolution. We start in 1992, an election cycle in which one-fourth of the members elected to the 103rd Congress—110 in total—were rookies, making it the largest incoming House class since 1948. According to political scientist John Hibbing, the 110 departing members those freshmen replaced break down as follows: 53 retired outright; 13 opted to run for different office, most of them (11) vying for the Senate; and another 44 lost outright, including 19 who lost their primary re-nomination contests. To be sure, the unusually high retirement rate was partly the result of electorally fatal political damage members suffered as a result of the House check kiting scandal. But some of it was attributable to redistricting. Whatever the reasons for their loss, in addition to the voluntary retirees, 25 members who ran and were re-nominated still lost, and some of these were victims running in newly reconfigured, post-redistricting districts. Overall, the result of these 110 seat changes was a net gain of 12 seats for the Republicans, which means there were 61 rookie Republicans and 49 rookie Democrats in the 103rd Congress. Those net 12 pickups were not nearly enough for Republicans to seize the Democrats’ majority—but they did help put the GOP in range for the tectonic 1994 midterms. The Newt Gingrich-led Republicans would likely still have captured a House majority in 1994 without that 12-seat head start from 1992—the Democrats at the opening of the 104th Congress had 204 seats, 14 shy of a majority—but the Republican majority would have been thin. Not to mention the GOP in the tailwind year of 1994 benefited from having 49 frosh Democrats to target. 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.
U – AT: GOP Landslide/U Overwhelms

The races are super close – control is still up in the air
Newport 7/26 (Frank, 2010, “Democrats Maintain Advantage on Generic Ballot, 48% to 44%”, http://www.gallup.com/poll/141557/Democrats-Maintain-Advantage-Generic-Ballot.aspx, AV)

This past week marks the second time since March that either party has held any type of edge on the generic ballot for three consecutive weeks. Exactly what is behind the uptick in support for Democrats is not clear, although last week's gains coincided with the passage of the financial reform bill. Independents continue to be more likely to say they will vote for the Republican rather than the Democratic candidate, while both Republicans and Democrats maintain more than 90% allegiance for their party's candidates. Democrats' improved position on the generic ballot is counterbalanced by the continuing wide advantage Republicans have in voting enthusiasm. This GOP enthusiasm gap foreshadows a typical Republican turnout advantage in midterm election voting, meaning that Democrats need a substantial lead on the registered voter generic ballot to offset their turnout disadvantage. Still, the results show that expectations of an assured Republican landslide in the congressional elections this fall are not a foregone conclusion. Gallup's final generic ballot measure, based on likely voters, has since 1950 closely matched the total percentage of votes cast nationally for Democratic and Republican candidates in all 435 U.S. House races -- a statistic that bears a predictable relationship to the number of House seats won by each party. Gallup does not screen for likely voters until closer to Election Day, but historically, Republicans' turnout advantage in midterm elections widens the Republican-Democrat gap in the GOP's favor. Thus, if these numbers held through Election Day, the two parties would likely be closely matched at the ballot box.
The race is a toss-up – the Dems are OK, but that could change

Trippi 7/25 (Joe, 2010, “100 Days to Decide: Midterms Not Just Toxic for Democrats”, http://www.foxnews.com/opinion/2010/07/25/joe-trippi-midterms-november-democrats-republicans-election/, AV)

With 100 days until the election of 2010 takes place, the one thing that's clear is the anti-incumbent fervor the runs across the entire political spectrum. Yes, Democrats will feel the brunt of this voter unrest -- the party in power almost always loses seats in Congress in midterm election years like this one. But this year is likely to be different. As incumbents in both parties may discover, they are in trouble this November. One problem the GOP has is the GOP. The brand is still badly damaged by voters' memories of George W. Bush and hampered further by low ratings of congressional Republicans today. The Tea Party brings energy to Republicans but no clear leader or message has emerged to win over independent and swing voters. And divisions persist between the Tea Party and the Republican Party establishment. By all rights this should be a terrible year for Democrats and could end up that way still, but with 100 days to go the Republicans could still kick this one away. For all the problems voters have with Democrats right now, they don't have much love for Republicans either. I think there is a very good chance that by November several Republican incumbents will be in deep trouble. If Democrats were to lose 30 seats in Congress and Republicans lost 12 seats, for example, yes it would be a bad year for Democrats but not nearly the year Republicans hope for. At this point I think it could go either way. We could be looking at Democrats on the verge of losing the House of Representatives, or watching Republicans squander the opportunity of a decade. It's going to be an anti-Washington, anti-incumbent year. Most think that means it will swing against the Democrats in November, but I think the establishment in the Republican Party doesn't understand that the real surprise may be that both parties are in trouble and that GOP incumbents are going to be sent home in November in numbers no one expects today. 

U – AT: GOP Will Take Over Senate

GOP won’t take over the Senate – won’t get enough seats

Silver 6/28 (Nate, Political genius, Honors from UChicago, 2010, “Senate Forecast: After Primaries, Picture Slightly Improved for Dems”, http://www.fivethirtyeight.com/2010/06/senate-forecast-after-primaries-picture.html, AV)

Republicans will need a lot of luck to take over the Senate. There are eleven Democratic-held seats that we show Republicans with a nontrivial chance of winning. In four of them, they are heavy favorites: North Dakota, Arkansas, Indiana, and Delaware. Four more are toss-ups: Pennsylvania, Nevada, Illinois, and Colorado. Finally, there are three where they are underdogs: Washington, California, and Wisconsin. Republicans would need to win 10 of these 11 races to take over the Senate; even if they gained further momentum nationally (our model does not assume that the races behave independently), this is somewhat unlikely, given the idiosyncrasies involved in many of the contests. Meanwhile, they would need to hold Ohio, which is a toss-up with a slight Democratic tilt, and Missouri, which is a toss-up with a slight Republican tilt, as well as retain Kentucky, North Carolina and New Hampshire, either have Marco Rubio win in Florida or persuade Charlie Crist to caucus with them, and avoid a wildcard somewhere like Arizona or Louisiana. Therefore, even though states like Washington and Wisconsin are now in play (more debatably so in the latter case), this is counteracted by the fact that they are now engaged in competitive contests in places like Nevada, Kentucky, and Pennsylvania -- which looked like clear edges for them before. In April, our model showed a 6 percent chance of a Republican takeover; this month, it shows an identical 6 percent chance, provided that Charlie Crist is counted as a Republican, and roughly a 4 percent chance if he isn't. If Republicans could hypothetically persuade both Crist and Joe Lieberman to join them, however, their chances would improve to 12 percent.

Dems will maintain the majority in the Senate

Silver 7/18 (Nate, Political genius, Honors from UChicago, 2010, “Senate Forecast, 7/18: Republican Outlook Improves with Focus on Likely Voter Polls”, http://www.fivethirtyeight.com/2010/07/senate-forecast-718-republican-outlook.html, AV)

Our latest Senate simulation has the chamber convening in 2011 with an average of 53.4 Democrats (counting Joe Lieberman and Bernie Sanders), 46.1 Republicans, and 0.5 Charlie Crists. This is an improvement for Republicans from our last forecast three weeks ago, which had 55.2 Democrats, 44.2 Republicans, and 0.6 Crists. The changes, however, predominantly reflect several methodological improvements we have made rather than any particular national momentum, although the dynamics of some individual contests are certainly evolving. The model gives Republicans a 17 percent chance of taking over the Senate if Charlie Crist caucuses with them, up significantly from 6 percent three weeks ago. If Crist does not caucus with them, their chances of a takeover are 12 percent. However, the model does not account for the contingency that someone like Joe Lieberman or Ben Nelson could decide to switch parties, which makes their chances slightly better than we suggest here. Democrats' chances of gaining a net of one or more seat and re-claiming a 60-seat majority are 7 percent, down from 12 percent three weeks ago. If they could persuade Charlie Crist to caucus with them, however, their chances would improve to 10 percent.
**Links/Internals**

Links – Weak Foreign Policy Hurts Democrats

Labels such as “weak” on security stick until the midterms – decking Obama and the Dems chances

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

Like every Democratic president since John F. Kennedy, President Obama is battling the perception that he’s a wimp on national security. ESCALATION President Obama wore a steely gaze before a West Point audience when he announced he was ramping up the force in Afghanistan. Now he needs victories there It’s not just coming from Republicans (for example, Dick Cheney’s accusation that Mr. Obama is trying to pretend that the country isn’t at war). Now barbs are coming from the center too. This week’s Foreign Policy magazine has a provocative cover: Mr. Obama next to Jimmy Carter with — gasp — an “equals” sign in the middle. New York Times/CBS polling shows that public approval of Mr. Obama’s foreign policy dropped 9 points to 50 percent between last April and November. Leslie H. Gelb, president emeritus of the Council on Foreign Relations, wrote on the Daily Beast blog two weeks ago that Mr. Obama needs to toughen up with his adversaries. “He puts far too much store on being the smartest guy in the room,” Mr. Gelb wrote. “He’d do well to remember that Jimmy Carter also rang all the I.Q. bells.” So soon? Here is a president who just ramped up the war in Afghanistan, sending an additional 30,000 American troops. He has stepped up drone strikes by unmanned Predators in Pakistan and provided intelligence and firepower for two airstrikes against Al Qaeda in Yemen that killed more than 60 militants. He has resisted the temptation to sign a new nuclear arms agreement with Russia that might not provide American inspectors with the level of verification detail that they want. He is moving toward the wide use of full body scans in American airports. On Thursday, in an oblique nod to the Cheney criticism, he even used the phrase “we are at war,” in describing the fight against Al Qaeda. Of course, accusations that Democrats are genetically softer on threats to the Republic are nothing new. After World War II, Republicans mostly stopped attacking the Democrats as the party that had gotten America into two world wars, and began calling it soft on Communism. Roosevelt’s agreement to the postwar division of Europe at Yalta, followed by China’s fall in 1949 while Truman was president, spurred that on. John Kennedy managed to emerge from an early fiasco at the Bay of Pigs and achieve the counter-image of a cold war liberal, thanks to the Berlin and Cuban-missile crises; then Lyndon Johnson’s fear of being labeled “soft on Communism” helped him override his doubts about getting deeper into Vietnam. But after that, the ill-fated antiwar candidacy of George McGovern, followed by Jimmy Carter’s inability to rescue American hostages in Iran, sealed a stereotype of Democrats as, well, wimps. And labels count, as a poll taken last August by the Pew Center for the People and the Press illustrates: When voters were asked which party could do a better job of dealing with terrorism, they expressed more confidence in Republicans than in Democrats, as they had consistently since 2002. The 2009 margin was 38 percent to 32 percent. But when asked which party could do a better job of making wise decisions about foreign policy, 44 percent chose the Democrats, 31 percent the Republicans. Some experts say that the weakling label is more about this city than Mr. Obama — that every political cycle brings with it the opportunity for pundits and politicians to try to prove they were right all along. “I think the problem is much less Obama than the audience,” said George Perkovich, vice president for studies at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. “This is about talk radio and punditry; these are the absolutes that the bloggers deal with: wimp or macho? This is the new caricature, but it doesn’t withstand any analysis.” But labels can stick, as Mr. Carter himself found out so well, and as the Republicans also know from their experience parrying the opposite stereotype — of cowboy-style recklessness, first under Ronald Reagan and later under George W. Bush (whose own father, oddly, was said to have suffered from a “wimp factor”). All of which raises the question of what, exactly, it is that Mr. Obama has to do by the end of the year to turn around the impression that Democrats are cream puffs on foreign policy.
Links – Fear/Liberal Policies

Triggering public fear and passing liberal polices like the plan cause voters to punish Dems

Rothenberg 9 (Stuart, 3-20, “Should Democrats Worry About Obama Disconnect in 2010?”, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2009/03/should_democrats_worry_about_o.html, AV)

Their fear is that even if Obama remains personally popular, voters will not look kindly on their party's candidates for Congress and governor if the economy remains weak and the public mood is sour and frightened. And even if the economy is showing signs of life, public concern over the deficit, taxes or cultural issues could drive turnout among voters wanting - you guessed it - change. The concern is well-founded, and you don't have to believe me to take this danger seriously. Here is what noted Democratic pollster/strategist Stanley Greenberg wrote in his article "The Revolt Against Politics" in the Nov. 21, 1994, issue of "The Polling Report," just two years into a Democratic president's first term and only weeks after a midterm election in which the GOP gained more than 50 House seats and won control of the House for the first time since the 1950s: "Voters this year voted against Democratic-dominated national politics that seemed corrupt, divisive and slow to address the needs of ordinary citizens. In that, they were voting their disappointment with the spectacle of a Democratic president and a Democratic Congress promising change, but seemingly unable to produce it. Many voted to change a government that spends too much and accomplishes too little, and to shift the public discourse away from big government solutions." Midterm elections are about anger, so if there isn't any, incumbents of both parties do just fine. But if there is some - watch out. Blaming the previous administration works for six months or a year, but after that, it's a much tougher sell. In focus groups in Macomb County, Mich., and Riverside, Calif., Greenberg wrote in his article, "one hears an electorate acutely conscious that the Democrats came to power promising change, but produced only turmoil." It's not hard to imagine some voters feeling that very same way next fall, especially if the Obama administration continues to spread itself so thin by dealing with an endless number of problems, yet solving none. As for the issue of corruption that Greenberg referred to in 1994, it, too, could be a problem for Democrats next year. Democratic operatives are still regurgitating old e-mails trying to hang Jack Abramoff around the necks of GOP candidates, but how will those same operatives deal with Democratic Reps. Charlie Rangel (N.Y.), John Murtha (Pa.), Eliot Engel (N.Y.), Maxine Waters (Calif.) and Alan Mollohan (W.Va.), all of whom have their own issues to deal with, to say nothing of the tax problems of Obama Cabinet nominees? Republicans aren't likely to give Democrats a free pass on ethics nationally. Later in his 1994 article, Greenberg made another crucial point that is certain to be applicable for 2010: "Democrats lost ground because of the composition of those who went to the polls." The makeup of the midterm electorate always differs from that in a presidential year, and next year's electorate will be less sympathetic to Obama and Democrats. The 2010 electorate is likely to be less black than was the electorate of 2008, and it's almost certain to be older. Given those factors, it's also likely to be at least a bit more Republican. Whites, who went for McCain by 55 percent to 43 percent last year, constituted 77 percent of the electorate in 2004 and only 74 percent in 2008, but they constituted 79 percent of the electorate in 2006. And people ages 18 to 29, Obama's strongest age group last year, constituted 18 percent of the electorate in 2008 and 17 percent in 2004, yet a mere 12 percent in 2006. One Democratic strategist told me recently that only Obama can effectively defend his performance and agenda next year, thereby boosting Democratic turnout, keeping Republicans on the defensive and saving some Democratic incumbents from defeat. That's a reasonable strategy, but not one wholly without risk. Given the president's personal qualities and communication skills, it's quite possible that his personal and job ratings will remain relatively high at least through the midterms, even if voters remain sour about the economy. Obama, after all, is a unique political figure, and many Americans will continue to admire him personally, no matter what happens. But so far, Obama has stayed above the partisan fray, preferring to emphasize his efforts at bipartisanship and at changing the tone in Washington, D.C. If he throws himself completely into the 2010 elections and casts himself in more partisan hues, he could damage his own standing with voters, particularly those who find him appealing because he has not been excessively partisan. And he could damage the prospects of Democrats sitting in Republican House districts. 

Links – Domestic Focus Key

The plan distracts from domestic economic issues – costs Dems in the midterm

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

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

Links – Obama’s Approval Rating Key

Obama’s approval rating is key to the outcome

Chinni 9 (Dante, “What Obama’s approval ratings could mean for midterm elections”, 11/25, http://patchworknation.csmonitor.com/csmstaff/2009/1125/what-obama%E2%80%99s-approval-ratings-could-mean-for-midterm-elections)
With less than a year until midterm elections, special interest is being paid to President Obama’s approval rating. A few new polls show him below 50 percent for the first time since his inauguration. As the president’s support goes, so goes the support of his party – or at least that’s what recent history says. Look at the approval ratings of Presidents Bill Clinton and George W. Bush and the congressional results of midterm elections during their tenures. So what does this mean for Mr. Obama? For one thing, a president’s approval rating is a slippery thing. It can change in a moment.
Links – Afghanistan

Plan would admit failure in Afghanistan and hurt the Dems

Kapur 7/12 (Sahil, 2010, “Top anti-war Democrat: Afghanistan war could ‘destroy’ Obama’s presidency”, http://rawstory.com/rs/2010/0712/nadler-afghan-war-destroy-obama-presidency-democratic-congress/, AV)

Obama, who has championed the mission and deployed 30,000 additional troops to the region this year, faces a tough political predicament. Recent events have enhanced negative perceptions of the war, but withdrawal may carry with it an admission of failure and lead to damaging criticism from Republicans. A House vote on July 1 to approve war funding revealed growing Democratic divisions over the war. Three-fifths of Democrats backed an amendment demanding an exit strategy, which failed due to resolute Republican opposition.
Links – South Korea

Plan’s unpopular - powerful interests like the military and the defense industry will oppose South Korea reduction 

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

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

AT: Link Turns – Popular Support Doesn’t Matter

Negative reaction to the plan fuels turnout and vote choices in midterms – popular support doesn’t

Abramowitz 9 (Alan I, Barkley Prof of PoliSci at Emory, 9-3, “Forecasting the Midterm Elections,” http://www.centerforpolitics.org/crystalball/article.php?id=AIA2009090301)

There are several theories that attempt to explain why the president’s party almost always loses seats in midterm elections. Surge and decline theory argues that midterm elections represent a return to normal voting patterns following presidential elections in which short-term forces can produce unusual gains for the winning candidate’s party. Negative voting theory argues that those who are dissatisfied with the status quo are more motivated to turn out and express their discontent in midterm elections than those who are satisfied. And balancing theory argues that, knowing that the president will be in office for the next two years, some voters seek to provide greater balance in government by electing members of the opposition party to Congress. All of these theories may be partially correct. Whatever the explanation, midterm elections are generally not kind to the president’s party. 

Internals – Weak on Security Means Dems Lose

Weakness on national security crushes the Dems in the midterms
Rove 9 (Karl, former senior adviser and deputy chief of staff to President George W. Bush, 11-11, “'A Referendum on This White House': Obama's plan to nationalize the midterm elections may backfire,” Wall Street Journal, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704402404574529583347899774.html)

Republican victories in New Jersey and Virginia governors' races last week—despite eight campaign appearances in the two states by President Barack Obama—have unnerved Democrats. Over the weekend, White House Senior Adviser David Axelrod tried to calm jittery Democrats who might go wobbly on the president's ambitious agenda by telling NBC's Chuck Todd that next year's congressional elections will be "nationalized." Because they "will be a referendum on this White House," he said, voters will turn out for Mr. Obama. Mr. Todd summed up Mr. Axelrod's plans by saying, "It's almost like a page from the Bush playbook of 2002." I appreciate the reference. Only two presidents have picked up seats in both houses of Congress for their party in their first midterm elections. One was FDR in 1934. The other was George W. Bush in 2002, whose party gained House seats and won back control of the Senate. But those midterm elections might not be a favorable comparison for this White House. The congressional elections were nationalized seven years ago largely because national security was an overriding issue and Democrats put themselves on the wrong side of it by, among other things, catering to Big Labor. At the time, there was a bipartisan agreement to create the new Department of Homeland Security. Democrats insisted that every inch of the department be subject to collective bargaining. They pushed for this even though sections of every other department can be declared off-limits to unionization for national security reasons. What Democrats wanted was shortsighted and dangerous. Voters pounded them for it. 
Internals – Dems Get Blame

Democrats would get the blame for an unpopular policy – they are in control of Congress and Executive

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

The report, based on four recent Pew national surveys, depicts an American electorate that is angry and suspicious, fearful and vengeful. Sixty-five percent of respondents say that Congress is having a negative effect on the country; 47 percent say that government threatens their personal rights and freedoms; and only 43 percent say they would like to see their member of Congress re-elected this fall, a record low. Voters were happy to dislodge Republicans from their congressional majorities in 2006 and from the White House in 2008. And this same electorate is threatening to throw out the House's Democratic majority this year. A party in power these days seems like a rodeo cowboy riding a bucking bronco -- just trying to hang on. Deeper in the report is a table comparing current attitudes, captured in Pew's survey of 1,001 Americans taken April 1-5, with those found in Pew polls taken in July 1994 and October 2006, the last years that election "waves" remade the national political landscape. In July 1994, a little more than three months before Democrats lost both the House and Senate, Congress had an overall job-approval rating of 53 percent. In October 2006, the month before Republicans lost both chambers, just 41 percent of Americans had a favorable opinion of Congress. Earlier this month, Congress's favorable rating was an abysmal 25 percent. Meanwhile, the GOP scored a favorable rating of just 37 percent in the recent Pew survey. Some Democrats find considerable solace in the fact that voters don't like Republicans much. Yet their own party's favorable rating was just 38 percent, a mere point higher. (In a recent Gallup Poll, Democrats had a 41 percent favorable rating, putting them 1 point lower than Republicans.) The fact that the two parties are seen as equally unattractive also might comfort some Democrats, but only if they ignore two realities. First, it took Republicans six or eight years to destroy their party's brand; it took Democrats less than 18 months to trash theirs. More important, we have never seen a midterm election turn into a referendum on a party that had no power. Midterm elections are all about the party in power, particularly when that party controls the White House and both chambers of Congress. The Republican Party has a plethora of problems, but this election will not be about them. The GOP will have to deal with its problems by 2012. But this year? Not so much. A larger Pew survey of 2,070 registered voters conducted March 11-21 found the parties tied at 44 percent in the generic congressional ballot test, in which voters were asked whether they intend to vote for the Republican or Democratic House candidate in their district. During those same two weeks, Gallup's tracking poll of registered voters found Democrats ahead by 2 or 3 percentage points -- 47 percent to 45 or 44 percent. The past three weeks of Gallup tracking produced similarly close numbers in response to the generic ballot question. However, Democrats should be extremely worried about the fact that midterm electorates are almost always older and whiter -- meaning, more Republican -- than the electorates in presidential contests. And this year, Republicans are showing much greater intensity and enthusiasm than Democrats. So, even if the parties are running neck and neck among registered voters on Election Day, Republicans would come out ahead in the popular vote and very likely the House seat count. Simply put, this is a lousy time to be the party holding all the power. Democrats can expect that voters will make them bear the brunt of the blame for everything that the people think is wrong with the country.
Internals – Older Women Key

Older women are key – they vote in larger numbers than males and young voters

Chozick 7/26 (Amy, 2010, “Obama on the ‘The View’”, http://blogs.wsj.com/washwire/2010/07/26/obama-on-the-the-view, AV)

Older women vote in midterm elections in much larger numbers than their male counterparts and younger voters who are less inclined to follow politics in a non-presidential election year, says Susan Carroll, a senior scholar at the Center for American Women in Politics at Rutgers University. According to Nielsen, 79% of “The View” audience is female with a median age of 59; these housewives, retirees and stay-at-home moms rarely watch the Sunday news shows. 

Internals – 4 States Key (CA, IL, WA, WI)

California, Illinois, Washington and Wisconsin will decide the election

Ottens 7/24 (Nick, 2010, “Republicans Unlikely to Win Back Congress”, http://atlanticsentinel.com/2010/07/republicans-unlikely-to-win-back-congress, AV)

The states that will decide the election are California, Illinois, Washington and Wisconsin. In all four the major parties are virtually tied. The former, among them Illinois, the president’s home state, are Democratic strongholds; in 2000 and 2004, presidential candidates Al Gore and John Kerry carried Wisconsin by margins of just five and ten thousand votes respectively but the state hasn’t sent a Republican to the Senate since Bob Kasten was defeated in 1992. 

AT: Other Issues Overwhelm

Foreign policy is the most important factor in the midterms – it’s what people understand best

McCarthy 10 (Andrew, senior fellow at the National Review Institute First Page Magazine “Brown’s National Security Victory” Retrieved 06/25/2010 from http://frontpagemag.com/2010/01/25/brown’s-national-security-victory/)

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

AT: Economy Is Most Important

The economy isn’t the key issue – their studies are flawed and factors like national security are equally or more important
Kuhn 7/20 (David Paul, Chief Political Correspondent for RealClearPolitics, 2010, “On Economic Fatalism and Elections”, 
http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2010/07/20/on_economic_fatalism_and_elections_its_not_always_economy_stupid_krugman_klein_forecasting_106384.html, AV)

It's an old myth that economics determine elections. Yet this myth has recently been recycled from New York Times' columnist Paul Krugman to The Washington Post's Ezra Klein. By implication, their argument absolves Democrats of responsibility for their formidable headwinds. But it also evokes deeper questions that transcend the coming election cycle and concern how we understand every cycle. This is, actually, a billion dollar question. That's the amount spent on national campaigns each cycle – to say nothing of political journalism. The economic fatalists see elections in simple terms. "Midterm elections, where turnout is crucial, aren't quite like presidential elections, where the economy is all," Krugman wrote Monday. Keep the word "all" in mind. One week earlier, Klein argued this same case. Headline: "It's Always the Economy, Stupid." But it's not always the economy. In fact, the economy is not always the dominant environmental factor. Think 1952, 1968 and 2000 in presidential years. Think 1966, 1974 and 2006 in midterm cycles. Now hold the thought. We'll return to it. Political scientists have forecast elections for generations. These professorial seers rely on myriad environmental elements: presidential approval ratings, incumbency, seismic social and national security issues, as well as the economy. "The economy is a junior partner compared to preference polling and incumbency," said the University of Buffalo-SUNY's James Campbell of forecasting models. Campbell has spent years analyzing different models. Emory political scientist Alan Abramowitz agreed. In his words, "The point is not that the economy isn't important, of course, but that it's one factor and not always the most important one." Abramowitz is also a leading expert on election forecasting. Why is it only "one factor?" Consider Klein's case. Klein heavily relied on a graph published along with his story. It illustrated the correlation between income growth and the vote. But one should always look at the outliers. Two jumped out on this graph: 1952 and 1968. Both are classic examples of good economies not saving the party that controlled the White House. The big factors of the 1952 race: Korean War, a deeply unpopular incumbent and Dwight Eisenhower's towering personality. Had Ike run as a Democrat, once thought possible, Democrats might have had their sixth consecutive term. The good economy proved of little weight in the late sixties as well. In the 1966 midterm, Democrats were sunk by the unpopularity of Lyndon Johnson, his Great Society and social issues. Two years later, those social issues (race, urban upheaval) and the Vietnam War particularly took to the fore of the American mind. The mistake arises from the absolutist view of economic influence. George Washington University's John Sides created the graph in Klein's story. Sides tellingly drew a more conventional conclusion from his research. "Elections are strongly related to the economy," he wrote in an email exchange. And in Sides' terms, few experts would disagree. But Klein looked at the upper right of Sides' graph, saw a correlation and argued grand causation. There were three landslide elections in that corner: 1964, 1972 and 1984. "We understand elections in terms of candidates, but it seems awfully convenient that the three worst candidates happened to end up in the three most impossible election years," Klein wrote. It's also "awfully convenient" to ignore that all three of these campaigns had popular incumbents. There were those other factors as well, like the assassination of John Kennedy. Richard Nixon had a good economy in 1972. But other presidents had better. Yet George McGovern won one state, and only about three-in-ten whites that year. Replace McGovern with Henry Jackson and, to borrow from a young Pat Buchanan, Nixon's strategy of "square America" versus "radical America" would have been significantly undercut. Replace Barry Goldwater with Nelson Rockefeller; 1964 is a closer race. The economy was relevant in these years. For these longshots, strong economies made their long odds longer. Yet the more one looks at the data, the more economic fatalists' larger case falls apart. The Post graph relied on real disposable income. That's Americans' after tax income, when adjusted for inflation. It includes benefits packages, like health insurance. Studies suggest it's the best of imperfect political indicators (including unemployment). Income growth correlates to election outcomes. But the correlation is weaker than Klein contends. It's also far from determinative. Real income growth, per capita, was actually larger in the 2000 election year than in 1972. If income growth is destiny, 2000 should have been the landslide. Income growth was significantly larger in 1988 than the greater blowout of 1980. This correlation is even weaker in midterm years. (See the graph below for the big picture as well as my methodology.) Yet no serious forecaster disregards economic omens. This is also why the president's approval rating is so helpful. It incorporates economic views. Voters assess the status quo based on their priorities. The economy tops the list in these hard times. But in other times, say Watergate's impact in 1974, other issues move up the list. That returns us to the present debate. How much does economic fate determine Democrats' near-term fate? The president has kept his campaign promises. Yet those promises were made before the stock market crash. Imagine an investor approaching the market today as if there was no crash. After all, 2008 was that rare exception. Barack Obama owed his mandate to the market crash; he sustained a majority in the Gallup tracking poll only after September 15. But by spring 2009, the president invested that mandate in healthcare. The president's core priority differed from Americans' priority. To be fair, Krugman has not argued Obama is powerless before this economic storm. Krugman advocated a more economically engaged president–when Obama was popular–and larger stimulus. But Obama did not focus year one on the economy. He did not push that new New Deal to ease the blue-collar crisis, as others and myself advocated. Instead, China implemented a New Deal like stimulus. It's one reason they recovered far more quickly. By contrast, Franklin Roosevelt was consumed by the economy in year one. The New Deal largely chopped away at the Great Depression after 1934. But Americans believed FDR was doing what he could. It's a key reason Democrats bucked trends and won the 1934 midterm. Political fortunetellers deserve healthy skepticism partly because of this human factor. Models were notoriously wrong in years like 1982 and 2000; Al Gore was expected to defeat Bush by a clear, some said large, margin. Why were these models wrong? A critical reason, they relied too heavily on the economy. Klein wrote that academic forecasters get, "within 2 points of the final vote, and they don't need to know anything about the ads and the gaffes and the ground games. All they really need to know about is the economy." The most widely known economic prognosticator is Yale economist Ray Fair. Even Fair does not only rely on the economy. But he does rely on it more than most. Fair correctly predicted George Bush's victory in 1988 by, yes, about 2 points. But by 1992, Fair wrongly forecasted Bush's vote margin by nearly double digits. He predicted Al Gore would win with 51 percent. By 2004, Fair once again greatly overshot the GOP vote. The best models in one cycle are not necessarily the most accurate in the following cycles. And several models are significantly more accurate than Fair's. One reason, they rely less heavily on the economy. The economic fatalists are demonstrably wrong. But forecasters are right to note the large influence of environmental factors. Campaigns are however consequential. Political operatives and reporters (often greatly) exaggerate that consequence. But as James Campbell calculated: the frontrunner's lead in June of the election year has declined or evaporated by Election Day in 13 of 16 elections from 1948 to 2008. Campbell estimates that "campaign effects" decide about one of every five elections. This is why politics is also a game of inches. Campaigns matter on the margins. But many a president has been made on those margins.
AT: Obama Not Popular on Foreign Policy Now

Obama is popular on foreign policy issues

PLN 10 (Personal Liberty News, 3/10, “Poll: Obama Strong On Foreign Policy, But Weak At Home”, http://www.personalliberty.com/news/poll-obama-strong-on-foreign-policy-but-weak-at-home-19627280/]

A new survey has found that while Americans tend to appreciate President Obama’s efforts on the national security front, many are also disappointed with his handling of the economic policies at home. The poll, conducted by Franklin & Marshall College in conjunction with Hearst Television, revealed that 57 percent of registered American voters approve of the way Obama is dealing with the situation in Afghanistan, and half also approve of the way he is handling national security issues.
AT: Narrow Majorities Not Enough For Dems

Narrow majorities are still enough for Obama to get his agenda
Drake 10 (Bruce, Writer for Political Machine, 1/23, Political Machine, “Test File.” Lexis)


Obama could survive — and maybe even prosper — after major Democratic setbacks in the 2010 elections, much as Bill Clinton did after 1994. The president’s Capitol Hill agenda is front-loaded (with climate-change and immigration-reform legislation on the docket for early next year) in part because the White House knows that it will probably lose its filibuster-proof 60-vote Senate majority. The Democrats are also highly likely to hang on to at least a portion of their 40-vote House majority. A major reason: demographics. As Emory University political scientist Alan Abramowitz points out (http://www.centerforpolitics.org/crystalball/article.php?id=AIA2009092402) , when the Republicans swept to power in 1994 by gaining 54 House seats and 8 Senate seats in the Gingrich Revolution, the national electorate was 86-percent white. Because of the growth in the Hispanic population and increases in African-American registration, Abramowitz estimates that whites will make up no more than 76 percent of 2010 voters. Even before factoring in an African-American president and a Latina Supreme Court justice, these demographic changes suggest that Nancy Pelosi will continue as House speaker in 2011. The point is that Obama’s long-term political fortunes are mostly independent of those of congressional Democrats. He can preside as president over narrower congressional majorities after 2010 buoyed by the hope that the economic recovery will arrive in time for his reelection. Obama also benefits from the near-certainty that the national electorate in 2012 will be younger, more Hispanic and more African-American than it will be next year. All this may help explain why Obama — as he faces a week not for the weak-kneed — remains an island of calm in the choppy seas of national politics.
**Impacts**

Ext – Impacts – Climate Good – GOP Win I/L

House Republican majority kills climate legislation

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

Eighteen months after Barack Obama was elected president and Democratic margins in Congress widened, Republicans boast that they're poised to regain control of the House in November and be in a position to stymie the White House agenda. Democrats argue that they have enough time amid signs of a brightening economy to improve their prospects and minimize their losses in the midterm elections. With six months to go, there are road signs to watch for that will indicate which side is right. At stake is the future of the Bush administration tax cuts that expire this year, the ambitious cap-and-trade climate bill now stalled on Capitol Hill, even the efforts to reshape or repeal the health care law that was enacted just last month and is a signature of Obama's administration. A Republican takeover presumably would dispatch the president to a land of diminished expectations, where a GOP rout sent then-president Bill Clinton for a time after his disastrous 1994 midterms.

Impacts – EFCA Good – Green Economy Module (1/2)

House GOP win means EFCA dies

Morrissey 7/29 (Ed, 2010, “Pelosi: We want Card Check ASAP”, http://hotair.com/archives/2010/07/29/pelosi-we-want-card-check-asap/, AV)
Pelosi wants Card Check in order to get unions to increase their membership rolls — and the dues they get to collect. Those dues will mean bigger political contributions, which will mean more money to the Democratic Party.  Had the Senate passed EFCA, Democrats may have already started seeing the money roll into their coffers. It’s a good reminder of the stakes in the midterm elections. A big win in the House will mean an end to EFCA, which would have to be reintroduced in the next session of Congress if the Senate takes no action on it. That’s also a good reminder to be wary of the lame-duck Congress after the midterms, and to keep a close eye on the Senate especially.

EFCA’s key to the economy and green jobs
Elk 9 (Mike, April 28, “EFCA: Making Green Jobs, Good Jobs”, http://www.ourfuture.org/blog-entry/2009041828/efca-making-green-jobs-good-jobs, AV)

In rebuilding our economy, it is important the we rebuild unions. Unions play a crucial role in creating an economy that works for everybody on a wide range of issues. That's demonstrated by the relationship that the UE had with the Sierra Club that facilitated the initial conversations between the union and the company. Indeed, according to a recent news article, the Sierra Club has identified the Employee Free Choice Act as one of its top two priorities. At first glance, it might seem odd that an environmental organization would launch an aggressive ad campaign advocating for labor law reform. Yet one of the the biggest barriers facing companies that desire to invest in green technologies today is the decline in consumer spending power. In order to create a green economy that can endure, it is critical that we create green jobs that pay a living wage, allowing workers to purchase the products they produce. As noted economist Dean Baker noted, an economy which values workers is not prone to bubbles and crashes: “A balanced economy, in which workers share in the gains of growth, is not conducive to financial bubbles. We didn't have any major bubbles in the three decades following World War II. During this period, productivity gains were passed on in wage gains, which in turn fed consumption, which led firms to invest in expanded capacity. The basis for the bubble economy was created in the 80s when this virtuous circle broke down and workers could no longer count on seeing their wages rise in step with productivity.” Weakened laws and enforcement have contributed to a decline in union membership from 20 percent of the private sector workforce in 1980 to just over 7 percent in 2006. In that same period, CEO pay has increased from 42 times what the average worker made in 1980 to 364 times employee salaries in 2006. Due to declining union membership, workers' wages remained stagnant as they were unable to reap the benefits of productivity increases. To provide the capital needed for investments in the green technology, we must increase the ability of workers to purchase these products. Workers in unions make on average 30 percent more than non-union workers. When workers make more, they are more likely to buy green products like the windows produced by Serious Materials, providing such companies with needed capital for investment. However, without higher wages for workers, we will only create another speculative, bubble economy. If we want to build a sustainable green economy, we must allow workers to have a seat at the table through active unions such as the one workers at Republic Windows and Doors in Chicago have been able to achieve.
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Green jobs solve warming

Walsh 8 (Bryan, May 26, “What Is a Green-Collar Job, Exactly?”, http://www.time.com/time/health/article/0,8599,1809506,00.html, AV)

All of which sounds great — we clean up the environment, control global warming and create an entirely new sector of employment while we're at it. Academics have released lots of studies trumpeting the potential for green jobs — one report by the RAND Corporation and University of Tennessee found that if 25% of all American energy were produced from renewable sources by 2025, we would generate at least 5 million new green jobs. But there are just a few questions: what is green-collar? What makes it different from blue- or white-collar? And where will those jobs come from? Phil Angelides has the answers — or at least one of them. A venture capitalist and the 2006 Democratic candidate for governor of California (he lost to the political world's best-known Austrian-American), Angelides is the chair of the Apollo Alliance, a coalition of business, labor and environmental groups championing green employment. Here's how he defines a green job: "It has to pay decent wages and benefits that can support a family. It has to be part of a real career path, with upward mobility. And it needs to reduce waste and pollution and benefit the environment." (Hear Angelides discuss the green-collar revolution on this week's Greencast.) Sounds simple enough. And there are some jobs that fall obviously into the green-collar category, like the hundreds of employees who now work for the Spanish wind company Gamesa at its new plant in Fairless Hills, Pa. — a plant built on the site of an old U.S. Steel manufacturing facility. If you make wind turbines or solar panels, your job is reliably green. But Angelides and his allies want to cast a wider net. To them, a green-collar job can be anything that helps put America on the path to a cleaner, more energy efficient future. That means jobs in the public transit sector, jobs in green building, jobs in energy efficiency — even traditional, blue-collar manufacturing jobs, provided what you're making is more or less green. (Building an SUV? Blue-collar. Building a hybrid? Green-collar.) The category can get a little messy. "You don't want to greenwash," says Angelides. "You don't want to call something a green-collar job that doesn't have the wages or background to support it." But there can be a strong temptation towards what might be called green-collar inflation, because the idea that environmentalism can actually add jobs is key to the new arguments for global warming action. On the surface, cap and trade and other anti–climate change policies look like short-term economic losers that will raise the cost of energy and lead to job loss. Certainly that's the argument of many conservatives — a study by the National Association of Manufacturers estimated that one of the main carbon cap-and-trade proposals before Congress would cost the U.S. economy up to 4 million jobs by 2030. But environmental groups like the Apollo Alliance flip that criticism around, arguing that the hard work of decarbonizing the American economy will actually create millions of new jobs. Someone, after all, will need to produce alternative power, increase energy efficiency and overhaul wasteful buildings. Angelides notes that between now and 2030, 75% of the buildings in the U.S. will either be new or substantially rehabilitated. Our inefficient, dangerously unstable electrical grid will need to be overhauled. The jobs that will go into that kind of work can be green-collar — provided that the government adopts the kind of policies that incentivize environmentally friendly choices. "Green jobs won't be sprouting up only in new technology fields" like solar energy, says Angelides, whose group is calling for a $300 billion investment in green jobs over the next 10 years. "We'll be creating jobs in the industrial sector."

Warming causes extinction

Tickell 8 (Oliver, Environmental Researcher, 8/11, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/aug/11/climatechange) 

We need to get prepared for four degrees of global warming, Bob Watson [PhD in Chemistry, Award for Scientific Freedom and Responsibility from the American Association for the Advacement of Science] told the Guardian last week. At first sight this looks like wise counsel from the climate science adviser to Defra. But the idea that we could adapt to a 4C rise is absurd and dangerous. Global warming on this scale would be a catastrophe that would mean, in the immortal words that Chief Seattle probably never spoke, "the end of living and the beginning of survival" for humankind. Or perhaps the beginning of our extinction.  The collapse of the polar ice caps would become inevitable, bringing long-term sea level rises of 70-80 metres. All the world's coastal plains would be lost, complete with ports, cities, transport and industrial infrastructure, and much of the world's most productive farmland. The world's geography would be transformed much as it was at the end of the last ice age, when sea levels rose by about 120 metres to create the Channel, the North Sea and Cardigan Bay out of dry land. Weather would become extreme and unpredictable, with more frequent and severe droughts, floods and hurricanes. The Earth's carrying capacity would be hugely reduced. Billions would undoubtedly die.  Watson's call was supported by the government's former chief scientific adviser, Sir David King [Director of the Smith School of Enterprise and the Environment at the University of Oxford], who warned that "if we get to a four-degree rise it is quite possible that we would begin to see a runaway increase". This is a remarkable understatement. The climate system is already experiencing significant feedbacks, notably the summer melting of the Arctic sea ice. The more the ice melts, the more sunshine is absorbed by the sea, and the more the Arctic warms. And as the Arctic warms, the release of billions of tonnes of methane – a greenhouse gas 70 times stronger than carbon dioxide over 20 years – captured under melting permafrost is already under way.  To see how far this process could go, look 55.5m years to the Palaeocene-Eocene Thermal Maximum, when a global temperature increase of 6C coincided with the release of about 5,000 gigatonnes of carbon into the atmosphere, both as CO2 and as methane from bogs and seabed sediments. Lush subtropical forests grew in polar regions, and sea levels rose to 100m higher than today. It appears that an initial warming pulse triggered other warming processes. Many scientists warn that this historical event may be analogous to the present: the warming caused by human emissions could propel us towards a similar hothouse Earth.
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EFCA’s key to the economy – boosts unions and wages
Dreier and Candaele 8 (Peter and Kelly, December 2, “Why We Need EFCA”http://www.prospect.org/cs/articles?article=why_we_need_efca, AV)

That's why the Employee Free Choice Act (EFCA), designed to strengthen the labor movement, is the most important domestic legislation in decades to advance liberal concerns. Despite its paltry membership, the U.S. labor movement remains the nation's most potent force for progressive change and the most effective vehicle for electing Democrats. Once in office, pro-labor politicians are typically the strongest advocates of tough environmental laws, funding for public schools and higher education, civil rights, women's rights, gay rights, universal health insurance, affordable housing, and protection of Social Security. Contrary to business propaganda, unions are good for the economy. A recent study by the nonprofit Economic Roundtable found that union workers in Los Angeles County earn 27 percent more than nonunion workers in the same job. The increased wages for the 800,000 union workers -- 17 percent of the labor force -- adds $7.2 billion a year in pay. As these workers spend their wages on food, clothing, child care, car and home repairs, and other items, their additional buying power creates 64,800 jobs and $11 billion in economic output. Many economists argue that any strategy Obama and Congress use to revitalize the economy should make higher wages -- and stronger unions -- a centerpiece.
That prevents global great power wars
Mead 9 (Walter Russell, senior fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, New Republic, Feb 4)
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.
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Dems key to immigration reform – less political infighting

West and Mann 9 (Darrell, Director of Governance Studies at Brookings, and Thomas, Senior Fellow of Governance Studies at Brookings, “Prospects for Political Reform in the New Political Climate,” July 21, Brookings Immigration Series, pg 2-3)
The Secure Borders, Economic Opportunity and Immigration Reform Act of 2007, a compromise bill strongly favored by a sitting president, failed when lawmakers could not resolve political differences among various constituencies. Among President Bush’s party, only 11 of 49 members supported his position on the key Senate cloture vote, 12 fewer than the number who had backed a similar measure the prior year. In the final two years of their majority, House Republican leaders ignored their president and refused to bring anything other than punitive measures to the floor. Arguments over immigration bogged down over real and perceived impact of new arrivals on American economic and social life. Because the subject touches on delicate issues of family, education, social order, service delivery, culture, language and national character, it is hard for elected officials to bridge competing viewpoints. The legislation failed because of polarized institutions, combative media coverage, complex and shifting public opinion and the real challenge of enforcing borders. / The New Landscape / Immigration reform in the new political landscape will be shaped by a popular Democratic president armed with substantial Democratic majorities in the House and Senate. However, unified party control of the national government does not guarantee comprehensive policy-making. Democrats controlled Congress and the presidency during the Carter administration but were unable to reform energy policy. During the Clinton administration, Democrats were in a similarly strong political position, yet could not enact the centerpiece of the president’s domestic agenda: health-care reform. / Still, on controversial subjects requiring intricate compromise, it helps to have one party clearly in charge. This institutional position makes it easier to negotiate policy differences because it narrows the range of principles that must be negotiated. Such a dynamic is especially the case during periods of extreme polarization of the sort witnessed in recent years. With each party striving for electoral advantage and extremes from each party demanding ideologically pure responses, it is difficult to enact comprehensive measures. Contentious issues such as immigration reform require some support within the opposition party to firm up or compensate for majority party members that might defect under cross-pressures. The supermajority hurdles in the Senate that flow from the filibuster also necessitate bargaining across party lines. The new climate facilitates reform because it features renewed attention to big ideas and bold policy actions. The 2008 election took place against a backdrop of a global recession, destabilized financial institutions and a strong sense among the American public that old policy approaches were failing and new ones were required. An October 2008 CBS/New York Times national survey found that only 7 percent of Americans thought the country was headed in the right direction while 89 percent felt it was seriously off track.  After President Obama’s first 100 days, that 7 percent had jumped to nearly 50 percent. / With massive public discontent and big majorities, President Obama has pledged a new policy course in areas from financial regulation and education to health care and energy. As reflected in the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, there is a willingness to tackle tough issues and try new policy approaches. In his inaugural address, Obama promised to alter the status quo. Noting that critics had complained that he had “too many big plans,” the chief executive responded that “the ground has shifted” and it was time for action. / On immigration reform, Obama has expressed support for comprehensive legislation. At a March 18 town hall meeting in Costa Mesa, Calif., he explained “I know this is an emotional issue. I know it's a controversial issue. I know that the people get real riled up politically about this, but ultimately, here's what I believe: We are a nation of immigrants ... I don't think that we can do this piecemeal.” During his April 29 press conference, the president reiterated his desire to move the process forward, saying, “We can't continue with a broken immigration system. It's not good for anybody. It's not good for American workers. It's dangerous for Mexican would-be workers who are trying to cross a dangerous border.” / With experienced leaders in key departments, the Obama administration is well-positioned to achieve immigration reform. For example, Homeland Security Secretary Janet Napolitano is a former governor of Arizona who brings detailed immigration knowledge and political skills. Commerce Secretary Gary Locke is an Asian American who presided as governor of Washington, a state with considerable in-migration, especially from Asian countries. 
No immigration reform dooms competitiveness – legal workers

Bush, McLarty, and Alden 9 (Jeb, Former Governor of Florida, Thomas, White House Chief of Staff, and Edward, Director of the Council on Foreign Relations’ Independent Tak Force on US Immigration Policy, “Nation Needs Comprehensive Flexible Immigration Reform,” July 21, The Atlanta Journal-Constitution, http://www.ajc.com/opinion/nation-needs-comprehensive-flexible-97393.html)
Our immigration system has been broken for too long, and the costs of that failure are growing. Getting immigration policy right is fundamental to our national interests — our economic vitality, our diplomacy and our national security. / In the report of the bipartisan Council on Foreign Relations’ Independent Task Force on U.S. Immigration Policy, we lay out what is at stake for the United States. President Barack Obama has made it clear that reform is one of his top priorities, and that is an encouraging and welcome signal. / Immigration has long been America’s secret weapon. The U.S. has attracted an inordinate share of talented and hardworking immigrants who are enticed here by the world’s best universities, the most innovative companies, a vibrant labor market and a welcoming culture. / Many leaders in allied nations were educated in the U.S., a diplomatic asset that no other country can match. And the contributions of immigrants — 40 percent of the science and engineering Ph.D.s in the U.S. are foreign-born, for example — have helped maintain the scientific and technological leadership that is the foundation of our national security. / But the U.S. has been making life much tougher for many immigrants. Long processing delays and arbitrary quota backlogs keep out many would-be immigrants, or leave them in an uncertain temporary status for years. Background and other security checks are taking far too long in many cases. Other countries are taking advantage of these mistakes, competing for immigrants by opening their universities to foreign students and providing a faster track to permanent residency and citizenship.
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Competitiveness key to primacy

Segal 4 (Adam, Senior Fellow in China Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations, “Is America Losing Its Edge?” November / December 4, http://www.foreignaffairs.org/20041101facomments83601/adam-segal/is-america-is-losing-its-edge.html) 

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

Khalilzad 95 (Zalmay, Director of the Strategy and Doctrine Program @ RAND & former US Ambassador to Afghanistan, "Losing the Moment? The United States and the World After the Cold War," Washington Quarterly, Spring, p. proquest)

Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values — understood as democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.
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Removing the H-1B visa cap is the critical internal link to economic and technological competitiveness – foreign minds are vital
Cromwell 9 (Courtney L., Spring, B.A., Johns Hopkins University, 2003; J.D. candidate, Brooklyn Law School, 2010, “FRIEND OR FOE OF THE U.S. LABOR MARKET: WHY CONGRESS SHOULD RAISE OR ELIMINATE THE H-1B VISA CAP,” 3 Brook. J. Corp. Fin. & Com. L. 455, p. lexis)
In addition to the high demand for workers, proponents remind us that the H-1B visa enables the world's best and brightest to come to the United States, allowing it to maintain its status as a leading innovative economy. 171 "In today's knowledge-based economy, capturing value from intellectual capital and knowledge-based assets has gained even more importance. Global competition is no longer for the control of raw materials, but for this productive knowledge." 172 If the cap remains at 65,000 and companies are not able to hire the workers they need, there will be severely detrimental effects on the U.S. economy. More companies will begin off-shoring their operations to more immigration-friendly nations such as Canada, Germany and the United Kingdom, or to countries where labor is less expensive. 173 Furthermore, fewer foreign nationals will enroll in U.S. universities because they will have no hope of remaining in the United States after graduation. 174While all agree that the H-1B category needs reform, proponents argue that the protections mandated by the USCIS are taken seriously and that critics over-exaggerate the abuse of the category.175 A. THE LOW CAP DEPRIVES THE U.S. OF MUCH-NEEDED INNOVATIVE TALENT Proponents of raising the cap argue that preventing foreign students who attend U.S. universities from accepting positions in the United States "will be detrimental to our economic success because the United States will  [*474]  lose valuable intellectual capital." 176 Some allege that U.S. visa policies, specifically Congress's refusal to raise the H-1B cap, "are primarily to blame for the decline in international student enrollment in U.S. academic institutions." 177 Thousands of foreign students enter the United States each year on F, M and J visas to attend U.S. universities. 178 Not only is their attendance at these universities beneficial to the economy by injecting capital through tuition and living expenses, 179 but their creative ideas are also crucial to our modern economy, which focuses on innovation. 180 The cap prevents many of these graduating students from being placed in jobs in the United States, forcing them to return to their home countries. 181 Thus, "instead of maximally retaining foreign talent. . . U.S. immigration policies have expelled such individuals back to their home countries, where they have contributed to local workforces' ability to compete on a national basis with the [United States]." 182 In addition to the loss of a well-educated workforce, the H-1B cap prevents the United States from being credited for the innovation of valuable intellectual property. In 2006, foreign nationals residing in the United States filed 25.6% of the international patent applications. 183 "Foreign nationals and foreign residents contributed to more than half of the international patents" filed by multi-national companies such as Qualcomm, Merck & Co., General Electric, Siemens and Cisco in 2006. 184 Furthermore, "41% of the patents filed by the U.S. government had foreign nationals or foreign residents as inventors or co-inventors." 185 In addition, 16.8% and 13.7% of international patent applications from the United States had an inventor or co-inventor with a Chinese or Indian-heritage name, respectively. 186 Finally, one study shows that "for every 100 international students who receive science or engineering Ph.D.'s from American universities, the nation gains 62 future patent applications." 187 It is clear  [*475]  from these statistics that the U.S. economy is dependent on the innovative ideas of foreigners. '"Economists worry about another place owning the very next big thing' -- the next ground breaking technology . . . . 'If the heart and mind of the next great thing emerges somewhere else because the talent is there, then we will be hurt.'" 188 If the H-1B cap remains at this current unsatisfactory level, it will prevent the admission of foreign workers with new ideas. 189 B. OFF-SHORING Proponents of the H-1B visa argue that the visa cap threatens to set the United States behind in innovation and science and actually increases layoffs of U.S. workers because it encourages off-shoring. 190 If employers in the United States cannot hire foreign workers with the experience and training required, "then companies who are trying to remain globally competitive are left with only one solution: shifting those operations offshore." 191 Many U.S. companies "concede that the uncertainty created by Congress' inability to provide a reliable mechanism to hire skilled professionals has encouraged placing more human resources outside the United States to avoid being subject to legislative winds." 192 While the practice of off-shoring began mainly with the working class, commonly with apparel workers, and then moved into areas like customer service (as with American Express), a number of IT industry leaders such as IBM have begun the practice of off-shoring some of their technical support positions and software jobs. 193 Companies are finding that "knowledge-based endeavors," such as technical support positions and software jobs, "require relatively little overhead costs beyond a basic telecommunications infrastructure." 194 Moreover, information-based productive activities involve far less complex issues of coordination by virtue of the ability of  [*476]  work products to "move unencumbered by the limits of time and space as bits and pixels in global communication networks." 195 Most recently, Microsoft Corp. announced the plan to open a large software development center in Vancouver to enable it to "recruit and retain highly skilled people affected by immigration issues in the [United States]." 196 The stated benefits for companies engaging in off-shoring are plentiful and include cheaper labor (which benefits consumers), economic efficiency and the ability to bring new job opportunities to third world nations. 197 However, off-shoring has many disadvantages including the loss of American jobs, which forces more people into unemployment and hurts the U.S. economy. 198 Other disadvantages include the risk of abuse of workers in foreign countries who are forced to work for low wages 199 and most relevant, the risk of the United States "losing its leading role in innovation." 200 If the cap remains low, then foreigners who make up a significant portion of U.S. university science graduates, and "who have been extremely helpful to U.S. technological success" will no longer be able to come to the United States with their creative and innovative ideas, 201 thus depriving the United States of the vital brain power needed to remain a leading intellectual influence in the global realm. As more and more U.S.-educated foreign students are forced to leave the United States after graduation for lack of available visas, they return to their home countries, which become "attractive locales for off-shoring." 202 The cap on the H-1B visa "has resulted in a highly educated class of knowledge workers in Asian countries that is acculturated to U.S. business  [*477]  practices and prepared to conduct business on global terms." 203 Thus, U.S.-trained talent returns to its home countries where U.S. companies have established operations for cheaper wages and less overhead.204 C. THE LOW CAP ON H-1B VISAS HURTS HIRING PRACTICES OF U.S. COMPANIES The impact of the low visa cap has been felt by large and small companies alike. Companies argue that the current cap "considerably hampers . . . hiring practices." 205 Google, whose co-founder Sergey Brin came from the Soviet Union as a young boy, 206 reported that in 2007 the low H-1B cap "prevented more than 70 candidates from receiving H-1B visas. 207 Further, Google's Executive Vice President of People Operations, Lazlo Bock, testified before the House Judiciary Subcommittee on Immigration in June 2007 that failing to increase the visa cap could be disastrous for the U.S. economy because, "unfortunately, many . . . valued employees become frustrated with the inefficiencies in the immigration system, give up because of the up to five-year waits, and either move home or seek employment in more welcoming countries, countries that are direct economic competitors to the United States." 208 Even Bill Gates reported that "the visa pinch is hurting [Microsoft's] ability to complete new projects." 209 Smaller institutions are also affected by the cap. For example, Oklahoma State University reported in 2007 that 223 of its faculty and staff (more than 10% of the school's total) were in the United States on H-1B visas and that "if [they] are going to do the best research and development, [they] need to have the best and brightest minds." 210 Thus, if Congress refuses to increase or eliminate the cap, the frustration of U.S. IT companies will continue, leading to higher American job losses due to off-shoring, and the IT sector of the economy will continue to be stifled. Therefore, Congress should take action towards rectifying these issues.

Impacts – Immigration Reform Good – Economy Module

Immigration reform key to stave of economic collapse

Griswold 9 (Daniel, Director of the Center for Trade Policy Studies at the Cato Institute, “Economic Watch: Will Democrats Repeat Mistakes in the Name of Immigration Reform,” Washington Times, http://www.alipac.us/ftopict-178396.html)

Expanded legal immigration would increase the overall output of the economy, expand returns on investment, transfer smugglers fees to productive uses, and increase incentives for American workers to move up to better-paying jobs with higher employment rates.  / In contrast, a policy of "enforcement only" promises only more political frustration, compounded by real economic losses from a downsized economy and relatively fewer job openings in better-paying occupations. Mr. Dixon and Ms. Rimmer calculate that a crackdown that managed to reduce low-skilled immigration by 30 percent would actually reduce the income of U.S. households over the same period by $80 billion a year. The advantage of legalization over restriction thus amounts to a sustainable "stimulus" for American families of a quarter of a trillion dollars year after year.
That prevents global great power wars
Mead 9 (Walter Russell, senior fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, New Republic, Feb 4)
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.

Impacts – Immigration Reform Good – Human Rights Module

Bill contains critical reforms for handling of illegal immigrants, upholding due process of law, and ending discrimination

ACLU 9 (American Civil Liberties Union, Comprehensive Immigration Reform Unveiled, http://www.aclu.org/immigrants-rights/comprehensive-immigration-reform-unveiled)

WASHINGTON – Congressman Luis V. Gutierrez (D-IL), along with members of the Congressional Hispanic Caucus, the Congressional Black Caucus, the Congressional Asian Pacific American Caucus and the Congressional Progressive Caucus, introduced late Tuesday HR 4321, The Comprehensive Immigration Reform for America's Security and Prosperity Act of 2009 (CIR ASAP), legislation that takes major strides toward repairing America’s broken immigration system. The American Civil Liberties Union strongly supports responsible reforms to U.S. immigration policy and calls on Congress to ensure that any legislation protects the civil rights, civil liberties and human rights of everyone in the United States, regardless of his or her immigration status. “The ACLU applauds Rep. Gutierrez for introducing an historic bill that sets forth critical reforms to the immigration detention, deportation and enforcement system that comport with due process, the Constitution and international human rights norms,” said Joanne Lin, ACLU Legislative Counsel. “This is the first comprehensive immigration reform bill that aims to rectify some of the egregious immigration practices set in place since 1996, including mandatory detention of immigrants for minor crimes; delegation of immigration enforcement and verification to states and localities, and denial of judicial review to immigrants facing deportation and permanent separation from U.S. citizen family members.” CIR ASAP contains numerous provisions aimed at restoring due process in immigration enforcement actions. Such reforms would: Suspend Operation Streamline pending review of the program’s goals, impacts and cost-benefit analyses; Require DHS to meet detention condition requirements to ensure adequate medical care and to avoid unnecessary detainee transfers; Establish a strong presumption against detention of families with children and prohibit expedited removal of families; Provide access to immigration counsel during enforcement actions and for disabled individuals unable to fully participate in deportation hearings; Require timely notice and service of immigration charges, as well as timely bond hearings for people detained more than 48 hours; Limit the use of immigration detainers to confirmed removable aliens; / Improve secure alternative to detention programs by establishing criteria to guide detention and release decisions, and ensuring immigration judge review of all detention decisions; Pre-empt any state or local law that discriminates against people based on immigration status; Repeal the fundamentally flawed 287(g) program and clarify that immigration enforcement authority belongs exclusively to the federal government; Restore federal jurisdiction of immigration decisions and practices, thereby restoring the historic role that federal courts have long played in checking federal agency conduct.
Extinction
Human Rights Web 97 (http://www.hrweb.org/intro.html)

The United Nations Charter, Universal Declaration of Human Rights, and UN Human Rights covenants were written and implemented in the aftermath of the Holocaust, revelations coming from the Nuremberg war crimes trials, the Bataan Death March, the atomic bomb, and other horrors smaller in magnitude but not in impact on the individuals they affected. A whole lot of people in a number of countries had a crisis of conscience and found they could no longer look the other way while tyrants jailed, tortured, and killed their neighbors.  / In Germany, the Nazis first came for the communists, and I did not speak up, because I was not a Communist. Then they came for the Jews, and I did not speak up, because I was not a Jew. Then they came for the trade unionists, and I did not speak up, because I was not a trade unionist. Then they came for the Catholics, and I did not speak up, because I was not a Catholic. Then they came for me... and by that time, there was no one to speak up for anyone.  / -- Martin Niemoeller, Pastor, German Evangelical (Lutheran) Church   Many also realized that advances in technology and changes in social structures had rendered war a threat to the continued existence of the human race. Large numbers of people in many countries lived under the control of tyrants, having no recourse but war to relieve often intolerable living conditions. Unless some way was found to relieve the lot of these people, they could revolt and become the catalyst for another wide-scale and possibly nuclear war. For perhaps the first time, representatives from the majority of governments in the world came to the conclusion that basic human rights must be protected, not only for the sake of the individuals and countries involved, but to preserve the human race.

Immigration Reform = After Midterms

Immigration reform delayed until after midterms

CNN 9 (Rudy Ruiz, Contributor to CNN, “Commentary: Tragic Neglect of Immigration,” http://edition.cnn.com/2009/WORLD/americas/08/19/ruiz.immigration.delay/)
Latino leaders have long called for comprehensive immigration reform. During the presidential campaign, it finally seemed destined for reality as candidates sought the crucial Latino vote. / But today, where's immigration reform on the list of priorities? / Apparently, it's plummeting faster than bank stocks were during the market's freefall. Maybe the president hoped we wouldn't notice. He mentioned it in passing while we were engrossed in the health care drama. And instead of telling us directly, in a meeting with the Latino leaders that supported his candidacy, he announced it while chatting with foreign heads of state. / What did he say? No immigration reform until 2010. But since he's expending massive political capital on health care, and 2010 is a midterm election year renowned for inaction on controversial matters, the postponement is as menacing as the promise is dubious. / "Experience and history have told us if it's postponed to the following year, then you're talking about 2011," Rep. Henry Cuellar, D-Texas, told the San Antonio Express-News.

Impacts – Healthcare Good – Economy Module

Republican House majority will repeal health care or make it totally ineffective

Beutler 7/20 (Brian, Reporter for Talking Points Memo and Former Reporter for The Guardian, “Republicans Plan to Increase Deficits by Repealing Health Care Reform, Talking Points Memo, http://tpmdc.talkingpointsmemo.com/2010/07/the-republican-plan-to-increase-deficits-by-repealing-health-care-reform.php) 
Republicans are at pains these days to present themselves as the party of fiscal austerity. They're also at pains to advertise themselves as the party that will repeal (or repeal and replace) the Democrats' new health care law. / The problem for them is that those two platforms are basically mutually exclusive. If Republicans attempt to repeal the health care bill, they'll run headlong into the Congressional Budget Office, which found that the health care bill reduces deficits by over $100 billion over its first 10 years. Repeal that, and Republicans will have to raise taxes or cut spending to keep from driving up the deficit they decry. Or they could simply ignore Congressional scorekeepers -- which is what top Republicans seem intent on doing. / "We all know that it's going to increase the deficit," said Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell at his weekly press availability, in response to a question from TPMDC. / "If Republicans are rewarded with control of the House of Representatives, we will use every means at our disposal to take that case to the American people, and repeal Obamacare lock stock and barrel," said House Republican Conference Chair Mike Pence yesterday, when asked how the GOP would square its repeal push with its calls for deficit reductions. "We'll also use whatever means are available to delay implementation of Obamacare. " / "I don't believe [CBO]," said Sen. Bob Bennett (R-UT), who is serving out his last months in office. "That doesn't necessarily mean it's true. You know the scoring process. You know how arbitrary it is. You get into the dynamic marketplace and you always find the CBO score is always wrong." 

Effective healthcare is key to the economy

Gruber, Professor of Economics at MIT, 8 (Jonathan, Professor of economics @ MIT and a board member of the Massachusetts Health Insurance Connector Authority, NYT, December 4, “Medicine for the Job Market”, http://www.nytimes.com/2008/12/04/opinion/04gruber.html?_r=1&ref=opinion)
As the country slips into what is possibly the worst downturn since the Depression, nearly all experts agree that Washington should stimulate demand with new spending. And one of the most effective ways to spend would be to give states money to enroll more people in Medicaid and the State Children’s Health Insurance Plan. This would free up state money for rebuilding roads and bridges and other public works projects — spending that could create jobs. Health care reform can be an engine of job growth in other ways, too. Most proposals call for investments in health information technology, including the computerization of patient medical records. During the campaign, for example, Mr. Obama proposed spending $50 billion on such technology. The hope is that computerized recordkeeping, and the improved sharing of information among doctors that it would enable, would improve the quality of patient care and perhaps also lower medical costs. More immediately, it would create jobs in the technology sector. After all, somebody would need to develop the computer systems and operate them for thousands of American health care providers. Expanded insurance coverage would also drive demand for high-paying, rewarding jobs in health services. Most reform proposals emphasize primary care, much of which can be provided by nurse practitioners, registered nurses and physician’s assistants. These jobs could provide a landing spot for workers who have lost jobs in other sectors of the economy. Fundamental health care reform would also stimulate more consumer spending, as previously uninsured families would no longer need to save every extra penny to cover a medical emergency. When the federal government expanded Medicaid in the 1990s, my own research has shown, the newly insured significantly increased their spending on consumer goods. Universal health insurance coverage would also address economic problems that existed before this downturn began — and that are likely to linger after growth resumes. In our current system, people who leave or lose their jobs often must go without insurance for months or years, and this discourages people from moving to positions where they could be more productive. Most reform proposals call for the creation of pools of insurance coverage that would guarantee access to high-quality, affordable care for people who are self-employed or out of work, increasing their mobility. If this coverage focuses on disease prevention and wellness, it could also improve the health, and thereby the productivity, of the workforce. In the long term, the greatest fiscal threat facing this nation is the growth in the costs of health care. These costs have more than tripled as a share of our economy since 1950, and show no signs of abating. The Congressional Budget Office recently projected that the share of the economy devoted to health care will double by 2050. Experts have yet to figure out how to restrain cost increases without sacrificing the quality of care that Americans demand. Yet cost control would be easier in an environment of universal coverage. Nations like the Netherlands and Switzerland, which have achieved universal coverage within a private insurance structure, control costs better than we do. And in my home state, Massachusetts, an ambitious plan to cover all residents has focused the attention of all stakeholders on the importance of controlling costs as a means of ensuring the plan’s success in the long run. These are challenging times. The economic crisis of 2008 has left politicians of all stripes in shock and unsure where to move next. But rather than sit back and lick our wounds, we must move toward healing them. Fundamental health care reform that features universal insurance coverage is an important place to start.

Economic collapse causes global nuclear war

Kerpen 08 (Phil, Policy Director, Americans for Prosperity, 10-28, http://article.nationalreview.com/?q=OWQ3ZGYzZTQyZGY4ZWFiZWUxNmYwZTJiNWVkMTIxMmU)
It’s important that we avoid all these policy errors — not just for the sake of our prosperity, but for our survival. The Great Depression, after all, didn’t end until the advent of World War II, the most destructive war in the history of the planet. In a world of nuclear and biological weapons and non-state terrorist organizations that breed on poverty and despair, another global economic breakdown of such extended duration would risk armed conflicts on an even greater scale. 
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Health care reform key to consumer spending and the overall economy 

Hacker 8 (Jacob, Co-director of the Center for Health, Economic and Family Secutiy at UC Berkeley and a fellow at the New America Foundation, “Medicine is the Best Stimulus, CBS News, 12/23, http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2008/12/23/opinion/main4684504.html)

As we move deeper into the recession, most economists are urging President-elect Obama to spend big money right away in order to stimulate and prop up the economy. The sticking point for a lot of people, however, is the long-term budget picture, especially given that Obama is planning to keep most of his predecessor's tax cuts. How are we going to drop huge sums of money on job creation and fiscal stimulus right now without continuing to suffer through yawning budget deficits years down the road? / In fact, we have a magic bullet for short-term spending and long-term saving--health care reform. During the campaign, skeptics complained that a health care overhaul would involve a lot of upfront costs and that the saving would only come later. But that's exactly what we need right now. Health care involves major spending in the near future, but, more than other initiatives, it will put a brake on federal outlays in the far future. / All this argues for temporarily throwing fiscal caution to the wind when it comes to health care reform. The idea of spiking the deficit now may seem frightening, but it's a lot better than the alternative--and it could actually make it easier to bring universal health care to America. / When talk turns to economic stimulus, health care usually gets short shrift. Perhaps that's because we are so used to thinking of health care as something we should spend less on; or perhaps it's because we assume that health care spending goes straight into doctors' pockets and hospitals' budgets. Yet, when done right, the biggest effect of broadening and upgrading coverage is to immediately help struggling families. The typical items on the stimulus menu--infrastructure spending, general aid to the states, benefits for the jobless, investments in new forms of energy--have a lot going for them. But they shouldn't blind us to the fact that government health spending is also an extraordinarily effective way to boost the economy. / After all, health care isn't a luxury good, like a flat-screen television--something you can put off when money is tight. People do economize on health care when times are tough, but only so much and with serious risks, both physical and financial. The better way to think about health care is like an upfront deduction from family income. If you make that deduction smaller, families have more to spend on other things, improving their own situation and the economy in general. / Today, however, the health care deduction is big and getting bigger. Despite widespread complaints about "overinsurance," the amount people pay for health care out of their own pocket has risen substantially as a share of personal income over the last generation, and especially in the last decade. The Commonwealth Fund recently completed two massive surveys showing that the proportion of adults younger than 65 with health insurance who spent more than 10 percent of their income on health care out of pocket (5 percent for low-income adults) skyrocketed from 13.8 million in 2003 to 21.8 million in 2007, as health plans hiked deductibles and co-payments, denied claims more aggressively, jacked up costs for out-of-network care, and so on. What's more, almost all of the increase occurred among families with higher incomes--meaning that high health care costs have become a standard deduction for the middle class. / The problem is, of course, far worse for those who lack health insurance. Indeed, if you add the ranks of the uninsured to those without adequate coverage, you have more than 40 percent of the working-age population in an immediate economic bind because of medical costs. About half these people--slightly more of the uninsured than the underinsured, but not much more--report severe problems paying their medical bills. These are the families accounting for the 40 percent to 50 percent of people in bankruptcy or foreclosure who say health care is the number one reason for their plight. / So fixing health care isn't just a recipe for better access to medical care. It's an immediate economic lifeline for working families, giving them back part of their income to use on other things. It's also a rescue package for state and local governments burdened by Medicaid and S-CHIP, for doctors and hospitals who treat the uninsured and inadequately insured, for community institutions that help people in distress--in short, for all the rapidly fraying threads of our health care safety net. Put simply, most of the money we spend upgrading coverage and spreading it to the uninsured is going to go directly into the pockets of people who need help now. / Spending money in the short term is also the best way to make health care reform salable. 

Collapse of consumer spending independently triggers a depression

Lee 2 (Jim, Professor of Econ at Texas A&M, “What is the role of consumer confidence in the business cycle, and how does it affect the economy?” October, Texas Workforce Commission, http://204.65.189.141/admin/uploadedPulbications/181_tlmrexpert0210.pdf)
Consumers play a major role in the economy. This is because consumer spending accounts for two-thirds of U.S. output. Since households’ economic outlook affects their spending behavior, their expectations influence the direction of economic activity in the business cycle. / Consumer confidence, or optimism about the overall economy, is commonly referred to as “animal spirits” after a famous economist, John Maynard Keynes. Keynes asserted that the Great Depression of the 1930s was largely attributable to a collapse of public confidence, which led to dramatic declines in consumer and business spending. / Today, consumer confidence receives a great deal of media attention. Rising consumer confidence is widely interpreted as a precursor to higher future household spending. It is therefore a leading indicator of the overall economy. If consumers are more optimistic about the economy, they will tend to spend more, especially on durable goods and other large purchases. A higher overall demand for goods and services will subsequently lead to higher output and employment.
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Lack of health care risks bioterror – vaccines and treatment

Greene 4 (Shane K, PhD at the American Medical Association, “Bioterrorism and Health Care Reform: No Preparedness Without Access,” May, http://virtualmentor.ama-assn.org/2004/05/pfor2-0405.html)

Using infectious diseases as weapons, bioterrorism threatens to weaken the civilian workforce and, hence, a nation's ability to go about its daily business. Moreover, in the case of diseases that are transmissible person to person, each infected individual becomes a human weapon, infecting others, who then infect others, and so on, tying up medical responders and overwhelming medical resources.  / A nation's greatest defense against bioterrorism, both in preparation for and in response to an attack, is a population in which an introduced biological agent cannot get a foothold, ie, healthy people with easy access to health care. / Yet, in spite of spending significantly more per capita on health care than any other developed nation, the US is peppered with communities in which many people have little or no access to health care. This may be due to a lack of adequate health insurance—a fact of life for over 43 million demographically diverse Americans—or to cultural barriers that inhibit proper utilization of available services, or to inadequate distribution of health professionals and services. These communities are more vulnerable to infectious diseases [4] and therefore might be considered the nation's Achilles' heal in a bioterrorism attack. / Take, for example, vaccination. A lack of access to health care among US citizens, particularly immigrant populations and those living in poverty, is associated with a failure to be vaccinated. This can have a serious impact on the spread of contagion, as evidenced by a rubella outbreak in 1997 in Westchester County, New York, in which a readily containable virus managed to infect a community composed largely of immigrants who had not been immunized [5].

Bioterror attack leads to extinction

Ochs 2 (Richard, “Biological Weapons Must Be Abolished Immediately”, June 09, Online: http://www.freefromterror.net/other_articles/abolish.html)  

Of all the weapons of mass destruction, the genetically engineered biological weapons, many without a known cure or vaccine, are an extreme danger to the continued survival of life on earth. Any perceived military value or deterrence pales in comparison to the great risk these weapons pose just sitting in vials in laboratories. While a "nuclear winter," resulting from a massive exchange of nuclear weapons, could also kill off most of life on earth and severely compromise the health of future generations, they are easier to control. Biological weapons, on the other hand, can get out of control very easily, as the recent anthrax attacks has demonstrated. There is no way to guarantee the security of these doomsday weapons because very tiny amounts can be stolen or accidentally released and then grow or be grown to horrendous proportions. The Black Death of the Middle Ages would be small in comparison to the potential damage bioweapons could cause. Abolition of chemical weapons is less of a priority because, while they can also kill millions of people outright, their persistence in the environment would be less than nuclear or biological agents or more localized. Hence, chemical weapons would have a lesser effect on future generations of innocent people and the natural environment. Like the Holocaust, once a localized chemical extermination is over, it is over. With nuclear and biological weapons, the killing will probably never end. Radioactive elements last tens of thousands of years and will keep causing cancers virtually forever. Potentially worse than that, bio-engineered agents by the hundreds with no known cure could wreck even greater calamity on the human race than could persistent radiation. AIDS and ebola viruses are just a small example of recently emerging plagues with no known cure or vaccine. Can we imagine hundreds of such plagues? Human extinction is now possible.

Impacts – Healthcare Good – Human Rights Module

Health care key to human rights 

Pereira, 4 - Bachelor of Science at the University of Connecticut in 2000, and she is a Juris Doctor candidate at the University of Connecticut School of Law (Anita P., “Life and Let Live: Healthcare is a Fundamental Human Right,” http://www.law.uconn.edu/system/files/private/pereira.pdf) 

The United States has been resistant to join the international human rights community. 28 “The United States government has had difficulty accepting the legitimacy of the UDHR and has blocked its implementation. It is the responsibility of the U.S. Senate to ratify human rights treaties and make them application to the people of this country.” 29 According to the U.S. Constitution, treaty law is equivalent to federal aw; “therefore, human rights treaty law would challenge federal law and would force all fifty states to adopt universal standards for the treatment of people.” 30 The U.S. waited to ratify the ICCPR until 1992. Even when a country ratifies a treaty, it may do so by exempting themselves from following the treaty. The United States did just that; “[u]pon ratification, the government made several ‘reservations’ to the treat and refused to enforce the treat when it appeared to contain more protections that those provided the by the United States Constitution.” 31 The United States has yet to ratify the ICESR. 32 “[T]he United States has ratified only three of the twenty-six available human rights treaties, the lowest number for any industrialized nation.” 33 American culture and society is obsessed with the capitalistic, “pull-yourself-up-by-your-own-boot-straps mentality.” 34 The government denies individuals basic access to healthcare due to economic reasons. 35 American society believes individuals “whose rights are violated are…a burden to society (i.e. immigrants, people with disabilities, low-income families) and are accused of wanting ‘special rights.’” 36 Capitalism is based on the fact that there are those who have and those who have not; Americans who have wealth can buy the right to healthcare and Americans who do not have wealth are deprived of the fundamental right to healthcare. Furthermore, the American government has created a warped definition of human rights. “When the United States government uses the term human rights they limit its focus to political and civil rights.” 37 The American public has been misled to believe that human rights do not include the right to housing, healthcare, food and education. 38 The United States government has an obligation to follow international law and set an example for other nations in the world to do the same. Governments are responsible not only for not directly violating rights but also for ensuring the conditions which enable individuals to realize their rights as fully as possible. This is understood as an obligation to respect, protect, and fulfill rights, and governments are legally responsible for complying with this range of obligations for every right in every human rights document they have ratified. 39 This is understood as an obligation to respect, protect, and fulfill rights, and governments are legally responsible for complying with this range of obligations for every right in every human rights document they have ratified. 39 The United States is a super-power in the world. Most countries in the world take example from the United States. If the richest country in the world does not recognize healthcare as a fundamental right and does not take any action to provide basic healthcare to its citizens, it sets the example that basic healthcare to individuals is an unnecessary expense of the state 

Extinction
Human Rights Web 97 (http://www.hrweb.org/intro.html)

The United Nations Charter, Universal Declaration of Human Rights, and UN Human Rights covenants were written and implemented in the aftermath of the Holocaust, revelations coming from the Nuremberg war crimes trials, the Bataan Death March, the atomic bomb, and other horrors smaller in magnitude but not in impact on the individuals they affected. A whole lot of people in a number of countries had a crisis of conscience and found they could no longer look the other way while tyrants jailed, tortured, and killed their neighbors.  / In Germany, the Nazis first came for the communists, and I did not speak up, because I was not a Communist. Then they came for the Jews, and I did not speak up, because I was not a Jew. Then they came for the trade unionists, and I did not speak up, because I was not a trade unionist. Then they came for the Catholics, and I did not speak up, because I was not a Catholic. Then they came for me... and by that time, there was no one to speak up for anyone.  / -- Martin Niemoeller, Pastor, German Evangelical (Lutheran) Church   Many also realized that advances in technology and changes in social structures had rendered war a threat to the continued existence of the human race. Large numbers of people in many countries lived under the control of tyrants, having no recourse but war to relieve often intolerable living conditions. Unless some way was found to relieve the lot of these people, they could revolt and become the catalyst for another wide-scale and possibly nuclear war. For perhaps the first time, representatives from the majority of governments in the world came to the conclusion that basic human rights must be protected, not only for the sake of the individuals and countries involved, but to preserve the human race.

Ext – GOP Will Repeal Healthcare

Republican majority will repeal health care – Boehner

NPR 4/30/10 (“Boehner: GOP Will Repeal Health Care Law,” http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=126395806)
House Republican Leader John Boehner has said that his party will repeal the new health care law if the GOP gains a congressional majority in November. / "I think that we need to repeal the health care law and replace it with common-sense steps that will lower the cost of health insurance in America," Boehner (R-OH) tells NPR's Steve Inskeep. / Boehner and the Republicans are hoping for a repeat of 1994, when the GOP swept the midterm elections. He says the party is engaging with the public to develop the agenda it will enact if it secures a majority in November. / The party that controls the White House typically loses House seats during midterm elections, and Democrats are bracing for losses: 37 governorships, 36 Senate seats and the entire 435-member House are at stake. / Boehner says he's optimistic about his party's prospects, citing public anger over spending and debt. He says he believes "at least 100 seats" are in play.  / "If [Republican Sen.] Scott Brown can win in Massachusetts, there isn't a seat in America the Republicans can't win," Boehner says. "What we're seeing every day is the playing field widen, widen beyond anything we've seen around here during my 20 years."

Republican majority will repeal health care
Schmitt 7/27/10 (Mark, Executive Editor and former Senior Fellow at New America Foundation, “What Will a Republican Majority Do Next?” The American Prospect, http://www.prospect.org/cs/articles?article=what_will_a_republican_majority_do_next)
And finally, there is repealing health care. It is easier said than done, for the simple reason that Republicans are split about whether to repeal all or part of it. Trying to keep the parts they say they like (coverage of pre-existing conditions) without the parts they don't (the individual mandate), would be very expensive and not welcomed by their allies in the insurance industry, which would prefer to do the opposite. So I suspect they would just start making noise about the 10th Amendment and how the states should reject the plan. Sure, they can grind health reform into dust by refusing to fund key aspects of implementation or blocking appointments, but it won't deliver the political satisfaction of dramatic repeal. 

AT: Obama/Dems Ineffective

Obama and Dems will succeed – they’ve had far-reaching accomplishments already
NY Daily News 7/21/10 (Michael Cohen, Staff Writer, “Dems, get behind your President: Barack Obama needs liberal support -- and he's earned it,” http://www.nydailynews.com/opinions/2010/07/21/2010-07-21_dems_get_behind_your_president_barack_obama_needs_liberal_support__and_hes_earne.html)
In the ordinary world of politics, last week might have seemed like a pretty good one for Barack Obama. Far-reaching financial reform legislation passed the Senate and headed to the President's desk. Add that to comprehensive health care reform (the lodestar of the left's domestic agenda), overhaul of the student lending program and an $800 billion stimulus measure, and the first 18 months of Obama's presidency are the most successful period of progressive legislative activity in more than four decades. / Yet even with this list of accomplishments, there is a growing sense of gloom and anger among the President's liberal supporters. Bob Kuttner of The American Prospect has accused the President of not governing like a progressive. Eric Alterman says most progressives would agree that Obama's presidency "has been a big disappointment." Enthusiasm among rank-and-file Democrats pales next to that of Republicans. / The left's litany of complaints will be familiar to regular readers of the liberal blogosphere. Obama didn't fight hard enough for a public option during the health care debate; he didn't push for a bigger stimulus; he's sat on his hands in the climate change debate; he's been too cautious on gay rights; he's adopted the fuzzy language of postpartisanship. In short, to liberals, Obama has been a "sellout." / This criticism is misdirected. It ignores the administration's significant accomplishments, but it also fails to take into account the significant institutional impediments that are thwarting Obama and, in, turn, a larger progressive agenda. / For starters, since 2006, when the Democrats took over Congress, the country has been witness to an unprecedented level of GOP obstructionism. Today, in the U.S. Senate, 60 is the new 50 - as nearly every piece of legislation requires a filibuster-proof majority. Even an anodyne measure to spend $34 billion to extend unemployment benefits was held up by the GOP. Hoping to stifle an economic rebound before November, Republicans seem content to block anything that would stimulate growth.

**Prodicts/Indicts**

Gallup Polls Prodict

Gallup’s polls are verifiable and empirically correct – Dems will hold on

Saad 7/19 (Lydia, 2010, “Democrats Jump Into Six-Point Lead on Generic Ballot”, http://www.gallup.com/poll/141440/Democrats-Jump-Six-Point-Lead-Generic-Ballot.aspx?version=print, AV)

Since 1950, Gallup's final generic ballot measure, based on likely voters, has closely matched the total percentage of votes cast nationally for Democratic and Republican candidates in all 435 U.S. House races -- a statistic that bears a predictable relationship to the number of House seats won by each party. Gallup does not screen for likely voters until closer to Election Day, but historically, Republicans' turnout advantage in midterm elections changes the Republican-Democrat gap by five percentage points in the GOP's favor. Thus, if these numbers held through Election Day, the two parties would be nearly tied at the ballot box, with possibly a slight advantage for the Democrats.
Rasmussen Indict

Rasmussen’s polling is terrible – they take shortcuts that make their results unreliable
Silver 7/19 (Nate, Political genius, Honors from UChicago, 2010, “Is a Poll Scientific if it Excludes More Than Half the Population?”, http://www.fivethirtyeight.com/2010/07/is-poll-scientific-if-it-excludes-more.html, AV)

Let me explain what I mean by that. One definition of how "scientific" a poll is is the percentage of the adult population that it can potentially hope to reach. That isn't a complete definition, mind you -- it's more of a necessary than a sufficient condition -- but it isn't a useless one. By this definition, Rasmussen's polling isn't very scientific: because of certain shortcuts that they take, well over half of the American population will be physically unable to take one of their phone calls. Rasmussen typically conducts its polling on weeknights, calling between 5 PM and 9 PM over the course of a single evening. They do not call phone numbers back, as most other pollsters do, in the event they don't get an answer the first time. They don't call cellphones -- only landlines. And they speak to the first person they get on the line if they speak to anybody at all; other polling firms use carefully-designed procedures to randomize the selection of respondent within the household (a typical mechanism is something like asking that the adult with the next birthday come to the phone).
Rasmussen polls should be rejected – they take cheap, unverifiable polls

Silver 7/19 (Nate, Political genius, Honors from UChicago, 2010, “Is a Poll Scientific if it Excludes More Than Half the Population?”, http://www.fivethirtyeight.com/2010/07/is-poll-scientific-if-it-excludes-more.html, AV)

But a lot of these problems could be averted if Rasmussen were willing to prioritize quality over quantity. They could certainly do callbacks: if you call someone five times during a 3-day interval, the odds are very high that at least once, they will physically be able to take your call on their landline (whether or not they elect to do so). Rasmussen could include a cellphone sample, as SurveyUSA has started to do for some clients. They could probably introduce some form of intra-household selection; it would be tricky to do with an automated script, but it wouldn't be impossible. They don't elect to do these things, however, because it's not in their business model. In other words ... because they're cheap. That's not meant to be an ad hominem: it's the only way to accurately describe the problem.
Research 2000 Indict

Research 2000 falsifies its polling data and has a mediocre track record – prefer our ev
Silver 7/18 (Nate, Political genius, Honors from UChicago, 2010, “Senate Forecast, 7/18: Republican Outlook Improves with Focus on Likely Voter Polls”, http://www.fivethirtyeight.com/2010/07/senate-forecast-718-republican-outlook.html, AV)

Research 2000 polls removed. We no longer include any polls from Research 2000 because, in my considered professional opinion, the preponderance of evidence suggests that some or all of their data may have been falsified, or that if it was not falsified, it nevertheless reflects highly unorthodox and unscientific polling practices. Although I take no position on whether Research 2000's polling has been proven to be falsified "beyond the shadow of a doubt", this is not a court of law and we have no reason to apply that stringent a standard. If Research 2000 made even a rudimentary effort to provide us with the raw, interview-level data from its polls, or records of its transactions with its call centers, I would probably give them the benefit of the doubt, but so far they have not. (Note that I have not physically removed Research 2000's polls from my database -- they are still in there, but they are assigned a special flag that gives them a weight of zero. If Research 2000 were able able to make me reasonably comfortable that it in fact conducted the polls that it claims to have conducted, I would of course consider re-including them.) Note, however, that in the case of Research 2000, this actually has a fairly minor impact, as their polls had already been assigned a low weighting because of their mediocre track record, and because they were already being substantially adjusted because of their large, Democratic-leaning house effect.
AT: Zogby Indict of Nate Silver

Zogby’s criticisms are inaccurate – Silver works harder than any other pollster

Silver 7/6 (Nate, Political genius, Honors from UChicago, 2010, “A Note to John Zogby”, http://www.fivethirtyeight.com/2010/07/note-to-john-zogby.html, AV)

Dear John, I don't really have the time or the energy to get involved in another Big Fight right now, so I'm not going to respond in great detail to your long note to me at Huffington Post, other than to say that some parts would have benefited from a fact-check. But it was really only the first and most benign-sounding point that bothered me: Don't Create Standards You Will Find Hard to Maintain Yourself. You are hot right now - using an aggregate of other people's work, you got 49 of 50 states right in 2008. I know how it is to feel exhilarated. I get the states right a lot too. But remember that you are one election away from being a mere mortal like the rest of us. We very good pollsters have missed some. They tell me you blew the Academy Awards and your projections in the 2010 U.K. elections were a tad squidgy. So be humble and continue to hone your craft. Be aware that some of your legions who adore you today and hang on your every word will turn their guns on you in a minute. Hey, I have been right within a few tenths of a percent - but you are a probabilities guy and even a 95% confidence level and a margin of sampling error are not enough for some. Mr. Zogby, I think you may be mistaking me for my Wikipedia page. I don't really spend a lot of time touting my accomplishments or resting on my laurels -- there are no marketing materials of any kind on this site. I'm a process-oriented guy, not a results-oriented guy, because as you mention, there's a tremendous amount of luck involved in making any sort of predictions. In the long run, if an unskilled forecaster gets something right 50 percent of the time, a skilled forecaster might get something right 55 or 60 percent of the time. There are very, very few exceptions to that, in politics or in any other discipline. So when we get something right, we usually just move on with our lives rather than brag about it. And when we get something wrong, we'll usually do a post-mortem and try to figure out if we were unlucky or stupid, but not wallow in self-pity. Now, I'm certainly not going to pretend that we take an attitude of austere academic humility toward everything that we do. We're happy to engage both our friends and our critics in lively arguments, and we can be sarcastic and combative at times. I have a background in competitive, adrenaline-intensive disciplines like poker, policy debate, and sportswriting, and that attitude has become hardwired by now. The only thing that I knowingly am a bit conceited about is the only thing that I have complete control over: the amount of effort that I put into FiveThirtyEight and my other projects. I work my butt off -- 80-100 hour weeks have been the norm for about two years here. When we think something's wrong, we'll fix it; when we think the approaches that others are taking to a problem are inadequate, we'll tackle it ourselves. I'm not an 80/20 guy: most people, when presented with a choice of two approaches to a problem, will take the easy road, the one that can get them 80 percent of the way to where they want to be for 20 percent of the effort. I don't share in that philosophy at all. In our flat and interconnected world, differentiation is key, and we want to do something right (or failing that, differently and interestingly) if we're going to do it at all.
**AFF ANSWERS**

AFF – Non-Unique – GOP Win – New Gains

GOP will take majorities in the House for sure – new evidence of gains
Lambro 7/22 (Donald, 2010, “Midterm Elections: Anyone's Game”, http://townhall.com/columnists/DonaldLambro/2010/07/22/midterm_elections_anyones_game/page/full, AV)

The possible collapse of the Democrats in the upcoming midterm elections is increasing with each passing week, as evidence mounts that they could lose majority control of the House and Senate. A month ago, the prospect of Democrats losing both chambers was a figment of the Republicans' wildest imagination. The GOP was expected to make major House gains, and win six to seven seats in the Senate. But toppling the Democratic majority from power was still a reach. That's now not only a possibility, but swiftly becoming reality. Some of the most entrenched Democratic Senate seats are now considered toss-ups; President Obama's approval polls continue to fall as the economy weakens; and key Democrats have turned against Obama's plan to raise tax rates on the wealthy at the end of this year. The political terrain is changing so fast that even the most veteran election trackers are having a hard time keeping up with the shifting tides that threaten to engulf Democrats and the Obama presidency. "Until about 10 days ago, I agreed with the conventional wisdom that control of the House of Representatives was up for grabs this fall, but that Republicans had yet to put the Senate in play. I no longer believe that," election analyst Stuart Rothenberg writes in the Capitol Hill newspaper Roll Call. "The chances that the next Senate will have a Republican majority are not great, but even three months ago there were not enough Senate seats in place to imagine a Republican gain of 10 seats. Now there are, with 11 Democratic seats definitely competitive," he says. "Three more Democratic seats, which I didn't regard as particularly competitive six months ago, now could possibly change hands: Wisconsin, Washington and California." In heavily Democratic California, Sen. Barbara Boxer was certain to hold her seat a few weeks ago. No longer. She holds just a three-point margin over former Hewlett-Packard CEO Carly Fiorina (47 to 44 percent) who is running an aggressive and skillful campaign. Fiorina is focusing heavily on the state's dismal economy and Boxer's leftist voting record for higher taxes and other anti-business legislation. But she is vulnerable in issues of national security, too. In one ad, a woman says, "Barbara Boxer on national security?" -- then shows Boxer saying, "One of the very important national security issues we face frankly is climate change." Fiorina: "Terrorism kills ... and Barbara Boxer is worried about the weather. I'm Carly Fiorina. I ran Hewlett-Packard. I chaired the external advisory board for the CIA. We've had enough of her politics. I'll work to keep you safe." The Field poll showed earlier this month that Boxer's unfavorable rating was 52 percent. The Cook Political Report has just moved the race into the toss-up column. She isn't the only liberal Democrat threatened with defeat. Sens. Patty Murray of Washington and Russ Feingold of Wisconsin are also endangered. A Rasmussen poll of likely voters shows Republicans Dino Rossi and Clint Didier edging Murray out by 48 to 45 percent, while even Democrats admit the arch-liberal Feingold is struggling to hold on to his seat. La Crosse County Democratic chairwoman Vicki Burke told the Wall Street Journal that "in talking to people who work in [Feingold's] campaign, they think, given the atmosphere, that this could be the first time where he could possibly lose a race." Meanwhile, there is growing evidence that Republicans will pick up the 39 seats needed to win control of the House, with room to spare. Rothenberg says that 79 congressional seats are now in play and competitive, a whopping 67 of them held by Democrats. On issue after issue, the polling numbers for the Democrats and for Obama are looking bleaker every week. A new Rasmussen poll shows a majority of Americans expect the health care overhaul will increase costs, drive up the deficit and hurt the economy. Sixty-one percent expect health care costs to skyrocket. Growing dissatisfaction over the weak economy, near-10 percent unemployment, health care reform woes, and annual trillion-dollar budget deficits have turned voters against the Democrats and Obama. Even some Democrat lawmakers are turning against their party's plans to allow the Bush tax cuts on high-income earners to expire, shoving the top rates up to nearly 40 percent or more for Americans making over $250,000 a year. Sens. Kent Conrad of North Dakota and Ben Nelson of Nebraska say they oppose raising taxes in the midst of a weak economy and high unemployment. Sen. Evan Bayh, Democrat of Indiana, agrees, and other Democrats are expected to follow suit. A recent Gallup poll finds only 11 percent of Americans say they have a great deal or quite a lot of confidence in the Democratic-run Congress, down from 17 percent last year. A Quinnipiac University poll shows that 48 percent think Obama does not deserve a second term. Notably, independent voters agree by a 52-34 percent margin. That sets up an election this fall that will be a referendum on the Obama presidency and one-party rule in Congress. Stay tuned. 

AFF – Non-Unique – GOP Win – Experts
GOP will make huge gains including taking the House – most respected analysts

LA Times 7/21 (2010, “A mid-summer look at midterms: How bad will bad be for the Democrats of Obama, Pelosi and Reid?”, http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/washington/2010/07/barack-obama-democratic-party-house-races.html, AV)

The predictions of GOP success by nonpartisan political prognosticators have been climbing steadily all year. One of the most respected, Stu Rothenberg, has called large GOP gains "inevitable" for months and recently raised the top of his estimate for a Republican House pickup to 33 with 15 weeks still to go. Rothenberg adds: "Considerably larger Republican gains in excess of 39 seats are quite possible." On The Rothenberg Political Report website, Nathan Gonzales points out that Gibbs appears already to be laying the groundwork of a post-election White House excuse for party defeat. Success, Gibbs says, "will depend on strong campaigns by Democrats." A keen grasp of the obvious that just happens to absolutely absolve an incumbent president of any responsibility for the anticipated setbacks. Sound familiar? Remember last winter when Obama rushed to the political rescue of Martha Coakley, the Massachusetts attorney general seeking to inherit the Democratic Senate chair of the late Ted Kennedy? Soon after, the Bay state's longtime liberal voters rejected Obama/Coakley to choose a little-known state senator named Scott Brown as their first Republican senator since the early 1970's. Even before the votes were counted, the White House was peddling its analysis that Coakley had run such a weak campaign that even a smooth-talking ex-state senator from Illinois couldn't save her.

AFF – Uniqueness O/W Link

Uniqueness overwhelms the link – even if GOP won every toss-up, they’d still not have the majorities
Witt 7/25 (Ryan, 2010, “The 2010 Midterms: The latest polling data on the most important races”, http://www.examiner.com/x-5738-Political-Buzz-Examiner~y2010m7d25-The-2010-Midterms-The-latest-polling-data-on-the-most-important-races, AV)

Of the 37 Senate seats in play, The New York Times currently has 6 rated as "Solid Democrat," 13 rated as "Solid Republican," 5 rated as "leaning Democratic," 5 rated as "leaning Republican," and 8 "tossup races." Even if Republicans gain all the "tossup" seats, Democrats would still have a majority of 51 seats. - In the House, The New York Times has 168 seats rated as "solid Democrat," 55 seats rated as "lean Democrat," 163 seats rated as "solid Republican," 18 seats rated as "lean Republican," and 31 seats rated as "tossup."  Even if Republicans win all the "tossup" seats, Democrats would still have a majority with 223 seats.
AFF – Economy Is Key

The economy is the most important factor in the midterms

Silver 7/14 (Nate, Political genius, Honors from UChicago, 2010, “It Is Too the Economy!”, http://www.fivethirtyeight.com/2010/07/it-is-too-economy.html, AV)

Nevertheless, I don't think you can really do an adequate job of modeling the political climate over the past year or so by treating health care as some sort of exogenous negative shock which behaved independently from the economy. Under slightly different economic circumstances, such as if the February-July 2009 jobs numbers were surprises to the upside rather than the downside, it could very easily have been a positive for Democrats. Or you can believe, as Michael Barone and a lot of other conservative commentators do, that the public had some kind of spontaneous Jeffersonian awakening, casting off the chains of the welfare state and achieving enlightenment in the auspices of a tea-party rally. The tea party needs to be a part of this story; it did the Republicans an enormous favor, which was allowing the conservative brand (which has never gone out of style) to shed its Republican skin. Even if the tea party might also cost the Republicans a seat or three in places like Kentucky and Nevada, that's a trade they'd take many times over. But tea party itself emerged in April 2009, largely as a reaction to the state of the economy -- and moreover, to the state of the economy as it had been set in motion long before Obama took office. This is not to say that the tea party wasn't buoyed by the health care debate, which suited its purposes well enough and expanded its ranks. But in going mainstream, the tea party lost whatever claim it might have had to articulating a particularly novel or self-consistent political philosophy -- indeed, this is precisely what it didn't do -- its platform having become essentially indistinguishable from a weighted average of Goldwater, Reagan and Bush 43. Where do we go from here? Whether or not it was a gamble of their own volition, the Democrats were caught playing a very high-stakes poker hand. Not because of any Jeffersonian awakening, but because the public are not econometricians trained to distinguish causation from correlation, a great deal was going to depend on what the state of the economy happened to be at the time the Democrats began to be held accountable for the steps they had taken to try to ameliorate the recession. If you believe this Rasmussen poll, we're nearing that point now -- about as many voters hold Obama responsible for the state of the economy as do Bush -- and this is coming at a time when the economic data is printing negatively and another recession is quite possible. So, there's a real possibility that Democrats will lose their shirts; the question we might be debating years from now is whether they played their hand poorly or took a bad beat from the economy.
AFF – Obama Energizes GOP

Obama push energizes Republicans – he’s a negative presence

Zeleny 7/31/10 (Jeff, National Political Correspondent to NY Times, “To Help Democrats in the Fall, Obama May Stay Away,” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/08/01/us/politics/01obama.html?hp)

As lunch was served in the Roosevelt Room of the White House one day last week, President Obama assured the nine Democratic members of Congress sitting around the table that he would do anything he could to help them survive their fall elections.  / Even, he said, if it meant staying away.  / “You may not even want me to come to your district,” Mr. Obama said, according to guests, nearly all of whom hold seats that Republicans are aggressively seeking.  / Three months before the midterm elections, the president is stepping up his involvement in the fight to preserve the Democratic Party’s control of Congress. But advisers said he would concentrate largely on delivering a message, raising money and motivating voters from afar, rather than on racing from district to district. / It is a vivid shift from the last two elections, when Mr. Obama was the hottest draw for Democratic candidates in red and blue states alike. And it highlights the tough choices Democrats face as they head toward Election Day with the president’s approval ratings depressed, Republicans energized, the economic slump still lingering and two veteran House Democrats now facing public hearings on ethics charges. / Democrats who are on the ballot hope to make the election about issues other than Mr. Obama, including the benefits to their constituents of the health care and stimulus legislation and the argument that voting Republican means a return to the policies of President George W. Bush.  / That line of thinking is largely shared inside the West Wing, where advisers are trying to determine the balance between using Mr. Obama to inspire voters and keeping him from becoming a defining negative presence. Already, Mr. Obama is popping up more as a target in Republican campaign advertisements than as a positive presence in Democratic ones.

Obama’s push causes further obstructionism

NY Daily News 7/21/10 (Michael Cohen, Staff Writer, “Dems, get behind your President: Barack Obama needs liberal support -- and he's earned it,” http://www.nydailynews.com/opinions/2010/07/21/2010-07-21_dems_get_behind_your_president_barack_obama_needs_liberal_support__and_hes_earne.html)
The argument that Obama needs to "fight harder" for progressive legislation is divorced from this frustrating reality. In fact, the "harder" Obama fights, the more likely Republicans are to obstruct. The liberal critique of the President presupposes that there is a choice between his "sellout" posture and better progressive alternatives. In reality, the choice is between a glass half empty and an empty glass.
AFF – AT: Climate Impact

Even if bill doesn’t pass Congress, Obama will call for unilateral EPA action

Reuters 7/23 (Timothy Gardner and Thomas Ferraro, Staff Writers, 2010, “Senate Climate Bill in Peril as Democrats Delay Action,” http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE66L4L520100723)
Obama has pushed the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to take unilateral action if Congress fails to pass a bill. The EPA has begun issuing rules to cut emissions from cars and requiring power plants to have permits to emit carbon dioxide. 

**Dems Bad Impacts**

Dems Bad Impacts – Gridlock Good – Economy

GOP will take over the House now and that’s good for the economy – gridlock boosts markets

Bloomberg 7/19 (2010, “Why markets should hope for U.S. political gridlock”, http://www.financialpost.com/personal-finance/markets+should+hope+political+gridlock/3296665/story.html, AV)

If history is a guide, investors should hope U.S. midterm elections on Nov. 2 result in more gridlock than the barrage of legislation they have faced from Barack Obama’s Democratic government. At least 35 seats in the Senate and all seats the House of Representatives will be contested. The best possible outcome for markets is a Democratic president and a Republican Congress — maybe a stretch at this point. Here we explore the ins and outs of the election for markets. Second year of any presidency best The Standard & Poor’s 500 Index has surged 48% on average starting in the second year of each U.S. presidential term, measured from its lowest level through the high the next year, according to data going back to 1928 compiled by Bloomberg. That compares with trough-to-peak gains of 38% in other years. An advance this year would come after Obama already presided over the biggest rally during the start of a presidency since Franklin D. Roosevelt in the 1930s. Why gridlock works Bets on Intrade show a 54% chance Republicans will take control of the House, enabling them to block Obama’s policies. That may help prevent a bear market after equities tumbled as much as 16% in the past two months, says billionaire Kenneth Fisher. “I envision a rally from before the midterm elections,” said Fisher, who oversees US$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.” Why it might work even better this time “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 US$17-billion. “From the standpoint of a lot of investors, that would certainly help equities.” 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 US$250,000 or more. “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 US$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.” What history says about split U.S. government The S&P 500 gained 6.7% 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% surge in 1995, the biggest in 37 years, data compiled by Bloomberg show. Best political combination of all The benchmark measure for U.S. equities has advanced 15% 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. What the polls say 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%, according to a Bloomberg National Poll of 1,004 U.S. adults. Odds that Democrats will lose their Senate majority are 18%, 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.

Dems Bad Impacts – EFCA Module

House GOP win means EFCA dies

Morrissey 7/29 (Ed, 2010, “Pelosi: We want Card Check ASAP”, http://hotair.com/archives/2010/07/29/pelosi-we-want-card-check-asap/, AV)

Pelosi wants Card Check in order to get unions to increase their membership rolls — and the dues they get to collect. Those dues will mean bigger political contributions, which will mean more money to the Democratic Party.  Had the Senate passed EFCA, Democrats may have already started seeing the money roll into their coffers. It’s a good reminder of the stakes in the midterm elections. A big win in the House will mean an end to EFCA, which would have to be reintroduced in the next session of Congress if the Senate takes no action on it. That’s also a good reminder to be wary of the lame-duck Congress after the midterms, and to keep a close eye on the Senate especially.
EFCA cripples firms and causes a depression by imposing impossible burdens 

Epstein 8 (Richard, Professor of law at the University of Chicago, a senior fellow at the Hoover Institution, and a visiting professor at NYU. He has consulted on EFCA with employer groups, 12/19, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB122964977342320545.html)
The EFCA takes away the employer's right to walk. Now the successful union, backed by direct government power -- i.e., mandatory arbitration -- can force itself on the firm. Yet the proposed law does not let any court block the deal or ensure that the mandated terms offer a reasonable return on its invested capital. (Even modern rent control statutes require that much.) The government-chosen panel could well impose terms that might cripple the firm competitively. Consider that the takings clause surely prevents the government from forcing any person to buy real estate for twice its market value from a seller. That same principle applies to this labor law: No government should be able to force a firm to hire labor at $50 per hour when the company is not willing to pay half that much. Worse, the EFCA also permits the government arbitrator to strip the employer of all its standard management prerogatives on everything from subcontracting out to promotion policy. By flatly denying the employer any option to walk away, mandatory arbitration under the EFCA runs smack into the takings clause. Let's hope that the Democratic Congress will moot this analysis -- by refusing to jump head first into a labor-law abyss that promises to wreck labor markets in times of acute national economic distress. The Employee Free Choice Act should not be passed, and it should be struck down by the Supreme Court if it is.
That causes global great power wars
Mead 9 (Walter Russell, senior fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, New Republic, Feb 4)
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.

Dems Bad Impacts – EFCA Solves Economy

EFCA will trigger cascade of protectionist policies that will kill the economy

Kibbe 7 (Matt, President and CEO of FreedomWorks, 1/17, “Big Labor's Card Check is Bad News for Workers”, http://www.freedomworks.org/informed/issues_template.php?issue_id=2777)

Just follow the money. According to the Department of Labor, union members paid $7 billion in mandatory dues in the past year. Those dues go to union salaries, strike funds, and political donations. The same Department of Labor report paints a decidedly partisan trend in union support. Of the $8,500,000 spent by the American Federation of State and County Employees, 99 percent went to Democrats, and in a similar fashion, 99 percent of the $7,200,000 given by the UAW went to Democrats as well. According to its campaign reports, the AFL-CIO has spent $8,200,000 to support Democrat leaning 527 groups. The International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers and the Steelworks also gave 95 percent of all political contributions to Democrats. In exchange for these contributions, are Congressional Democrats willing to throw out the right of all workers to choose via secret ballot union or non-union leadership? It is not surprising to find that the public is in clear support of secret balloting. According to a 2006 survey by Opinion Research Corporation, 75 percent of Americans support secret ballots, and only 12 percent supported card check, with 13 percent of Americans undecided. Card Check is the start of an uncompetitive onslaught on the American economy. Following the Employee Free Choice Act, look for Congress to expand prevailing wage laws, the legal guarantee to unions that you the taxpayer will pay more for government contracts than a comparable private sector project. Often these contracts are awarded through uncompetitive and no bid contracts and passed under ‘emergency’ legislation. Big city power politics, the dangerous mix of political machines and unions, is stepping up to the federal level. While Card Check is an immediate threat, other side effects of pandering to unions for short term political support will be felt down the road. Politicians make expensive promises in election years for continued electoral support of public and private unions, and the public is left picking up the tab. A USA Today analysis calculated the unfunded liability of government pension obligations to state, local, and federal employees more than $27,500 per citizen. Private sector unions from the airlines, to steel, to the auto industry are already looking to federal government coffers to bail out unrealistic and unsustainable benefit packages. Private sector union membership has dramatically declined over the past generation because our robust, highly mobile economy makes it easy for workers to defend their own economic interests. Unions have now become political and economic rent-seekers demanding special privileges at the expense of most workers and all taxpayers. Power corrupts, and nothing corrupts more than powerful special interests allied with big government. Samuel Gompers, founder of the American Federation of Labor, stressed that voluntary associations are preferable and more legitimate than compulsory institutions. Big unions are pushing Card Check along with an aggressive protectionist agenda at the expense of the rest of us. Reaping the benefits of this agenda will be union bureaucrats and Democratic Party coffers. The immediate casualty is worker freedom from coercion, but the long term economy will suffer from a lack of innovation, an inability to compete, and a high tax tax-big government political culture.

Dems Bad Impacts – EFCA – Democracy Module

EFCA destroys democracy 

Denenberg 8 (Herb, a former Pennsylvania Insurance Commissioner, Pennsylvania Public Utility Commissioner, and professor at the Wharton School. He is a longtime Philadelphia journalist and consumer advocate. He is also a member of the Institute of Medicine of the National Academy of the Sciences. His column appears daily in The Bulletin. 9/16, “Obama NOT the Worker’s Friend”, http://theunionlabelblog.com/2008/09/16/obama-not-the-workers-friend/)
And here’s another example relating to the Employee Free Choice Act (EFCA). This legislation now being considered by Congress is one of the top priorities of the bosses of organized labor. But it is anti-democratic (with a small “d”) in the most fundamental sense, as it would deprive workers of a secret ballot in deciding whether or not to form a union. That means also that it is deceptively named. There’s no “free choice” in the act, but only the end of the secret ballot in union elections. This is one of the most common forms of fraud, courtesy of the U.S. Congress - giving a bill a noble sounding name, when it is actually designed for totally different and often totally undesirable ends. The bill should be named the Abolish the Secret Ballot in Union Elections Act. To understand why the EFCA is anti-democratic and why it undermines a fundamental principle of our democracy, the secret ballot, you have to understand some background information on how unions come to be organized under the basic law governing unions - the National Labor Relations Act. If a union wants to organize a company, it has to get its employees to sign what are called union authorization cards. Once the union gets 30 percent or more of employees to sign these union authorization cards, then the union asks the employer for voluntary recognition of the union. Most employers refuse to do so on the basis of authorization cards only. Between 1998 and 2003, only 13 percent of employers recognized the union on the basis of union authorization cards. Employers usually think that union authorization cards do not represent the real preferences of employees. The Heritage Foundation points out in a “Backgrounder” (Aug. 27, 2008) why union authorization cards are rarely taken at face value: “Public card signing exposes workers to pressure, harassment, and threats from the union. Even union organizing guidebooks state that a worker’s signature on a union card does not mean that worker supports the union.” When the employer doesn’t think that the union authorization cards truly reflect employee sentiment, the union organizers then submit the cards to the National Labor Relations Board (NLRB), and requests an election. An election is called usually within six to seven weeks, at which time workers vote, using a secret ballot in the privacy of a voting booth. If a majority of workers vote for the union, then by law the company must begin bargaining with the union. If a majority vote against the union, it must then cease organizing activity. The unions win over 60 percent of these elections. This would all change if the EFCA becomes law. Just as the name of the law is deceptive, the law itself seems to be designed to be deceptive as well. It permits the union supporters to argue that the secret ballot is preserved, when in fact, for all practical purposes, the secret ballot is abolished.Here’s how that legislative deception is structured. The proposed law, the EFCA, requires the union to be recognized if a majority of workers sign authorization cards. This permits all kinds of pressure, harassment and threats, as the cards are entirely public, with the union knowing who signs and who won’t sign. So that’s the way the new law will operate in practice, with no secret ballot to register the true preferences of workers.To create the false impression of the preservation of a secret ballot, the law permits the union to call for an election if it collects a minimum of 30 percent of workers’ authorization cards. In that case, there would be a vote with the protection of a secret ballot. But the logic of the law clearly dictates that the election would never be called. The union would go for 50 percent authorization cards, which would eliminate the need for an election and a secret ballot. If they could not get that 50 percent, in a public process, there would be no sense in an election, as in that unusual case, the workers would have already expressed a clear preference for no union. There is no reason to think that preference would change if a secret ballot were involved.Now this brings us to who really supports the EFCA and who benefits from it - the union bosses or the workers? Polls show that Americans strongly oppose the abolition of the secret ballot for elections. That secret ballot is a fundamental principle of democracy, one of our most cherished institutions. It is cherished by the public including workers, but apparently not by union bosses and the Democratic Party and Mr. Obama. They support this abolition of the secret ballot.The unions’ own organizational procedures clearly suggest the law was written to create the illusion but not the reality of the secret ballot. In fact, unions virtually never call for elections based on a 30 percent sign-up. According to the Heritage Foundation, organizers are now instructed to get 60 to 70 percent or more of the signatures of workers before going to the polls. Unions openly state that they want a supermajority before considering an election. Here are the details of the policies of three unions: International Brotherhood of Teamsters: “The general policy of the Airline Division is to file for a representation election only after receiving a 65 percent card return from eligible voters in a group.” New England Nurses Association: “Have 70-75 percent of members sign cards; if unable to reach this goal, review plan.” Service Employees International Union (SEIU): “…[T]he rule of thumb in the SEIU is that it’s unwise to file for an election when fewer than 70 percent of the workforce has signed interest cards.” The Heritage Foundation reports that internal union studies find the odds of winning are not even until 75 percent of employees sign cards: “Unions will not go to the polls without majority support because they know they are unlikely to win and, if they lose, federal law bars them from calling for anther election for a year.” So when all the legislative deception of the name of the proposal and the structure of the proposal are seen through, the union-backed proposed law comes down to Mr. Obama and the Democratic Party striking a blow at a fundamental principle of American democracy - the secret ballot. Under the EFCA, there would be no elections. Union leaders even admit they would not be calling for elections under the new law, according to the Heritage Foundation: “United Food and Commercial Workers President Joe Hansen admits that ‘We can’t win that way anymore.’ UNITE HERE President Bruce Raynor says that he sees ‘no reason to subject the workers to an election.’ SEIU Local 32BJ President Mike Fishman flatly states, ‘We don’t do elections.’”

Democracy solves all your impacts
Diamond 95 (Larry, senior fellow at the Hoover Institution, December 1995, Promoting Democracy in the 1990s, http://wwics.si.edu/subsites/ccpdc/pubs/di/1.htm)
OTHER THREATS This hardly exhausts the lists of threats to our security and well-being in the coming years and decades. In the former Yugoslavia nationalist aggression tears at the stability of Europe and could easily spread. The flow of illegal drugs intensifies through increasingly powerful international crime syndicates that have made common cause with authoritarian regimes and have utterly corrupted the institutions of tenuous, democratic ones. Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness. LESSONS OF THE TWENTIETH CENTURY The experience of this century offers important lessons. Countries that govern themselves in a truly democratic fashion do not go to war with one another. They do not aggress against their neighbors to aggrandize themselves or glorify their leaders. Democratic governments do not ethnically "cleanse" their own populations, and they are much less likely to face ethnic insurgency. Democracies do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass destruction to use on or to threaten one another. Democratic countries form more reliable, open, and enduring trading partnerships. In the long run they offer better and more stable climates for investment. They are more environmentally responsible because they must answer to their own citizens, who organize to protest the destruction of their environments. They are better bets to honor international treaties since they value legal obligations and because their openness makes it much more difficult to breach agreements in secret. Precisely because, within their own borders, they respect competition, civil liberties, property rights, and the rule of law, democracies are the only reliable foundation on which a new world order of international security and prosperity can be built.
Dems Bad Impacts – EFCA – Competitiveness

EFCA would hamper US competitiveness and innovation

Kersey and Sherk 7 (Paul and James, Paul Kersey is senior labor policy analyst at the Mackinac Center for Public Policy, a research and educational institute in Midland, Michigan. James Sherk is Bradley Fellow in Labor Policy in the Center for Data Analysis at The Heritage Foundation, 3/5, “Binding Arbitration for Unions Endangers Competitiveness and Innovation”, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Labor/wm1384.cfm)
While it is widely known that the Employee Free Choice Act (EFCA, H.R. 800) would strip workers of their right to vote in private on joining a union, the bill contains an equally harmful provision that has attracted much less attention. EFCA would allow unions to send negotiations on their first contract with an employer to binding arbitration after 90 days. This would give government officials unprecedented power to set wages and employment conditions throughout the economy and would reduce business innovation and competitiveness. Congress should not force binding arbitration on unions and employers. Binding Arbitration Rarely Used Under the Employee Free Choice Act, if negotiations on an initial contract (the first after a union is recognized) take too long, both workers and management would have to accept the decision of an arbitrator on their wages and working conditions. This is known as interest arbitration. Binding arbitration has proved very useful for settling disputes that might arise when there is a contract in place, but outside of government there has been little interest in using third-party binding arbitration to settle the terms of collective bargaining agreements when negotiations break down. Some airlines have used this method in the past, but otherwise workers and employers in the private sector have made little use of interest arbitration. Government Wage Setting In interest arbitration, government officials create binding contracts based on their own opinions of what is prudent and fair, as opposed to having employers and unions work out those contracts on their own. The government would simply impose wage and employment conditions on workers and companies. Government officials, even after sitting through arbitration proceedings, do not have the same understanding of either a company or its workers as do the company's officers and its employees. An overly generous award can have far-reaching effects and could eventually backfire on those same workers it was intended to benefit—even those who manage to avoid being laid off. This procedure has a poor record in Michigan, where it has been used for 40 years to resolve labor disputes involving police officers and firefighters. The process has proved to be cumbersome, with drawn-out arbitrations leading to large back pay awards for workers who are forced to wait for months or years to receive pay increases. Impedes Competitiveness and Innovation As damaging as an ill-advised arbitrator's decision might be for a local government, there are several reasons to believe that the risk might be even greater in the private sector: Unlike the typical state interest arbitration scheme, this law would apply only to the initial negotiations after a union is recognized. This means that the arbitrator could not look to prior collective bargaining agreements for guidance. A conscientious arbitrator is more likely to base his or her decision on the practices of comparable companies, but this has drawbacks. A company with its own distinctive business model could be forced to adopt the practices of its competitors, but using a workforce that was structured for its original, unique approach. Likewise, employees may be obligated to adopt work practices with which they are not familiar. Either way, the company and its employees would find that a competitive advantage is suddenly turned into a disadvantage. If the arbitration process turns out to be a slow one, as it often is in Michigan, business owners would be forced to prepare for retroactive back pay awards while they wait for overdue decisions. This ties up funds that cannot be used to invest in new equipment or to lure new workers, because back pay awards go exclusively to the existing workforce. Unlike a local government, a business cannot raise taxes or turn to a higher level of government for assistance if an arbitrator’s decision goes against it. Competition in the free market means that if an arbitrator miscalculates and raises wages too high, companies cannot raise their prices to compensate for the decision without the risk of losing customers. These factors only increase the chances that an ill-advised arbitrator's ruling will lead to financial difficulty and layoffs. Conclusion Interest arbitration is rarely used in the private sector, for good reason. Where it is used in the government sector, it works poorly, with long delays. If the government requires companies to enter binding arbitration, it would lead to government wage-setting for hundreds of companies, forcing businesses into contracts that leave them less competitive and less able to innovate. Congress should think twice before forcing workers and companies into binding arbitration for purposes that they seldom use it for voluntarily.
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